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PREFACE

In the aftermath of the Russian Revolution and Civil War, hundreds of
thousands of Russians fled their country and went into exile, where they
formed their own society, commonly known as ‘Russia Abroad’. Scholarly
interest in Russia Abroad has expanded rapidly in recent years, and schol-
ars have published numerous works outlining the cultural achievements
of Russian émigrés in the period between the two world wars. Since the
collapse of the Soviet Union, many historians have also shifted the focus
of their studies away from the victors of the Revolution and Civil War—
the Bolsheviks—and onto those who opposed them, especially the White
armies who fought the Red Army in a bloody civil war from 1917 to 1920.

To date, studics of the inter-war Russian emigration have focused on
the social, intellectual, and cultural élites of Russia Abroad. There are
good reasons for this. The achicvements of emigré artists, composers, and
writers, such as Chagall, Rachmaninoy, and Nabokov were remarkable.
On the other hand, the emphasis placed on the lives and works of these
famous few masks the fact that the great majority of Russian émigrés
were neither artists nor intellectuals. Most of them were soldiers. More
than anything else, Russia Abroad was a society of military men, and the
largest organizations within it were military ones. The history of these
soldiers and their associations is by and large unwritten, and indeed when
[ began my rescarch on the White armies 1 had no idea that segments of
these armies continued to exist in exile for years after the end of the Civil
War. The more that I then learned about the armies in exile, the more
fascinated 1 became by the untold story of White soldiers waiting all
around the world for the day when they could strike back against the
Soviets. That day never came, but along the way White military organi-
zations plaved a central role in the life of the Russian emigration,
furnished substantial humanitarian aid to tens of thousands of displaced
Russian soldicrs, and provided invaluable support to Russian culture
abroad.

T'his book aims to provide a better understanding of the White move-
ment and 1o fill a gap in the history of the Russian emigration from the end
of the Civil War to the beginning of the Second World War. [ hope that it
will interest not only those wanting to know more about the inner work-
ings of Russia Abroad, but also a wider audience interested in the dramatic
events of the Russian Revolution and Civil War, and the remarkable
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human story of the White Army in exile. History tends to be written not
only by, but also about, the victors, but to understand the past one needs
1o understand not only the victors, but also the losers, which in the case
of Russia were the Whites.

In the years since the Soviet Union collapsed, Russian historians have
ched their communist aversion to the Whites, and adopted 2 far more
positive attitude towards them, sometimes to the point of uncritical
adulation. By contrast, many Western historians still emphasize the
supposedly ‘reactionary’ nature of the White movement, its anii-
Semitism, corruption, and brutality. These interpretations are based
almost entirely on studies of cvents during the Civil War of 1917-20. As
this book shows, however, the White armies maintained a shadowy exis-
tence for many years after the Civil War, and an examination of ther
activities in this period suggests that the most negative interpretations of
the White movement need to be modified. A review of the post-war docu-
mentation casts light backwards an what the Whites really believed and
fought for, and provides little to suggest that the Whites offered a more
terrifying prospect for Russia than the Reds.

The main sources of information for this book are the archives of
émigré military organizations, especially the army of Licutenant General
Baron Petr Nikolaevich Wrangel, and the largest ¢migre veterans' associ-
ation, the Russkii Obshche-Voinsku Soiuz (ROVS: Russian General
Military Union). These archives are enormous in scale, consisting of
hundreds of boxes of official circulars, orders, reports, and information
bulletins, as well as thousands of letters and some diaries and memoirs.
Emigré organizations also published large numbers of journals, news-
papers, and pamphlets, which provide valuable supplement to the
archival materials. Together, these sources allow onc to create a compre=
hensive picture of the activities of the White Army in exile and of the
attitudes and beliefs of its members.

In the absence of any external funding, I could never have carried out
the research for this beok without the financial assistance provided by my
wifie, Chione, and my parents, Michael and Ann Robinson, all of whom
also aided me by reading and commenting on drafts of my work. [ am
greatly indebted to them. [ also wish to thank Murray and Lucy Adams
of New York City, and Luke and Ginny Vania of Menlo Park, California,
and Paul Dryden of Oxford, who kindly accommodated me in their
homes for prolonged periods, making my rescarch trips much maorce
comfortable than they otherwise would have been, My thanks also to Janet
Clark and Vahe Aslanian for helping me to arrange these stays.

Preface vil

On the academic side, Dr Catherine Andreyev of Christ Church,
Oxford, played an invaluable role in enabling this book to see the light of
day, first as supervisor of the doctoral thesis on which it is based, and
second as sub-editor for Oxford University Press. I am also extremely
indebted to all those who aided me at the numerous librarics in Britain,
France, the United States, Russia, and Canada, where my far-reaching
searches for new materials took me. Among them I would like to single
out Richard Davies of the Leeds Russian Archive, whose help, friendship,
and encouragement were a great source of support. Iam also particularly
grateful to Dr Paul Mogren of the Marriott Library at the University of
Utah, who came in one Saturday to open up the library’s rare book
section just for me. Thanks are also due to Aleksandr Ivanovich Ushakoy,
who pointed me in the right direction in the archives in Moscow, and to
Baron Alexis Wrangel and Count Nikita Cheremeteff for giving me
access to the unpublished memoirs of General F. N. Shaunlov.

All dates in this book arc New Style.

Transliterations of Russian names follow the Library of Congress
system, except in instances where an alternative transliteration is already
in general use—thus Wrangel not Frangel',

PER
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Cruil War

In a quiet corner of the Ste Geneviéve-des-Bois cemetery on the south-
ern edge of Paris lic the graves of the Alckseevskii Infantry Regiment, a
unit of the White Russian Volunteer Army. In the centre of their ordered,
well-maintained plot is a tall monument capped with a stone cross dedi-
cated to the commander of the regiment, Colonel 5. A. Matsylev. Around
it the graves of Matsylev's junior officers are laid out in a tidy square.
Typical of them is the resting-place of Sccond Licutenant Georgil
Ivanovich Kononovich, whose tombstone stands near the junction of two
gravelled footpaths. Kononovich was just seventeen when the Bolshevik
revolution plunged Russia into civil war, and barely into his twentics
when the Alekseevskii regiment ceased to exist as a recognizable military
unit, some time in 1922 or 1923. Scores of his comrades lie near him,
their tombstones marked with their ranks and regimental badges, just as
‘1 war cemeteries all over Europe. But the man buried under the inscrip-
tion ‘Peace To The Remains Of The Warrior Georgii® died in 1983. He
had been a civilian for sixty years when he was laid to rest with his regi-
mental comrades and with his military rank inscribed on his tombstone.

His grave and those around it testify to the unwavering determination
of thousands of Russian military émigrés who left Russia in the aftermath
of the Civil War to maintain their identities as soldiers, even after decades
of life in exile. As one such veteran wrote in 1939, “The officer-&migré is
above all an officer. and will remain so, regardless of all the misfortunes
of refugee life.”* This book examines this phenomenon during the period
berween the Civil War and World War Two. It studies how and why
Russians maintained their military organization in cxile, what they
believed in, and what they hoped to achieve,

The first of the White armics came into being in December 1917 in
response to the chaos which had engulfed Russia in that vear. Three years
beforehand, in August 1914, thousands of Russians had thronged into the
squarcs of their capital, St Petersburg, to celebrate the start of what
became the First World War. They expected a quick and casy victory, but

1§, Mozhin, ‘Ofitsery-cmigranty | budushchaia Rossiia’, Sugmal, 55 (22 Sept. 1939), 1.



2 Crodl War

were 1o be gravely disappointed. By 1917 millions of Russians had been
Lilled and wounded, the Russian Army had suffercd a series ol terrible
defeats at the hands of Germany, and enthusiasm for the war had vanished.
The Russian cconomy was unable to cope with the strains of modern war.
Prices rose dramatically, and the cities were short of food. In February 1917
hundreds of thousands of people wok to the streets of the capital, now
renamed Petrograd, to protest against the government of Tsar Nicholas I
From his military command train in southern Russia the Tsar ordered his
troops onto the streets to quell the crowds, but the soldiers instead turned
their guns on their officers. One small detachment under Colonel AL I
Kutepov of the Preobrazhenskii Guards Regiment {an officer who will play
a prominent part in this book) tried Lo resist what had now become a revo-
lution, but it was soon overwhelmed, and Kutepov was fortunate to be able
to slip away alive after his troops deserted him.# The Tsar raced up to the
capital by train, hoping that the army would march on the city and restore
his authority. But the gencrals now believed that only a change of govern-
ment could restore order and allow the army to prosecute the war suceess-
fully, and instead of helping Nicholas they persuaded him to abdicate,

A Provisional Government led by a liberal politician, Prince G. E. L'vow,
rook over. A few months later L'vov resigned, and his place was taken by the
socialist Aleksandr Kerenskii, who was in twrn overthrown in November
1g17 by Viadimir Lenin's Bolshevik party. The Bolsheviks were ruthless
revolutionaries, determined to establish a communist dictatorship in Russia,
and unwilling to share power with anyone. Opponents of Bolshey ik rule
raiscd the standard of rebellion almost immediately, and formed the White
armies to oust Lenin's government. A bloody civil war followed, and after a
vear and half of struggle, by the middle of 1919 the Whites scemed to be on
the brink of victory. Unfortunately for them, their position was much
weaker than it appeared, and a few months later the White armies were in
retreat everywhere. A year later, in November 1920, the last major White
force was driven out of Russia, and although some scattered fighting contin-
ued for several months, the Civil War was effectively over.d Bolshevism was
triumphant, and the surviving Whites fled abroad.

At that point the Whites disappear from most history books. If most
peaple have any knowledge of their fate it is in the form of anecdotes of

¥ Rourepar: sharmil starer (Pars, 19340 150-74.

§ Fur histories of the Russian Civil War, see: W, Bruce Lincoln, Red Factary: | Hustary
af the Rutiian Croif IWar (Reading, 1901 ) R. Luckent, The IWhite Generali: An Account o the
I hite Magenent and the Russian Covd War (London, 187 E. Mawdsley, The Ruisnen Crenl
War (Boston, 1987, G, Stewart, The Wiite Armics of Russra (New York, 1a33). For histori-
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generals driving taxis in Paris. But the White armics did not vanish when
they went into exile. This book details what happened to them, and exam-
ines the significance of their acnons.

The White movement was born in the broad valley of the Don river in
southern Russia, a rich agricultural region which once marked the border
of the Russian Empire. This was the homeland of the Don Cossacks. The
Cossacks were originally runaway serfs who fled to the edge of the empire
and adopted an independent, frecbooting existence. The Russian state
eventually brought the Cossacks under control, and they were given land
along Russia’s southern frontier in return for defending that fronticr
against outsiders. Divided into thirteen ‘Hosts’, cach led by an *Ataman’,
Cossacks were allowed some political autonomy, but had to keep a horse
and weapons ready at all times so that they could go to war whenever the
Tsar called on them. The Cossacks regarded themselves as somewhat
distinct from other Russians, and zealously guarded their autonomy.

In November 1917 the Don Cossacks refused to aceept the authority
of the Bolshevik government. Under their protection, the 165,000 square
kilometres of the Don region became a safe haven for other opponents of
the new regime. Within two months, two former commanders-in-chief of
the Russian Army, Generals Mikhail Alekseev and Lavr Kornilow, had
made their way to the Don. The son of a peasant, short, bespectacled, and
unassuming, Alckscev resembled a librarian more than a reneral. By
contrast Kornilov, also of peasant stock but a Siberian of Mongolian
appearance, was very much the fighting general. The two men arrived in
the Don region in December 1917, and announced the formation of a
Volunteer Army, whose purpose was to inspire Russians everywhere to
rise up and overthrow the Bolsheviks. Alckseev took responsibility for the
administration of the army and Kornilov for military operations.

Initially the Volunteer Army was a tiny force of only 4,000 men, most
of whom were cither former officers or teenage schoolboys. By 1919 it
had grown into an army of over 100,000, the most powerful threat to
Lenin's new regime.* Together, the Volunteers and similar anti-Bolshevik

ographical surveys of writings on the White armies see G. A. Bordiugov, A. 1. Ushakoy, and
V. lu Churakev, Helee defo; ideologiia, omnovy, regimy wlasi (Moscow, 1998), and
V. T Tormozoy, Beloe drizhenie v grazhdanskor voire: 8o let izuchenia {(Moscow, 18],

+ For the history of the Volunteer Army, see: P. Kenez, Cronl War in Sourk Ruseia, rord
(Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1g71), and B Reney, Civid [War in Sourh Russia, 19rg-1920
{Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1977k G. A. Brinkley, The Volunteer Army and the Alfied
Puiervention in Sewth Russia, 1g: 7=rg2r (Notre Dame, Ind., 1966); V. F. Fediuk, Belye: anti=
bl 'shevistslee drizhenie na iuge Rossi, 1g17-19:8 (Moscow, 1996k A L Ushakov and
V. P. Fediuk, Belyi eug, noiabe” rgrg-rotabe’ 1920 (Moscow, 1997).
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groups in other parts of the country were known as ‘Whites'. Nobody
knows why they acquired this title, but it was probably meant to contrast
them with the Bolshevik ‘Reds’. As Bolshevik power faltered in 1918, new
White armics sprang up in other regions of Russia. The most significant
of these were the armies of Admiral Alcksandr Kolchak in Siberia, of
Licutenant General Evgenii Miller in the far north of Russia, and of
General-of-Infantry Nikolai ludenich in Estonia. Together these consti-
ruted the so-called *“White movement’.

Nearly one half of all White soldiers were Cossacks, and a dispropor-
tivnate percentage of the rest were olficers., The original Volunteer Army
contained only a handful of private soldiers, and even senior officers had
to serve in the ranks as ordinary infantrymen. Apart from schoolboys,
only a few non-officers volunteercd to join the Whites. Likewise,
although some civilians helped the Whites in political and administrative
matters, the White movement was always firmly under the control of offi-
cers, and its aims and ideals reflected those of military men. As the liberal
politician M. N. L'vov put it, “The White movement is above all a military
campaign, a struggle for the army."

Relations between the two halves of the White forces, the Cossacks
and the Volunteer officers, were never good. Although  the Cossacks
made up half of the Whites' strength, their numbers did not translate into
political and military authority within the movement. White leadership
stayed firmly in the hands of Imperial officers. These officers came from
a wide varicty of social backgrounds. Even before the First World War a
shortage of officers had meant that the army had commissioned many
children from poor families, and the armed forces became something of a
ladder for social mobility. This process was accelerated by the World War,
i which casualties among officers were enormous and many men of
modest social origins were commissioned to replace those who had been
killed in battle, Almost no officers possessed any property. Even before
the war, only 15 per cent of generals cven owned a house, let alone any
land. % Thus the officer corps could not be said to have risen up against the
Bolsheviks because of their decision to nationalize industry and redis-
tribute land. Many officers welcomed the original February revolution
which overthrew the Tsar and only rebelled when the Bolsheviks over-
threw the Provisional Government and took power for themselves.

5 M. M. L'vov, Belee duvizhenic (Belgrade, 1924), 7.
6 A K. Wildman, The End of the Russian Imperial Army: The Old Army and the Soldiers®
Revalt (Princeton, 1950, 23.
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The Cossacks, by contrast, were fighting for their farms and ther
traditional privileges, which they feared the Bolsheviks would take away.
They unly reluctantly aceepted the Volunteers' leadership, and had little
interest in what went on outside their home region, so as a result did not
like to fight beyond its boundaries. Later, when defeat and exile separated
them from their native land, their will to continue the struggle diminished
markedly. In addition, they were hard to discipline, and suspected the
officer class of harbouring reactionary political opinions.”

In fact, the White leaders were not as reactionary as the Cossacks
fearcd, not so much because they held progressive political opinions as
because they had almost no political opinions at all. Most Imperial offi-
cers had started their military careers as young boys at cadet schools and
spent nearly their whole lives in the army, Their education was extremely
narrow, and entirely avoided political matters, with the result that they
tended to display *political ineptitude” and ‘naiveté”,* which left them ill-
prepared for the tasks they faced in a time of civil war. They tended to
view their struggle with the Bolsheviks as being purely military and when
pressed on political matters would insist that solutions 1o these could not
be pre-determined and would have to be postponed until a freely elected
national parliament, known as the Constituent Assembly, could be called.
This policy became known as ‘non-predetermination’, and it is often
argued that this refusal to tackle political issues meant that the Whites
were unable to win support from the Russian population as a whole, and
that this fatally undermined their military effort.”

Non-predetermination is sometimes described as a pretext to put off
right-wing reforms until officers felt strong enough to impose them.'®
Some historians claim that although White officers considered them-
selves to be above parties, in reality they wanted to restore the old
Imperial system, and belonged to the ‘reactionary right’." In fact, non-
predetermination was an unavoidable conscquence of the deep divisions
within the White movement, which made it desirable to put political
matters to one side, rather than risk a split by taking a firm stance on any

T Kenez, Croel 1War i South Ruszia, 1grg—fgao, 110-37.

§ (0, Ray, *The Imperial Russian Army Officer’, Political Science Quarterly, 76/ 4 (Dec.
tghia), 584, 500; P. Kenez, “The Ideology of the White Movement’, Sevict Studies, 32/1
{Jan. 1g980), 67.

% g.g., O Figes, A People’s Tragedy: The Rustian Revolution, 18gr-rg24 (London, 1946),
5788

 Kenez, “The Idcology of the White Movement', 74. J. Smele, Crvsl War i Sibera: The
Auti-Bolshevik Government of Admiral Kelchak, 1915-1420 (Cambridge, 1990), 185,

W (G, Swain, The Origins of the Russian Creal War (London, 1972), 246,
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ssue. There was little ideological unity among the White officers. Most
probably had authoritarian tendencies, but others were democrats, Many
were monarchists, but others were republicans.'® The song of one of the
foremost units of the Volunteer Army, the Kormlov Shock Regiment, even
contained the line “The Tsar is not our idol’. Divisions among the W hites
were senerational as well as political. The pre-war Imperial officers formed
a distinet group from the vounger officers comm issioned in the First World
War. During the Civil War some officers reached very high rank while still
very young. Notably, Major Generals Turkul, Skoblin, Manstein, and
K harzhevskii were still all in their twenties when the war ended. These
young fircbrands sometimes felt that the high ideals of their movement
justified the most unscrupulous behaviour. The older, pre-war ofticers were
on the whole more conservative, restrained, and disciplined.

The defeat of the Whites in the Civil War is often blamed on the polit-
ical and administrative failures of the White generals. Too many of them
allowed corruption and ill-discipline to run rife among their troops, and
displayed an inability to check abuses by their men against the civilian
population. They themselves, however, believed that they had lost not
because of their own failings, but because they had been betrayed and
abandoned by everyone else. The Russian masses had stood to one side,
the intelligentsia had proved that they were incapable of anything other
than talk, and the Whites' French and British allies had provided only
desultory assistance which in some mstances was counterproductive.

White officers came to feel that they were alone in the world,
surrounded by enemies. They were therefore pronc to believe in conspir-
acy theories, with the result that anti-Semitism and a belicf in the exis-
tence of Masonic plots were prevalent among them. The historian Peter
Kenez concludes that anti-Semitism became a substitute for any real
ideology, and that it was *not an accidental and minor clement in the
idcology of the officers, but an essential centre piece’.' While there is
some truth to this idea, it rather exaggerates the real influence of anti-
Semitism. The White armies were too diverse, and contained too many
strands of belief for their ideology to be reduced to one factor. In any
case, the real cause of resentment of the Bolsheviks was not their

11 For 2 discussion of the various views of the nature of the White mascment, sec
V. N, Samus, 5 V. Ustinkin, and P. 5. Matsur, Beloe duizhenie § otechestvennyt afitsersku
karpus v gody grazhdansker voiny v Rowu (MNizhni Movgored, 1905).

13 Kenez, “The ldealogy of the White Movement”, 50 Sec also, I Kence, "Pogroms and
White Ideology in the Russian Civil War', in . 1D Klicr and S. Lambroza (eds), Pogroms:
Anti-Fewick Vialeunce in Modern Russian Histery (Cambridge, 1992]), 293=313.
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supposed Jewishness, but their attitude towards the army. The Whites
hated the revolution because it had destroyed the army, and hated the
destruction of the army because they saw it as the destruction of Russia.

In the aftermath of the February revolution which brought the
Provisional Government to power, authority in the army rapidly broke
down. Committees of soldiers were set up, which officers had to consult
before they made important decisions. Soldiers refused to fight, and many
deserted. Bolshevik agitators spread out among the troops and incited
them to disobey their officers and lay down their weapons. In some
instances officers were lynched, their epaulettes fixed to their shoulders
with nails, and their bodies mutilated. When the Bolsheviks took power in
October 1917, the army fell apart entirely. Huge numbers of troops
simply dropped their weapons and went home. Officers were stripped of
what little authority they had left. The Commander-in-Chief, General
Dukhonin, was bavoncted to death, '

The collapse of the army left Russia defenceless against Germany. In
March 1918, the Bolsheviks signed the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk with
Germany, taking Russia out of the First World War and surrendering vast
amounts of Russian land. In the eves of many White officers, the
Bolsheviks’ deliberately undermining the army, and then humiliating
Russia at Brest-Litovsk was their greatest sin. For many officers, “The
Army [was] Russia.’*s Their rebellion against Soviet rule was a reaction
against what the Bolsheviks had done to the army.

Many officers, who knew little else, saw military values as the essence
of virtue. As the historian Leonid Heretz has noted, White officers were
not so much interested in political, economic, or social structures as in
spiritual values such as duty, honour, and religion—"The Whites
perceived the world and their struggle in religious categories, and it is in
the context of religion that their mentality can best be explained.”® For
instance, it is said of one of the leading White officers, General Denikin,
that *his values seem to have been in the spiritual realm . . . Denikin was
concerned for material events only in so far as they affected Russia's spir-
itwal destiny.™'?

14 The collapse of the Russian Army is described in Wildman, The End of the Russian
fmpersaf Army, Vols 1 and 2.

15 M. Ross, Framge!’ v Krymu (Frankfurr, 1982}, 205, Also GARE, [ 881, o 1, d. 255
(V. M. Varnek, Gadsr Arsmis).

6 1., Heretz, “The Psychology of the White Movement’, in V. N. Brovkin (cd.), Tke
Halsheviks in Rusiian Seceery: The Revelution and Ciuil Wars (New Haven, 1997), 105-22.

"7 W. G. Rosenberg, A £ Dewilin and the Anti-Bolvhernk Mevement in Seuth Ruinia
{Amherst, Mass, 1g61), 38.



8 Crvil War

Possibly the most important of the values cherished by the Whites was
honour. Honour is a concept which tends to be dismissed as meaningless
by people today, but which held a powerful sway over peoples’ minds just
a hundred years ago. Russia before the First World War was a hierarchi-
cal society in which questions of status and prestige mattered greatly, and
defence of one’s honour was a social necessity. This was not merely a
Russian phenomenon. At the turn of the ninetcenth and twenticth
centurics honour played a vital role in the lives of military officers
throughout Europe. In some Furopean countrics, the military code of
honour *had a more profound influence on the life of an officer than the
laws of his state, the precepts of his religion, or the traditions of his
family and nation."® So powerful was this influence that John Keegan has
stated that ‘Tt was the idea of honour and its associated ideals of duty and
self-sacrifice that supplied the encrgy of the First World War.”'¥ Imperial
Russian officers were thoroughly indoetrinated in the need to defend the
honour of their country, their regiments, and their own persons. Men
could atone for shame and dishonour only by shedding blood. The
Imperial government gave this honour code official sanction 1 1804,
when it legalized duelling. Military Courts of Honour, based on mediae-
val Courts of Chivalry, enforced the rules of the honour code, and had the
power to force officers to challenge others to a duel, even if they did not
want 1o.*”

The events of 1917 convineed many Russian officers that the officer
corps, the army, and Russia wsell had not merely been altered, but
shamed. By rising up against the new regime, the Whites were secking
two things: revenge, and the restoration of their own and Russia’s honour.
The lust for revenge explains many of the Whites' more brutal and
unpleasant characteristics; the quest for honour some of their more ideal-
setic features, These motivations based on abstract values provided the
Whites with the unifying notions which held them all together regardless
of their political opinions, class origins, or economic interests.

The Russian Civil War started in carnest in early 1918 when the Red
Army invaded the Don and forced the Volunteer Army to flee south into
the steppes of the Kuban in the northern Caucasus, where it found allies
among the Kuban Cossacks. What followed was one of the most remark-

8 [ Deak, Beyond Nottonalism: A Secial and Polivical History of the Habsburg Officer
Carps, 18451908 (Oxford, 1992), 138,

15 ], Keegan, *War and the Individual’, BEC Reirh Lecture, BBC Radio g, 29 Apr. 1998,

= Tor one such example, sce A. 1. Denikin, The Career of @ Trart Officer: Memoirs
182 2-1g06 (Minneapolis, 1975) 52.
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able sagas of the Civil War—the Ice March of the winter of 1918. From
February to April 1918, 3,700 Volunteers trudged hundreds of miles
through the snow and ice of the Kuban sceking a new haven. Massively
outnumbered, they had to keep permanently on the move, fighting off
continuous attacks, and covering as much as thirty miles a day in temper-
atures well below zero. An attempt to capture the city of Ekaterinodar in
April 1918 failed dismally. Yet as the army marched it grew, picking up
several thousand volunteers from among the Kuban Cossacks. It also
acquircd a special esprit de corps and new heroes, such as General S. L.
Markov, who commanded a regiment composed entirely of officers.
Finally in May 1918 a Cossack uprising drove the Reds out of the Don
region, and the Volunteer Army returned to the Don.® Those who
participated in this epic trek were dubbed the First Campaigners, the
Pervopokhodnili. Among them was Colonel Kutepov, the officer who had
unsuccessfully resisted the February revolution, and who before long was
promoted to the rank of general. The Pervopokhodniki later formed a
special elite in the Volunteer Army. Back in the Don region, they linked
up with the survivors of another long march, the men of General M. G.
Drozdovskii’s regiment, who had walked all the way to the Don from the
Romanian border, a distance of goo miles which they covered in 61 days.
These men were also counted among the Pervapokhadniks.

By this time the Volunteer Army had a new leader. General Kormlov
had been killed by an artillery shell in the baule for Ekaterinodar, and
General Alekseev died of cancer in October 1918, having already given up
active command. The new commander of the Volunteer Army was
General Anton Ivanovich Denikin. Denikin's father had been a serf, who
was conscripted into the Russian Army in the mid-18co0s, and subse-
quently rose to become a middle-ranking officer. The younger Denikin
was born in 1872 in Poland, where his father was serving. He joined the
army on leaving school, and gained rapid promation, becoming chief of
stalf to General Alekseev during the First World War. The peasant roots
of Denikin, Alekseey, and Kornilov showed that the Civil War was far
from being a simple class struggle. In many ways these White commanders
came from far more humble backgrounds than educated Bolsheviks such
a5 Lenin. Denikin's own origins left him with an inferiority complex which
made him distrust those of his colleagues who had more aristocratic back-
grounds, most notably the commander of the north-castern front of his
army, General Wrangel. A man of generally liberal convictions, Denikin

21 The lee March is deseribed in R. Gul’, Ledtaroi pakhad {Berlin, 1921).
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was intelligent, but stubborn, He was a first-class military officer, but had
little understanding of politics or ¢ivil administration.** Appropriately
for 2 man who was born in Poland, and had a Polish mother, Demikin
regarded Poland and other non-Russian arcas as integral parts of Russia,
considered the borders of the former Russian Empire sacrosanct, and was
unwilling to countenance any peace settlement which gave independence
to nun-Russian nations, such as the Poles. Under Denikin, the Whites
adopted the slogan, ‘Russia, one and indivisible’. This lost the Whites
valuable support among non-Russians, and contributed to their defear.®
At the same time as Denikin was taking control of the Volunteer Army,
an anti-Bolshevik rebellion broke out in Siberia. At the end of 1918
command of this rebellion passed into the hands of Admiral Aleksandr
Kolchak. who had become famous before the First World War as an
Arctic explorer. Pressure mounted on the Bolsheviks as Kolchak
advanced on Moscow from the east, and Denikin marched on the city
from the south. At the same time, the army of General ludenich threat-
ened Petrograd, while the forces of General Miller began a slow march
south from their base in the far north. The core of Denikin's army
consisted of the Cossacks and the four most respected units of the
Volunteer Army, the Kornilovskii, Alckscevskii, Drozdovskii, and
Markovskii Infantry Regiments, known collectively as the *‘Coloured
Regiments’ because of their multi-coloured uniforms (black and red for
the Kornilovskii regiment, blue and white for the Alekseevskii, red and
white for the Drozdovskil, and black and white for the Markovskii). In
spring 1914, the army cleared the northern Caucasus of Bolshevik forces,
and in June 1919 General Wrangel captured the city of Tsaritsyn, later to
become famous as Stalingrad. At this point, Denikin faced an important
strategic decision. Should he head cast to link up with Kolchak, who by
this time had been driven back and was retreating deeper into Siberia or
should he march on Moscow? Wrangel argued that he should do the
former. but Denikin rejected Wrangel’s advice and instead ordered the
Volunteer Army to march on Moscow. This dispute over strategy soured
relations berween Denikin and Wrangel, whe from then on developed an
intense dislike of one another.
In summer tgig, the Whites moved into Ukraine. Their armies
marched along the railway lines on which their supply depended, and

2 [enikin's life is desribed in [ Lehovich, White againss Red: The Life of Cemeral Anlon
Denikin (New York, 1973), and AL Girey, Mon Peére I (réncral Demiline (Pans, 1g935)%

3 See A. Procyk, Russran Nutromaliim and Ulbraime: The Natiomalty Policy of the
Valumicer Army during the Civil War (Edmonton, 195
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their control of the land beyvond the railways was limited. All the same, as
they acquired more and more territory, their ability to administer the
areas they controlled was put under tremendous strain. As military men,
the Whites had no experience of civil administration, and proved
unsuited to the task. Many Whites took the opportunity to loot and take
bribes. Corruption was endemic. Sensing that popular opinion was turn-
ing against them, and lacking any firm ideological purpose, the Whites
turned to anti-Semitism, whipping up hatred of Jews among the
Ukrainian population in a desperate attempt to gain popular support.
Cossack units carried out werrible pogroms, massacring thousands of Jews
in towns and villages across Ukraine. These left an indelible stain on the
reputation of the Whites,™

By October 1919 Denikin's army was less than 250 miles from
Moscow. Victory seemed within its grasp. But Denikin had sent his men
too far, too fast. The army was desperately overstretched, and the arca
behind the front lines was in total disarray. In November the Reds coun-
terattacked, and soon the Whites were in headlong retreat. Morale plum-
meted, thousands deserted, and large parts of the army disintegrated.

The Whites continued to retreat throughourt the winter of 1919—20. As
they went, Denikin and Wrangel argued heatedly over strategy, and their
relationship deteriorated even further. Eventually the situation became
intolerable and Wrangel resigned and went into exile in Constantinople.
By March 1920 Denikin's troops had been driven out of Ukraine and had
retreated all the way to the northern Caucasus, with their backs to the sea
at the port of Novorossiisk. As the Red Army moved in on the port,
Denikin ordered the army to evacuate to the last remaining picce of terri-
tory under his control—the Crimea. The evacuation was a disaster.
Denikin controlled the former Imperial Black Seca Fleet, but there were
not enough ships to take all the troops, and thousands were left behind to
almost certain death, The few troops who made it to the Crimea had
almost no weapons, and their organization and morale were shattered.
Denikin's prestige never recovered. He had led his army from near-
victory to catastrophic defeat, and no longer enjoyed the loyalty of those
under his command. On 3 April 1920, Denikin resigned as leader of the
White armies in southern Russia. The same night he boarded a ship and
left Russia, never to return.

ij 'Ith-_l FH-'IE'U“.'?'- ane dﬁﬂw i“ E G, Ill:i.l-c‘.ﬁ. I.ﬁ'-l" -!ﬂlllusﬁmﬂffﬁf.?tw I'.I.I' fh {.-rj:'-l"ﬂl-ﬂc' F‘H
rgrq.{hm' Yurk, 1921y M. L Shiif, Pogromy ae Ulrame (period Dobrovol’ cheskoi armu)
;11;-:];1‘ 1g2z2); 1. B Schechiman, Progromy Dobrovol’ cheikai armil na Ulbraine [Berlin,
1932
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The senior White officers who remained in the Crimea had no doubts
15 to who should succeed Denikin. General Wrangel rushed back to the
Crimea from Constantinople, and a council of senior officers requested
that he assume command, Wrangel accepred. His situation was desperate.

The army was in disarray, and clsewhere in Russia the other _‘l.’L_"]-.iLc
armies, those of Kolchak, Tudenich, and Miller, had all been decisively
defeated. Kalchak had been captured and killed by the Bolsheviks, and
[udenich and Miller had been driven into exile. Wrangel's small army
stood alone against the communists,

Licutenant General Baron Pewr Nikolaevich Wrangel was probably the
most outstanding officer to lead the White armies. He combined military
prowess with personal charisma and, unusually for a R_usa"i:m ut'ﬁccr_, a
remarkably sound understanding of the political dimensions of the Civil
War. Wra.ug:] was a purc aristocrat. His ancestors had served s field
marshals in the armics of Sweden, Spain, and Germany. In Russia, the
family regiment was the Horse Guards, the smartest :|_ml maost ux::lu_siujt
cavalry regiment of the Empire. His father socialized with rﬂ}'ftlty on inti-
mate terms, including making at least one visit to a brothel with the then
Prince of Wales, later King Edward VII of England.**

Most Russian army officers at the end of the ninetcenth century knew
ittle of life outside the military. Wrangel was an exception. His father had
wanted him to become a mining cngineer, and he therefore went to ‘-:-t
Petersburg’s School of Mines, rather than to a miiim_r;r school. This
provided him with a broader understanding of civilian life than most of
his colleagues. From 1go1 to 1goz Wrangel carried out his uunjpu]:mrg.-
military service as a trooper in the Horse Guards. He then applied for 2
mmmi:ss;i:m as a regular officer. His request was rejected 'l.".'hl:!‘l. he
chopped the heads off the colonel’s new trees with hi.s Iswﬂ_rd after a
drunken party. Wrangel could sull have accepted a comm ission in -._mutllmr
regiment, but he chose not to do so. Instead he mlurn-:d_ to ::wilm_n life,
and moved to Siberia to work as a mining enginecr.?” This was ty p_n:ai of
Wrangel. He was, according to how gencrous one wishes Fu be, either a
perfectionist or a petulant snob. IF he could not arrange things exactly as
he wanted them, he preferred to have nothing to do with them at all.

Wrangel's civilian life did not last long. In 1gog4 war broke out between
Russia and Japan and he enlisted as an officer in a Cossack unit, “ml. went
to the front, He acquitted himself well during the war, and after it was

35 A, Wrangel, General Weangel: Rusoia's Wiite Crusader (London, 1957). 7.
o Thid. a1,
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over took a permanent commission in the army. In 1907 he was finally
accepted into the Horse Guards. Around this time Wrangel acquired the
nickname ‘Piper’ from his love of Piper Heidscick champagne. Some of
his older colleagues addressed him in this way right up until his death.*?
Soon alter the outbreak of the First World War in August 1914,
Wrangel's unit was sent into action against the Germans at Kaushen in
East Prussia. Wrangel led his squadron in an old-fashioned cavalry charge
against two German artillery guns, and captured them. As a result, he
became one of the very first soldiers in the First World War to win
Russia’s leading gallantry medal, the St George Cross. His reputation was
ensured, and he gained an unshakeable faith in the efficacy of cavalry
tactics,*® He became aide-de-camp to Tsar Nicholas 11, and by 1917 was
a brigade commander.

After the Bolsheviks took power, Wrangel resigned his commission
and went to live in the Crimea. In summer 1918 he left the Crimea and
joined the Volunteer Army, rapidly becoming one of the leading lights of
the White movement. Denikin appointed him to command the front
around Tsaritsyn, and Wrangel's capture of thar city was one of the
greatest White victories of the Civil War. Wrangel’s troops captured 2
armoured trains, 131 locomotives, 7o cannon, and joo machine guns.

Tall and imposing, with 4 booming voice, Wrangel was 42 years old
when he took command in the Crimea. He was a thoroughly modern
general in the way in which he deliberately cultivated his public image.
He exploited his reputation as a dashing cavalry commander who always
led from the front, and dressed in traditional Cossack uniform including
a long cloak, complete with ammunition pouches, known as a cherkesska,
a tall fur hat known as a papabha, and a ceremonial dagger. He was a firm
believer in traditional military virtues, above all discipline and honour,
and was decisive and quick thinking. His Chief of Staff, General Shatilov,
described him as a man who liked to get to the heart of the matter and
hated trivia.?® He was capable of great brutality, as when he captured a
large group of Red soldiers, ordered the execution of 300 of them, and
gave those remaining the choice of joining the Whites or being executed
as well. He punished transgressions among his own soldiers harshly, but
nonctheless carned his troops’ respect by his obvious care for their well-
being. Despite his aristocratic background, he knew how to converse with

7 bid, 37. ¥ [bid. 45-6.
W Lincoln, Sed Ficoery, 217,
B p N Shatibov, *Memoirs' (unpublished—copy in the possessaion of Count Nikita
CheremetelT), 1284,
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the ordinary soldicr. Immensely self-confident, he had a reputation for
overbearing vanity, which made him many enemies. His powerful sense of
duty, and his belief in the superiority of his own judgement, made him
fcel that when mistakes were being made he had a duty to put a stop to
them. This did not endear him to those of his colleagues whose errors he
insisted on pointing out. His authority over his own troops was, however,
extraordinary.

On assuming command of the White armies in the Crimea, Wrangel
became the head of government in all the areas occupied by his army. As
such, he believed that he was the sole legiimate representative of Russian
statehood, and expected loyalty and obedience from all those beneath
him. He wanted to use the dictatorial powers at his disposal to enact social
and ceonomic reforms that would restore law and order in the White
territories, and win the popular support that the Whites needed for
victory. Denikin had conspicuously failed to cnact meaningful reforms,
and never understood the link between the military and political aspects
of the Civil War. Wrangel was determined not to repeat this mistake. As
a result, Wrangel's government in the Crimea pursucd what was known
as 2 ‘leftist policy in rightist hands’. It passed a land reform, which redis-
tributed land to the peasants and gave them legal ownership of it
Wrangel abandoned the policy of ‘Russia, One and Indivisible’, and
wooed non-Russians with promises of autonomy, and in some cascs
perhaps even independence. He stamped out anti-Semitic propaganda,
hanged looters, and dismissed incompetent and corrupt officers. The
impact of these actions was limited for Wrangel did not hold power long
enough to make a significant difference. In the short time available to him,
however, he displayed a capacity for order and good government, and
helped disperse the myth that the Whites were necessarily reactionary.

Militarily, Wrangel's position was hopeless from the start. The
resources of the Crimea were no match for those of all the rest of Russia
under Bolshevik control. Wrangel's men gained 2 briel respite when in
April 1920 Poland attacked Soviet Russia. The Red Army diverted most
of its forces to face the Poles, and briefly the pressurc lificd ofl the
Whites. In October 1920, however, the Poles and Soviets made peace. The
RBolsheviks then trned all their power against Wrangel’s army, which had
been renamed from the ‘Volunteer Army” to the ‘Russian Army’ to stress
its national aspirations. On 7 November 1920, the Red Army began a

3 Ross, Prangel” @ Krymu; D2 W. Treadgold, “I'hie Ideology of the White Movement:
Wrangel's “Leftist Policy in Righust Hands™ *, Harvard Stavie Studres, 4 (1957} 481-93.
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massive assault on the Crimea. Wrangel's Russian Army was heavily
putnumbered, and was soon forced to retreat. On 11 November, Wrangel
ordered the evacuation of his army from the Crimea. For the next four
days, his troops embarked on ships to sail into exile, and on 15 November
Bolshevik troops entered Sevastopol, the capital of the Crimea. Wrangel
and the Whites were defeated, the Reds were victorious, and, apart from
some mopping up, the Civil War was over.

‘The history of the Russian Army in exile begins here,
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Russia Abroad

When the men of Wrangel's army abandoned the Crimea and went into
exile they became part of an entire socicty of Russians abroad, which
although dispersed throughout many countrics retained a remarkable
cohesion during the entire inter-war period. The history of the army
cannot be separated from that of this wider emigration.! The army
helped to shape the life of the cmigration as a whole, while ¢migres
outside the army had a powerful influence on its fate. Before examining
the history of the army in exile, we must therefore take a small diversion
and look in detail at emigré society in general, a society often known as
‘Russia Abroad’.

The exact number of refugees who left Russia in the aftermath of the
Russian Revolution and Civil War is not known. Estimates vary from
200,000 to approximately two million, although the most credible figures
suggest a total of about 800,000 Russian émigres in Europe and several
tens of thousands more in Manchuria.* Abour 100,000 of these were

members or former members of Wrangel's army, while thousands of

others had served in one of the other White armies during the Civil War,
In the early 19208 many émigrés rerurned to Russia, while others assimi-
lated into local communitics. The death rate in the émigré community
was high, and the birth rate was low. As a resuls, during the 19208 and
1930s the ¢émigré population declined rapidly, until by 1940 its numbers
had fallen to around 400,000.

i There are several general histories of the Russian emigration, each with a slightly
different emphasis, none of which can claim w be fully comprechensive: | Glad, Ruesi
Abroad: Writers, History, Pofitics (Tenafly, N.J., 1000); M. Gorbofl, La Ruse Sanrdure:
L'Emigration rusgse de 1920 @ 1950 (Lausanne, 1995 V. V. Kostikov, Ne budem
proklimatizgran’e . . pui i. sud by russkos enngraisiy (Muoscow, 1993); M, Nazaroy, Mesma
russkoi eongracsi (Stavropol, 1gg2); M. Raell, Russia Abroad: A Cultaral Histery af the
Russian Envigration (New York, 1900); L. K. Shkarenkov, AAgomiia beloi emigratsii {znd cdn)
[ Moscow, 1G36], M. Struve, Seivante=dir ans e Fémrgrateon russe (Panis, 1996). For 2 hesto-
riographical survey of writings on the emigration, see A, Kyakin, ‘Rossiia poznact russkos
zarubezh’e’, Novyi Zhurmal, 211 (1908), 155-172.

® Sir John Hope Simpson, The Refugee Problem: Report of a Swrvey (London, 193g), 52
W. C. Huntington, The Howesick Milhon: Ruisia-out-of-Russia (Boston, 1933), 5. A
sumimary of the various estimates is to be found in Bacll, Busia Abroad, 202-3.
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The geographic distribution of émigrés also changed over time.?
Initially, they were concentrated in arcas close to Russia, cspecially
Germany and Constantinople? From there they spread outward until
Russian communities had been established in most parts of the world. By
the mid-1g20s the largest collections of Russians were in France,
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Manchuria, and these remained the most
important centres thereafter. The greatest single concentration of
émigrés was in Paris, where in the late 1g20s there were about 45,000
Russians.5 The character of these communities varied. In Bulgaria and
Yugoslavia, Russia Abroad was dominated by men who had served in
Wrangel's army. Russian society in these countries tended to be politi-
cally conservative, Elsewhere, there was a broader mix of people. Most
liberal intellectuals ended up in Paris, giving the communiry in that city
a special feel of its own. The Parisian emigration had an especially
vibrant cultural life, and was politically diverse. The presence of numer-
ous political and military leaders made Paris a centre of intrigue and
conspiracy. By comparison émigré communities in the Balkans were
much more stable.

The popular image of the archetype Russian exile is of Parisian taxi-
drivers or of romantic aristocrats and artists living ofT their own princely
means or off the gencrosity of the intellectual community, Emigrés who
made the headlines in western Europe and America in the 19205 and
1930s tended to be colourful characters such as the murderer of the monk
Rasputin, Prince Felix Yusupov, who won a sensational libel case against
the film company Metro Goldwin Mayer. Pretenders to the Russian
throne, such as Anna Anderson, who claimed to be Grand Duchess
Anastasia, the daughter of Tsar Nicholas 11, also attracted considerable

5 For a collection of studics of some of the émigré centres, see K. Schlogel (ed.), Dier
Crosse Exodus; Die Russische Emigration und ihre Zentren, 1947 bis 1941 (Berlin, 1994).

4 RO Williams, Culture in Exile: Russian Emigeds m Germany, 188 =941 (Ithaca and
London, 1971} K. Schligel (ed.), Rusmische Emigration i Deutseiland rord bis 1o40: Leben
i eurapairchen Biargeckrieg (Berlin, 199350 5. V. Karpenko, E. I, Pivovar, and 5. 5. Ippolitoy,
‘Rossiiskaia emigratsiia v Konstantinopole v nachale 20-kh godov', Otechestvennaia fstoriia,
5 (Sept./Oct. 1993), 75-35.

5 For France see B. FL. Johnston, New Mecea, New Babylon: Paris and the Russian Exiles,
rg2o-1945 (Kingston, 1988); for Yugoslavia: V. Maevskii, Runslic v fugoslatni: vsaimont=
noshenita Rossii i Serdkit (New York, 1966) and A. Arsen’ey, (1 Kirrilovo, and M. Sibinovich,
{eds), Russkara emigratsiia v Jugeslavii (Moscow, 1996); for Manchuria: E. N.
Chernolutskaia, {ed.), Ressiiskaia emigraisma v Manckzkurii: vernno-politicheskaia
detatelnest’ (1g20-1945): shornik dobumentoy (luzhno-Sakalinsk, 1964) and E. P. Taskina
{ed.), Russbis Kharbin (Moscow, 198, for other centres of population, see O. A, kaznina,
Russkic v Anglii (Moscow, 1997), and E. P. Serapionova, Russkara emigraisia v
Chekoglovarskes respublibe (Moscow, 1005)-
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publicity. Despite the attention such people gained, they actually made up
only a small minority of the emigration. In so far as there was such a thing
as a typical Russian émigré, he would most likely have been an unmarried
soldier aged between 2o and jo, working on Yugoslav roadworks or i a
Bulgarian mine, and pooling his meagre carmings with 3 commune of
fellow soldiers. At the higher end of this age scale he would have been a
former Imperial Army officer; at the lower end he would have sull been
at school when the First World War broke out in 1914, and probably
joined the army in cither the World War or the Civil War, Although
reasonably well-educated, he would not have been an intellectual, and
although a member of the officer class, he would probably not have been
independently wealthy before the revolution.

By European standards Imperial Russia had relatively small middle
and upper classes, although because of Russia’s size these classes were
quite large in absolute numbers. Alter the revolution a huge proportion of
educated Russians fled abroad, whereas most of the uneducated stayed at
home. At a time when much of the Russian population was stll illiterate,
two-thirds of Russian émigrés had completed at least some secondary
education. The Russian emigrarion contained almost no peasants
(although there were many Cossack farmer-soldicrs), but did contain a
disproportionate percentage of Russia’s professional classes such as busi-
nessmen, academics, lawvers, and doctors, as well as a large proportion of
the cultural élites of pre-revolutionary Russia—artists, musicians, writ-
ers, and so on.” I the aristocrats dominate popular perceptions, these
cultural élites dominate most historical surveys of the Russian emigra-
tion. Despite their importance, however, they oo were only a small
minority of the overall émigré community.

‘I'he Russian emigration was notable both for its size and for its success
in forming almost an alternative society living alongside but separate
from the nations in which it found itself. Russian émigrés did all they
could to recreate Russia in exile, and to a large degree they succeeded.
Many Russians lived a sort of double life, spending the days working in
the outside community, and then returning to spend their evenings and
weckends entirely in the milien of Russia Abroad. Emigré satirist
Madezhda Teffi thus described the émigré community in Paris as a “little
town’, which lived in complete isolation from the surrounding world,

b Racll, Russia Abread, 26. A derailed analysis of the social backgroumd of the Russian
emigrativn in Yugoslavia can be found in Reswa @ esgoani siiel by ressirskikh crigrantor 2d
rubezhom (Mosoow, LGy, j20-38.
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with its inhabitants spending their time quarrelling, writing their
memoirs, and holding long telephone conversations.?

As a general rule Russians abroad resisted assimilating into their new
countrics. They felt that they had little in common with their hosts, and
helieved that the Soviet regime could not last long and they would soon
be going home. They therefore clung to institutions and culture which
protected their old identitics as Russians. Because of this, these men with
double lives have often been dismissed as pitiful fantasists with impossi-
ble dreams of returning to Russia and restoring a non-existent Golden
Age to their country. Russian émigrés are said to have lived lives “divorced
from reality'® in a *world of fantasy”.? The language used when talking of
this life is generally that of discase, as if émigrés suffered from some sort
of psvchological illness. It has been described by one author as a

‘psychosis’ called *bacillus emigraticus.' Emigrés themselves also used
such language. The émigré newspaper Russkii Golos (Russian Voice), for
instance, wrote that ‘In emigration Russian society continues to suffer
from that terrible illness which accompanied the Russian revolution. This
illness consists of people cutting themselves off from activity and begin-
ning to exist . . . in the realm of pure fantasy.""!

Military émigrés were particularly stubborn in resisting assimilation.
They continued to believe in the need to struggle against the Soviet
Union, and ran numerous military training courses to prepare for the day,
which never came, when they could again fight the Soviets. In conse-
quence they have been roundly eriticized for refusing to accept their fate.
Some authors maintain that the insistence of émigré military leaders on
maintaining military organizations in exile hampered the adaptation of
soldicrs and officers to life in exile, hindered them from finding employ-
ment and above all accepting their new circumstances, and instead kept
them in perpetual limbo with promises of a return to Russia which never
happened.'*

T MAL Tefh, Goradol [NewYork, 1gB2), 5-7.

* O L. Polivanoy, *Psikhologiia russkoi emigratsii’, in Jz istorii romaiskad emigraisis
sharmil manchny bl states (St Petershurg, 1992), 23

¥ Williams, Cuftre in Exile, 200.

% P Tabori, The Awatomy of Exile: @ Semantic and Histoneal Stedy (London, 1g72),

33-

" Russhii Golos, 28 (27 Sept. 1931). 4

¥ For imstance, T E Johnson, Fmtermaional Tramps: From Chaos o World P:an'
(London, t938), 285-91, and V. F. Ershov, ‘Adaptatsiia rossiiskoi vecnnoi emigratsii v
stranzkh razmesheheniia v 1g20-c godu', in lu. A, Poliskoy, G. la. Tarle, and V. N
Shameshurov {eds), fiorna ressiisbopo zarwbezh iz problesty adaptaisii migraniov v XIX-XX
pedbaki (Moscow, 1pg6], 91.
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These criticisms are somewhat unjustificd. One must bear n mind
that it was not casy for Russians to assimilate into the countrics of nter-
war Europe. Their host societics mostly did not want them, and conse-
quently discriminated openly against them. Furthermore, the émigrés’
actions make sense if one recognizes that most of them fervently believed
that their exile would not last forever, that sooner or later the Soviet
regime would fall, and they would return home. This belicf persisted
throughout the inter-war period and was one of the defining features of
the Russian cmigration. Of course, one can interpret this as yet more
evidence of the emigration’s divoree from reality, sinee the Sovict regime
did not fall rapidly and most émigrés never did return home. The former
Russian Ambassador to France, Vassilii Maklakoy, certainly saw it this
way. In a letter to a French journalist in 1934 he wrote that he did not
chare the ‘illusions’ that the Soviet regime would fall, but it would not be
fair to disillusion émigrés, as in their impoverished lives they needed
hope, and this was all they had.'* With hindsight, we can see that
Maklakov was right—Soviet power did not crumble in the 1920s and
1930s. At the time, however, it secemed very possible, even probable, that
“t would. In the first twenty-five vears of its existence the Soviet Union
turched from crisis to crisis—a mutiny by the navy at Kronstadt in 1921,
peasant uprisings, internal party struggles, collectivization of farms,
famine in Ukraine, purges, the German invasion, and so on. All of these
crises were well reported in the international press, and it was quite
reasonable to expect that one or other of them might bring about the
regime’s fall. What may seem to modern ohservers as living in a “world of
fantasy” did not seem so fantastic at the time.

Russian émigrés were not economic refugees who had gone abroad to
scck a better life, but political exiles. One might expect economic refugees
to try to put down roots in their new homes, learn the language, educate
their children in 2 new culture, and so on. Political exiles, on the other
hand, are unwilling emigrants. They desire to go home, but cannot do so
because of their hostility to the political regime there. It is absurd to tell
them to assimilate into the culture of their new homes, or to give up their
hostility to the regime of their native country, since to do so would negate
the cntire reason for their exile. As the newspaper Russkii Gralos put it in
an article entitled ‘Emigrants or Settlers?, ‘the act of emigration is the
expression of a certain idea, rejecting the existing order, and it is carried

i3 |etter repraduced with commentary in Chasorer, 1357136 (Oct. 1934), 25
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out in the name of definite principles.”* *“We are in voluntary exile’, wrote
one White veteran in 1955, ‘but the long vears of our enforced presence
abroad have not turned us into “refugees” ., . . We are still irreconcilable
political émigrés and our struggle with the worldwide red danger contin-
ues."3 The determination not to assimilate was thus not so much a sign
of psychological illness as a political statement, affirming émigres’
continued hostility to the Bolshevik regime.

Two of the prevailing attitudes among émigrés were a tremendous
sense of isolation and an ever-growing paranoia. These were the logical
result of four factors which influenced the Russians once abroad. The
most important of these factors was the hostile international environ-
ment. From the moment that émigrés arrived in exile they found them-
selves at the mercy of forcign powers, who were generally disinclined to
help exiles or their anti-Soviet causes. In the mid-1920s the international
environment became somewhat less hostile for Russian émigrés, but by
the carly 1930s after the Great Depression, the rise to power of the Nazis
in Germany, and the diplomatic recognition of the Soviet regime by most
countries, including the United States of America, the situation again
deteriorated. Some émigrés, in response to the hostlity they encoun-
tered, fell into despair and abandoned the White cause to which they had
originally been committed. Others came to realize that only by maintain-
ing their cohesion could they survive. The environment thus simultane-
ously split émigrés apart and drove them together. Some also came to
despise the Western world, which they felt had betrayed them, and in
response they looked to Russia as the embodiment of the highest spiritual
and cultural 1deals.

The second force acting on émigrés was cconomic need, especially the
need for employment. This forced émigrés to disperse far and wide in
search of work, although such work as they found was normally poorly
paid and involved heavy physical labour. Emigrés’ financial position
became even worse during the Great Depression, when European nations
practised open discrimination against refugees. A French law passed n
1932 fixed maximum percentages of foreigners who could be employed in
any industry. These limits applied even to enterprises run by refugees, so
that 2 Russian choir, for instance, could legally employ only 10 per cent
Russians. As a result, the economic conditions in which most émigrés

M Rusbil Golos, 34 {29 Nov. 1931), 4-
" Callipali-Lemnos-Chataldzha-Bizerta: Tubileinys al'manalh izdammys k 35-0 letiru
prebyvamia v Gallipeli Russboi Armti, 1g20-1g55 (Obshchestvo Gallipoliitsex, 1g55), 2.
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lived were very poor. One described the main characteristic of the
emigration as ‘social degradation and poverty’.*® Financial want had the
same contradictory effect as the hostile international environment.
Gruelling physical labour or unemployment reduced emigres to the
status of proletarians, wearied their souls, and undermined their old iden-
tities. On the other hand, the very same hardship made the retention of
old identities and links with old comrades all the more valuable, as in their
degraded lives these links gave people their only sense of self-worth.

Emigré life was also affected by the activitics of the Soviet regime,
Emigres paid close attention to developments within Soviet Russia, and
in reaction to these developments their attitudes towards the Soviets
gradually changed. Some, especially military émigrés, remained irrecon-
cilably opposed to the Soviet regime, but others gradually came o terms
with it. This created divisions within the emigration which grew wider
and wider as time progressed. In the meantime, the Soviet seeret SETVICes
(known as the GPU, and later as the NKVD) paid considerable attention
to the Russian emigration, and regarded military emigrds as their main
target. The GPU expended considerable cfforts on disrupting the
emigration.'” In particular, great damage was done to émigré society by a
Soviet provocation known as the Trust and by several assassinations and
Lidnappings of leading émigrés, described in Chapters g and 13 of this
book. The activitics of the Soviet secret services generated an ever-
increasing fear of Soviet agents, which as time went on made émigres
maore and more suspicious of one another.

The paranoia of the emigration was also partly generated by its own
internal political struggles. The Russian emigration contained people
from across almost the entire political spectrum, who devoted a great deal
of their time and energy to fighting cach other. As Nadezhda Teffi put I,
émigrés ‘all hated cach other so much, that you couldn’t put twenty
people together, of whom ten were not enemics of the other ten. And if
they were not to begin with, they soon were,"'

Emigré political organizations ranged from revolutionary socialists on
the left, through constitutional democrats in the centre, to the extreme
conservatives of the monarchist partics on the right. On the far left were
the Mensheviks and the Socialist Revolutionaries {SRs). The Mensheviks
were ideologically close to Lenin's Bolsheviks, but Lenin had expelled

W 1. M. Aleksandrovakii, £z pereckitoge v chazhykh Eraraki (Moscow, afg), th.
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them from all positions of authority in Russia because they wanted to
replace Bolshevik one-party rule with a more inclusive revolutionary
government. Despite this the Mensheviks remained committed commu-
nist revolutionaries. They followed the so-called *Martov Line’, laid down
by their leader lulit Martov. The Martov Line stated that the Bolshevik
regime was abhorrent, but no attempt should be made to overthrow it
because 2 White government would be even worse than a Bolshevik one.
As a result, the Mensheviks regarded themselves as a sort of ‘loyal oppo-
sition’ to the Soviet regime.'? In exile they were few in number and their
influence in émigre society was negligible, especially as they held them-
sclves aloof from their fellow ¢migres, whom they regarded as reac-
tionarics.

Until driven out by the Bolsheviks, the Socialist Revolutionaries had
been the largest and most popular political party in Russia. In late 1917,
when elections were finally held for a Russian Constituent Assembly, the
SRs won a majority, and hoped to convert this inte genuine political
power. However, the Bolsheviks dissolved the Constituent Assembly by
force, and the SRs were driven underground. They proved to be inept
political operators, and in the civil war were squeezed out by the two
extremes of the Red and White Armies, until eventually they ennrely
disintegrated as a political force. '

In exile in 1921 the former leader of the Provisional Government,
Alcksandr Kerenskii, attempted to revive the poliucal left by organizing a
meeting in Paris of all surviving members of the Constituent Assembly.
However, by this time Kerenskii had almost no support or credibiliry, and
the meeting failed to give the émigré left any political momentum. The
influcnce of SRs on émigré socicty tended to be behind the scenes. Some
of them played an important role in funding émigré publishing, and in
managing the main Russian charity, Zemigor. Butas an organized body, the
SBs were almost entirely impotent.

Apart from the Mensheviks and SRs, Imperial Russia’s most impor-
tant political party had been the Constitutional Democratic Party, whose
members were known as the Cadets. The Cadets were liberal democrats,
who during the Civil War for the most part supported the White armies.*®
The White defear prompted some of them to reconsider their tactics. The

9 A Lichich, From the Other Shore: Russian Soctal Democracy after rgar (Cambridge,
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most prominent of these was Pavel Miliukov, who had briefly served as
Foreign Minister in the original Provisional Government. One of the
most brilliant intellects of his gencration, Miliukov had moved from
university teaching into politics in the early 19oos, and his outspoken crit-
icisms of the Imperial regime had led to his arrest on more than one occa-
sion before the revolution. As implacably opposed to Bolshevism as he
had been to Tsarist autocracy, at the end of 1917 Miliukov helped
General Alekseev to establish the Volunteer Army and subsequently he
supported the White armies throughout the Civil War. In late 1920,
however, he underwent a change of heart. He decided that the cause of
the Whites' defeat was their failure to adopt a political programme which
could attract broad support among the Russian populace. Emigrés, he
argued, should disassociate themselves from the generals and adopt popu-
lar policies on social and cconomic issucs in alliance with the forces of the
left such as the SRs. This policy was known as the ‘New Tactics’.

In line with his New Tactics, in late 1920 Miliukov turned on his
farmer allies in the White armies, and for the rest of his life carried on a
bitter struggle against the émigré military leadership. His actions were
not supported by most of the other Cadets, whose party split irrevocably
when Miliukov left with 2 handful of supporters to form a new organiza=
tion, the Russian Democratic Union. White leaders regarded his behav-
iour as hypocritical and opportunist. Miliukov had, after all, supported all
those actions of the White armics which he was suddenly denouncing as
reactionary. For his part, Miliukov came to see the White leadership as
the main obstacle preventing the emigration from forging an alliance with
the Russian people, and he gradually began to regard the Whites as
perhaps even more dangerous than the Bolsheviks. Having cast himself as
a champion of the left, Miliukov found himself bit by bit moving toward
the Soviet camp, until by the start of the Second World War he had all but
accepted Soviet rule as a positive force.?! The New Tactics did not gain
much support in the Russian emigration, but Miliukov was still an
extremely influential figure, because he cdited the most popular daily
émigré newspaper, Poslednie Novosti (Latest News). He used this as a
platform for his views, and it enabled him to reach a wide audience and
remain a regular thorn in the side of the White leadership.

Miliukov was not the only émigré whose attitudes were transformed
by the end of the Civil War. Nikolai Ustrialov, a former minister in the
White government of Admiral Kolchak, led a movement known as Smena

n § A Aleksandrov, Leder rossinkibh bader I AN Mifinkey v emigreatsi {Moscow, 1906).

Russia Abroad 25

Vekh (Changing Landmarks). This was the title of a collection of essays
published in exile in October 1921, The title was a deliberate reference to
an carlier collection of essavs entitled Febhi (Landmarks) which had been
published in Russia in 1gog, and in which various prominent Russian
philosophers had discarded their previous views and adopted an entirely
new set of opinions. Through this reference, the authors of Smena Vekh
were indicating their desire to change direction,

Surena Vekh was inspired by the defeat of the White armies, by the
Sovict government’s war against Poland, and by the introduction into
Soviet Russia of a Mew Fconomic Policy (INEP) which restored some
degree of private enterprise. The White defeat was scen as prool that
efforts to overthrow the Bolsheviks by force had failed and had to be aban-
doned. The war against Poland, and the subsequent Soviet conquests of
Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Georgia, were interpreted as evidence that the
Bolsheviks had abandoned their internationalism and adopted Russian
nationalism, and were endeavouring to reunite the Russian Empire. The
NEP offered hope that private property would be restored and socialist
cconomics would be abandoned. Smena Vekh therefore claimed that the
Soviet Union was evolving in a positive direction.**

Ustrialov and his colleagues drew the conclusion that Russian patriots
should stop fighting the Sovict regime and should instead join it in order
to encourage this process of evolution from within. Reconciliation with
the Soviet regime would, it was believed, promote its evolution to more
acceptable forms. Smena Febh won few converts, but it did begin a process
in which some émigrés gradually came to terms with the Soviet govern-
ment and decided to halt their struggle against it.

The one émigré philosophy which has had an important long term
influence on Russian thinking is Eurasianism. After being forgotten for
many vears, Eurasianism has now been rediscovered in post-Soviet
Russia, where it has found many followers. Eurasianism started with the
publication in 1921 of a collection of essays entitled Jskhod & Vostobu
(Exodus to the East). This book described the Russian Revolution as a
great turning point, which would culminate in the decline of the West
and the rise of the East. Russia was seen as a distiner identity, neither
European nor Asian, but Eurasian. Western philosophies such as democ-
racy and socialism were to be rejected in favour of native Eurasian
culture, The Eurasians believed in an authoritarian social structure based

3 M. Hardeman, Coming to Terms with the Sovier Regome: The Changing Signposts
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26 Russia Abroad

on religion. Their identification of Russia as a distinct cultural idenuty
sttracted Russian nationalists, but some critics regarded the description
of the revolution as a positive turning point in history as dangerously
close to an endorsement of Bolshevism. For this reason, although some
Whites were attracted by Eurasianism, most rejected it 3

The collapse of the old political parties, such as the Caders and SRs,
and the introduction of new ideas such as Smena Vekh and Eurasianism,
showed how exile disturbed the preconceptions of many crmigres, Others,
however, regarded exile as an opportunity to revive pre-revolutionary
concepts which had been silenged during the Revolution and Civil War,
The most important of these was monarchism. The White philosophy of
non-predetermination had precluded an active espousal of monarchist
sentiment during the civil war. After the White defeat monarchists
decided that it was safe to come out of the closet.

Meonarchism had the potential to be the most powerful political move-
ment in the Russian emigration, because most £migrés were in some form
or other monarchist. But the monarchists could never trn this potential
into actual power. In the first place, the White leadership continued to
follow the principle of non-predetermination. Second, monarchists were
divided among themsclves according to the form of monarchy they
believed in, with a wide chasm separating constitutional monarchists
from supporters of monarchical absolutism. Finally, monarchists had no
credible pretender to lead their cause. All members of the Roval Family
with a realistic claim to the throne had been killed during the Civil War.
Those that remained either had no desire to claim the crown or were
considered beyond the pale by many of their fellow emigres.

In the 19305 one émigré politician, Aleksandr Kazem Bek achieved the
remarkable feat of combining fascism, monarchism, and support for the
Soviets in one movement. Kazem Bek's party, the Mladoressy (Young
Russians), used the slogan ‘For Tsar and Soviers'. Kazem Bek demanded a
dictatorial monarchist state, and praised Stalin for his nationalism and his
quasi-monarchical system of government. He took his style from ltalian
fascism, with his followers dressing in dark suits, berets, and armbands
adorned with a stylized sceptre, and addressing Kazem Bek as ‘Glava’ (a
Russian equivalent of ‘Fiihrer’ or ‘Duee’). hazem Bek also stressed the need
1o win over the masses with promises of left-wing social policies.*

3 M. Rissanovsky, “The Emergence of Eurasiantsmy’, Califorma Shesnc Studies, 4 {1967),
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The Mladorassy had about 2,000 members in the carly 1930s. Most
were young and felt that the ideologics and methodologics of their
parents’ generation had failed. This reflected a deep gencrational divide
that emerged within the Russian emigration, inspiring the creation of a
number of vouthful organizations which sought new solutions to Russia’s
problems. These included the National Union of the New Generation,
which was closely associated with the remaining clements of the White
Army in exile, and the Post-Revolutionary movements. The latter were so
named because they were led by men who had plaved no public role in
Russia before the revolution. The Post-Revolutionaries emerged in the
carly 1930, rejected both communism and capitalist liberal democracy as
products of Western materialism and rationalism, and also rejected a
restoration of the old Russia. They saw the only route to salvation as
coming through inner spiritual transformation. Their rejection of mate-
rial values and their affirmation of spirituality reflected attitudes that
were widespread among large segments of the Russian emigration.*3

‘The renewed interest in spirituality gave the Orthodox Church a
central role in émigré life. Russian émigrés flocked to the churches in part
because the Church was one of the few symbols of the old Russia which
still survived, and in part because they were in desperate need of moral
support. The Russian Orthodox Church abroad was, however, unable to
act as a source of émigré unity because it soon split into two competing
factions, and eventually into three.

The causes of the schisms were complex, involving interpretations of
canonical law, political differences, and doctrinal disputes. The basic
problem was that the Soviet regime had destroyed the independence of
the Church leadership in Russia, and the Church abroad had no clear and
agreed source of authority. Some churchmen abroad still looked to the
Church in Russia for authority, while others rejected it, saying that
Church leaders inside Russia were prisoners of the Soviets and their
statements did not reflect their true wishes. In 1920 the senior Church
officials in exile formed a Synod in Yugoslavia led by the former
Metropolitan of Kiev, Antonii. They claimed that the Synod represented
the sole legitimate Church authority abroad. When in 1921 the Synod
called openly for a restoration of the monarchy, the head of the Church
in Russia, Patriarch Tikhon, who was a prisoner of the Soviets, ordered
the Synod to dissolve itselfl and appointed another leading official,
Metropolitan Evlogii, to be head of the Church in Western Europe. The

25 Racll, Russia Abroad, 153,
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Svivod refused to obey the order, and the Church spht into lwu—_wirh one
g;uup following Antonii and the Syned, and [h.m. uth-.:r group following
Evlogii. Roughly speaking, the split followed political llml:.a, with the more
conscrvative émigrés backing the Synod, and more liberal oncs ’tmckm.g
Evlogii. In 1934, the two sides were hr:iﬂﬂ}'lr-l:-l:ﬂm.'i:_h:d, but _lhu}' SOON .r.phE
again, and then clements of the Russian Church in America broke away
to form yet another independent group. " -

The fractious nature of émigré politics made many cmigres ah-md_uln
the debates altogether. Most had little time or energy Lo devote pru_l.mr-
cal matters, and regarded them as futile, By contrast, the r::ulu_.nrn.] life of
the emigration seemed purposeful and successful. As lhc.hmt:}rm!'tiﬂcrh::'rt
Williams savs about one exile community, ‘The story of the pnhuc:lxl life
of the Rua:;inn emigration ... is largely one of despair and u|t1rf.n:l!1:
defeat: the story of its cultural life is one of intellectual ferment and liter-
ary productivity’.*7 S

As they searched to rationalize their sut‘E’Frmg, CMIETres tunldu:d o
regard their exile as having two purposcs: continued sy uggle agamst the
Suvicts; and the preservation of Russian culture, which w-.m.b_::l!m-:d 0
exist only in exile. Since the first of these missions was failing, many
chose to focus on the second. This choice was justificd by the presence
abroad of a disproportionately large percentage :}F Russia's cultural r:lm:is.
By promoting Russian culture, Emigres were trying both to preserve Ihl:!:r
own identities and serve some higher purpose. They could prevent “w.ir
children from being denationalized. As well, they |'|.ﬂi}::d.ll:.1 preserve in
cxile the Russian language, Russian history, arts, and phl.lusu[?h]r'. l'_hc'_'.'
then hoped to be able to take these back to Russia after the Soviet regime
collapsed, in order to fill what they believed would be the cultural vacuum
created by the Bolsheviks.

Russians in exile made important contributions across the uulltufal
spectrum. Musicians such as Rachmaninoy, silng-:r.r. such as 1:.Zh.'«.l1:npun1
and artists such as Chagall, both participated in I'.h!! l:l.1|'|:1.lt"¢_'l| life nf.thc
emigration itself and performed and displaved their work ||1=th¢ wndrft:
world. Groups of artists such as the Ballets Russes and Jaroff’s Cossack
Choir also proved popular with foreigners. T hﬂ}r_wur-.: fortunate because
music and the visual arts cross linguistic boundaries i“.“l Ihu;.' could more
casily gain access to foreign audiences than could Russian writers. Despite
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this, Russians abroad focused most of their efforts on literature and
philosophy, perhaps because the use of the Russian language was seen as
a vital element in the preservation of Russian culture®

Russia Abroad rapidly developed a large and successful publishing
industry. Hundreds of books, journals, pamphlets, and newspapers were
published. The most important newspapers were Miliukov's Poslednie
Novosti, which had a daily circulation of about 40,000 copies, and the
more conservative Fozrozhdente (Regeneration), whose circulation was
somewhat smaller. Literature was published in the form of books and also
seriglized in the newspapers and so-called ‘thick journals’ such as
Sovremennye Zapiski (Contemporary Annals). Nowadays, the most
famous names in emigre literature are the writer Viadimir Nabokov and
the poet Marina Tsvetaeva, but at the time others were rather more
prominent, especially the writer Ivan Bunin. Bunin had been evacuated
from the Crimea with Wrangel's army in November 1920, and was a loyal
supporter of the Whites. In 1933 he was awarded the Nobel Prize for
Literature, an award which was interpreted by his fellow émigres as inter-
national recognition of the Russian emigration in general. Emigré writers
also made significant contributions to fields such as philosophy and
history. Eurasianists studied a particularly broad range of subjects includ-
ing history, geography, and linguistics. Some of the philosophers and
theologians, such as Nikolai Berdiaev, Sergei Bulgakoy, and Ivan Il'in,
have now been rediscovered in post-Soviet Russia. As a general rule,
Russian ¢migré thinkers tended to be rather anti-Western, viewing the
Western world into which they had come as degenerate and materialistic,
They were highly patriotic and wanted to find Russian solutions to
Russian problems, views fairly representative of those held by the bulk of
their fellow émigreés.*?

Thinkers such as Ivan 1l'in and Nikolai Berdiaev shared a powerful
religious bent, which stressed the need for spiritual perfection in prefer-
ence to materialist solutions to political, social, and economic problems.
But in other respects they differed greatly. Whereas some, like Bunin and
Il'in, remained irreconcilably anti-Soviet, others such as Berdiaev gradu-
ally adopted a more ambivalent position, and as time went on were more
and more inclined to see positive aspects in Soviet rule. Some émigres
even abandoned the anti-Soviet cause entirely and returned home to

3 For detailed studics of Russian culture abroad, see Glad, Rusga Abrogd, 235-95, and
Baefl, Ruthia Afroad.
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Russia. These included the authors Alcksei Tolstoy and Ivan Kuprin,
and, most famously, Marina “Isvetacya, whose husband Sergei Eiron
turned out to be a Soviet spy. Her example highlighted the pressures on
cmigrés o come to terms with their defeat and make peace with the
Soviet regime.

The cultural élites were not the only ones determined to preserve
Russian culture abroad. For instanee, the most pupular Cmigre writer was
probably General P N. Krasnoy, the former Ataman of the Don
Cossacks, whose novel From the Double Headed Euagle to the Red Bunner
was exceedingly suceessful, General Denikin also wrote 3 serics of short
storics, entitled Qfficers. Military éomgres were as determined as other
émigrés to preserve Russian culture, although to them it meant something
rather different from what it meant to liberal intellectuals. To Russian
officers, culture was associated not only with literature and other higher
arts, but also with Russian traditions and history, such as service to the
state, honour, duty, the traditions of the regiment, preserving the
memory of Russian military victories, and so on, traditions which 10
liberal intellectuals were almost universally anathema. For many former
officers, culture could not be retained without continued struggle agamst
the Soviets, whereas to intellectuals preserving culture was an alternative
to struggle.

Russian émigrés of all political persuasions wished to pass Russian
culture on to the next generation, and therefore put great efforts into
Russian-language education. Financial shortages made it difficult to
support Russian schools in exile, and the children of most emigres
attended foreign schools but parents ran exira classes out of hours, and
sponsored youth groups such as boy scouts, which Russian children could
attend in the evenings and at weekends. But émigres could not agree on
what constituted Russian culture, and the provision of education became
a political battle ground, with former officers and liberal intellectuals
fighting each other to control what was taught.

However Russian culture was interpreted, protecting it abroad was not
an ecasy task. The pressures on Russia Abroad from within and without
were enormous. Yet it survived, and to some extent even flourished. This
was due to the efforts not only of the cultural ¢lires of the emigration, but
also to those of the rank and file of Russia Abroad, who su pported emigré
life with their time, money, and energy. More than anything else, such
people were military men. They formed the core of ¢émigré society, and it
was to them that Russia Abroad owed its existence.

3
The Gallipoli Miracle

At this point let us return to the Crimea in November 1920, just before
"u‘-:r:mgcl':-; final defear, and take up again the story of the Russian Army.
\’Iu'rfmj;q:l and his staff had long expected an attack by the Red Army on
their positions in the Crimea, but the actual timing and location of the
offensive which began on 7 November 1920 took them by surprise. Most
of the front-line troops of Wrangel’s army were positioned defending a
I'{_:r.tiﬁ:.--:l line across the narrow Perckop isthmus which connected the
Crimea to mainland Russia. Unfortunately for the Whites, an unusually
early frost froze the shallow water of the Sivash inlet to the cast of the
Perckop, permitting Red troops to march across the sea into the rear of
Wrangel's defences. The Whites had to withdraw from the Perckop to
avoid being surrounded, and once they did so, the gates to the Crimea
were opened and the White position on the peninsula became untenable.
The evacuation which Wrangel ordered on 11 November 1920 was
very different from the disastrous evacuation of Novorossiisk several
months carlie. Wrangel had at his disposal the ships of the former
Imperial Black Sea Fleet, and had made preparations for an evacuation in
advance. The process was entirely orderly, and there was no panic. Several
thousand wounded soldiers were left behind in the Crimea, because there
were no facilities to look after them at sea, bur all able-bodied troops who
u‘aﬁl‘n_n;-d to be evacuated found places on a ship. Many of the rank and file
soldicrs chose to stay behind, but the vast majority of officers and
Eugﬁm_:ks took the opportunity to escape the advancing Bolsheviks. They
were joined by thousands of civilians. Between 13 and 16 November
149,000 people, including 30,000 civilians, boarded 126 ships and set sail
from the Crimea, heading south across the Black Sea to Constantinople
and exile.”
By the time they reached Constantinople, Wrangel's troops were thor-
oughly demoralized. Not only had they lost the war, but the voyage itself,
which for some took as much as ten davs, was a terrible experience. The

' Figures for the number of evacuees are provided in CO n
d'ensemble sur les réfugiés russes, Exode Wrangel). o C, a0 N 1156 (Rapport
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ships of the Black Sea Fleet had not been properly maintained for years,
and many were scarcely seaworthy. Some soon broke down and had to be
towed all the way across the Black Sea. All the ships were desperately
overcrowded. Thousands of men were crammed inko each vessel with
scarcely any food or water.® On arrival at Constantinople the starving
troops traded anything they could with Turkish merchants who sailed up
to the Russian warships and sold bread and water for extortionate prices.
Military discipline broke down almost entirely. There was little wo distin-
guish the remmants of the army from a disorganized mass of relugees.
“With few cxceptions, nobudy wants to fight any more’, wrote one oflicer,
Captain G. A. Orloy, in his diary, ‘everyone is tired, worn out, shocked,
and no longer believes in the possibility of suceess.d

Constantinople was at this time occupicd by the Fre nch Army, which
had taken control of the city and surrounding area at the end of the First
World War. The French government had previously supported Wrangel
in the Crimea, but it now decided that there was no morce hope for the
White cause, and that the Russian Army was a potentially destabilizing
force. At the time Greece and Turkey were fighting a fierce war, and
France feared that the Russians might get sucked into the war as an ally
of one side or the other. It therefore wished to disband the Russian Army
as fast as possible.t

In these circumstances it seemed most improbable that the army could
survive. Yet it not only survived, but in the year that it spent in the vicin-
ity of Constantinople also built a myth that sustained many of 1s troops
throughout the rest of their lives in exile. This was the myth of the
‘Gallipoli miracle’, according to which the men of the Russian Army who
were interned ar Gallipoli after the evacuation of the Crimea underwent
a spiritual and moral resurrection, renewed their determination to carry
on the struggle against the Bolsheviks, and united around their leaders as
1 cohesive, disciplined mass. Great efforts were put into propagating this
legend, which gave many veterans a sense of their own worth, as members
of a supposed moral élite, and gave a purposc 1o their existence in exile.

* For descriptions of the vovage w Constantinople, see GARE f. 3881, 0.1, d. 154
(M. B, Gallipah); GARFE, L 5881, 0. 1, d. 724, I 15-16 (P Ivlin, Dnevaik), B M
Alcksandrovskii, Jz perechitoge v chuskykh kvajakh (Moscow, 1969), 17. G. Rakevskii,
Kanets belykh: o1 Dnepra do Bosfora (Prague, 1921), 200-1; [. M. Kalinin, Pod znamenem
Vrangelia: zamerki byvshege vornnego prokurora {Leningrad, 1925}, 214-16; G. Oudard, and
I Novik, [, Les chevalicrs mendisnis (Paris, 1928, 179-235

3 BAR, G. A. Orlov Collection (Diary of G. A. Orlos, 345).
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The Gallipoli experience also created a pattern in which military émigrés
turned their backs on the world into which they had come and looked
towards home, a stance which they maintained for the rest of their lives.

Wrangel was determined to keep his army together and to continue the
struggle against the Bolsheviks. He believed that internal or external
factors would soon undermine the Soviet government so as to make a new
armed campaign against it possible. Wrangel and many around him also
came to associate the army with the very existence of the Russian state,
and felr that it was synonymous with Russia itself. The army therefore
had 1o be preserved in order to save the little that was left of Russia$

Wrangel's decision to preserve the army was supported by his most
senior subordinates. Two of the most important of these were his Chief
of Staff, General-of-Cavalry Pavel Nikolaevich Shatilov, and the
commander of the First Army Corps of the Russian Army, General-of-
Infantry Alcksandr Paviovich Kutepov.

Thirty-nine vears old, 2 man of unremarkable appearance but consid-
erable talent, Shatilov came from a successful military family, both his
father and grandfather having preceded him as generals. He was a highly
intelligent man, who had qualified top of his class at the Russian General
Staff Academy, but he was hated by many other officers, in part because
those who disliked Wrangel but dared not express their dislike directed it
instead at his Chief of Staff, and in part because Shatilov had an unfor-
tunate disposition towards intrigue. Wrangel addressed Shatilov as
‘Pavlusha’, indicating that the relationship between the two was very close
indeed. OF all Wrangel's generals Shatilov was probably the only one who
could be called a friend as well as a colleague.

Kutepoy, a youthful general of 38 years, cultivated an older image with
a full beard in the style of Tsar Nicholas 11. He lacked the intelligence of
either Wrangel or Shatilov, but possessed a quite remarkable stubborness
and self-discipline. At school he used to wake himself up in the middle of
the night and go for walks in dark and scary places in order to build up his
willpower.® His detractors liked 1o say that he was a martinet, who should
never have been an officer but would have made a good sergeant-major.7
Kutepov's commitment to the counter-revolutionary cause was unparal-
lcled. During the February revolution, as seen in Chapter 1, he was the
only senior officer to take active measures to put down the uprising in the

8 Ruspkie v Gallipelis shornik stater (Berling 1923), 241,
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capital city, leading a detachment of troops which tried and failed to
cestore order® He was then among the very first officers to join the
Volunteer Army, and fought all the way through the Civil War to the final
defeat in the Crimea. Kutepov was brutal but fair, and like Wrangel
stressed the need 1o maintain the highest possible standards of moral
behaviour in the army, During the Civil War both Wrangel and Kutepov
acquired a reputation as fierce opponents of the ill-discipline which
pervaded many White units, both using their powers o prevent pogroms
and hang looters.® The emphasis both men placed on the value of disci-
pling, and on moral values in general, was to be degisive in the course of
events which unfolded in 1920 and 1g21.

In order to preserve the army, Wrangel had to restructure it a5 S00N a5
he arrived at Constantinople. The fighting in the Crimea had inflicted
heavy casualtics on the army, and one of Wrangel’s first acts in
Constantinople was 1o disband many rear and staff institutions which
were no longer required." This deprived many officers of their jobs, and
these surplus officers were released from the service il deemed inessen-
tal. In particular, senior officers without posts and thosc who were
medically unfit were pruncd from the fighung force. Those who were
discharged were forced to fend for themselves in Constantinople. Most
eventually found their way out of Turkey, and moved to Yugoslavia or
France. A dedicated few volunteered to stay with the army as ordinary
soldiers. Major General M. M. Zinkevich, for instance, served in the
canks: for 2 whole year before being appointed commander of the
Alekscevekii Infantry Regiment in 1922, Such devotion to the cause was,
however, rather unusual.

The new streamlined army consisted of three corps: the Lon Cossack
Corps, 23,000 men under General Abramov; the Kuban Cossack Corps,
12,000 men under General Fostikov: and the First Army Corps (which
contained all the non-Cossack troops of the army), 20,000 men under
General Kutepov, There was also a very small headquarters with Wrangel
in Constantinople. The First Army Corps was the most cohesive of these
units, in part because it contained a disproportionate number of officers,
Several military schools also accompanied the army into exile. The offi-
cer cadets of these schools were among the most dedicated of the White

¥ Kutepov: sherusl stafel, 134=75.
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troops, and were used as a sort of police force to keep order among the
rest of the army.

As for the navy, Wrangel agreed with the French that the Russian Fleet
would be handed over to France as security for the expense of providing
aid 1o the army.'" The fleet subsequently sailed to the Tunisian port of
Bizerta, where it remained manned by skeleton Russian crews until
October 1924, when France gave diplomatic recognition to the Soviet
Union. The French then forced the Russian sailors to abandon their
ships, which were handed over to the Soviets. A naval cadet school accom-
panicd the fleet to Bizerta, and commissioned naval officers until it finally
closed in 1925."* Wrangel's army also had a small air force, although it
had lost all its planes. The pilots and ground crew of the air force were
sent almost immediately to Yugoslavia, where they joined the Yugoslav
army.

The reorganized Russian Army was distributed among various camps.
Twenty thousand men were sent to the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes (Yugoslavia), which had agreed to accept a limited number of
refugees. The First Army Corps was sent to Gallipoli; the Don Cossack
Corps was parcelled out among various camps in the region of Chatalga,
north west of Constantinople; and the Kuban Cossack Corps was moved
to the island of Lemnos. All of these locations were controlled by the
French Army, which took responsibility for providing the Russians with
food and shelter.

Conditions in the army's camps were very harsh. This was especially
true of the Chilingir camp near Chatalga, where cholera was rife and
there was little shelter3 The troops of the First Army Corps were
divided into two parts. One half was accommodated in the town of
Gallipoli, which had been partly destroyed by the Royal Navy during the
failed British First World War attack on Gallipoli. Mest of the buildings
in the town were damaged, and until they repaired them soldiers had to
sleep in houses with no roofs and sometimes only two or three walls. The
other half of the corps was deployed into a broad open valley about three
miles north of the town, which the Russians eventually nicknamed “The
Valley of Roses and Death’, supposedly because of the poisonous snakes

1AL 1 Ushakos, *Gallipoli: Dic Weisse Armec in den Lagern’, in K. Schlogel (ed.), Der
grosse Evodus: Die Russiche Evnigration und thee Zentren, 1917 bis §941 (Munich, 1944) 23.
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which lurked in the rose bushes there. Initially the troops were placed n
a muddy, empty field with no shelter apart from a few old wents. Some
soldiers slept for two weeks under the open sky, and it rained every dax.*4
Eventually the Russians constructed a large tent city which was hnked to
the town by a railway built by the Russians themselves (the railway
waggons were pulled by donkeys rather than engines!). Rations were
provided by the French Army, but were harely sufficient to sustain life.
Charitable organizations, the most impaortant of which was the American
Red Cross, provided tents and medical aid, as well as supplementary
rations for those most in need. '3

In the first weeks of their exile the troops sold anything they could lay
their hands on to better their conditions, and many deserted. Cossacks
tore down telegraph poles for firewood, and robbed local inhabitants.'®
Wrangel and Kutepov belicved that only the harshest disciphine could
restore order and put the troops in d position where they could work
together to improve their conditions. ‘Thus on 1 December 1920 Wrangel
‘ceped an order stating that the three corps were 10 organize courts-
martial immediately. Courts of honour were also set up uphold the
moral rectitude and sense of honour of the officer corps, Wrangel stating
that “T'he Russian officer was always a knight.""?

The enforcement of discipline was harshest in the First Army Corps
at Gallipoli. Kutepov noted that the Civil War had had a terrible effect on
the marals of many officers, and was deter mined to restore the standards
of discipline that had existed in the Imperial army."® He rapidly puta stop
to the thefts from local inhabitants by ordering the exceution of an offi-
cer convicted of robbing and murdering a shopkeeper. He demanded that
officers and soldiers be arrested for the slightest infraction of discipling,
Kutepov put special cmphasis on the external forms of discipling, such as
dress and saluting, believing that they set the tone for other behaviour and
for the troops' self-image.'? Offences such as being improperly dressed

W GARE, [ 5881, 0 1, d. 724,118 (P Ivlin, Dwevank),

5 Rusrkie v Gallipoli, 343-53. The activitics of the Amcrican Red Cross are deseribed in
J. Hutchins, The Wrangel Refugees: A Swudy of General Baron Perer M. Wrangel's Defeated
IWhite Russiarn Ferces, both Alilitary and Civilion, in Extle [MA thesis, University of
Louisville, 1972), 46—y

OO, C 2o N 1136 (Telegram, Broussaud to OOC, no. 1441, 26 Mov 16200 & Leuer,
Director Genéral Paste, Télégraphes et Telephones, 28 Dec. 1g2al.

17 HIA, WA, Box gy, File &, 2 {Order, General Wrangel, no. 3776, 1 Dec. 1920,

* BAR, ROVS, Box 1, Folder *A. P Rutepoy, Gallipoli' {Report, Kutepoy to Wrangel,
no ofig7, t2 Oct. 1921).

v Rugskic v Gallipoli, 138, V. Kh. Davate, and ™. N, L'vov, Russhats Arma ma chazhbine

(Belgrade, 1923), 84

The Gallipali Miracle 17

were likely to lead the offender to spend several days in one of the three
guardrooms set up in the town of Gallipoli. This discipline was regarded
by many of Kutepov’s troops as petty and pointless, and utterly inappro-
priate given the circumstances. The troops’ clothes were in tatters, they
lived in dirt and squalor, and vet were expected ro turn themselves out as
if on parade. In consequence, Kutepov was feared and hated.*® It is easy
to see why.

Amazingly, livle by linle Kutepov's measures had the desired effect.
Orders were obeved, work carried out, appearance improved, theft and
insubordination reduced. The emphasis on external form continually
reminded troops that they were soldiers and not refugees, and that as such
they had responsibilitics and 2 home. This had a consequent effect on
morale. Discipline meant that the troops could be organized for work, and
hard work was a noted element of life at Gallipoli. Troops were put to
work constructing shelters and bakeries. Sanitary commissions ensured
that waste was properly disposed of, and the camp kept clean. Water
supplics were improved by digging wells and repairing the local water
pipes and reservoirs.®' As a result of this, not merely were the troops kept
busy, but the conditions of their life improved, and so did their morale.

Kutepov's method could be seen at work from the very first day at
Gallipoli. On that day he apprehended an officer because his greatcoat
was missing buttons, ordered his arrest, and sentenced him on the spot to
several days in the guardroom. Several months later Kutepov met the
officer again and asked him if he remembered why he had been arrested.
He replied that it was because his greatcoat had been missing buttons, to
which Kutepov said that this was not the real reason. He had been
arrested because he had looked dejected and was obviously completely
demoralized. By arresting the officer, Kutepov said, he hoped to anger
him, and thereby instil some passion back into him and stir him out of his
despondency. The officer had to admit that the strategy had worked, and
that his morale had improved as a result.*

Even though conditions improved, life at Gallipoli was always harsh,
especially as the rations provided by the French were kept to the bare
minimum required to sustain life. One veteran noted that all day the
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soldiers thought of little but how to get food ‘1 can openly say’, wrote
Captain Orlov in his diary, ‘that every day I do not cat enough and am
hungry.'* Yet to some degree the harshness of the conditions served to
cement the troops together, as they began to regard Gallipoh as an ordeal
shared and overcome.

Word of Gallipoli soon leaked out to the emigre press. The influential
Miliukoy denounced the Gallipoli camp as “Rutepia’ in his paper
Poslednie Novosti (implying that conditions there were similar to those in
Sovier Russia, which was nicknamed *Sovdepia’). He also called the brutal
army regime there *Rutepovshehing’, a lorm of language with particu-
larly negative connotations. For Miliukov and others on the political left,
Kutepovshchina symbolized all that was wrong with the reactionary mili-
arism of the Whites. The truth of the Gallipoli experience suggests
otherwise. What Gallipoli demonstrated was the positive difference that
genuine discipline made. Whereas Miliukov and many historians since
have proposed that the major failure of the Whites was their refusal w
endorse liberal pulitical opinions which could win them popular support,
others have countered that the real problem with the Whites was a lack of
firm leadership on the military side, which led to gross ill-discipline
among White troops and so alienated the Russian population. The I1Est::-r
rian Junathan Smele, for instance, has noted that the fundamental failing
of Admiral Kolchak was that he was a dictator who *did not dicrate’ *3
“The brutality of Wrangel and Kutepov may have been illiberal, but 1t
maintained order.

The difference between Kutepov's discipline and the lax command of
the Cossack Corps soon became evident. By spring 1921, even General
Charpy, commander of the French Occupation Corps in {',unr-::mtinupl_t:.
who was no friend of the Russians, acknowledged the improvement in
morale and discipline in the First Army Corps, saying that ‘the results are
real’.# No such improvement was visible among the troops of the two
Cossack corps. Admittedly, the Cossack troops werc always hard to
control. At Chatalga, for instance, they refused to use the latrines even
when ordercd to do so, thereby contributing to the terrible conditions in
which they lived .27 However, the low morale of the Cossacks was also due
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to a failure of leadership by their officers, who failed to enforce the kind
of stern discipline demanded by Kutepoy, keep their troops busy, or set
an example. Some officers were actually among the first 1o desert.®® The
French commandant on Lemnos, General Broussaud, criticized the
Cossack command as *fecble from all points of view’,*¥ an opinion shared
even by some of the Cossack officers.3® Wrangel himself blamed Cossack
officers for the poor morale of their troops, complaining that they were
oo distant from their men, and had taken all the best accommodation for
themselves. To rectify this problem Wrangel ordered subalterns to share
their troops’ accommodation.d® This sort of concern for the ordinary
soldier made Wrangel immensely popular among his men.

Meanwhile, relations between the French and the Russians were
breaking down irretricvably, This was primarily because the French were
determined to dissolve the Russian Army, while the Russians were equally
determined to keep it in being. The French insisted that the army no
longer existed, that its members were refugees, not soldiers, and that they
should obey the orders of French officers not of Russian ones. In January
1921, Charpy ordered the Don Cossack Corps to move from its camps
around Chatalga to Lemnos. This infuriated Wrangel as the order was
given without consulting him, and he interpreted it as a clear attack on his
prerogatives. By this point, moreover, the Cossacks were in a state of
mutiny. Rumours abounded that conditions on Lemnos were even worse
than those at Chatalga, and on the night of 12-13 January troops of the
Kaledin Regiment revolted, and shots were exchanged between French
and Russian troops, wounding two Frenchmen. Two Cossack squadrons,
including their officers, fled their camp and deserted. The next day order
was restored, and the Cossacks eventually agreed to move to Lemnos, but
Franco-Russian relations never recovered, 3

In mid-December 1920 the French government decided to enforee its
policy that the Russian Army should be disbanded, and General Charpy
was entrusted with putting this pelicy into effect. France's preferred
option for dispersing the Russian soldiers was to repatriate them to the
Soviet Union, To encourage them to go home, the French government
decided to stop feeding them. On 8 January 1921 Charpy received a letter
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from Paris announcing that he should cease distributing rations on 1
February, Many of the Russians blamed Charpy personally for this harﬁh
policy, but in fact he denounced the order as ‘a deplorable gesture, inhu-
mane and impolitic’,3 although he nevertheless passed it on to the
Russians. Eventually he was able to persuade Paris to cancel the order.
France also sought to reduce the number of Russians in the camps l:r'-
recruiting them into the Foreign Legion. This met considerable resis-
tance from the Russian High Command, which did all it could to restrain
its men from volunteering. ¥ As a result, the French were not able to
recruit as many men as they had hoped, and between November 1gzo and
April 1922 un[}' 2,437 Russians joined the I-’un:'ig::b L_u:g.:im._-‘*s The efforts
to persuade soldiers to accept repatriation to the Soviet Union were more
cuccessful. The French government ordered Charpy to prepare 3 hmtitu
repatriate volunteers, regardless of whether agreement was reached with
the Soviet Union to guarantee their safety.’® In addition, Charpy was
informed that the Brazilian government had agreed 1o take 10,000
refugees, and cfforts were made to find mluntr:crg to go to Iir;w.il_.:"T
Charpy arranged ships to Russia, and the first repatriations 1o the Soviet
Union took place on 16 February 1921, when 3,285 volunteers left by boat
for Novorossiisk.? Nearly all of these were Cossacks, whose morale had
by now been so undermined by the conditions of life in the camps that
their fear of the Soviets was outweighed by the desire 1o escape from
Lemnos. |
In March tgz1 the French government decided that the issue of
disbanding the Russian Army should be immediately and !'m:ilt;:' wttluﬂ.
On 11 March 1921, the government sent a telegram to Constantinople in
which it announced that France would be ceasing all provisioning u!' the
Russians, and the Russians must choose at once between three options:
returning to Russia, resettlement in Brazil, or finding work to maintain
themselves.3? The last was an impractical option given the lack of jobs fnr
foreigners in Constantinople, and Brazil was immensely UI:lprupuiar with
the Russians, since they were only offered work as the lowhest of ]J:|:Inta—
tion labourers. The choice was really one of starvation or repatriation.
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The issuance of this ultimatum was a decisive moment. It created a
wave of indignation against the French, which developed into a general
contempt of cverything associated with Western Europe, and corre-
spondingly an elevation of cverything Russian. The Russians had
regarded the French as their allies, and so now regarded the French
behaviour as betrayal. *Everybody is unanimously cursing the French’,
wrote one officer in his diary# "Now you can see among us’, wrote
another, ‘a change in mood and tastes and in our attitude towards Europe
.. . there is no more servility or rapturous worship of it. The Russian is
growing up in his own cyes and has already outgrown the European in
him." Europhilia, he claimed, had been replaced by Russophilia—*In the
eves of thinking Russians, Europe in general and France in particular
have lost their authority as ideologically advanced countries.™! This had
long-term repercussions, as it increased the hostility later shown by
Russian émigrés towards the West and Western ideas.

The actual implementation of the ultimatum varied in differemt
camps. At Gallipoli the French seem to have contented themselves with
advertising the choices on posters, but on Lemnos the French comman-
dant, General Broussaud, pursued his orders with zeal and enthusiasm.
Broussaud deliberately kept conditions on Lemnos hard in order to
provide an incentive for the Cossacks to accept repatriation. He objected
strongly to the efforts of the representative of the American Red Cross,
Captain Macnab, to improve living conditions. He rejected Macnab’s
offer to st up a tuberculosis sanatorium, and accused him of providing a
military school with ‘a completely unnecessary tent’.# (In an cqually
insensitive statement, the French senior medical officer at Gallipoli
doubted that the Russians in the tuberculosis sanatorium there were really
ill, and accused them of using it solely to enjoy *a rest by the seaside’.+3)
To prevent Cossack officers on Lemnos from persuading their troops not
to leave, Broussaud sent out his own officers to confront individual
Cossacks and get volunteers, telling the Russians that no other country
was willing to take them and that their safery was guaranteed, which was
far from the truth. While this was geing on, a threatening gunboat
patrolled the coast in sight of the camp# As a result 6,135 troops agreed
to return to Russia, and left on ships on 29 March and 2 April 1gz21.
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Another 3,435 men volunteered o go w Brazil. The fatc of those who
ceturned to Russia is unclear. The rank and file Cossacks appear to have
been allowed to return home, while the officers were detained in concen-
tration camps awaiting *further orders’ from Moscow 43 What happened
to them thercafter is not known.,

After this, repatriations ceased because the Soviet government refused
to take any more returnees, except for some 3,000 men who went to Baku
in June and July 1921 to take up an offer 0 work in the ol industry
there4* Thereafter the only option provided to those Russians seeking to
Jeave the camps was to go to Greece, From May 1921 onwards, Athens
allowed individual Russians to enter the country, but those who did so
went entirely at their own risk with no guarantees of support. To entice
Cossacks to leave Lemnos and go to Greece, the French offered new boots
to any who agreed to go, while at the same time deliberately withholding
the boots from those staying in the camps, even though many had no
decent footwear 37 Such ethically dubious tactics by the French did not
endear them to the Russian command. Approximately 2,500 Cossacks
took up the offer to go to Greece, but it was later reported that many had
difficulty finding work, and that about go per cent of them had
contracted malaria. By 1922 their situation was described by the head-
quarters of the Don Cossack Corps as ‘tragic’, and many subscquently
fled from Greeee to Yugoslavia, where they were allowed to rejoin the
army.#®

Nearly all those who agreed to leave the camps for the Soviet Union,
Brazil. or Greece were Cossacks, which is testimony to the higher morale
and discipline of the First Army Corps. The Gallipali troops’ morale was
boosted by a wide variety of cultural activities which were developed from
the spring of 1921 onwards. The army’s leaders encouraged the forma-
tion of cultural socictics, artists” groups, and lecture courses on subjects
such as literature, mathematics, history, and geography. Such activitics
failed to stir the troops of the two Cossack corps, proving far more popu-
lar among the comparatively well-educated men of the First Army Corps.
At Gallipoli churches were built, a football league set up, and theatres
built in camp and in town 4 In this way some soldiers began to feel that
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the Gallipoli camp represented a ‘Russia in miniature’, that there was
among the troops a revival of interest in Russian culture and traditions. '
am in Russia’, exclaimed one officer on arriving ar Gallipoli from
Lemnos, “With the loss of the Crimea, it seemed . . . that it had died . . .
but I, arriving in Gallipoli, really found myself in Russia itself'® Some
officers claimed that, deprived of their homeland, they came to realise
how important that homeland was to them, and tried therefore to get in
contact with it in the only way possible—through culture.’

As a result of the improved discipline, better living conditions, the
cultural activities, and the existence of 2 common cnemy in the French,
the Russian soldiers at Gallipoli (who now referred 1o themselves as
*Gallipoliitsy’) began to rally around their commanders. One officer, A.
Boltunov, wrote in his diary on 26 Scptember 1921, that Kutepov's sever-
ity had been justified by its resulis—"The Gallipoliitsy are saying to
themselves: “it had to be s0™.'%* General Kutepoy, previously feared and
hated, was by the summer of 1921 deeply respected. ‘All the officers are
on General Kutepov's side’, wrote Captain Orlov on 10 Scptember 1921,
who just a few months earlier had commented that *Everybody is cursing
Kutepov with one voiee.”s The corps commander was especially admired
by the vounger officers and cadets, among whom he acquired a moral
influcnce which he was to retain for the rest of his life,

The one thing which did not improve at Gallipoli was Franco—-Russian
relations. The Freneh commandant at Gallipoli, Colonel Thomassen, was
more diplomatic than General Broussaud on Lemnos, but the Russians
were uncompromising in defending their prerogatives. Kutepov infuri-
ated the French by insisting on the right of one of his officers to challenge
a French officer to a duel over a perceived insult to his wife,3* and by
executing a Russian officer accused of spying for the French.33

This unvielding attitude came straight from the top. Wrangel consid-
ered that the French had betrayed the Russians, and were without honour.
He made this plain at a reception at the British embassy in
Constantinople, at which he ostentatiously refused to shake the hand of
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General Charpy, and twld the senior British officer present, General
Harrington: ‘General, it is indeed painful for me to abuse your hospital-
ity by refusing to greet this gentleman, but he knows cxactly the reason
for my behaviour, and he must know that [ am rcady to offer him satis-
faction wherever and whenever he wishes.'s® Such gestures satisiied
honour, but they were hardly diplomatic. It was behaviour like this that
led Charpy to complain bitterly of Wrangel’s ‘manifest and arrogant
opposition’.$? This episode also typifies the White officers’ mmabality to
find fricnds and sympathizers outside their own narrow circle. Their
notion of henour meant that they tended w be diplomaucally inept.

Russian detcrmination eventually eriumphed over French policy. In
the middle of May 1921, the French offered to transport 1,000 troops o
Bulgaria, after an offer by the Bulgarian government to take that many
refugees. Despite the improvements in life at Gallipoli, conditions there
remained so harsh that volunteers were easily found. In consequence,
Kutepov decided that the time had come to clear his corps of the weak-
willed and to reinforce his authority. He issued an order giving all troops
three days to decide whether they wished to leave the army. All those who
wished to leave could do so at the end of three days, but those who chose
to stay would be obliged to accept military discipline thereafter and any
future attempts to leave would be treated as desertion.’® As a result of the
order some 2,000 men left the First Army Corps, but the great majority
chose to remain. This was regarded as a ringing cndorsement of the
army’s leadership, and as a step to rebuilding the army on the basis of the
strongest-willed and most morally sound elements.

By summer 1921, therefore, the Russian Army was not merely stll
intact, in defiance of Paris’s wishes, but at Gallipoli at least it had been
reinvigorated. Relations between the Russians and the French sank to the
level of mutual loathing. When the Russians had first arrived at
Constantinople they had handed over most of their weapons to the
French, but kept several thousand rifles and machine-guns., The Russians
then resisted all efforts by the French to make them hand over these
weapons, and made it clear that they would not hesitate to fight for their
survival. Kutepov's staff secretly drew up plans in complete earnest to
march on Constantinople and seize the city, and the First Army Corps
carried out ostentatious military training and night alerts convinee the
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Freneh of their willingness to fight if necessary.® These activities had the
desired effect. French plans made in May 1921 1o seize the Russians’
weapons by force were abandoned in the knowledge that such an endeav-
our would meet armed resistance, and the threat to end the distnbution
of food was never repeated. The Russians drew the conclusion that their
unity and cohesiveness had saved them, and that such cohesion could
protect them in similar situations where others did not have their best
interests at heart. This was to be an important element of the Gallipoli
legend.

Despite this success in resisting French efforts w disband the army,
initial hopes of renewing the armed campaign against the Soviets had
been shattered, as it was clear that nobody was willing to help with such
a campaign. Wrangel was forced to admit that it might not be possible to
preserve the army as a standing force, and that he should consider meth-
ods of dissolving it, but he was determined to do so in such a way as o
keep some structure alive in order that it could be re-formed should a
suitable opportunity arise. To achieve this, it was necessary to move the
army out of Gallipeli and Lemnos and find it a new home where its
members could support themselves. In March 1g21, therefore, Wrangel
sent Shatilov to Belgrade to ask the Yugoslav government to accept
formed troops of the Russian Army into its country.® Shatilov met the
Yugoslav Prime Minister who agreed to allow several thousand Russian
troops inte Yugoslavia with their command structure intact, on condition
that the Russians handed over some of the money of the former Russian
state which they held to help pay for their support.® After further talks,
Wrangel's representative in Belgrade, General N. D. Pototskii, persuaded
the Yugoslavs to take an additional 4,000 men to carry out road-building
projects.®s Under these agreements, the Yugoslavs accepted 5,000
Russians into their border service, 6,000-7,000 to work on road-building
projects, and an additional 8,000 to be supported for six months by funds
provided by the Russians.® After the necessary funds were found, the
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first Russian contingents were able to move 1o Yugoslavia in May 1921,
An additional agreement was later reached to provide work for another
4,000 MER Lo carry out railway construction work, provided that the cost
of the move of the troops to Yugoslavia was paid for by the Russians." As
a result of all these agreements, some 235,000 men of the Russian Army
found refuge in Yugoslavia,

Shatilov also undertouk negotiations with the Bulgarian government,
and in June 1921 the Bulgarians agreed to allow a first group of 2,000
men of the Russian Army into their country. The Chief of Stall of the
Bulgarian Army, Colonel Topaldzhikoy, agreed that the troops entering
Bulgaria should preserve their military organization and command struc-
ture. All troops were permitted to wear uniform, and unit commanders
were allowed to carry fircarms® A detachment of 2,000 men under
General Gusel'shehikov moved to Bulgaria on the basis of this agree-
ment. Negotiations with the Bulgarian government continued after this,
and several more agreements were reached in the summer of 1921, Inan
agreement of July 1921, Bulgaria stated that it was willing to accept a
further 7,000 men under the same terms as General Gusel'shehikov’s
detachment on condition that $300,000 were provided to pay for therr
upkeep.%7 After this money was found a treaty was signed in August 1921
with regard to the transfer of Russian troops to Bulgaria.®® Another
agreement to allow even more Russians into Bulgaria was reached in
November 1921, All in all, some 19,000 men of the Russian Army found
refuge in Bulgaria. Negotiations with the Czech government also resulted
in places for 1,000 Cossacks being found in Czechoslovakia.

The troops of the Russian Army left their camps at Gallipoli and
Lemnos for these locations in various groups between August and
December 1921, and by December 1921 the only men remaining in the
area of Constantinople was a detachment of 2,000 men at Gallipoh. This
last contingent eventually went to Hungary in 1923. A new life for the
troops of the Russian Army had begun.

As 1922 opened, the army of 100,000 which had fled the Crimea a
little over a vear before had been reduced to about 45,000 men, divided
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between 4 countries. Nonetheless, an organized cadre had been main-
tained against overwhelming odds, This was a development of profound
importance for the inter-war Russian emigration as a whole, Perhaps
more significant than the army’s physical survival was the myth that
developed around cvents at Gallipoli. Many felt that the army had been
not merely preserved physically, but more importantly had been morally
resurrected. They had come off the boats from the Crimea utterly
defeated. A vear later the army left Gallipoli numerically weaker, but in
the eves of many who were there, spiritually stronger. Many veterans
would later write of Gallipoli as something almost supernatural. As the
representative of a Russian émigré charity at Gallipoli, Sergei
Resnichenko, wrote in a report to his office in Paris: ‘At Gallipoli a
Russian national miracle occurred.”™ This theme of the *Gallipoli
Miracle® is echoed in scores of memoirs, articles, and letrers by Gallipoli
veterans. According to one such writer *Gallipoli is the cradle of the
resurrection of the Bussian soul’,7 a theme echoed by the official history
of the First Army Corps, which stated that at Gallipoli the troops under-
went an ‘enormous spiritual rebirth’.7* The troops supposedly not merely
bonded into a stronger whole, but also regained faith in the need for
continued struggle and the incvitability of eventual vietory.? Gallipols
came 1o encapsulate the spirit of ‘irreconcilability’—the concept that no
matter what happened and no matter how much time clapsed, émigrés
should not compromise with the Soviet regime and should continue the
struggle against it

Within a few vears Gallipoli had acquired a legendary status. Histories,
memoirs, poems, even a play,73 were written about it. This mythology was
promoted by the Society of Gallipolians established by General Kutepov
just hefore he departed Gallipoli in November 1921. The Society kept
veterans of the First Army Corps in touch with one another as they
dispersed across Europe, and sought to maintain the ‘Gallipoh spirit’
among them.

On arrival at Constantinople the army’s leaders still hoped to use it
again as a fighting force to renew the struggle against the Bolsheviks.
During 1921 they began to realize that this was not possible in the short
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term, and began to view the army as a cadre around which a future Russian
army could be built. As such it would have o exemplify all that was best
about Russian military traditions, not just for the benefit of s own
members, but also for émigré society in general. This idea was based ona
beliel’ that the catastrophe of the Revolution and defeat in the Civil War
was due to a spiritual failure by the army and the Russian people as a whole.
The army was now expected to reforge its spiritual values, especially those
of discipline and honour, to make up for this failure. The army began to
redefine itself as a moral élite, an ‘order of knights', a ‘knightly order of
monks’.™ bearing moral values and the traditions of Russia along with its
arms. This view of themselves as an order of knights was to be a vital part
of the self-image of the White military émigrés for years thereatter.

The language used about Gallipoli, especially the knightly imagery,
reveals something about the mentality of the White officer corps that is
slso relevant to the earlier period of the Civil War, Whereas Russian intel-
lectuals, especially those on the political left, tended to idealize reason and
belonged firmly to the Enlightenment tradition of rationalism, Russian
army officers seemed to fit more into the Romantic tradition, and were
artracted by the revival of mediaeval notions of honour and chivalry
which swept across Europe in the late nineteenth century. Their oppo-
nents in the Civil War were driven by a lust for power and a desire to
institute 2 new social and cconomic order, while the Whites looked at their
struggle in moral, not practical terms. In effect, although they were fight-
ing the same war, the Reds and the Whites were fighting about entirely
different things.

As with all myths it is of coursc necessary to treat the claims about
Gallipoli with some circumspection. It is hard to penctrate the otficial
Gallipoli mythology, as spread through publications printed by the First
Army Corps and the Society of Gallipolians, to find the views of the rank
and file, Certainly, the supposed moral resurrcction of the First Army
Corps was not as absolute as some claimed. hutepov would not have been
obliged to issue his order giving his troops three davs to decide whether
they wished to stay in the army if there had been no morale problems at
all. Some 21 per cent of the First Army Corps left its ranks during the
year at Gallipoli,’® and it is probable that many of those who stayed did
so primarily because the alternatives were so unattractive, rather than
because they were totally dedicated to the cause. In addition, the Gallipoli
‘miracle’ excludes Cossacks among whom no such moral rebirth took
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place, and whose morale on Lemnos sank lower and lower as time went
on. An alternative perspective of events is given in a report to Paris writ-
ten by General Charpy in which he said that most of Wrangel's troops
would gladly have left the army had they not been forcibly prevented from
doing s0.7% Memoirs of veterans who later returned to the Soviet Union
also provide an alternative view of what happened in the year in Turkey.
One veteran, Dmitrii Meisner, specifically denied that any form of moral
resurrection took place at Gallipoli,”” and Boris Aleksandrovskii, 2 mili-
tary doctor at Gallipoli, noted in his memoirs the prevalence of suicide
there.™ Nevertheless both Aleksandrovskii and 1. M. Kalinin, another
officer who returned to Soviet Russia, confirmed that many troops at
Gallipoli did rally around General Kutepov, and that it was there that the
ideology of the White military in exile was formed.? Diaries written by
soldiers at Gallipol also testify to the renewal of their spirit there. *Strong
in spirit, deeply loving its motherland, the Russian Army has held out a
whole year”, wrote P. Ivlin in his diary, ‘Day by day the Russian soldier has
grown in spirit here at Gallipoli.™®

A balanced assessment might be that during 1921 the army split into
two—one group which fell into despair and left the army, and a sccond
group which staved with the army and rallied ever closer together. The
official version of the Gallipoli miracle is echoed in numerous memoirs
by officers who served there. Whether or not Gallipoli really was the
special experience that was claimed, many certainly came to believe that
it was. In a sense the mythology made it real. To many soldiers Gallipoli
was the most vital experience of their lives, a terrible ordeal shared and
overcome together in which they took immense pride. *Our white Russian
Army has still not died’, wrote one officer in 1923, ‘It has survived the
machinations of our enemies, our physical deprivations and the spiritual
sufferings of those thousands of Russians who came here from harsh, but
eternally beloved, Gallipoli."™® The Gallipoli myth determined veterans’
self-image, and shaped much of their future behaviour.
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The survival of the army as an organized body also ensured that its
members were not cast adrift on their own in a hostile outside world. As
one veteran wrote, *If there had been no General Kutepoy, there would
have been no Russian Gallipoli, the Russian Army would not have
survived, and there would have been only homeless refugees, and, conse-
quently, the fate of the whole Russian emigration would have been
entirely different.™* The subscquent history of the army in exile shows
that this conclusion 15 accuratc.
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4
The Army, the State, and Society

The reinvigorated soldiers at Galhpol were certain that they were the
legitimate representatives of Russian statchood, and that they were the
rightful leaders of the Russian emigration. Other émigrés, however, did
not share the soldiers’ high opinion of themselves. Throughout 1921 the
army and other émigré factions conducted a bitter struggle for control of
the funds of the former Russian state and for political power within the
emugration. These struggles had significant repercussions for the human-
itarian and cultural institutions which came to dominate émigré life. The
in-fighting also left the emigration rudderless and divided, and left many
members of the army feehng that their rightful role had been usurped
and the welfare of thousands of veterans arbitrarily disregarded. Russian
officers had never had a particularly high opinion of intellectuals and
politicians, The events of 1921 reinforced their suspicions that nobody
outside the military could be trusted, and confirmed their belief that the
army must be maintained ar all costs,

While he governed the Crimea, Wrangel was recognized by the French
zovernment (although not by the British) as being the de facto head of
state of Russia as a whole. Fortified by such international recognition,
Wrangel considered the government and army which he brought with
him out of the Crimea to be the true representatives of Russian state-
hood. Cossacks also brought their own state institutions into cxile with
them, headed by the Atamans of the Don, Kuban, Terek, and Astrakhan
Cossack Hosts, each of whom had beneath him a small ‘government’. The
other major state institutions in exile were the Russian embassies, In 1921
the Soviet regime was not internationally recognized. Russia maintained
embassics in many countries, but the ambassadors were sull those
appointed by the Provisional Government. Some, especially the ambas-
sador to the USA, Boris Bakhmetell, controlled large sums of official
money, estimated at several million dollars. Crucially, however, because
the ambassadors had been appointed by the Provisional Government, not
by Wrangel, they felr under no special obligation 1o obey him.

A plethora of groups of varying political orientations, and numerous
emigre social and humanitarian ergamzations were considered to make up
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émigré ‘society’. Emigré charities included the Russian Red Cross, which
accompanied the Russian Army, and the Zemsivo and Town Reliel
Committee, known as Zemgor, which had operated in Russia before the
Bolshevik seizure of power and was closely associated with hiberal and
socialist political groups. Indeed, part of the problem in providing
humanitarian aid to members of the Russian Army after the evacuanon of
the Crimea was that there were too many organizations providing relief]
and no centralized control or coordination.' The need for such central-
ized control was widely recognized, but the representatives of the army
and of ‘secicty’ could not agree who should exercise . As a result the
provision of aid became highly politicized.

The evacuation of the Crimea caused many Russian ¢migres to recon-
sider their attitude towards the Bolshevik regime in Russia. Miliukov's
New Tactics and the ideas of Smena Felh, as covered in Chapter 2, were
the most obvious manifestations of this. Though neither the New Tacucs
nor Smena Velk won much support among émigrés, they were sympto-
matic of a change in attitudes which made it very difficult for the army 1o
gain support among the emigration as a whole. Many eémigre leaders felt
that their priority should now be providing humanitarian aid to their
fellow exiles, and they were therefore unwilling to use the scarce financial
resources available to the emigration to keep the army in existence. Even
more decisively, even though in the Crimea it had recognized him as head
of state, the French government was not willing to let Wrangel dispose of
the assets of the former Russian state. Struggle for control of these
resources between Wrangel and other émigre leaders was to play a key
role in determining the future of the army and of the wider cmigration.

At the centre of the divisions which arose between the army and the
leaders of émigré “society’ was a difference of opinion on the merits of
‘statchood’ (gosudarstvennost’) and ‘public opinion’ (ebshchesrvennost” ).
The conflict of these two ideas revealed a deep chasm in thinking between
the Russian officer corps and the Russian intelligentsia. The officers of
the Russian Army believed in ‘statehood’, and often referred w them-
selves as ‘state-minded people’. This implied a beliel in a strong state,
and also in the primacy of state interests. They believed that without a
strong state Russia was ungovernable, and hated the Bolsheviks for what
was scen as their deliberate destruction of the Russian state in 1917. By
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contrast the Russian intelligentsia tended to dislike the state, regarding it
as reactionary and incompetent, They felt that the state should surrender
its responsibilities o what they called ‘society’, by which they meant not
all the people of Russia, merely the most educated section of it, in other
words themselves. In the context of exile, this meant that the officers of
the Russian Army, noting that the army was the sole remaining institution
of state, and that Wrangel was the last recognized head of state, believed
that the army must be preserved in order to preserve the state, and also
that the army was the natural leader of the emigration, to which *society’
should defer. They despised ‘public opinion® as a self-serving concept
used by left-wing politicians to justify their own rule. By contrast, émigré
intellectuals felt that Wrangel and the army should defer to ‘society’.?
After their arrival at Constantinople, Wrangel sent his Prime Minister
Aleksandr Krivoshein, his Foreign Minister Petr Struve, and his Finance
Minister Mikhail Bernatskii, to Paris to plead the army’s case with the
French government, and to obtain control of funds which were owned by
the former Russian state and which were held in foreign banks and prop-
erty abroad.? But Wrangel’s ministers were unable to carry out this task.
In January 1921 Wrangel’s official representative in Paris, the former
White commander in the far north of Russia, Licutenant General E. K.
Miller, told Wrangel that he was unable to carry out any negotiations with
the French government, because the French would not recognize that the
army existed. Wrangel was at a disadvantage, because in Constantinople
he was too far from the centre of power in Paris. By the time that
Krivoshein, Struve, and Bernatskii reached there, Wrangel's political
opponents in Pans had already had several weecks to lobby the French
government and persuade it to abandon him. The French Prime Minister
Aristide Briand wrote to the former leader of the Provisional
Government, Prince G. E. L 'vov, who was now the head of Zemger, that
he could not accept the claims of Wrangel’s representatives to administer
the assets of the former Russian state. Humanitanan aid for refugees,
wrote Briand, should be concentrated in the hands of Zemgor.4 Briand
wanted to disband the Russian Army and so did not want Wrangel to get
control of Russian state property which he could use to support the army.
Meanwhile, the Cossack Atamans scon came into conflict with
Wrangel. Political agitation by left-wing politicians among the Cossacks
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made the Atamans feel that they needed to make concessions o the leftin
order o preserve their own leadership position. In December 1g2o radi-
cal Cossack politicians sought to compete with the authority of the
Atamans by creating a Union for the Resurrection of Cossackdom, which
contained former members of the Cossack governments, cooperatives,
and political activists. The union blamed the White generals for the defeat
of the Cossacks and called for the struggle against Bolshevism to come to
an ¢nd.’ Under pressure from groups such as thas, the Atamans on 14
January 1921 took a first step towards asserting their independence from
Wreangel by forming a United Couneil of the Don, Terek, amd huban.
The Atamans agreed to act together in all political, cconomie, and exter-
nal matters, and called for a Russia based on *democratic and federal prin-
ciples”.? This declaration undermined Wrangel's ability to present
himselfl to foreign governments as the sole legitimate representative of
Russian state power. It also infuriated him because it represented an
attack on his authority, something over which he was always particularly
ready to take offence.

Soon after he arrived in exile, Wrangel disbanded his government.
This decision, although financially realistic, was a political mistake.
Wrangel had no means of supporting the government, besides which
most of its departments now had nothing to do, as there was no longer any
territory to administer.” He regarded the government as merely an
administratve apparatus, whose disbandment did not affect his own
status. But in practice, because he had no government or land, his deci-
sion made it impossible for him to argue that he was sull head of state,

On 2 February 1921, the senior Russian ambassadors, Mikhal Gars,
Vassilii Maklakov, and Boris BakhmetefT met in Paris. Shortly before the
fall of the Crimea Wrangel had assured the ambassadors that his situation
was sccure, and the ambassadors felt that he had deliberately deceived
them. They conscquently lost faith i Wrangel and decided to withdraw
their support from him.® At their meeting of 2 February they agreed 1o
form a Conference of Ambassadors, and decided that as Wrangel had
dissolved his government, their conference constituted the only remain-
ing legal state authority. As such it would take on itself responsibility for
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the distribution of all state property. The conference also determined that
the distribution of aid to refugees should be concentrated in the hands of
a single organizanion, and that the organization should be Zemgor.¥

Although Zemgor maintained that it was apolitical, the army High
Command regarded it as a political organization hostile to the army, as
many of its members were connected with left-wing political groups. The
history of the Russian Army's relations with Zemgor was one of mutual
hostility and suspicion from start to finish. In early 1921 the Russian mili-
tary representative n Japan, General Podtiagin, handed over a sum of
abwout one million francs held by him o Ambassador Girs, who in turn
gave it to Prince L'vov on the understanding that it would be used o
improve the living conditions of troops of the Russian Army. Thereafter
the money seems to have disappeared, and the army High Command was
convinced that Zemgor had not used it for the specified purpose.'®
Whatever the truth of the matter, the army's suspicions reflected an
impression that ‘society’ was exploiting its control of émigré financial
resources to undermine the army. The wransfer of control of state funds
to Zemgor was seen as an attack on the army by the political left, and as
part of the general campaign of liberal politicians such as Miliukov to
destroy the army in exile.

It 15 clear that the chief cause of the ambassadors’ decision was pres-
sure applied by the French government. Girs told Wrangel that handing
over control of aid w Zemgor was the only solution which would permit
the funds to stay in Russian hands. Otherwise, he wrote, the French
would insist on taking control, leaving the Russians dependent on their
goodwill."! Regardless of the motives behind the decision, the effect was
to weaken the position of the army. Left-wing politicians used the cover
of Zemgor to spread their influence among émigrés and reduce that of the
military High Command. For instance, in Prague in June 1921 Zemgor set
up its own registration department and announced that old documents
1ssucd by Russian diplomatic and military officials were no longer valid.
The Russian mulitary representative in Prague, General Leont'ev, noted
that left-wing partics had long wished to destroy Russian diplomatic and
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and then into Yugoslavia (childrens’ schools, Cadet Corps, and military
schools), and Pletnev sought to remove these from military control.*®
Only the Cader Corps were to survive, and these experienced regular
difficulties with liberal education officials on the Derzhavnara Kommissia
over the next two decades.

The problems were more acute in other countrics. In Bulgaria part of
the sum provided by the Ambassadors’ Conference specifically for the use
of Wrangel's troops was spent on repatriating Cossacks instead, and the
Russian diplomatic representative in Bulgaria refused to ler military
representatives join in discussions as to how the money should be used.
Zemgor vemained the main problem as Gar as the army was concerned. In
Crechoslovakia, a Zemgor-inspired Cossack congress launched bitter
attacks against General Wrangel, with the result that some Cossacks
walked out in protest. This created considerable difticultics for them, as
Ceech law required them to belong o a legally registered organization,
and these were all financially dependent on Zemgor.®t Zemgor's claims 1o
be an apolitical humanitarian organization were never believed by many
in the Russian Army,

With Nansen pressing to repatriate his men to enemy territory,
formerly allicd countrics making 1t clear that he was considered a
nuisance, Russia’s ambassadors undermining his authority, the Cossack
Atamans asscrting their independence, and the left-wing press attacking
his army, Wrangel began to feel the need for support from ‘society’.
However, few representatives of liberal *sociery” were willing to accept his
Icadership and most felt that the White armies’ defeat was due to the fact
that the White officers had divorced themselves from “society” and
followed reactionary policies. If it wanted to survive, they said, the army
would now have to embrace *socicty’, giving civilians a more prominent
role in decision-making and replacing the army's *reactionary” political
advisers with men of more liberal convictions.**

There was still room to compromise. In the summer of 1921, most
¢migrés had only been in forced exile for a short time and saw themsclves
as common victims of the Bolsheviks. Many genuinely wished to forge
some sort of political union to overcome the divisions which had so
damaged anti-Bolshevik efforts in the past. Wrangel himself now wok the
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initiative to try and create such an émigreé political union. On 29 January
1921 he chaired a conference in Constantinople which considered how to
create @ new anti-Bolshevik political front and an organization to lead it
The conference soon confronted certain important differences of opinion
between the military and civilian proponents of émigré unity. Wrangel
wanted an advisory council, with final authority resting in his own hands,
whereas his civilian supporters wanted the representatives on the council
to have the decisive voice. Historians have often criticized the White
generals for not having understood the political nature of the Civil War.
Yet the generals’ experiences in the war merely reinforced their belief that
politicians were capable only of 1alk, incapable of action.?3 As Wrangel
stated:

They want to share power with me. [ do not cling to power. But, having passed
through rivers of bloed, the Provisional Government, committees, every sort of
*special assembly’, and having finally put power into the hands of one man, which
is 4 requirement for successful struggle, they now want to repeat the mistakes of
the past. | cannot trear this lightly. [ have no right to put the army into the hands
of any commuittee and 1 will not do this.24

He envisaged a governing body created and led by himself, to be called the
Russian Council. Representatives of *sociery’ would join it as junior part-
ners, rather than seek to take a leading role for themselves. This idea was
not acceptable to many outside the army.

In a competing effort to unite the emigration around monarchist
slogans, right-wingers held a large congress at Reichenhall in Germany in
June 1921, and elected a permancnt executive, the VMS (Fyusshif
Monarkhicheskii Seofuz: Supreme Monarchist Council), which was dedi-
cated to promoting the monarchist cause, During the same month a
group of liberal politicians in Paris launched yet another unity scheme
and formed a Russian Mational Commitree. This organization, occupying
the broad centre of émigré political opinion, aimed to unite all the vari-
ous groups of the emigration inte one body, but falled when both the left
(SRs and Miliukov) and the right (the VMS) refused to cooperate. The
Committee became yet another political organization representing few
people other than itself,

O all émigré political groups, the National Committee was the closest
to the Russian Army. Wrangel corresponded regularly with its members,

1 BAR, Russkin Natsional'nyi Komitet Collection, Box 5 {Letter, Wrangel to Burisey, 23
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and avidly sought an alliance with them. His efforts to do so belic the idea
that the army was inherently ‘reactionary’. Most of the National
Committee’s members were liberal democrats, although a few were
former SEs. The most prominent of the latter was Viadimir Burtsey who
had become famous in pre-war Russia for exposing a police provocateur
within the SR party. In exile Burtsev edited a newspaper Obshehee Delo
(The Common Cause) which was outspoken in its support for Wrangel
and his army. Wrangel's close relations with Burtsev showed that he was
genuinely willing to work with anyone whatever their palitical beliefs, as
long as they were dedicated to the anti-Dolshevik cause. His friendship
with A. L. Guchkov was another example. As the first War Minister of the
Provisional Government Guchkov had been partly responsible for a scrics
of army reforms which most officers belicved were responsible for the
collapse of the army in 1917, Officers in general considered Guchkov to
be little better than a traitor, but Wrangel recognized that, whatever his
previous failings Guchkov was devoted to the struggle against the
Bolsheviks, and was prepared to forgive him his past errors.

‘The most startling demonstration of Wrangel's indifference to polit-
cal views was given in an extraordinary incident in Spring 1921, when he
agreed to an alliance with the sailors of the Soviet fleet who had mutinied
at the naval base of Kronstadt. The Kronstadt sailors were among the
most radical lefuist revolutionaries in Russia. They had played an impor-
tant role in bringing the Bolsheviks to power in 1917, and mutinied not
because they had lost their revolutionary zeal but because they believed
that the Bolsheviks had betrayed the revolution. They demanded that
power be given back to the revolutionary councils, the Soviets, and taken
away from the Bolshevik party. In response Lenin ordered the Red Army
to crush their mutiny, and on 17 March 1921 the army drove the muti-
neers out of Kronstadt. The survivors fled across the ice of the Baltic Sea
and went into exile in Finland.*5 From there on 25 May 1921 they sent an
appeal to Wrangel, asking to be incorporated into his Russian Army. The
sailors called Wrangel “a sclfless fighter for the liberation of our dear
motherland’, and asked his approval for a common political platform
including ownership of land by the peasants, freedom for trade Unions,
and use of the slogan ‘power to the Soviets and not 1o partics”.*® Wrangel
gave his full approval saying that the proposed slogan was acceptable as
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long as it found a positive response in the mass of the population.®7 After
this, contact between Wrangel and the Kronstadters seems to have been
broken off, but Wrangels willingness to consider an alliance with men
who represented the extreme revolutionary left reveals a great deal about
him and the nature of the White movement. It shows that non-predeter-
mination was not just a pretext to hide reactionary, restorationist preten-
sioms, but the result of a sincere belief that political differences should be
subordinated to common struggle against Bolshevism.

Wrangel's Russian Council ran into immediate difficultics. Even his
closest supporters, the National Committee, as well as allied groups in
Constantinople, attacked his concept, demanded an ‘independent’ body
organized by ‘society’, and refused to join.®® The United Council of the
Dwon, Terek, and Kuban Cossacks was no more amenable. The Cossacks
were determined 10 make the Commander-in-Chicf responsible to the
council, rather than its supreme leader, a demand which Wrangel was
unwilling to countenance.*¥ Despite these problems the project went
ahead, and on 12 March 1921 Wrangel 1ssued a declaration establishing
the Russian Council. His proclamation said that the council was based on
the principle of the succession of power, exercised by himself as
Commander-in-Chief, in conjunction with social organizations.3® The
statute of the council established that it would consist in part of delegates
clected by émigré social organizations and in part of appointees of the
Commander-in-Chief. Authority and power was to remain firmly in the
hands of the Commander-in-Chief, who would have a veto.3' Wrangel
would make no concessions: the council’s purpose was to mobilize émigré
:.tucilct}' .i" support of the army, rather than to be a truly representative
institution.

The biggest blow to the Russian Council was the refusal of the United
Council of the Don, Terck, and Kuban to participate because their
demands for the Commander-in-Chief to be responsible to the council
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had not been met. The Araman of the Don Cossacks, General A. P
Bogaevskii, wrote to Wrangel to say that experienee had shown that indi-
vidual dictatorship was no solution, and he appealed to Wrangel to seck
to rebuild the struggle on new principles.3* Wrangel regarded the actions
of the Cossack Atamans as completely unforgivable and from this
moment on he would regard the United Cossack Council as anathema,
and refuse t have any official relations with it or the Atamans. This was
tvpical of Wrangel. Desperately protective of his own authoriry, he was
incapable of forgiving those who broke with him, which greatly compli-
cated efforts w promote conigre unity in future years.

As a result there was a complete split between the army High
Command and the Cossack political leadership. In practice this rupture
had little effect, as the military units of the Cossacks remained under
Wrangel's command, and their military leaders continued to obey his
instructions. Many of the rank and file of the Cossack units also contin-
ued to look to Wrangel as their leader.33 Nevertheless, the split with the
Atamans undoubredly weakened Wrangel's position and his ability to
speak as a political leader on behalf of all his men was fatally undermined.

In March 192z Wrangel continued to hope that, with some changes,
the council might serve as the focus of a broad émigré political union.
In January 1922, in order to increase the breadth of the council’s base,
Wrangel added delegares from the Church and émigré social organiza-
tions in Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. However, the conservative nature of
émigrés in those countrics meant that the new members to be chosen by
these organizations were likely to be right-wing. Wrangel was determined
to eseape the charge of being ‘reactionary’, and feared that the monarchist
right would try to use the council to further its own interests. He there-
fore asked the head of the National Committee, A. V. Kartashey, to try o
persuade Parisian circles to participate in the council. Without thear
participation, Wrangel noted, the council could acquire an undesirably
narrow right-wing complexion.?3 The National Committee displaved
some interest, and sent a delegation to him in Belgrade in March 1922 (he
had moved there that month from Constantinople, along with his staff).
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The delegation proposed enlarging the council and altering its structure
to give more power to representatives of ‘society’ rather than the
Commander-in-Chicf, but Wrangel would not give way. He insisted that
political orgamizanons could not be represented on the council, and that
he had to retain a veto, This was necessary, he said, in case it acquired a
monarchist tint and started passing monarchist resolutions. Only his veto
could prevent the council becoming the weapon of any political party
which was in a majority.#® His insistence on retaining control over the
council was unacceptable to the representatives of *society’, who therefore
broke ofl’ negotiations,

Another factor had come into play by this time. Some groups, having
lost faith in the Whites' ability to defeat the Bolsheviks, had begun instead
to hope that the Red Army might overthrow the regime, in which case
they would not wish 1o be represented by Wrangel, whose name could
enly be a hindrance to rcaching agreement with Red generals.
“Torgprom’, the union of émigré industrialists, refused to accept
Wrangel's leading role for this reason. 37

As predicted by Wrangel, the new inductions to the council brought in
new members of right-wing, monarchist persuasions. Guchkov reported
that the council was regarded by émigré ‘society’ in France as being too
right-wing for its tastes,®® which of course was precisely why Wrangel
had asked Kartashev to persuade the National Committee to join.
Wrangel therefore decided to dissolve the council, which held its last
meeting on 22 September 19223 The dissolution greatly angered
monarchist members, who regarded it as a direct attack on the émigré
right by the Commander-in-Chicf#* Certainly it shows that émigré ‘soci-
ety’ was wrong to regard Wrangel and his army as a reactionary force.
Wrangel showed a genuine desire to reach out to the left and centre of
emigre palitics and to form a broad-based union. There was really very
little to separate the army ideologically from groups such as the National
Committee. The creation of a broad political union should have been
quite feasible: what wrecked it were the personal ambitions of each side,
neither of which was willing to let the other be in control. In this sense
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Wrangel did not always help his own cause. He had a pronounced in-.:lli—
nation towards absolutes, demanding total subordination of others to him
or nothing at all.

Russian émigrés wasted enormous amounts of time and cnergy on
internal feuding, while all the time the Bolshevik regime grew stronger
and international support for the Whites diminished. Wrangel believed
that if the emigration was to have any chance of reviving the struggle
against the Bolsheviks, it necded w unite under one leader, -..md he
believed that he was the natural person to assume that leadership role.
Ouside the army, however, nobody agreed with him, and so the army ;Eml
‘socicty’ instead of uniting, merely drifted further apart. The emigration
wis lcft leaderless, and hopes for a renewal of the struggle faded.

3
The Last Battle

While the exiled Russian politicians, intellectuals, and other would-be
leaders fought for control of Russia Abroad, Wrangel was also busy
settling the Russian Army’s troops into new quarters in Yugoslavia and
Bulgaria. In the latter country, the army believed that it had found a safe
refuge, but its hopes were shattered when it came into conflict with the
Bulgarian government and was sucked into the bitter internal struggles of
Bulgarian politics. In 1923 the White Army then marched into battle
against communist forces for the last tme, 1 a briel military action in a
small corner of Bulgaria involving only a few hundred troops.
Meanwhile, the army’s position was constantly threatened by financial
difficulties, which forced its troops 1o disperse to find civilian jobs. This
chapter and the next follow the fate of the White soldiers as they spread
throughout Europe in search of work and a better life.

From July to December 1921 about 15,000 Russian soldiers arrived in
Bulgana from Lemnos and Gallipoli. The country to which they came
was impoverished, unstable, and defeated. During the First World War
Bulgaria had been an ally of Germany, and after the war France and
Britain insisted that its army be reduced to a rump of 5,000 men, The
overwhelmingly agricultural country had a constitutional monarchy,
governed by the populist Agrarian Party led by Prime Minister Alexander
Stamboulisky. The democratic system in Bulgana was extremely fragile,
and although Stamboulisky had a parliamentary majority, his position was
far from secure, as cnemies on both the right and left were plotting to
remove him, by force if necessary. This may have encouraged him to
invite Wrangel’s army into the country, in the belief that the Russians
might counter the growing threat of the Bulgarian Communist Party, the
BKP. But before long Stamboulisky began to worry that the Russians
might themselves pose a threat, and his attitude toward them began to
change.

Wrangel's troops were distributed to about forty locations around the
country, and housed in barracks vacated by the shrunken Bulgarian army.
The barracks were often half-destroyed, forcing the Russians to rebuild,
furnish, and equip them. Conditions of life were harsh, but the Russians
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were at least assured of shelter. Under the terms of the treaty reached
between the Bulgarian government and Wrangel's representatives in
August 1921, the Bulgarian government agreed 1o accept not just mdi-
vidual refugees but formed military units subject to the authority of the
Russian Commander-in-Chicf. Troops were allowed to wear uniform, and
commanders, although not their men, retained the right o carry personal
weapons.! On arrival in Bulgaria, the Russians were asked to surrender
their weapons, but handed over only a token quantity o satisfy the local
authoritics, and kept the rest.* Most units managed 1o bring some
weapons with them inte Bulgaria, and many paraded openly with them in
Bulgarian wowns.

The Russian units in Bulgaria consisted of elements of both the Don
Cossack Corps and the First Army Corps, both corps headguarters, and
several military schools. The two corps dealt rather differently with the
situation. The troops of the Don Cossack Corps, encouraged by their
commander, General Abramoy, soon started o look for civilian jobs, using
their barracks as bases to which they could return at night or in penods
of unemployment.d By May 1922 about 70 per cent of Cossacks were
working outside thewr umits.? In contrast, in the First Army Corps,
General Kutepov strongly disapproved in principle of allowing his
soldiers to take civilian jobs, and the troops themselves were not keen to
do so. Rather than working, the men of the corps devoted their time and
encrgy to barrack life.? Meanwhile, the several Russian military schools
which had been brought to Bulgaria continued to function, training and
commissioning officer cadets of the Russian Army, despite grave financial
difficultics which meant that the cadets lived in very straitened financial
circumstances.”

Almost from the moment that the Russians arnived they were plunged
against their will into the maclstrom of Bulgarian polities. Bulgarian
communists regarded the Whites as a dangerous enemy, and also believed
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that by whipping up popular anger against them they could win support
for the BKE. From the beginning of 1922 the BKP therefore began an
active campaign of propaganda and agitation against the Russian Army.
Socialist newspapers published storics that the Russian Army was a
counter-revolutionary foree of landowners who were preparing to drag
Bulgaria into war against Soviet Russia, that it was a ‘state within a state”,
and that it was preparing a coup.” Communist meetings were held in
towns throughout Bulgaria to protest against the presence of the Russian
Army, and questions on the issue were raised in the Bulgarian parliament.
Attempts were made to provoke the Russians into violent action, which in
some cases had the desired effect. Russian officers and soldiers did not
always behave with restraint. In the town of Svishchov, for instance, a
group of armed Russians exchanged shots with the Bulgarian police after
a fight between a Bulgarian officer and a Russian officer.® Such incidents
helped wrn clements of the Bulgarian population against the Russians.
This change in the mood of the Bulgarians was facilitated by a sometimes
rather arrogant attitude displayed by Russian officers. The Russian Army
had liberated Bulgaria from “Turkish rule in 1877, and in consequence
many White officers felt that they, as officers of the modern Russian
Army, auwtomatically deserved to be treated as liberators. Boris
Aleksandrovskii, a doctor in the First Army Corps, noted that the
Russians often offended Bulgarian national sensibilities by making it clear
that they looked down on their ‘vounger brothers' The nationalistic
Bulgarians did not always appreciate the flving of the red, white, and blue
Russian flag over barracks, the mounting of armed guards, or the public
parades of armed Russian troops. BKP propaganda thus fell on increas-
ingly fertile ground.

In response to the anti-Russian campaign of the BKP, the Bulgarian
government decided that it needed to show the public that it was taking
action on the issue. On 23 March 1922 it passed a resolution stating that
the Russians were to be fully disarmed, and that efforts were to be made
to find work for the troops. It also announced that it would open talks
with the Soviet government about repatriating troops to Russia,'®
Bulgarian Army commanders were instructed to round up all Russian
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weapons, except those held by the military schools.'! This order was not,
however, zealously enforeed. The Clael of Staff of the Bulgarian Army,
Colonel Topaldzhikov, explained to General Shauloy, who was represent-
ing General Wrangel in Bulgaria, that the order had a purely declaratory
character, designed to appease public opinion, and that the government
had no intention of putting it fully into effect. He and Shatilov agreed
that only a token number of weapons would be handed over to give the
impression that something was being done.* Thus the Sergicvskii
Artillery School in Trnove ‘disarmed’ by handing over 30 of its joo rifles
and 2 of itx 15 machine-guns and hiding the rest 3 This appears o have
been the standard procedure elsewhere as well.

Dicspite this, the situation in Bulgaria continued to become more and
more tense, as the BKP organized another round of anti-Russian public
mectings. The mounting tension forced the Russians to consider what
their response would be if the situation got any worse. On 6 April 1922,
Wrangel instructed Kutepov and Abramov that if the situation became
unbearable they were to seize stores of Bulgarian armaments and march
out of Bulgaria into Yugoslavia.'? Kutepov, however, wanted more
dynamic action. On 2 April 1922 he met his senior commanders to discuss
the crisis. The meeting calculated thar, if it needed 1o, the First Army
Corps could casily arm itself from Bulgarian stores, which were generally
only lightly guarded, and could quickly seize control of the main ratlways
and threaten Sofia. In the event that the sitwation became unbearable,
Kutepov argued, the Russian Army should reach agreement with the
non-socialist political parties in Bulgaria, overthrow Stamboulisky, and
install them in power.'s

Shatilov categorically rejected this plan. In the event of an armed
conflict breaking out between the various factions in Bulgaria, the army,
he wrote, must observe strict neutrality in order not to earn the hostility
of the Bulgarian people and worsen the army’s position. it Shatilov there-
fore told Kutepov and Abramov that they must not interfere in Bulgarian
internal affairs.'? Wrangel agreed with Shatilov. He emphasized thar the

H Ibid. 389 (Circular, Colonel Topaldzhikoy, no. 72, 21 Mar. 1922).
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army must obscrve ‘unconditional neutrality’ in Bulgarian internal
affairs. Armed struggle within Bulgaria was rejected ‘in principle’.™

Soon after this, General Miller replaced Shatilov as Wrangel's Chief of
Stalf, although Shatilov remained in Bulgaria for a short while thereafter,
The new appointment did not prove successful. Wrangel and Miller did
not work well together, Wrangel considering his new Chief of Staff a
pedant obsessed with minutiae. As a result he was keen to get him out of
the way, and decided to send him to Bulgaria to defuse the looming crisis
there. This proved a more successful decision, as Miller, who had served
as a military attaché in several countrics, possessed a ract and diplomatic
skill which most White generals entirely lacked.

The crisis came to a head at the beginning of May 1922, when the
Bulgarian government decided to finally clamp down on the Russian
Armyv. The method chosen was forgery and provocation, and the pretext
for the repressions against the Russian Army was a search which was
conducted on 4 May 1922 of the hotel room of Colonel Samokhvaloy, a
member of Wrangel's sccurity staflf. The Bulgarian police arrested
Samokhvalov and declared that incriminating documents had been found
in his room proving that the Russian Army had been planning a coup.
These documents supposedly included an order by Wrangel, signed by
both him and Shatilov in Dubrovnik on g April 1922, which told units *to
be ready to rise up at the firse sign’. However, as Shatilov pointed out,
neither he nor Wrangel had ever been to Dubrovnik. It seems certain that
the letrer was a plant. Every internal Russian Army memorandum on the
subject describes the documents discovered in Samokhvalov’s room as
forgeries. Although the Bulgarians interpreted the documents as proof
that the Russians were plotting to overthrow Stamboulisky’s government,
the Russians® records make it clear that they had no such intention."?

Behind this provocation lay the hand not just of the Bulgarian govern-
ment but also of the Bolsheviks. A letter written by the head of the Soviet
secret service, the GPU, reveals that the Bulgarian interior ministry was
under the control of the GPU" agents.*® A Russian provocateur named
Komissarov who worked for the Bulgarian Ministry of the Interior was
believed to have prepared the forged documents with the knowledge of

1% Ihid. 140 (Letter, Wrangel 1o Shatilov, no. 01070, 30 Apr. 1922).
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the Minister of the Interior, Daskalov.?’ Other Bolshevik agents were
certainly at work attempting to destroy the army from within, One Soviet
agent, Shchegloy, offered the deputy commander of the First Army
Corps, General Vitkovski, a post as a corps commander in the Red Army
if he would announce his support for the Soviet regime.**

Whatever the source of the forged documents, Stamboulisky now had a
pretext toact. On 1o May 1922, Kutepovs apartment in Veliko Tronovo was
searched, and varous officers were arrested. "Uhe nexe day, Topaldzhikoy
telephoned Kutepov and invited him 1o Sofia to discuss the developing
crisis. Rutepoy suspected thar be ovighn be arvested i1 he went mo Sola, and
asked “Topaldzhikov to give his word of honour as an officer that he would
be allowed to return to his troops after the interview. Topaldzhikov gave lis
word, but when Kutepov arrived at his ofhice he was nonetheless arrested.
Kutepov's response is revealing, not to say touching. On being informed of
his arrest, he turned o Topaldehikov and asked incredulously, *What about
your word of honour?'# To Kutepov and many other Russian soldiers of
his generation, a word of honour really meant something. History does not
record "Topaldzhikov's reply.

Kutepov was cxpelled from Bulgana, Many other semor Russian offi-
cers throughout the country were also arrested and expelled from the
country at the same time. On 11 May the Bulgarian Council of Ministers
voted to take control of all funds brought to Bulgaria for the support of
the Russian refugees; to disperse those Russians living in barracks into
groups of ten to fifty men; to distribute these groups around the country
into towns and villages, where they would be purt to work; and to help
those who wished to return to Russia. All Russians were henceforth
forbidden to travel by rail, and all were obliged 1o register with the local
police. Various barracks were surrounded by Bulgarian troops who
scarched them for weapons, 4

These actions brought a sharp riposte from Wrangel. In a typcally
intemperate telegram of complaint w Stamboulisky, Wrangel wrone:
‘Persecuted and slandered, Russian warriors may again be forced to rally
around their standards. The spectre of fratricide has again appeared. God

HOHIA, WA, Box 152, File 21, rof-35 (Report 1o the Ministry of [nternal Affairs, 20
Okt 19231).
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15 our witness that we did not summon it.#% Shortly afterwards, Miller
arrived in Bulgaria and visited Prime Minister Stamboulisky, hoping to
persuade im to countermand his order. He was told that the Bulgarian
government had no complaint against the behaviour of the Russian Army,
but had been obliged to act against it in order to remove a pretext for
attacks against the government by the BKP*® Miller proposed a compro-
mise, On the Russian side, the military contingents in Bulgaria would be
reorganized to make them less visible. Units would be split into small
groups, titles such as *Corps’, ‘Division” and so on would be replaced with
less olwiously military nmames, and ¢iorts would be made o find the
troops work. Only those unable to work would continue to be housed in
barracks. Small directorates would be formed in each region of the coun-
try to travel around the groups and report on their needs, Bur, Miller
pointed out, these were changes that some troops would strongly object
to. In order to persuade the troops to accept them, all repressive measures
against the troops would have 1o be stopped.*? These arguments seem to
have convinced the Bulgarians. Stamboulisky ordered local authorities
not to dissolve units in barracks by force or try to disperse them to local
villages, but instead merely to assist the soldiers in finding work.2® The
planned dissolution of the army therefore never took place in the manner
originally envisioned. A few units were still forcibly expelled from their
barracks, but in most cases units were able to keep their barracks as bases,
while the men went out to work.*¥

Harassment of the Russians continued, however. Throughout June
and July 1922 there were more scarches for weapons. On 3 July, for
instance, the Kornilov Military School was surrounded and searched, and
the commandant, three officers, and three cadets arrested. At the
Sergievskit Artillery School, a cadet was killed and six more wounded
when a Bulgarian patrol opened fire on a group of cadets. In August the
school was then forcibly transhipped to Nova Zagora from its previous
lecation in Veliko Trnovo, but once in its new location it was allowed to
continue to function.?® The net result of all this harassment was to disarm
most of the Russian contingents and seriously demoralize many of the
troops, but it did not destroy the basic structure of the army.

% HIA, WA, Box 101, File 6, 246 ( Telegram, Wrangel to Stamboulisky, 16 May 1gzz)
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The army now faced an even bigger threat, namely bankrupiey, Those
funds which Wrangel had been able to preserve for his own use after the
evacuation of the Crimea were exhausted, and the Bulgarian government
had confiscated what remained of the funds given by the Ambassadors’
Conference for the maintenance of Russian troops in Bulgaria. In these
circumstances it was vital that the men find work, however reluctant the
men of the First Army Corps might be. In May 1922 Shatilov praised the
command of the Don Cossack Corps, which put pressure on its subordi-
nate commanders to obtain work for their men, and contrasted this with
the behaviour of some units of the First Army Corps, in which neither
men nor commanders showed any willingness to find work.?" Wrangel
therefore instructed Miller that one of the aims of his trip o Bulgaria
should be to obtain work for the army's troops, preferably in large groups,
so that they could finance their own existence.® When Miller told offi-
cers of the First Army Corps that the army'’s money was exhausted and
that the corps would have tw be at work by 1 September, they were
shocked. Senior commanders told Miller that he misunderstood the
mood of the men, and that it was not possible. General Vitkovskii, who
had replaced Kutepov as corps commander after his expulsion from the
country, issucd an order telling units to take all measures to put the largest
possible number of men tw work 33 but he also felt obliged to check
Miller’s mstructions himself by sending a loyal officer to Wrangel's head-
quarters in Yugoslavia.** This resulted in an order issued by Wrangel on
4 July 1922, which stated: *Our exchequer is exhausted. . . . Let everyone
who has the strength go to work. He will make life casier for others. Do
not lose contact with your units. Having substituted the spade for the nfle
and the hammer for the sabre, you will remain Russian warnors and
members of your regimental family, cagles of the Russian Army.'35

This, more certainly than the actions of Stamboulisky, scaled the fate
of the army. Throughout summer and autumn 1922 its troops gradually
left their barracks in search of work. Most found some, but the only work
most Russian soldiers could hope to find was physical labour. The largest
single concentration of workers was at the Pernik coalmines, where
around 1,500 Russians worked. Conditions there were described as ‘fully

3 OHIA, WA, Box 142, File 19, 150-2 (Telegram, Shatilov to Miller, no. 292, g May
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satisfactory’, duc to the lack of flooding or coal dust in the mines. Men
worked an eight-hour day and were fed and accommodated by the mine.3®
A few Cossack units were able o obtain work in large groups,*? but most
soldiers were not able to find such steady labour, and had to settle for indi-
vidual jobs which were short-term and seasonal, as well as badly paid and
very physically demanding. Second Licutenant Karateey, for instance,
after being commissioned from the Sergievskii Artllery School, had a
succession of jobs in a coalmine, house-building, in an orchestra, at a
gypsum quarry, and brick-making.3* Licutenant Dushkin sang in a choir
before moving 1o work at the Black Sea coalmine, but stayed there only
three weeks, and cventually found work again at a saltmine.3¥ Volunteer
Ivanov tried and failed o gee a job road-building, and eventually got
employment brick-making. He then became an Englishman’s man-
servant, before falling ill, after which he worked first as an icon-peddler,
and later as 2 railway worker loading and unloading rail wagons. When
that job also expired, he got work 1n a sugar factory.?® These were fairly
typical examples of the fates of the officers and men of the First Army
Corps and the military schools, Such men were thrust from their vaunted
status as military officers down to the lowest social levels, and occupied
the bottom rung of the economic ladder. The main emotions of Russian
officers in their new circumstances were, according to one veteran, humil-
iation and shame. Nevertheless many retained their faith in the cause, and
in a perverse way found purpose in their sufferings. The intense suffer-
ings of the Russian officer, wrote F. Anikin in 1923, would lead to resur-
rection and through this to the salvation of the Russian people as a
whole.#'

Mainwining any form of military organization in the army’s new
circumstances represented a major challenge. The new structure adopted
by the army resembled that of the Russian zemiliachestvo or *friendly soci-
ety’. Prior to the revolution, most Russian industrial workers were peasants
who maintained close contacts with their villages. Workers from the same
village would join together in a zemfiachestve to obtain employment and
living quarters, and through this would continue to consider themselves
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members of the village#* Larger groups of Russians in Bulgaria, such as
those at Permk, adopted another traditional structure—the arrel, This was
a form of co-operanve soctety, in which workers pooled their wages to pay
for communal services such as accommodation, cooking, and cleaning.

In the case of the Russian Army the malitary unit was substituted for
the village, but the principle was the same. In every major unit a small
cadre and command staff was preserved, while the mass of the soldiers
and officers lett to find work. This cadre had the responsibanhity of mamn-
taining links among the dispersed troops, and of providing aid and shel-
ter to those unit members unable o lind work or wo ill w work. In
locations where many Russians worked together, so-called *work groups’
were established, each with a senior officer in charge. Some members of
a work group would not work in the mine or factory, but be emploved by
the artel to cook or wash. Where units had been allowed to keep their
barracks, these barracks were kept going as refuges where troops could
rcturn in the intervals between jobs. This was especially important in the
winter of 1922/3 when much of the seasonal work which had kept men
going in the summer and autumn came to an end, although it did some-
times have the unintended side-effect of inducing men to live off the
welfare of their unit rather than seek work. Many men of the First Army
Corps remained very reluctant 1o do civilian work at all 43

Meanwhile the relative lull in the campaign against the Russian Army
came to an end in Scptember 1922, By this ume Stamboulisky feared a
right-wing coup against his government, and decided 1w complerely
destroy the Russian Army, which he regarded as a potential ally of the
Bulgarian right. A scarch of the rooms of one senior Russian officer,
General Ronzhin, ‘revealed” more documents, planted by the Bulgarians
themsclves, purporting to show that Wrangel was plotting with the oppo-
sition partics in Bulgaria to mount a coup. Weapons were also *found” at
the Russian embassy. ¥ These “discoveries’ gave the government a pretext
for renewed repressions and an opportunity to whip up public anger
against the Russians, as a result of which seventeen umit commanders
were expelled from the country. However, by this time the new army
structure was sufficiently in place to withstand these blows and the army
survived. This was in part because the government’s assaults on it were
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once again rather patchy, with many units still being allowed to keep their
barracks and with the military schools continuing to train officer cadets
unmolested. Nevertheless, the situation remained tense for the Russians,
They could never know when further attacks might take place or whether
the government might not decide to destroy their organization entirely.

Meanwhile, 2 new threat had emerged in the form of the Union for the
Return to the Motherland, known as Sovnarod. This was formed in May
1922 with the aim of organizing repatriations to the Soviet Union.
Stamboulisky’s government gave Sovnarod its direct support. Its agita-
tors held meetings in towns where Russian troops were located and
persuaded them to sign up to return home, The harshness of conditions
of life in Bulgaria and the demoralization brought about by the govern-
ment’s campaigns against the army gave Sovnarod some success, espe-
cially among Cossacks. By September 1922 Sovnarod had registered 63
local groups with 3,300 members. Its work was aided by agents of the
GPPU, who agitated among members of the Russian Army to persuade
them to accept repatriation, largely by using the ideas of Smena Felh to
play on soldiers’ sensc of patniotism and convinee them that they should
return home to help rebuld Russia,$ :

In autumn 1922 an agreement was reached between the Soviet govern-
ment and the League of Nations High Commussioner for Refugees,
Fridtjof Nansen, in which the Soviets confirmed a general amnesty for
the rank and fle of the White armiaes (officers had to receive personal
amnesties). As a result, in October 1922, Nansen issued a declaration on
repatriation from Bulgaria.#® Between May and October 1922, 3,887
Russians had already returned in unorganized groups to the Soviet
Union, and Sovnarod now organized more repatriations, as a result of
which 3,751 men returned home between October 1922 and May 1923.47
Few of these were officers or members of the First Army Corps. The
great majority of the returnees were Cossacks.

In June 1923, Stamboulisky’s fears came true, his government was
overthrown in a right-wing coup, and he himself was assassinated. The
White Russian forees took no part in the coup and observed strict neutral-
itv.#* In some locations the Bulgarian Army offered arms to the Russians
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for their self-defence 1n case of counter-attacks by supporters of the
government, but these offers were refused 4% As a result of the coup the
restrictions which had been placed on the Russian Army by
Stamboulisky’s regime were rescinded. In addinoen, the funds which had
been confiscated in May 1922 were returned to Russian control. However,
it turned out that Stamboulisky’s government had spent a large portion
of the money on repatriating Russians. Furthermore, the Russian diplo-
matic representative in Bulgana, who received control of the funds from
the government, would not allow representatives of the army to partici-
pate in meetings o discuss the distribution of ad 1w relugees, even
though this moncy had been specifically assigned 1o help members of the
army. As Miller explained to Ambassador Girs, thousands of members of
the army, who had expected this money to be spent on their needs, were
deeply offended by this reatment.?® It highlighted, mn their eves, the
manner in which emigre *socicty’ ignored the wishes and needs of the
Army.

The parlous financial state of the army required the process of disper-
sal in search of work o continue. Efforts continued to concentrate
soldiers from the same units at the same places of work in order 1o main-
tain as much cohesion as possible. At places where large numbers of
soldiers were working together, the Russians were housed in separate
barrack blocks from the Bulgarian workers, and divided up by units, cach
with their own senior. At Pernik, for instance, men were accommodated
according to their vnits, each battalion occupving its own barrack.
Nearby, the Kornilov regiment rented a house for its regimental head-
quarters, and those unable to work were accommodated there.? The idea
that military units still existed was thus maintined. The military schools
commissioned their last classes of cadets in June 1923, after which the
schools closed but kept their barracks for several more years as bases for
their ex-cadets.

By the middle of 1924, the Gallipoli Group (as the First Army Corps
had been renamed) was divided into 6o work groups of between 15 and
1,500 men, cach with its own senior, and the Don Group was similarly
organized. The country was divided up into 11 regions, each with its own
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regional commander. The largest group was at Pernik (1,394 men), and
all but 192 officers and soldiers of the regimental cadres, 335 invalids, and
43 uncmploved soldiers, were working as civilians.®* Each regiment sull
retained a cadre, paid for from Wrangel’s budget, of five to six men, and
a barrack or building in which the unemploved could find shelter. Troops
were expected to contribute a small sum monthly from their salaries to
keep the regimental organization intact, and to help those in need.
General Wrangel ordered the creation in every unit of a reserve fund to
provide aid to the sick and unemployed.33 Life was necessarily hard.
Physical labour remamed the norm, and conditions were oflen very poor.
Returning to Bulgaria for an inspection of troops of the Gallipoli Group
in December 1923, Kutepov noted that only 10 per cent of soldiers were
well ser up. He commented that he mer hardened veterans who eried
when describing their situation in Bulgaria. At the Plakhovitsy mines, for
instance, the workers' barracks were filthy, there were no toilets and only
one tap, and the mines were poorly fortified. Those working in sugar
factories had to endure foul smells and terrible heat.* The worst condi-
tions were possibly at the Black Sea coalmine, where it was reported that
100 per cent of the Russians had malaria and that the work was in perpet-
ual dirt and water.55 However, despite the pressures for disselution that
such harsh conditions produced, the army’s cohesion remained remark-
ably strong, and officers’ faith in the army and in General Wrangel
continued high.

The fall of Stamboulisky did not entirely remove the threat to the army.
The BKP remained active and was preparing an attempt to seize power.
On 23 September 1923 a communist uprising began. Wrangel instructed
his commanders not to interfere in the internal affairs of Bulgaria, but did
permit self-defence in the event of attacks by communists.? In general the
White troops stayed out of the conflict except where self-defence required
participation. The exception proved to be in the northwest of the country,
where the situation was particularly bad and several hundred wroops of the
Markovskii regiment were brought together under General Peshnia, They
plaved an important role in clearing the area of communists and helping
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to defeat the uprising.$7 After this the men of the Russian Army once
again lad down their arms, this ome permanently. From then on the
Russians were able to live and work in Bulgaria unmolested. This was the
last battle of the Russian Army.

To those who staved with the army in Bulgaria, it offered a source of
hope and purpose in 2 world which otherwise lacked anv. Many therefore
remained fiercely loyal o it, and especially 1o General Wrangel, who was
scen as their mam protector. As one officer wrote from Pernik to a friend
in Belgrade in 1923, ‘Do not think that . . . we have forgotten our leader
ancd delender . . . he whose name is forever sacred, who is our idoel . . . We
are ready to throw ourselves into fire and water for our beloved leader-
wdol . .. We worship him, we have infinite faith in him."*® In some
respects the care he provided for his men in exile was the greatest achieve-
ment of Wrangel's life. He was able to ensure food, shelter, and medical
treatment for them, and to some extent ease the painful adaptation to
civilian hife on the lowest rungs of the ladder. Tn thws way he and the orga-
nization of the army provided a valuable service to thousands of Russian
exiles in the carly 1920s.
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6
Dispersal

Bulgaria was not the only country in which the High Command of the
Russian Army provided valuable aid to its troops to enable them to adapt
to their new circumsiances, In Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, and France
the army found work for thousands of its troops and provided substantial
assistance to those who could not obtain work or who were struck down
by illness. Russian military organizations also helped hundreds of
students to gain further education, thereby giving them an opportunity to
rise out of the general émigré poverty. General Shatilov played a particu-
larly important role in helping thousands of Russian soldiers move from
castern Europe ro France and Belgium, and through his eftorts these men
were able to enjoy a more prosperous life than would otherwise have been
possible. In this way the army continued to look alter its members even
after they had ceased to be serving soldiers,

In 1920 the government of Czechoslovakia began a programme known
as the ‘Action Russe', in which it subsidized the education in
Cizechoslovakia of Russian refugees. It hoped that it would thercby estab-
lish an educated clite which would be able to rebuild Russia after the
Bolshevik regime collapsed. The government initially offered to ler 100
soldiers of Wrangel's army enter Czechoslovakia as part of the ‘Action
Russe’, and in October 1921, 100 men of the First Army Corps left
Gallipoli to attend Czechoslovak universities.! More followed. By
December 1923 there were 3,245 Russian students in Czechoslovakia.®
Many of these were officers who entered the country illegally from
Bulgaria, once the Russian Army in Bulgaria began to disperse.$

Most Russians studied technical subjects such as agriculture and engi-
ncering. They were accommodated in student barracks so overcrowded

' For a description of the departure of this group, sce the diary of one student, Captain
. A, Orlox, in BAR, G, A. Orov Collection, Box 1.

* 1. A. Hutchins, The Hrangel Refugees: A Stndy of Gengral Baran Perer N Wrangel's
Defearcd White Russian Forces, Both Miluary and Creilan, fr Exvle, MA thesis {Louisville,
Tex., 172}, 161,

L] F:: i I;Ic:g.-l;:'ipl:iun o how such wificers entered Crechosbovakia see V. W e"nlm:nulingu',
Gallipolivbor Zembackesive v Brae; pamiainata zapika o zhizei Gallipelitieer v Brno,
1923945 (Huntington Park, Calil, 1908}, 11-17, 84, 88.
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that some had to sleep on benches or in cupboards As late as 1920,
students were sleeping two to a bed in some locations.? On graduating
from their institutes, some found work in Czechoslovakia, but many had
great difficulty in obtaining work matching their qualifications, and left
the country.

From the beginning efforts were made to preserve some form of orga-
nization among officers and soldiers of the Russian Army in
Czechoslovakia. The first group of Gallipoliitsy which arrived in
November 1921 formed a *group of student-Gallipoliitsy’ under the most
senior officer among them, Licutenant Colonel Prokoficy, through whom
contacts were maintained with the Russian Army. Later, veterans of the
Russian Army established various other student organizations, such as the
Socicty of Russian Students at Pribram.® A larger group was the
Gallipoliiskoe Zemiiachestvo (Gallipoli Friendly Society), founded in 1923.
By 1924 this had 150 members in Brno alone (out of a total of Goo
Russian students in Brno).7 In the 19308 it had about oo members
throughout Czechoslovakia ®

Lack of money was the greatest problem facing Russian students in
Czechoslovakia: some received stipends from the Czech government, but
others received nothing at all. The primary purpose of the Gallipoliskoe
Zembiachestve (in addinion to maintaining links among Russian veterans)
was to provide aid to those members who could not afford their educa-
tion. Using money obtained from membership fees and charity events
such as balls, the organization guaranteed a dinner for all in need by
giving out dinner coupons valid at Russian student hostels, provided
stipends to cover petty expenses, and helped pay students’ matriculation
fees.? In the 19305, when most of its members had already graduated, the
organization provided stipends to young Russians who came from
Bulgaria to study in Czechoslovakia.'® The Society of Russian Students
at Pribram provided stipends to between fourteen and twenty students a

4 Almendinger, Gallipolitskor Zemliachestve v Braw, 17.

§ HIA, Voorurhennye Sily luzhnot Rossii Sudnoe Orudelenie, Box 3, File 13
{Informatsionnyi Listok 1-go Armeiskoge RKorprss, no. 7, 31 Mar, 1926).

& HIA, Chasovoi Collection, (5 "ezd Gaflipalitser Chebheslovaly g-5 liwma 1937 goda v
Prage),

7 Veunik Pravienia Obshekestva Gallipeliitzey, 6 (1 June 1926), 4.

¥ GARFE, £ 730, 0. 1, d. 55, L. 7 (Caflipoliiskate gruppa v Chebhoslotaku, 12 June 1932).

% HIA, Vooruzhennye Sily luzhnoi Ressii Sudnoe Owdelenie, Box 3, File 13
{Imformatnomnyi Lisiok 1-ge Armeskogo Korpusa, no. 7, 31 Mar. rg2b).

® AR, ROVS, Box 7, Folder *Correspondence, Crech Group, 193o-1a31" {Louer,
Kharzhevskii to Vitkovskii, 13 Dec 193500
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year throughout the 19205 and 19305."" In this way, émigré military orga-
nizations made a continuing commitment to the education of their
members.

Since obtaining a university degree was one of the very few ways in
which Russian exiles could escape from the penury of ¢migré existence,
the army’s help was invaluable. The archive of the Gallipoliiskoe
Zemfiachesrvn contains many letters from members thanking it for the
support it gave them while they were studving at Czechoslovak universi-
tres. As one member wrote, ‘1 was given not only material but also moral
support, s0 that 1 felt that I was not alonc.”?* Similarly, Colonel V. V.
Almendinger, who reccived a doctorate in agricultural sciences,
commented that:

Membership of the Zemliachestvo replaced not only one's military unit but also,
to some degree, the Motherland, and even one’s family. It was all that was left, and
many valued this and devored a lot of rime and energy to the Zemliachestvo. The
Zemhachestvo helped newly arrived students as much as it could and by this alone
carricd out s duty of providing not just material but also moral support.
Students who had just arrived and had no scholarship fell among their own and
did nor feel alienated and abandoned. Evervone felt confident that he would be
able to study, even if in rather modest cirecumstances. '3

Those who went to Czechoslovakia were far outnumbered by the many
thousands who moved to Yugoslavia at the end of 1921. Yugoslavia was
only a little richer than Bulgaria, but politically the country was much
more stable, and its government was unhesitatingly pro-Russian. During
negotiations in 1921, Shatilov and other representatives of the army
persuaded the Yugoslav government to employ whole military units on
single projects, thus keeping them together. As a result, the Cavalry
Division of the First Army Corps, the Life Guards Don Battalion, and
the Kuban Guards Regiment (in all some 5,000 men) joined the Yugoslay
border service. The Kuban Division was sent en masse to Vranje in Serbia
where it carried out road and railway construction in the arcas of Vranje
and Ni5, and the Technical Regiment of the First Army Corps built rail-
ways. Soldiers with technical skills which the Yugoslavs lacked, such as
engineers, artillery officers, and pilots, were particularly welcome in the

' HIA, Chasovos Collection, (5 esd Gallipoliter Chebhosloralu g=5 fiwmia 1oz goda v
Prage).

2 GARFE L 5750, o 1, d. 6y, L. 284 (Lewer, D, Swesenko o the directorate of the
Cratlipoliiskoe Zemliachestvo, 18 Feb, 1936).

13 Almendinger, Galipalinker Zemliachestva, 77.
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Yugostay armed forees.' The Military-Topographical section of the
Russian Army, for instance, which consisted of about a hundred officers,
was emploved by the Yugoslav Army, and these helped train a new gener-
ation of Yugoslay military topographers.'?

In general, Yugoslavia was the most hospitable and generous of all
European nations towards the Russians. The Yugoshy government
provided the Russian ¢migres with large sums of money out of its annual
state budget. These were distributed by the Dershavwaa Kommussina,
which provided aid to the sick and unemployed, retraining and help in
finding employment, and funding for Russian schools. Among the latter
were the three Cadet Corps which had accompanicd the Russian Army
into exile (the Russian Cadet Corps, the Don Cossack Alexander 11
Cadet Corps, and the Crimean Cadet Corps).'® Until 1923, graduates of
the Corps were sent on to the Russian military schools in Yugoslavia and
Bulgaria to be trained and commissioned as officers, but those schools
finally closed in that yvear, Thereafter many from the Cadet Corps went
on to attend university in Yugoslavia and in Belgium, where stipends were
provided by the fiercely anti-communist Cardinal Mercier. Graduates of
the Cadet Corps were also accepted into the Yugoslay mulitary academy in
Belgrade, and many followed this route and joined the Yugoslay army. ™
About 00 former Cadets of the three Russian Cadet Corps were commis-
sioned into the Yugosky army during the 19208 and 1g30s."

The Cadet Corps aimed to provide a full education for boys, but with
the addition of the traditional Russian military values which had been
taught in Cadet schools in Imperial Russia, including some basic military
training as well as studies of Russian military history. This brought the
Corps into some conflict with the liberals who ran the education depart-
ment of the Derchavnaia Kommussie, who wished o focus more on
providing an education likely to help young émigres find useful employ-
ment or further education."® For this reason, in late 1924 the commission

14 HIA, WA, Box 145, File 2q, 76880 (Kratkie svedenirs o slazhie § deiatelmesie russkilh
voennylh bamtingentor ¢ ofitserskibh sbshoieste v koralevsive SKES, 14 Fob 1g24)

15 VL Macvski, Rustbre o fugashessis mranmpentnoskeni Rossrt 1 Seeked (SNew York, 1g6a],
37-61. Also, General Professor LS. Svishchoy, ‘Pochemu iz nc popal v Gallif-n!:l_',
Gallipali-Lewmas-Chataldzhi- Bizerta: iwbelenys al wanalbb-pamarnilt (Hollywood, Cabif,
1500, 1.

W Macvskii, Musstie o fogosbiren, 14-17.

' Kadenkie Korpusa za rubezhnn, 1920-1945 (New York, 1970).

oy A Tesemmikaw, ‘Rossiiskaa 1.;,_1-,'.}:““.“; v |u.-gm.!;|vi,|', “.l_p\.rlur Tatoran, 1o | pgphd), i ja.

W AR, ROVS, Box 85, Folder ‘Russkii Kadeiskii Korpus” (Letter, B, Oreshko to the
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undertook 2 number of reforms to dilute the military nature of the
schools, which made those connected with the Corps feel that the
Derzhavnate Kommissa was dehiberately aiming to undermine them.#®

Although the leaders of the army had no official connection with the
Cadet Corps, they continued to show a keen interest in them. With time,
falling atendance rolls and lack of funds forced two of the Corps to
close—the Crimean Corps in 1929 and the Don Corps in 1933. When the
Russian Cader Corps was then threatened with closure in 1936, General
Miller personally intervened to help ir, by writing direetly to Prince Paul
of Yugoslavia. This had the desired effeet, and the school was saved.?!
The Russian Cadet Corps survived until 1945, when it fled the advancing
Red Army and was closed. Through its support of the Corps, the army
made a small contribution to the maintenance of Russian culture abroad,
the cducation of a new generation of Russians as Russians, and the
preservation of the tradinions of the Imperial Russian Army. In 1990 the
Don Cossack Alexander 11 Cadet Corps was re-established in the town
of Novocherkassk in Russia by General Alexander Lebed.

Despite Belgrade's generosity, Russians in Yugoslvia were always
short of money, and the situarion got worse as time went on, The 5,000
men who worked in the Yugoslav border service served in their own units
under their own officers, but the conditions of service were very hard. A
report of May 1922 noted that inflation had cut into wages and that
troops were rarelv able to buy meat. Their families lived in poverty, there
was a shortage of medicine, and morale was falling.** In November 1922
the border guards service was turned into a new ‘finance-control’ depart-
ment and the number of Russians offered emplovment in the new service
was reduced to 1,700, This meant that 3,300 Russians lost their jobs.
From spring 1923 about 2,000 jobs were provided for the men of the
Cavalry Division building a road from Kraljevo to Raska (a project which
was partially subsidized by General Wrangel until January 19235), and
some others were provided with jobs rallway-building in Slovenia.®} In
124 some 4,000 Russian troops were employed in road-building projects
on the Kraljevo-Raska road and at other locations.®4

0 Jbid. {Letter, Prkhodni to Kutepoy, 14 MNow. 1928},

# Judd, {Letter, Miller 1o Colonel V. A. Rozanox, 27 Feb. 1936)

3 HIA, WA, Box 145, File 20, 34053 (Report, Major General Kreiter, 1 May 1922). Sec
dlso Ruwkars voenmara emigratsua, Book 2, s86—g (Report, General Globachey, 11 Feh
1g2z).

g‘-'- FIA, WA, Box 145, File 29, ig3-5 (Memo, General Kussonski, Gallepelinoy v
frposfandi, no. 02823, 15 Mar, 1923); V. Kh. Davare, Fiof Sturmpahre st General Wrangel
(Berlin, 1g27), 176-1. & E, k. Miller, Armira (Belgrade, 1924}, 9.
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Efforts were made where possible to obtain work contracts for entire
units in order to keep them together. The Life Guards Don and Ataman
battalions were especially successful in this regard. On being released
from the border service they were employed as forestry workers near the
town of Gorniak. Conditions there were very hard. Salaries were hardly
sufficient to pay for food, the workers’ barracks were in poor condition
and the weather was continually rainy or snowy. Wrangel had to provide
extra funds to help the troops survive.s In June 1923 they moved out of
Gorniak and found work railway-building in much better conditions 2

The men of the Kuban Division who were road-building in the area of
Vranje remained there until 1925. The group constructing a railway near
Ni5s was later provided with various other large-scale contracts railway-
building and mining. The Kuban Guards Regiment (which had previ-
ously worked in the border service) eventually found employment at the
Belishte lumber works of a Baron Gutman, where they were joined by the
Life Guard Kuban and Terck Companies who had previeusly worked at
another of Gurman's enterprises, a sugar factory at Beli Manastir, These
contracts kept the Kuban troops closely together, and by 1927 they were
still all working as units of company and battalion size.*? Indeed, the Life
Guard Kuban and Terck Companics worked at Belishte right up unul the
Second World War, and all that time lived in unit barracks with their
command structure intact.”¥ Other elements of the Kuban Division also
staved together throughout the 1g30s. In 1933, for instance, elements of
the Division began work filling in dikes on the Danube under the
personal command of the Divisional Commander, General Zborovskin.®
Of all the units of the Russian Army, the Kuban Division stayed together
the longest. It was sufficiently cohesive for 6oo of its members to meet
and parade in full uniform, with regimental flags flying, at a memorial
held for the assassinated King Alexander of Yugoslavia at his grave at
Oplenats in June 1935.5°

The Kuban Division excepted, by late 1924 the opportunities for
large-scale organized work were coming to an end. The Finance Control
department reduced the numbers of Russians working for it from 1,7

% Kuzaki za granitser, 1921-1925 ge- (Belgrade, 1925), 17-13. —

#* Ihid, 18; HIA, WA, Box 145, Fike 29, 671-3 (Reposy, Colonel lasevich, Razals ¢
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to 8oo, and in January 1925 Wrangel ceased his subsidy for the Kraljevo-
Ragka road project, after which only members of the Kuban Division
were left road- and rail-building as orgamized units. Elements of the
Cavalry Division were able o find work at the state tobacco monopoly,
but more and more units were obliged to disperse so that their members
could find individual employment.3® Furthermore, many troops were by
now exhausted from the hard physical labour of the past few vears.
Visiing Kuban Cossacks road-building near Vranje in June 1924,
Wrangel noted that *people are worn out from heavy labour and the
muonotony and savagery of the location, and there 15 no longer any sign of
the ¢lan which I saw last vear3* Morale was better in other locations
Wrangel visited, but it had become evident by this stage thar the old
system of troops working en masse on construction projects or as border
guards was coming to an end,

Providing aid to the troops was expensive and by early 192z the
Commander-in-Chiel™s exchequer was empty. However, a means was
found of avoiding financial disaster. In 1917 when the German army
approached Petrograd, as the Russian capital had by then been renamed,
a bank known as the Petrograd Credit Institution moved its assets south
to the Caucasus for safe keeping. These consisted of money and valuables
left as deposits on loans and mortgages. During the Civil War Denikin's
troops captured the deposits and later evacuated them to Yugoslavia.
There they remamned for two years, while the White leaders debated
whether it would be ethical to spend the money or whether they must
track down the owners and return it. In 1922 the Russian Council decided
to liquidate those deposits on which the ume-limit for repayment of the
loan had expired. Even this limited decision caused a scandal, as the lefi-
wing émigré press, cspecially Miliukov's Poslednie Novosn, accused the
army of stealing private property. The sale of the relevant deposits raised
41.5 million dinars, and these funds were then spent on the upkeep of the
army, providing personal loans to those in need, traming and education,
medical care, help to the unemployed and so on.#? In Belgrade, Wrangel

i HIA, WA, Box 146, File 31, §82=4 (Letter, Wrangel to Lukomskii, no. 195675, 7 Sept.
1925}

3 BAR, ROVS, Box 171, Folder *Sover ob”edinennykh ofitserskikh obshchestv (1924)
(Order mis. 2, Gen. Wrangel, 12 June 1924).

3 Davatz, Finf Siurmpokre, 108=15; HIA, WA, Box 146, File 32, 150=758 {Report, Miller
o Grand Duke Kikolan Nikolacvich, Apr. sgz6); Box 146, File 31, 672-86 (Frrericherkaia
brtpbara spravks ob iemeneain formy bytita Armi @ finansovel storone ee obespeckenis, Oct.
1g25) Box 140, File 34, s41=4 (A F Shelest, *Operatsiiz 5 sudned kaznot', from Poslednie
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provided money and free dinners o the Gallipoli-Students Association,
which by 1924 had some 200 members. 3 He also provided funds w repair
a building in Belgrade which was then used as a student hostel, housing
over 100 students, and feeding up to 350 a day.?3 In Sofia, the army rented
hostels to provide cheap accommodation for those in need.3” The Don
Corps built bathhouses, hostels, libraries, and dining-rooms for its men. 37
The army survived on the funds of the Perrograd Credit Institution for
the next three yvears, and in using them provided considerable support o
its members.

Additional aid for the troops was provided by Wrangel's wile,
Baroness Olga, who made several fund-raising trips to America which
raised $12,000. These funds were used to support three sanatoria for
the troops, two in Bulgaria (at Trnove and Kniazhevo, with 25 and 20
beds respectively) and one in Yugoslavia (at Vranska Bania, with 30
beds). Baroness Olga’s fund also provided aid to students who were
unable to work.?® Aware that the army’s money could not last forever,
General Wrangel ordered the formation in every unit of a reserve capi-
tal fund, and provided an initial deposit for each fund. Troops in each
unit were to pay a monthly contribution to the fund in proportion to
their wages. The deposits were to remain the personal property of the
depositor, but would be paid out to him in the event of sickness or
unemployment.#¥ In effect this was a form of insurance, designed to
put units on an independent financial basis for long-term mutual
support. Through the combination of all these acuvities, the army
without doubt provided substantial support to its men in the early
1gzos, and helped to case the extremely tough circumstances in which
the troops found themselves.

When the funds gained from the liquidation of the Petrograd Credit
Institution began to run low in late 1923, Wrangel ordered severe cuts in
expenditure as of early 1924. It now became necessary to consider moving
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men out of the impoverished Balkans to Western Europe, where they
might be able wo carn better wages. By mid-1923 2 spontaneous movement
west to France and Belgium had already started. Wrangel's representative
in Paris, General Khol'msen, noted that between 1 January and 1 April
1923, about 200 Russian officers arrived in the city from Bulgaria and
Constantinople. Almost all had no money, and, more remarkably consid-
cring that they had been in exile for over two years, no civilian clothing.
Khaol ' msen opened a shelier for them in the Panisian suburb of St Cloud
where they could be housed for several dayvs on arnival, and provided
them with a small sum of money, some free meals, and letters of recom-
mendation to factories to help them find work #°

Rather than impeding this spontancous movement Wrangel decided to
support i, but o do so in such a way as 1o keep some control over the
general process. On 24 March 1924 Wrangel asked General Shatilov, who
was then in France, to start finding work for men of the Russian Army in
France as a matter of urgency.*! Four days later he informed commanders
that it was appearing likely that the army’s exile might be prolonged, and
that they should not impede its further dispersal. Commanders were
ordered not to hinder troops who wished to leave for other countries, and
indeed even to help them.# Wrangel recognized that since men were
already deciding on their own to move to the West, it was unlikely that the
High Command could stop them, and attempting to do so would only
undermine its authonty. He was determined, however, that the transfer of
men to the West in search of work should be done in a systematic way. In
an order of 15 May 1924, he accepted the principle of moving troops
from the Balkans, but stated that this had to be done in such a way as to
preserve the links within units. For this reason, the transfer of troops was
to be undertaken in a planned manner, and unit commanders were forbid-
den to make agreements on their own with entrepreneurs, employers, or
middle-men.#3 The system that Wrangel envisioned was for employment
in France to be given o groups of men from the same umits, so cnabling
the unis’ integrity 1o be retained as much as possible. His concept was
that his representatives in France would find factories willing to offer a
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fixed number of jobs, and that he and his staff would then assign troops
to those jobs.# The reality was to prove far more difficult.

There was one initial success in thas regard. In May 1924 the comman-
der of the Life Guards Don Battalion, Major General 1. N. Opritz,
reached agreement with the managers of the mines at Decazeville in
France to accept zoo Russian workers. As a result the Life Guards and
clements of the Don Technical Regiment were sent to Decazeville in
August 1924. After arriving, Opritz declared that the battalion’s structure
had been preserved, and that conditions and wages were much superior
o those in the Balkans4® After visiting the Life Guards in January 1925,
Shatilov noted they had their own officers’ mess, a dining-room for the
Cossacks, a library, church, and museum. Their cohesion, he commented,
was exceptional #* Later the Life Guards left Decazeville and went en
masse to work for the French State Railways, for whom most continued
to work throughout the inter-war period,

Already, before Wrangel laid out his plans, some transfers of troops to
France had been undertaken by a commercial company, Tebhnopomoshch,
which was run by the former Russian military representative in Belgrade,
General Pototskii, Tekhmopomoshch found work for Russians in France
and provided loans to those Russians accepting the job offers, to enable
them to pay for their journey to France. It then arranged with the
employers to repay the loan by subtracting the necessary amounts from
the arriving workers’ pay.#7 Shatilov, whom Wrangel had placed in charge
of the operation of transferring men to the West, initially hoped to
provide work for army members in the same manner as Tebhnopomoshch,
but he was forced to abandon this plan. On 26 June 1924 he held a meet-
ing with a burcaucrat named Lebel at the French Department of Foreign
Labour. Political considerations made it undesirable for the business of
moving men to France to be seen to be connected with the Russian Army,
so Shatilov attended the mecting in the guise of the representatve of a
Russian company in Belgrade named Telhprom (not to be confused with
Tekhnopomosheh). Lebel told Shatilov that his ministry opposed attempts
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by Russians to contact emplovers directly, as had been done by Pototskn.
If such attempts were made in the future, his ministry, whose permission
was required, would refuse visas for the workers who had been promised
emplovment. Lebel suggested an alternative scheme for bringing
Russians 1o work in France. He would give permission for 450 Russians
to come in groups of 50. They would be sent to Toul in castern France,
where they would be held in a distribunion eentre and would only at that
point be given offers of work, on the basis of three=-month contracts.
After completion of the inital contract they would get a permanent resi-
dence permit. The workers would have to pay for the costs of their jour-
neys to France 4

Lebel reacted very negatively to Shatilov’s suggestion that employers
repay Tekhprom the credits issucd by it to pay for the workers’ journeys,
a5 he wanted no contact at all between Tebhprom and the employers.#
Tekhprom was also forbidden to interfere in relations between the workers
and their employers, for which reason it was not allowed to contact the
workers once they had arrived in France. 3 Despite these restrictions,
Shatilov agreed to Lebel’s scheme, since in reality he had little choice and
it at least gave permission for an initial group of 450 men. To reduce the
costs of the journeys to France, he asked Generals Ronzhin and
Kussonskii in Yugoslavia to try to arrange frec travel for workers leaving
the country on Yugoslav railways.® Shaulov also reached agreement with
the Swiss railways for free transit through Switzerland for workers
coming to France from Bulgaria.?*

Shatilov's agreement with Lebel suffered from one grear weakness,
which was that there was no clear means of paying for the workers' jour-
neys to France. The army was obliged 1o tell those who wished to take up
opportunitics in France that they must pay their own way., This greatly
complicated the attempt to move whole units as blocks, as it was never the
case that evervone in a unit could afford such a journey. To alleviate the
problem in part, General Abramov in Bulgaria, where the 450 were to come
from, handed over to Tellmopomoshch the actual process of organizing the

48 Ibid. Falder ‘Resettlement (3)° (Letter, Shatilov to Abramov and others, no. 478, 27
June 1gzg).

¥ Ibid. (Letter, Shatilov to Kussonshii, no. 482, 27 June 1524).

5 BAR, ROVS, Box 13, Folder *Court of Honowr, Khimich v. Mel'niskii® (Report,
Shatilov to Khol' msen, no. 2415, Sept. 1925).

3 OBAR, ROVS, Box 37, Folder ‘Resentlement (3) (Lewmer, Shatilov o Abramoy and
others, no. 378, 27 June 1924).

5 HIA, Kussonskii Collectton, Box 10, File g0 (Letter, Folunin to Abramoy, ao. 607, 18
July 1g924).
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transier. 5 This ensured that the men would be able to travel, but had the
great disadvantage that many of them were saddled with large debts on
their arrival in France. This was to cause much dissatisfaction later,

Shatilov also undertook talks concerning the immigration of agricul-
tural workers. Unfortunately the conditions for such workers were partie-
ularly poor, and the French government demanded that they complete
twelve-month contracts before they received permanent residence
permits. This was considered unacceptable by the Russians. Both
Wrangel and Ataman Bogaevskii felt that the condinons for agricultural
workers amounted to *white slavery’. 3 Wrange! therefore issued an order
forbidding members of the Russian Army from accepting agricultural
work in France. The vacancies offered by the French were instead adver-
tised among those military émigrés who had lefi the ranks of the army. %
Very few responded, however, hecause the required twelve-month
contract was deemed unacceptable by most. In these circumstances it is
unlikely that Wrangel's prohibition had much impact on the transfer of
troops to France, since few were willing to accept the terms offered
Anyway.

The first group out of the 450 men agreed to between Shatilov and
Lebel arrived in France on 16 August 1924. On 22 August the French
Ministry of Labour agreed, in addition w the original 450, to allow the
Erench consulate in Sofia to issue 50 visas 2 month for Russians to work
in France.5® All went first to Toul, and from there on to their assigned
places of work. Shatilov’s main task now was to try to cstablish contact
with these men and re-establish some form of military organization
among the arriving groups. In this he was restrained by the prohibition
on contacts between Tekhprom and Russian workers. To achieve the
desired aim, a senior was appointed in every group due to enter France
and given the task of contacting Shatilov once the men of his group had
reached their place of work. There the men were to form *work parties’,
under the authority of the senior officer and with their own mutual
support funds, However, on arrival at Toul most groups were split up into

31 BAR, ROVS, Box 37, Folder *Resettlement (6)° (Letter, Abramoy to Shatiloy, no. 880,
16 July 1924} ) s

= HIA, Kussonshii Collection, Box 1o, File o {Letter, hussanshil o Shanboy, no 1375
21 June 1g24). GARE £ figho, o 1, 4. 1, 1. 26 {Letwer, Bogaevskii to Abramoy, no. Si1, 23

July 1924). ’ :
35 HIA, Kussonskii Collection, Hox 1o, File go (Letrer, Kussonskii 1o Ekk and Abramay,

nek §8005, 11 Aug. 1924} o i &
® BAR, ROVS, Box 38, Folder *‘Resettlement, 1924 (53 (Lemer, Shanlov to kussenskn,
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smaller groups, and the majority of the seniors of the work parties failed
to report to Shatilov as required. It therefore fell to Shatilov himself to
track these men down. Having found a group of Russian workers
{whether they had arrived in France by this method or any other) Shanlov
would check the background of the senior officer, and if suitable, appoint
him group commander, giving him a copy of the instructions for the
formation of work groups in France and Belgium. According to Shatiloy,
group scniors were invariably extremely happy when contact with the
army was re-cstablished:

On arrival in France these people . .. felt cwt off from everything, saw around
them a typical working class life with its lack of prespects. The establishment of
a link with me, the knowledge that a military organization existed, o which they
could turn for support and advice when they needed it, cheered our troops up
noticealdy. 37

Lebel's prohibition on contacts between Shatilov and the arriving
workers meant that Shatilov had to keep his contacts with the workers
secret from the French and so could not pass on their complaints, These
complaints were numerous. Lebel had promised three-month contracts,
but on arrival in France most Russians found themselves on six-month
contracts, and sometimes even longer. Russians were obliged to complete
these contracts if they wished to obtain permanent residence in France,
and therefore unal the contracts were completed they were in effect in a
form of bonded labour and unable to escape if conditions were harsh.
Their desire for shorter contracts was highly understandable. The first
group of fifty workers who arrived at Toul refused to take up the employ-
ment offered when they learned that their contracts were to be longer
than promised, and only agreed to go when they were reduced to three
months.3® The main centres of employment were the Renaule factory at
Billancourt near Paris, factories at Knutange and Boulange in the Mosclle
region and Colombelles and Mondeville in Normandy, and the mines and
factories of Decazeville. The standard of living was often low. As one
Russian miner said of his life at Ferriére-aux-Ertangs in Normandy: *The
conditions were terrible . . . The workers had hrtle houses in the forest,
with no electricity or water . . . one had to go 200 metres to get water,

# BAR, ROVS, Box 19, Folder “Wrangel Headouariers (7) (Beport, Shatilov o
Wrangel, no. 212, 24 Jan. 19z5).

¥ MIA, Kussonskii Collection, Box 10, File go (Letier, Shatilov to Abramov, no. 681, 2
Aug. 1924). Sec also GARF, [ 6g6o, o, 1, d. 1, L 23-6 (Letters, Bogacvskil to Abramow, 23
July and zz Aug 1g24).



g2 Dhspersal

eventually we were given beds, but no mattresses, nothing.'s" The Russian
left Ferriere-aux-Erangs when his six-month contract was completed, and
eventually took a job at Billancourt, where conditions were better.

Those Russians who had used the services of Tebhnopomoshch to enter
France were particularly unhappy, as in many cases their debts to
Tekhnapomasheh turned out to be much larger than they had been led to
expect. Unable to turn to their own leaders, who were forbidden from
representing them, they were powerless. Coming to France, hoping to
find a better life after the hardships of the Balkans, many felt deeply disil-
lusioned almost immediately, and realized their inferior legal and social
position in France.

Diespite these problems, Shatilov's efforts had some success. Under his
arrangements with Lebel, twelve groups, totalling 622 men, plus 100
family members, left Bulgaria for France between 2z August and 15
November 1924. An additional 200 were transferred in the same period
from Yugoslavia in a separate agreement between Shatilov and the French
Ministry of Labour, and 100 were moved from Poland and Danzig. Thus,
by the end of November 1924, Shatilov had moved over 1,000 people to
France.” Shatilov had also succeeded in establishing contact with numer-
pus other groups of Russians in France, so that by January 1923 he was
able to report the existence of 73 work partics of the Russian Army in
France, with a total of 3,750 members.®

In October 1924 the French government finally extended diplomatic
recognition to the Soviet regime. Having done so, France wished to
reduce its official contacts with members of the Russian Army, and 1t was
probably no coincidence that on 8 November 1924 Lebel ordered a
temporary halt in the issuing of fifty visas a month, citing a worsening
employment situation in France.® In April 1925 this halt was made
permanent, and Shatilov's arrangement with Lebel was brought to an
end. Wrangel nevertheless wished the ransfer of troops out of the
Balkans to continue, so Shatilov was now obliged to consider new meth-
ods. This task was complicated by the fact that the High Commission for
Refugees, now renamed “The Refugee Unit of the International Burcau

# H. Menegaldo, Les Russes d Paris (Paris, 1998), 125,

& BAR, ROVS, Box 38, Folder ‘Rescitlement, 1924 (10} (Lewter, Polumin to Maklakoy,
24 Mov 1g24) S

8 AR, ROVS, Box 17, Folder “Wrangel Headquarters (7)" (Report, Shatilov to
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® BAR. ROVS, Box 38, Folder *Reseutlement, 1924 (1) {Letter, Lebel to Shatiloy, §
MNow rgag).
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of Labour’ had decided that the transfers of refugees needed to be prop-
erly co-ordinated, by it. The Bureau reached agreement with the French
government to take over responsibility for the transfer of Russian labour-
ers to France.®S This new development caused concern in the army as it
was felt that the International Bureau would not be willing to send army
personnel to the West in groups, but would seek to mix them up with the
general refugee mass,

To get around these new complications, Shatilov returned to his org-
inal idea of negotating dircetly with French emplovers, who would then
have to obtain the necessary visas from the Ministry of Labour without
suggesting that representatives of the Russian Army had been in contact
with them. Such negotiations had some success. In May 1925, for
instance, a group of 250 set off from Bulgaria to go to Knutange in
France.™ Shatilov also proposed another scheme. Under this plan, those
working in France were to press their employers to accept more Russians,
and to ask the Ministry of Labour for the necessary work certificates.
MNames of members of their units back in the Balkans were to be
provided." This scheme resulted in the production of various offers of
work throughout the rest of 1925,% but there was often a long delay
between people signing up to go to France and the work certificates being
received. By the time the certificates arrived many were either unwilling
to leave, no longer had the necessary money (workers still had to pay the
full costs of their journey), or had disappeared %7 Despite these problems,
transfers of men into France continued into 1928. In March 1926, for
instance, Shatilov was able to persuade the director of the mines at
Decazeville to provide an extra seventy jobs for Russians from Bulgaria,
and permission for these was received from the Ministry of Labour.®®

Offers of work were also provided for several hundred Russians in
Belgium. Negotiations with Belgian employers on behalf of the Russians
were undertaken by Madame Sh. G. Frichero, the wife of a Russian

“3 [hid. Folder ‘Resertlement, 1925 (1) (Leter, Kussonskii to Shatiloy, no. 833/p, 30
Mar, 1925).

84 Thid, (Letter, Abramov to Shatilov and Kussonskii, no. 519, g May 1925).

55 Ibid, Folder *Reseribement, 1924 (12)" {Letter, Shatlov 1o Abramoy, 25 May 1923}

% Mumerous offers of work and lists of workers sent to France are held in BAR, ROVS,
Box 38, Folder *Resculement, 1923 (2).

"7 eg BAR, ROVS, Box 39, Folder *Resettlement, 1925 (4)° (Letter, Societe Gencrale des
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industrialist with large holdings in western Europe. In July 1924 she was
able o obtain work for 0 soldiers at the factory *Armand Blaton’,™ and
a vear later obtained offers for 300 Russians to come from Bulgaria to
work in mines and quarries in Belgium on twelve-month contracts. It
proved very difficult to fill these places, because the Russians disliked the
idea of twelve-month contracts, and many, after vears in Bulgarian mines,
were simply unwilling to accept work as miners again. As a resulvonly 11
volunteers came forward to take the 1oo places offered at Belgan quar-
rics. 7 Eventually more agreed to go to Belgium and also to Luxembourg,
and various groups travelled there from Bulgaria in 19287 A group of
the Markovskii artillery battalion which left Bulgaria to work at the
Winterslag mines in Belgium in 1926 commented of their new life that *In
general we saw nothing like this in Bulgaria, We feel incomparably better
here'? The group formed an ariel, pooled its wages, and with them
rented a house where they all lived and paid for a cook and two servants. 73
In total, from 1923 onwards nearly ¢,000 Russian soldiers arrived in
France and Belgium from Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. Perhaps a third w a
quarter of these found employment through the efforts of General
Shatilov. The army and its representatives also helped find employment
for Russian soldicrs coming from Poland. In summer 1924, for instance,
General Miller sent 3,000 francs to Poland to enable troops there to pay
for their journeys to France.* By Apnil 1925, there were 50 work groups
of the Russian Army in France and Belgium, each with its own senior
appointed by Shatilov, with a total of 4041 members.?s In this way the
army’s involvement in the transfers proved something of a success.
Many of those Russians who arrived in France continucd to live and
work m;;v::h-:r for vears. In 1930, for instance, forty Gallipohitsy working
in a factory in Cannes still shared a workers' barracks, had their own
mutual help fund, and had set up their own orchestra.? This sort of
lifestyle became less common as time went on, but it was not unusual. A

b5 HIA, Kussonskii Collection, Dox 1o, File 4o (Letter, Frichero 1o Wrangel, 11 July
1924}
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group from the Life Guards Don Cossack Battalion, who worked as
porters at the Gare du Nord in Paris, continued to share accommodation
and march together to work as a unit right up until the Second World
War.77 This phenomenon was not spontancous, but was largely a deliber-
ate creation. The leadership of the Russian Army went to very consider-
able lengths to find work for its men, and to do so in such a way 5o a5 to
keep them together. Without the army’s involvement, many thousand of
these immigrants to France (and equally their colleagues in Yugoslavia)
would have been dispersed, with little or no connection between them.
The army cnsured that as much as possible they worked and lived
together, and thus helped create part of the phenomenon of Russia
Abroad.

The army’s involvement did not cease the moment refugees arrived in
France or Belgium, Once their iniual three- or six-month work contracts
were over, many Russians left to look for better paid employment. To do
this they often required letters of recommendation, or proof of their
previous military service, These they had to obtain from the offices of the
main Russian veterans' orgamezation, the Russbn Obhsche-Vomskin Soiuz
(Russtan General Military Union), ROVS, which possessed the necessary
records, Military personnel who had arrived in France by other routes
also wrned o ROVS for such services. Thus in 1925, ROVS’s depart-
ment in France provided recommendations to 5,800 men in the Paris
region and 860 in the provinces; it provided 310 men with rail fares to
their place of work; subsidics of 11,937 francs were given to the especially
needy; 1,875 free dinners were issued; 8,569 nights of beds provided free
of charge; 100 men were given hospital assistance; appeals were made to
the French authorities for visas on behalf of 340 people, and official infor-
mation from the archives was given to 380 men to present to the French
authoritics.™ The system of work groups cstablished by the High
Command, although designed primarily as a means of retaining some
form of military structure, had the side effect of helping Russians
improve the conditions of their work. Shatilov noted that group
commanders felt that the organization and discipline of work groups
made a positive impression on French employers. Requests from group
commanders were often agreed to, where the same requests from individ-
uals would have been rejected. Enterprise managers were also willing to

P Lomgwaorth, The Conracls (London, 1g6y), 316,
7 BAR, Bernatskii Collection, Folder ‘Sertlement of White Army Veterans, 1921-10925"
{Pamratraia zapiska, no date or signature).
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give money for group purpeses, in one instance giving money to build a
library and in another case providing money to build 2 small Orthodox
church. T'he clear advantages of being in such a group, Shatilov noted,
helped keep the men together,™ In this way, the maintenance of the
army's structure helped the men rather than hindered them.

It should be noted that the international situation in the inter-war
period did not encourage assimilation, European countries had great
problems of their own and were concerned primarily with helping their
own nationals, as a result of which many countries openly discriminated
against foreigners. Inowg2h, for instance, General Opritz noted that the
French government had temporarily banned foreigners from obtaining
work in the Renault factory, and that as a result of protesis by the French
syndicate of taxi drivers, Russians were having great difficulty in acquir-
ing driving permits.’ In such circumstances, it was hardly surprising that
Russians looked to cach other for support, and so the continued existence
of the Russian Army and later ROVS was a great help to many. The aid
which the army provided was an important factor in persuading many to
keep their links with it throughout their long years of exile.

™ BAR, ROVS, Box 17, Folder *Wrangel Headguarters (7) (Report, Shanlov to
Wrangel, no. 212, 24 Jan, 1923)
B GARE bybo, o, i, d. io, L 3=10 (Lemer, Opritz 1o Abramos, 11 June 1526),
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By late 1924, the Russian Army had dispersed throughout Europe and
was slowly losing its military character. The wider emigration was also
losing its cohesivencss as time went by and cmigrés settled into new
lives. Wrangel had failed in his effort to unite the army and civilian
emigreé society under his Russian Council, bur he still hoped to secure
the leadership of all military clements of the emigration. His Russian
Army was not the only White formation to have been driven out of
Russia in late 1g9zo. Parts of several other White armies had been
interned in Poland, for instance. Wrangel hoped to unire all these o
create onc large military orgamzation under his command. These
considerations resulted in the formation in autumn 1924 of the Russian
General Military Union, ROVS (Russbri Obshche-Voinski Soiuz), which
gradually took over the roles of the army High Command until eventu-
ally it replaced 1t entirely.

ROVS was almost certainly the largest of all Russian émigré organi-
zations, both military and civilian, duning the inter-war peniod. Its
eenesis went back to late 1920 and carly 1gz1. At that tme, exiled
Russian veterans throughout Europe began spontaneously to form
regimental associations, military study groups, and societies of First
World War and Civil War veterans. In Paris, for instance, one of the
largest of these, the Union of Russian Officer War Veterans, SROUV
(Soivz Russkilbh Ofitserov Uchastnikov Foiny), was formed in January
1921." About the same time, the troops of a fairly minor force interned
in Poland, the White Army of General Bulak-Balakhovich, officially
recognized Wrangel as their supreme commander.® In response,
Wrangel gave Bulak-Balakhovich’s ‘Death’ Infantry Division a grant of
1,135,000 Polish marks, and the Russian Army’s representative in
Poland, General Makhrov, helped the interned troops to reorganize
into artels and provided money for them to start up workshops to earn

* BAR, ROVS, Box 164, Folder *Organization of ROVS, 1gz1-1922",
¥ HIA, WA, Box 148, File 36, 1g—20 {Declaration of representatives of the Armed
Forees of the Northern and Western Fronts, 1.4 Dec 1gzo).
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their living.3 General Shatilov subsequently helped many of the men to
move lo France.

General Wrangel was alrecady aware that it might not be possible to
preserve even his own army in its original form. He therefore encouraged
the process by which soldiers formed military associations in cxile. Early
in 1921, he ordered his representatives to ensure that former Russian
soldiers in every country be organized into unions and socictics+ On 2
April 1921, his stalf issued a set of *normal regulations’ for these military
associations, These described for the first ime a general union of umons,
with associations in cach country sending delegates to a *gencral union’
for that country, with cach general union in turn sending delegates to
form a *main union’.? This federation of unions eventually found form in
the shape of ROVS,

One of the first efforts to create a national ‘gencral union’ was in
Turkey, where in July 1921 Wrangel's military representative formed a
‘Council of Unions and Societies of Former Russian Soldiers in Turkey’,
bringing together cight existing military organizations comprising 2,430
members.® In December 1921, a similar *Council of United Officers’
Organizations in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes’ was
created. To encourage the process, Wrangel provided grants to military
associations which recognized his authority, small sums in real terms but
money which many depended on. In May 1924, for instance, his repre-
sentative in Germany, Major General A. A, von Lampe, noted that this
subsidy was the main source of income for the Russian officers” union in
Berlin.7

In September 1923, Wrangel took a further step, issuing his Order no.

1 HIA, WA, Box 145, Fike 28, 206 {Lener, Commander of the 15t Infanery Division
Smert’, Tukhol Camp, 19 Oct 1g21). HIA, WA, Box so, File 21, 112-15 {Letter, Makhrov
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82. The immediate purpose of this order was to bring all military associ-
ations into the ranks of the Russian Army. It stated that associations
which refused to join the army, and so be subject to recall to the colours
at any time, were to be deprived of financial support. It also forbade offi-
cers of the army from participating in politics. The order was published
at a ume when monarchist agitators were battling for the allegiance of
former soldiers, and, as will be scen, was to prove one of the most signif-
icant acts in the political history of the Russian emigration ®

By this time, as the units of the Russian Army dispersed in scarch of
work, and the units themselves ook on new forms similar to those of the
military associations, the disunction between military units and associa-
tions began to fade. Wrangel therefore decided to create a new structure
to hold the dispersed elements of the military rogether, and in September
1924 issued another dircctive, Order no. 35, and an accompanying
“T'emporary Statute of the Russkii Obshche-Voinskii Soiuz’, issued on
the same day.? These instructions ereated a military union including all
military units of the Russian Army and all military assoctations which
wished to join the complement of the army. Such associations were to be
considered part of ROVS, but were to preserve their name and indepen-
dence in internal matters. They were to be subject to the overall author-
ity of the Commander-in-Chief. After Wrangel's death in 1928, ROVS
was commanded by a President (each in turn appointed by his predeces-
sor), with the help of Central Directorate in Paris.

ROVS was sub-divided into administrative departments, each with its
own head and staff. The 1st Department (under General Khol'msen until
1930, when he was replaced by Shaulov) covered France, Italy, Holland,
North Africa, and the Middle East (Egypt, Syria, Morocco ere.), and
consisted of a general mix of First World War and Civil War veterans.
The 2nd Department (Germany: General von Lampe) consisted mainly
of Civil War veterans who had been in the armies of Miller, Bulak-
Balakhovich, and Bermondt-Avalov (whose army had fought in the Baltic
region). The 3rd Department (Bulgaria: General Abramov) consisted
mainly of veterans of Wrangel’s Russian Army. The 4th Department
(Yugoslavia: General Ekk until 1933, atter which General Barbovich) also
consisted mainly of veterans of Wrangel's army, and the 5th Department
(Belgium: General Gartman) contained a variety of veterans of different

* BAR, ROVS, Box 161, Folder "Officers’ Unions, 1923-1924" (Order, no. 82, General
Wrangel, B Sepu. 1923). For further information on Order no, 82, sce Chaper 8.

* Ioid. (Order noe 335, General Wrangel: Fremiernoe Polozhenie o Rugikem Obghche-
Formsbam Soiuze, 1 Sept. 1924).
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backgrounds. A 6th Department was created 1930 to cover
Czechoslovakia, and a Far Eastern Department (Manchuria, under
General Dieterichs) was set up in 1928, consisting of men who had fied
from Siberia after the defeat of Admiral Kolchak. In addition, as ROVS
members dispersed ever further around the world, sub-departments
subordinate directly to the ROVS President were eventually created in the
USA (New York and Santa Monica), Canada, A ustrahia, Argentina,
Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Finland.'® These sub-departments were
very small, however, and the bulk of ROVS's members lived in the areas
of the st, 3rd, and 4th Deparmments. ROVS was legally banned (rom
some countries such as Poland and Rumania, which bordered the Soviet
Union and did not wish to incur Soviet displeasure.

Former soldiers did not join ROVS dircetly, except in rare circum-
stances in which they lived in isolated areas where no military association
existed. Instead they were members of a unit of the Russian Army or of
one or more of the military associations, and through them were auto-
matically members of ROVS. The organization’s decentralized structure
created multiple and overlapping commands. The military units of the
Russian Army were retained, and through them the idea that the army
still existed was retained also, Commanders were appointed and
dismissed, personnel transferred from unit o unit by special order, and
so on. Until 1926 each unit retained a small cadre financed by the
Headquarters of the Russian Army, but after 1 January 1926 the members
of these cadres were obliged to seek work, and henceforth unit comman-
ders themselves had to maintain links with the men of their umit in their
sparc time after work. But these units were not the only organizations
within ROVS, nor was their chain of command the only one. An officer
might be a member of a regiment of the Russian Army with its chain of
command, but he might also be a member of one or more military associ-
ations, such as the Society of Gallipolians or the Society of General Staff
Officers, which had their own separate chain of command. All of the
groups to which he belonged were issuing instructions, providing help
and advice, and expecting membership fees. General Abramov noted, for
instance, that Gallipoliitsy were expected to pay fees to both their unit
and the Society of Gallipolians, which few could afford. "

The overlapping commands led to bitter disputes berween comman-
ders. Generals Abramov and Vitkovskii, for instance, quarrelled over who

1 BAR. ROVS, Box 164 ("Organization of ROVS')Y, Armiis ¢ Flor (Pans, 1938).
" HIA, WA, Box 147, File 33, 305-16 (Letter, Abramov to Wrangel, 26 July 1427).
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should issue instructions to Gallipolinsy in Bulgaria—Abramov as head
of the 3rd Deparmment, or Vitkovskil as Commander of the First Army
Corps.'* These difficulties were exacerbated by the geographic dispersion
of ROVS members, which made communications between members very
slow and inefficient. General Miller, who became President of ROVS in
1930, would often complain that orders and information issued by the
Central Directorate were not passed on to the lower ranks.'3 In other
cases, orders were simply ignored. General Zinkevich, the Commander of
the Alekseevskii Infantry Regiment, who lived in Bulgaria, noted that he
and Abramov regularly suppressed orders from the centre, as they
considered that orders issued in Paris were often inappropriate in
Bulgaria.' While this habit may have been understandable, it did not help
create a strong, unified organization.

As information was not centralized, ROVS never knew exactly how
many members it had. Until 1930 there was not even a universal ROVS
membership card. '3 The only available document in the ROVS archive on
the subject is a small carbon-copy of a list put together in November
1923, according to which, at that ume, ROVS had 335,214 members,
19,226 of which were in military units and 15,088 in military associations.
The largest department was the 1st, which had 13,853 members, followed
by the 4th Department with 10,955, and the 3rd with 9,281."® However,
as the person preparing the list pointed out, these figures were at best a
rough cstimate. After 1930, ROVS's membership fell, especially in
France. In 1936, Miller cstimated ROVS's membership in France at
6,000,'7 a fall of over 30 per cent since 1925. This decline was not as
severe elsewhere. Membership held up much better in the Balkans (taking
into account a large drop in the mid-1920s caused by the movement of
veterans from the Balkans to France). Correspondents from Yugoslavia
and Bulgaria in the mid-1g3os often noted that the situation there was

* HIA, Arkhangel'skii Collection, Box 1 (Letters, Vitkowskii to Wrangel and
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15 BAR, ROVS, Box 63, Folder ‘Correspondence, 1920, II Owlel to Central Office’
(Qrder no. 5, General Stogoy, 13 Apr. 1930}
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much better than it was further west. Thus, there were 6,000 members in
France in the 1g30s owt of approximately 100,000 crmigres m that coun-
try, and 800 members in Czechoslovakia out of an emigré community of
=000, but a reported 4,500 members out of a total émigre community of
15,000 in Bulgaria.'® "This meant that one i three emigrés in Bulgaria
were ROVS members. The proportion was probably the same in
Yugoslavia.

T'he aid which ROVS provided to its members can be divided into two
tvpes—that provided locally by units and military associations, and that
provided centrally by ROVS nsell via the departmental ofbices. “The
former was based upon the system of mutual help funds which Wrangel
had ordered to be established in the early 1920s. These survived through-
out the imter-war period. Unit and organizational funds were Kept going
through members’ dues and through an endless round of charity dinners
and balls. Those organizations which were successful in collecting fees and
holding charitable events could often give quite substanual support to their
members. The Union of Cavalry and Horse Artillery in France, which had
186 members, was able to spend 30,175 francs on support to its members
in 1933, including 9,220 francs on providing aid to the sick in sanatoria,
2,703 francs on rest homes, and 3,600 francs on support of the unem-
ploved." The Gallipoliskoe Zemiiachestva's charity ball of January 1933,
whose organizing committee was chaired by the wife of the former Czech
Prime Minister, Karel kramar, was attended by 1,500 people, including
many Czech luminaries, and rased 50,000 crowns.®® This money was
divided between the Zembiachestvo’s mutual help fund, and the fund
which ROVS had set up to finance its underground operations against the
Soviet Union, known as the Fund for the Salvation of the Motherland,
SR (Fond Spasentia Rodmy). Zemhachestvo funds were also used to set
up a restaurant in Prague which provided employment to several
members, to buy a car which enabled two more members to carn their
livings as taxi drivers, and to found a hostel for unemployed and homeless
Russians in Praguc.®' In Yugoslavia, a movement called the Russian
Labourers’ Christian Movement (RTKhD), a mutual aid society for
Russian workers based on Christian principles, was set up in 1931 with the
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aid of the ROVS 4th Department, and soon expanded rapidly, with several
thousand members in Yugoslavia alone.** ROVS members were particu-
farly auracted by the religious element associated with the RTKhD, which
sought not only to provide material aid to members but also to develop
them spiritually and bring up their children with Christian morals 33

Military organizations also served as important social centres for their
mien. Many set up messes selling cheap food and providing libraries, read-
mg rooms, and conference facihties. The Gallipoh Mess in Pans and the
Officers’ Mess in Belgrade were especially important social centres, and
their facilities were used by many organizations both inside and outside of
ROVS.# The restaurant run by the Gallipoltiskoe Zemltachestvo played a
similar role in Prague. N. E. Andreyey, a civilian émigré, noted that even
in the 19308 ROVS members would not take a table on entering the
restaurant but would first approach the senior officer present, come to
attention, and ask for permission to be seated.*s Many military organiza-
tions held meetings and hosted lectures at their messes. In 1926, for
instance, the Gallipoli Mess in Paris sponsored lectures on such diverse
themes as Turgeney, the Orthodox Church in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries, Dostoevsky, and “The Time of Troubles’.*® Musicians and
singers often found emplovment at the numerous balls held by military
associations. Popular writers such as Nadezhda Teffi, Alcksandr Kuprin,
and Boris Zaitsov gave readings at literary evenings held by the Society of
Gallipolians in Paris.*? The society’s branch in Belgrade published a
collection of poems by Ivan Savin, who had served in the Russian Army
in the Crimea and was the favourite poet of the younger gencration of
White veterans until his premature death in 1927.2% Historians comment-
ing on the maintenance of Russian high culture often ignore this substan-
tial support for the arts by the supposedly unintellectual veterans of the
White armies, but it was one of the mechanisms which allowed Russian
culture to survive in exile.
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Humanitarian aid was provided not only by members' own units and
organizations but also by ROVS's departmental and central directorates,
which were funded centrally. Members' subscription fees and money
raised locally went solely 1o the local unit or military association, and were
used cither for its needs, primarily in aid to the sick and unemploved, or
to publish unit information bulletins, which circulated orders from ROVS
commanders and detailed information from the lives of members in
different arcas. General Wrangel, and after him the ROVS President, paid
the salaries and expenses of the small staffs of the ROVS depariments
and the central directorate (most of whom had to work on their own to
supplement these incomes, which were very small). In 1928, when
ROVS's funds were drying up, several million francs were provided by
General Podtiaging the former Russian military agent in Japan. This
money financed the ROVS bureaucracy thereafter. It had originally been
deposited in a Japanese bank by the White warlord Ataman Semyonov,
and subsequently became the subject of a protracted lawsuit between
Semyonov, Podtiagin, and the Japanese government, which Podtagin
eventually won, allowing him to transfer the funds to ROVS,*9

The services provided centrally by ROVS were much in demand.
Colonel Matsylev, who served as secretary of the ROVS 15t Department
in the late 19305, reported that the department, situated in the Gallipali
Mess, received as many as seventy to cighty visitors a day.?® The files of
the ROVS central offices, now stored at Columbia University in New
York, are full of requests to ROVS for money, for aid in getting visas, for
recommendations for work, for certificates proving military service, and
50 on. ROV S also handled dozens of inquirics from émigrés trying to find
lost relatives or friends, or trying to determine whether somebody they
had met was really who he said he was. ROVS was often able to help with
providing information or aid in getting visas, but requests for money were
normally rejected. Some groups within ROVS did, however, receive
dircct financial assistance from the centre. In November 1930, for
instance, the Kuban Cossack Division in Yugoslavia was given a loan of
5/000 francs by the ROVS central directorate, which was supplemented
by a further loan of 17,000 dinars in May 19323 In Paris, ROVS

¥ For the full story of how ROVS acquired this mosey see BAR, ROVS, Box 1, Folder
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3 BAR, ROVS, Box 65, Folder “*Correspondence, 1935, IV Owdel w Central Office’
(Letter, Miller 1o Shorovskin, 7 May 1933).
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arranged tor a lawyer to provide free legal advice for members who were
unable to afford it themselves,3* and it paid for a bed at a hospital near
Paris to be used exclusively, and frec of charge, by ROVS members need-
ing surgery.?? In Bulgaria in 1930, the ROVS 3rd Department paid half
the cost of surgery for 27 members (the other half being paid for by the
men and their units) and found places for 75 of its members in the sana-
toria of Baroness Olga Wrangel. 3 The jrd Department also paid for a
bed for the exclusive use of its members in the hospital of the Russian
Red Cross in Sofia. 3% In addition, General Sharilov was able to obtain
grants from the League of Nations to boost the mutual help eapitals of
the military organizations in the 15t Department. 30

Despite all ROVS's efforts to support its members, those members
often had little energy or money to give back to the cause. The corre-
spondence of senior officers, and the pages of military journals, are full
of complaints about the non-payment of membership fees. In 1926,
Abramov estumated that only go-50 per cent of members paid their
dues. 37 Imiually, non-payment was grounds for expulsion, but as von
Lampe pointed out, the numbers not paying were oo great to make
expulsion a practical option.?® As a result, in 1927 Wrangel ordered that
those who were genuinely unable to pay should not be expelled for failing
to do s0. Expulsion was to be reserved solely for those who showed no
desire to maintain links with their comrades.?® Non-payment of dues
became a particularly severe problem during the Great Depression, when
the economic problems which many émigrés experienced made it more
and more difficult for them to afford their membership fees. In 1934
General Zborovskii, commander of the Kuban Cossack Division, stated
firmly that collection of any ducs from his Cossacks was impossible.#®
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The same vear, the head of the Paris branch of the Alekseevskii regiment,
Colonel Matsyley, noted that in some units in France the pavment of fees
had ceased entirely.#® In some countries the situation was better than in
others. In Czechoslovakia the Gaflipoliiskoe Zendliachesivo was very
successful in retaining its members and collecting money. The country’s
800 ROVS members contributed more in absolute terms to the FSR than
the membership in any other country, ROVS members in France, despite
their larger numbers and that country’s relative wealth, were among the
lowest contributors, ¥

Members' lack of commitment went bevond not paying ther
membership fees. Many seem to have been purely nominal members, who
rarely if ever turned up at meetings of their unit or association.
Attendance at military training courses and lectures organized by ROVS
was particularly poor. The problem was, as one general noted as carly as
1925, that members engaged in hard physical labour had no energy to do
anything after work but sleep.t In August 1933, for instance, only cight
ROVS members bothered to attend a propaganda lecture in Grenoble
given by the organization’s professional agitator in France, V. M.
Levitskii.# Commanders in Belgium, Luxembourg, and France noted *an
ever growing indifference and apathy’ among their subordinates 3

ROVS leaders liked to speak of their *firm cohesion’, and thought of
their military discipline as the greatest strength of their organization.
The reality was somewhat different. Many members did indeed rerain a
sense of themselves as soldiers, even after twenty vears of exile, but as
time went on this became harder and harder. Cohesion and discipline
became more and more a matter of rhetoric and less and less a reality. By
1937 Wrangel's former depury Chiefl of Staff General Kussonskn was
forced to admut that ‘there are very few officers left, and all the other
“misters” . . . cannot be considered officers in the sense that we under-
stand it.4"
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(Letter, Matsylev w Zinkevich, 13 Scept. 1934}

# BAK, ROVS, Box 5, Folder ‘Correspondence, Ceech Group, 19519507 {Leuter,
Kharehevskii o Vitkovskii, 13 Dec. i), Bux 85, Folder *Russian Youth Organisations,
1920-1032" (Infermatstonnyt List Alekseevsboge Pebhoruogo Palka, no g, 11 Apr. 1933).

H HIA, WA, Box agh, File 31, soi=1h (Report, Actifcksoy to Wrangel, 1 Aug 1g925)

+ fﬂﬁlﬂ.lmfﬂ'ﬁﬂu_w' Festmik Grenohlskes Grn'fr_ﬁg' RO -.5'1 45 {."'Lug. I‘[l_il.ji.

4 BAR, V. D Mersheevskii Colleetion, (Order no. 1, Colonel Levashoy, 1927). BAR,
ROVS, Box b, Folder "Correspondence, 1 Armeiskit Korpuos, w3t—1935" (Cbrashokenie
Pravienita Otdela Obihehesiva Gulhpolupser vo Framien, Feb. g3l

5 BAR, ROVS, Box 63, Folder *Correspondence, 137, 11 Owdel 1o Central Office’
{Leter, Kussonskii to Abramoy, 28 July 1937).

ROVS 107

Many of ROVS's activitics, especially in later vears, were simply social
events, Units held regular dinners, celebrated regimental anniversarics,
held commemorative church services, and met for drinks, at which
members could see old friends, talk abour past experiences, and keep the
memory of their unit and its traditions alive, in the way of veterans’ asso-
ciations such as the Roval Legion in the United Kingdom. For many
ROVS members this social function was always the way in which ROVS
impinged most upon their lives.

ROVS had heen intended as more than just an old soldiers’ club,
however, The Temporary Statute of 1924 laid out the following goals for
i

The aim of Russian General Military Union is to unite Russian warriors,
dispersed in various countries, to strengthen the spiritual link between them, and
to preserve them as the bearers of the best traditions and testaments of the old
army. ROVS's task is to support soldiers” military knightly spirit, to strengthen
the principles of military discipline and military ethics . . . and alse to provide
material and moral support to its members 47

This in effect split ROVS’s aims and activitics into two—moral and
practical. The latter, which focused on mutual support and humanitarian
aid, were envisaged as a sccondary purpose, which would ensure support
from members. The moral sphere was the one which ultimately counted.

The more idealist ROVS members regarded their purpose as being to
act as a moral ¢hite at the core of the emigration, preserving Russian
culture and continuing the ethos of irreconcilable hatred of the Soviet
regime. To preserve its moral force ROVS had to remain military in
essence, to prevent its members becoming civilianized by their everyday
lives, and to preserve in them the high values of a Russian officer. As
General Miller told a dinner of members of the Kornilov Shock
Regiment in 1g35, ‘Your occupations are, if I may say so, proletarian, but
vour ideas must remain those of officers—ideas of honour, duty and
nobility.” Under the mask of a social organization, ROVS members were
to remain an army, bound by the demands of discipline. Subordinates
were to obey orders precisely, leaders not to allow errors to pass without
comment—"We must remain ONLY MILITARY, fighting the tempta-
tions and tempters that surround us, "4

17 BAR, ROVS, Box 161, Folder “Oificers” Unions, 1923=-1924" (Fremenmoe Polozhenic o
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ROVS saw itself as the preserver of the history and traditions of the
Imperial Russian Army, guarding these in exile so that they could be taken
back into post-communist Russia in order to fill the moral vacuum which
it was believed would exist after the fall of the Soviets. In this vacuum it
was felt that a small group of cohesive, morally forceful people could have
a decisive impact.4? As General Zinkevich told Colonel Matsylev in 1935,
‘euard our regiment, Russia needs it. Perhaps it may not be needed as an
organized fighting unit, but it is nceded as a collection of people who
think alike, standing on the completely correct path.” After the collapse of
communism there would be a void, Zinkevich predicted, a negative ati-
tude to anything creative, but *We . . . can give ideas and practical direc-
tions to the reconstruction of life in Russia. The value of this is
enormous, ¥

To the lcaders of ROVS there was no distinction between the task of
preserving Russian culture and thae of fighting Bolshevism, They were
inextricably linked, because the struggle berween Red and White always
had been, in their view, primarily a cultural and spiritual one. The revo-
lution, explained the philosopher Ivan Il'in, who was closely associated
with ROVS, was ‘a spiritual illness’, and the White struggle had nothing
to do with political programmes, but was ‘above all a question of religion,
spirit and patriotism.'s* Wrangel himself summed up the moral purpose
of the White Army, both in the Civil War and n exile, in a note in which
he emphasized that the White cause was primarily about saving Russia's
honour:

The White movement . . . showed that not 2ll ef the Russian people had submit-
ted to the red executioners. IF it had not been for the White struggle the last
turbulent years would have been a shameful Blot on the history of Russia. . . . The
Army must unite all the Russian military abroad, unite it and preserve it for
Russia’s future. Russia needs not just technical knowledge, not just military expe-
rience, but also a burning fit of sacrifice and a burning love of the fatherland,
those feclings which are borne by the Army. 5

ROVS leaders came to regard their organization as a sort of reli-
gious—military order, a concept which first emerged at Gallipoli. In 1921
Wrangel even endorsed the idea of creatng a “Union of Virtue and
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Honour', a knightly order which was to have branches in every unit of the
army and was meant to help the High Command raise the army’s spirit
and moral outlook. Shatilov eventually persuaded Wrangel to abandon
the idea, but the cpisode revealed clearly Wrangel's obsession with
concepts of honour.33 The idea was resurrected in 1922 by an officer of
the Kornilov Shock Regiment who suggested in the regimental magazine
that Russian socicty and the army in particular could not continue in its
old ways. What was needed, said the author, was the creation within the
army of a ‘knightly order’ which would aim for self-perfection and act as
a moral force to regenerate the entire army.3 Eventually this idea came to
fruition in the creation of a secret group within ROVS known as the Inner
Line, which became the source of considerable scandal in the later 19308
(see Chapter 10).

The concept of honour plaved a central role in the minds of émigré
army officers. However, for most Russian officers, it was not so much
their own personal honour that they were concerned with as the collec-
tive honour and prestige of the Russian Army, the Russian officer corps,
and Russia itself. Russia’s honour, they believed, had been stained by the
Bolsheviks' signing of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk and through the
barbarities of Bolshevik rule. Russia had been shamed, and it was the task
of the Whites to restore its reputation. This implicd that ROVS members
must remain irreconcilably opposed to the Bolshevik regime in order to
prove to foreigners and to future generations of Russians that not all
Russians were Bolsheviks, and that there were positive aspects to Russia’s
past. As Denikin put it, if nobody had resisted the Bolsheviks, the Russian
people ‘would not have been a people but dung's® Russia had been
shamed, said Ivan IN'in. What would Russians say to their children, he
asked, if nobody resisted the Bolsheviks? That they were slaves? What
would Russia’s history be but a story of self-destruction and self-degra-
dation?*® It was incumbent on ROVS to continue the struggle in exile to
save Russia’s honour, and to maintain among Russians the moral and reli-
gious principles which were being destroyed inside Russia. As N. A.
Tsurikov wrote, ‘For victory we must first of all preserve in unviolated
purity our White Banner—the Banner of Kornilov and Wrangel. This is
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the Banner of Honour, without which all 1s decay and mirage."s7 Ivan [l'in
summed it all up by saying:

The White Army is . . . at heart an order of honour, service, and faithfulness, And
this order will resurrect ... Russian citizenship on the basis of faithfulness,
service, and honour. And for this we Whites must above all maimtam our own
spirit . , . We must above all maintain the spirit of honour, for Russia perished from
a laeck af howour, and can be resurrected only through honour. s

Wrangel fully agreed with I'in's emphasis on honour. As he said in his
New Year's grecting for 1923, *In hard labour, Russian officers, sokdiers,
and Cossacks are defending the honour of Russia. "This is the sense of
their struggle.'s?

ROVS's self-image as an order of knights implicd a number of practi-
cal tasks in order for its members to reach the high ideals demanded of
them. Above all these ‘knights' were to strive for self-perfection, As the
official history of the First Army Corps at Gallipoli said, *We shall inde-
fatigably work on oursclves, shall study and shall wach.”™ For this
purpose, ROVS set up military training courses, which officers were
expected to attend to renew their military knowledge. Officers were also
expected to study world affairs and political theory. As one of ROVS's
propagandists, N. A. Tsurikoy, noted, ROVS was not meant to be a purely
professional or social organization, but to be actively involved in ant-
Bolshevik activity, which required its members to be politically
educated.® Caprain Varnck, 2 ROVS member in Grenoble, commented
that *Our overall strength depends on our small efforts, the small work
that we undertake on ourselves™® Unit meetings were thus devoted to
lectures discussing current events inside the Soviet Union and clsewhere
in the world (the dry nature of such meetings did not encourage atien-
dance!). Propaganda and agitation was taken to the rank and file
Subsidies were given to the military journal Chasever (The Sentry) and to
the Vesinik Obshchestva Gallipaliitser (Bulletin of the Society of
Gallipolians). Speakers and publicists were provided with stipends to
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travel around units and lecture to them on political and other matters, and
were paid to issue occasional pamphlets. Education in all senses was
strongly encouraged. IF ROVS members could not serve their country
again as army officers, they were expected to at least acquire the knowl-
edge to serve in some other capacity, As Miller told a banquet of First
Campaign Veterans, “The duty of cach of us is to use his time abroad to
acquire knowledge, understanding, experience in various areas . .. for
back in Russia we will find a desert in this regard."s

Self-perfection implied discipline and adoption of a code of honour.
This code was enforced by the system of courts of honour. ROVS's lead-
ers considered this system to be of prime importance, and devoted a great
deal of ume and energy to it. General von Lampe, for instance,
commented that *Personally 1 consider courts of honour especially
important and consider them the basis of ROVS’s existence.”™ The
courts examined all possibly dishonourable actions committed by officers,
and settled disputes over matters of honour between members. Hundreds
of such cases were heard in the inter-war years. A typical case came before
a court of honour in Belgrade in 1929, Staff Squadron Commander
Izhitskit had slammed 2 door on Second Lieutenant Gusev during a quar-
rel in the hostel which they shared in Dubrovnik. Gusev then came back
into his room and assaulted him. Izhitskii appealed to a court of henour,
which expelled Gusev from the army and issued a reprimand to
Izhitskin.”® Courts of honour were in fact the only means of sanction
which the ROVS leadership had to enforce discipline. They had few
sentencing options, none of which had great meaning in the circum-
stances of exile. They could issuc a reprimand, reduce an officer in rank,
or expel him from ROVS. Although the courts’ judgements were largely
symbolic, in the tght-knit world of émigre life a condemnation by a court
of honour could be a severe blow to an émigre’s socal status.

In reality, many, if not most, ROVS members failed to live up to the
high standards expected of them. Few had the time or energy to devote
themselves to study and self-perfection. Il-discipline, disobedience, even
mutiny were not unusual among ROVS members, as when Colonel
Arkhangel'skii, the secretary of the Society of Officers of the General
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Staff in France, absconded with the society’s funds."® But the discrepan-
cies berween the rhetoric and the reality did not make the rhetoric any less
genuine. ROVS’s leaders may not have been able to promote high morals
among all its members, or to persuade them all to study and improve
themselves, but that remained their purpese nonetheless, and it shaped
much of what they did.

Organizationally, ROVS was chaotic: its members all oo often were
less than fully committed and control over them was weak. Sull, the orga-
nization was not without purpose, In some cases it succeeded in giving
important humanitarian aid to its members. In all cases it offered
membership of what purported to be a moral elite. The spirits of Russian
emigrés had hittle support. The conditions of their lives were often brutal
and of a sort which was likely to undermine their spirits and morals. In
this situation ROVS gave, if nothing clse, much required spiritual
support. The Russian officer turned miner, waiter, or taxi-driver, through
membership of this *knightly order’ could once again feel himself o be
something above the ordinary. According to the journalist and former
officer, V. Kh. Davarz, when the Russian officer was tired he could find a
place of rest in the military milicu, where a high spiritual level and mili-
tary traditions were preserved—'"This is why the military milicu is not
just a school but also a refuge, a sort of spiritual sanatorium . . . as before
we shall preserve our link: it helps us live,'®

2 Ibad, Folder *Miller, E. K. to Shatiloy, I 5. {(Letter, Miller 1o Shatiloy, no. 758, 1o
O, 1933).
57 Festmok Obsheherrva Gallipolicser, 108 {1 Jan. 1933}, 4.
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The formation of ROVS was occasioned not only by Wrangel's ambi-
tion to unite all émigré military associations under his command, but
also by his desire to insulate them from the political disputes which
were dividing the emigration, These disputes centred around continued
efforts to create an émigré political union, and dragged the leadership
of the army into conflict with monarchist groups who were pressing for
the restoration of the Romanov dynasty in Russia. Most officers
believed passionately in the idea of monarchy, but were not committed
to its restoration in practice. During the Civil War this contradiction
had been suppressed, but now it had 1o be addressed. The result was a
bitter struggle for influence between Wrangel and the monarchists. This
eventually resulted in the decisive defeat of the monarchist movement,
but left Wrangel severely weakened, and he was obliged to hand over
supreme command of the army in exile to one of the surviving
Romanovs.

The greatest weakness of the émigré monarchist movement was the
lack of a credible claimant to the Russian throne. Most of the leading
members of the Imperial Family were killed by the Bolsheviks during
the Civil War. The first to perish was the Tsar's brother, Grand Duke
Mikhail Aleksandrovich, who was murdered near the city of Perm in
June 1918, Then on 16 July 1918 Tsar Nicholas II, his wife Alexandra,
his son Alexis, and his four daughters, Olga, Tatiana, Maria, and
Anastasia, were bundled into the basement of the Ipatiev house in
Ekaterinburg, shot, and bavoneted. Their corpses were cut up, burned,
and dissolved in acid, and what remained was buried at the bottom of a
mine-shaft. The Bolsheviks understood that the Imperial Family could
still act as a rallying point for their opponents, and set about destroying
what was left of it. On the same day as the Tsar and his family were
murdered, five Romanov princes and Grand Duchess Elizaveta
Fedorovna, the sister of the Empress Alexandra, were thrown alive
down a mine-shaflt near the town of Alapaevsk in Siberia. Hand
grenades were thrown after them, but the Grand Duchess and her rela-
tives survived these, only to perish several days later from lack of food
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and water.! These murders chiminated most of the credible successors to
the Russian throne.

A few Romanovs managed to escape with their lives and flee abroad,
Among them were the Tsar’s mother, and his sisters, Grand Duchesses
Xenia and Olga. The Grand Duchesses plaved no part in emigre politics,
and both eventwally died in obscurity in the same year, 1960, Xenia in
Denmark, and Olga in Canada. Three male members of the Roval Family
who survived were considered to have a potential claim to the throne.

The first was the cousin of Nicholas I, Grand Duke Kirill
Viadimirovich. His father was the second son of Emperor Alexander 11
(Micholas 11's father, Emperor Alexander I, was the first son), and in
terms of lincage he had the most legitimate claim, as a result of which his
supporters acquired the title *Leginmists’. He was, however, very unpop-
ular among émigrés, because during the February Revolution, instead of
fighting to save Nicholas II, he had led the Marine Guard which he
commanded in swearing allegiance to the Provisional Government, and
had hoisted a red flag over his palace. In addition his claim to the Imperial
title was complicated by the fact that his mother was a German princess
who did not convert to Russian Orthodoxy until after her childrens’
births. Some purists believed that according to a strict interpretation of
the law of succession this deprived her children, including Kirill
Viadimirovich, of the right to succeed to the throne,

If, in accordance with this interpretation, one eliminated Kirill
Viadimirovich and his brothers from the running, this put the right to
succeed into the hands of another cousin of Nicholas 11, Grand Duke
Dmitrii Pavlovich, whose father was the fourth son of Alexander I1
Dmitrii Pavlovich, however, was a plavboy who showed no interest in
pressing his claim, In 1926 he marricd an American heiress and moved o
Florida, where he briefly worked as a champagne salesman before return-
ing to Europe, In the 19308 he gave his support to the Mladorossy move-
ment of Alexandr Kazem-DBek, but was never considered a serious
pretender to the throne.

This left one last contender, Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich the
vounger. Nikolai Nikolaevich is often described as an uncle of Nicholas
IL, although in fact his rclationship was somewhat more distant.
Immensely tall, he was known affectionately as *Nikolasha’ (Lintle Nicky).
Compared with most members of the Romanov family, who had never
taken part in any serious activity in the Imperial era, Nikolai Nikolaevich

' R. Pipes, The Rusvan Revolrtion {London, 1990}, 370.
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was an important figure. Before the First World War he led the Imperial
Defence Council, and was in effect Russia’s minister of defence. Then
trom 1914 to 1915, he was Commander-in-Chief of the Russian Army.
Many of the vounger generals of the Imperial Army were his protégés.
Highly respected by most emigres, he was a far more serious figure than
Kinll Viadimirovich, but like Dmitrnn Pavlovich he had hittle interest in
pressing a claim to the Imperial title, and in terms of lincage he was too
dhistant a relative of the last “Tsar to have a strong case.

All this meant that there was no clear focus of loyalty for those émagres
who wished to restore the monarchy in Russia, This, however, did not
deter them. During the Civil War, monarchists had by and large been
silenced, but in exile they felt secure for the first time to state their beliefs
openly. In 1921 2 congress of émigré groups met at Reichenhall in
Bavaria, and voted to form a Supreme Monarchist Union (VMS: Fysshis
Monarkhecheskn Somwz), which was tasked with persuading émigrés to
endorse the idea of restoring the monarchy. N, E. Markov II, a vehe-
mently anti-Semitic former member of the Russian parliament, the
Duma, was elected its leader. In November 1gz1, the VMS persuaded a
council of the Russian Orthodox Church abroad to adopt a resolution
stating that God wanted a Romanov restoration.* The VMS then started
trying to persuade Russian military organizations to adopt the slogan of
the former Impenal Russian Army—"TFor Faith, Tsar and Fatherland’.

As many histonians have noted, the great majonty of Russian military
exiles were monarchist by conviction.? This was true even of younger
officers. Captain A. Grammatchikov, for instance, who was a former
student member of the Gaffipolitsboe Zemliachestvo who had moved 1o
Yugoslavia o obtain work, commented in 1928 that he was taking
Yugoslav citizenship ‘because this citizenship will allow me to have my
own king'+ Emigré officers might have been expected to support the
activitics of the VMS in large numbers, thereby giving the monarchist
movement an unassailable position in emigré politics.

The cfforts of the VMS o persuade military organizations to adopt
monarchist slogans soon met a major obstacle, namely the implacable
opposition of General Wrangel. Wrangel believed that those promoting
the monarchist cause were pohinieal reactionaries of the worst sort, and he

A Kh. Davarz, Fianf Sooemyahee mee General Weangel (Berling 1927), 43-5.
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did not want the army to become associated with them by adopting their
slogans.3 Whercas once the idecas of monarchy and motherland were
interchangeable, he wrote, now the idea of monarchy had become the
property of one political party. It could only be adopted by the army if
it once again became the general property of the Russian people. The
idca of motherland should be the principle, Wrangel noted, behind
which the army and émigré socicty should unite.” Wrangel wrote to a
member of the National Committee, A. V. Kartashey, that the men of
his army ‘[were] not the remnants of the old army, bur the cadres of a
new one . . . Lt this new army, has become a truly Natooal Army, In the
past Russian warriors fought “For Faith, Tsar, and Fatherland”, and
above all for Tsar. Now their ideals arc higher, they fight above all for
Fatherland.™

Wrangel was making a significant point. In the past service to “T'sar and
country had been synonymous, but a growing professionalization of the
Army prior to the First World War had begun a process in which, accord-
ing to the historian William Fuller, *the army became an end in itsell, its
preservation a goal more important than the survival of the Romanoy
dynasty or the Empire . . . the primary value of the professional soldier
was the army, not the regime.” This helps explain the determination of
many officers to preserve the army in exile. The White officers held a
more modern concept of nation than the older, essenuallv personal,
vision centred on the Tsar, which saw Russia as the Tsar's personal patri-
mony. Monarchy, wrote Wrangel, must be based on the support of the
people, but monarchist politicians continued to think that monarchy was
based on 1ts supposed holy ongins, and not on the people. They promoted
monarchism primarily because they wanted to regain their former power
and privileges.?

Wrangel's hosnlity to the VMS and the monarchist movement
reflected his support for the concept of non-predetermination. In part
non-predetermination was a tacrical necessity prompted by the perpetual
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fear that the army would split if it adopted a clear political position.
‘ROVS is an apolitical organization” wrote General von Lampe in 1928,
“The introduction of any polinical struggle into ROVS will divide and
destroy ROVS.""® The dangers of getting involved in émigreé politics and
of taking sides in any of the disputes which bedevilled the emigration
were clearly shown in the case of the Church. Wrangel himself sympa-
thized with the Synod and Metropolitan Antonii, but his closest
colleague, General Shatilov, was a fervent supporter of Metropolitan
Evlogii. After the Church authorities inside Soviet Russia issued a
demand that énigré pricsts give a written declaration of support for the
Soviet regime, the Synod issued an epistle denouncing this demand, and
Wrangel sent copies of the epistle to his senior officers, and asked them
to distribute it among the rank and file of the army. Shatilov refused, and
he and von Lampe warned that *the taking of one or another side by the
High Command in Church issues will inevitably lead to our complete
disintegration.’! Wrangel eventually conceded and issucd an order stat-
ing that ‘Religious convictions are a matter for everyone's personal
conscience and commanders may not influence their subordinates in any
way in this matter.’"?

Another, very pragmatg, reason for Wrangel's opposition to the
monarchists was that he did not wish to seem overly reactionary in the
eves of foreign powers whose help and support he still hoped to win. In
g2z, for instance, he noted that associating the army with monarchism
would be likely to lead to more repressions against the army in Bulgaria '3

All this suggests that the policy of non-predetermination was funda-
mentally based on tactical needs rather than principle. Non-predeter-
mination was ‘a tactical means of union’, stated a ROVS newspaper in
the Far East.™ Similar views werc expressed by one of ROVS's propa-
gandists, N. A. Tsurikoy, in a pamphlet dedicated to the subject of
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non-predetermination.'s But it would be wrong to interpret this to mean
that the policy was a hypoeritical one behind which the true monarchist,
reactionary nature of the White Army was deliberately mdden. Wrangel
wrote:

I would like o dispel all the legends about the Army’s reactionary nature or its
bonapartism. . . . The Army’s political credo is clear . . . The Army is fighting not
fur monarchy, not for republic, but for fatherland. It will not support those who
wish to impose this or that state order on Russia against the will of the people, but
will guard that order which is established by a truly frec expression of the national
will. . .. All Russia®s past indicates that sooner or later it will return to 2 monar-
chist order, but God forbid that this erder should be imposed by bavonets, or by
white terror. In the event that a republican form of government is established in
Russia by the will of the people, every honourable monarchist should reconcile
himself with this and serve his Motherland faithfully.™

Wrangel's comments about monarchy not being restored at the point
of a bayonet are reflected in the writings of Ivan Il'in, whose views
Wrangel valued highly. Il'in was both an enthusiastic monarchist and a
believer in non-predetermination. Monarchy, he believed, was a superior
form of government to republicanism, but it was not always appropriate
because the forms of the state must reflect peoples’ legal consciousness.'?
If there was no mood for monarchy, II'in went on to sav, it would be
pointless to create a monarchy, as it would simply be destroyed. This atti-
tude distinguished the Whites from the monarchist politicians. Whereas
the latter took the view that the Tsar was sovereign, I'in and Wrangel
were admitting that the people were sovereign, This did not make
Wrangel a democrat. He and most officers despised democracy. He did
not look for a popular vote or a Constituent Assembly but rather for a
‘spontancous cxpression of the people’s will'. As his political adviser,
S. N. Il'in, explained, the image Wrangel had in mind was that of
Napoleon’s return to France from Elba. The spontancous welcome which
the French Emperor received then legitimized his rule.'® Should the
Romanov dynasty return to Russia and receive a similar welcome, then
that would be sufficient to justify the restoration of a monarchy. If
however, the monarchist standard was raised in Russia and the people did
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not rally to it, then it would be clear that Russia was not ripe for monar-
chy.

Wrangel's views were shared by many military men. *We are nearly all
monarchists’, stated Captain Varnck, *but our slogan 15 not “For Tsar”
but “For the Motherland” " A general meeting of the Society of
Russian Veterans in San Francisco resolved: *Monarchists in the past,
monarchists in the future, but convinced supporters of non-predetermi-
natien on the long road to the hiberation of Russia—this was, 15, and will
be our fundamental position.’*®

By carly 1922 two different schemes of érmgré union were circulating.
The first, put forward by the Natonal Committee, envisioned the forma-
tion of a bloc of émigré social organizations and representatives of the
army. To this end one of Wrangel's former colleagues, General
luzefovich, was co-opted onto the Natonal Committee along with two
other White generals, Danilov and Sychev, and the committee began
negotiations with other social and political groups in Paris. The second
scheme centred around Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich. Many veterans
respected the Grand Duke greatly because of his former role as
Commander-in-Chicfl of the Impenal Russian Army, and proposed that
émigre society unite politically by accepting his leadership. The Grand
Duke was also acceptable to some republicans, as he did not claim the
throne for himself, and publicly supported the concept of non-predeter-
mination. Wrangel, however, rejected Nikolai Nikolaevich's leadership,
on the grounds that any union led by him would inevitably twrn into a
monarchist political party and would be perceived as such by others.*! He
preferred the plan of the Natonal Commattee but, unfortunately for him,
the National Committee enjoyed little support and its scheme soon
collapsed.**

Meanwhile, pressure on Nikolai Nikolaevich to accept the leadership
of the process of uniting the emigration continued to mount, although
the Grand Duke himself did not want to take on this role. A new impe-
ws was given to the movement promotng Nikolai Nikolaevich in July
1922 when Grand Duke Kirill Viadimirovich declared himself to be the
rightful heir to the Russian throne. The personal antipathy most émigré
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monarchists felt towards Kinll Viadimirovich now made them even more
determined that Nikolai Nikolaevich should step forward 1o lead ther
cause. Reports in 1923 from the Drozdovskin regiment in Sevlevo in
Bulgaria, for instance, noted that ‘We expect the unification of the
emigration around the Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich®, while a report
from Gallipoliitsy in the Bulgarian town of Orkhanje commented that "all
the work carried on in Paris around the Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolacvich
is followed with great hopes.'*3

As support for Nikolai Nikelaevich increased, the monarchist move-
ment as a whole gained momentum. All that stopped many émigre offi-
cers from joining monarchist groups was the opposition of General
Wrangel. Aware of this, monarchist groups such as the VMS sought 1o
undermine his influence and 1o bring members of the Russian Army into
their own orbit, even 1f this meant destroving the Army in the process.
It was not casy for Wrangel to maintain his line. Many of his senior offi-
cers supported Nikolai Nikolaevich, and a conference of senior officers
held in November 1g22 resolved that only the Grand Duke had sufficient
authority to unite the emigration.*s Wrangel, by contrast, was convinced
that Nikolai Nikolaevich would fail and had no faith in s leadership abil-
ity, But he did not wish to be seen to be hindering what many considered
to be the emigration’s one and only hope.*®

On 7 May 1923 Wrangel told Shatilov that he had reconsidered his
opposition. If Nikolai Nikolaevich's leadership would help the army, he
continued, he would willingly hand over command to him.*7 As a result,
on 12 May 1923 Wrangel sent a telegram to Nikolai Nikolacvich
announcing his willingness to subordinate himself and the Russian Army
to him. Wrangel is very often criticized for having been vain and ambi-
tious and for being primarily concerned with self-promonion. This was
for him a remarkable act of self-effacement.

Wrangel hoped that his declaration of support for Nikolai Nikolaevich
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would force the Grand Duke to come out into the open and declare his lead-
ership of the emigration. Nikolai Nikolaevich, who was known to support
non-predetermination, could then use his authority to stop divisive monar-
chist agitation among the army’s ranks. But evenis did not turn out this way,
Nikolai Nikolacvich scems to have been suffering from a erisis of indecision.
On the one hand he met Shatilov and Kutepov and told them that he
intended to start work as leader of the emigration, and he also began to meet
representatives of émigre sociery to promote unity among them. On the
other hand, he was still unwilling to make a public declaration of his leader-
ship. The political situation which emerged in mid-1g923 was one of total
confusion, as it was not clear exactly what Nikolai Nikolaevich intended.

This confusion was exploited by monarchists, who continued to pres-
sure mihtary organizations to adopt monarchist slogans, with some
success. During 1923 various military unions adopted monarchist
slogans. Particularly prone to monarchist tendencies were unions of
Guards Regiments and socicties of officers of First World War veterans
{i.c. officers who had fought in the First World War, but not in the Civil
War). By contrast the monarchist movement made little headway among
units of the Russian Army itself. In Paris, the president of the Union of
Russian Officer War Veterans, SROUV (Soiuz Russbikh Ofitserov
Uchasinikov Foiny), General A. A, Gulevich, was particularly active in
promoting the monarchist cause, The SROUV adopted the slogan ‘For
Faith, Tsar, and Fatherland’ and Gulevich decided to set up branches of
the society 1n other countries, so forming an alternative military structure
outside that of the Russian Army and independent of Wrangel's leader-
ship.*® In Belgrade this resulted in the formation of the Union of Great
War Veterans, SUVY (Swiuz Uchastnibov Felikoi Voiny) led by General
Bolotov, which also adopted the slogan ‘For Faith, Tsar, and
Fatherland®.*¥ Members of the SUVV were reported to have told onc of
the senior officers of the Russian Army, General A. M. Dragomiroy, that
their organization’s purpose was to destroy Wrangel's power.3® Wrangel’s
representative in Germany, General von Lampe, noted that the VMS was
actively trying to undermine Wrangel's authority among military émigrés
in Germany with encouragement from General Gulevich. 3
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Frightened that Nikolai Nikolaevich’s indecision was creating a situa-
tion in which the Russian Army and military associations were being
dragged bit by bit into the monarchist camp, Wrangel decided that the
time had come to act. In so doing he displayed his powers of leadership
and ability to grasp a situation and take control of it. [is response to the
monarchist threar was Order no. 82, issucd on § September 1923, which
was in part a step towards the creation of ROVS and in part an effort 1o
put a stop to political agitation in the army. In addition to the ::I-.m‘scs
mentioned in the last chapter, it stipulated that the leadership and union
of all military organizations in every country was to be carried out by
Wrangel's own military representatives; all officers who did not consider
themselves to be part of the army were to resign; members were forbid-
den to engage in political activity or to join political erganizations, and
those who continued to do so would be expelled from the army; and mili-
tary unions were forbidden to discuss political matters.3*

‘The response to this order was mixed. Most of the rank and file of the
Russian Army accepted it without complaint, and even welcomed it. The
prevailing mood, especially among the younger elements of the army, was
summed up in a letter written by members of the Circle of Russian Youth
in Helsinki, several of whom had served in the Russian Army under
Wrangel. They wrote “We are monarchist not out of fear, but from
conscience . . . Bur all the same we . . . want to stay outside the influence
of monarchist groups . . . We are convinced that restoration of everything
pre-revolutionary, especially if accompanied by revenge, can bring noth-
ing but new rivers of blood and a new revolt.™33

Despite this, Order no. §2 drew howls of protest from some guarters,
especially from monarchist members of unions of First World War veter-
ans, and also from many of the more senior generals of the Russian Army
who began to pressure Wrangel to reverse his decision.®* The contrast
between the reaction of the First World War veterans and the rank and
file of the Russian Army showed the degree to which the White officers
had grown apart from those officers of the Imperial Army who had not
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fought in the Civil War. Both groups were monarchists, but to the Whates
monarchism was a less important emotion than patriotism.

Whart angered the order’s opponents was the ban on participation in
political organizations. As very few officers had ever been likely to join
parties of the left, Order no. 52 was clearly designed with monarchist
political groups in mind, and mmed at breaking the influence of those
rroups over the military enigration. Since military émigres constituted
the most promising pool of potential recruits for the monarchists, Order
no. 82 was a terrible blow to their hopes.

The biggest protests against the order came from the First World War
veterans in Paris and Belgrade. On 1 October 1923 Miller noted that it
would not be possible to keep them on the army’s side without compro-
mise.d? General Gulevich was continuing to put forward plans to expand
his own orgamzation in other countries, and m Belgrade the Union of
Great War Veterans held a general meeting on 30 September 1923 at which
its members reaffirmed their support for the slogan *For Faith, Tsar, and
Fatherland’ 3* Aware of the resistance his order was meeting, Wrangel met
representatives of officers’ organizations in Yugoslavia between g and 11
October 1923 to discuss its implementation. Fle explained his views in clear
terms: “We, old officers, who served under the Russian Emperor . . . cannot
not be monarchists . . . but we will not allow officers to be dragged into
political struggle under the words “Faith, Tsar, Fatherland™."37

Wrangel's plans were greeted with great reservations by many senior
officers present. The prevailing view was that the Commander-in-Chief
must compromise, and that he was wrong to seck conflict with the monar-
chist right. Many officers asked for the order to be altered. General Orlov,
for instance, stated that the order could result in the collapse of the
monarchist cause. He felt that officers were divided between a sense of
duty to obey the order, and a sense of honour not to abandon their
colleagues, 8o per cent of whom were monarchists. He asked Wrangel to
change the order so thar officers could preserve their honour. Similar
ideas were expressed by many others.3® Wrangel refused to reconsider his
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decision, but the opposition that he encountered made clear the extent of
monarchist senument among military ¢migres at this time. As it was, the
pressure from monarchists was sufficient o force Wrangel 1o backirack
slightly, Writing to Miller in March 1924, Wrangel told him that in
enforcing Order no. 8z, the local situation was to be taken into consider-
ation. In certain locations, individuals were to be allowed in special
circumstances to join political organizatons in order to influence discus-
sions concerning the army.

This concession may have been brought about by the continued resis-
tance to the order from the SROUY in Paris. At a general mecting of the
union on 20 January 1924 calls were heard to set up officers’ unions
supporting the slogan ‘For Faith, Tsar, and Fatherland’ in other locations,
and some officers dircctly criticized General Wrangel himscli. General
MNechvolodoy, who had commanded Russian troops who fought in France
in the First World War, complained that Wrangel was living in luxury in
Yugoslavia while his men toiled in Bulgarian coalmines. On heaning thas
comment, General Miller left the meeting in protest, followed by about
hall’ those present. The divisive potential of monarchist politics was
clearly demonstrated. ¥

Despite all this, Order no. 82 achieved ts desired effect. Even the
SROUY eventually accepted it, and General Gulevich was replaced as the
union’s president by another officer less associated with the monarchist
cause. In the end Wrangel's authority was sufficiently large among most
army officers for his order to be obeyed. Within a short time many of
those senior officers who had opposed the order became ardent support-
crs of it. Henceforth, except for a few individuals who received special
permission, members of the Russian Army and officers’ organizations
remained outside émigré political bodies. Order no. 8z shattered the
hopes of the monarchist movement for a broad-based émigre union,
including émigré military organizations, based on the monarchist princi-
ple. The order was thus one of the most decisive acts of the political
history of the Russian emigration.

By mid-1924 Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich had begun practical
work as leader of the nationalist Russian emigration. He established a
staff at his country home at Choigny, near Paris. This took over efforts to
call an énugre union conference, sought financial and political support
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from forcigners, and tried to start up underground operations inside the
USSR. The establishment of his staff was a de facto declaration of lead-
ership by Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich, but despite this Nikolai
Nikolaevich still refused to make an open declaration of his leadership
untl November 1924. What finally prompted him to act were the actions
of Grand Duke Kirill Vladimirovich, In April 1924 Kirill Vladimirovich
formed his own military organization—The Corps of Officers of the
Imperial Army and Fleet—as a parallel to those organizations already
existing under Wrangel's command, and with the aim of attracting
members from them, Few officers were willing to join the new Cor ps, but
is creation helped further undermine the morale and cohesion of émigré
officers4' On 31 August 1924, Kirill Vladimirovich then threw the
emigration into disarray by declaring himself Emperor of Russia,
demanding recognition of his position from military associations. His
declaration was immediately denounced by other members of the Roval
Family. Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich, for nstance, circulated a letter
calling Kirill's declaration illegal. Most émigrés refused to swear alle-
giance to the would-be Emperor, and according to a despatch from
Bulgaria, the prevailing mood among the rank and file of the army was
onc of bewilderment.#* Nevertheless, such was the extent to which
monarchist emotions had been raised, and such was the desire for a leader
who could claim legitimate authority, that some officers did respond posi-
tively to Kirill Vladimirovich’s declaration. The naval officers’ sOCIety,
Morskoi Kaiut Kompaniia (Naval Wardroom), recognized Kirill
Viadimirovich as Emperor,*? and the commander of the Guards Cavalry
Regiment, Colonel Apukhtin, was expelled from the Russian Army by
Wrangel after sending a telegram of support from his regiment to Kirill
Viadimirovich,

Kirill Viadimirovich’s declaration forced Nikolai Nikolaevich to step
forward to counter his influence, and as a result on 16 November 1924 he
announced that he would assume the title of Supreme Commander of the
army in exile, exercising his powers through Wrangel who remained
Commander-in-Chief. This was exactly what Wrangel had been hoping
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for. ‘Those military associations, such as the SROUY, which had refused
to recognize Wrangel's authority but who did recognize that of Nikola
Nikolacvich, were now brought into ROVS and under the sway of Order
no. 82. This, Wrangel hoped, would put an end to monarchist intriguing
within the ranks of émigré military organizations. But he was to be disap-
pointed. Attacks on Wrangel in the émigre press by the leader of the
VMS, N. E. Markov 11, continued, and Shatilov suspected that these had
been sanctioned by Nikolai Nikolaevich himsell 43 Nikolai Nikolaevich
also provided subsidics to monarchist organizations in Yug wlavia A8
Responsibility for military organizations in the Var Fast and North
America was taken from Wrangel by the Grand Duke and given to one of
the founders of the Volunteer Army, General A, S LukomskinA7
Relations between Wrangel and Nikolai Nikolaevich rapidly deteriorated,
the former being convinced that the larrer did not value the Russian Army
and was happy to sce it disappear.

Around the middle of 1923 the focus of Wrangel's correspondence
changed. Complaints about the activities of monarchists, which once
dominated almost to the exclusion of evervthing else, now tapered off. It
would appear that, despite Wrangel’s complaints about Nikoli
Nikolaevich’s encouragement of monarchist groups, Order no. 82 had
achieved its aim, and the activitics of such groups had lessened. A new
subject now came to the forefront—money. When Nikolai Nikolaevich
had assumed control of the army, Wrangel had handed over to him all the
muoncy at his disposal, This put the remaining cadres of the army, as well
as the staff of ROVS, at the mercy of the Grand Duke's gencrosity.
Nikolai Nikolaevich had additional prioritics to maintaining the army's
cadres, as he wished tw fund political work and underground activities
inside the USSR, His own money-raising schemes had little success, and
he was short of cash. Nikolai Nikolaevich therefore announced that
expenditures on the remaining cadres of the Russian Army would be cut
on 1 April 1925. In response Wrangel was obliged 1o order these cadres to
scek work, They were instructed to find work by 1 January 192645 All
that now remained of the Russian Army was Wrangel's headquarters at
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Sremski Karlovac, which was in turn disbanded on 1 August 1926, With
this the final remnant of the Russian Army ceased to exist. From now on,
although many would refer to the army as if it still existed, ROVS had
fully taken its place.

With the closing of the army staff, Wrangel’s own role in the life of the
emigré military was greatly downgraded. In December 1926 he moved
from Yugoslavia to Belgium in order 1o be closer to his wife and children
who had been living there for some time. Von Lampe commented in
October 1927 that Wrangel appeared to have lost his will, and lacked
energy. To a large degree he now withdrew from public life.

In the meantime Nikolan Nikolaevich’s entourage was making the
grandest attempt yet to forge an émigré political union. The idea arose
of summoning a congress clected by Russian émigrés throughout
Europe which could agree on a commoen political platform and endorse
Nikola Nikolaevich as leader, It was felt that if its delegates were elected
by the entire emigration, the congress would give Nikolai Nikolaevich's
leadership legitimacy and allow him to speak and act on behalf of all
enigres, both within the emigration and in front of foreigners. [t was
hoped that the congress would elect a single “centre of will’ in the form
of a permanent executive committee, which would direct the struggle
against Bolshevism.®® Preparations for the congress were carried on
throughout 1923, and it finally met in Paris in April 1926. Delegates
were chosen not by a direct election in which all émigrés voted, but indi-
rectly through elections in émigré political and social organizations, who
were invited to send delegates. A very broad part of the emigration did
participate in these clections, but the indirect electoral procedure of
isell’ reduced the congress's legitimacy, The émigré political left refused
to attend, Miliukov claiming thar the clectoral procedure revealed thar
the congress was merely a mask which monarchists were using to give
themselves lemumacy* (although in reality, given the mood of the
emigration at this time, a more direct form of representation might have
helped the monarchists). The Legitimists also refused to attend. In addi-
tion, ROVS was forbidden to send delegates due 1o the requirement that
the army be apoliical. Military personnel were allowed to atend, bur
only in the capacity of representatives of non-military organizations, and
they were prohibited from identifving themselves as members of the
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army.3* With the absenee of these groups, it became very difficult for the
congress to claim that it could unite the emigration.

In the end the congress passed resolutions recognizing the indepen-
dence of Poland, Finland, the Baltic States, Georgia, and Armenia, and
rejecting any restoration of land or property seized during the revolution.
In this way it hoped to send a positive message to the Soviet people with
regard to the political and social aims of the anti-Sovict struggele. But the
main task of the congress was to create a permanent body to represent the
emigration and lead the anti-Sovier siruggle in its name. Agrecment
could not be reached on what form of standing body to ereate. The right
wanted a body with full powers, subordinate to Nikoln Nikolaevich,
whereas the centre and left felt that such a body lacked the right to act as
if it possessed democratic legitimacy, and felt that it should have no
authority over émigré social and political organizations. They saw Nikolai
Nikalaevich only as a figurehead. The final vote on the creation of the
permanent body caused only confusion. A majority voted in favour of
creating an authoritative council, but the rules of the congress required a
two-thirds majority, and the majority fell just short. The question
remained unresolved. Two competing unity councils were then set up—
the centrist Russian Central Union and the more right-wing Patriotic
Union. Rather than uniting the emigration, the congress resulted only in
the creation of two more political bodies, neither of which enjoved any
authoriy

The failure of the congress was partly the fault of Nikolai Nikolacvich
himself, It was called specifically to endorse his strong leadership, but he
not only failed to attend, but also did not make a clear public statement of
where he stood on the key questions to be debated. Many delegates
arrived at the congress keen to vote in whatever way Nikelai Nikolaevich
wanted them to, but they had difficulty finding out what this was. Many
asked Nikolai Nikolacvich's official representative at the congress,
General Lukomskii, but even he did not know his master's wishes. He
told many delegates to vote in favour of creating an authoritative council,
only to find out later that Nikolai Nikolacvich was opposed to the idea.®
Despite his reputation for leadership, the Grand Duke was weak and
indecisive. As the liberal politician, M. N. L'voy, noted, ‘in business
matters, in matters of organization and financial accounts, the Grand
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Dul-::: is like a powerless child who cannot walk and is afraid of every step
in case he falls.3* Personally unambitious, he was reluctant 1o become
ufmh-:.-nl in émigré politics and did so only due to the pressure exerted on
him by others. When he finally did ger involved he preferred to stay on
tl}c sidelines rather than speak out in public. He provided no sense of
dln.:w:tiun to those who followed him, and his leadership achieved nothing
positive, It was perhaps one of the tragedies of the Russian emigration
that the only man whom most émigrés were willing to follow was by
nature not suited to the task of leading them.

Uf‘ 25 April 1928 General Wrangel uncxpectedly died, almost
::ci'tlaml}' of intensive tuberculosis. The sudden nature of his illness
(which lasted only 2 month), and his relative youth (he was only 49), have
ever since led to speculation that he was poisoned, 5 burt there is no direct
evidence for this. The idea of poisoning was categorically rejected by
those closest to him at the time.3 [t is possible for someone to be infected
by tubcreulosis, and not be aware of it because the bacteria in his system
are dormant. The disease can then be set off in a dramatic form if his
immune system 1s weakened by a sccondary infection, such as influenza,
It is known that Wrangel suffered from a severe cold in early 1928, and it
could be that this was the caralyst that set off his tuberculosis. Traces of
tubcreulosis bacteria were found in a urine sample taken by his doctors. 57
On the other hand, Boris Bazhanov, who was Josef Stalin’s secretary and
lhcnl defected to the West, claimed in his memoirs that the Soviet secret
services had the technology to peison somebody and make it look like
tuberculosis, and that this technique was used to kill Wrangel.® The
rumours of foul play scem unfounded, but they cannot be ruled out
entirely.

Initially Wrangel was buried in Belgium, but a year later his body was
moved to Yugoslavia to be reinterred in the Russian church in Hnlgrr:ld-:,
To mark this event, an cnormous demonstration was organized. In
October 1929, Wrangel's body was brought to Yugoslavia by train, After
several stops en rout, it reached Belgrade railway station on 5 October,
where it was guarded overnight by a platoon of the Kornilov Artillery
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Battalion. The next day a huge procession accompanied the coffin from
the railway station to its final resting place at the Russian church in
Belgrade. The Yugoslay Army provided two companics of infantry, an
artillery battalivn, and a gun-carriage for the coffin. Companics of
Cossack troops in full uniform and with sabres joined the procession, as
did a platon of the Kornilov Shock Regiment and various other troops
of the Russian Army. Russian pilots flew planes overhead. Russian vouth
organizations, representatives of the Yugoslw, Hungarian, and lmlin‘u
wovernments, Russian émigré social organizations, and the general public
brought up the rear. Licutenant General Baron Petr Nikolaevich
Wrangel, Commander-in-Chiel of the Russian Army, was buricd in a
manner befitting a head of stare,

No other émigre leader received a send-off of even remotely compa-
rable magnitude, but then no other émigré enjoyed the love and devotion
of so many., Wrangel was a divisive character, who had a knack of alicnat-
ing those around him, but he retained the admiration and love of the rank
and file of the Russian Army, thousands of whom directly expericnced
the benefits of his efforts to improve their welfare in the carly 1920s, and
were grateful. Whatever his personal faults, he was a great leader, who
provided direction and purpose, and instilled a sense of hope in those
who served under him. When he died, their hopes were shattered.

W Percueicun pml'nl.',u' (renerala l"r.ufgr.l'm v Helgrad, 6 Obnabria 1929 g (Belgrade,
Bijip k.
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Activism, Provocation, and Paranoia

The ever-growing divisions among émigres made their dreams of over-
throwing the Bolshevik regime seem incredible, but at Ieast one party took
their efforts very seriously—rthe Soviet government. The leaders of the
USSR viewed the Russian Army in particular as a serious threat, and did
not intend to rest until it was completely destroyed. As soon as the army
arrived in Constantinople, the Soviet seeret services were at work recruit-
ing agents among disaffected officers.! They were also believed to have
plaved an important role in the provocations and forgerics which so
damaged the Russian Army in Bulgaria in 1922. The war continued,
albeit in another form. Throughout the 1920s and 1930s the Bolsheviks
put considerable cfforts into disrupting the army in exile. Their methods
included provocation, abduction, and murder.

On their side, from the very beginning of their exile the leaders of the
Russian Army attempted to carry out underground actions inside Russia,
Unsuccesstul efforts were made during 1921, for instance, to raise a new
revolt in the Don region.? Many émigrés argued that if the Soviet regime
was not going to evalve, it was their responsibility to do all they could 1o
promote its violent overthrow, These ‘actvists’ believed that it would be
wrong to sit back and wait for the Soviet regime to evolve and fall, because
with every vear of communist rule, rehigion was undermined, Russia’s
historic traditions were destroved, and tensions between the nationalities
of the country increased, making it harder and harder to keep them
together. Thus concluded one proponent of this view, ‘time will not wait,
we must act.’? Otherwise, irreparable damage would have been done by
the nime commumism actually fell.

Not cveryone shared the enthusiasm for continued struggle. Miliukoy,
for oneg, rejected the idea entirely. Instead he and others hike him placed
their hopes on the Soviet regime “evolving'. Continued anti-Soviet struggle
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would, it was feared, merely fuel a backlash inside Soviet Russia and so
hamper the process of evolution. For the members of the Russian Army,
however, Miliukov's strategy scemed self-defeating. In the eyes of the
White officer corps, the Soviet regime was based entirely on foree, and by
foree it had 1o be overthrown. As General Shatilov wrote in 1923, the idea
that the Soviet regime could evolve was bascless—'that is why one must
consider the only true path to the liberation of Russia from the 3rd
International to be its forceful overthrow.™ In addinion, it soon became
obvious that the prospects for a renewed conventional military campaign
were rapidly diminishing. In this light, the army’s leaders began to
contemplate a large-scale shift wowards revolutionary methods. This
implied conspiracy, propaganda, subversion, terrorism, and sabotage
within the Soviet Union. This was first suggested by Wrangel's stafl as
carly as January 1921.3 |
In 1922 Wrangel told his military representatives in various countrics
to try to establish contacts with leading members of the Red Army with
the aim of convincing them of the positive nature of the Russian Army’s
aims.® As part of this general strategy, in 1922 Wrangel's representative
in Berlin, General Khol'msen, created a newspaper, Russbaia Pravda
(Russian Truth), which was distributed inside Russia across the Polish
and Baltic borders and through Soviet sailors calling at German ports.” In
1924, the staff of Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich stopped funding
Busskaia Pravda, after which it was rescued by a former regimental
colleague of General Wrangel, Prince Leikhtenbergski, who ran a
publishing house in Berlin. A group of *fricnds’ of the newspaper was
established, known as the Brotherhood of Russian Truth, BRP (Bratsive
Russboi Pravdy), which raised money to keep it going untl the carly
1930s. Russbara Pravda claimed to be in contact with a large number of
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anti=Sovicet groups inside the Soviet Union (especially Belorussia) whom
it claimed were controlled by the BRP's Supreme Command, and it
published fantastic stories of their partisan activities. An edition of
autumn 1927, for instance, wrote of the destruction of a government
supply depot in Borisoy, the beaung off of a Red cavalry detachment, and
the shooting down of a Soviet warplane,®

The claims of Russkaia Pravda were treated with great caution by
ROVS leaders, many of whom felr that they were products of the fertile
imagination of the newspaper’s editor, 5. A. Sokolov, who liked to call
himsell ‘Ataman Krechetov’, Many critics believed that the BRP was
based entirely on bluff. There were suspicions that it was either a Soviet
provocation or a genuinely anti-Soviet organization heavily penetrated by
Soviet agents.? As a result, ROVS came to regard the BRP as a hostile
organization, especially as its fund-raising activities competed with those
of ROVS. ROVS members were forbidden to participate in its activities.'®

The BRP was not the only group dedicated to continued struggle
against the Soviets. Various other groups and individuals, some decidedly
eccentric, tried their hands. One of the leading exponents of continued
struggle was the socialist revolutionary Boris Savinkov. Savinkov was a
compulsive conspirator, who before the revolution was 2 member of the
terrorist branch of the Socialist Revolutionary Party. In 1904 he helped to
assassinate the Imperial Minister of the Interior, Viacheslav Plehve. He
then became Deputy Minister of War under Kerenskii, and after the fall
of the Provisional Government in July 1918 organized an unsuccessful
uprising against the Bolsheviks in the city of Yaroslavl. After going into
exile in Poland Savinkov continued to organize underground anti-
communist action inside Russia. Wrangel considered him completely
untrustworthy, and forbade his representatives to work with him. In 1924
Savinkov was lured into Russia by a Soviet agent provecateur, captured,
and imprisoned. He died in prison in 1925 in suspicious circumstances. '

Another proponent of underground action against the Soviets was A.
L. Guchkov, a keen duellist with a reputation as a wild adventurer. In 1900

¥ Russbaiae Pravda, Sept./Oct. 1927, 14-15 (Copy held in HIA, VSIuR, Sudnoe
Ondelenie, Box 3, File 13).

# HIA, Arkhangel'skii Collection, Box 1 (Letter, von Lampe to Arkhangel’skii, no. 794,
13 Sept. 1g27). HIA, WA, Box 147, File 34, 505-7 (Letter, Shatilov to Wrangel, 11 Now
19270 Box 150, File 44, pp 417=20 (Circular, General Wrangel, 7 Mow. 1927); Box 147, File
3% P 3991 (Lewer, Wrangel to Shauloy, 23 Aug. 1927)

" HAR, ROVS, Box g (Lewer, Abramov to Stogoy, 29 May a1l HIA, Arkhangel'ski
Collection, Box z (Circular, General Shatiboy, no. 452, 27 Feb. 1933).

** C. Andrew and O Gordievsky, KGB: The Inside Stary (London, 1990), 68-70.



134 Activism., Provocation, and Paraneia

he had fought on the side of the Boers against the British during the
South African War, He also tought several duels, In g2z he suggested 1w
Wrangel that he carry out a coup in Bulgaria against Prime Minister
Stamboulisky, but Wrangel rejected the idea outright. On reading this
suggestion General Miller wrote in the margins of Guchkov's letter that
the idea was pure “adventure’ and a sign of 2 man who had not overcome
his *ambitious adventurism®.'? Unperturbed Guchkov continued to
scheme against communism. He bought a boat in Germany and planned
to set up a radio station in the Baltic Sea 1o broadeast anti-Sovict propa-
ganda. Eventually, however, the German government foreed him to aban-
don s project. 'S

In Poland two generals, Novikov and Glazenap, carried out a number
of cross-border raids in 1923, but achieved nothing, at heavy cost.
Wrangel refused to give them any funds to continue their work, and their
activities soon ceased.™ Among members of the Russian Army and of
ROVS the desire to continue the fight was widespread. Wrangel noted
that preserving the army could not be an end in itself, and only made
sense if the army were used in some way against the Bolsheviks.'S The
Circle of Russian Youth in Helsinki, which consisted of former junior
officers, passed a resolution in 1923, stating that “The main and for now
only task of nationally-minded Russians both in Russia and in cmigration

. is merciless ideological and physical struggle with the Bolsheviks,
struggle regardless of what happens, struggle by everyone in whom 2
Russian heart beats, struggle to the last drop of blood.™*

By 1923, Wrangel recognized that the army's efforts had to be refo-
cused on covert operations. As he wrote in a circular of 18 July 1923, the
prospects of foreign intervention had faded and so, *“We must undertake
revolutionary work . . . the majority of our power and resources should
now be directed inside Russia.”7 Responsibility for running underground
operations inside the Soviet Union was given to General Kutepov. In
December 1923 Wrangel handed over contral of underground activitics
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to Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolacvich, and in March 1924 Kutepov was
summoned to France by the Grand Duke to take over the command of
this secret work. His operanions were funded through the Fund for the
Salvation of the Motherland, FSR ( Fond Spaseniia Rodiny), which raised
its money from individual conuibutions. Committees were set up in
emigre communities to organize the fund-raising, and wherever possible,
civilian leaders were found to run the committees. Most contributions
came, however, from the ranks of ROVS members.

Ettorts were made to raise money abroad, but these had little success.
A small amount of money may have been given to Kutepov by Oliver
Locker-Lampson, a Conservative member of the British parliament.'®
Locker-Lampson had commanded a Britsh armoured car squadron
which fought alongside the Russian army on the Eastern Front in the
First World War. Vehemently anti-Bolshevik, he maintained close
contacts with Russian military émigrés throughout the 1920s. Another
White sympathiser who had visited the eastern front during the First
World War and established a close relationship with Grand Duke Nikolai
MNikolacvich at the nme, was Colonel Robert Rutherford McCormick,
owner and editor of the Chicage Tribune newspaper. The McCormick
family was one of the richest in America, its fortune being based on the
famous ‘MeCormick rcaper” which revolutionized American agriculture
i the ninetcenth century, Robert Rutherford McCormick, known in
America simply as “The Colonel’, and his brother, a member of the US
Senate, visited the Grand Duke at his home in France at some point in
the mid-1g920s. The brothers offered to form a group of powerful finan-
cial and industrial leaders in the USA o provide the Grand Duke with a
substantial amount of money. Three months later, however, the Colonel
returncd and said that they had had to abandon the undertaking due to
interference by the US government, General Lukomskii suspected that
the real reason may have been that Senator McCormick had signed a
contract to sell agricultural equipment 1o the Soviets, although the
Colonel’s passionately anu-Soviet attitude renders this explanation
unlikely. More probably, the plan collapsed because of the death of the
senator in 1925. A somewhar more successful contact for the Russians was
General Williams, who had served as the representative of the British
War Ministry at Russian military headquarters in the First World War,
e and some unnamed Americans did apparently provide some money to

W HIA, WA, Box 147, File 33, 251 {Lener, Shatilov 10 Wrangel, 5 July 1927).
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Kutepov's anti-Sovier operations. The former Ceech Prime Minister
Karel Kramar may also have helped.' .
By piccing together various statements Kutepov made in the l'nlnli*
19205 one can trace an outline of his straregy. It was quite modest. It did
not involve large-scale terrorist operations, incitement of uprisings, or the
like. Insufficient funds were available for any grand plans, and it was
recognized that the groundwork had first to be laid. The emphasis was (o
be on espionage, maintaining links with the homeland, and pencirating
the Red Army. Particular importance was given to the task of establishing
contacts with the Red Army, as it was realized that the support of its offi-
cers and soldiers for any uprising would be vital. It was no longer envi-
sioned that the Russian Army would fight against the Red Army, but that
they would become allies in a common struggle, and eventually merge to
form & new national army. As Kutepov later said, “We believe and know,
that when the army, which is now called red, throws off the yoke of the
srd International, it will merge with us into one Russian :1rm3.:"*'"“" _
Kutepov felt that his first step must be to establish contacts with anti-
Bolshevik movements within Russia. "The emigration’s role would then be
to support and encourage these groups, maintain contacts with thcm,_:md
show them that they were not alone. As Kutepov wrote, *Our duty is to
help Russia’s internal national forces with all the resources at our
disposal.”*" Afier establishing contact with these forces, the Whites would
then install within the Soviet Union a number of long-term agents.
Unfortunately for Kutepoy, this strategy was to lead him right into the
trap prepared by “The Trust’. .
“T'he Trust’ was the code-name given to a fictional underground ant-
Soviet arganization which was in fact fully run and operated by the St:it'ict
secret service, the GPU.22 It was one of a number of similar provocations
organized by the GPU in the early 19208 The modus up-ur‘:m-cli of such
provocations invariably followed the same lines. Emgres would be
contacted by a Soviet citizen, abroad on business, who would purport to
be a member of a large underground movement inside the Soviet Union.
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The émigres would be asked o establish contacts with the movement,
send their agents to meet them inside Russia, and give them financial
support. The purpose of the whole exercise was to channel the émigré
plotters into activities which could be observed and controlled by the
Soviet secret services. At the required moment, the whole émigre under-
ground could then be destroved, its agents arrested and shot. It was a
provocation such as this which led to the caprure of Boris Savinkow.

The Trust began its operations in November 1921 when a man calling
himsell’ Aleksandr lakushev made contact with Russian émigrés in
Estomia. lakushev said that he was a member of a large underground
organization inside Russia, code-named *The Trust’. He ¢laimed that the
Trust had many cells throughout Russia, as well as important contacts
within both the Red Army and the GPU. Its leaders were supposedly the
well-known Red Army Generals Zaionchkovskii and Potapov. On 7
August 1923 lakushev mer various senior army officers and civilian ad-
visers representing Wrangel. Having listened to him, only one of those
present thought that lakushev was a provecarenr. The others chose to
believe him.*? Iakushev then travelled o Paris, where he met Miller, and
through him Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich.*4 Wrangel, however, was
not convinced by the reports given to him. After mecting General
Potapov in Yugoslavia in late 1923 he became convinced that the Trust
was a provocation, and ordered his stafl 1o break off contact with .33
Wrangel also warned Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich and Kutepov of
his suspicions, but his warnings were to no avail.*® On a visit to Paris,
Potapov convinced many that the Trust was genuine, and the Grand
Duke's stafl’ decided to establish permanent contact with i,

To test the worth of the Trust, Kutepov arranged for two agents to be
sent to Moscow. These were a former White officer, Georgii Radkovich,
and s wife, Mara Zakharchenko-Shul'tz, who had also fought in the
Civil War on the White side. In late 1923, they crossed into Russia, made
their way to Moscow, and there established contact with the Trust, which
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provided them with accommodation and work in a market. They were
allowed to continue living in Moscow to create the impression that the
Trust was genuine. Communications between Kutepov and his agents
were maintained by using the Polish diplomatic bag. It has been claimed
that Kutepov and his agents knew from the start that the “T'rust was a
provocation, and simply used it in order to get the agents safely inand out
of Russia.? Bur even a cursory review of Shul'tzs letters 1o Kutepov
reveals that she was totally taken in by the Trust. One report, fur instance,
mentioned that the Trust had opened cells in eleven new towns, and
conveyed 3 reguest e provide the Trust with S_.',,+mn.3:'i In another she
wrote that ‘our friends are truly working bevond their strength. 1 am
struck by their capacity for work.”™ Kutepov was warned from many
quarters about the nature of the Trust. General Denikin, for instance, 1o
whom he often turned for advice, warned him thar it must be a provoca-
tion,™ but despite this, Kutepov retained complete faith in ic*! He did so
even after his assistant General Monkevitz vanished in mysterious
circumstances in 1926, Monkevitz had lived with Denikin and his wife
and left behind documents which convineed Denikin that he had been a
Soviet agent.*

There were many reasons for the absolute faith Kutepov had in the
Trust. Wishful thinking undoubtedly had a lot to do with it. Another
reason was that Shul'tz and Radkovich were allowed to live unmolested in
Muoscow for several vears, and to send back a continual flow of intelli-
genee. Between the end of 1923 and carly 1927 the two agents made vari-
ous trips out of the country o mect Kutepoy, and the ease with which
they crossed and recrossed the border only reinforced their faith in the
Trust. Kutepov and his colleagues were also blinkered by their sense of
honour. It was one thing to understand in principle that many men were
provecalenrs, it was another to question the honour of the specilic person
who stood in front of you. Licutenant M. A. Kritskii, who later worked
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tor Kutepovy, noted that when the general lived in Yugoslavia he was often
visited by soldicrs asking for help. He was aware that many were deceiv-
ing him, but was nonetheless alwayvs surprised to find this out. For, as
koritskin said, *A. P [Kutepov's| sense of suspicion of others was entirely
theoretical. He had difficulties imagining that this very person with
whom he was now communicating was capable of deceit. Being himself
incapable of telling a lie, A. P. was ashamed even to suspect another of
lving."33 5. L. Voitsekhovskii, who worked for Kutepov's secret organiza-
tion, handling correspondence between him and the Trust, fele that in his
own case 11 was also honour which blinded him to the Trust: *We were
young and brought up in the traditions of that Russia, for which a mili-
tary uniform was a commission of honour. We could not imagine
Zaionchkovskii or Potapov as despicable weapons of the Chekists [Soviet
secrel police]."H

Two incidents should have alerted Kutepov to the true nature of the
Trust but did not. The first was the capturc of the British agent Sidney
Reilly, popularly known as the ‘Ace of Spics’. In 1925 Reilly met Kutepov
and arranged to enter Russia through the channels of the Trust. He
crossed the Soviet border with the help of Radkovich and reached
Moscow where he met representatives of the Trust. He was then arrested
and shot. To avert suspicion the Soviets claimed that he had been killed
in a fight with border guards while trying to leave the country, and this
seems to have satisfied Kutepov and his agents, as they did not blame the
Trust for whar had happened .35

The second incident was a journey through Russia carried out by one
of Wrangel’s former political advisers, V. V. Shulgin. Shulgin’s son had
been killed during the Civil War, but Shulgin believed that he was still
alive and wanted to travel 1o Soviet Russia to find him. The Trust
arranged for him to enter Russia, transported him around the country,
and then allowed him to leave unscathed. Shulgin wrote a book describ-
ing his adventures, in which he claimed that a large underground organi-
zation existed inside Russia, which was on the verge of taking power.3®
On reading this, the more perceptive observers immediately suspected a
provocation, but others interpreted Shulgin's story as proof that the
Trust really was a powerful organization which had a real chance of over-
throwing the Bolsheviks.
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The line peddled by the Trust was that it was a large and growing
organization, with an ever-increasing number of members in important
positions of authority, Rather than spending its resources on premature
subversion and terrorism, it climed to be preserving its forces to be ina
position to make one big bid for power. This gave the Sovicts a useful
pretext to restrain Kutepov and his agents from trying to carry out
subversion, sabotage, or terrorism themselves. By 1926, however,
Kutepov and Shul'tz were becoming impatient with the lack ol acuvity
this implied, and had begun to consider carrying our terrorist actions. In
March 1927, Kutepov met Shul'tz, lakushey, and Potapov i the town of
Terijoki in Finland to discuss strategy, and it became clear from the meet-
ing that it would be increasingly difficult to dissuade Kutepov from carry-
ing out terrorist actions.37 In these circumstances the Trust had outlived
its purpose, which was to restrain Kutepov from such activities and to
channel his actions into dircetions deemed harmless by the GPU. In addi-
tion, the Trust was coming under suspicion around this time from the
Polish intelligence services. Supposedly, a set of Soviet mobilization plans
sold by the Trust to the Poles were seen by the Polish President, Marshal
Pilsudski, who announced that he was sure that they were forgeries.®
The Soviets therefore decided to liquidate the Trust.

Shul'tz and Radkovich had initially made contact with the Trust
through a man named Eduard Opperput, who unknown to them was a
Soviet agent. In April 1927, Opperput suddenly revealed to Shul'tz that
he was working for the Soviets and thar the Trust was a provocation. He
had, he said, repented of his ways, and wished the truth o be known.
Fearing arrest, Shul'tz and Kutepov's other agents (three morc had
arrived in Moscow in 1926) fled the country. Opperput, under instrue-
tions to keep an cye on Kutepov's organization, went with them. Having
arrived in Finland, Opperput made a statement to the press, revealing all
about the Trust, This was a terrible blow to those who believed in the
need for underground action against the Soviet regime, as the pointless-
ness and futility of such actions were now revealed. Furthermore, the

public revelations about the Trust shone bright light on the activities of 3

Soviet provecatenrs. Emigrés already believed that they were surrounded
by enemies. Now their worst fears were proved to be true. There were
provocateurs evervwhere after all! The newspaper Novata Rossira (New
Russia) expressed the mood well: “The GPU is striving to dissolve the
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most dangerous enemy of the communists—the Russian emigraton. There
15 a continuous bacchanalia abroad: provocation after provocation, bribery,
betraval, *trusts’, assassinations, ctc. . .. The knife of the Russian chekist
has already been driven into the spine of the emigraton.’3¥ The journal
Hustrirovannata Rossia (llustrated Russia) ran a sensational article by
Viadimir Burtsey revealing many of the most intimate details of Kutepov's
involvement with the Trust. This sparked a series of similar revelations
about other underground groups. For instance, in 1928 a set of polemical
articles appeared in the émigre press purporting to reveal all abour the BRP,
and claiming that the orgamzation was a Soviet provocation,?©

From now on the emigration’s sense of paranoia would grow ever
deeper. It became increasingly difficult to trust anybody else, and when
things went wrong the failures were invariably laid at the door of Soviet
provecatenrs. Mutual accusations of being Soviet agents began to fly back
and forth with ever-increasing regularity.#! This not only made any form
of communal action more difficult, it also made a rational analysis of
crrors impossible. Opperput’s public revelations about the Trust thus had
a devastating and debilitating effect on the whole Russian emigration.

Kutepov himself came under tremendous pressure to surrender the
leadership of the underground struggle to someone else. In order to
restore his reputation, he therefore decided now to move immediately to
a new strategy—rterrorism—in the hope that a few prominent terrorist
acts orgamzed abroad would inspire those inside the USSR to follow
suit.** Opperput was given a chance to prove that his repentance was real,
and sent back into Russia with Shul'tz and a third agent, Peters, armed
with explosives to blow up a GPU hostel in Moscow. A second team of
three men, led by a voung captain from the Markovskii Artillery
Battalion, Viktor Larionoy, was sent on a similar mission to Leningrad.
Unsurprisingly, Opperput’s mission was intercepted by the GPU (prob-
ably betrayed by Opperput himself). Pursued across the country, Shul'tz
and Peters were eventually killed in a shoot-out near Smolensk 43
Larionov's group had more success. Reaching Leningrad undetected,
they threw several bombs into a minor meeting at the Leningrad Party
Club and escaped unscathed back over the border into Finland.+
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Encouraged by this success, Kutepov sent two more groups, cach of
two men, over the Finnish=Soviet border in August 1927, and a third
group of three men crossed into Russia from Latvia, Unfortunately, the
first group was confronted by a forester who tried to detain them. Having
killed him in order to escape, they were pursued by Soviet soldiers and
killed in a shoot=out near Petrozavodsk. The alarm having been raised, the
second group of two was captured, as were the three coming in from
Latvia. The five survivors were then put on public trial by the Soviets. 3
These disasters caused Kutepov to halt his terrorist campaign for a year,
Then in July 1928 Radkovich and one other agent were sent 1o Moscow,
Radkovich threw a bomb into the pass office of the GPUs headguarters,
the Lubianka, and in the ensuing pursuit both he and his colleague were
killed #® Kutepov's so-called *Fighting Organization’ was wiped out with
hardly anything to show for it. In a last effort to carry out a spectacular
terrorist act, Kutepov sent an agent to Moscow with instructions to assas-
sinate one of the leaders of the Communist Party, Nikolai Bukharin, The
agent made it to Moscow undetected, but found Bukharin's security too
tight to warrant an attack, and rerurned to France without having fulfilled
his mission. 7

The failure of Kutepov's terrorist campaign was in part due to a lack
of resources, and in part to bad luck, but mainly to the immense difficulty
of operating within the Soviet Union. But Kutepov’s absolute failure did
not mean that his efforts were without wider consequences both in the
international arena and for the Russian emigration. The historian Paul
Blackstock claims that Kutepov's terror offensive contributed to the war
scare between Britain and the USSR in 1927, and that it was also used by
Stalin to justify a counter-terror against his political opponents inside the
Soviet Union.#® When the five captured members of Kutepov's organi-
zation were put on public trial every cffort was made by the Soviet pros-
ccutors to link them to British intelligence, which, it was claimed, had
entirely directed Kutepov's work.# This contributed to the general war
psvehasis which gripped the USSR ar this time. Kutepov's activitics ¢an
only have served to increase the Soviets’ sense of security paranoia, justi-
fving their beliefs that the White Guards were still plotting against them,
although, of course, this sense of paranoia was already highly developed,
even without Kutepov's help. The effect of Kutepov's operations was
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greater on the Russian emigration than it was on the wider world. They
pushed the enmigration in two opposing dircctions. Some émigrés, cxam-
ming Kutepov’s failure, decided to turn their backs once and for all on
‘active struggle’ against the Soviets, concluding that nothing could be
done. To others, though, Kutepov was an inspiraton. However much he
had failed, he had shown the way ahead. This interpretation was particu-
larly popular among the Gallipoliitsy and the younger generation of
Russian émigres. Indeed one veteran, Boris Prianishnikoy, remarked in
his memoirs that enmigre youth “worshipped’ Kutepov.?® On top of his
example at Gallipoh, s leadership of the continuing underground strug-
gle came to symbolize the very essence of *irreconcilability’. His example
tore the emigration into two—half abandoning the struggle for ever, and
hall’ endorsing it even more keenly.

On 29 April 1928, the day after Wrangel's death, Grand Duke Nikolai
Nikolaevich appointed Kutepov head of ROVS.3' Less than a year later,
Kutepov found himself clevated yer again, when Grand Duke Nikolai
Nikolaevich died on 35 January 1929. While ill at the end of 1928 the
Grand Duke had temporarily transferred all his powers and authority to
Kutepov, who therefore now issued an order formally accepting Nikolai
Nikolacvich’s duties on a permanent basis.?* With this he became undis-
puted leader of the military emigration. The Grand Duke’s staff were
now subsumed into ROVS, and absorbed into the central directorate
which Kutepov created in Paris.

Some senior officers were sceptical about Kutepov's ability to fulfil his
new role. He was considered to be unmintelligent, discredited by his
involvement with the Trust, and politically too far to the right.53 In fact,
Kutepov was to prove a rather better leader than expected. He enjoved
immense personal authority among the Gallipoliitsy, but as the last
commanding officer of one of Imperial Russia’s most prestigious units,
the Preobrazhenskn Guards Regiment, he was also acceptable to most of
the more conservative officers who made up the membership of the mili-
tary associations. He therefore united all the various tendencies within
ROVS. In addition, despite his reputation for harsh discipline and reac-
tonary beliefs, he was to display a surprising flexibility and ability to
reach out to the more liberal parts of the Russian emigration. It appeared
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that years of exile had taught him a political tact that he had previously
entirely lacked. General Denikin commented that, as ROVS President,
Kutepov showed surprising diplomatic ability, finding a way of speaking
in different tongues to both the left and right of émigré society. He care-
fully kept out of the arguments dividing the Orthodox Church abroad,
visiting churches under the jurisdiction of both Evlogii and Antonii. He
also made determined efforts o attract Jews into the anu-Bolshevik
struggle, and to rid the White armices of their anti-Semitic image.* One
prominent liberal Jewish émigreé, G. Sliozberg, would later praise
Kutepov as onc of the few White leaders to have actively prevented
pogroms in the Civil War, and to have accepted that a future Russia must
be for all Russians, including Jewish ones, whom he understood could
play an important role in a renewed Russia 33

From the point of view of the Soviet government, Kutepov was an
especially dangerous enemy. His immense stubbornness gave him an
utterly inflexible determination to continue the struggle against the
Soviets with all the means at his disposal. The Soviets must have known
that Kutepov would never stop. They therefore decided to eliminate him,

On the morning of 26 January 1930, Kutepov disappeared after leav-
ing his officc in Panis. Later, a witness reported sceing a man of his
description being bundled into a car and driven away at high speed.s® It
turned out that Kutepov had been abducted by agents of the GPU, who
planned to take him back to Moscow, interrogate him, and then kill him.
Two versions of his ultimate fate exist. According to the first version,
Kutepov suffered an adverse reaction to the chloroform used to subdue
him and died while still in France.57 According to the second version, he
was smuggled onto a boat in Marseilles, but died while en route to the
USSHE.3* Whichever version is true, Kutepov does not scem to have
reached the Soviet Union alive,

The manner of the kidnapping raised suspicions that Kutepov had
been betraved by someone close to him. Kutepov almost never walked
anywhere: thirty Russian taxi-drivers took turns to take a day off once a
month to act as his chauffeur. But on the day of his kidnapping Kutepov
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dismissed his driver and left his office on foot for a rendezvous with an
unknown person. Observers commented that he would only have done
this if he trusted absolutely the person he was going to meet. Suspicion
has since fallen on Major General B. A. Steifon, who had been Camp
Commandant at Gallipoli and responsible for putting Kutepov's ideas of
draconian discipline into practice. The suspicion that Steifon betrayved
Kutepov is based on very circumstantial evidence, but some new infor-
mation on his possible involvement can be found in the unpublished
memoirs of General Shatilov. According to Shatiloy, at some point in the
19205 Steifon had quarrclled with Kutepov, whom he denounced as a
‘stupid and untalented commander’.’® In the mid-1920s Wrangel
expelled Steifon from ROVS for quarrelling in the press with another
general. Tt may be, therefore, that Steifon felt sufficiently disgruntled
with the ROVS leadership to consider betraying it to the Soviets. In early
January 1930, prior to Kutepov's kidnapping, he suddenly appeared in
Paris, telling fantastic stories of a trip he had made on Kutepov's behalf
to Russia, and showed Shatilov photographs which he alleged he had
taken in the city of Ekaterinodar in the northern Caucasus. He claimed
that he had been reconciled with Kutepoy, who had sent him on a secret
mission to the Soviet Union, although Kutepov told Shatilov that this was
not true.®® Then, afier Kutepov's kidnapping, Steifon left Paris and
returned to his home in Yugoslavia. His sudden appearance and disap-
pearance seemed inexplicable, and it has therefore been suggested that the
purpose of his trip to Paris was to arrange the kidnapping of Kutepov. A
former Volunteer officer, A. N. Petrov, who was recruited as a Soviet
agent and later turncd himself in to the Belgian police, claimed that
Steifon was also in the pay of the Soviets.® Despite this, there is no solid
evidence to link Steifon directly to the kidnap of Kutepov. Furthermore,
Steifon’s later career showed him to be 2 dedicated anti-communist. In
the Second World War he commanded the Russian Corps which collabo-
rated with the Germans in Yugoslavia and nothing he did during the war
suggested that he was working for the Soviets. The identity of the person
who betrayed Kutepov therefore remains a mystery.

From the point of view of ROVS and the broader Russian emigration,
the impact of the kidnapping was devastaung. In the first place, ROVS lost
a leader who enjoyed great authonty. There was no suitable replacement,
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and Kutepov had named no successor, On the day alter his dir;:lppmrnm;c
a group of senior generals and civilians close to ROVS met to discuss t:rlu
succession, and endorsed General Miller as the new president of RD‘#'_S.
Miller had many qualities, but he lacked the authority and strength of will
of cither Wrangel or Kutepov. He was to prove incapable of providing the
same leadership as his predecessors. |

Kutepov's abduction renewed the split in the emigration with regard
to the viability of active struggle against the Soviets. [t was clear that he
had been kidnapped because of his commitment to underground work.
‘I'o thuse opposcd 1o *activism’, his abduction was proofl of the folly of
such behaviour. But to many others, Kutepov's abduction was instead
proof that ROVS was on the right track. Surely, it was argued, the Soviets
would not have abducted Kutepov unless ROVS was a real threat. The
title of a contemporary pamphlet summed up this feeling precisely, asking
“Why was Kutepov kidnapped, but not Miliukov:'—the nhriuus.nnswcr
being that Miliukov was not a threat to the Soviets, whereas hull-:.pj:n'
was."* Despite the failures of his underground work, Kutepov's activities
now acquired in some circles a truly inspirational quality. His death hard-
ened the resolve of those promoting renewed struggle and ensured that
the rift between them and these opposed to it would be final.

The mutual recriminations which followed Kutepov's disappearance
had an even worse impact. Accusations of involvement began to fly in all
dircetions. Viadimir Burtsey, who had exposed agents provecatenrs in the
SR Party before the Revolution, wok upon himsell the task of rescarch-
ing the case, and concluded that there must have been a Soviet spy in
Kutepov's closest entourage. Burtsev claimed that his sources had fuhl
him that the general was betrayed by ‘several people close 1o him’,
although he refused to name names.% Suspicion in particular fell on one
of Kutepov's assistants, Colonel A. A, Zaitsov. Burtsev did not directly
accuse Zaitsov of involvement, but issued a statement saying that he
could not ignore the accusations being made, which from Zaitsov's point
of view was little better, Bitter recriminations flew back and forth for
three vears, until in 1933 Burtsev was finally forced to apologize.™

The witch-hunt atmosphere launched by Burtsev would have been bad
cnough on its own, but it now spread cven wider, The newspaper
Vozrozhdenie accused two émigré generals, D'iakonov and Karganov, of
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working for the Bolsheviks. The two sued the newspaper in the French
courts and won, but the mud stuck.® A Captain Zavadskii-
Krasnopol'skin, who had liaised with the French police on Kutepov's
behalf, also came under suspicion. Burtsev also accused Steifon and
Zaitsov of running counter-intelligence operations in Bulgaria and play-
ing a double game with Soviet provocatenrs, in a manner which exceeded
the permissible limits. Steifon vehemently rejected these claims in corre-
spondence to Miller, and sued Burtsev for libel.™ These accusations were
indicative of the all-round suspicion created by Kutcpov's death. Even
more than before, it now became commuonplace to blame all problems on
Soviet provocation, and to accuse anyone with whom one had a disagree-
ment of being a Soviet agent.

Kutepov was not the last émigré to be murdered by the Soviets. A
number of other émigrés died in suspicious circumstances, although, as
with Wrangel, it 1s not always possible to ascertain exactly the cause of
death. For instance, General Shatilov suspected that his former assistant,
Squadron Commander Arkadii Polunin, was among those murdered by
the Sovicts. Polunin had served in Wrangel's intelligence department and
was put on trial in Switzerland in the early 19205 for the murder of the
Soviet diplomat Vatslav Vorovskii. Vorovskii had been killed by a veteran
of the Drozdovskin Regiment, Caprain Conradi, who used a pistol given
to him by Polunin. Remarkably, both Conradi and Polunin were acquit-
ted, having argued before the court that their acnon was justified by the
reprehensible nature of the Soviet regime.” Polunin then moved to
France where he worked for Shaulov helping to find work for members
of the Russian Army in that country. He also acted as a go-between ferry-
ing messages between Wrangel, Locker-Lampson, and Prince Felix
Yusupov, a friend of Locker-Lampson, who was famous for helping
Grand Duke Dmitrii Pavlovich to murder Rasputin,® On 23 February
1932 Polunin was found unconscious on a train and died shortly after-
wards. His death was put down to a diabetic attack, but he had no previ-
ous record of diaberes, and Shaulov suspected foul play. Apparently
Polunin had been persuaded by Burtsev to allow himself to be recruited
by the Soviets so that he could act as a double agent on Burtsev's behalf,
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The Soviets may well have seen through his trick and killed him.%
Whether this was true or not, the fact that Shatlov believed it reveals
much about the suspicious state of mind of Russian e¢migrés by the early
10308.

The emigration, though separated from its homeland, was not ignored
by it. The Soviets had a profound fear of all opponents, and actively
pursued the goal of breaking up émigré society, fostering divisions,
removing opponents, creating suspicton and paranoia, and undermining
faith in active struggle. In this they were phenomenally successful. Once
the interplay of the Seviet regime’s covert operations with the under-
ground activitics of the émigrés themsclves is recognized, 1t becomes
much easier to understand why émigrés behaved and thought as they did.

" Shanilos, *Memoirs', 1300

IO

The New Generation

By 1930, even the youngest of Wrangel's veterans, those who had fought
in the civil war as young teenagers, were reaching their late twenties. Most
were in their thirtics or older. As time went by, ROVS leaders became
more and more worried about the need to find a new generation of
recruits to be the soldiers and activists of the future. They attacked the
problem by organizing training to qualify new officers and NCOs and
educate the current troops. These efforts failed to appeal to all but a few
younger émigrés, but simultaneous attempts to encourage émigré vouth
to create and strengthen new anti-Bolshevik organizations of their own
had more success, and had a lasting impact on the Russian emigration.

The first effort to attract émigré youth into the ranks of the army in
exile was an initiative of Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich, who in 1926
told Wrangel of his desire to fill the ranks of regimental unions with
voung men, in order to instil a spirit of duty and honour into them.
Wrangel therefore issued an order allowing regiments and military asso-
ciations to include in their ranks young men who had not fought in either
the First World War or the Civil War.! However, few associations did
anything, and few young men responded. Noting that many young
emigrés were interested in sport, the Grand Duke’s staff therefore tried a
more subtle approach, organizing sporting clubs attached to military
associations. A great deal of effort was put into this, but with limited
results.® In Paris a gymnastics school was set up under General Fok, and
a youth circle created for the Union of Great War Veterans, but elsewhere
little was achieved. In 1929 Kutepov noted this lack of progress and
reminded military organizations of the need to attract youth, suggesting
that they give special attention to practical activities rather than educa-
tional lectures,? but his words brought little change.

' Ceemeral Alifler v Bolganit (Sofia, 1930), 6.
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By 1430, the ageing of the ROVS membership was becoming obvious
to all, As a result, under General Miller’s leadership, ROVS began to pay
greater attention (o the problem of rejuvenating its ranks, ROVS's goal
was to instil in vouths the correct virtues of patriotism, struggle, irrecon-
cilability, and sclf-sacrifice, so that even if they chose not to join ROVS,
they would carry on the struggle on their own. As Miller said in a speech
in Bulgaria in 1930, “The struggle docs not consist solely of lighting with
weapons in one'’s hands, but also in preserving one’s national and moral
outlook, in forging in oneself the feeling of sacrifice and selfless dedica-
tion to the Motherlnd. . . . We must ereate abroad the base for the resur-
rection of Russia—we must support the young forees ol the enigration.™
Under Miller’s leadership, ROVS would play an important role in
supporting Russian youth groups and in aiding the new gencration of
¢migres to preserve their Russian identity abroad.

In March 1931, Miller issued a *Stature on the Military Preparation of
ROVS Members’. This established four categories of military training
courses designed o update the military knowledge of existing ROVS
members or provide a basic military education for new recruits. These
courses covered topics such as weaponry, tactics, military history and
topography, communications, the Red Army and the contemporary
USSR, and in some cases included ficld-training, map-reading, and
sports, as well as a two-week camp® With the establishment of all these
courses, ROVS finally began to put into practice its talk about study and
sclf-perfection, as well as about attracting new members.

At first there were great hopes for this traiming, but the response
among both ROVS members and ¢émigré vouth was disappointing, with
only a handful of men awending the courses. For instance, only ten or
twenty a year turned up for most of the various NCO and officer courses
in France and Yugoskwvia. In France, the Officers’ School for the
Development of Military Knowledge, designed ro upgrade the military
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skills of junior officers, was such a failure that in 1935 it was closed down.
It had proved almost impossible to get officers to participate.”

The most successful training course was the Higher Military
Technical Course, run by General N. N. Golovin, one of Russia’s fore-
most military scholars. Two branches of the course were run, one in Paris,
beginning in 1927, and one in Belgrade, beginning in 1931. The courses
in effect constituted a general staff academy in exile. Attended by middle-
ranking officers, they offered a broad in-depth military education, and
completion of the courses gave the graduate the right to consider himself
a member of the General Staff. Lecture subjects included tactics,
airpower, chemical warfare, nulitary history, logistics, the work of the
general stafl, and the economic bases of modern warfare.® Between 1927
and 1940, over goo attended the Higher Military Courses in Paris, and
200 those in Belgrade.” The high antendance at the courses, and the qual-
ity of their contents, made them the one undoubted success of ROVS's
training programme. Their success was helped by the high reputation of
Golovin himself, who not only wrote many books, but also lectured at
military academics in France, the UK, and the USA.'®

Less spectacular success was achieved in Yugoslavia in 1932, where 8o
Cossacks of the 8oo-man Kuban Cossack Division completed a two year
NCO's course in 1932. Photographs in the journal Clasevoi showed them
in full military uniform carrving out military training in the classroom
and in the field, an unusual sight for 1g32."

Both the Higher Military Courses and the Cossacks’ NCO's course
were attended only by civil war veterans, however. Only in Bulgaria and
Belgium did ROVS manage to attract a fair number of new recruits. In
Sofia, the ROVS 3rd Deparument sct up the General Kutepov Company
of the Young Relief, which in 1937 had 160 members and met three times
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a week to conduet military training, including field exercises in spring and
autumn.'? In Belgium a Russian Shooting Squad was formed in 1930."
Aware that overt military training would not be permitted by the local
authoritics, ROVS leaders in Belgium decided to resort to suhtcrll'ugc by
creating what was nominally a sports shooting team, but which n prac-
tice was a military training organization.™ Branches were set up m
Brussels, Louvain, and Liége. By Scptember 1932 the Shooting Squad
had 165 members, aged between 20 and 3o, as well as 24 command st;_.rf
and 35 teachers.'s By January 1934, 212 members had passed tlfﬁmugh its
ranks.'® This was a fair quantity given the relatively small size of t.hn::
Russian colony in Belgium. Most members were students at Bl.-lgtl:m
universitics, and the Shooting Squad was in effect a sort of university
officer training corps.

Other organizations both within and outside ROVS also hclf:l Incf}lms
on military themes for their members. For instance, the “Sporting L-ITC!E
of ROVS’ in Paris gave would-be pilots ground training to pass their
pilots’ examinations (flight training had to be done at French aurm_immm
at great personal expense).'? Organizations such as the Society of
Officer-Artllerists and the Umion of Technical Forces h{.']t! lectures to
discuss topics of interest to their own military speciality. The Officers’
Technical Courses of ROVS in Paris, attended by twenty to forty officers
at a ume, taught subjects such as mathematics, mechanics, Thl::rll'l'll.:l—
dynamics, and chemistry.'® The Society of Enthu:l-'.i-.u:i[s 1ﬁ:n' Mli_lt:lr:.r
I‘illﬂ“‘i:}dg{: had branches in many locations and pubh‘s!'u:d its own jour-
nal in Belgrade during the 19zos. Other important military pubhmmrm
were Chasovor, which was closely associated with ROVS through its
editor, Captain V. V. Orckhov, and Russkii [nvalid, the paper of the
Society of Russian War Invalids, which was not part of ROVS,

Overall, though, attempts at military training for the sccond genera-
tion of émigrés failed. Few serving officers participated, and even fewer
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fresh recruits joined ROVS. In part this was due to practical difficulties
in finding willing and qualified teachers, and in part due to considerable
political obstacles. Yon Lampe commented in 1931 that Soviet diplomatic
representatives followed émigré activities very closely and complained
vociferously to the local authorities if any military training was under-
taken. In Berlin, an officer organizing courses for his colleagues was
warned that if military training was conducted, the officers’ union might
be closed by the authorities.' The political situation worsened after the
rise to power of the Nazis, which made many nations seck alliances with
the USSR as the prospect of war drew closer. In Latvia in 1934, the head
of the Riga Group for the Maintenance of Military Knowledge,
Licutenant Colonel Zenov, was put on trial for leading an illegal organi-
zation.*® In France, the government asked Chasover not to print any more
stories about military training activities, as every time such 2 story
appeared the government had to put up with a barrage of complaints
from the Soviet embassy. In 1935 France and the Soviet Union formed an
informal alliance, and the French Foreign Ministry, under pressure from
the Soviets, attempted to ban Golovin's Higher Military Technical
Courses. Miller was only able to prevent this from happening with great
difficulty.*!

The chicl reason for ROVS's failure to attract youth was, however,
that there was little for voung men to do within the organization. All it
offered was the opportunity to attend yer more lectures, or to appear at
dinners and balls where older men recalled old times. This was hardly a
prospect that would attract young men, especially the more dynamic ones
ROVS was after.??

Many hours of thought were devoted to the problem of enticing young
emigres to join ROVS, General Barbovich, the commander of the Cavalry
Division, wrote an entire report on the subject in 193223 Afier reading
the report, however, General Dragomirov noted that YOUNg émigres
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would never juin ROVS in large numbers, because they could never be
anvthing other than junior members and they preferred their own groups
where they could be in charge® Another scnior officer, Colonel
Iia;f.areviﬂh: cast doubt on the whole idea of persuading youth to join
ROVS, and suggested that what mattered was attracting them generally
into the Russian nationalist orbit.?s This was an idea developed by
General Abramoy, who noted that the *healthy clements’ of émigré youth
were joining their own nationalist organizations. He proposed that RD‘ILFS
concentrate on helping other organizations such as the Doy Scouts, which
vouth would join more readily than ROVS, by providing both money and
instructors, who could give the boys army training.*® This scheme of
supporting and promoting other youth groups rather than attracting
youth into ROVS, was the one which ROVS adopted from about 1932
onwards. ‘
The Sokol movement was the primary target of ROVS sponsorship
ciforts. The sobofs (which means ‘falcons’) were a gymnastics club,
founded in Czechoslovakia in 1862 by the Czech nationalist Miroslav
Tyrs. In 1900 the first Russian sokol club was established, and from 1903
the organization grew rapidly until it was repressed after the n:-.-ulufmn
by the Bolshevik regime®7 At their meetings, sl members practised
both individual gvmnastics and mass gymnastic displays (the Il:utcr 1_nl'l-‘.:n
having a patriotic flavour), sang patriotic songs, and paraded 1.1.:uh n:mufml
flags. They also organized lectures and concerts and sufdu:d Russian
language and literature. In exile the purposc of lhu_llussmn su.‘.‘_ﬂﬂ'j was
described as preparing future fighters for national ideals; ﬁgl’lmng. the
spiritual decay that brought atheism, socialism, and i!'l![‘rl'li.illll'ln-.ﬂl.‘:ii_l'l.l;
fostering the physical development of Russian vouth; and struggling with
denationalization.2® Members of the Russian Army were involved in the
subols from the early davs of their exile. In 1923, General Fok, who had
run the football elub at Gallipoli, took 300 sebels from Yugoslavia to
attend the All Slavie Sokol Rally in Prague® In 1gz2g, Kutepoy, who had

4 [bid. (Notes of General Dragomirov and General Lukomskii on report of General
Harbovich) ; :
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visited solol organizations in Ceechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, issued a
circular praising the movement and calling on senior commanders to
support links with 1.3 Similar calls to ROVS members to support the
sodeols were issued by Generals Miller, Khodorovich, and Abramov.3! Asa
result many ROVS officers did take up positions running seke/ organiza-
tions. In Bulgaria, for instance, the sobel organization was headed by
General Abramov and subsidized by the ROVS 3rd department.3® In
1932 Miller formed a committee to provide material and moral support to
cnable Russian sedels to attend the All-Slavic Sokol Rally in
Ceechoslovakia?® The movement grew rapidly and by 1939 there were
about 5,700 Russian solels in exile. M

Inevitably, perhaps, it was not long before the sokol movement, like so
many ¢migré organizations, split into competing factions. ROVS activists
involved with the sokefs always wanted to stress the patriotic elements of
mectings and to add an clement of military training 1o the group’s activ-
itics. This created problems with liberal elements who wished to avoid
any form of political or military colouring in the organization. Military
mvolvement in the sebols was far greater in Yugoslavia than in
Czechoslovakia, where the movement had its headquarters, with the
result that activities had 2 much more nationalistic flavour in the former
country than in the latter.s In 1930 sokol leaders in Yugoslavia, many of
whom were ROVS officers, proposed moving the organization’s head-
quarters there from Czechoslovakia, At a meeting of the sobol/ commuittee
in Prague the Gallipohitsy present voted to support the move to
Yugoslavia, but others voted against, saying that in Belgrade the sokols
would be militarized. 3 As a result, two rival organizations were created,
one based in Belgrade and the other in Prague. In Yugoslavia the sokofs
were gradually turned into a military training organization, which taught
military ractics, map-reading, shooting, communications, and camouflage,
and held ficld exercises in summer.37

2 BAR, ROVS, Box 84, Folder "Russtan Youth Orgamizanions, 1g2g-i1g32" (Circular,
General Kutepoy, no, 382, 20 Apr. 192q).

# Chasotor, 14 (30 June 1g30), 3; 75 (0 Mar. 1g32), 27; HIA, V5luR, Sudnoc Otdelenie,
Box 1, File 13 {Circular, General Abramov, no. 315, 20 June 1927).

¥ GARF 1. 826, 0. 1, d. 193, L. 71 (Letter, Abramoy to Gulevich, no. 707, 28 Now. 1927).

¥ BAR, Russkii Natsional'nyi Komitet Collection, Box 2, Folder *Correspondence,
Miller ve Kartashey® (Letter, Miller to Kartashey, 11 Feb. 1932).

B Okorokov, Meledezhuye orpamizarin, .

¥ Photographs showing sokols in Yugoslavia carrying out military training in the 19305
are on display at the Museum of the Armed Forces of the Soviet Union in Moscow,

* BAR, ROVS, Box 16, Folder *Correspondence, Zinkevich to Miller® (Letter, Zinkevich
1w Miller, 20 Dec. 1930} % Okorokoy, Melfodezhnye orpanizatsn, g-10.



150 The New Generation

ROVS was also actively involved with the vanous scout groups set up
by Russian émigrés. OF these, perhaps the most popular with ROVS was
the NORR (Natsional'naia Organizatsiia Russkibh Ruzvedehikov—
National Organization of Russian Reconnaissance Scouts). The NORR
was founded in 1928 by Colonel P. N. Bogdanovich who accused the more
conventional National Organization of Russian Scouts, MNORS
( Natsional nata Organizatsia Russkikh Skautov) of internationalism and
masonry.3® The NORR was run on the basis of hicrarchy and discipline,
and its activitics had a distinctly military nature. Detachments were sctup
in Australia, the UK, Bulgaria, Hungary, China, the USA, Tunisia,
France, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia. In Bulgaria, where the NORR
had some 6oo members in the late 19305, many of its instructors were
provided by ROVS, and it had groups engaged in eliding, skiing, chemi-
cal warfare training, shooting, and riding. Under the supervision of the
ROVS 3rd Department, it ran summer camps training recruits for unr.li-.-r—
ground military activities, studying subjects such as mincﬁc!d-cm_samg,
grenade-throwing, and night navigation. 3 ROVS was also involved in less
militaristic groups, such as the National Organization of Knights
(Natsional'naia Organizatsita Vitiazer), which split from the NDRS_EH
1928, and was associated with the Russian Students’ Christian
Movement, In the south of France, ROVS also took a scout group of 3o
boys and 15 girls under its protection, and found 4,000 francs to run the
group’s annual camp.#* :

Despite the ban on political involvement by its members, ROVS was
also involved with several new political organizations run by emigre
youth. ROVS was, however, selective about its sponsorship. One group
which was not supported, for instance, was the Mladorossy, whose strange
mix of monarchist legitimism and Sovict nationalism was regarded with
great suspicion. Some ROVS members, such as Orekhoy, proposed :_:smh-
lishing good relations with the Mladorossy in order to gain some influ-
ence over them, but this advice was rejected.¥' It was believed that the
Miladorossy were under the influence of the GPU# and also that their

¥ Okorokov, Molodezhuye organizaton, 43-53.

# Butkov, *Russkaia natsional' naia moelodezh’, zo. .

© BAR, ROVS, Box 102, Folder *Atrestations, 1932 (1) (Leter, Shatlov w Apreley, zo
July 1932).

o GARFE I 5853, o 1, d. 54, L. 165-9 (Letter, Orckhov to von Lampe, 16 July 1933).
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# AR, ROVS, Box 1z, Folder *Correspondence, Miller 1o Abramoy® (Letter, Miller 1o
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ideology played insufficient attention to religion.#3 As a result they were
regarded as a hostile force. Groups which were nationalist in flavour and
close to ROVS in ideology were preferred. An example was *“White Ides’,
established in 1933, and composed of students who discussed political
matters and sought to train themselves to carry out underground action
against the USSR,

The most important of the new ¢migre youth organizations was the
National Union of the New Generation, NSNP (Natsional'nyi Soiuz
Novege Pololemiia), formed in 1928, ROVS and the NSNP were to
develop particularly close relavons, which then collapsed in 1936 and
1937, producing one of the major public splits and scandals of the history
of the Russian emigranion. In the Second World War, the NSNP (by then
known as the N'TSINP, and often referred to simply as the N'TS) played
an important role in the collaborationist movement of the captured Soviet
general, A. A. Vlasov, and then continued to play an active political role
after the war.#

The NSNP had its ongins in youth circles which sprang up in the
carly 19205 among voung émigré army officers. Perhaps the largest group
consisted of officers of the Russian Army at Pernik, where in 1925 a
Circle of Russian Natonal Youth was already thriving.#3 These groups
studied political, military, and world affairs, organized debates, and
published journals. They sought to analyse the reasons for the White
defeat in the Civil War, and to come up with possible future strategies. At
first this did not extend to creating political programmes, and so they did
not count as political organizations under Order No. 82, Their early
membership was largely made up of young army officers and cadets,
especially in Bulgaria and France, though less so in Yugoslavia where
most members were not ex-soldiers (though many of their leaders were).
This meant that the NSNP, which grew out of these groups, had a tight
link with the Russian Army and ROVS from the very beginning. With
ume these youth circles became more political in character. Feeling thar
the White struggle had failed because it had lacked a positive ideology and
popular support, youth groups began to consider creating such an ideol-
ogy. Furthermore, many young men blamed their seniors for the defeat of

41 BAR, ROVE, Box 162, Folder *Officers’ Unions (1g30s)" (Informationnaia Svodba,
no. 3, Annex sk ;
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the White cause, and wanted to create their own organization bascd
entirely on youth. For these reasons, in 1928 the numerous youth groups
throughout Europe united to form one new political organizaton, known
as the Union of Russian National Youth, which after a conference in 1930
changed its name to the NSNE. Its president was a Don Cossack veteran
of the Russian Army, V. M. Baidalakov.+®

The ideology of the NSNP was close in spirit to that of ROVS, The
organization supported non-predetermination, believing that there were
more important questions to settle than that of whether Russia should be
a monarchy or republic. 1t believed in *sulidarism’, o version of the Talian
fascist idea of corporatism, which aimed, at least in theory, to climinate
class struggle through corporate decision-making. The NSNP also
rejected political partics, emphasizing that the state must rule above all
parties and classes in the name of the national interest. In all this, there
was little difference between ROVS and the NSNP. The latter’s philoso-
phy was based on ‘idealism, nationalism, and activism’, stressing, in turn,
the spiritual over the material dimension of life, the nation as the frame-
work for a creative socicty, and continual direct action against the Soviet
Union.37 Where the NSNP differed from ROVS was in its stress on the
need for ideological as well as military struggle against the Soviets.

By 1932, as ROVS faced up to its failure to attract vouth into its own
ranks, a desire to use the NSNP and to bring it firmly into ROVS’s orbig,
50 2% to steer it in the right direction, was becoming more and more
pronounced.® In April 1932, Baidalakov wrote to Miller 1o p_r:lise a
speech he had given in Paris and 1o explain what the NSNE was dum;_;. lis
purpose, he explained, was to continue the political struggle by ereating a
corps of political agitators, to do which it was first necessary 1o equip
them with a clear set of political ideals. Miller gave Baidalakov his
approval, and the stage for closer relations was set.

By mid-1933 the impetus for establishing some form of official co-
operation was gathering momentum, in particular in the arca of under-
ground struggle against the Soviets. In March 1933, Abramov wrote to
Miller to say that ROVS's own efforts in that direction had achieved little,
while youth were finding their own way in such matters independent of

# 1. Prianishnikov, Nevepelbolentsy (Silver Spring, Md., 1986}, 3-7.

4 Andreyey, Flassv, 185-7.
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Tsurikov to Miller, 30 Nov. 1g31)
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ROVS. The time had come for ROVS o let youth take the lead.’® This
cause was taken up with special enthusiasm by Shatilov, who between
1930 and 1934 commanded ROVS's 1st Department in France. ROVS
already provided support o the NSNP through use of its buildings,
where NSNP meetings were generally held, but NSNP leaders wanted
more assistance, and in particular wanted an exception to be made to
Order No. 8z for their organization, so that ROVS members could join it.
Shatilov agreed that it was worth making a concession in the NSNP's
case, and on 24 June 1933 issued a circular allowing ROVS members in
the 15t departiment o join the NSNP. This instruction was then dupli-
cated in other departments. It was not meant to give blanket permission
for any ROVS member to join the NSNP, and ROVS members who
joined the NSNP were meant to continue to abide by ROVS's internal
discipline and not to participate in any activitics which ROVS might not
approve of.3' Nevertheless a green light was given for the first time to a
large number of ROVS members to join a political organization, and
many took advantage of it.

On 22 September 1933, after he and Miller had met one of the leaders
of the NSNF, M. A. Georgievskii, and promised him their support,
Shatilov issued another circular, which erdered that wherever there were
groups of ROVS but not of the NSNP, the former were to help set up
new detachments of the latter. In such locations the local ROVS comman-
der was to appoint a person who was to be in charge of setting up a
detachment of the NSNP.5 This instruction was confirmed by a mecting
of senior ROVS commanders in October 1933,53 and it resulted in a spec-
tacular growth in the acuvity of the NSNP in France. According to Boris
Prianishnikov, who was himself a leading NSNP member in France at
this time, groups of the NSNP sprang up ‘like mushrooms’ after
Shaulov's circular™ Georgievskii would later write to Shatilov that
*Without your help, the Union would not have existed in France.'55

ROVS’s support for the NSNP was financial as well as organizational,

i BAR, ROVS, Hox 12, Folder ‘Correspondence, Abramov 1o Miller' (Letter, Abramaov
to Miller, 30 Mar, 1g933).
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[(Letter, Stopov 1o Gartman, 23 Oct. 1933).

82 BAR, Denikin Collection, Box 27 (Circular, General Shatilov, no. 2717, 22 Sept.
19330
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The NSNP wished to carry out ‘active work’ against the Soviets, and
asked ROVS for financial assistance. In response, General Abramov
suggested giving it a grant of 10,000 francs.5* The commander of the
Alckscevskii Infantry Regiment, General Zinkevich, endorsed the idea of
using the NSNP 1o carry out ‘active work’, writing to Miller, ‘We
absolutely must use the excellent material of the union of national youth.
... My opinion is that we should place our main stake on them ...
Revolutions are made by vouth . . . At the moment they are sucking up to
us, if we don’t use them, we will be deprived of an influx of young blood
.. We must give them work inside Russia, or else they will leave us for
others."s7

As a result, Miller agreed in June 1933 to give the NSNP 10,000 francs
out of the FSR.5 [t was also agreed that the fund-raising activities of the
NSNP and the FSR should be co-ordinated to avoid competition between
the two.5 The NSNP now became ROVS's great hope, and support for
it a top priority. As Abramov wrote o Miller, ‘ROVS’s basic line must be
friendly relations and every sort of assistance to the development and
strengthening of the Union of National Youth.®

Mot evervone approved of the close links established with the NSNE.
Some ROVS members bemoaned the fact that Order ne. 82 had been
broken, and feared that ROVS would be dragged into political fights.%
These fears were to be justified. Within a few short vears, the ROVS lead-
ership was to regret permitting its members to join the NSNP in such
large numbers, for these members found themselves subject to a dual
authority and ROVS did not always prove to be the prime loyalty. In 1937
an open split was to develop between the two organizations, resulting in
one of the most bitter scandals of the emigration’s history. In the long
term it was the NSNP which would profit more from the arrangement

than ROVS.
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Oine of the causes of the later split between ROVS and the NSNP was
a shady underground group operating within both organizations, known
as the *Inner Line'. The Inner Line represented a more sinister aspect of
ROVS's efforts to promote and control émigré vouth organizations. Its
activities were 1o be the source of much scandal and left a deep impres-
sion on the minds of some émigrés. It came to be seen by some as an all-
pervading conspiracy with roots spreading deep into all parts of émigré
life, cating away at them like a cancer—'an uleer on the body of the
Russian emigration’, as one writer described 1t.% The truth was some-
what more presaic than this hyperbole suggests, but the way in which
emigrés reacted to the Inner Line tells one much about the atmosphere of
the times,

The Inner Line was a secret organization of nationalist vouth which
was cstablished in Bulgana in the late 1920s. According to General
Abramov, cells were set up in the provinces of Bulgaria, unaware of cach
other’s existence, and controlled from the centre by the seeretary of the
ROVS 3rd Department, Caprain K. A. Foss. Their purpose was to spread
ideas into the mass of the emigration by means of personal example and
by participation in émigré debates.®? Though Abramov did not specify i,
what this actually meant was that they were to penetrate émigré social and
political organizations and seek to gain control of them from within. By
1930 this strategy had alreadv had significant success in Bulgaria.
Members of the Inner Line were commanding a large variety of émigré
groups in Bulgaria. Foss himself was apparently head of the Bulgarian
branch of the BRP, and other members headed the Bulgarian NSNP, and
the local branch of the lefi-wing party Peasant Russia (Krestianskaia
Rossita), among others,™

Captain Foss was a former officer of the Drozdovskin Arllery
Bartalion, and was considered by his enemies to be one of the most sinis-
ter figures in the Russian emigration. Many believed that he was a Soviet
provecatenr. He was, however, idolized by his protégés. One of them, Paul
Butkov, described him as modest, ascetic, and deeply religious—*a shin-
ing example of a White warrior who taught us how to struggle with the
evil of Communism that had enveloped our Motherland’.%s Foss was in
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constant pain from what he claimed was recurrent appendicitis, but he
refused to submit to an operaton, preferring o endure the pain rather
than confront his fear of the surgeon. During the 1g30s he apparently
built the Inner Line up into a formidable underground organization in
Bulgaria. After the Bulgarian government recognized the Soviet regime
in 1934, Foss set about destroving the new Soviet diplomatie representa-
tion in Bulgaria, Falsified documents were supposedly fed to the head of
the GPLU, Ezhov, who ordered the ambassador, a former sailor who had
taken the mom de ruerre Raskolnikov, back to Russia. Raskolnikoy, aware
that his recall portended his inevitable execution, chose instead to defect
to France, On Foss's instructions Butkov then persuaded the Soviet mih-
tary attaché Colonel V. G. Sukhorukov to defect as well. " Foss's activities
were not, however, appreciated by all. In the mid-19305 he began to send
intelligence to General Miller in Paris. General Abramoy, who was his
immediate superior, considered the intelhigence invaluable. Miller’s
deputy, General Kussonskii, considered it ‘uscless™.™

In 1929 and 1930 various members of the Inner Line moved 1o France,
and began to create cells of the organization there, supervised by a
Captain N. D. Zakrzhevskii under the command of Shatilov. Zakrzhevskn
began to recruit rapidly for the Inner Line, which in the years 1930 to
1933 expanded greatly. From the lintle he had been wld about the organi-
zation by Shatilov and Abramoy, Miller gave his approval to the Inner
Linc's activitics.®™ Much of Zakrzhevskii’s time was taken up with
counter-intelligence tasks, collecting information on émigré organiza-
tions such as the BRP and the Mladorossy, and reporting to Shatilov on
the mood among ROVS members.™ One cxample of his work was a
report in April 1932 noting that an émigré named Gorgulov had arrived
in Paris, and suggesting that he be placed under observation as his actions
were a cause for concern. General Globachey, who headed ROVS's
central security apparatus, did not scem concerned and fled to warn the
French police.? A short while later Gorgulov assassinated the French
President Paul Doumer.
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The Inner Line was a logical extension of the concept of a knightly
order acting as a moral centre in the midst of the Russian emigration.
However, as befitted an organization which viewed itself as something of
a special ‘order’, the Inner Line began to take on a life of its own outside
the proper chain of command, and tried to get all the strings of power in
ROVS into its own hands. In particular it sought to gain control from
within of both ROVS and the NSNP. In 1933 Zakrzhevskii wroteto R. P,
Ronchevskii in Lyons, who was a member of both the NSNP and the
Inner Line, that, *We must everywhere be invisible leaders, invisible stir-
rups, pushing the work of both organizations [ROVS and NSNP]
towards victory ... both apparatuses, ROVS and the NSNP, must be
filled with our people to such a degree that in the final account they
merge.'7! In another letter, he wrote likewise, *We stand above both ROVS
and the NSNP.'7? Ths statement, once it became known to the NSNP’s
leaders, caused great alarm, convincing them that the Inner Line was
trying to take over their organization from within.

According to one NSNP member, Boris Prianishnikov, the climax of
the Inner Line’s efforts was a Congress of National Groups held in Paris
at the Gallipoli Mess from 31 March to 3 April 1934. This congress was
organized by Shatilov, and groups invited included the NSNP, NORR,
Cossack groups and White Idea. Tts stated purpose was to reach agree-
ment among active anti-communist groups about their future actvity
and 1o find common points of view.73 Prianishnikov claimed that the
purpose of the congress was actually more sinister: to establish the
control of the Inner Line over those groups attending, by creating a
permanent committee to unite and co-ordinate their activity, Many of
those attending the congress were Inner Line members, and their plan
was, Prianishnikov claims, to elect one of their number, V. M. Levitskn
(ROVS's propaganda chief in Franee), to the presidency of the perma-
nent body, and to get all attending groups to agree to subordinate them-
selves to it. This would then subordinate all nationalist émigré vouth
groups to representatives of the Inner Line. To prevent this the NSNP
representatives acted to prevent Levitskn's election, and Viktor
Larionov, the hero of the grenade attack in Leningrad, was elected
instead, thus supposcdly foiling the Inner Line’s plans.74 In any event,
the permanent committee, like all previous such unity committees,
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proved to be stillborn and never achieved any real control over the orga-
nizations it claimed to represent.

It may be that the congress of national groups was not the sinister plot
of the Inner Line that Priamishnikov believed it to be. Many of
Prianishnikov's claims reflect the paranoia of the cra more than the real-
ity of events. What mattered was that many in the NSNP believed that it
was, and their fear and dislike of the Inner Line began to grow cver
stronger, until eventually it led to a direct split with ROVS (see Chapter
13). Whatever 1ts real purpose, the congress of national groups repre-
sented the high point of ROVS's involvement in the politics of the new
generation. ROVS had given birth to many of the new groupings of the
Russian emigration, and had nurtured them through their carly vears.
Now those groups were ready to break free of ROVS and find their own
way.

-]

1

Il

Defining the White Idea

One of the more bizarre aspects of the White movement was that despite
the Whites’ fierce struggle in the Civil War, despite the passionate émigré
feuds, despite a decade and mare of intense organizing and plotting by
thousands of ex-officers, neither then nor now could anyone say with any
clarity what motivated the Whites. Ideologically the White movement was
indistinct, its aims and objectives vague. Yet many Whites felt that they
shared some common sct of values, embodied in what they called the
White Idca. During the Civil War and the carly vears of exile, this idea
was never satisfactorily defined. But by 1930, many émigrés had become
frustrated with their old methods of struggle, which appeared to have got
them nowhere, and began to search for new ones. The beliefs of White
officers came increasingly under attack from new political philosophies
such as Eurasianism and fascism, and also from old ideas such as monar-
chism. In the face of this, ROVS members were forced to examine what
they believed in and what it meant, and to try to define their ideology
more precisely. Evervthing they stood for came under review. This
included the philosophy of non-predetermination, which began to be
questioned by many groups within ROVS, who by the late 19205 had
become convinced that their struggle against the Soviets had failed
because the White movement had lacked a positive ideology.

Leading the charge against non-predetermination were the
Legitimists, who still hoped to install Grand Duke Kirill Viadimirovich
as Emperor of Russia. Non-predetermination was “crinunal’, wrote the
Legitimist General Akatov, ‘an idea of political decay . . . successfully
hiding republican tendencies’.” The newspaper Russkii Foenmyi Festnik
(Russian Military Bulletin), which was the official organization of the
Council of Umited Officers’ Orgamizations in Yugoslavia, printed several
articles in 1927 calling for the adoption of a positive political programme.
‘Do organization, no successful struggle is possible’, wrote 5. L.
Voitsckhovskii in one such article, *without a creative ideology’. Later he

T BAR, ROVS, Box by, Folder *Correspondence, 131, IV Ouwdel” (Open letter, Akatov
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added that *we need a programme . . . the absence of such a programme
destroved the White movement."® In pursuit of a positive programme, the
editor of the Russkis Foenmyi Vestmk, Lieutenant N. Rklitski, began o
¢spouse the philosophy of Eurasianism in the newspaper’s pages. As a
result in 1927 Wrangel sticred himself from his semi-retirement and
ordered military organizations to cease all contact with the newspaper, as
he considered its political tone unacceptable for a military publication.?
Subscquently the newspaper was renamed Tsarsku Fesonk (Tsarist
Bulletin) and regularly printed articles artacking ROVS and non-
predetermination, while propagating the Legitimist cause,

The Legitimists made their most determined cfforts to force ROVS to
abandon non-predetermination in the 1g930s. A sceret memo circulated
among the ROVS hierarchy in 1931 claimed that in Junc of that year
Legitimist leaders had met in Paris and planned a strategy of attack against
ROV'S, at the centre of which was a plan to form Legitimist cells inside
ROVS.4 As part of this campaign, Tsarshii Vestnik ran numerous articles
artacking ROVS and its leaders, and efforts were made to win over the
Belgrade-based Union of Great War Veterans (SUVV: Swinz Urhastnikov
Felikoi Vomy). The leader of the SUVY, General Romanko-Romanovski,
obliged and allowed Legitimist officers and members of the Mladorossy
party to join the union, in direct contravention of Order no. 82.5 This
angered Miller, who ordered General Barbovich, the head of the ROVS 4th
department, to force Legitimists out of the SUVV. Despite this, the activ-
ities of the Legitimists had some success, and there was something of a
monarchist revival among officers in the late 1930s. The head of the ROVS
sth department, General Gartman, noted in 1935 that the emigration’s
problems stemmed from the lack of a legitimate leader, and he thercfore
suggested that Miller finally recognize Kirill Viadimirovich as Emperor:
“I'he situation has changed, and we must embark on a new course—the
legal one—or reconcile ourselves to inevitable dissolution.” Gartman's
advice was rejected by Miller, who was aware that Kirill Viadimirovich’s
personal unpopularity made him unaceeptable to most CMIEres.
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In 1938, Kirill Viadimirovich died. His son, Grand Duke Vladimir
Kirillovich was much more acceptable than his father, and many now
hoped that he might be able o play a leadership role similar to that previ-
ously plaved by Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich. On 16 December 1938
he was received at the Gallipoli Mess in Panis by an official delegation of
military organizations in France.? General Arkhangel'skii, who succeeded
Miller as president of ROVS in 1938, declared that ROVS would accept
a union of the emigration led by Viadimir Kirillovich, although he
emphasized that ROVS would not subordinate iself to him, or recognize
him as the rightful ruler of Russia.® Even this mild step towards the
monarchist cause proved 1o be too much for some ROVS members. The
Society of Russian Great War Veterans in San Francisco left ROVS in
protest, saying that the close relations established with Viadimir
Kirillovich breached the principle of non-predetermination.? Despite the
calls for its renunciation, non-predeterminanion retained a powerful hold
over emigre officers.

The monarchists were not the only oncs questioning non-predetermi-
nation. Many Gallipoliitsy, who retained a fervent desire to continue the
anti-Soviet struggle, increasingly felt thar ROVS needed some positive
political slogans to win support. In a speech in November 1934 Viktor
Larionov put it succinctly, saying that *ideas are as powerful as bullets in
contemporary war.”'® A vear later, V. V. Orckhov, the editor of Chaseves,
wrote to General Stogov, who worked in ROVS's central directorate, that
‘our ideology has faded . . . non-predetermination of the form of govern-
ment is absolutely necessary, but non-predetermination of the first period
after the fall of the Bolsheviks is absurd.’*? In this way, some White offi-
cers were coming round to the view expressed by Miliukov in his New
Tacuics that physical struggle with the Soviets must be replaced by ideo-
logical struggle.

As part of this change in direction, the Gallipoliitsy began to demand
that ROVS intensify its political work. ROVS had always conducted anti-
Soviet agitation among émigrés and foreigners, as well as agitation among
its members, to reinforce principles such as ‘irreconcilability’ and military
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values such as duty, honour, discipline, and sacrifice. Throughout the
1g20s and 19308 movements such as Smena Vekh, Eurasianism, and the
Post-Revolutionaries gradually undermined these principles and values
among émigrés, Some émigrés were attracted by ideas that the Soviet
Union might evolve in a democratic direction, that Stalin had become a
defender of Russian mational interests, and that continued struggle
against the Soviets was pointless, *Political work” implicd fighting these
tendencics through pamphlets, newspapers, and specches at meetings.

Most ROVS members, however, remained stubbornly unwilling to
countenance the idea of abandoning their cherished apoliticism, even to
the limited degree implied by taking up ‘political work’. One officer,
G. Genkel, wrote in the newspaper Russbi Golos (Russian Voice) in 1938
that every officer could see that politics could not be permitted in the
army.'? In the same year, Captain A. A. Semeniuk commented that
General Franco was not winning the civil war in Spain because his army
was better educated politically than that of his opponents—rather,
*victory is decided by bravery, the steadfastness of infantry, and technol-
ogy."'3 Nevertheless, as time went on, the ideological attacks on ROVS by
other émigré groups did create an increasing demand for ideas which
members could use to defend themselves against these attacks. Thus
General Zinkevich insisted that ROVS must engage in political work and
give its members ideological weapons to defend themselves, while not
simultancously creating a *political programme’. ™ Squaring that particu-
lar cirele ultimately proved impossible, but demands for something of the
sort had become very strong by the beginning of the 1930s.

During the 19205 ROVS had no permanent propaganda or political
apparatus. This gap began to be filled in late 1931 when General Miller
started paying monthly stipends to Captain A. A. Brauncr in Bulgaria and
M. A. Tsurikov in Czechoslovakia to enable them to increase the work that
they were doing as propagandists for ROVS. Brauner and Tsurikov tray-
elled around their respective countries meeting groups of ROVS
members, giving lectures, and acting as conduits for information and
ideas from the centre to the periphery and back again, A similar role was
carricd out by V. M. Levitskii in France and [ A. Il'in in Germany. What
ROVS lacked was a printed organ of it own. The establishment of an offi-
cial ROVS newspaper was mooted on several occasions, but nothing ever

12 Bugbe Goles, 381 {24 July 14938), 2-4.
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came of the idea.'’ The nearest things that ROVS had to official publica-
tions were Russkii Foennyd Festnik until 1927, and the Festnik Obshehestvo
Gallipalursev (Bulletin of the Society of Gallipolians). A broadsheet,
normally sixteen pages thick, the latter was published once a month in
Sofia and had a circulation of about 1,850 copies, which were distributed
throughout Europe.'® It contained details of events in the lives of groups
of Gallipolinsy as well as articles on military and political matters. These
articles examined events in Europe, the Soviet Union, and the Far East,
and debated i1ssucs such as the tasks of ROVS members, their attitudes to
fascism, and the slogans they should adopt. The ROVS central direc-
torate subsidized the newspaper to the tune of 300 francs a month.'?

The other publication closely associated with ROVS was the journal
Chasovei. Professionally produced, with numerous photographs, Chasovos
was sometimes mistakenly scen as ROVS's official mouthpiece, but disputes
between the journal’s editor, V. V. Orckhoy, and the ROVS leadership meant
that Chasover could never be relicd upon to relay ROVS policy accurately.
Chasovor was founded at the beginning of 1929 with financial help from the
eccentric White veteran Anastasii Vonsiatskii, who had married an
American millionairess, This was onc of the more constructive uses
Vonsiatskii found for her money. His less sane projects included founding a
one-man fascist party, rebuilding the Russian fleet by purchasing 600 model
ships from Woolworth's, and buying a herd of snapping turtles, painting
swastikas on their shells and releasing them in his garden in order to create
his own ‘panzer battalion’. In 1931, Vonsiatskii decided that these other
activities were more worthy of his money and attention than Chaseved, and
stopped providing money 1o the journal. ROVS then stepped in to fAill the
gap and began to provide a regular grant. As he was paying him a subsidy,
General Miller expected Orckhov to follow the line that he laid out, but
Orekhoy, even though he was a ROVS member, insisted on absolute editor-
ial independence.'® Relations between Miller and Orekhov declined rapidly,
and in 1934 Miller cut off his subsidy to Chasever.' The journal’s opinions
could never be seen as being representative of ROVS's official line.

5 BAR, ROVS, Box 17, Folder *Wrangel Headquarters (14)" (Letters, Kondzerovskii to
Khol'msen, 26 June 1928; Khal'msen to Kondzerovakii, 6 Sepr. 1930).

" BAR, ROVS, Box 63, Folder *Correspondence, 1934, 1 Ouwdel’ (Svedenie o rasprostra-
menii Vestnika Ofhchestea Gallipaltitses).

17 Ibid. (Lewer, Zinkevich to Abramoy, 54 June 1934).

E BAR, ROVS, Box 12, Folder *Correspondence, Chasovoi 1o Miller® (Letter, Orckhoy
ta Miller, 14 Dee. 1933)

% BAR, ROVS, Box 6y, Folder “Correspondence, 1934, 1V Owlel (21 (Leter, Kussonskii
to Barbovich, 13 Nov. 1934).



170 Definming the White fdea

A more reliable publication from ROVS's point of view was Russki
Galos, published in Belgrade twice a month. This newspaper was founded
in 1931 by two ROVS members, General Potavtsev and Colonel Pronin,
with the specific aim of promoting ROVS’s ideology.*® Pronin, who
edited it, proved to be far more obedient to the ROVS hicrarchy than
Orekhov, although even he carned the occasional rebuke from Miller for
not following the political line thar Miller would have wanted.*' ROVS
was never fully able o overcome its failure to set up a central organ of its
own, which would have been able to issue a clear political line 1o all its
moembers.

Another arca of ROVS's political activity was that of anti-Soviet
propaganda. Miller joined an émigré committee to lobby foreign govern-
ments against the Soviet practice of ‘dumping’ cheap produce on the
international market in order to generate foreign currency. Fighting the
Soviets on the ctonomic front was especially important, he wrote, because
cconomic failure would ercate the conditions for the collapse of the
Soviet regime.** As another aspect of this work, information bullctins
about events in the Soviet Union written by the Informanon Director of
the FSR, Prince S. E. Trubetskoi, were distribured among foreign jour-
nalists, politicians, and military leaders.

By the carly 1930s some ROVS members felt that the tempo of such
work had 1o be increased. As Tsurikov noted in 1933, one of ROVS’s
problems was that members did not know how to respond to attacks on
them in the émigré press. They needed to be provided with berter ideo-
logical preparation so that they could respond to such attacks more confi-
dentlv.3 In August 1933 Tsurikov thercfore wrote to Miller to suggest
that ROVS create a central organization to co-ordinate its ideological
work. The new organization should not seek 1o turn ROVS into a politi-
cal party, just to provide members with ideological weapons with which
to fight their enemies.** Tsurikov's idea did not meet universal approval.
Prince Trubetskoi admitted that members needed political instruction,
but also felt that ‘it is better o do too little than o much, since in the
cvent that ROVS turns into a political organization . . . it will begin to lose
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a large number of members . .. ROVS is not and should not be a politi-
cal organization.’** Many of Miller's senior advisers were also against the
idea. Generals Dragomirov, Lukomskii, Vitkovskii, and Stogov all spoke
out against it.*® Senior officers’ hostility to the idea of mixing politics and
the army ran deep. But Generals Shatilov and Abramov, who headed the
ROVS 1st and 3rd departments respectively, supported Tsurikov's idea,
and Maller conceded to them and decided to give the idea his support.®7
ROVS members were not used to abstract ideas, he wrote, ‘they do not
want predetermination, but more clear-cut slogans, which they can casily
understand and which are casily delended—simpler, more conerete. And
we must give them these slogans,’*

Each department in ROVS now nominated a representative to join the
new organization proposed by Tsurikov. These representatives met in
Paris in March 1934, and discussed the formation of what was to be called
the Information Bureauw (OBRO: Osvedonnitel'noe Biura). They agreed
that the main task of OBRO would be to study the situation in the USSR
and the international world, to establish among ROVS members a unity
of outleok, and to instruct the most active members in techniques of
agitation.*® A ‘ROVS Credo’ was produced by A. A. Brauner and given to
the meeting for discussion. Miller sent the credo on to his senior advisers
and stated that once their opinions were heard it would be deemed the
official ideology of ROVS and not open for further discussion.

The ROVS credo is of great interest as the only attempt made by
ROVS members o produce a systematic political ideology. Despite
Miller's statement that it would be made an obligatory ideology for
ROVS, nothing much scems to have come of it, and it did not receive
wide circulation. But the ideas in it appear in various military publica-
tions, such as the Festmik Obshehestva Gallipolittsev, and are a fair reflec-
tion of the opinions found in the correspondence and speeches of many
senior ROVS officers,

State power in a future Russia, the credo stated, would be established
not for vengeance but to rebuild Russian power and economic life. Ir
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would be above classes and partics, a ‘state national power . . . the form of
power will be established by the people themselves. In the transition
period power must be DICTATORIAL, resting on the healthy elements
of the country.” This dictatorship would have to prepare for a transfer of
power on the basis of a constitution chosen by the people. Village, town,
and regional soviets would be retained temporarily. Courts would be inde-
pendent ‘in accordance with the natonal legal consciousness’. Freedom
of conscience, word, and assembly would be guaranteed. Nationalized
industrics would be retained, but would be gradually privatized. The
government would defend the rights of labour, and would pass legislation
guaranteeing fair wages and accommodation. The restoration of land to
pre-revolutionary owners was rejected; petty landowning was seen as the
ideal. The army would accept in its ranks anybody who was willing to
defend Russia, no matter whom they had previously served.

In the context of the mid-1930s, when communist and fascist extrem-
ism were on the rise in Europe, this was a surprisingly liberal ideology. It
hore the mark of Russian liberal-conservatives such as Ivan Il'in and Per
Struve, who believed in a powerful state restrained by the rule of law. One
may doubt whether any ‘transitional’ dictatorship would have willingly
surrendered power as suggested, but it is clear that dictatorship was not
construed in a totalitarian sense. The main problem with the credo was its
lack of detail. It was a starting point from which a more sophisticated
political platform could have been developed, but on its own gave lietle
explanation of what its ideas would mean in practice. After 14 years of
exile, White officers had still not given much thought to the practical
meaning of their beliefs.

Meanwhile, OBRO got off to a bad start. At their conference in March
1934, its members had agreed on a centralized structure which would
subordinate them directly to their own chairman, independently of the
ROVS departments. The department heads, however, objected to this,
seeing it as a deliberate ploy to take authority away from them.3' Miller
therefore insisted that OBRO should not work as an independent organiza-
tion but that its members should operate through the department heads.
This undermined the whole purpose of creating the organization, which
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was to create a centralized body in charge of ideclogy. OBRO was thus
destroyed in an internal burcaucratic struggle and never got off the ground.
This ensured that the effort to produce a systematic ideology was stillborn.
Miller was largely to blame for this failure. He should have either not
started the process or, having started it, seen it through to the end. It
seems that his heart was not really in it, and he was just going through the
motions to give the impression of action. Nonetheless he instructed
Tsurikov that he wanted more work to be done to explain ROVS’s
slogans.®3 In response Tsurikov and Levitskii published a number of arti-
cles and pamphlets. Miller, however, was not happy with what they did.
He felt that the slogans and ideas that they were promoting were too
vague. It was not enough to limit matters to ten or twelve phrases, Miller
wrate, Every thought must be explained to show what it meant in practi-
cal life. ROVS had to avoid mercly repeating negative comments, such as
“We do not want the Bolsheviks', which justified the common complaint
that ROVS did not know what it wanted. Commenting on Tsurikov's
leafler *What we are fighting for’, Miller stated that the ideas contained
within it needed to be expanded. It was not enough to say ‘All land to the
peasants’. One had to show what this meant.3 This was as close as any
ROV'S leader ever came to demanding a positive political programme.
Opposition to such a programme was strong, Tsurikov himself refused
to give Miller the detailed explanations of his slogans that were being
demanded. He claimed that he was not qualified to do so, but the truth
may have been that he was too much an adherent of non-predetermina-
tion to go down a route that risked ending in the creation of a political
programme. When a group of Gallipoliitsy approached Miller in 1935
and demanded that ROVS undertake more political work, they met great
resistance. In response to their demands, General Dragomirov stressed
that ROVS was a mulitary organization: ‘such an organization can only
exist when it stands entirely ourside politics and the struggles of political
partics.” The basis of such a society must be ‘unity of action, friendly
cohesion, sclf-sacrifice in the name of the common good, based on uncon-
ditional and uncomplaining subordination of ROV'S members to alf orders and
instructions of their leader.’3% Dragomirov's views were shared by many of
the ROVS rank and file. Captain D. D. Dobrokhotov, 2 member of the
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Gallipaliistoe Zembiachestvo, noted in a letter in 1929 that Russia could not
be liberated by any political programme or party, only by “an organization
of strong, decisive people, dedicared to the Motherland above all else’, 30

This attitude was shared even by sume of those who had been calling
for ROVS 1o intensify its political work. General Kharzhevski, for
instance, who represented the more militant wing of the Gallipoliitsy,
urged caution. Given the differences of opinion within ROVS, he noted
that it might be entirely impossible to reach agreement on ROVS's ideol-
ogy. He therefore recommended that the process of working out such an
ideology should proceed slowly.

In the face of such resistance the process of creating a positive ideol-
ogy ground to a halt. A final effort was made in 1935 when an Instructors’
Centre was set up in Paris under General Turkul, with orders to work out
tactics and slogans for the White movement. 3 But its work was always
hindered by the need w avoid producing what might become a party
political programme. The Instructors’ Centre was no more successful
than OBRO before it, and the efforts to produce a clearer set of ideologi-
cal principles and slogans failed entircly. ROVS never did develop a
systematic ideology even after twenty vears of exile.

This failure calls into question whether there was ever any ideological
basis to the White movement bevond an irreconcilable hatred of
Bolshevism and a belief in the need for armed struggle. Two main ideo-
logical tendencies can be observed among ROVS members in the 1930s,
The first was predominant among more senior officers who had served in
the pre-war Imperial Russian Army, and may be loosely described as a
traditional conservatism, resting on the family, religion, and law and order,
while accepting gradual change when necessary to preserve what was
valued most. Miller himself fell into this category. In 1934 he produced a
pamphlet entitled *“Why we are irreconcilable’, In this he stated:

1 cannot reconcile mysell with the existing situation in Russia because 1 was
brought up by my parents as a believing Christian to respect human mclividuals
... Orthodox Faith, the motherland, family—these are the three foundations on
which the Russian people built its life, its state. And the Sovict regime has
declared merciless war on them. 3
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Such thinking locked back on the Imperial era as a positive one, but
did not blind men like Miller to the fact that the past could not be
restored. While one could call them conservative, it would be wrong to
call them reactionary. Actual reactionaries, who believed n a restoration
of the old order, were concentrated in the émigrée community in
Yugoslavia and generally regarded ROVS as a hostile force.

The second tendency among ROVS members shared much in
common with the conservauve tendency, but was more forward-looking,
marking a clearer break with the past. It had many similarities to the vari-
ous movements of the inter-war extreme right, though it could not rightly
be described as fascist. This tendency was most marked among the
vounger members of ROVS, who in the 1930s began to look to the models
of Italian and German fascism for inspiration. They were particularly
attracted by fascist clums to have chminated class struggle through
progressive social programmes and corporatist decision-making. Thus an
article in the newspaper Festnel Obshechestva Gallipoliitser entitled *Our
attitude to fascism® stated that onc of the attractive points of fascist
theory was ‘the broad arbitration of the state between emplovers and
workers”.4? Similarly, in an ‘Information Bulletin of the Alekseevskii
Regiment’, issued in November 1934, the regiment’s commander,
General Zinkevich, stated his interest in the recent social and economic
experiments carried out by Mussolini, Roosevelt, and Hitler#' Fascist
corporatism appealed to White officers’ dislike of class and party conflict,
offering a means of providing national unity and class co-operation. As
General Turkul wrote: *Solidarity of all classes in the name of the nation
15 the idea of Mussolini. Honour and glory to him, who has overcome the
division of the naton. Fascism . . . is the only real threat to communism
... the idea of fascism finds a harmonious response in Russian souls. '+

Both tendencies within ROVS shared a certain distaste for democracy.
White army officers associated democracy with the chaos of the
Provisional Government in 1g17. They sensed that democracy led to
sovernment by self=interested people and groups, who governed in their
own interest and not those of the population as a whole. Furthermore
they believed that only a dictatorship could restore law and order in
Russia. Their natural inclination was towards one-man rule, whether it be
monarchical or presidential, although they recognized that this rule had
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to have popular support. As military men, they were inherently inclined
to believe in hicrarchical systems. Their scepticism towards democracy
was reinforced during the 1930s by the sceming collapse of the democra-
tic order in Europe, which suggested that democracy was a thing of the
past. Thus the ‘ROVS Credo’ emphasized that the transitional power in
Russia must be dictatorial.

From 1932 onwards, the example of Nazi Germany, and its successful
repression of the German Communist Party, seemed to offer an example
of how communism could be defeated. As an article in Russku Goles put
it, Fascism had saved Laly and Germany from communism, but democra-
tic Europe had done nothing: ‘If it had not been for Hitler and Mussolini
all of Europe would now be communist.+3 White officers were also
attracted by fascism’s spiritual side, namely its *dynamism’, nationalism,
and ability to instil a sense of self-sacrifice into its believers. General
Dragomirov noted that the era of rationalism was coming to an end, and
that a new heroic epoch, a *New World’, associated with fascism, was
arriving.#3 He suggested that ROVS members study fascism’s spiritual
basis and its cult of service to the state.#

To many, fascism was merely an extension of the White struggle. The
world, it was believed, was being divided into two camps—those of
nationalism (White) and internationalism (Red). *We cannot but recog-
nize’, wrote General Shatiloy, ‘that these new movements are a continua-
tion and development of our White struggle.s7 The enthusiasm for
fascism even spread to men as conservative-minded as General Millc!'. In
1937 he issued an order instructing ROVS members 1o study fascism,
‘because we, members of ROVS, are natural, ideal fascists’ 49

Support for fascism among the Whites was strongest in Germany n:l'ul
Bulgaria. Photographs of ROVS’s Kutepov Company in Sofia show its
members making fascist salutes.? But even i those countries ROVS
leaders were very reluctant to be seen to be promoting fascism. Both von
Lampe and Abramov refused to distribute Miller's order to ROVS

43 Rusekii Goles, 363 (20 Mar. 1938) 2.
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members to study fascism.3® General Zinkevich praised the spiritual
clement of fascism, as well as its nationalism, beliet in a strong state, and
corporatism, but at the same time attacked it for its racism, ‘vozhdism’,
and ¢ratism. After Stalin, he wrote, the last thing that the Russian people
would want was another *vozhd® (*vozhd', like ‘glava’, was a Russian
equivalent of *Duce’ or *Fuhrer’).3' The generally accepted line seems to
have been that fascism had some good aspects, bur that it should not be
slavishly copied. V. M. Levisskn, while sayving that there were lessons to
learn from fascism, questioned its principle of *vozhdism’, and noted that
‘slavish copying cannot help us. We need creative, living, RUSSIAN
thought.’*

One aspect of Nazi thought that attracted some Russian emigres was
its anti-Semitism. We consider Hitler “our fellow-traveller in the cause of
liberating our Motherland from the Jewish invaders’, wrote one officer in
1938.53 Likewise, the newspaper Russbii Gelos ran a number of anti-
Semitic articles in the late 1g30s praising Nazi anti-Jewish laws. 34 Yet
although many émigrés were deeply anti-Semitic, and anti-Semitic
comments do occur occasionally in the writings of ROVS members, they
are very rare. Ant-Semitism hardly registers at all in either the public
writings or the private correspondence of ROVS members and in general
ROVS leaders were keen to avoid antagonizing Jews. Wrangel stated
clearly that he was not hosule to Jews, and did not support anti-Jewish
measures. “There are Jews who brought Russia immeasurable harm . ..
There are Jews that Russia can be proud of’, he stated.’5 In his turn,
Miller wrote to von Lampe that he welcomed the Nazis® rise to power, but
that all their achievements could be undermined by their anti-Semitism.
Jews were a powerful international force, whom Hitler should take care
not to antagonize, as a fight against the Jews could undermine his war
against communism.3® Chasoved printed an article in 1934 in which it crit-
wized talk that anti-Jewish pogroms might follow the fall of the Soviet
regime:
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Surely vou do not want to darken freedom in the first dawning davs of its estab-
lishment?! God forbid! Heow can ene estublish freedom on the bluod of poor,
persecuted, homeless people? You will blot its bright appearance, will shame the
struggle with communist impurity, and will cause great harm 1o the Russian
cause, Russian freedom must be achicved by pure means . . . We, Russian soldicrs,
respect the bright memory of the Jews Dora Kaplan and Leonid kancgisser [who
had atrempted to assassinate leading Bolsheviks] and hope that other Russians can
be found who will repeat their glorious explois. 57

Fven many of those who were deeply ant-Semitic realized that it
would not be sensible 1o act on these sentiments,

In fact, many of the more virulently anti-Semitic ¢migrés regarded
ROVS as soft on the Jewish question. Yon Lampe, who was undoubtedly
an anti-Semite, lamented that he was being accused of ‘judoplilia’ by
other émigres in Germany.®® General Zinkevich, also anti-Semitic, was
attacked by the émigre journalist Ivan Solonevich, who stated that “The
bony and wily hand of the Eternal Jew can be sensed behind the back of
General Zinkevich.'® Although the influence of anti-Semitism was
strong, it does not appear to have been the major reason why many in
ROVS found fascism attractive,

The rise of the Nazis 10 power caused an explosion in the number of
Russian ¢migre fascist organizations, as Russians sought to leap on the
fagcist bandwagon. This was especially true in Germany where a Russian
Nazi movement, ROND, Russboe Osvoboditelmor Nurodvoe Duichenie
{Russian Popular Liberation Movement) was formed. Despite Miller's
enthusiasm for fascism, he disliked ROND and ROVS members were
forbidden to join it because of the provisions of Order no, 82, This was
because Miller regarded ROND as a German puppet organization.®
‘Our Berlin emigration has gone out of its mind’, he wrote 1o his son in
April 1933, ‘and is planning to join the Nazi party. It is purc hysterics and
a loss of all sense not only of proportion but also of personal virtue,
ROVS leaders were determined to resist the pull of members into fascist
organizations, and in this had a grear deal of success. Von Lampe noted
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that in Germany it was only ROVS’s existence which prevented emigres
from joining fascist organizations in large numbers.® As with Wrangel's
resistance to the monarchist movement in the 19zos, ROVS served to
restrain the political extremes of the Russian emigration and to pull 1t
towards the political centre.

ROVS members were certainly not democrats and favoured a *dictato-
rial’ government, but their view of the state was not totalitarian. Indeed,
Ivan Il'in specifically remarked that *the state cannot and should not regu-
late evervthing, The twotalitarian state is godless.”3 Zinkevich remarked
that after Stalin Russians would not want another government which
would seek to interfere in every aspect of their ives. Moreover the Whites
appear to have been concerned with creating a law-based state, so that
even the dictator would be subjeet to the faw. This stress on legality was
in part a reaction to what many White officers recognized as their own
lawlessness during the Civil War™ Ivan Il'in made it clear that dictator-
ial government was not inherently superior to other forms of government
per se, but that the form of government had to fit the level of development
of the national legal consciousness. *Il'in is cqually clear’, the writer
Philip Grier has noted, ‘thar such a “dictatorship” would be justified in
the long run only by its success in raising the moral, legal, and religious
consciousness of the population to such a level that a state based upon the
rule of law would become possible. This was an idea which found its
way into the ROVS Credo.

The combination of a preference for dictatorial government and a
belief in the rule of law did not make it easy for the Whites to produce a
systematic ideology, as the two ideas were not easily compatible. But there
i5 a more important reason why ROVS failed to systematize its political
philosophy, which is that political and practical ideas were not what really
mattered to most of its members. Many of them believed that the White
struggle in the Civil War was not about political ideas but about cultural
values, in particular those cherished by the Russian officer corps, such as
honour, duty, and service. Bolshevism was not disliked because of its
social or cconomic policies, but because it was the antithesis of these
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values, Many felt that the underlying causes of the problems of both
Russia itsell and the Russian emigration were spinitual. Miller, for
instance, wrote to General Krasnov, *You are completely right to describe
the current era as not only difficult, bur also “despicable”. Unfortunately,
the whole world has been scized by one and the same illness—a complete
loss of morals,"®®

This spiritual emphasis did not mean that White officers were ascetics
who disliked material wealth, merely that they belicved that political
programmes, with their emphasis on cconomic, political, and social
change, were not a solution (o mankind's problems, as they tackled only
the material superstructure. The substructure of peoples’” mentalities was
considered more important, If mankind’s morals were first improved, its
material situation would improve also. Responding to the ROVS Credo,
General Barbovich commented that he wanted less emphasis in ROVS's
slogans on the material side of life, and more an the spiritual, writing that
‘there are too few of these promises—of a moral sort—in the slogans,
which emphasize only the material good. We must focus more on what is
our defining feature and is by nature unchangeable.’” General
Dragomirov considered these unchanging values to be faith, irreconcil-
ability, belief in Russia’s eternal national principles, self-sacrifice, and
discipline: ‘an officer who has tasted the poison of politics is no longer
capable of discipline, nor even of the modest . . . fulfilment of his service
duty."™

To a certain extent the spiritual emphasis of White officers was reli-
gious in naturc. As Wrangel noted, ‘the salvation of Russia from the
Bolshevik voke must begin with its religious resurrection. Miller said
in a speech in 1934, “The world is gradually dividing into two camps: in
on¢ are the godless, who deny every spiritual principle . . . in the other are
those who do not want to become the slaves of Evil, who are ready to fight
for the right to have a family, Motherland, Faith.'?* The White movement
was a moral, religious one, wrote Ivan Il'in: “Whiteness was defined from
the start and will be defined to the end by the pureness of its guiding motive
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and the religious tension of its patriotic will. Where there 15 none of this,
there is nothing white.'™ An article in the Festmib Obshehestiva
Caliipolintser noted that *Service of Christ . . . 15 the aspiration of all truly
national exertions. It is the ideal content of Russian statchood.’™ In a
later article this was contrasted with communism: “The Bolshevik
programme, the inner sense of communism, is the construction of life
without God. The true essence of soviet power is the struggle with God
for power on earth."’3 A mecting of representatives of the Society of
Gallipolians held in Bulgaria in June 1937 discussed the need for slogans
and programmes, and passed a resolution saying that *“We assert . . . the
supreme significance of the spiritual principle in life . . . the principle of
God. Thus we recognize the great significance of religion . . . which has
plaved the most important role in . . . uniting the Russian people.’74

Burt religion was not the only part of this philosophy. It also stressed
the superiority of the spiritual over the material in general terms. Many
officers cxplicitly rejected rationalism, which, claimed Dragomirov, led
inevitably to communism.?s An article entitled ‘*On Slogans’ noted that
efforts to forge a compromise between socialism and capitalism would
fail, as they were both based on materialism: *We would do better to lay
eternal principles such as God, Motherland, Nation, and Truth as the
foundation of the future Russia, and the cement will be eternal and sacred
concepts such as: honour, virtue, nobility . . . There can be no doubt of
one thing—The White Idea cannot be squeezed inta the frames of narrow
materialism.'7

White officers were not alone in thinking in such terms. Many on the
extreme right of European politics expressed similar ideas. The historian
George Mosse says that fascism ‘saw itself as a cultural movement’, that
fascism was a revolt against communist and capitalist materialism and
that its language ‘grew out of Christiamity; it was after all the language of
faith’.77 Superficially, the Whites seem to fit neatly into Mosse’s model of
fascism. They were disaffected former soldiers who exalted struggle,
‘activism’, and spiritual renewal. They resembled the German Free Corps
who fought communists in Germany and the Baltic States after the end of
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the First World War, and who served as an mspiration for the carly Nazis,
Aceording to Mosse, the Free Corps were "unable to formulate political
goals’ and were said ‘to be held together not by ideas but through
action”.? The similarity with the Whites is striking.

Tt is tempting therefore to see the White struggle in the Russian Civil
War not as something purely Russian but rather as the first manifestation
of a gencral European movement, which later came 1o prominence in
Italy and Germany. But despite the similaritics one should be cautious
about linking the Whites too closcly to the inter-war European extreme
right. The striking thing about the Whites” relation 1o fascism is not that
so many of them were attracted to it, but that so few of them actually
joined fascist parties. Although there were a large number of Russian
fascist groups, except in Manchuria these groups were minuscule.™ The
efforts of ROVS members to develop a systematic ideology in the 19305
show that the Whites' dislike of democracy was tempered with a liberal
belief in personal freedoms and with a soldiers sense of the need for
discipline and law and order. In so far as they fit in anywhere in political
terms, it seems to be in the tradition of Russian authoritarian liberal-
CONSCrvatism.

The efforts by many in ROVS to establish their political beliefs in
more definite terms ended in failure. Even after 20 vears in exile most
ROVS members were still unable to say in concrete terms what it would
mean if they were ever to take power. This is of tsell a remarkable fact.
It shows how strongly the idea of non-predetermination was held, not
merely in the sense of not predetermining the question of monarchy or
republic, but in its wider form of not predetermining social and cconomic
questions in general. It shows how wrong were those on the left and right
who imagined that non-predetermination was a mask for some hidden
political ideology. Yet many White officers were very ideologically driven.
If they failed to produce a conerete programme, it was ultimately because
political, social, and cconomic issues were not what mattered to them.
Their concerns were primarily moral and spiritual. Theirs was a move-
ment which put its main emphasis not on social or political programmes
but on the spirit of struggle and activism and on maintaining and foster-
ing the spiritual values it held dear, in particular religion and the valucs of
professional military men—honour, discipling, service, duty, and sacri-
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fice. Since these values emerged from the Whites’ experiences in the Civil
War, and remained remarkably consistent thereafter, this reveals some-
thing fundamental about the nature of the Civil War as well. From the
point of view of the Whites, the battle between Red and White turns out
to have been a clash of cultures and values, not of cconomic or social
interests or of competing concepts of material progress.



12

Depression and Mutiny

During the 1g30s the international environment changed markedly for
the worse as far as the Russian emigration was concerned, The Grear
Depression, the rise of fascism, the division of Europe into competing
blocs, and thclrt::iut[ing threat of war, accentuated the divisions within the
cmigration, Emigré organizations spht into ever smaller fragments as
personal animositics and ambitions grew ever greater, Years of cconomic
deprivation and failed hopes had created a general climate of disillusion-
ment which those with axes to grind were able to exploit in order to cause
trouble. This process affected ROV S as much as any other émigré group,
and during the 19308 the organization experienced a serics of crises and
scandals, which left it intact but severely weakened.

In part the divisions which developed among émigres were a result of
the changing situation inside the Soviet Union. From 1929 on, the Soviet
regime lurched from crisis to crisis, especially during Stahin's struggle
against the peasantry in the vears 1929-33. The situation inside the
Soviet Union was well known to those émigrés who chose to pay atten-
tion, as matters such as the terrible famine in Ukraine in 1932/ 3 were well
reported in the emigre press.' This encouraged some énugres to believe
that an opportunity had at last come to topple the communist regime.
Fear that this opportunity would be lost prompted an impatient desire to
take up immediate ‘direct action’ against the Bolsheviks. Other émigres,
however, observed the increasing conservatism of Stalin’s regime, in
which revolutionary values appeared to be jettisoned for more traditional
ones, and interpreted this as a sign that the communist regime was cvoly-
ing in a favourable dircction. They therefore turned from being enemies
of the regime into passive, and in some cases cven active, supporters of it

Qutside the Soviet Union the most crucial development was the Nazi
scizure of power in Germany. In response to the Nazi threat some
European countries such as France and Czechoslovakia, both with large
emigré communities, sought alliances with the Soviet Union, which now
emerged from its previous diplomatic isolation. In the early 1930s the few

' g an article entitled *Golod v Rossii’, in Russkif Golos, 82 (30 Oct. 1932).
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countrics which had held out against giving diplomatic recognition to the
Soviet regime, such as the United Stares, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and
Yugoslavia, finally gave in and recogmized it. This had a terrible effect on
emigrés’ morale as it undermined their hopes of finding allies against the
Soviets. In addition, it became harder and harder for ant-Soviet organi-
zations to continue their work unmolested as Soviet diplomats put pres-
sure on their new allies to curb their activities. Meanwhile in Germany,
ROVS found uself under continuous threat of being closed down by the
Nazi authorities who suspected it of being pro-French. As the world split
into two opposing blocs, émigrés were obliged to bend in different ways
in different countrics in order to remain unmolested by the local author-
iies. This made it very difficult for them to retain their umty.

Another factor undermining the emigration was the simple passage of

time. By the mid-1g930s many of the more charismatic White leaders,
such as Wrangel and Kutepov, were dead. Years of exile had also under-
mined émigrés’ morale. Conunual disappointments croded faith in the
cause, while poverty and deprivation ate at men’s nerves and undermined
their patience and sense of proportion. It required only a small spark to
set off major quarrels. These processes were further accentuated by the
Great Depression, which had a carastrophic effect on the lives of émigrés.
Many lost their jobs, especially because some European nations, secking
to protect their own citizens from the cffects of the depression, passed
discriminatory laws restricting the labour rights of refugees. Russians in
Bulgaria were particularly badly hit. A typical report of the situation was
sent from Bulgaria in February 1930:
From 3 February the factorics in Sliven, because of the change to a 3-day work-
ing week, will be reducing workers' salaries by 20 per cent . . . which will leave
us—Russians—in a very difficult position . . . If the situation does not improve,
they will close the factories. We are condemned 1o death by starvation, for we have
no reserves for a ‘rainy day’.?

In 1931 the sitwation worsened as the Bulganan government brought
in legislation restricting the rights of non-Bulgarians to hold jobs. In
March 1932, for instance, the Bulgarian Ministry of Labour asked a
factory in Plachkovski for a list of its workers. On discovering that fifty
Russians were working there it ordered that ten of them be dismissed
immediately and gave the remainder until June to leave? Similarly, in
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April 1932, government inspectors visiting a sugar factory in Gorno-
Orckhovitsa demanded that eleven Russian workers be dismissed. The
eleven applied for Bulgarian citizenship as the only means of keeping
their jobs.4 By 1935 only one in three Russians i Bulgaria had full-time
work.?

The situation was not much better in other countries. In Luxembourg,
where the Gallipoliitsy shared a hostel, conditions were described as
‘werrible’.® Between 1930 and 1937 the number of Russians employed at
the Renault factory in Billancourt in France fell from 8,000 to 300 a5 the
cesult of laws discriminating against immigrants.? As Colonel Matsylev
noted in November 1934, ‘Our position is becoming worse with every
month. Unemployvment has increased significantly since autumn. In
November the Renault and Citroen factories reduced the number of
workers significantly, dismissing foreigners and Russians first of all, so
that many of us have lost our jobs.™ In Czechoslovakia an unemployed
member of the Gallipeliiskoe Zemliachestvo commented that when apply-
ing for jubs, ‘I often hear the reply *You are a foreigner, why don’t you go
back to Russia?™ ™

From 1932 to 1934 many émigrés considered leaving Europe to go o
Paraguay, where they hoped that they could build a better life. The first
Russian to go was a former senior officer in Wrangel's Russian Army,
General Ivan Beliaev, Beliaey arrived in Paraguay in 1924, and soon
acquired a reputation as an cxplorer and anthropologist. He was
extremely sympathetic to the plight of the native people, and his studies
of the culture of the indigenous people of the Chaco region broke new
ground.' In 1932 Paraguay was attacked by neighbouring Bolivia, and
Beliaev recruited Russians to serve in the Paraguayan army. The Chaco
War of 1932-5 was won by Paraguay, and up to eighty Russians served on
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the Paraguavan side.'" Buoyed by success, Beliacy hoped to attract more
Russians into the country to establish agricultural colonies, where Russian
culture could be preserved until the Soviet regime collapsed and the
Russians could return home, In 1934 something akin to a ‘Paraguay fever'
swept the Russian émigré community in Europe, and several thousand
Russians emigrated to Paraguay. The agricultural colonies failed and
most of the Russians left Paraguay to live in other South American coun-
trics.** But the fact that so many Russians were willing to give the coun-
try a try suggests that their conditions of life in Europe were very bleak
indeced.

Back in its headquarters in Paris, ROVS was weakened by a lack of
strong leadership. By now in his mid-sixtics, and in ill health, General
Miller had many positive qualities, but he also had certain weaknesses
which made him unable to cope with the emerging crisis. A Guards
cavalry officer, he had served much of his career as a military attaché, in
Brussels, the Hague, and Rome. He was well-educated, erudite, spoke
several languages, and his diplomatic experience made him well-suited to
many of the tasks required of a leader in exile. Miller believed in the cause
and staved at his post, despite his failing health, because of a genuine
sense of duty, which was recognized by those around him.'3 Miller's
weakness was that he was a micro-manager, who insisted on doing every-
thing himself, did not know how to delegate, and could not distinguish
between trivial and truly important matters.'s He was also terribly inde-
cisive. Whereas Wrangel perpetually sought confrontation and brushed
his opponents aside, Miller always sought compromise. As Wrangel
noted, he was afraid of clear, definite deeisions.'3 By attempting to bring
people together he all wo often succeeded only in dragging out their
guarrels until they finally erupted into something dramatic. In the wors-
ening situation of the 19305 ROVS desperately needed decisive leader-
ship, but this was to be noticeable only by its absence.

By the carly 1930s the external environment had turned the Russian
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emigration into tinder which only required a small spark to bur_sr into
ﬂ:m;cs. ‘I'his spark was provided by the ideology of activism’, :w.'luu.'lh was
to prove one of the most divisive influences on the military emigration in
the second decade of its exile. Activism emphasized the carrying out of
direct action against the Soviets, be it terrorism, conspiratorial wurkl on
the lines of setting up revolutionary cells, or propaganda and subversion.
“I's the “activists’ this was the main purpose of the Russian emigration’s
existence. They valued action over philosophy, deed over word. Ivan Il'in
noted that “T'he White is a man of will and deed, not of word.""" Action
required a moral meaning all of its own. As the commander of [!12
Drozdovskii Regiment, Major General Anton Turkul said, “The White
idea is action itself: action, struggle, with unavoidable victims and
exploits. The White idea is the forging of strong 111,'1;:;1!1; in struggle, 1!1¢
affirmation of Russia and its life in struggle, in an undying surge of will,
in indisputable action.”7 Few of the proponents of activism ever thought
much about what they were acting for. Action itsclf was the purposc.

ROVS endeavoured to carry out ‘active work” against the Soviets in the
19308, but such work was very expensive, and without loreign imckFrs
ROVS's sources of finance were limited, Contributions to its fighting
fund, the FSR, fell dramatically in the early 19308, partly because the
ecconomic depression reduced émigrés’ salaries, and partly hn:-:aus::_ui'
increasing scepticism about the effectiveness of the work undertaken with
the fund’s money.'¥ In such circumstances achieving anything was very
difficult. Making the task even more problematic were the persistent
activities of Soviet agents, The paranoia of Russian é¢migrés was I'IuI]y
justified. The Soviet secret services continued to put a great clfort into
infiltrating émigré organizations, and of all these ROVS was the prime
target.

I?Tm:: Soviet agents in particular caused immense damage 10 _I{i_fﬂr"S n
the 19305, One of these was Sergei Tretiakoy, a former il.'lduSIIﬁ:l‘lIEt who
had served as a minister in Kolchak’s White government in Siberia. Once
wealthy, by 1930 Tretiakov had fallen on hard times, and he agreed 0 spy
for the Sovicts in return for money. Unfortunately for ROVS, Tretiakov
was their landlord, owning the building in Paris where the ROVS Central
Diirectorate had its offices. In January 1934, Tretiakoy, who lived in the

% Beamik Gallipoliitser: Trekhlene Obshelestva Galfipaliitser {rozr=tg2g), 11 (Nox
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apartment above the ROVS office, installed a microphone there, and from
then on cavesdropped regularly on the conversations below.'® The second
agent was the commanding officer of the Kornilov Shock Regiment
Major General Nikolai Skoblin. Having risen rapidly through the ranks
during the civil war, Skoblin was only 26 vears old at the time of the evac-
uation of the Crimea. He was completely under the thumb of his wife, a
popular singer Nadezhda Plevitskaia, to the extent that he was mockingly
known as *General Plevitskii’. Plevitskaia had expensive tastes and missed
the fame and fortune she had enjoyed in Russia, where she had been one
of the country'’s most famous entertainers. After being approached by a
Soviet agent in Scprember 1930, Plevitskaia prevailed on her husband to
work for the Soviets in return for money.*® Skoblin was given the task of
sabotaging the secret work of ROVS, and was to prove even more disrup-
tive than Tretakov.

After Kutepov's death, General Miller sct up a small security organi-
zation, headed by General Globachey, who had formerly commanded the
Russian Army's security service. Globachev's role was to inform ROVS
leaders of any persons in the Russian emigration who were engaged in
suspicious activitics. Miller hoped that this would protect ROVS from
further provocations such as the Trust. In 1933, as ROVS’s financial posi-
tion worsened, General Abramov recommended that Globachev's organi-
zation be disbanded and its tasks handed over to the Inner Line. At first
Miller refused, but in 1935 he finally ook Abramov's advice and
dismissed Globachev in order to save money.** Although this was unwise,
it is unlikely that the move actually hurt ROVS's security much since
Globachev had in any case failed to identify the spics in ROVS’s ranks.

Kutepov's failure to achicve any significant results with his terrorist
campaign convinced Miller that terrorism should be abandoned. He
agreed that ROVS should continue to work inside the Soviet Union, but
insisted that this work should concentrate on intelligence-gathering and
establishing conspiratorial cells.** This decision created some dissatisfac-
tion. The proponents of activism wanted not only intelligence gathering
but also headline-grabbing terrorist actions. As no such actions were
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being planned, their anger and impaticnce with ROVS's leaders
increased.

Miller appointed General-of-Cavalry A. M. Dragomirov to command
ROVS's underground campaign. Dragomirov in turn delegated most of
the work to Major General V. G. Kharzhevskii, who was the commander
of the Gallipaliiskoe Zembiachestvo in Cazechoslovakia. Kharzhevski
endeavoured to send men into Russia through Rumania, using a Colonel
Zheltkovskii as his agent. Two members of the NSNP were sent into
Russia in this way in November 1933. Messages were received from them
for a while, but then ceased. In summer 1934 another group was sent from
Rumania, but was captured by the Soviets who had been warned in
advance by Tretiakov.*} "The failure of the Rumanian linc of operations
led 1o a scarch for an alternative, and efforts were made to send agents
into the USSR via Finland.* Contact was cstablished with the Finnish
military general staff in order to facilitate operations, but unfortunately
Miller chose Skoblin as his go-between with the Finns, and when in June
1934 three agents crossed the Finnish border, the Soviets were waiting for
them, as Skoblin had betraved the operation. The agents managed to
escape back over the border, but their mission was aborted.*S In summer
1936, the Finnish government, suspecting that ROVS was mfiltrated by
the Soviets, informed ROVS that it would no longer co-operate with it
nor allow it to carry out underground operations from Finnish soil 2
With this ROVS’s last serious cfforts to penetrate the USSR came to an
end. Captain Foss, still organizing Inner Line activities in Bulgaria, may
have succeeded in sending several agents into Russia in the mid- and late
19305, but the stories of their adventures cannot be confirmed.*?

ROVS had been warned about Skoblin. In 1932 a Colonel Fedoseenko
approached Miller and told him that he had allowed himself to be
recruited by the Sovict secret services, through whom he had learnt that
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Skoblin was also a Soviet agent. Miller dismissed his report, and in 1933
Fedoseenko published his allegations in the newspaper Fozrozhdense. He
was not believed. Most observers felt that his story was a provocation
designed to smear one of ROVS's more active generals.®® Skoblin
demanded that a court of honour meet to determine the truth of the
accusations, and in July 19335 the court acquitted him of all charges.
Skoblin was therefore able to paint himself as a victim of provocation, and
this made it all the more difficult in the future for accusations against him
to be heard.

Meanwhile, the complete failure of ROVS's underground campaign
was causing considerable discontent. In May 1932 V. V. Orekhov sent a
report to Miller in which he commented that the lack of successful ‘active
work’ was the prime cause of falling morale among ROVS members.3°
Orckhov said that he was obliged to tell the truth, and ‘the truth is
TERRIBLE'". As editor of Chasouvei he said that he received many letters
from ROVS members complaining that active struggle had ceased.
Members simply did not believe assertions that it was continuing, as there
was no proof that this was the case. As a result members were leaving
ROVS: *we are gradually but surcly heading for extinction.’3!

It is hard to tell how deep such feelings went, It would appear that
activism and dissatisfaction with the lack of it was primarily a characteris-
tic of the vounger generation of ROVS members, especially the
Gallipoliitsy. There was little evidence of it among other groups in ROVS,
such as Cossacks and First World War veterans. Squadron Commander A.
N. Komorovskii, who was secretary of the ROVS 4th department, felt that
to some degree activism was a pretext used by troublemakers to cause
disruption.?* In Bulgaria in 1937, the chief of stafl of the Don Corps,
Colonel lasevich, attacked the supporters of activism, but noted happily
that they were a small minority.33 They were, however, a noisy and promi-
nent minority. There were enough of them to cause serious trouble. At a
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meeting with General Miller the ROVS department heads reported that
members were losing faith in the route taken by ROVS, that mure and
more voices could be heard complaining abour the lack of actve work,
and that ROVS had no successes to show, whercas the Soviets did
General Barbovich noted that unhappiness with the absence of ‘real
work’ *has seized a significant part of the officer corps®. 5

The ideology of activism contributed to a bitter dispute which erupted
among ROVS members in Ceechoslovakia in 1932, At the centre of this
dispute were Kharzhevskii, who was the head of the Galfipeluskoe
Zemliachestvo, and General-of=Infantry N. A, Khodorovich, whe
commanded the ROVS 6th department. These two men represented two
entirely different strands of ROVS's membership. Born in 1837,
Khodorovich was one of the most senior members of the old Imperal
Army, having served in the First World War as commander of the Kiev
Military District.3® Kharzhevskii was thirty-five years younger than
Khodorovich. He joined the army as a reserve WCO in 1914, and within
six years had risen to the rank of major general, aged only 28.%7
K hodorovich and Kharzhevskii represented completely different genera-
tions and different modes of thinking.

There were two Russian military organizations in Czechoslovakia—
the Gallipolisskoe Zembiachestvo and the Union of Great War Veterans,
SUVV—which were both subordinated to Khodorovich. Relations
between the Zemfiachesive and the SUVV were never good. The
Gallipoliitsy complained that the SUVY had accepted members who had
been expelled from the Zemliachesivo, while the SUVV complained that
the Gallipaliitsy refused to participate in joint projects such as the
creation of a joint officers’ mess. Khodorovich was accused of taking the
side of the SUVV in these disputes, and of interfering in the internal
affairs of both organizations.?® In protest at Khodoroevich's behaviour,
K harzhevskii asked to be relieved of his post.

Miller refused Kharzhevskii's request, but did nothing to resolve the

1 BAR. ROVS, Box t62, Folder *Officers' Unions, (1g30s) (Report of meetng of
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tensions in Czechoslovakia which simmered on from 1930 to 1932. In
the mean ume some Gallipoliitsy began a deliberate campaign to
discredit Khodorovich, He was attacked for not understanding the
Gallipoli spirit and for being opposed to activism. Khodorovich had
opposed putting all the proceeds of the Gallipolitskee Zembiachestva’s
annual ball into the FSR, and insisted that half’ be put aside to help the
unemployed. This proved, the Gallipoliitsy maintained, that he was a
mortal enemy of activism, whereas they felt that ‘the whole sense of the
White wdea and the Gallipoli psychology consists of supporting the
spirit of activism, "3

In October 1931 the French newspaper Humanité revealed that
Kharzhevski was running ROVS's underground operations against the
Soviet Union. Miller decided that Kharzhevskii could no longer continue
as head of the Gallipalisskee Zemliachestvo, because there should be no
official link between ROVS and underground anti-Soviet activity. ROVS
had to be able to deny that it was invelved in such activity, because if an
official link existed foreign governments might shut ROVS down
entirely.¥* Kharzhevskii, however, did not see it this way, and he wished
to keep his position as head of the Gallipofitskoe Zembiachestvo. On 24
March 1932 he finally sent in a letter of resignation, but made it clear that
he was doing so under duress.#* Matters now came to a head.

Kharzhevskii was very popular among the Zemliachestvo's members.
His resignation was greeted by them with dismay.# On 28 March, a
group of Gallipoliitsy met in Prague and sent a letter of protest to their
notional superior, the commander of the First Army Corps, General
Vitkovski, saying that Kharzhevskii's departure was a capitulation to the
Bolshevik press, that he was irreplaceable, and that Khodorovich ‘lacked
any pathos of struggle’ 45 Despite this protest, on 1 May 1932 Miller
issued an order relieving Kharzhevskii of command of the Gallipoliiskoe
Zemibrachesrve, which was to be temporarily subordinated to Khodorovich
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until such time as a successor was appointed.# In response the
Gallipoliitsy mutinied. On 22 May the Gallipoliisboe Lemitachestvo in
Brno voted t refuse w subordinate itselfl w Khodorovich, Other
branches of the Zemliachestvo followed suit. The Gallipoliitsy claimed
that the cause of their action was ideological differences with
Khodorovich on the issue of activism, which made subordination to him
impossible. As one officer commented, “The leadership by General
Khodorovich of our organizations, and our subordination to him,
symbolize a rejection of the continuation of our White sacrificial
Struggle, ™45

Miller sent Generals Arkhangel'skin and Zinkevich to Praguce to report
on the situation and take temporary command there. As a result of their
reports, he settled on a compromise solution. Kharzhevskii was not
restored to his command, but Khodorovich was also relieved of his post.
The ROVS 6th department was disbanded and turned into a sub-depart-
ment of the 1st department, under the command of a naval officer,
Captain Podgornyi. An instruction was published issuing a severe repri-
mand to the members of the Gallipoliisboe Zemliachestvo 3" Order was
restored. OF itsell it was a fairly insignificant incident, but it symbolized
the manner in which émigré communities were being torn apart by bitter
quarrels.

As usual, the universal opinion seemed to be, withour any evidence,
that Bolshevik provecatenrs lay behind the whole incident. Miller himself
said as much in a number of Jetters. A7 A member of the SUVY directorate
in Prague told General Arkhangel'skii that Captain Lupenko, a close
colleague of Kharzhevskii, had been spreading rumours discrediting
Khodorovich and was acting as an unconscious weapon of agents of the
GPU. Captain G. A. Orlov, who later became head of the Prague detach-
ment of the Gullipoliisboe Zembiachestvo, was named as the most likely
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such agent.*® General Zinkevich dismissed that as pure fantasy,# but it is
indicative ol the paranoid mind-set of émigrés by the carly 19308 Such
attitudes made it very difficult to come to sensible conclusions as to what
had gone wrong and what should be donc to put it night.

Within two years crisis again broke out in Czechoslovakia, and once
again paranoia about Soviet agents played a part. Visiting Berlin in March
1934, the head of the Prague branch of the SUVY, Colonel Tilli, made a
speech to a Russian fascist group. News of this reached the Czech social-
ist press, which began to attack ROVS for being in league with Nazi
Germany. A short while later, Tilli gave a speech in Prague abourt the
international crisis in the Far East in which he openly sided with Japan,
despite strict instructions from Captain Podgornyi to remain neutral.
‘Tlit’s speech was reported in Poslednie Novosti and the Ceech press, and
the Czech government threatened to close down Russian military organi-
zations. As a result Tillh was reprimanded by Podgornyi and also by
Kharzhevskin, who although no longer holding any official position was
still the unofficial leader of the Gallipolisboe Zembliachestvo.?® Tilli
responded by complaining that Kharzhevskii had reported him to the
Czech police as a fascist, and in an official letter called Kharzhevskii a
scoundrel and a slanderer.?' Tilli was cgged on by several officers who
had been expelled from the Gallipeliiskoe Zembliachesivo, and wanted
revenge on Kharzhevskin. One of these, Second Lieutenant Skalon,
pulled a gun on Captain Orlov. In June 1934, Tilli then accused another
Zemliachestvo member, Captain Gepner, of being a Bolshevik agent. The
overall commander of the SUVV, Colonel Bigaey, therefore decided to get
rid of Tilli and asked him to resign. Till refused w do so, however, and
instead 1ssued an order stating that the Prague branch of the SUVY
would no longer accept the authority of Bigaev and Podgornyi.3* The
directorate of the Prague branch passed a resolution in support of him,
and asked him to remain in his pose 33

At this point the ubiquitous accusations of Bolshevik provecation
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cropped up. Documents were passed to Podgornyt showing that in
Constantinople in 1922 Tilli had been in contact with a well-known
Soviet agent, Anisimov. Confronted by this evidence, Tilli did not deny
it, but he claimed that he had been acting on the instructions of General
Globachey, who was Wrangel's security chief.3 GPU reports written in
1922 confirm that Tilli was indeed one of Anisimov's agents,3s but it is
impossible to say whether he was playing a double game. Whatever the
truth, the mud stuck, and Podgornyi decided that "Tilli had been acting
deliberately on instructions from the Soviers in order to discredit ROVS,
He recommended thar the SUVY in Prague, which at the time had 160
members, be expelled from ROVS.A® Miller confirmed this decision,
expelled the SUVY, and set up an alternative organization, the Russian
Military Union (Russbn Foennyt Swinz), to replace it37 By the end of
1934 over half the SUVV's members had left to join the new organiza-
tion, and so rejoin ROVS, which therefore emerged from the splhit rela-
tively intact. ROVS's reputation was damaged, but it proved fairly
restlient in surviving the crisis, The incident revealed the degree wo which
years of exile had so strained everyone’s nerves that personal disputes
soon blew out of control. It also revealed once again the debilitating effect
that the action of Soviet agents had on the emigration, souring ¢migrés’
relations and breeding intense mutual suspicion among them.
Czechoslovakia was not the only country in which divisions developed.
In 1936, Miller’s assistant General Kussonskii complained that even in
Australia, where ROVS had only forty members spread out over thou-
sands of miles, splits had somchow emerged!®® The philosophy of
activism produced particularly severe divisions among ROVS members in
France. An important role in this was played by Skoblin. Aware that the
spirit of activism was making ROVS members dissatisfied with their lead-
ers, Skoblin became a forthright promoter of the need for *direct action’,
and sought to instil its spirit into those around him. He knew that this
would create desires that could not be fulfilled, and would therefore bring
dissent into ROVS's ranks. Rather than do too much of this himsell, and
thereby arouse people’s suspicions, he chose instead to act through an
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unwitting agent, General Turkul. Like Skoblin and Kharzhevskii, Turkul
was very young for his rank, having been only 27 vears old in Movember
1920. An impaticnt, immensely arrogant fircbrand, Turkul brought
disruption with him wherever he went, but he was very popular with the
troops of his own regiment. He was the epitome of the spirit of activism,
rarcly thinking bevond the idea of action to anything else, and not overly
particular in his morals. He was associated with numerous stories of
financial improprienes, and scems to have been at best untrustworthy, at
worst actively dishonest. Wrangel and his staff had to restrain him several
times in the carly 19208 for his excessive zeal .59

Skoblin goaded Turkul on, aware that if anyone could disrupt ROVS,
it was Turkul. He told Turkul that Miller was speaking against him in
private, and told Miller of criticisms made about him by Turkul.®
Skoblin’s problem was that Turkul lived in Bulgaria, and to have the
maximum impact he needed to be in Paris at ROVS's centre. He therefore
decided o bring Turkul o Paris, and the Soviets arranged to get him a
job at a garage there. Turkul did not know how his employment was
provided, and was completely duped into playing the role expected of
him while being totally unaware that he was being used by the Soviets. In
MNovember 1931 he left Bulgana and moved to France. Abramov warned
Miller that his arrival would mean trouble,” and indeed Turkul soon
lived up to expectations.

In May 1932, together with Generals Skoblin, Peshnia, and Fok,
Turkul wrote to Miller demanding a renewal of active work inside the
USSR.% He also began to demand changes to bring younger faces to the
front and get rid of older officers opposed to the spirit of activism. With
Skoblin he started to intrigue to get rid of the head of the Society of
Gallipolians, General Rep'ev® These episodes convinced Miller that
Turkul was being manipulated by Bolshevik provecatenrs, but he felt
unable to dismmiss him because of his populanty and the scandal and
possible split that any dismissal of him would cause.

% FIA, WA, Dox 142, File 1g, 274 (Letter, BEonzhin to Yitkovskii, 27 May 1g922); Box
152, File 48, pp. 18=1g (Order no. 163, General Wrangel, 27 Apr. 1921); HIA Kussonskii
Collection, Box 5, File 18 (Report, Major General Ostrovskii, no 30, 14 Aug. 1g2z).
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Over the next two yvears Turkul continued 1o whip up dissausfaction
among the Gallipoliitsy i France, complaining endlessly about the lack
of *action’. Skoblin stood aside and let Turkul do the damage. All weneas
Skoblin planned. As the vears passed and ROVS's secret work still
brought no success, dissatisfaction grew ever stronger. By 1934 2 sense of
crisis had begun to pervade ROVS. “We are living through a critcal
moment, a terrible period of falling morale and spirit’, wrote one officer
in March 1934.% Miller was sick and took a sabbatical that spring, which
led to intense speculation that he would retire and produced some very
public intriguing for his suceession, At the same time ROVS was begin-
ning to run out of money, the funds which had been provided by General
Poduagin in 1928 having nearly all been spent. There are stories that
Miller invested the money in the financial empire of a notorious Swedish
swindler, Ivan Krueger, who cheated many people of their fortunes before
eoing bankrupt and shooting himself in March 1932.% There is, however,
no evidence for this in the ROVS archive. It appears that Poduagin's
money was converted into gold dollars and stored in American banks for
safe keeping, burt as a result of the Depression the value of the dollar had
fallen by about 4o per cent compared to the franc by 19335, This had a
catastrophic effect on ROVS's finances® and in carly 1935 Miller
announced large cuts in the ROVS budger.

This announcement provoked what became known as the *revolt of the
marshals’. On 23 February 1935, General Vitkovskn appeared at Miller’s
office and informed him that fourteen unit commanders of the First
Army Corps were outside and wished to see him. Miller let them in,
whereupon they expressed a series of complaints about ROVS's failures,
and demanded thar the organization be restructured in order to revitalize
it. In particular they demanded that ROVS intensify s political and
underground work.®™ To stall them, Miller asked those present to
produce a more detailed set of proposals, and agreed to create a commis-
sion to discuss them.™ Unfortunately for Miller, who hoped to keep news
of the ‘revolt’ secret, one of those present, probably Skoblin, leaked

8 GARF L 5759, o 1,4d. 55, | 23-4 (Leter, Dobrokhotov to Orekhoy, 7 Mar. 1934).
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details of what had happened to Poslednie Novesti, which glecfully seized
on this evidence of dissent in ROVS's ranks. News of the divisions at the
top of ROVS now spread to the entire emigration.

When the officers of the First Army Corps finally presented their
detailed proposals, they were rejected by almost every senior officer in
ROVS to whom they were sent for comments.?® There was particular
anger that a small group of officers had taken it upon themsclves to speak
in the name of the entire membership of ROVS. The ‘practorian meth-
ods’ of the First Army Corps were unacceptable, wrote von Lampe.7!
Many commented that the basic assumption of those putting forward the
proposals, namely that the morale of ROVS members had collapsed, was
false. It might be true in Paris, but not clsewhere. In Yugoslavia, said
General Barbovich, the authority of General Miller remained high
among ROVS members, other émigrés, and the Yugoslav government, 72
In Bulgaria, wrote Dragomirov, the atmosphere was quite unlike that in
Paris: ‘here it is stronger, here people believe that the authority of the
head of ROVS must be preserved no matter what'”? Even Colonel
Matsylev, who had participated in the revolt, came to regret his involve-
ment, and was obliged to admit that the mood in Paris was not represen-
tative. He wrote to Zinkevich that ‘You are absolutely right thar Paris is
the nest our of which come all the rumours and intrigues . . . Both in the
provinces and other countries the mood is undoubtedly incomparably
better, and Paris cannot dictate its point of view.'™ Backed by these
comments, Miller was able to reject the proposals put to him, and reform
of ROVS was indefinitely shelved.

Unhappy that the ‘revolt of the marshals® had produced no results,
Turkul now decided that the time had come to abandon non-predetermi-
nation. By adopting fascist-style slogans he hoped to gain financial and
practical assistance from the rising powers of Nazi Germany, Italy, and
Japan. In July 1936 he therefore set up a new military—political organiza-
tion called the Russian National Union of War Veterans (Russkii
Nasional'nyt Somz Uchastnikov Vomy). At the organization’s opening
meeting Turkul made a speech sharply critical of the leadership of ROVS
and several days later an account of this speech was published in the

7 Ibid. (Procks reorgamizatsii tsentral'nage spravieniia ROVSa—~final version).
BAR, ROVS, Box 164 (Report, Gen. von Lampe, no. 187, 1z May 19335).
Ibid. {Report, Gen. Barbovich, 24 May 1935).
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newspaper Vozrozhdene.75 Miller had not been forewarned of this meet-
ing, or of the plan to create a new organization, and he summoned Turkul
to explain what he was domg. Miller told Turkul that he could not remain
commander of the Drozdovskn Regiment and be in charge of a polincal
organization, as a result of which Turkul handed 1n his resignation from
ROVS. Thercfore on 28 July 1936 Miller issued an order dismissing
Turkul from ROVS at his own request, and sent out an explanatory circu-
lar to ROVS commanders, explaining this decision. In his circular he
noted that i 2 senior ROVS commander was to lead a polincal organiza-
tion with an alignment of the sort envisioned by Turkul, ROVS itsclf
would face the risk of repression from the French authorities. [t had to be
made clear that any such political organization was not officially linked to
ROVS. ™

Miller told Turkul to hand over the command of the Drozdovskn
Regiment to one of s subordinates, but Turkul refused to do so, declar-
ing that he still considered himself to be regimental commander. The
response of the regimental detachments was mixed. In France and
Belgium resolutions were passed supporting Turkul; in Luxembourg,
Czechoslovakia, and Bulgana Turkuls instructions were ignored; in
Yugoslavia the regiment was divided.?7 In fact, since moving to France
Turkul had had litle contact with the men of his regiment outside
France, and so his declaration had no practical significance. Except in
France and Belgium a split was avoided. ROVS proved to be very robust
in its ability to survive divisions in its ranks such as those caused by
Turkul and Tilli. Turkul's new organization put out a newspaper, Signal,
but had little success. Few joined and many émmgrés felt that the maimn
loser in the whole incident was Turkul himself, as his reputation was
badly damaged.™ Skoblin's manipulation of him had been masterly,

Activism was meant to strengthen and revitalize the Russian emigra-
tion, to give it success in the one area that mattered most for many
émigrés—the struggle against the Soviets. It had the opposite effect.

75 BAR, ROVS, Box 6, Folder 1 Armeiskii Korpus, 1934=1936" (Minutes of meeting of
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Instead of uniting the emigration, it created even greater dissent, and
split it into even smaller pieces. The activists’ dissatisfaction was perfectly
understandable given the failure of ROVS's underground operations, but
in their impatient demands for ‘action’ they never stopped to consider
what the practical possibilitics were, whether their plans had any chance
of succeeding, or what sort of preparation was required to make them
work. In screaming for ‘dircct action’ they ignored the very real problems
ROVS faced in trying to carry out such action, ‘This played neatly into the
hands of Soviet provecatenrs such as Skoblin. All in all, the activists would
have done well to have heeded a warning issued by Wrangel in 1927: “We
must warn against the “chattering activism™ of that part of the press
which summons people to “active struggle”, “1o action” without clear
and definite possibilities. Such summonses, exciting hot heads in vain,
result in inevitable disillusion, and push the gullible into the embrace of
provocateurs,'7?

# BAR, ROVS, Box 17, Folder "Wrangel Headguarters (13)° (Circular, General Wrangel,
no, 1883, g Dec. 1g27).
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As the 19305 wore on, more and more problems were added to those that
ROVS already faced. Bitter disputes over the still-active Inner Line and
two dissident journalists, the brothers Boris and Ivan Solonevich, made it
clear that by 1936 vears of separation had created entirely different atti-
tudes among ROVS members in the various countries of Europe.
Meanwhile there was no let-up in the attacks by the Sovier secret services
(by now known as the NKVI). Some very prominent traitors among the
Whites were exposed in a catastrophic blaze of publicity in 1937 over yet
another Soviet kidnapping, and ROVS never recovered from the damage
to its reputation.

NMany of the disputes which racked ROVS i the late 19305 concerned
the Inner Line, which leaders of the NSNP, now known as the NTSNE,
Natsional wyi Trudover Seiuz Novoge Pokolenita (National Labour Union
of the New Generation) were convinced was continuing its cfforts o
infilrate their organization and take over ns leadership. In December
1935, the N'TSNP leadership refused to let a Caprtain Vouekhovich who
was 2 member of both ROVS and the N'TSNP attend their congress in
Paris. Voitekhovich belonged to the Inner Line and was known to have
reported on the N'TSNP's activities to it. As a result he was under inves-
tigation by the N'TSNP hierarchy, which spread rumours that he was a
traitor. This angered members of ROVS, who considered that their orga-
nization had been insulted by the accusations against onc of s
members.! Miller felt that the NTSNP had some justification for their
actions, but they had acted insensitively and had ignored ROVS.# At any
rate, ROVS-NTSNP relations began to be seriously strained.

On the night of 4=-5 December 1935, three members of the Society of
Gallipolians in Belgrade, Dr Linutskii, Captain Shklarey, and Mr Drakin,
were arrested by the Yugoslav police in connection with a break-in at the
house of the president of the NTSNPE, V. M. Baidalakov. With them was

' BAR, ROWS, Box 63, Felder *Correspondence, 1935, I Otdel® {(Letter, Kussonskii to
Abramov, 30 Dec 1935)
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arrested the secretary of the ROVS 4th Department, Squadron
Commander A. N. Komorovskii. All four were charged with being Soviet
agents.d The Yugoslav police discovered that Linitskii had a list of four-
teen names, supposedly given to him by Komorovskii, of people who had
entered the USSR with ROVS's help. It was clear that even if
Komorovskil was not a Soviet agent, he was certainly guilty of careless-
ness in his choice of colleagues and of handing information over to people
who did not justify the trust he had placed in them. NTSNP leaders
claimed that they had warned ROVS about Linitskii and his colleagues,
and that Komorovskin's actions proved that he must also have been in the
pay of the Soviets. They were also convinced that Komorovskii was
connected with the Inner Line, which they now came to believe was a
Soviet provocation. They thercfore decided to expose it, and in so doing
they created a decisive split between ROVS and the NTSNE

Miller set up a commission of inquiry under a prominent Russian
emigre in Belgrade, Senator Tregubov, to investigate the events in
Belgrade. The members of the NTSNP Exccutive Bureau sent Tregubov
a long report, in which they laid the blame for what had happened on the
Inner Line, and accused numerous prominent ROVS members of being
Soviet agents. Their report claiimed that the Inner Line had tried to
poison two leading N'TSNP members, M. A. Georgievskin and V. [,
Poremskii, and that it was plotting against the leadership of both ROVS
and the N'TSXPE The report also claimed that General Kharzhevskii was
a Soviet agent, as was Colonel Zheltkovskii, whom Kharzhevskii had used
for his secret work in the Soviet Union.? The report contained much
accurate information about the efforts of the Inner Line to infiltrate and
take over the NTSNP, but in making broader accusations against
respected ROVS members it went too far. The failure of ROVS's under-
ground work was not due to the treachery of Kharzhevskii or
Lheltkovskn, but o that of Skoblin and Tretiakov. The NTSNP were
firing at the wrong rargets, and in so doing they greatly antagonized
ROVS members and made it harder for the more correct elements of their
accusations to be treated seriously, They were also almost certainly wrong
in regarding the Inner Line as a gigantic Soviet provocation. It is clear
from the correspondence between Skoblin and his Soviet handlers that
Captain Foss, the head of the Inner Line, was regarded as a dangerous

3 Vestmik Obslohesiva Gallipolirser (30 Jan. 1g36), 1.
i BAR, RDOVS, Box 03, Folder “Correspondence, 1937, III Otdel® {Circular,
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enemy by the Soviers.? However, the N'TSNP was being swept along on
a growing wave of paranoia, and lashed out at targets on all sides, unable
to hit the right ones due to the lack of reliable information.

As relations between ROVS and the NTSNP deteriorated, some
blamed one of the NTSNPs leaders, M. A. Georgievskii, for the emerg-
ing crisis.” Miller complained that Georgievskii wanted to pull all of
ROVS's most active members into his organization and had focused on
recruiting from ROVS rather than undertaking the more difficult work of
attracting  younger people. In their behaviour towards Voitekhovich,
NTSNP leaders had shown an “insulting” attitude towards ROVS. Their
accusations against Komorovskii were not justified. The Inner Line, he
said, was far smaller and less important than its accusers were claiming,
The NTSNP was behaving like a hostile organization.”

Miller was by now regretting his decision to allow dual membership of
ROVS and the NTSNP, and in April 1936 he issued a circular, which
stated that in future, although he would still give permission to join the
NTSNP, he would do so only in exceptional circumstances and as a
general rule would not do s0.% From Belgrade, General Barbovich wrote
to Miller to complain that since the Komorovskii incident leaders of the
NTSNP were taking an ‘impermissible’ attitude towards ROVS, attempt-
ing tw weaken it by spreading tendentious facts and untrustworthy
rumours, and criticizing ROVS's help to them.Y ‘From day to day it is
becoming harder to work’, Barbovich commented, ‘our enemies are
becoming braver and more insolent; all sort of intriguers and false patri-
ots, dirccted by the experienced hands of the Bolsheviks, are carrving out
an unceasing intrigue against ROVS."®

The N'TSNP continued to insist that Komorovskii was a Sovier agent
and that ROVS was under the sway of a Bolshevik provocation, namely
the Inner Line, In part this was a genuine belicf, in part it may also have
been a convenient pretext for some NTSNP leaders such as Georgievskii
to assert their organization’s independence and break free of ROVS.
Within ROVS utself the Komorovskii incident and the accusanions about
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the Inner Line produced a difference of opinion between the leaders in
sofia and Paris. Abramov, who led ROVS in Bulgaria, praised those
involved in the Inner Line,"* whercas Miller's assistant in Paris, General
Kussonskii, disagreed. The Inner Line’s pretensions to be above ROVS
were intolerable, he wrote: “in France the Inner Line brought only
harm."* Abramov defended his position. He could not understand, he
said, why the ROVS central directorate was letting the NTSNP dictate to
ROVS: *It is clear to me that the NSNP wants to sow as much discord into
ROVS as possible, in order to eventually take its place.’ It was clear, wrote
Abramov, that Paris and Sofia had fundamentally different conceptions of
the direction that ROVS’s work must take.'3

In December 1936, Linitskii, Shklarev, and Drakin were convicted by
the Yugoslav courts of spying for the Soviets, but Komorovskii was
acquitted. In March 1937 Tregubov’s report was finally produced. It
concluded that Komorovskii was not a Soviet agent, but that he should
not be allowed to work any more in ROVS. He was guilty at the very least
of gross negligence.' ROVS members in Bulgaria believed that
Komorovskii's two aequittals proved that he was the victim of a Soviet
provocation, and rushed to his defence. The Festnmik Obshehestva
Crallipaliitser wrote that Komorovskii was the deliberate target of a provo-
cation led by Linitskii, who had sought to compromise him by planting
incriminating documents in his house.’ But the NTSNP remained
convinced of Komorovskii’s guilt. The defence of him mounted by
ROVS members in Bulgaria just proved in their eyes that the ROVS 3rd
Department was under the control of the Soviets. NTSNP meetings
continued to pursue Komorovskii, which angered his supporters in
ROVS. In Belgium the commander of the Russian Shooting Squad,
Colonel Levashov, complained in April 1937 that the local NTSNP group
was deliberately trying to drive a wedge between the leadership of ROVS
and 1ts rank and file. One had to doubt, he continued, whether the
NTSNP was still a friendly organization.'®

Mecanwhile, in Bulgaria another dispute broke out between the ROVS
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srd Department and the énmgre journalists Bors and Ivan Solonevich.
These were two brothers who had escaped from concentration camps in
the Soviet Union in August 1934. Former sportsmen, immensely strong
and muscular, they walked for two weeks through the forests and swamps
of Karcha, and finally crossed the border into Finland and salety. Ivan
Solonevich subsequently wrote a series of vehemently anu-Soviet books
which exposed Stalin’s prison-camp system. In his book Russia in Chains,
which was translted into several languages, he described Russia as a
country ‘fertilised with millions of corpses, enriched with vears of inhu-
man labour, [and] sccured at the cost of incredible deprivation™.'? Some
people believed that the brothers could not possibly have escaped {rom
the Soviet Union without help from the Soviet authorities, and they
therefore believed that the Soloneviches were provocatenrs. 'The deeply
anti-Soviet nature of their writing persuaded most, however, that they
were genuine dissidents, and they very rapidly gained a considerable
influence in émigre circles. At first ROVS’s relations with the brothers
Solonevich were very good. Miller and Foss paid for them to wravel from
Finland to Bulgaria, and arranged for them to receive the cditorship of
the Sotia-based newspaper Gelos Trudu {Voree of Labour). Subsequently
in the middle of 1936 the Soloneviches sct up their own newspaper Golos
Rossii."™ At first Galos Rossit took a very positive line towards ROVS, but
the Soloneviches were firm supporters of activism and began to publish
articles in which they chronicled the divisions within ROVS berween the
younger “activists’ and the older gencration, classifving these two as
‘Staff-Captains’ and *Generals’. Although they maintained thar they were
simply reporting the facts of existing divisions, many felt that they were
implying support for the former and criticizing the ROVS leadership by
implication. Suspicions that they were Soviet provecarenrs began to
deepen.

In Junc 1937 the Festmile Obshehestva Gallipelintsev suddenly began a
bitter polemic against the Solonevich brothers. Responding o questions
about how they managed to fund Gelos Ressn, the Soloneviches had
claimed that this was done from profits made from lecture tours they
carried out around Europe, and that ROVS’s department in Bulgaria
could confirm this. The 3rd department’s leading officers, Generals

T L L. Solonevich, Rusia ir Charns: A Record of Unspeakable Suffering (London, 1938}
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Abramov and Zinkevich, were angered by this, as it linked them too
closely with the brothers, and because it was in any case not true that they
could confirm the source of their funds. A reply was planned for Festnik
Cbshehestva Gallipaliitser but withdrawn when the Soloneviches offered
1o apologize. However, the Soloneviches then suddenly published an arti-
cle in their newspaper complaining about Zinkevich’s attitude, Abramov
demanded an apology, but the proposed apology Ivan Solonevich showed
him was deemed insufficient, ™

Zinkevich now wrote to Miller to sav thar he was convineed that Boris
Solonevich was a Soviet agent. He had been told this by General
Dobrovol'skii in Finland, who had been told by the Finnish police. The
German police apparently also shared the same opinion. Zinkevich
claimed to have incontrovertible proof at his disposal.*® Zinkevich later
admitted thar he did nor actually have such proof in his hands, but he
remaincd convinced that the Soloneviches were prevecarcnrs.®' QOther
ROVS leaders were sceptical about his accusations,®*® and Miller ordered
Zinkevich to desist from further polemics against the brothers.?3 This
induced a sense of despair in Abramov. He was bemused that Miller
would not take his and Zinkevich’s side in this dispute. *Why', he wrote,
‘do vou trust the brothers more than us?'4

It was, in any case, already wo late o order Zinkevich to desist. A
congress of the Society of Gallipolians in Sofia passed a resolution
condemning the Soloneviches and recommended to all its members that
contacts with them cease.*3 Meanwhile Ivan Solonevich declared open
war on ROVS, publishing for instance a pamphlet in which he wrote that
ROVS was in terminal decline and heading for collapse.®® In 1938 he left
Bulgaria and moved to Berlin where he set up a fascist-orientated news-
paper, Nasha CGazeta, which printed abusive articles attacking ROVS
leaders and praising Turkul: ‘Abramov is a coward’, he wrote, ‘Vitkovskii
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a twit, Zinkevich an wdiot, Foss a Chekist.”7 In response, the newspaper
Russkis Golos openly accused Ivan Solonevich of being a Soviet provoca-
tenr®® Any attempt at reasoned argument had now ceased. Emigré
disputes had descended into the realm of simple name-calling,

Back in Paris, by the end of 1936 Skoblin's star was on the wane.
Under instructions from Moscow to keep Turkul in ROVS where he
could cause maximum damage, Skoblin had tried to bring him back into
the fold after his dismissal in August 1936, and had thereby antagonized
many of ROVS's senior officers. By November 1936, Kussonskii was
noting that Skoblin had fallen into ‘extreme opportunism’, and
commented that 'l simply don’t understand where and with what aim this
marshal is heading."** Rumours began to circulate that Skoblin was living
bevond his means, and one member of his regiment told Kussonskii that
his income could not be sufficient for what he was spending. In July 1937
Colonel Matsylev commented that even Miller, who had previously
trusted Skoblin fully, had begun to doubt him.’® Matsyley, like
Kussonskii, wondered what Skoblin was up to: ‘I hope’, he wrote, ‘that
very soon the ugly role played by Skoblin in all our undertakings will be
revealed.’3! Matsylev's wish was o be fulfilled, but in far more tragic
circumstances than he could ever have imagined.

On 22 September 1937, General Miller left his office in Paris to go to
a seeret meeting and never returned. Before leaving he handed Kussonskii
an envelope and ordered him to open it in the event that he failed o
return, That evening, after Miller failed to reappear, Kussonskii opened
the envelope and found a note from Miller explaining that he was going
to meet Skoblin, but that he suspected it might be a trap. Kussonskii
summoned Skoblin to the ROVS headquarters, where he denied having
met Miller. It was suggested that they go to the police, but while the backs
of Kussonskii and his colleagues were turned Skoblin slipped away and
disappeared. Later that nmight he knocked on the door of a friend and
asked to borrow some money. After that he was never seen again.

1 Cited in B. Selonevich, Ne mogu mofohar”: "Nasha Gozeta”, Emigratsiia, ROVS, i [, L.
Solonevich (Panis, 1939), 21. Sce also B. Bel'skii, Russkin Ofshoche- Vol Souz (ROVS) i L.
L. Selorevech (Tallin, 1938).

5 Russkii Golos, 382 (7 Aug 19380 3; 385 (20 Aug. to38), 4.

% BAR, ROVS, Box 63, Folder *Correspondence, 1936, 111 Owdel” (Letters, Kussonskii
1o Abramos, 3 Mov. 1936 and 24 Nov. 1936).

¥ Ibid. Folder *Correspondence, 1937, I Ouwdel’ (Letter, Kussonskii to Abramoy, 17
Mar. 1937)

1 BAR, ROVS, Box 86, Folder *Correspondence, Zinkevich 1o Matsyley, 1937-1940"
{Lewter, Matsylev o Zinkevich, 24 Feb. 1937).
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Miller had been abducted by the Soviets. Skoblin had lured him to a
mecting where he was drugged and kidnapped. He was then put on a boat
to the Soviet Union, where he was imprisoned in Moscow. Skoblin
escaped to Spain, but his fate thereafter 1s unknown. It is believed that he
returned to Russia where he was executed by the Soviets, who had no
further use for him.3* Miller scems to have been treated reasonably well
in prison, His captors hoped that he would reveal unknown secrets about
ROVS’s underground operations against the Soviet Union, but he told
them almost nothing of any use, not so much because he resisted interro-
gation as because ROVS never actually achieved very much under his
leadership. *1 have said nothing sensational about ROVS's activity’, he
wrote (o his captors, ‘because there wasn't anything sensational.’? The
Soviets seem not to have known what to do with Miller, who knew noth-
ing of value and could not be used for propaganda purposes because they
could not admit to having kidnapped him. He was held in solitary
confinement for 19 months, and then shot at 11.05 in the evening on 11
May 193954

It is not clear exactly why Miller was abducted. By 1937 ROVS was not
the force it had been in 1930, and Miller lacked Kutepov's charisma as a
leader. It is sometimes claimed that the Soviets hoped that Skoblin would
succeed Miller as leader of ROVS. This is most unlikely, because Miller
had already designated a successor, General Abramov. An often cited
theory concerns Skoblin’s involvement in the so-called “Tukhachevskii
alfair’. In 1937 Stalin arrested and executed many leading Soviet gener-
als, including the famous Marshal Tukhachevskii. It later emerged that
the Nazis had forged documents purporting to show that Tukhachevskii
had been engaged in negotiations with them, and they arranged for these
documents to reach Stalin. It is alleged that the idea to forge these docu-
ments was given to the head of the Gestapo, Heydrich, by Skoblin, under
the instructions of Stalin who was looking for a pretext to act against
Tukhachevskii. Skoblin met Heydrich and informed him that
Tukhachevskii was plotting against Stalin, so prompting Heydrich to act.
‘The theory goes that Miller knew of Skoblin’s involvement in this affair,
and so had to be disposed of in order to prevent him revealing to the

# A letter written by Skoblin in Spain has been published in Politicheskaia isteriia russbod
emigrais, 1920-1g40 gp.: dokwmenty | materialy (Moscow, 1o4), Go—1.

M Miller's prison letters to Ezhov have been published in Politicheskaia sitoriia russkor
entigralsis, 19201940 pe.: dokumenty § materialy, 50—,

# Ibid. bo. See also V. 1. Goldin, and J. W. Long, ‘Resistance and Retribution: The Life
and Fate of General E. K. Miller', Revalutonary Russia, 12/2 (Dec. 1999), 10—40.
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outside world that Stalin had been involved in framing his own marshal 33
This whole episode is, however, so unsubstantiated and convoluted that it
cannot be given credence as the real reason for Miller's abduction. A more
likely explanation is that it was part of a gencral cleaning out of the
stables being undertaken by Stalin as war approached. It was known that
ROVS hoped to win the support of either Japan or Germany, and in the
event of war with cither of those powers the Soviers may have feared that
the White army would finally be given its chance to re-form with foreign
backing. ROVS may not have been a serious threat to the Soviets, but
Stalin was even more paranoid than the émigres, and even a tiny threat
was a threat too much,

Muore than Miller’s abduction, it was Skoblin’s treachery that stunned
emigrés, It provoked vet another round of mutual accusations and
recriminations. Skoblin’s guilt soon became firmly established afier the
French police searched his house, and found a large collection of incrim-
mating documents. Skoblin’s wilfe, Nadezhda Plevitskaia, was arrested
and charged with complicity in the kidnapping of General Miller. At the
end of her trial, Plevitskaia was found guilty and sentenced to twenty
vears' hard labour in prison, but the result did not satsly everybody, One
of Skoblin’s assistants, Captain Petr Savin, was convinced that Skoblin
was innocent and that Shatilov, whom he hated, was the real murderer of
Miller. He gave testimony alleging this at the trial of Plevitskaia, and
subsequently published a pamphlet hinting that Shatilov was a Soviet
agent.?® Though false, these allegations were believed by some and fatally
discredited Shatilov, while damaging ROVS in the process. In the mean
time, Vladimir Burtsev again waded into the scene, and accused Savin of
being an agent of the Soviet secret services. 37

The most damaging allegations came from the NTSNP Its leaders
were convineed that the Inner Line lay behind Miller's disappearance,
and decided that the time had come to expose it in public. On ¢ October
1937, two NTSNP members, Ronchevskii and Priamishnikoy, gave a
lecture in which they repeated for the first ime in public all the allega-
tions that they had previously made in privare regarding the Inner Line.
ROVS leaders were infunated. Zinkevich claimed that the NTSNP was

28, O keroansking £ ovrs Svadin’s Agent (Cambridge, 19g2; first published 1i939), 221-2.
Sc also Igor Lukes, Czecbosfovaler betwreen Stalin and Hitder (Oxford, o6, gi—nnz.

¥ Petr Savin, Gibel” Generafa Miffera: Rebota GPU, *Vozidei* § ‘Druzer’ po razvale
RS (Pans, 1g3g).

¥ V. L. Burtsey, Bl shevaiskie gaugstery v Parizhe: pokbishohenie generala Malfera § gener-
ala Kurepova (Pans, 1939), 29-33.
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carrying out a deliberate campaign against ROVS, in order to destroy its
influence and tear vouth away from ir.3%

The revelations about the Inner Line had an electric impact. Articles
were run on the subject in Poslednie Novosti and Vozrozhdenie. Many
readers assumed that the NTSNP was correct and that the Inner Line
wits a Soviet conspiracy. ROVS was portraved as an organization riddled
with provocatenrs. Angered at the way in which their organization was
being portrayed by the NTSNE, ROVS leaders now moved to formalize
their rift with it.3 ROVS department heads ordered members to choose
between the two organizations. Dual membership was forbidden, and
some ROVS members were subsequently expelled from ROVS for refus-
ing to leave the NTSNP# In August 1938 an effort was made to repair
relations between the two organizations, and a meeting of leading figures
on both sides wok place in Paris. But this was only partially successful.4*
The rift had gone too far t be healed.

The abduction of Miller was not the last of the scandals to hit ROVS
in the 1930s. In October 1938 Nikolai Abramov, the son of General
Abramov, was arrested by the Bulgarian police, charged with being a
Sovict agent, and expelled from the country.#* With this coming on top of
all the other scandals, ROVS's reputation as an organization which was
fatally penetrated by the Soviets was now firmly entrenched in peoples’
minds. The credibility of ROVS as an effective anti-Soviet organization
had been destroved.

There were also problems with the succession o Miller. His desig-
nated deputy and successor was General Abramoy, but Abramov had
never wanted the post of president of ROVS, and he asked General
Dragomirov to take over the position instead. Dragomirov refused, so
Abramov reluctantly took Miller’s post. This caused a big outcry in the
Bulgarian press, which feared retaliation from the Soviets if the leading
¢migré anti-Soviet organization had its headquarters in their country.

¥ BAR, ROVS, Box 86, Folder *Corres dence, Zinkevich o Matsylex !
{Letter, Zinkevich to Matsyley, 10 Now II}j?r;m SR

W BAR, V. D. Merzheevskii Collection (Copy of circular, no. 1597, 18 Dec. tg37)

# GARFE 1 3833, o 1, d. 62, L. 350-1 (Minutes of meeting of Council of United
Officers’ Organizations, 12 Nov. 1937). BAR, ROVS, Box 6, Folder *1 Armeiskii Korpus,
1938 (Report, Levashov to Vitkovskii, ne. 20, 27 Feb. 1938; Circular, Zinkevich wo depart-
mental presidents of Gallipoli Socicty, no. 2307, 25 Dee. 1937). BAR, V. D. Merzheevskii
Collection (Capy of circular, no. 1397, 18 Dec. 1937).

# BAR, ROVS, Hox i3 (Letter, 1. la. Savich to Viktor Mikhailovich, 6 Sept. 1938).

B, Pranishnikoy, Neznmaia pauting (Silver Spring, Md., Private Edition, 1979),
333-4-
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The Bulgarian government asked Abramov to leave the country.
Unwilling to do this, he now asked General Gulevich w take the post.
This was a deeply unpopular decision among ROVS members, many of
whom remembered Gulevich’s struggles with Wrangel in the carly
1920s,* and so Abramov withdrew the invitation, and again appealed to
Dragomirov to accept the leadership. This time Dragomirov aceepted,
but only on condition that he could move the Central Directorate of
ROVS to Yugoslavia. For three months negotiations with the Yugoslav
government dragged on until eventually on 18 March 1938 Belgrade gave
a negative response. The scandals of the past few years meant thar few
countries wanted to be associated with ROVS any longer, added 1o which
the clear approach of war was making governments cautious about antag-
onizing the Soviet Union. Abramov had to find an alternative successor.+
He settled on Lieutenant General A. P. Arkhangel'skii, the former direc-
tor of personnel of the Russian Army, who lived in Belgium. Political
constderations helped this decision. Von Lampe warned Abramov that if
the ROVS Central Directorate remained in France, ROVS would be
closed down in Germany.# Belgium, meanwhile, was willing to tolerate
ROVS's presence whereas other nations were not. Arkhangel'skii
accepted the post and on 25 March 1938 Abramov appointed him to take
over as president of ROVSA® During the Civil War Arkhangel'skii had
run an underground anti-Bolshevik group within the Red Army, while
himself serving as the Red Army’s director of personnel. Eventually he
cscaped to the Crimea, where he again occupied the post of dircetor of
personnel, but this time in Wrangel’s Russian Army. Like Miller he was
a desk officer and lacked the charisma of Wrangel or Kutepoy, but he had
the advantage of not being disliked by any of the diverse groups within
ROVS.

The story of ROVS in the late 1gjos is one of an organization struck
low by all-encompassing paranoia, which made it impossible for anyone to
trust anvone else, and made everyone assume the worst motives in other
people. The NTSNP saw a grand conspiracy in the Inner Line, which was
in truth merely a misplaced, ill-conceived intrigue by a few individuals.

3 GARF, 1 5853, 0 1, d. 62, . 37 (Letter, Zinkevich to von Lampe, 6 Dec. 1g37).

# BAR, Denikin Collection, Box 26 (Circular, General Abramoy, no. g6, 20 Mar. 1938);
HIA, Lukomskii Collection, Box 1 (Letter, Dragomirov 1o Lukomskii, 11 Jan, 1938); also,
Russhiy Goles, 347 (28 MNow 1937), 3.

48 GARF, £ 853, 0. 1,4d. 62, |. 226~30{Report, von Lampe, no. 340, 12 O 1937). HIA,
Chasovoi Collection, Box 1 (Letter, von Lampe to Orekhov, no. 363, 26 Oct, 1937).

4 BAR, Denikin Collection, Box 26 {Order, General Abramoy, no. 8, 24 Mar, 1938).
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ROVS in turn saw in the actions of the NTSNP a deliberate attack
against it. In Bulgaria Zinkevich became convinced thar the Solonevich
brothers were spics, while the Soloneviches believed that Zinkevich and
the whole 3rd Department were in the hands of the Bolsheviks, In such
an atmosphere mutual co-operation became impossible. This was symp-
tomatic of how the emigration was splitting further apart into tiny groups
throwing insults and accusations at one another. Saner heads calling for
calm were shouted down.,

Arriving on top of this tumult of suspiciousness, the abduction of
General Miller was a catastrophe for the Russian emigration. The trial of
Plevitskaia revealed what many people had suspected all along—that
Bolshevik agents were placed in the highest echelons of émigré organiza-
tons. But all felt that there must be more to Miller’s death than just the
work of Skoblin and Plevitskaia. The mutual accusations mounted, and
paranoia, already over-developed, steamed out of control. ROVS's repu-
tation was destroyed once and for all, and although the organization
survived, after 1937 it would never again be a credible force. Even those
who had ence called for ROVS to take an active role in émigré politics and
adopt a clear political position abandoned their demands for activism. V.
V. Orekho; for instance, who had been one of the main protagonists in
the *revolt of the marshals’, had decided by 1938 that ROVS must aban-
don politics and become a purely professional organization 47 Similarly,
in 1939 General Dragomirov commented that ROVS should cease all
cfforts to unite émigrés and adopt a purely defensive position.#® As the
Second World War approached, ROVS had effectively given up on the
struggle and turned in on itself,

¥ HIA, Chasovei Collection, Box 1 (Memo, Orekhov, 1 July 1938; Letter, Orekhov 1o
Abramov, § Nov. 1938).
# Russlis Golos, 425 (28 May 1939), 5.
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Defencism, Defeatism, and War

As their socicty unravelled under the pressure of the Sovier secret
services, Russian ¢migrés were left with only one hope—thar a foreign
power would declare war on the Soviet Union and the communist regime
would collapse in the face of the forcign onslaughr, In the 19205 this had
not scemed very likely, but in 1933 Hitler came to power in Germany, and
war between Germany and the Soviet Union became a genuine possibil-
ity. As the Second World War approached, a new debate polarized the
weary émigres. This time the warring ideologics were “defencism’, the
view of those who believed that Russian territory had to be defended even
if this meant helping the Soviet regime to resist an invader, and
‘defeatism’, the view of those who believed that an invader of the Soviet
Union should be supported.

The most prominent supporters of defencism were Milwkov and
Generals Denikin and Makhrov. The two generals had considerable pres-
tige among military émigrés, being respectively a former Commander-in-
Chief of the Volunteer Army and a Chicef of Staff w the Commander-
in-Chief. They approached the question of defencism from slightly
different angles. Denikin continued to oppose the Soviet regime, but
believed in the sancuity of Russian territory and the need to defend it. He
called on Russians first to overthrow the Sovicts, and then to resist any
invader. Makhrov, by contrast, was taken in by the increasing nationalism
and conservatism of Stalin’s regime, and had become an active supporter
of it. Miliukov occupied a position somewhere between the two generals,
ROVS loyalists, maintaining their policy of ‘irreconcilability’, naturally
adopted the opposite point of view, and endorsed defeatism. This made
ROVS a prime target for the defencists. Miliukov used his paper Posledire
Novesti to print any scurrilous news or rumour about ROVS, with the aim
of further discrediting it and its policies. It was no coincidence that the
news of the ‘revolt of the marshals® was published by Poslednie Novosti,
which gladly leapt on all such signs of divisions within ROVS and sought
to stir them up further.

Both defencists and defeatists were Russian nationalists, and during
the Civil War nationalism was one of the few things that helped to unite
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the White movement. But as the 19305 developed, Stalin adopted Russian
nationalism as part of Soviet ideology, and it lost its force as an inspira-
ton for anti-Soviet struggle. Furthermore, divisions emerged among
emigrés about what the essence of the nation was. To some such as
General Denikin, Russia was a territorial concept. For Denikin territory
had an almost mystical significance, and loss of territory was seen as a loss
of Russia’s spirit.' But to many other officers, a nation was not a territo-
rial but a spiritual concept, bound up in culture, history, and self-aware-
ness. Less important than territory was preserving Russian culture.?

These theoretical differences had important practical consequences,
Emigrés such as Denikin who defined Russia in territorial terms became
defencists, whereas those who emphasized the cultural aspect of Russian
nationhood became ‘defeatists’, claiming that an invader of the Soviet
Union should be supported because an invasion could lead to the fall of
the Soviet regime and so save Russian culture.d N. A. Tsurikov wrote that
Denikin’s views were “territorial fetishism’, and ignored the prime task of
national strategy, ‘the preservation of the living force of the nation’ 4 The
Soviets, it was argued, were destroying Russian culture, and if they stayed
in power much longer, Russia as such would no longer exist.’ General
Golovin commented that an invader of the Soviet Union should be
supported: *Some maintain that the main tragedy is that Russia will lose
a part of its land. The main tragedy is not this, but the fact that under the
Bolsheviks all Russian culture, Russia's soul, conld die.™®

The argument over defencism and defeatism first became serious in
the fate 19208 when Japanese involvement in China led to the possibility
of a Japanese=Soviet clash over the Chinese Eastern Railway which ran
through Manchuria. A large number of Russian exiles had secttled in
Manchuria, mostly in the city of Kharbin. By late 1931 there was consid-
erable interest among Russian émigrés in the burgeoning conflict between
Japan and China, and in the possibility of the Japanese creating a buffer
zone in the Soviet Far East. This was an idea which stretched back to the

' W, G. Rosenberg, A. L Demilan and the Anti- Bolshevik Movement in Sourh Russia
{Amherst, 1ghi), 42.

Y e Sugmal, 15 (15 Sepr. 1937), 2; Russkif Golos, 53 (10 Apr. 1932), 1.

¥ The terms “defencist” and *defeanst’ were originally coined 1o describe the sides in a
similar argument which wok place among Russian socialists during the First World War,

# N. A Tsurikow, Sovetskoe pravetelsive, tnogiranisy, voina § pezitsiia emigratsii (Sofia,
130, 10, 13.

8 GARF, £ 5739, 0 1, d. 35, L 23~4 (Letter, Dobrokhetov 1o Orckhoy, 7 Mar 1934);
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Russian Civil War when Japancse troops had controlled much of castern
Siberia. Speculation about it revived in the carly 19308 The idea was thar
the Japanese would scize some territory in the Sovict Far East and create
a Russian state as a buffer between themselves and the Soviets. This idea
won the support of the ROVS leadership. A buller stare, noted General
atogoy, would be a buffer for the Japanese, but for us simply Russian
territory liberated from the Baolsheviks'.” Support for the buffer zone
concept seems to have been fairly widespread among the rank and file of
ROVS, especially in Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. Colonel lasevich of the Don
Cossack {".m'p:-:, noted that the crux of the ssue was whether Soviel or
Japanese power was benter. Most Russians, he concluded, thowghe that
Japanese power was preferable.®

T'he defencists reacted sharply. Denikin had staved our of ¢migré poli-
tics during the 1920s. In Apnl 1932, however, he came out of retirement
and made a speech criticizing those who were putting their hopes in the
Japancse, Surrenders of territory to forcign powers, he said, could
perhaps lead to the fall of Soviet power, *But what then would be left of
Russia?! Cut off from the sea and the granares, surrounded by hostile
formations, thrown back 500 vears? . . . In the event that a foreign power
invades Russia, with the aim of seizing Russian territory, our participation
on its side is impermissible.™

Demikin’s declaration set off a series of petty squabbles. Because of
his quarrels with Wrangel, he had never been popular among ROVS
members. Now, however, some members who shared his views on defen-
cism began to promote his name as a possible replacement for Miller.
One of those who did so was a General Mel nitskii, who was already
carrying on feuds with other senior officers. In 1930 he had accused
General Khimich of misappropriating ROVS funds in Lyons. Shatilov
defended Khimich against this accusation," whercupon Mel nitskii
aecused Shatlov of embezzling the money that soldiers had paid
Tekhnopanioshch o travel 1o France from Bulgaria in 1924 and 1925."" As
no real evidence was offered to prove that this was the case, no further

7 BAR, ROVS, Hox g, Falder :J.lr?lh]ll.ll'lljl.'l'll.'l.'. HITH S IV Chded I_.:.-' {Letters, Slgay ba
Pronin, noe ioee, 14 Dee 931, ne teg, op Pel 1g32).

¥ BAK, ROVS, Box i3, Folder, *Correspondense, 1932, 111 Ordel” (Lener, lascvich o
hussonskia, g Mar 32)

AL Denikin, Ry pwprog e daf mem pesdole (Paris, 1g32),

o AR, BOVE, Bax Bi, Folder “Froich pl'u:rlln'.t'nl'sn elforb r.'q.rll.'| Shatilo and
Abramen” (Letter, Stogov 1o Shatilov, no, 26, 8 Jan, 1931l
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action was taken. In frustration, Mel'nitskii established contacr with
Makhrov, who had been expelled from ROVS for writing defencist arti-
cles for the newspapers Mladorusskara Iskra and Poslednie MNovesis, both
papers extremely hostile to ROVS.'* Makhrov was also in contact with a
disgruntled member of the Society of First Campaign Participants (the
Pervopolhodnili), General Nevodovskii, who had for some time been
irymg to create a new military union loyal 1o Denikin, '3 Meanwhile, ralk
of a split between Miller and Denikin was given prominence in Poslednie
Novesti. In November 1932 Nevodovskii announced the formation of a
new Union of Volunteers (Swuz Dobrovel tsev), which was designed to
replicate ROVS and win members from it. When pressed by Miller,
Denikin denied that he supported Nevodovskii, but also refused ta
condemn him or the new union.™ Encouraged, in December 1932
Nevodovskii gave a ralk to an intellectual circle, the Chas Dosuga (Hour
of Leisure), criticizing ‘certain leaders’ of ROVS, and maintaining that
Wrangel had deliberately sabotaged the defence of the Crimea. At that,
Miller ordered that Nevodovskii be brought before a court of honour,'s
and banned ROVS members from joining the new Union of
Volunteers."™ Nevodovskin was unable to get his new union off the
ground, and the project folded.

Meanwhile Makhrov and Mel'nitskii had decided to strike back ar
ROVS through attacks on Shatilov. A new military newspaper hostile to
ROVS, Edinyi Front, had been set up by a Licutenant A. N, Pavlov. In
March 1933 it published accusations that Shatilov had negotiated with
Trowsky in 1920 for the surrender of the Crimea.'? On 24 June 1933, it
then published articles by Makhrov and Mel nitskii insulting “both
Shatilov and ROVS.'® In response, Shatilov challenged Mel'nitskii to 2
duel. Generals Skoblin and Kussonskii acted as his seconds and delivered
the challenge o Mel'nitskii, who duly accepted ir. Skoblin and
Kussonskii then met the seconds appointed by Mel'nitskii and agreed
that as duels were illegal in France, it should ke place on o July 1933 in
Monte Carlo, where duclling was legal. A suitable site for the duel was

' BAR, Denikin Collection, Box 26 (Open Leirer, Makbrov 1o Dragomiroy, May 1932}
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located and marked on a map.' At the same time, General Vitkovskn
issucd a similar challenge to Makhrov, who refused 1o accept it. Anxious
to avoid the bad publicity, Miller ordered a court of honour to examine
the affair, and in a breach with tradition it offered Mel'mitskii the change
to make a public apology and avoid the duel. Mel'nitskii ok this way out
and on 11 July 1933 a letter from him appeared in Pozrozhdenie apologiz-
ing to Shatilov. Mel'nitskii subscquently withdrew his apology, saying
that he had been tricked into writing it, but the duel never took place. In
the meantime the entire episode was recorded m the émigré press, doing
ne good o ROVS"s public image.

Within a couple of months of the aborted duel, ROVS members were
engaged in further public squabbles. General Goverov, head of the
French detachment of the Union of Pervepodboduibs, had wntten a letter
to Poslednie Novosii which Shatilov had deemed unacceprable. He asked
Govorov to resign, bur Govorov refused. Relations between the
Pervapolhodnili and the rest of ROVS had been tense even in the 1g20s,
as many of the fermer were supporters of Denikin®® Relations were now
further undermined by a scurrilous leaflet produced by some
Gallipolintsy awacking Denikin, which Miller believed must have had
Shatilov's silent approval *' On 1 October 1933, a general meeting of the
Pervepobhoduili in Paris passed a resolution saying that the replacement
of Govorov was not possible, and that il he was replaced they would leave
ROVS.#* A copy of the resolution was sent o Denikin, who was their
honorary chairman. Govoroy wrote a mutinous letter to Posledure Novasti,
and Miller immediately expelled him from ROVS. Some of the
Pervopokhoduiki followed him and left ROVS of their own accord. Miller
had to call 2 general mecting of the rump e clect a new dircctorate of
their society.

Descending even lurther into pettiness, i October 1933 Posleduie
Novasts published a letter from Nevodovskil accusing Shanlov of wearing
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the order of 51 George 3rd Degree when he was not in fact entitled to it
and of never having been properly promoted to the rank of major general.
Postednie Novesti then refused 1o print a reply by Miller explaining how
Shatilov had won hig award and rank.®™ A Inng FH:Il'L’l'I'lil;: followed in
Postedine Novosti and Fozrozhdenie, as a series of readers sent in letters
stating their opinion on whether Shatilov did or did not legally have his
rank and award. Among the letter-writers was Denikin, who came down
firmly against Shatilov.

More important events finally overshadowed these quarrels in 1933.
The rise 1o power of the Nazis that year made a future Soviet-German
conflict much more likely. Hitler's plans to invade Russia and enslave or
annihilare its population had been lad out in Mermn Kamp/ and were well
known to Russian émigrés. Determining whether Hitler seriously
ntended to implement these plans was a crucial matter for emigres, sinee,
il he did, collaboration with him was clearly out of the question. Miller
and other ROVS leaders were wary. In August 1933 Miller told General
Dobrovol’skii thar Hitler was primarily interested in displacing the popu-
lation of western Russia to ereate German living space, and that he was
‘above all a German, and does not think at all about Bussia’s liberation—
he is complerely indifferent to it. Therefore the question of negotiations
with him . . . is not at all simple.™*5 However, most senior ROVS officers
did not believe that Hitler meant all that he said. General Lukomskii, for
instance, commented of Hitler's words in Mein Kamp/ that ‘1 believe that
these are just terrible words, and the reality will be aceeprable to Russia
and not terrible.™® This was not just wishful thinking. It seemed incred-
ible that any invader of Russia would fal to exploit anti-Soviet sentiment
and would instead deliberately antagonize the Russian people. It would
surely be in the interests of any invader to support the Russian people in
fighting against the Soviet regime. As von Lampe wrote to Miller, “The
Giermans are oo practical not to take advantage of this circumstanee.?

Others ook the view that the threatening tone of MNax pronounce-
menis about Russia’s fate did not negate the need for collaborating with
them, but on the contrary made it even more important that Russians do
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s0, a5 this was the only way Nazi plans could be ameliorated in Russia’s
mterests. | he worse the invaders, the more imporrant independent activ-
ity by Russians became, wrote N. A. Tsurikov®® This idea was opposed
by Miliukov, Denikin, and Makhrow. In a speech on 22 December 1933,
Miliukov prased Soviet forcign policy for protecting Russia's interests by
secking 1o create an anti-fascist bloc, He then drew a further lesson from
this: if’ the Soviet Union was defending Russian interesis, weakening the
Soviet Union would be dangerous for Russia. Active struggle against the
Sovict regime by the enugration should therefore cease®® Demiking by
contrast, had little faith in the Soviet government’s ability w defend
Russia, The Red Army could only defend Russia, he argued, it it first
overthrew the Soviets. Demkin therefore urged a policy of simultane-
ously resisting both the Soviets and any invader of Russia.®®

Denikin repeated his views on many occasions throughout 1g34. In
December of that vear, for instance, he made a trip to Czechoslovakia,
where he made two speeches outhning his views to comgrés, His activities
carned him the hostlity of the many ROVS members who were keen to
keep the option of collaboration open. General Kharzhevskii, for
mstance, noted that Demkin's position was contradictory, as it was not
1H}:-..I1:'l:||:.' L ﬁy:lll both the Soviets and an invader at the same tme3* In
responsc to the speeches of Miliukov and Denikin, Miller issued a circu-
lar outhming ROVS's position on the issue of collaboration. It was wrong
to say that the Soviet government was defending Russia, Miller argued,
as the regime was concerned primarily not with Russia’s cconomic and
cultural prosperity, but with world revolution, regarding Russia as merely
a launching ground for that revolunion. [t was true that the moment in
which the communist regime fell would be a risky period which could be
exploited by forcign powers to dismember Russia, ‘but this is only a
“risk” and the continuation of communist rule not only risks being
dangerous, but is unavoidably destroying Russia cven now. Sccondly, the
risk of Russia’s dismemberment will only grow with every extra vear of
.. . communist power." The same was true of the danger of scparatism.
Defencists argued that any invader of Russia would explont separanst
aspirations among the minority nations in the Soviet Union and offer
them independence in return for their support. But, argued Miller,
‘nobody and nothing helps the separatists as much as communist power.”
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The longer the communists were in power, the greater the risk of sepa-
ratism. The Soviets, he concluded, were Russia's main enemy, and their
overthrow should be the prime task. 3

ROVS’s propagandists now went to work, attacking the position of the
defencists. V. M. Leviskii commented on Denikin’s statement that
ermigres could only support an invader who came to liberate Russia. The
problem, Levitskii noted, was that Denikin did not say where such an
invader could be found. He therefore left émigrés with no plan of action.
Denikin obvicusly did not understand that there was no hope of help
from democratic Europe. 43 5. L. Voitsckhovskii called on emigrés to focus
on the pnime enemy—the Soviets. Foreigners were a sccondary enemy,
who could be dealt with once the Soviets had been overthrown, M

ROVS’s support for collaboration with Nazi Germany did not go
unnoticed by the French authorities. Shatilov had survived the various
scandals which had surrounded his name, but his position was now dealt
a faral blow by the French government. On 1 5 June 1934, Shatilov and
Abramov, who was in Paris deputizing for Miller while he was on sabbat-
weal, were summoned to the French Foreign Ministry where they were
served with verbal orders 1o leave the country, The reason given was that
they were considered responsible for the new pro-German line which had
been adopred by ROVS.S55 Miller had to rush back to Paris from his rest
cure to plead the cases of Abramov and Shatilov before the French
Foreign Ministry. Once again his diplomatic skills prevailed and the
expulsion orders were revoked, bur Shatilov had now had enough. The
next week he resigned his position as head of the ROVS 1st Department,
and was replaced by General Erdeli, The episode reveals the degree to
which ROVS was in a highly delicate political position. In France it was
accused of being pro-German, but in Germany it was suspected of being
pro-French because its central directorate was located in Paris. The head
of ROVS in Germany, General von Lampe, noted that the Germans were
unable o understand that Denikin, who often made anti-Nazi statements,
was not connected with ROVS.3® In August 1933 von Lampe was arrested
by the Nazis on suspicion of being a French spy, and he spent several
months i prison before being released. ROVS's chief ileologue, Ivan
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[I'in, was also arrested in the same month. Later released, in April 1934
he was dismussed by the Naas from his job as a professor at the Russian
Institute in Berlin, Hounded for his refusal to teach anti-Semitism, in
1938 he left Germany and moved o Switzerland ¥ ROVS was being
torced to bend us policies w it the political demands of its hosts, but as
these hosts divided ino hostile camps it became increasingly difficult o
pull off the juggling act of satisfying the authorities in every country.

Although ROVS supported defeatism, it did not endorse uncondi-
tonal collaboration with any country which invaded the USSR, regard-
less of that country’s intentions. A guestion and answer pack sent w
ROVS leaders to enable them to answer questions on political matters
stated that ROYS's reaction to an invasion of the USSR would depend on
the concrete form that the invasion ook, One directed against the Sovict
regime would be supported, bur one dirccted against Russian intercsis
would not.?® A meeting of ROVS departmental heads decided that ROVS
could only work with powers that declared in advance that their struggle
was direcred against Soviet power, not against the Russian people or to
scize Russian land 3% ROVE's objection to the arguments of the defencists
was that they ruled out collaboration in all circumstances.

ROVS leaders repeatedly made it clear that their organization must
maintain its independence. In the event that they did collaborate with an
invader, Russians were not 1o join the invader’s army, but to form their
own independent miliary units, acting as allies of the invader and not as
subordinates.*® Miller objected to those who uncritically degraded them-
sclves in an cffort to win help from others, and therefore condemned the
head of ROVS in Kharbin, General Verzhbitskii, for making an exces-
sively fawning speech praising Japan.#*

ROVS's policy was in effect one of ‘positive engagement’. It was
recognized that émigrés could have no influence on the decision of a
foreign power to invade or not to invade the Sovict Union. All they could
do was join in and try to extract as many advantages as possible from the
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situation.# The cmigration could not start or prevent war, wrote
Tsurikov, but by engaging in talks with foreign powers could help rurn an
external war against the USSR into a war to overthrow the Soviet
regime ¥ Miller's stirategy was to seck contacts with Ja pan and Germany,
and by means of negotiations with them find common Interests, convine-
ing them that a Soviet government was not in their interests, that
supporting émigré struggles against the Sovicts would help them in their
own fight, that émigré activities would best be carricd out by independent
national organizations, and that it was in their economic interests for
post-Soviet Russia to be a strong power which would provide markets for
their products.# As a result contacts were made with both Japanese and
German governmental representatives. Von Lampe, for instance, met the
Nazi minister Rosenberg, who asked him to present a proposal for a joint
plan of action.#3 The problem for ROVS, however, was that neither the
Japanese nor the Germans were interested in having allies who were inde-
pendent of them, only in puppets willing to carry out their every
command. Von Lampe’s talks with Rosenberg and other Nazis soon came
to an end with no positive results,® and after the Japanese occupied
Manchuria ROVS leaders soon realized that the Japanese, as Kussonskii
put it, ‘only value those who lick their arses” 47 As a result, when the
Japanese in Manchuria asked the head of ROVS in Kharbin, General
Verzhbiwskii, to lead Russian collaboration with them, he refused. In his
place the role of Japanese puppet went to Konstantin Rodzaevskii, head
of the Russian Fascist Party in Kharbin. 48

By 1936 the argument berween defencists and defeatists had become
mcreasingly divisive. The defencists were especially strong in France,
where a Union of Defencists was formed, along with a Union for Return
to the Motherland. The Union of Defencists, led by Makhrov, took the
most extreme position—that emigrées should not merely cease active
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struggle against the USSR in peacetime but actively support the Sovicts.
Makhrov praised the new Soviet constitution of 19360 a5 a sign that Soviet
power was evolving towards democracy. Denikin's slogan of ‘defend
Russia, but overthrow the Soviets’ was unsatsfactory, he said. The expe-
rience of 1917 had shown that if the government was overthrown in
wartime, chaos and anarchy would ensue and defence would become
impossible 4 On behalf of ROVS, Levitskii and Tsurikov struck back
with more pamphlets. Levitskn argucd that defencists were over-
concerned with the loss of territory, and should be more concerned with
the Russian people. A true patriot, he wrote, could not be in favour of
defending a regime which had enslaved and impoverished its people, as
had the Soviets. The only true defencist was one who defended his people
by liberating them from Soviet rule. According to Tsurikov, the Soviets’
repressive rule was indirectly encouraging separatist tendencies among
the non-Russian nations of the Soviet Union. Defencists argued that the
fall of Soviet power could lead to the break-up of the Russian empire, but
it was actually the repressive nature of Soviet power which was creating
this possibility. As Tsurikov noted, if' the nations of the Russian Empire
decided that it was impossible to have freedom mithin Russia, then they
would seck freedom from Russia. 5

The outbreak of the Spanish Civil War at the end of 1936 provided
those who believed in active struggle against communism with an oppor-
tunity to put their ideas into practice. The struggle of General Franco's
nationalist forces was scen by many ROVS members as a continuation of
their own White struggle. Victory for the Republicans would be a
triumph for international communism, whereas a victory for Franco
would be a triumph for the anti-communist cause.' Some therefore felt
that it was incumbent upon ROVS to organize the movement of Russian
volunteers to Spain to fight in Franco’s army. This, it was believed, could
revitalize ROVS, by proving that it was actively engaged in struggle
against communism. It could also lead, if Russian volunteers were
allowed to serve together, to the re-creation of Russian military units,
albeit under the Spanish banner. Prime among those pushing this line was
Shartilov, who hoped to use the issue to restore his reputation, Miller
himsell was sceptical, but under pressure from Shatilov he agreed to
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approach Franco. Contact was made with the Spanish through their
diplomatic mission in Rome, and agreement reached that a ROVS dele-
gation could travel to Spain to speak to Franco's headquarters. The dele-
gation, consisting of Shatilov and two others, travelled to Spain via Italy
in December 1936. In Spain they met some of Franco®s senior officers
who agreed to accept Russian volunteers, but, crucially, refused to pay the
travel expenses of such volunteers to get them to Spain, If sufficient
came, they would be formed into a Russian unit in the Spanish Foreign
Legion.3* As a result, ar the beginning of February 1937, Miller issued an
order calling for voluntecrs.

As it happened, few ROVS members volunteered to go to Spain.
There appears to have been very litde enthusiasm for the cause among the
ROVS rank and file, many of whom were now past fighting age and in any
case only wished to risk their lives in a fight for Russia. Abramov noted in
February 1937 that no ROVS members in Bulgaria had expressed a desire
to go to Spain. Even among those who might have considered it, the cost
of the journey was beyond most ROVS members, especially those living
in the Balkans. As a result, Miller's order of February 1937 elicited only
two volunteers in the whole of Yugoslavia.53 More might have been found
had travel expenses been paid. General Zborovskii noted that no
members of his Kuban Cossack Division could afford the journey, but if
it was paid for, he would order all the officers to go. He was sure that they
would obey, and many of the rank and file Cossacks would follow.34 The
Spanish Civil War did, therefore, offer an opportunity to ROVS, bur the
failure to get Franco to give financial support to Russian volunteers
ruined this one chance to re-form Russian units.

In the end only thirty-two volunteers were sent, all from France. Four
groups of cight men were smuggled across the French-Spanish border by
Captain Petr Savin, who was placed in charge of the operation by Miller.
Savin worked closely with Skoblin, and it is possible that the latter sabo-
taged the crossings by betraying the route to the French police. The fifth
group was apprehended by the police, and thercafter activity had to
ceasc. 53

ROVS’s cfforts to reach agreement with the German authorities were
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no more successful than their attempts to become involved in Spain. The
general atitude of the Nazi leadership towards ROVS was hostile. In
1938 the Germans forced von Lampe to re-form the Russian military
organizations in Germany into a new organization independent of ROVS.
The ROVS 2nd department was dissolved and a new Union of Russian
Military Unions (ORVS: Ob"sdinente Russhibh Veinskikh Soiuzov) was
formed in its place.s It became clear that however willing émigrés were
to collaborate with the Germans, the reverse was not the case.

Hopes that Germany might attack the Soviet Union were dealt a
severe blow in August 1939 when Flider and Stalin signed a non-aggres-
sion pact. Many Russian émigrés felt that their last hope had been extin-
guished. Then in late 1939 the Soviet Union invaded Finland and
emigres were suddenly presented with an unexpected opportunity,
General Arkhangel'skii believed that the war provided an ideal chance to
reopen the armed struggle against the Soviets. The President of Finland,
Marshal Mannerheim, was a former Imperial Russian Army officer, and
both Arkhangel'skii and Abramov had served alongside him before the
revolution and were still in contact with him. On 16 December 1939
Arkhangel'skii sent a letter to Mannerheim offering ROVS's help in the
Finns® struggle against the Soviets. 57 However, despite his sympathies for
the White cause, Mannerheim turned down Arkhangel'skii’s offer.s The
Finnish government wished to portray its war as one of a small nation
struggling against Russian imperialism, and not onc of Red versus White.,
The involvement of White Russians was therefore not desirable,

At first the Finns defeated the Soviet invasion, but in February 1940
their position seriously deteriorated and Mannerheim changed his mind.
Stalin's former sccretary, Boris Bazhanov, who had defected to the West
some years previously, was given permission by the Finmish government
to recruit a *Russian National Army’ out of Soviet prisoners of war, who
were to be used behind the Soviet front lines. Bazhanov soon succeeded
n recruiting 450 volunteers. They were not willing to serve under Soviet
officers, so Arkhangel'skii put ROVS's sub-department in Finland at
Bazhanov's disposal, and ROVS officers were then put in charge of the
detachments of Soviet prisoners. In carly March 1940 the first detach-
ment went into battle, working behind the Soviet front, inciting Soviet
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soldiers to desert, and within a short ime had encouraged 300 men to do
s0. On 14 March 1940, however, the war came to an end, and the Russian
National Army was disbanded. ROVS’s involvement in the Finnish war
had come too late to make any difference.

ROVS's difficulties mounted in April 1941 when Germany invaded
Yugoslavia. Russian émigrés there felt a great loyalty towards the
Yugoslav government and people, who had treated them extremely gener-
ously over the previous twenty vears. As a result the head of ROVS in
Yugoslavia, General Barbovich, and the commander of the Kuban
Cossack Division, General Zborovskin, put themselves and their troops at
the disposal of the Yugoslav army. As it happened, Yugoslavia was over-
run so rapidly that the Russians never had the time to join in the fight, but
their offer did not pass unnoticed. The German authorities responded by
banning ROVS in Yugoslavia.®® German suspicions that Russian nation-
ahsts were not to be trusted increased.

Nevertheless, ROVS leaders still hoped that they might be able to
come to some sort of agreement with Germany. In Berlin, von Lampe
was aware that the German army was abour to invade the Soviet Union
and on 21 May 1941 he sent a letter to the Commander-in-Chicef of the
German armed forces, Field Marshal von Brauchitsch. Stating his belief
that Germany’s conflict with communism would end with war against the
USSR, von Lampe commented that he was sure that such a war would be
fought not against the Russian people, but against communism. He ended
by offering the services of both himself and all those under him to the
German High Command.®

Arkhangel'skii agreed with von Lampe that the Germans would fight
against communism, not against the Russian people. In June 1940, he had
noted that a strong Russia was in Germany's interests, as Germany would
desire external markets, and this required peaceful, strong, prosperous
neighbours.” As it was, the Germans refused von Lampe's offer, and
after the invasion von Lampe was told by the German War Ministry that
Russians would not be used by the German armed forces. The Naas, it
turned out, were interested in destroying Russia, not in promoting
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Russian nationalist organizations. Rejected by the Germans, on 17 August
141 von Lampe issued an order to members of military organizations
subordinate to him giving them all the right to choose for themselves
whether to support Germany. %3

Russian ¢mmigres reacted to the German invasion of the Soviet Union
in many different ways. Some responded with joy and confidently awaited
a German victory which would destroy the Soviet regime and allow them
to return home, Others experienced a great upsurge of patriotic emotion
and longed for the Soviets to defeat the Germans. A third group, unwill-
ing o chouse between the two extremes of Hitler and Staling preferred to
stay neutral. Most ROVS members belonged to the first category. They
welcomed the invasion wholeheartedly and rushed 1o offer their congrat-
ulavions to the German government, General Gulevich, for instance,
wrote to the German commander in Paris, General von Stupnagel: *1
welcome with all my heart the war undertaken by the Fiihrer against the
Bolsheviks, and we express our hope for your quick victory.™ Many
others expressed similar sentiments.

Those émigrés who hoped that the Germans would wish to use them
as allies against the Soviets were soon disappointed. Their offers of
support received the same rebuff that von Lampe had received in May
1941. The German authoritics were unable or unwilling to dis[iliguisi‘u
between pro-Soviet and anti-Soviet Russians, All Russians were consid-
cred potential enemics, Generals Shatilov and Kussonskii were arrested
by the German authoritics, Shatilov was later released, but Kussonskii
was beaten to death in a German concentration camp.”s

Soon after the Germans auwacked the Soviet Union, a communist
uprising began in Yugoslavia. General M. E. Skorodumov, a Legitimist
officer who was not a member of ROVS, approached the German
commander in Yugoslavia and asked him 1o do something to protect
Russian ¢migrés against attacks by the communist partisans. As a resultin
Scptember 1941 the Germans agreed that the Russians could form their
own scli-defence unit, known as the Russian Corps (Russbii Korpus)." At
first only Russians in Yugoslavia were permitted to join, as the Germans
were still reluctant to give Russian émigrés any role in their war against
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the Soviets. Indeed Skorodumov was soon arrested by the Germans and
General Steifon took his place as commander of the Russian Corps. As its
Yugoslav branch had been closed down, ROVS played no part in the
formation of the Russian Corps, and the former head of ROVS in
Yugoslavia, General Barbovich, refused to join because he did not want to
betray the Yugoslavs.®” Thousands of other Russians did, however, volun-
teer to join the unit.

In 1942, as its campaign in the Soviet Union ran into difficulties, the
German army began to reconsider its amitude to Russian émigrés.
Membership of the Russian Corps was opened to émigres from Bulgaria,
and General Abramov was invited to Yugoslavia to visit units of the corps.
Abramov mobilized the ROVS 3rd department in Bulgaria and thousands
of émigrés moved to Yugoslavia to join the Russian Corps.*® Prominent
members of the corps included Generals Zborovskii and Zinkevich, who
served respectively as a regimental and battalion commander, and who
were both Lilled in action in 1944. The Russians hoped that their unit
would be sent to the Eastern Front to fight the Red Army, but the
Germans were never able to overcome their suspicions of the Russians,
and the Russian Corps was kept throughout the war in Yugoslavia where
it fought the partisans and suffered heavy casualties.%

Some ROVS members from Bulgaria took an active role in the war
even before the Russian Corps was formed. Although it was an ally of
Giermany, Bulgaria was not formally at war with the Soviet Union, but it
did send observer missions to join the German army in occupied Russia.
Captain Foss persuaded the Bulgarian government to use Russian
émigrés to man these missions, and he organized several small groups of
young ROVS members, who travelled into occupied territory under his
command, These missions helped the German army to administer the
arcas under its control, and tried to create a Russian nationalist organiza-
tion among captured Soviet soldiers. The aim was to form these prison-
ers into the nucleus of what could become 2 Russian national army. These
cfforts brought Foss’s men into conflict with Nazi administrators who
were determined to stamp out any manifestations of Russian nationalism.
The hostility of these administrators ensured that Foss's plans were

b5 VG, Bortnevskit, * “Stavia Redinu vyshe lis™ (iz arkhiva gencrala . G. Barbovicha)',
Russkee Proshloe, 5 (10g4), 117

88 HIA, [enikin Collection, Box 26, Folder ‘“Emigration (9)° (Excerpt [rom conversation
of Abramev with group commanders of 3rd Department of ROVS, 26 May 1g42; Excerpt
from letter, Abramov to Arkhangel'skni, 1 June 1g42).

4 “I'he history of the Russian Corps is told in Vertepoy, Russhii Korpus.
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thwarted.”™ Foss later worked at Hitler’s headquarters in Ukraine, and
after the war lived in West Germany, where he was reputed to be in the
pay of American ntelhgence. ™

Members of the NTSNP, by now known as the NTS, also plaved an
active role in occupicd Russia. The German High Command forbade
NTS members from entering Russia, but many managed to do so anyway,
and they attempted to build branches of their organization in the occu-
pied territories. N'T'S members also acted as political advisers to General
A. A, Viasov, a senior Soviet officer who had been captured by the
Crermans and who commanded the numerous units of Sovier prisoners
who agreed to serve the Germans, The NTS helped o draw up the
Prague Manifesto which was the programme of the political wing of the
Vlasov movement. Among those who signed the manifesto was General
Abramov, who was also a member of the political committee of Viasov's
army.” Abramov survived the war, and went to live in California, where
he was killed in a car crash in 1963, aged 3.

In France and Belgium, Russian émigrés were not allowed to pav an
active role in the war. Some managed to join the German army as volun-
teers, but most were not permitted o do so. The Germans' attitude
towards émigrés was full of contradictions, as they could never quite
make up their mind what 1o do with them. General Arkhangel'skii
complained that he was forbidden to carry out his role as ROVS Presi-
dent, his house was searched, and his mail intercepted.” Despite encour-
aging ROVS members to collaborate with the Germans? General
Vitkovskii, who from 1937 was head of ROVS's 1st Department in
France, was forced to resign. The Germans insisted that all émigré
matters be dealt with through one official representative in cach couniry,
thus depriving organizations such as ROVS of any means of talking with
them directly. In France the official representative was General Golovin,
who had the good fortune to die of natural causes in January 1944 just a
few months before the liberation of Paris. Fle had been sentenced to death
by the French resistance, and thus escaped almost certain execution.
Another victim of the war was ROVS’s landlord Sergei Tretiakov. From

=P Butkos, Owr Frghvt for Busia (Cormack, XY, 1998), so0-117.

" Prianishnikos, Neseimara pasting, 384 ;

0 Andreeyey, Flasew and the Russian Liberation Movement: Sevier Reality and Enngeé
Dheories (Cambnidge, 1987), 216-23.

13 HIA, Arkhangel'skit Collection, Box 2 { Lemer, Arkhangel'skii to Maklakoy, Jan. 1945).

M HIA, Denikin Collection, Box 26, Folder *Emigration ()" (Excerpt from Jetter,
Vitkowskii o group commanders of the st Department of ROVS, 5 July 1942}
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captured Soviet documents, the German army learnt that he was a Soviet
agent. In 1942 German troops carried out a search of ROVS’s office in
Paris, and discovered Tretiakov's microphones, He was then arrested and
subsequently executed.

At the end of the war the Russian Corps escaped into Austria where its
men were captured by the British. Unlike many Cossacks, who were repa-
triated to the Soviet Union, the men of the Russian Corps were not
handed over to the Soviets and were eventually freed. Many of them
subsequently moved to the United States. They were joined by those
veterans of the Viasov Army who managed to escape the advancing Red
troops. Those who were less fortunate and fell into the hands of the
Soviets were imprisoned and in most cases exccuted. The war, which they
had hoped would lead to the destruction of the Soviet regime, instead led
to their own defeat, and left the Soviets stronger than ever before,
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After the war, the face of Russia Abroad had changed dramatically. The
Nazi nvasion of Russia had caused the exodus of a new wave of Russian
emigres. Leadership of the Russian emigration passed into the hands of
these more recent arrivals, and a new era was ushered in. Those Russians
who had not collaborated with the Germans turned on ROVS and
accused it of active collaboration. General Arkhangel'skn defended the
organization, saying that although ROVS had wanted to collaborate with
the Germans, the Germans had refused to let it do so. Many ROVS
members in Yugoslavia and Bulgaria had collaborated, but as an organi-
zation ROVS plaved no part in the war and was at best scarcely tolerated
by the Germans.' General von Lampe defended his attempts to collabo-
rate with the Germans, saying that he had acted to protect Russian
national interests, and that if he had not done what he did the Germans
would have cast all emigreés as enemies. His behaviour, he believed, had
saved thousands of émigres from persecution.?

Although ROVS survived the war, the accusations of collaboration
seriously damaged it. In addition, thousands of its members in the
Balkans were killed. After the war it was not as important in émigré life
as it had been beforehand. Tens of thousands of new émigrés had come
West, and they had no link with the White armics. Whereas once ROVS
members had made up a significant percentage of Russia Abroad, after
the war this was no longer the case. In consequence, from 1945 ROVS
gradually sank into obscurity. [t abandoned any attempt to play an impor-
tant political role or to renew the armed struggle, and focused instead on
its social functions, acting as a simple veterans' association for what was
an ever-diminishing number of members. In 1957 General Arkhangel'skii
died, and General von Lampe became president of ROVS. He held the
post until his own death in 1967, after which the presidency passed into
the hands of General Kharzhevskii, who ran the organization unul he
retired 1n 1979, two years before his death in 1981, Kharzhevski was the
last of the White generals. After him the leadership of ROVS passed into
the altogether more modest hands of Captain M. P. Osipoy, who lived in

! HIA, Arkhangel'skin Collection, Box 2 {Letter, Arkhangel'skii to Maklakoy, Jan. 1945).
I Ihid, (Memo, Colonel Marsylev, 26 June 1gg7: this containg a justification by von
Lampe of his wartime actions).
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Paris. By this stage there were few White veterans left, and during the
1gtos several succeeded each other in quick succession as head of ROVS
until in 1988 the leadership passed to the second generation of émigrés,
some of whom had fought with the Russian Carps and the Viasov army
in the Second World War. The current president of ROVS, Lieutenant
V. IN. Butkoy, succeeded to the post in 1999.

"The last of the original Whites, Boris Pavlov, who fought in the Crimea
in 1920 aged only 14, died in California in 1994.3 In his last years, Pavlov
became something of a historical curiosity, visited by Russian television
crews, who took advantage of their new-found freedom to explore a
furgotten part of their history by interviewing the last living White.

ROVS still exists. It has even set up several branches in Russia, Its
members are people who for whatever personal reasons want to preserve
the memory of the White armies. One of its Russian branches, for
instance, consists of a small Civil War re-cnactment society, whose
members, like those of similar societies in the UK and the US, like to
dress up in Civil War uniforms and re-enact the battles of the past. ROVS
may no longer be an organization of any importance, but its continued
existence 1s remarkable nonetheless.

Russian military exiles suffered terribly from poverty and a lack of
legal and civil rights in many of the countrics in which they lived, a situ-
ation which only worsened as time went on. Nevertheless, they remained
remarkably loyal to their military identities and the ideology of the White
armies. This was especially true outside the confines of Paris, where most
of the scandals and intrigues were concentrated. While others came to
terms with the Soviet regime, ROVS kept the flame of ‘irreconcilability’
burning and did its best to pass the torch on to the younger gencration of
emigres. It is true that ROVS itself was organizationally chaotic, and that
in France in particular its membership declined severely over time. Yet
even in France as late as 1936, Colonel Matsylev was able to persuade
cighty members of the Alekseevskii Infantry Regiment to meet together
once a month, demanding written explanations from those unable to
attend, Members were instructed to rescarch and report on military and
political developments in the USSR, and appear not to have questioned
Matsylev's right to give them orders sixteen vears after the Civil War had
ended.* Among these members was probably Georgii Kononovich with

? Pavlov’s experiences in the Civil War are described in his memairs: B. Pavlov, Perrye
ihetyrnadiat” fet (Moscow, 1997).

* BAR, ROV, Box 36, Folder *Correspondence, Zinkevich to Matsyley, 1934-1g36°
(Letters, Matsyley to Zinkevich, 16 July and 8 Scpi. 19335, 24 Mar. 1936).
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whose grave this book began, Despite all the pressures, all the crises, and
all the scandals, such men remained loval to their regiments, and decades
after they had shed their uniforms they died believing that they were still
officers of the Russian Army.

The determination with which military émigrés clung to their beliefs,
their identities, and their organization, can be seen to have resulted from
a genuine conviction that these beliefs were right, and from the advan-
tages which émigrés gained from these organizarions. The army’s High
Command protected its men at Gallipoli and in Bulgaria, found employ-
ment for many thousands of its troops in Yugoslavia, and helped thou-
sands of others to move o France and Belgium to find work. Later,
ROVS and its component parts provided much needed humanitarian aid
to its members, But the support that émigré military organizations gave
their men was not mercly material. It was also moral and spiritual.
ROVS's image of itself as an ‘order of knights’ may have borne little rela-
tion to reality, but it gave émigré officers a sense of their own worth at a
time when they had been thrown to the bottom of the social ladder and
had to endure terrible physical hardship. The Russian Army in exile thus
served a genuine purpose, made a positive contribution to émigré life, and
helped many thousands of its members both morally and physically,

GLOSSARY OF ORGANIZATIONS AND
INDIVIDUALS

ORGANIZATIONS

Fond Spaseniia Rodiny (FSR) Fund for the Salvation of the Motherland.
Raised money for underground operations inside the USSE.

Gallipoliiskoe Zemliachestvo Gallipoli Friendly Society. Student socicty of
former Gallipoli veterans in Czechoslovakia,

Miadorossy Young Russians. Political organization: Slogan *Tsar and Soviets'.

MNatsional'nyi (Trudovoi) Soiuz Novogo Pokoleniia (N(T)SNP) National
(Labour) Union of the New Generation. Palitical organization of émigré
vouth.

Obshchestvo Gallipoliitsey Society of Gallipolians. Association of Russian
veterans who were at Gallipoli in 1920 and 1921,

Russkii Obshche-Voinskii Soiuz (ROVS) Russian General Military Unign,
Federation of Russian military organizations.

Soiuz Russkikh Ofitserov Uchastnikov Voiny (SROUYV) Society of Officer
War Veterans, Based in Paris,

Soiuz Uchastnikov Velikoi Voiny (SUVV) Society of Great War Veterans,
Socicties with this name existed in Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia.

Sokols Falcons. Gymnastics vouth movement.

Lemgor Humanitarian organization, controlled by liberal and socialist
intellectuals.

INDIVIDUALS

Abramov, Licutenant General F, F. {(1870-1963). Commander of the Don
Cossack Corps. Head of ROVS's 3rd Department 1924-44. President of
ROVS, 1937-8.

Arkhangel'skii, Licutenant General A, P, (1872-1959). Head of personnel
department of Russian Army, tg20-2. President of ROVS, 1938-37.

Barbovich, Licutenant General 1. G. (1874=1047). Commander of Cavalry
Diivision, Head of ROVS's 4th Department, 1933—41.

Burtsev, V. L. (1862-1g42). Journalist, socialist politician, and spycarcher.

Denikin, Licutenant General A. 1. [ 1572-1947). Commander of the Armed
Forces of South Russia, 1918-z20.

Dragomirov, General-of-Cavalry A. M., (1865—-1955). Head of Society of
Officers of the General Swaff. In charge of ROVS's secret operations, 1930-3.
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Ekk, General-of-Cavalry E. V. (1851-1937). Head of ROVS's 4th
Department, 1924-33.

Foss, Captain K. A. {dates not known). Sccretary of ROVS's 3rd Department.

Golovin, Major General N, N. (1875-1944). Military historian and theorcti-
cian. Head of the Higher Military Courses in Paris and Belgrade.

II'in, Professor I. A. (1883-1954). Political and religious philosopher.

Kharzhevskii, Major General V. G. (18g2—198:1). Head of Gallipoliiskoe
Zemliachestvo, 1923-32. Assistant to General Dragomirov in secret work of
ROYS, 1930-5. President of ROVS, 1967=79.

Khol'msen, Licutenant General 1. A. (1865—1941). Russian military repre-
sentative in Germany, 1920-2, and in France, g22-4. Head of ROVS's 1st
Department, 1924-30. Treasurer of ROVS, 1930-5.

Kirill Vladimirovich, Grand Duke (1876—-1938). Pretender to Russian throne.

Komorovskii, Squadron Commander A. N. {dates not known). Sccretary of
ROVS’s 4th Department.

kussonski, Licutenant General P A. (188o=-1941). Deputy chiel of staff of
the Russian Army, 19z0-6. Assistant 1o General Miller, 1930-7.

Kutepov, General=of=-Infantry A. P. (1882-1930). Commander of 1st Army
Corps, 1920-4. In charge of secret operations in Russiz, 1924-8. President of
ROVS, 1928-30.

Lampe, Major General A, A. von (18385-1967). Russian military representa-
tive in Hungary, 1920-2, and in Germany, 1922—4. Head of ROVS's 2nd
Diepartment, 1924=45. President of ROVS, 1957-67.

Larionov, Captain V. A. (18g7-198%). White terrorist. Carried out bomb attack
on Leningrad Party Club in 1927.

Levitskin, V. M. {dates not known). Writer and propagandist.

Lukomskii, Lieutenant General A. 8. (1868-1939). Senior adviser to Grand
Diuke Nikolai Nikolaevich and General Miller.

Makhrov, Lieutenant General P. 5. (1876—1964). Former Chicel of Staff to
generals Denikin and Wrangel. Russian mulitary representative in Poland,
1g20—5. Promiment *defenast’.

Maitsylev, Colonel 5. A. (1893=1954). Commander of Paris detachment of
Alekseevskii Infantry Regiment. Secretary of ROVS's 1st Department,
1937-40.

Miliukov, P. . (18509-1943). Liberal politician. Editor of newspaper Poslednre
Navosti,

Miller, Lieutenant General E. K. {1867-1939). Commander of White forces
in the far north of Russia during the Civil War. Chiet of Staff of the Russian
Army, 1922=4. Seconded to staff of Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich,
1924-8. President of ROVS, 1930-7.

Nikolai Nikolaevich, Grand Duke (1856—1929). Former Commander-in-
Chief of the Imperial Russian Army. Supreme Commander of Russian Army
and ROVS, 1924-9.
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Urekh::ﬁ:, Captain V. V. (dates not known). Editor of journal Chasovor.

Peshnmia, Major General M. A. (1885-1938). Commander of Markovskii
Infantry Regiment,

Pronin, Colonel V. M. (1882~1965). Editor of newspaper Russkis Golos.

Rep'ev, Lieutenant General M. L (1865-1937). President of Society of
Gallipolians, 1924-33.

Shatilov, General-of-Cavalry P N. (1881-1962). Chief of Staff of the Russian
Army, 1g20-2. Head of ROVS's 1st Department, 1030=4.

Skoblin, Major General N. V. (1804-1937%). Commander of the Kornilov
Shock Regiment. Sovict agent.

Steifon, Major General B, A. (1881-19435). Commandant of Gallipoli camp,
1920-1. Commander of Russian Corps, 1941- 3.

Stogov, Major General N. N. (1872-1950). Head of military chancellery of
ROVS's central directorate, 1930-4.

Struve, P. B. (1870-1944). Political philosopher. Forcign Minister of Wrangel's
government in the Crimea, 1920,

Trubetskoi, Prince S. E. (dates not known). Head of political chancellery of
G{:nml Kutepoy, 1924-30. Head of information department of FSR, 1930-7.

Tsurikov, N. A. (1886-1957). Writer and propagandist.

Turkul, Major General A. V, (1892=1957). Commander of Drozdovskii
Infantry Regiment.

Vitkovskii, Licutenant General V. K, (1885~1978). Deputy Commander of
ist Army Corps, 1920-2. Commander of 1st Army Corps, 1922-37. Head of
ROVS's 15t Department, 1937-41.

Wrangel, Lieutenant General P. N, (1878=1928). Commander-in-Chief of the
Russian Army, 1920-1g28.

Zaitsov, Colonel A. A. (188g-1954). Assistant to General Kutepoy, 1926—30.
Teacher on higher military courses of General Golovin.

Zborovskii, Major General V. E. (1880-1044). Commander of the Kuban
Cossack Division.

Zinkevich, Major General M. M. (1883-1944). Commander of Alekseevksii
Infantry Regiment, 1g22-41. President of Society of Gallipolians, 1937-41.
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