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PREFACE

THis book is intended to fulfil a threefold purpose. It will
furnish a systematic account of Bolshevism, which will lay
bare the principles underlying it, and depict it as a politi&al
ideal resting on a particular conception of man and the
course of history. This is the first theme of my book. For
this purpose it will be necessary to describe the historical
and social conditions that made and make posible the
rise, success, and development of Bolshevism. Bolshevism,
therefore, as the ruler of the Soviet Union will be my
second theme. And the union of both, the abstract and
concrete presentations, will be the foundation of my third
theme, an attempt to explain to my readers the history
fand creed of Bolshevism. .
There can be no question of completeness. My aim is
simply ¢o depict the characteristic features of Bolshevism
in clear and striking outline. For it is not my task to
describe Russian life as it has been affected by Bblshevism
or the institutions that Bolshevism h4s created, but to
portray the distinctive cBaracteristics of its government
and the connection between its theory and practice.
Whether I am justified in my hope that, as a consequence
of the point of view adopted, this book will make its
contribution to the stugly of Bolshevism, even after sthe
countless descriptions of visits to the Soviet Repubhc and
the numerous equally thorough and informative mono-
graphs—such, for example, as Pollock’s study of the
state-controlled industry, Just’s study of the Press, and
Dobbert’s of finance—the reader alone can decide. I
returnr¥my thanks at the outset for all information from
whatevef side it may have come. Much could only be
v
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touched upon, much that is important is passed over
entirely: problems of the first importance—for example,
the financing of the Five-Year Plan—have been put on
one side. In this book I have simply attempted to display
Bolshevism as an organic whole, an active political and
social force, not to describe the actual development of its
government with the results it has achieved.

The entire work has been an attempt to understand
Bolshevism as a historical phenomenon and criticise it
from that standpoint. The criticism goes down to first
principles, and shows how Bolshevik philosophy, its view
of history and society, contradicts reality. It is because
of this contradiction that the achievements of its govern-
ment are not those wbich its theories would lead us to
expect. It is not our concern to retail horrifying stories
of Bolshevik failures, inhumanities and abortive experi-
ments, but to expose its foundations.

Otherwise we can get no further than general denuncia-
tions of bureaucracy and terrorism; and to these the
Bolsheviks can oppose the defects of bourgeois sqciety—
for example, the cruelties of its colonial policy. To avoid
this meaningless debate we have attempted to show that
the defects of Bolshevik practice are due precisely to the
political and social theories of Bolshevism. The Bolshevik
claim that the failures are the inevitable shortcomings of
a period of transition, and as such will disappear, is false.
On the contrary, they arise from the fundamental Bolshevik
congeptions of society and human nature. A criticism of
Bolshetism from the historical and social standpoint will
enable us also to understand its historical significance. It
avoids the mistake of treating it simply as a world-wide
conspiracy, or an irrational tyranny. And for the very
reason that the real place of Bolshevism in history does not
harmonise with its own view of itself, it constituges a
peculiarly cogent refutation of its claims. The«author
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hopes that by this historical and social analysis of Bolshev-
ism he will contribute to an understanding of contemporary
political and social movements and theories. For there
can be no question that Bolshevism has anticipated much
that at this present juncture, when parliamentary govern-
ment and the economic structure of the world are in a
critical situation, has found expression in the novel formulas
put forward by political theorists and publicists.

To take only two examples: Ernst Junger’s pregnant
formula ‘total mobilisation’ and Carl Schmitt’s thesis of
the trend towards the totalitarian state which no longer
recognises the old nineteenth-century distinction between
the state and society, have been already realised for years
past in the Bolshevik Republic. The Bolshevik State is
actually a totalitarian state which in principle refuses to
recognise any sphere outside its competence. That the
term ‘totalitarian state’ is of Fascist provenance does not
affect this fact. The Fascist State is far and away less
totalitarian than the Bolshevik. For the Concordat proves
that, in theory at least, it does recognise a sphere, namely
religion, whose content it makes no claim to determine.
The Bolshevik totalitarian state, on the other hand,
tolerates religious faith only as a matter of temporary
expediency.

It is determined to be in all truth a totalitarian state,
embracing and determining every province of human life.
For it makes no difference in practice whether the subject
of this totalitarian competence is society or the state.
The abolition of all *dualism between society awd®state
renders the distinction meaningless, at any rate for those
who, unlike the Bolsheviks, believe that politics is an
‘eternal category’ and that therefore to raise economics and
a particular social class to the rank of all-determining
subgfance and omnipotent power in the social body is
merely to make them political.
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Still more obvious is the ‘total mobilisation’ that Bolshev-
ism achieves. It is precisely the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, subject as it is to no traditional limitations and
restrained by no considerations of humanity, that has
made it possible to find the meaning of life in the affirma-
tion and expansion of that dictatorship, as a totalitarian
state, theoretically a totalitarian society. The military
terminology of the nationalised industry—its campaigns,
brxgadcs, shock troops of workers—proves that here
military mobilisation for war is regarded as merely a
special instance of a mobilisation embracing man’s entire
normal life, not as we regard it, something unique which
breaks info and changes the normal routine.

I have deliberately refrained from investigating the
many points of contact between Bolshevik political theories
and the actual conditions of post-war Europe. But the
reader will perhaps be able—for example when he reads my
account of the Bolshevik opposition to opportunist Social-
ism~co turn his thoughts away from Lenin’s doctrine of
sqeiety gnd the proletariat to contemporary polmcal
movement. Even Lenin’s strategy of 1917 and his con-
ception of the party possess a significance far wider than
this special Bolshevik and Russian application.  But
on the other hand we must not lose sight of the conditions
peculiar to Russia. For the concrete reality cannot be
exhausted by abstract conceptions, nor can politics ever
neglect the actual situation. But political science and
sociology must always be enriched by such violent experi-
ments gs Bolshevism and its government of the Soviet
Union, even if in fact the Bolshevik experiment should
prove the inherent limitation of all political theories. For
Bolshevism shows the results of treating a political and
social theory as absolute truth. Contrary to its own pre-
suppositions it becomes inhuman. ,
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2 BOLSHEVISM

country—has become through Bolshevism the land which
before all others is the land of the future. The impossible
has become reality under our very eyes. The most con-
servative people in Europe is ruled by a government which
breaks relentlessly with every tradition that stands in its
path and dares to attempt to make it the most progressive
people in the world. In the intention of the Bolsheviks
Russia must become the country in which the masses
determine their own destinies, and whose economic system
is so organised that the exploiter has ceased to exist and
the products of labour belong entirely to the workers.
Society i to become the mistress of the economic system.
The Bolshevik state claims to use its authority in the
exclusive interest of the labouring masses.

This programme is apparently being carried out with
the utmost vigour. We are constantly hearing of new
schemes, of new economic experiments and revolutionary
chagges. We read of the nationalisation of the banks and
foreign trade, of the socialisation of the factories, the
Rollectitising of agriculture, and of the Five-Year Plan,
intended to reorganise the entire social and economic life
of a mighty nation embracing a sixth part of the earth’s
surface. And all this is bound up with a colossal propa-
ganda, a polemic in which the supporters and opponents
of Bolshevism grapple in bitter strife. It is, however, no
merely theoretical controversy;, the practical organisation
of life and the destiny of mankind are at stake.

Not ‘only in western Europe are there proletarian
partie® which take their orders and draw their strength
from the Third International, the general staff of the
world revolution founded by the Bolsheviks and having its
centre in Moscow. The national movements in Asia, in
China and India, in all the colonies, among the Negroes
and Malays have derived new strength and new courage
from the mere existence of a state in the service of the
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world revolution. For this state combats all oppression
and therefore also the oppression of the colonies and
Asiatic peoples by the capitalist states. The proletarian
state not only intends to be the organ of economic revolu-
tion; it also comes forward as the pioneer of political
revolution throughout the world. Through it, therefore,
that which hitherto seemed impossible seems to have
become possible. The social revolutionaries who promise
economic and political justice have seized the government
of a vast empire, and maintain themselves in power without
making any fundamental concessions. They continue to
uphold their original programme. They claim tq be able
to do this because that programme is fundamentally the
expression of the world’s inevitable development. There-
fore they are in a position to apply an elastic and pliable
strategy without losing sight of their ultimate goal. Their
opponents always regard their tactical retreats as a
sarrender of the programme of world revolution, and fail
to perceive that they are but clever flanking manceuvres.
The Sogial Revolutionaries, the Bolsheviks, further claim
that their programme alone corresponds with the true
nature of man. Their work and government aim at setting
him free from all the illusions and deceptions of which he
has hitherto been made the victim in the interest of small
self-seeking groups. Only the man who is exclusively
interested in this world, in, economics, and in society, is
man as he should be. Religion, with its belief in a world
beyond the grave, is among the powers which distract
mankind from its tasks. Religion must therefore disafpear;
if a just order of society is to be made possible. So long as a
religious belief which turns men’s attention from this
world continues to exist a just order of society will be un-
attainable.  These revolutionaries, therefore, are not
simply politicians satisfied with the possession of power.
They regard themselves as bearers of a gospel which shall
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bring to humanity the true redemption from its sufferings,
the imperfections of its earthly existence.

It is precisely in this respect that Bolshevism is superior
to the sceptical, relativist and purely opportunist political
and social attitude so common in the outside world. It
claims to represent immutable principles. Though it
regards earthly existence, the economic and social organisa-
tion, as the final end of human life, it follows this belief
with a zeal and devotion which give it the appearance of a
religion, though naturally a false religion, in comparison
with which the frequent panegyrics of man’s spiritual
freedom and dignity which carry with them no practical
obligation appear worthless and hollow. It is, therefore,
impossible to combat Bolshevism with arguments of a
merely opportunist kind.

For the same reason no effective criticism of Bolshevism
is possible which is content merely to catalogue its failures
and fiascos. In reply it can appeal to its youth and point
out ‘that up to the present it has been in a stage of transi_
&ion, by which it must learn and gather experience. Is
it not by its own self-criticism that its worst failures are
exposed? And it can appeal further to its own philosophy,
according to whose tenets nothing in history can come
into existence at a single stroke and in its full perfection.
And to the imperfections with which it is charged it can
oppose the shortcomings of the capitalist world. Is not,
in fact, the world crisis in ﬁnanéc, with its results, the most
successful propaganda for a political-economic system
vhichy as is claimed for Bolshevism, avoids the mistakes
of that which has existed hitherto? Is it not therefore
favouring the growth of the world’s first proletarian state,
as in its day the political world crisis favoured its birth?
Bolshevism is a reply to the defects of the present system,
and it is therefore impossible to dispose of it by enumerating
its failures.
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If it is to be effectually fought, we must understand the
fundamental principles of its gospel and its view of human
nature. They must not, however, be presented as generali-
ties divorced from concrete history. No doubt a description
of the Bolshevik doctrines—for example, the Bolshevik view
of religion, its materialism, its faith in the creative power
of the masses and in the solution of all human problems by
the right organisation of society—is extremely valuable.
But this description must be given in its historical context.
Otherwise it will be impossible to discover how it has
happened that precisely these doctrines have become
operative and successful in the world today. The question
demands a preliminary distinction, which every account
of Bolshevism must bear in mind—the distinction between
Bolshevism as a specifically Russian phenomenon and as
a phenomenon of universal significance. It is impossible
to treat Bolshevism in abstraction from Russian tradi-
tions and history. Only in that context are its ouslook
and distinctive methods intelligible. On the other hand,
we mugt not lose sight of its origin in western social theories,
its Marxism. The historical delineation must therefore
always be presented in the framework of the doctrinal
system. History and doctrine must throw light on each
other.

In this book the attempt will be made to depict Bolshe~
vism above all as a Russign phenomenon. For up to the
present it is in Russia alone that we have an example of
its operation and development. Nevertheless, the boak is
not intended as a piece' of Russian history. By employin
the historical and social method of treatment it will attempt
to provide grounds for judging Bolshevism in principle,
not merely from the standpoint of a few isolated and
external characteristics. Its purpose, therefore, is not to
swell the literature describing the present conditions in
Bolshevik Russia, the Union of Soviet Republics. Its
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primary concern is not with Bolshevism as a political and
social movement with particular historical effects, but to
show what doctrines, what fundamental beliefs, and what
corresponding social forms, organisations and apparatus
of government underlie Bolshevik activities and propa-
ganda.

For that very reason my account cannot be abstract
and theoretical, consisting, for example, in a careful
enumeration of the Bolshevik Marxian tenets. It must
always set out from concrete historical and social facts.
It is assuredly no accident that among the Socialists of
western Europe those more or less avowedly revisionist
groups have prevailed which are willing to co-operate with
the bourgeoisie, and recognise more or less in good faith
the existing order, whereas it was precisely in Russia that,
revolutionary Marxism triumphed. It is also no accident,
to take another example, that in Russia Socialist organisa-
tions_of a unique character grew up, apart from which
Bolshevism, in its present form, its machinery of govern-
ment, @nd its distinctive methods of propaganda,. are
unintelligible. If we are to understand Bolshevism as it
exists at present, the attempt must be made to comprehend
clearly the relations between the theory and the social
and historical situation which conditions it. Only then
will the reader be in a position to understand political
and social methods at first sight incomprehensible, no
longer regarding them as the expression of a desire toretain
possession of power and as devoid of any deeper theoretical
basis, but distinguishing what is specifically Russian from
what is universal in Bolshevism. The peculiar social
situation to which the gospel of Bolshevism corresponds
will then be apparent. Bolshevism will be recognised and
seen in its historical significance, so that its claim to
represent an inevitable historical development will thus
be turned against itself. It is not the end of history, but
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only a_factor in_ history—like the French Revolution,
which also believed it had introduced the future and final

world ‘order, but proved in reality the instrument of a
particular historical and social rearrangement whose right
in turn is already called in question. My account will
therefore do justice to the historical effects of Bolshevism
while at the same time criticising its fundamental prin-
ciples and claims as false, limited, and the expression of a
particular social situation.

This treatment, which, setting out from history, attempts
to discover the theoretical and intellectual foundation of
Bolshevism, its conception of man and society end their
aims, has determined the plan of this book. My first task
must be to describe the historical and social situation
which constituted the background and presupposition of
Bolshevism. In the first and introductory part of the
book I shall therefore depict the old Russia with its political
fand social structure. In the second part I shall desqgibe
the peculiar situation which enabled the “comparatively
small.group of Bolsheviks under Lenin’s leaderShip to
seize possession of power, and shall study the organi-
sation of the Bolshevik governmental machine, the so-
called dictatorship of the proletariat. In this connection
I shall discuss the Bolshevik legislation on religion and
marriage as attempts to influence society by state inter-
vention. The third part will be devoted to the economic
and social policy of the Bolsheviks, by which they seek
to justify their occupation of political power as an approach
to Socialism. The fourth part will describe the char¥cter-
istics of the Bolshevik party and its leaders, which must
be known if we are to understand the political and economic
methods distinctive of Bolshevism. The fifth part will
attempt to give a comprehensive presentation of Lenin’s
theories as a continuation of Marxism and to make clear
their fundamental significance for the entire practical
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activity of the Bolsheviks. In the sixth part I shall develop
a criticism of Bolshevism, based upon its historical depen-
dence on a distinctive social situation. I shall attempt to.
show that the achievements of its rule in Russia refute its
claim to correspond with man’s true nature.



I

THE HISTORICAL AND SOCIAL BACKGROUND
OF BOLSHEVISM

THE ABSOLUTE MONARCHY

THE old imperial Russia, the Russia of the Tsars, was an
absolute monarchy.? This autocratic rule arose under the
influence of the orthodox Christianity recefved from
Byzantium and, above all, of the rule of the Tartars
(1224-1480), which prevented the development of feudal-
ism. The westernisation effected from above by Peter the
Great cemented the edifice. Even the constitution set up
by the ukase of October 1905 can only be regarded as a
more or less external and superficial limitation of the
autocracy. Max Weber truly denominated thg systerp
based ‘upon it as ‘sham constitutionalism,’ for after its
introduction, as before, the Tsar and a Government
dependent solely on his good pleasure could decide all
important questions independently without concerning
themselves with the opinion of the popular assembly,
the Duma.

The Russian m;narchy ‘developed out of the principality
of Moscow. By successive conquests it had contrived to
extend its dominion in the direction of western Futope
and over a large part of Asia. Having cast off the Tartar
yoke in 1480, the Moscow Tsar in 1552 conquered Kasan
on the Volga. In 1667 and 1686 the Ukraine to the west
of the Dnieper was annexed. The long war between Peter
the Great and Sweden was concluded in 1721 by a peace
which secured for Russia the greater portion of the Baltic

9
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provinces. In the three partitions of Poland effected in
1772, 1793 and 1795 Russia received the lion’s share. Five
wars waged with Turkey between 1774 and 1878 led to
extensions of territory. By the middle of the nineteenth
century the conquest of the Caucasus had been finished.
And the Russian dominion over Siberia, already secured
in the sixteenth century, was completed in the nineteenth
by (the annexation of Central Asia and the extension of
Russian rule to the Pacific.

Since the reign of Peter the Great in the eighteenth
century the autocracy had adopted western methods of
government and administration. The army was trained
on the western model, a bureaucracy which copied the
civil service of western Europe was created, and Russian
society had in future to follow western usages. A Euro-
pean education was henceforward indispensable, because
the civil service and the command of the army could not
otherwise be carried on. But the adoption of western
methods of administration did not involve the abandon-
tnent of the traditional basis of government. Singe the
reign of Nicholas I (1825-1856) its structure had been
definitely fixed. The foundations of the Russian empire
were admittedly the population of Great Russia, its
traditional forms of administration the despotic monarchy
and the Orthodox Church. Thus a rigid barrier had been
erected against the political and social movements of
western Europe, which had been unnecessary in the
cighteenth century, when even in the West absolute
monarchy was accepted as the natuiral form of government.
In the name of national tradition every concession to the
public opinion of the educated class was refused, parlia-
mentary and constitutional government in all its forms
rejected as un-Russian. Did not the common people
themselves regard the Tsar as their protector against
encroachments of the bureaucratic administration? Natur-
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ally the Tsar—whose power was in theory unlimited—
was not, in practice, omnipotent. Not only was he faced
by the enormous host of civil servants, a bureaucracy
whose complicated structure could not be demolished at
a single blow, but, whether he would or no, he had also
to take account of the traditional arrangement of society®
The landed nobility, together with the passive peasantry
and the conservative groups constituted by the petty
bourgeoisie and the native Russian merchants, were
regarded as the most reliable supporters of the crown. The
diverse races and religions of the empire were not treated
on an equal footing. The Government favouregd by every
means in its power the Great Russians and the Orthodox
Church—they were in fact the national race and the
national religion.

We must not, however, conclude that the autocracy
was opposed to progress of any kind, and clung obstinately
to every existing social form and arrangement. On the
contrary, the Tsars considered it their task—as is shown
mogt_clearly by the westernisation effected by Peter the
Great—to force necessary reforms upon an unwilling
society. The emancipation of the serfs in 1861 would have
been impossible without Tsar Alexander II, although the
loss of the Crimean War against England and France,
which had hastened to the assistance of Turkey, had
clearly proved that the system of serfdom could no longer
be maintained. The emancipation of the serfs was
calculated to attach the peasantry, which possesscd
henceforward its place in the social hierarchy, ‘mare
closely to the Tsar. For it displayed him as their liberator
from a state of bondage. Did it not confirm the belief that
it was not he who was responsible for their sufferings, but
his bureaucratic advisers, who did not always tell him
the truth?
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THE EDUCATED CLASS

The union between the professedly patriarchal Tsardom
and an administrative machine constructed on a more or
dess western pattern could not tolerate any effective inter-
vention of public opinion in the business of government.
The government of the Tsars rested on the will of the man
called by God to rule. He alone possessed the rlght to
decide how far account must be taken of so-called public
opinion and the wishes of particular social groups. When
the 1nﬂuent1al position still held at the end of the eighteenth
century by the foreign immigrants had become a thing of
the past, the nobility, from whose ranks were drawn the
heads of the civil service and the commanders of the army,
alone constituted a well-defined group representative of
the national tradition or, as in the case of the Baltic barons,
bound to the monarch by a bond of personal loyalty.
The ‘educated class, on the contrary, did not inspire the
spme copfidence. This was not affected by the fact that
until the early decades of the nineteenth century ft con-
sisted primarily of nobles. Its entire mode of thought ran
counter to the ideas on which the Russian monarchy
rested. In the eighteenth century this was not yet recog-
nised. The Empress Catherine II still coquetted with the
leaders of the western Aufklarung and accepted their
admiration as the model ruler, the Semiramis of the North.
After the French Revolution, however, and above all after
Alexnger I, at first progressive in his tendencies, had
decided to continue the traditional autocracy and re-
nounced any fundamental reforms, the breach was in-
evitable between the educated class, with their western
sympathies, and the Government. It found visible expres-
sion in the celebrated rising of the Decabrists in 1825.
The conspirators—for the most part officers of noble
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birth—attempted to take advantage of the disturbances
which followed the death of Alexander I and the renuncia-
tion of the throne by his immediate successor, Constantine,
to introduce a constitutional régime based more or less
on western models. The rising failed—but it was a clear
proof of the estrangement which had begun between
an educated class steeped in western ideas and the ruling
autocracy. To have prevented the estrangement would
have required a second Peter the Great. But it was in fact
the product of Peter’s reforms. Peter the Great had pointed
to the West as the great example. Why then should Russia
not follow the West now that, after the French Revolution,
it had abolished absolute monarchy, at least in theory?
In the eighteenth century autocracy could appear perfectly
compatible with western culture, with the acceptance of
western methods and western customs. Was it still com-
patible after the French Revolution? On the other hand,
# was difficult to found the Tsardom on an independent
national basis, when western ideas and methods had &nce
been _introduced to support the traditional mqparchy.
Hence the governing régime was unable to achieve any
living union with educated society, which began to question
the foundations of political and social life.

The Government failed to understand that a western
education must inevitably involve criticism of the Russian
tradition and political system. It imagined that it could
make use of education simply as means to an end—i.e. as
an instrument for the maintenance of its authority. The
moment education produced an independent intellectual
movement which threatened to overstep the boundaries
prescribed by the existing régime it must be kept within
its proper limits. This attitude rested on the belief that
the Government need take no account of projects which
were not the fruit of practical experience and were based
upon ideals out of harmony with the spirit of the Russian
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people, to whom the traditional monarchy was far closer
than these remote and alien thinkers, blinded and led
astray by the spirit of the West.

Such an attitude led inevitably to the formation of a
social stratum hostile, as a matter of course, to the existing
régime, or at least without any direct relationship to it.
This stratum was known in the old Russia as the intellis
gentsia.? It played a decisive part in preparing the over-
throw of the monarchy. Its characteristic mental outlook
is to a large extent still operative in Bolshevism—though
transformed and distorted out of recognition. It could not,
of coursg, effect a revolution by its sole resources, without
the co-operation of a particular social situation which
won for it the allegiance of the masses. But it supplied the
propagandists and leaders of the revolution. It is therefore
necessary, if we would understand the Russian revolution,
to describe its development and peculiar characteristics.

The intelligentsia as a social group with a distinctivk
ouflook and fundamental attitude could arise only after the
Napolgonic wars, when the western spirit had ﬁnally
penetrated the leading classes of Russian society. Even in
the eighteenth century its forerunners had made their
appearance. Individual Russian adherents of the En-
lightenment were discontented with the existing conditions
and demanded social reforms. Among their number
Raditschev is particularly famous as the Father of the
Intelligentsia; he demanded® the abolition of serfdom
and was therefore punished by the Government as a
revol\'tlonary But the intelligentsia could only be con-
stituted as a social group when Russia’s peculiar position
in the world gave rise to dissatisfaction and there was
widespread criticism of her relationship with the West,
whose technical methods and external civilisation she had
adopted, while refusing to follow the western development
of political social and intellectual life.
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The attitude of the Government, which treated education
as solely a means to its practical ends, could not be per-
manently satisfying. A conservative and national opposi-
tion, the so-called Slavophiles, which blamed the Govern-
ment for its adoption of western institutions and opposed
to it traditional Russian ideals, could only find response
in a milieu whose social position was secure. The great
body of the educated, who suffered from the restrictigns
imposed upon intellectual life and were in revolt against
them, felt justified in attacking the existing régime as too
little western. In their eyes it was in conflict with the
ideas preached by the western liberals and revolugionaries;
was an antiquated and uncivilised system. The criticism
of feudalism and absolute monarchy made by western
liberalism had been already applied to Russia by the first
theorists of the intelligentsia—for example, by the critic
Belinski under Nicholas I. This revolutionary criticism
4/as adapted to the temper of the great mass of the educated
who were without fixed possessions or social status, “the
so-callgd Rasnotschinzi, the sons of civil servants and men
of various origins who, in virtue of their education,
shared a common social position.

WESTERN CULTURE AND THE NATIONAL TRADITION

For these men, educated on western lines, the awakening
of the intellectual life was bound up with opposition to
the existing régime. For the absolute monarchy seered
at every turn to oppos@ barriers to its demand foreintels
lectual independence. Was it not symbolic of this that
the Tsar Nicholas I, for all his external favour, entirely
failed to understand the national poet Pushkin and per-
mitted him to remain in the straitened circumstances of
a minor post at court which rendered his creative work
more difficult? The memoirs of Herzen, who was born
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in 1813 and emigrated later, and who, in the middle of
the nineteenth century, passed as the typical Russian
revolutionary, show how oppressively the existing system
weighed on his youth. Nor was it otherwise with Bakunin,
the celebrated anarchist and opponent of Karl Marx in
the First International. As soon as the young officer began
to be interested in contemporary philosophy he became a
foe of the Government. That western education made
young Russians hostile to the established social and political
order as soon as they recognised it as something non-
Russian, an importation from abroad, was not simply the
inevitable result of the censorship and other repressive
measures adopted by the autocracy; it was a natural
consequence of the fact that this education was out of
harmony with Russian traditions. An intellectual move-
ment which penetrated into Russia from the West pre-
sented itself to the Russian as a complete novelty, and
acted upon him like a revelation. It was therefore taked
up “with an enthusiasm which it never evoked among the
nations with whom it originated. And it acted as a ‘sg,lveng
for the very reason that it was welcomed with a credulous
devotion, as if it were a new religion. The historical
conditions were absent under which in the West the novel
ideas, however revolutionary their forms of expression,
were incorporated into the existing order. Their adherents
therefore rejected the existing order root and branch.
Tschadaev had realised the perils for Russia which
lurked in this western education when, in his famous
phﬁosaphxcal essay published inv1837, he characterised
the Russian as a traditionalist, and for the first time
consciously raised the question of his distinctive historical
vocation. Dostoievsky’s work was dominated by this
supreme problem, as is shown by his persistent struggle
against the cosmopolitanism produced by western educa-
tion and his appeal to the common people as model.
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But the intelligentsia as a body were quite unconscious
of this problem, the breach with national tradition
as a result of western culture. They were content
to accept western culture without questioning, and failed
to perceive that the radicalism with which they accepted
it gave it an unwestern content. They treated western
culture as the decisive factor in life, the force which deter-
mined man’s entire existence. Therefore a Government
which stood in the way of its adoption inevitably appeared
as evi, to be fought with every weapon, because it excluded
the truth from Russia and prevented the creation of a just
social order. It was due to this fundamental attityde that,
for the intelligentsia, social and political questions were of
primary importance. It was the inevitable result of
regarding western culture as something absolute which
moulded the whole of life. Whatever was in opposition

it, whatever did not harmonise with the ideas it incul-
Z;tcd, was ipso facto rejected and denied. And that was
precisely the entire social and political system of Russia,
whickgyegarded education as from beginning to ends simply
a technical tool, the acquisition of an exterior civilisation.
&e(nce the ideals of social equality and justice which were

en over from the West became the object of a religious
fervour and were exploited against existing conditions.
The revolutionary intelligentsia claimed—to quote the
celebrated dictum of one of its expone