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FOREWORD

THE PURPOSE of this book is to show the Communist Revolution
in Russia and its aftermath in its correct historical perspective,
and in this way to build a solid foundation for the discussion
of Russo-American relations so important for the maintenance
of peace. To achieve this purpose I have made a study of the
main social and cultural trends in Russian life before and after
the Revolution. Sources are abundant and diversified on pre-
Revolutionary Russia. But material is less abundant and no
longer so diversified regarding Russia after the Communist
Revolution, since only official or State controlled publications
are permitted to appear there. Material of this character forms
the main source of my investigation, supplemented by reliable
reports of foreign observers, and for the earlier period by per-
sonal observations and contacts with people of different social
levels, so important for the understanding of the real function-
ing of a social system.

In this study I have emphasized the last stage of the devel-
opment, characterized by “The Great Retreat” from purely
Communist positions, which started in 1934. There is much
less known about The Great Retreat than about the Great
Communist Experiment which preceded it, but it deserves the
greatest attention, since the Russia of our day—the one with
which the United States must co-operate—cannot be under-
stood without a knowledge of the scope and meaning of The
Great Retreat.

N. S. TrMASHEFF
September 1, 1945.
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CHAPTER 1
THE RUSSIAN MIRACLE:

A Preview

THE RussiaN REVOLUTION is one of the major events in the his-
tory of the twentieth century. It is one of the turning points
not only in the history of Russia, but also in universal history.
Its result—the creation of a Communist society in Russia—has
become a challenge to the Western world, as an invitation to
imitation, and at the same time as a threat of forcible trans-
formation.

For many long years the threat of forcible transformation
through the International Communist Revolution was in the
foreground. Gradually the threat withered away, but the in-
vitation to imitation gained strength. In the early ’thirties the
devastating effects of the world crisis were often compared
with the marvelous achievements of the Five-Year-Plans in
Russia. The conclusion seemed to be evident: that to over-
come the disastrous situation of “poverty in conditions of vir-
tual plenty,” Western society would have to abandon “the
anarchy of capitalist production" and shift to the principle
of planned economy” so brllhantly applied in that unknown
country in the East.

Then came war, with Hitler’s onslaught on Russia, and the
indomitable will to resist displayed by the Russian nation
despite initial military catastrophes. The ability of the nation
to transform defeat into victory, expel the invader, and make
a magnificent contribution to the victory of the anti-Fascist
coalition was clearly shown. If this were compared with the
tragic collapse of France, the most powerful and typical “capi-
talist” nation of the European continent, this conclusion could
be drawn: that the people did fight for the New Order as em-

bodied in Communist Russia, whereas they did not fight for the
13



14 THE GREAT RETREAT

Old Order in France. Does this not prove that the New Order
is superior to the Old?

This conclusion can easily be refuted. The Germans have
also fought admirably for their New Order; but the British and
the Americans have fought with valor for their Old Order, and
the Italians have not fought at all for their variety of the New
Order. This proves:

1. That the point at issue is not the contrast between the
Old and New Order, but perhaps the contrast between the
people’s acceptance or rejection of the order under which they
have to live;

2. That the character of the New Order is not a determining
factor, since the difference between the Communist Order in
Russia and the National Socialist Order in Germany has not
prevented the two nations from fighting equally well.

Has it been proven conclusively, then, that the Russians
have fought valiantly for the New Order embodying the Com-
munist ideal? If this is actually so, then we are compelled to
admit that a miracle has happened in Russia. The possibility
of completely transforming a society according to a precon-
ceived plan and attaining good results has always been denied
by sociologists and historians, who could show numerous ex-
amples whereby such attempts were doomed to failure. But,
contrary to expectations, the complete transformation of a
great national body according to a blueprint formulated in
another country seventy-five years ago does seem to have taken
place, and endowed the people in question with the will to
fight to the death in order to protect their new society.

A miracle, in the sense of a departure from well-established
laws of the social process, must be recognized; in consequence,
our body of knowledge concerning the social process must be
substantially reworked, if no other explanation is possible. But
is there none?

The idea is sometimes expressed that the Russians (as well
as the Germans) have fought so well because they were or-
dered to do so, and the order could be enforced. This, how-
ever, is a preposterous idea; no totalitarian organization, no
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iron discipline, no unlimited repression or terrorism can com-
pel people to fight for months and years if they do not want to
do so.

Another explanation could be this: that the Communist ideal
was not at all opposed to but, on the contrary, was in con-
formity with the historical trends of the development of Russia.
Those who are inclined to such an interpretation point to
two facts. First, on the eve of the Revolution the majority of
the Russian people lived in agrarian communities, the famous
mirs,® in which, they say, conspicuous elements of socialism
were present.! Second, the central theme of Russian philosophy
and literature is social justice. Consequently, they continue,
the Communist transfiguration of Russia was in accordance
with major manifestations of the Russian national spirit.  This
is an appealing hypothesis, but there are imperative reasons
for rejecting it.

First of all, the mir structure was not at all socialist, since
within a mir, land was tilled individually, and the producer
was free to dispose of the harvest. Moreover, the reluctance of
the peasants to accept socialist patterns was so great that the
Communists had to wait twelve years before launching the
“collectivization of homesteads” according to their ideal, and
they had to overcome resistance which cost Russia millions
of human lives. Finally, the social justice aspect of Rus-
sian philosophy and literature was closely connected with the
religious background of Russian culture which was rejected
by Communism. Therefore, after the victory of Communism,
Russian philosophy and literature had to be crushed because
it was a serious obstacle to the planned transformation.

A third explanation is the Communist one: old Russia was
a hopelessly backward country, and her development was
checked by international capital which was interested in main-
taining in Russia a market for its industrial output.t This ex-

® A description of the mir structure is given in Chapter II.

1 All numbered references, arranged according to chapters, will be found on
pages 419 to 442.

This has not been the only Communist explanation of their success in
Russia.
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planation, as will be shown in the next chapter, is entirely
contradicted by facts.

Here is the real explanation of the Russian miracle:

(1) Pre-Revolutionary Russia was a highly dynamic society
rapidly advancing towards democracy, industrialization, and
universal education, displaying a great creative spirit in many
phases of culture.

(2) The Communist Revolution was a shock inflicted on
this rapidly advancing body; as in every shock, it caused devia-
tion and disturbance, in some phases of a magnitude compar-
able with that of a geological catastrophe.

(8) All the later events can best be understood as a conflict
between the group embodying the revolutionary impulsion,
and the forces of national tradition.

(4) The restoration of national tradition was well advanced
when Russia became involved in the Second World War.

(5) Russia’s magnificent resistance and glorious contribu-
tion to common victory is due to the situation just described.
In other words, the New Order for which the Russians have
fought so well is not at all a New Order embodying the Com-
munist ideal, but to a large extent a New Order combining the
revolutionary impulsion with the reviving national tradition,
with emphasis on the latter.

The reader does not necessarily have to agree with the above
statements. There value lies in the presentation of a hypothesis.
To verify this hypothesis, the specific procedure of empiric
science will be offered: facts will be presented and discussed;
corollaries will be drawn from the hypothesis and compared
with the facts.

The relevant facts are the answers to these questions:

1. What was pre-Revolutionary Russia?

2. What was the place of the Communists and their doctrine
in the framework of that society?

3. How did it happen that the Communists became the heirs
of the Tsars?

If, on the basis of these answers, our shock-hypothesis is pre-
liminarily verified, the subsequent events must be compared
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with two sets of expectations. One follows the taking over of
the government of a country by persons who embody the objec-
tive needs, historical trends, and popular aspirations of that
country. The other follows the ascent to power by persons
whose vision of things to come is independent of historical
trends, and who have nothing but contempt for the national
tradition.

In the first case, these expectations are natural:

1. On the basis of the community of views between the
rulers and the governed, the political structure is likely to ad-
vance very rapidly towards democracy, not necessarily in one
of the forms already known to the civilized world, but perhaps
in a new form more congenial with the mode of life of the
particular nation.

2. The policy of the government is likely to be determined
by plans shared both by the rulers and the majority of the gov-
emned; therefore, the social process must receive the shape of
smooth and steady advance towards the realization of the com-
mon goal. Minor fluctuations can take place, as shown by the
examples of the periods of great reforms in democracies, such
as the New Deal in the United States. This is unavoidable, since
social reforms are always carried out by trial and error, implying
the recognition of errors, their undoing, and new efforts accord-
ing to somewhat modified plans.

Quite different must be the development in a society where
power has been acquired by Utopians. Then the new rulers
have to choose; they must either carry out their plans through
coercion, or renounce the materialization of their dreams.
Since they usually believe in their doctrine and the plan of
social transformation derived from it as firmly as good Chris-
tians believe in Christ, they are inevitably obliged to choose
dictatorship. Moreover, instead of gradual, step-by-step realiza-
tion of the program, post-Revolutionary events must present
the feature of a series of convulsions, abrupt changes of poli-
cies, and announcements of unparalleled victories, followed by
the recognition of abysmal defeats and catastrophes.

Why is it soP The attempt to realize a preconceived plan of
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social transfiguration necessarily meets obstacles, mainly cre-
ated by the very efforts aiming at its realization. These obsta-
cles are perceived by the rulers as “resistance,” which may
appear in different forms. The most drastic is active resistance,
culminating in armed insurrection. Next comes passive resist-
ance, manifested in mass attempts to evade the law, such as
failure to pay taxes, perform a duty (military or labor service)
or to send children to school. Finally, the obstacle may receive
the most depressing form of impersonal resistance tantamount
to social disintegration: people almost stop breeding children;
farmers stop producing food beyond their personal require-
ments; factories stop producing even that which is indispen-
sable for the survival of an industrialized society; schools stop
communicating even the most elementary knowledge to the
younger generation. All these things may happen without any
conspiracy among the persons involved, and almost without
deliberate actions on their part. They happen when the in-
visible ties between the component parts of a complex culture
are broken by the attempts of Utopians to impose an impossible
social order.

The nature and origin of trouble is not easily recognized by
those in power: they are unable to concede that the real cause
is their stubborn insistence on arbitrarily chosen goals. There-
fore, perceiving difficulties, they first give new impetus to the
policy conducive, they think, to the realization of their plans.
In this way difficulties increase and accumulate. If, under these
conditions, the rulers persist, the total social order breaks down,
and they are eliminated through a revolution giving power to
some other group no longer obessed by Utopia—at least not
by the same Utopia. Or perhaps the weakened social body be-
comes an easy prey for a conqueror; then Utopia is replaced
by an order imposed from the outside.

But not always do they insist. Being in power almost inevi-
tably teaches some lessons and, as concerns Utopians, imper-
ceptibly changes their view of the situation. Being in power
gives to those involved such gratification as social prestige,
money or its equivalent in kind, the ability to command, and
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the pleasure of being obeyed. When difficulties accumulate
Utopia is not rejected, but may be relegated to the second
plane, and then the difficulties are interpreted as manifesta-
tions of ignorance and ingratitude on the part of those whom
the rulers tried to make happy. The idea naturally emerges
that they, the Utopians, are entitled to retain power although
they are no longer able to realize their plan.

Consequently, it may happen that before it is too late, the
Utopians in power might recognize the danger and decide to
do the necessary; namely, to abandon, at least partly, their
Utopia. Then they may preserve power aild even the oppor-
tunity to cultivate some part of their Utopian garden. But the
price is that of directing the nation towards a situation which
would have obtained if their Utopia would not have inter-
rupted the organic development. This is the reason why, sooner
or later, in one way or another, every revolution led by Uto-
pians must partly undo what it did, or give way to another
revolution, or to foreign power.

There is another consequence of the ascent of Utopians to
power. Since the distance between their program and the ob-
jective needs of the nation is different in the various fields of
social and cultural life, the particular policies of the govern-
ment meet insuperable resistance now here, then there. In
consequence, while the trend must reverse in specified fields,
elsewhere efforts to realize the blueprint can be continued.
Thus, very often the direction of change in the different fields
appears to be opposite. Hence the conspicuous character of
convulsive movements following the rise of situations corre-
sponding to our shock-hypothesis.

Political dictatorship, convulsive movements in the various
fields of social and cultural life, and finally either total disin-
tegration or partial revival of the past—these are the necessary
consequences of a shock situation. In this work the attempt
will be made to prove that these consequences have actually
obtained in Russia after the Communist Revolution.

Relating to the political phase of life, not only must the
question be studied as to whether dictatorship emerged in the
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course of the Revolution, but also the question arises as to
whether it has persisted throughout the later years. Contrari-
wise, one could assert that, though the initial situation was of
the shock type, later development brought correction either
by subsequent acceptance of the plans of the new rulers by
the nation, or by the complete conversion of the new rulers
to principles ingrained in national tradition.

Next must come the study of the movements which took
place in the various fields of social and cultural life. It must
be shown that they have not been of the type of the smooth
unfolding of a plan, similar to the organic growth of a plant
from a seed, but really of the convulsion type described above.
Naturally, it must be established what the correlation of the
individual reversals was and in what conditions these reversals
have taken place.

Two plans are possible for the conduct of such a study. The
study can be either primarily chronological, or bear the char-
acter of a dissection, going through economic, cultural, de-
mographic, and social developments. Both plans are logically
correct, but it seems to this writer that, because of the char-
acter of Russia’s development since 1917, the latter could yield
clearer results. But since the developments in these particular
fields have been closely interrelated, the following preview is
perhaps permissible—to be substantiated later on by evidence
gained in the course of the analytical study.

The development to be studied has been the history of a
tragic conflict which began in those foggy days of November,
1917, when to the amazement of the believers in the invin-
cibility of democracy, a democratic-minded government was
overthrown by a coup d’état performed by an infinitesimal
minority. It was aggravated during the years of Civil War
and War Communism (1917-21) characterized by the ardent
belief of the new leaders in the possibility of promptly reor-
ganizing society on the basis of this plan, first of all by persua-
sion and example, but if necessary by force; by their direct
attack on the foundations of Russian society and culture; and
by the complete lack of political, administrative, or business
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experience on the part of those who had to carry out the pro-
gram of social transformation. The conflict was somewhat
mitigated during the period which entered history under the
name of the New Economic Policy (NEP, 1921-29) in the
course of which large parts of the social and economic reforms
of the previous period were undone. The conflict was brought
to a climax in the course of the Second Socialist Offensive
(1929-34) * which was conducted by the new leaders with
much greater vigor than the first one, on the basis of experience
acquired in the course of twelve years in power position. In
1934, the offensive broke down and a period began for which
the term “The Great Retreat” seems to fit best. This term will
be used throughout this work, though it is personal to this
writer and could not be found in any official source. In many
cases, this last phase will be opposed to all the three preceding
ones. In such cases, the term Communist Experiment will be
used to designate the three phases as a whole characterized
by the dominance of the belief in the forthcoming realization
of the initial goal.

Once more, this is only a preview. With the reconstruction
of the main fluctuations according to the four phases pattern,
the last or synthetic part of this work can begin. It must also
comprise a study of the scope and meaning of The Great Re-
treat which, for obvious reasons, must receive a much more
detailed treatment than the three phases of the Communist
Experiment, the formulation of a final balance sheet of the Com-
munist Revolution, and a tentative outlook into Russia’s future,
derived from the interpretation given to her development in
the course of the Communist period of her history.

® This phase is often called the period of the Five-Year-Plans. This term is,.
however, misleading and can be used only by those who have no idea of
the tremendous reversal of the trend whicz occurred in 1934. For one who:
knows, the term is impossible, and the term, “Second Socialist Offensive” natu-
rally emerges. This offensive coincided with the First Five-Year-Plan and the
first half of the Second, whereas the second half of the Second Plan and the:
Third one belong to the phase of The Great Retreat.



CHAPTER 1I

PRE-REVOLUTIONARY RUSSIA:

A Dynamic View

1

It 1s THE generally accepted opinion that pre-Revolutionary
Russia was a backward and stagnant nation. There are many
people who share the view that the Imperial government was
reactionary and did what it could to keep the people in a state
of patrimonial allegiance to the Tsar and the landlords, and
to prevent them from acquiring the culture of advanced na-
tions; that this situation was an indignity, and the awareness
of this indignity produced a revolutionary movement which,
using the opportunity of a poorly conducted war, overthrew
the established order. That when, after a short period of
trouble, the Communists gained power, they found the mold-
ing of Russia left to their unfettered discretion; that every-
thing was to be rebuilt anew, so they used this opportunity to
create an order giving the Russian people access to modern cul-
ture—naturally, in the framework of Communist principles.!

Are such judgments corroborated by facts? Was, or was not
Imperial Russia a backward and stagnant nation?

In order to make our case clear, we must first of all stress the
distinction between backwardness and stagnation. When speak-
ing of the backwardness of a person or a social group, we use
as a yardstick the development of other persons or groups. An
individual is backward if he has not reached the level expected
from the members of his class and age group; even an all-
inclusive society such as a nation is backward if in some rele-

vant aspects its institutions and culture are on a level which, in
22
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other groups or societies, prevailed in the past, but was replaced
by better institutions or kinds of culture.

When speaking of stagnation, we compare the development
of a person or social group at two dates sufficiently remote from
one another. If we do not notice any significant difference, we
say that the person or group is stagnant; if substantial differ-
ences are observable, we deny stagnation and state that there
has been substantial change.

It is obvious that the evaluations of a given society in terms
of backwardness and stagnation are independent of one an-
other: a society may be (1) backward and stagnant; (2) back-
ward but progressing; (3) advanced but stagnant; (4) ad-
vanced and progressing. Most preliterate societies are both
backward and stagnant. In the ’seventies and ’eighties of the
nineteenth century, Japan was backward but rapidly progress-
ing. Between the two World Wars, at least up to 1936, France
was an advanced but conspicuously stagnant society. During
the same period this country was both advanced and progress-
ing, the last statement being independent of one’s like or dis-
like of the specific features of the boom of the late "twenties
and the advent of the New Deal.

2

Let us now apply these general statements to pre-Revolu-
tionary Russia. It is undeniable that in many aspects pre-
Revolutionary Russia was a backward society, especially if
compared with England, France, Scandinavia, or this country.
Backwardness was especially noticeable in the political field,
since it was only a few years before the breakdown of 1917
that Russia had abandoned the autocratic form of government
and accepted a constitutional regime, whereas the nations
mentioned had already surpassed the level of constitutional
monarchy and become democracies (parliamentary monarch-
ies or republics). The backwardness was also very noticeable
in the socioeconomic field, since in Russia the capitalist method
of production and its symptom, industrialization, were only
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beginning, and survivals of the pre-capitalist, or quasi-feudal
organization were much more numerous and significant than
survivals of feudalism in the countries with which we chose
to compare her. The standard of life of Russian peasants was
substantially lower than, that of British or German farmers.
And, when compared with conditions in England or Germany,
the state of the labor class was lamentable; wages were low,
working hours long, quarters poor; up to 1906, the right of
association in trade-unions was denied them, as well as the
right to use the weapon of strike.

Russia was an illiterate country, to what extent will be dis-
cussed below. Nevertheless, it would be wrong to term pre-
Revolutionary Russia a culturally backward country without
qualifying this statement. The upper level of Russian society
received an education similar to that given in Western Uni-
versities and high schools, and the standard of culture produc-
tion was high. Beginning with the last decades of the nine-
teenth century, the Russian novel, Russian music, and the Rus-
sian theater, especially the Russian ballet, deeply influenced
Western European art production; in the field of painting,
changes in “schools” were synchronous with those in France,
then the leader in that particular field, and sometimes even
preceded them.?

We have chosen to compare Russia with England, France,
Scandinavia, and this country. But quite obviously during the
last centuries, these countries have been the leaders of progress.
Compared with them, not only Russia was backward, but also
a good number of other European countries. Germany and
Austria-Hungary belonged to the same type of constitutional
monarchy as Russia, and today we know how superficial was
the political democracy of Spain, Portugal, Italy, and the Bal-
kan States. Survivals of the feudal order, especially in the
matter of land-distribution, were at least as strong as in Russia,
in Ostelbien (i.e., Germany east of the Elbe river), in large
parts of Austria-Hungary (namely in those parts which later
on formed Czechoslovakia and Hungary proper) and in Ru-
mania.
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As regards the standard of living, purely chronological com-
parisons are unfair. To judge correctly the state of the labor
class in Russia late in the nineteenth century, one should rather
compare it with that in England in the early nineteenth cen-
tury, when capitalism was in the state of infancy in that coun-
try. Any one who has read Engels’ famous book * wiil hardly
assert that the Russian government and the Russian industrial-
ists oppressed the labor class more than their British counter-
parts.

Russia was an illiterate country, but also illiterate were the
populations of Portugal,* large parts of Spain, southern Italy,
the eastern part of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, and the
Balkan States. In any case, Russia was only one of the mem-
bers of a respectable company of “backward European na-
tions.”

What were the causes of this backwardness? It is usual to
link it with the reactionary character of the Imperial Govern-
ment which, it is taken for granted, opposed any kind of prog-
ress. On the other hand, there are social philosophers who
ascribe Russia’s backwardness to the specific character of her
national spirit—the laziness of “the Slavic soul.”

The second explanation is actually no explanation at all: to
explain something by the “national spirit” is simply to make
the trivial statement that major trends in the life of nations
depend at least partly on their history, which actually shapes
and reshapes what is called “the national spirit.”

As regards the first explanation, the following facts should
be considered. On the eve of her history (especially in the first
half of the eleventh century) Russia was a comparatively ad-
vanced country, due to her close connection with Byzantium,
then the bearer of civilization.® But because of her geographi-
cal position, Russia had to be the bulwark of the European
civilization against Asiatic nomads. In the middle of the thir-
teenth century, Russia was conquered by the Tartars and was
dominated by them for two-and-a-half centuries. In contradis-
tinction to the Arabs who conquered Spain, and who at about
the time of the conquest belonged to the leaders of progress,
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the Tartars were barbarians, and their influence on Russia was
purely negative. After the yoke had been broken (1480) a
century more was needed for the reconquest of the Eastern
part of the Russian plain. Thus, three-and-a-half centuries were
lost for normal advance. Then a rapid “progressive” movement
started; the advance became exceptionally quick under the
reign of Peter the Great. During the eighteenth century and
the first quarter of the nineteenth century, this advance was
mainly the work of the autocracy which only later on, and then
with interruptions, became an instrument of conservatism,
sometimes of reaction. The impulse given by the court was
closely followed by the upper level of Russian society, and
much less by the other strata; later on this proved to be a source
of great difficulty.

Summing up, it may be said that the backwardness of Rus-
sia, which was undeniable when Russia was compared with
the most advanced nations, was not due to the intentional ac-
tions of the government or of the upper classes, but could very
well be explained in terms of special conditions under which
the Russian nation had to develop.

3

Let us now examine the idea that pre-Revolutionary Russia
was a stagnant society, and divide this examination into three
parts, paying successive attention to the political, socioeco-
nomic, and cultural aspects of the total situation.

Regarding the political aspect, the examination can be car-
ried out by comparing the political structure of Russia on the
eve of the nineteenth century and immediately before the out-
break of World War I. On the eve of the nineteenth century,
Russia was an autocracy of the unlimited type, or a despoty. In
such circumstances, everything depended on the personality
of the monarch: the despoty was “enlightened” under Cath-
erine the Great (1762-1796) and malevolent under Paul (1796-
1801).

The beginning of the nineteenth century was characterized
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by the first period of “Great Reforms”; under Alexander I (1801-
1825) a State Council was created which had to deliberate
about drafted statutes; it was composed of the highest digni-
taries of the Empire, appointed for life by the Emperor, and
its decisions did not bind him. But through its creation the
idea of the impersonal rule of law was introduced in Russia,
the law meaning the body of rules approved by the Council
and ratified by the Emperor. Twice during the reign the idea
of granting Russia a Constitution based on elected bodies was
considered; it could not be actualized so long as the largest
class of the subjects of the Emperor, the peasants, were still in
a state of serfdom.

A second period of Great Reforms took place under Alex-
ander II (1856-1881). After the liberation of serfs (186l) a
new system of judicial courts was created in which the English
and French patterns were merged (1864). Elected justices of
peace had to try the minor cases, both civil and criminal; trial
by jury was introduced for major criminal cases; a Supreme
Court, with the functions of the French cour de cassation, was
placed at the top of the system. All judges above the level of
the justices of peace began to be appointed for life and were
granted independence of the wishes and suggestions of the
Executive. This reform was a marked success, as well as the
introduction of self-government in rural districts, towns, and
provinces (1864-1870). Very fortunately for Russia, the large
majority of persons elected justices of peace or members of
the executive boards of the agencies of self-government (Zem-
stovs) were imbued with the spirit of social service, and not
with that of group or class interest. After these reforms, the
Russian autocracy ceased to be a despoty: in the large and im-
portant spheres of activity of the judicial courts and self-gov-
ernmental bodies, decisions and actions no longer depended
on the mood of the monarch.

Once more a Constitution based on the co-operation of
elected bodies with the government was envisaged, and once
more the idea was not realized, this time because Emperor
Alexander II was killed by revolutionists (who hated the pros-
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pect of peaceful advancement) the very day he had signed a
manifesto on the Constitution.

A third period of Great Reforms marked the second half
of the reign of Emperor Nicholas II. Under the pressure of
defeat by Japan, the Russian autocracy was forced to abdicate.
This time a Chamber of Representatives (the State Duma) was
created (1905-6) and no law could any longer be enacted
without the consent of this body. Russia had not become a
democracy: the franchise at the elections of the Duma was re-
stricted and unequal, and the Emperor retained the right of
veto. The new structure did not function smoothly, but the
decisive, the most difficult step towards democracy was made,
and a further advance, through expanded franchise and gradual
approximation to the type of parliamentary monarchy seemed
probable. Under the impact of the Constitutional Reform, the
administrative system substantially improved. A new spirit was
inculcated into quite a few governmental activities, especially
those dealing with the agrarian reform; perhaps it was the
same beneficial spirit of social service which had first appeared
in the ’sixties of the nineteenth century.

In any case, the distance covered by Russia between 1801
and 1914 on the road of political development was a long one.
There was significant advance, and not stagnation. Perhaps
some more could have been and ought to have been achieved.
But the events of 1917 have given experimental proof of the
fact that Russia was not yet ready to become a democracy—
overnight.

Socioeconomic advance began later than political advance,
but proceeded with much greater velocity. The impulse was
given by the liberation of serfs (1861). In contrast with what
happened in other European countries, in Russia the liberated
serfs, now free peasants, received not only personal freedom,
but also a large part of the land which they had tilled under
the landlord. They had to pay for this land, but the State im-
mediately compensated the landlords, and the peasants had to
pay the State in installments. These payments might have been
too high. In 1906 the peasants were liberated from paying the
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balance. In opposition to ideas spread outside of Russia,® no
juridical bonds whatsoever remained between the peasants and
their former landlords.

It proves how wrong the frequently recurring assumption is
that not until the Russian Revolution of 1917 had land been
given to Russian peasants.” Already at the time of the Emanci-
pation, they had received more than half of the arable soil of
European Russia, gamely 148 million hectares (vs. 89 million
which remained the property of the landlords, and eight mil-
lion which were the property of the State).

Half a century later, on the eve of World War 1, the situa-
tion was quite different. Only 44 million hectares were still the
property of landlords; the rest, as well as about six million hec-
tares of State lands, had been bought by peasants. In 1916, the
peasants owned 80 per cent of the arable soil of European
Russia and rented from the owners half of the residue.®

The process of liquidating large estates took place with the
help of the government, which in the years of 1882 and 1885
created special banks for that purpose. The speed of the proc-
ess increased with every decade. During the last decade be-
fore World War I, the peasants’ possessions expanded nearly
as much as in all the preceding forty years. Twenty years more
of peaceful development with the same trend, and the land-
lords in Russia might have become only a historical remi-
niscence.

Unfortunately, the Act of Emancipation did not give land,
as individual property, to peasant families, but made it the
property of agrarian communities, the so-called mir, composed
of groups of homesteads.” This land was divided and, after a
certain number of years, redistributed among the homesteads;
every homestead received a portion of every field or of every
subdivision of the field; land was allotted to the separate home-
steads in the ratio of the number of family members or, in
certain parts of Russia, of adult male workers in the home-
steads. For the corresponding period the allotments had to
be cultivated individually; but almost everywhere local custom
imposed upon the homesteads the obligation of allowing the
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cattle of the village to be pastured on fallow ground until late
in the summer; a definite rotation of crops was also imposed
by the mir.

This structure was a very unfortunate one. On the one hand,
it inhibited advance in agricultural technique. Could a peasant
be expected to invest money, or even his labor, in land which
by the next redistribution might be assigned to another home-
stead? Only improvements effected collectively, by the total
community, were economically possible. But how could one
persuade a community to depart from the ways of its fathers
and forefathers, since it is the very nature of a community to
maintain and enforce such ways?

On the other hand, since the size of the allotment granted
to an individual homestead depended on the size of the famlly,
it was economlcally advantageous to breed large families. It
was well known in rural Russia that larger homesteads used to
do better than small ones, even if both tilled the same number
of acres per capita.

Thus, the structure favored an unlimited increase of the
rural population without providing for additional means of
subsistence. Moreover, the psychological effects of the mir
structure should not be disregarded: having no land of their
own, the Russian peasants could not develop that strong re-
spect for property which characterizes Western farmers and
makes (or at least made) them the foundation of social sta-
bility.

However, near the end of the period studied, the relation of
peasants to their land was substantially changed. A provisional
law of November 9, 1906—which on June 10, 1910, and May 29,
1911, was replaced by definitive ones—allowed the peasants to
separate their allotments from the agrarian communities. They
could become private owners of the allotments which they pos-
sessed in the common fields and, if they wished, have their por-
tions united into one allotment and their houses and stalls rebuilt
there with governmental help. This was the famous Stolypin °
reform which, once peacefully carried out, would have been

® Prime-Minister, 1906-1911.
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one of the greatest agrarian revolutions known to history. The
peasants seemed to have been won over by the sound doctrine
that only increased production by means of improved tech-
nique could help them, and that this was feasible only without
agrarian commumities. On January 1, 1916, 6.2 million home-
steads (out of the total number of approximately 16 million)
had made application to become separated in the near future.®
Had the movement continued with the same speed, agrarian
communities would no longer have existed by the year 1935.

Naturally, the reform was not a panacea. First of all, for
many parts of Russia it came too late and was no longer suffi-
cient. Secondly, using the opportunities of the Stolypin laws
was an excellent solution of the problem for the rich and well-
to-do peasants, but the poor ones lost even the possibility of
survival on their dwarf farms after their more fortunate neigh-
bors had forsaken the community. The chief trouble was that the
fallow grounds at their disposal were no longer large enough
for pasturing their cattle. Their homesteads would have to dis-
appear, and they had either to go to the cities, where industry
was rapidly advancing, or to be resettled on free land in the
Asiatic part of the Empire.

Stolypin explicitly recognized that his program aimed at
the stabilization of Russian society on the firm foundation of
well-to-do farmers. To accelerate the migration movement to-
wards Siberia, a large program of land reclamation was started
there simultaneously with the agrarian reform.

Despite the handicaps inherent in the mir structure, which
only began to be overcome when the First World War broke
out, economic progress in the Russian countryside was undeni-
able. From 1900 to 19183, the area sown with cereals increased
by 8%. The use of fertilizers jumped from 0.2 million tons in
1908, to 0.5 million in 1913. Between 1896 and 1918, the net
harvest increased by 38%.1 There was also a substantial increase
in cattle; the number of horses increased from 25.6 million in
1895, to 35.8 in 1916, and that of horned cattle from 31.8 mil-
lion in 1895, to 60.6 million in 1916.12

No less important was the progress of industry. Witte and
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Mendeleyev, a Minister of Finance (1893-1903) and a great
scientist, understood that the future of Russia rested in a rea-
sonable exploitation of the tremendous industrial possibilities
of the country. Under the impulse of a well-conceived govern-
mental policy, the number of industrial workers doubled from
1890 to 1918 (from one-and-a-half million to three million) and
the production of large-scale industry increased four times
(from one-and-a-half billion rubles to six billion). Especially
important was the increase in the production of producers’
goods. From 1888 to 1913, the output of coal increased from
5.3 to 29 million tons, or five-and-a-half times; that of cast iron
from 0.7 to 4 million tons, or also five-and-a-half times; that
of oil from 3.2 to 9 million tons, or 2.8 times. One might be
tempted to explain these high indexes of increase by the exi-
guity of the absolute figures: when industry is in the age of
infancy, the relative figures are always high. However, one
would be wrong, since from 1863 to 1888, i.e., for an equal
period of time as that just discussed, the output of cast iron had
only doubled.’

The progress was spread through all the branches of indus-
try. From 1910 to 1914, the output of the machine building
plants doubled. The number of spindles operated by cotton
mills increased from three-and-a-half million in 1890 to nine-
and-a-quarter million in 1913; correspondingly, in 1913 Russia
consumed three times as much raw cotton as in 1890. From
1890 to 19183, sugar production increased four times; from 1895
to 1910, the sugar consumption per capita increased by 120%.1

The obvious conclusion is that around 1890 a very important
change took place in the economic structure and mentality of
Russia: she ceased to consider herself as a purely agricultural
nation and resolutely entered a period of industrialization.

If we acknowledge this to be true, we must stop expressing
indignation about the lamentable conditions of the Russian
labor class; instead we must give consideration to the fact that
as early as the ’eighties, a protective labor legislation limiting
the labor day, especially of women and children, and prohibit-
ing female night work was enacted; that in 1908, strikes ceased
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to be a punishable offense; that in 1912, two decades earlier
than in this country, the scheme of social security was inaugur-
ated in Russia covering, in the beginning, the risks involved in
industrial accidents and sickness.”® Throughout the years of
industrial advance, the labor day was shortened, wages in-
creased, and the standard of living slowly but steadily im-
proved.'®

An additional symptom of economic advance is to be found
in the development of the railways. The first line was built in
Russia in 1837. But before the liberation of the serfs the prog-
ress was slow (1,400 miles in 1861). Later on, the velocity of
the process became quite remarkable. The greatest achieve-
ment was the construction, in 1891-1905, of the Trans-Siberian
railway (4,000 miles). In 1900, Russia possessed 36,000 miles
of railways, and 49,000 on the eve of World War 1. In this
regard her place was second only to that of this country.

A very careful study of the movement of national income in
Russia carried out by Professor S. N. Prokopowicz (a socialist,
and therefore a person hardly inclined to overestimate the
achievements of Imperial Russia), yielded the information that
it jumped from 6.6 billion rubles in 1900 to 11.8 billion in 1913,
an increase of 79.4%. Since the price index in 1913 was higher
than in 1900, a net increase of 39.4% is left. The population
having increased by 19.1%, the final result is that in the course
of 13 years, the real per capita income increased by 17.1%, an
achievement not often surpassed in the economic development
of nations.!”

Summarily, it may be said that only a deliberate distortion
of facts or crass ignorance would permit one to speak of eco-
nomic stagnation in pre-