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Abstract

A

The relationship between  Russia's traditional
political culture and the outlook of the revolutionary
intelligentsia is the subject of this thesis,
_Employing the concept of political culture to denote
‘the context of political action, which helps to
constitute the manner in which political choices are
conceived, we attempt to show how Russian political
culture  set the framework  within which the
intelligentsia’'s political aspirations were formulated.
Our analysis focuses on the ideology- of the Russian

Populist movement’ in particular its conception of the,

state and its aspiration to a stateless society ; we
argue that the meaning of 'the state' for the Populijsts
was partly constituted by the nature of Russ#a's
political traditions, and that the Populists'’
aspiration to a stateless future reflected the heritage
of a popular tradition of ideological opposition to the
absolutist secular state erected by Peter the Great,
In addition, we will follow the partial eclipse of
Populist thought by Marxism within the intelligentsia
at the end of the nineteenth-century, and discusgs both
the circumstances attending this transition an its
significance for the fate of the stateless ideal.
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Le lien qui existe entre la cultyre politigue
traditionnelle russe et la perspective de
1'intelligentsia révolutionnaire constitue le sujet de
cette thése. En nous servant du concept de la culture
politique afin de désigner 1le contexte de 1l'"action
politique, qui aide a cénstituer la maniére par
laquelle: sont congus les choix politiques, nous tentons
de démontrer Que la culture politique russe fut établi
comme cadre & l'intérieur dugquel les aspirations
politiques de l'intelligentsia furent formulées. Notre
analyse se centrera sur 1'idéologie du mouvement
populiste russe, et en particulier sur sa conception de
1'état et son aspiration vers - une société sans état;
nous soutenons .que la sgignification de 'l'état' pour
les populistes fut constituée partiellement par -la
nature des traditions politigues russes, et Qque
l'agpiration.des populistes vers un avenir sans état
fut le reflet de 1'héritage d'une tradition populaire
d'opposition & 1'état absolutiste séculaire érigé par
Pierre le Grand. De plus, nous retracerons l'évincement
partiel de la pensée populiste par le Marxisme au sein
de 1l'intelligentsia a la fin du dix-neuviéme siécle, et
nous discuterons aussi bien des circonstances au moment
de cette transition gue de sa signifiication pour le
sort de 1'idéal anti-étatiste,
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Chapter 1 : 'Political Cé;;ure' and the Analysis of

[}

Traditions .

Introduction

The relationship- between Russif;s political
traditions and the revolutionary intelligentsia is the
theme of this sfudy. The intelligentsia's sense of
alienation ffzq Russian ‘'reality’, its commitmest to
revolution, and its dependence on Western ideas for
self—}dentification, might seem.to provide 2 prima
facie case for its estrangement frdm Russia’'s own
politicél traditions. We will argue that‘ this class
was in fact solidly grourded in Russia's political
cllture, and that its outlook must be understood
against the background oi the nation's past. Qur
analysis wiil‘cénter on the Populist movement, and
elucidate the relationship of its wvision of the future
society to a traditional, popular 'image' of political
authority. At the same time, we shall discuss the
eventual eclipse of Populist thought and the conversion
of many members of the intelligentsia to Marxism at the
end of the nineteenth century. Our aim will be 'to
clarify the circunstances attenting the decline of
Populism, as well as the significance of the growing
influence of Marxism on the intelligentsia for % this

class' vision of the future society,
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wit;::\khe field of political science, the mogt
widely-used analytical framework for studying the
significance of traditions in shaping politicai a&tion
has Seen the political culture approach. In this
chapter, ve will review the history of the concept of
political . culture, discuss some of the problems its
proponents have faced in clarifying the nature of their
obigct, and outline the manner in which we intend to
use it in our analysis.

The politicaf culture approach broadly conceives

1
of political culture as 31 vhriable which causally

interacts with other variables - mode of production,
political institutions, and so ons - - which can
themselves be identified and descr ibed in

culture-invariant terms. Some studies of political
culture (1) characterize the culture-invgﬁéant
phenomena in functional ;é:;s ; all societies must
fulfill broadly similar functions (socialization,
interest aggregation1 and articulation, and so on).
These functions can be identified and described in
culture-invariant terms, and the impact of specific
cultural‘patterns on them _ (and vice wversa) evaluated
subsequently. The an}lyst of political culture thus
implicitly relies on a general understanding of the
forces at work in any society, and then factors in the
cultural variable to assess its relationship with these

phenomena in a given social context.

In what follows, we will propose a ;onceptioﬁ of

/ .



culture not as one variable among others, which might

" be neatly separated from them in social inquiry, but as

/
a context of meaning which imbues social phenomena with

significance, Culture.@velops and pervades these
phenomena',' whicr; can only be identified as distinct
variables within a given cultural setting, and which
conversely $cannot be adequately desecribed in

abstraction from it. Culture cannot be factored into

‘an analysis  after determining - certain 'real’,

'underlying processes or functions, Rather, any

analysis of the 'latter presupposes an understanding of
the cultural context 'in which they are located.

Man is unique in being an animal for whom things

have meaning, and it is culture which imbues the world

vith a determinate significance for him. Culture does
not 'cause' political 'behavi?ur'. It constitutes the

field of meanings availablg to political actors ; it

‘'sets the terms in which political choices are made. 1If

human action is meaningful, then social inquiry must
enteil the search for the meaning of action. The
analysis. of political cultg're would serve this end by
eXxplicating the range of choices for political action
provided by a society's traditions. Its aim woul‘d be
to enable a Dbetter understanding of contemporary
patterns of political action by drawing out the range
of meanings embedded - in the traditional political
conceptions' and pract.ces of -a society. Cultural

analysis would not attempt to provide causal
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. explanations of political action ; but in fleshing out

the terrain in whicgraction takes place, it would be a

precondition for such studies,

The Political Culture Approach

The concepf of political culture seems to ha‘e
emerged in political science largely . in response to
problems associated with the study of industrializing
nations. As Archie Brown has noted, the use of :he
concept was stimulated in large part

by political events in the 'Third WOr{d‘ when

. constitutions and institutions with which
newly-independent states had been endowed

fairly rapidly began to function in ways °

which surprised, and sometimes dismayed,

their former political mentors (2).

Faced with the diversity of patterns of
'development' among Third World nations, scholars began
to ask whether cultdral peculiarities might account for
this pRenomenon. From the outset; ®his Question tended
to be posed with a distinct! normative bias. Lucian
Pye, one of the first scholars to link . the notions of
political culture and political development, epitdm{;ed
this bias ; in his view, one of the central questions
wvhich studies of political culture should seek to
angswer is : "to what @extent 1is it possible to
accelerate and airect political change, and hov can

traditional societies. be Dbest transformed into

democratic polities?” (3) bye ,and others traced a

1



trajectory of political development which placed the
Western industrialized democracies at its summit ; the
aim of the political celture approach was not only to
clarify the relationship between a society's political
culture and its political syst?m, but also to get
industrializing nations ‘on the right track' Dby
encouraging their assimilation of wvalues and beliefs
which were deemed compatible with a stable, democratic
society.

In recent years, this aim has come under attack
for its ethnocentricity, and many have proposed to
replace the concept of political 'development' with the
less ideclogically charged concept of political

'change' (4). The basic approach, however, remains ‘the

same ; the analyst seeks to clarify the effect of"

cultural phenomena on the pattern of -change of a
society's political system or structure, and conversely
the effect of political change on cultural patterns.

- Giver. the lesser influence of the West upon Russia
and Eastern Europe, the prescriptive orien;ation of the
political culture approach was always less relevant to
stﬁyies of these areas. Yet similar analytical
dilemmas seem to have underlain the adopt}on of the
concept in this domain. In the wake of the Second

’

World war, the number of Communist states grew

‘substantially. These societies .often evolved in

markedly different ways. As a result, scholars began

to recognise the need to account for the unique

“



features of these societies, and ft is largely with
this end in view that the concept of political culture
has come to be employed (5). ‘

The first task for this approach was to demarc;te
a specific region of culture as the domain of the
political scientist. Writing in 1956, Gabriel Almond
argued that a society's political system is embedded in
a "political culture”, comprising t‘hat‘ society's
”pattern’of orientations to political action", which is
"a differentiated part of the culture and has a certain
autonomy" (6). Following Almond, most scholars have
defined politic;l culture as a complex of attitudes,
beliefs, and values which together establish a general
orientation to political action. Sydney Verba has
defined political culture as .

the system of empirical beliefs, expressiye

symbols, and values which | define the

situation in which political action takes

place. It provides the subjective

orientation to politics (7).
More recently, however, Stephen White has arqued for a
broader definition of political culture as "the
attitudinal and behaviodural matrix within which the
political system is located"” (8). The issue at stake
here is whether political culgure should denote onl}
"orientations™ to political action, or also the
behaviour which is presumed to result from them. While
it wouldAséem arbitrary to exclude behaviour since it

is so integrally linkeg to attitudes and beliefs, it is~

feared that an analytical¢framework vhich encompasses

<

0
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béth vould shortcircuit its povers of explanation by
subsuming under the\cultural variable that which it is
supposed to explain. To arque that a pattern of
politicail ‘action is explained by the "behavioural
matrix" within which it is located would be, after all,
an exercise in circular reasoning.

This dispute should not obscure the bjsic
,assumptions vhich are common to these
definitions.First, -all treat the non-behavioural
component of political culture as the subjective
orientation of individugls to politics, that "is, the
psychological ‘traits from which behaviour ostensiblf
results, This assumption is founded on an
atomistic/utilitarian conception’ of social 1life
society is the ;um of its parts, and culture is the sum
of individually- and independently-held “orientations“i
The heavy reliance of the political culture approach on
questionnaires and surveys also reflects this
assumption ; from tﬁese, a collection of individual
responses is derived, which are concatenated into a
general portrait of a society's political culture.
"Moreover, these analysts fend to conceive of political
action in behaviouristic terms. The individual is
conceived as a receptor of psychological stimuli which

provoke a causal response ; the problem is to ascertain

exactly where culture fits into this chain ©of forces.

_And this is the bone of contention between White and

the others mentioned above. For according to the

p}



behaviourist scheme, White has conflated stimulus and
response, ~and in this way clouds the causal
telationship,which(is assumed to exist yetween them.
These assumptions and the analytical technigues
associated with them have drawn criticism from a number
of guarters. Charles Taylor has argued for a conception
of culture which highlights the signif{cance of
*intersubjective meanings” over that of purely
subjective orientationg. In Taylor's view, both our
beliefs-and our 9ctions emerge out of a background of
social ptactices/whicﬁ are prior to and constitutive of
the outlook of the individual members of society.
Individuals becoﬁe competent members of society by

§

in the first instance not as their beliefs, but as the

internalizing its practices; but these are”internalized,
modes of social relation which are part of a common
reference world. wé'dé not share in these practices‘
independently 'of each other ;) Tathei, the sharing is a
collective act (9). ‘ ‘
Perhaps the model for this conception of culture
;; the phenomenon of iénguage. It would "be a
conceptual ¢onfusion to say that a language belongs to
its speakers independently of each other, and that
members ot’a linguistic community understand each other
through some kind of 'consensus'. Language belongs to
society before it is internalized by Ithe inaividual._

Analogously, on Taylor's account it would be more

appropriate to say that individuals .collectively grow

-



into culture, rather thaﬁ that culture is parcelled out
geparately into individual mindsk,.

Moreover, Taylor would argue that the search for
causal relationships between culture and politics is
misguided. The background of social praétices vhich

make up culture do not cause behaviour but constitute

the meaning of action. Man 1is conceived not ‘as a-

passive receptor of stimuli which determine his
behaviour, but as an animal vhose action embodies an

implicit vision of himself and of his relationship with

others, a self- -understanding which constitutes the

meaning of aétion. Cultural analysis would in this
view seek. to clarify the meaning of action by
explicating the‘ cultural context which imbues it with
determinate significance, Moving within the
hermeneutical circle, the analyst would interpret a
‘belief or act by reference to its intersubjective
context and, conversely, elucidate th}é context by
reference to its individual manifestations. |

Lowell Ditgger has recéntly‘ attempted to
incorporate the phenomenon of intersubjectivity iﬁlo
the Eoncept of political culturel Criticizing the
"psychological reductionism” (10) of the political

culture approach, he has suggested that this concept

"may most fruitfully be understood as a semiological .

system, consisting of political symbols" (11). This
definition would get us out of the heads of individuals

and into "the context of, meaning of political action”
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(12). The analyst would focus on the 'symbol systems”
or "codes"™ to wvhich individuals become acculturated,
and which exist independently of éubjective
9;ientations (13). ll

But Dittmer still tends to conceive of political
culture in behaviouristic terms, and is “consequently
cont¢erned to clarifyritst csusal relationships with
other phenomena. While Taflor wants to undermine the
value of behaviour?stic, causal accéunta of‘ cultbre,
Dittmer wants to enable better accounts of this form.
In his view, political culture still must not denote
action, for this would only cloud the causal
relationship bétveen‘culture and action(l45. To treat
culture as symbolsj would merely ensure the fdegree of
;utonomy' Almond once claimed for it, and . permit more
+ fruitful éﬁpirical analyses (15).

Despiée the political culture approach's
insistence on treating culture as a causal variable,
its advocates have begn unable to agree on the specific
role of the cultural  variable. For some, it is8 a
'mediating' variable ‘through which are filtered other
forces to produce a given bol?tical outcome. Gabriel
Almond "has characterized it as an ‘"interactive"
variable : ) ‘

The ‘ relationship between poiitical
structure and culture is interactive,.. one
cannot explain cultural propensities without
reference  to historical  <experience and
contemporary structural constraints, and in

turn, “a prior set of attitudinal patterns
will tend to persist in some form and degree

10 v .



and for a significant period of time, despite
efforts to transform it (16).

_In a slightly different formulation, Stephen White
highlights tﬁ% "dialeectical” relationship betveen a
political culture and its social base ; while culture
is in the final analysis part of the social
superstrpcture; and is thus determined by ma;erial
forces, it has a "relative autonomy" from the social
base and is capable of modifying it in a "complex
pattern of interaction over time" (17). Lowell Dittmer
argues for a still more flexible scheme, which would
allow for political culture to play the role‘ of
independent, "intervening, or dependent variable
depending upon the. circumstances/ As the set of
symbolic resources avajlable t ;.:oolit:i‘ca\llactors,~ it
promotes a similar "response” ito a given "stimulus",

encouraging some types‘of action and inhibiting others/
; in this sensé, it is an independent variable. BQt
this sym;ol system may be deployed by“politiéal’actors
" to accomplish certain objectives ; in ‘such cases it

;

¢becomes an intervening variable, And, insofar as it may

be shaped by other factors, it is also a' dependent
variable (18). : .
| ‘Now the difficulty in kor;ing out thig dispute is
that all of its participants;seem in some measure to b?
right, As a causal variable, political culture can
indeed play all of the roles outlined depending upbn

the context. Yet, surely this must. indicate that "

11
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somewhere, soﬁething has gone wrong. We must remember
that the ;purpose of causal explanations is to enable,
generalizations, lqad‘gg ultimately to the prediction
(and, for Pye, the controi) ot future events. None of
th; advocates of the .political culture approach would
Pe 80 bold as to claim that this goal is within reach.
But theory-building, the establishment of
gererally-valid causal accounts of the relationship
between culture and politics, remains the telos of the
ﬁblitical culture approach and is the implicit
rationale for its analytical framewvork. But the
diversiéy of causal roles played by culture makes this
. goal a fantasy. One could only ever know a posteriori
which role it has played in a given instance,
Moreover, even then it would be tremendously difficult
to select from the myriad possibilities which one is .
relevant to the case at hand. ,

Perhaps these are the - growing pains of a
relatiiﬁly new approach. But we may be permitted the
suspicion that the problem is a deepe; one, and rgsults
from the very attempt to treat culture as a causal
variable. Perhaps we are trying-tc fit it into a
conceptual grid for which it is ill-designed. Perhaps
the way to a bette; and more faithful understanding of
political culture is to remove it from the explanatory
model of soéfzi—ﬁécisggsLJ and sgituate it within an
interpretive scheme which would treat culture not as a

variable but as a context.
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Culture as Context

In an artiele published in 1954, Robert Tucker
worked through some of the problems of the political
culture approach, and pointed toward a new definition
of the concept; granting that the explanatory
enterprise would suffer for the subsumption of
'behaviour' under 'political culture', he asked :

Does the scholarly yalue of the concept of
political culture turn on its explanatory
potency? Might not the central importance of
a concept like that of political culture be
that it assists,us to take our bearings in
the study of the political life of a society,
to focus on what 1is happening or not
happening, to describe and analyze and order
many significant data, and to raise many
fruitful questions for thought and research -
without explaining anything? (19)
Tucker continues : .
Conceivably, we could relinguish the concept
of political culture in favor of what might
be called simply a cultural approach ¢to
politics : an orientation toward the study of
political institutions, ideologies, values,
practices, etc., as phenomena embedded in the
larger cultures of political societies,
Alternatively, or at the same time, we could
retain the notion of a political culture -
meaning by it.-the predominantly political
aspects of a culture - but beware of treating
it as something clearly differentiated from
the larger cultural pattern and forming an
autonomous sphere (20).

6ne need not relinguish the concept of political
culture along with the approach to whicﬁ it has been
associated, although, as Tucker éuggests, we would have
to be more wary of claims such as Almond's tﬁat it
represents a clearly differentiated and autonomous
region of culture. It-is difficult to imagine how one

“
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could theoretically partition a set of phenomena and
iqpel them the political culture of any society, nor
how the claim to its autonomy would be made goed. It
seems equally clear that in‘ any given case one would
want to identify a certain range of ph?nomena as more
or less-relevant to a political analysis, for otherwise
one would bg faced with an analytically overwhelming
mass Qf undifferentiated materia}. The important point
is that the concept would become context-bound, fleshed
out on the basis of the study of particular societies ;
a study of the political culture of the United States,
for instance, might pay little atteﬁtion to its
religious practices, while a study of the political
culture of Poland would be sadly deficient if it did
not incorporate this element of its larger cultural
setting. This is, after all, only proper ; if we want
to use the concept to draw out the unigueness of each
soc¢iety, it must be allowed to incorporate this
uniqueness within itself. The attempt of scholars such
~as Pye and Verba to pre-determine the content of
political culture, by identifying a constellation of
féur sets  of ( ’values (trust/distrust,
hierarchy/equality, liberty/coercdion, and
loyalty/commitment (21)) which are to provide the focus
for any study of pqiitical culture, contradicts the
purpose of cultural analysis. One does not want to
decide in advance the range of phenomena which will and

will not be relevant ; this must emetge out of the

-
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analysis itself. The consequent elasticity of th;
concept of political culture will surely not serve the
enterprise of theory-buildfng, but that is because
culture is the -area par excellenoe in which such aims
are inappropriate. ’

Tucker's other suggestion: that we treat political
institutions, practices, and so - on as phenomena
embedded in the cultures of particular societies; seems
very promising. ‘We could then employ the concept of
political culture ta explicate the context within which
political phenomena are set, not gqs part of an attempt
to identify specific causal links between culture and
political institytions or structures, bué merely to
better describe and understand these phenomena.

" For ¢uidance in sucﬁ a usage of the concept,
moreover, we would do  well to cénsider ¢lifford
Geertz's work in the domain of anthropology. Geertz
. describes his:own approach as "semiotig' :

Believihg, with Max ﬁeber, that man is an

animal suspended in webs of significance he

himself has spun,I take culture to be those
webs, and the analysis of it to be therefore
not an experimental science in search of law
but an interpretive one in search of meaning

(22).

We must be careful té distiﬁguiéﬁ this definition from
that of Digtmer, for although both lay emphasis on the
importance-.of symbols in constituting culture, Geertz

- 3
emphasizes that his aim is not one of "explanation" but

of "thick description” :
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Culture is not a powver, something to which
social events, behaviours, institutions, or
processes can be causally attributed ; it is
a context, something within which they can be
intelligibly - that is, thickly -
described(23).

To treat culture as a céntext does not necessarily’

eptdil the claim that it is powerless or without causal
efficacy. Studies which try to show the effect of a
society's political culture on its institutions (or
vice Yersa) are not exactly wrong ; but they are
misconceived,. Culture 1is not primarily a variable
which interacts with other variables in relations of
mutual (or some other kind of) determination. It,islthe
context withih which these other phenomena‘are enbedded
and by virtue of which ’thef acquire a Hdeterminate
significance: Indeed, vthe search for cgpsal
relationships in the ‘political life of a socieLy
requires a prior foothold in its culture, that is, it
depends upon a prior "thick description”, acknowledged
6; not, of the cultural context within which these
phenomena are embedded. Cultural analysis, then, should
be-considered as a precondition for'but not itself a
part of causal analysis? \ 4 ' -——
Such a conception o{ politic91 culture vouié also
dissolve the knottier problems of the political culture
apprdach. We could abandon the attempt to determine
 the prdcise function of the cultural 'variable', which

has up to now provided a multiplicity of options which

all seem equally valid, and are thus of little value at

186
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all. MbreGVEt,‘ ve could forego as Weedless the
distinction between the "subjective®™ (or, in Dittmer's
formulation, the "symbolic"™) component of political
culture and "political action®. The purported threat to

»

irrelevant.

the explanatory potency of the 7fncept would become

This would also allow a more‘faithful account of
the phenomenon itself, for the distinction between
'beliefs' and ‘'behaviour' seems in any case to be a
hopelessly scholastic one, In the terms of Almond,
Verba, and Brown, political culture 1is presented as an
essentially private realm of disembodied consciousness,
existing indepéndently of action and4pn1y subsequently
impacting . upon. it. But our average, every-day
understanding ot culture is quite different, and much
more sensible. We deo not norrially make any distinctbén
between ‘private’' and 'public' spheres of cu;turé, but
collapse them into a single whoie. We would not
he;itate, for instance, to include voting or the
singing of a national anthem or a myriad of other
political rituals as elements of our political culture.
‘And if they are not, just what are they?

We might ‘overcome any sense of 'unease about
letting go of this distinction by considering Taglor's
account of social practices. In his formulation, they
comprise both the 'external' features of action and the
'internal’' self-definition which is embodied in them.

A

Political action is itselt unintelligible in

17
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abstraction from the self- definition which it
reflects, and conversely, the self-definition is not
abstract and contemplative, but ehgaged and practical ;
it realizes itself within political action, and

sustains itself only insofar as it is so realized.

Thus, in studying social practices as phenomena of a

society's political culture, we would be concerned with
both political actions and the self-definition which is
implicit in them, )

Cu%tural analyses of this form ‘'would Dbe

particularly interested in a society's traditions. For

\ social practice% are more than anything else a vehicle

f’ for traditions, and the self-definition they embody
S . ?

‘x‘ i .
comes into being against the background of a nation's

~past. However, we would want to employ this concept
rather differently than it has been in most political
culture analyses up to now. , The central aim of the
political <culture approach thus far has bgen _to
eluciéate causal ‘relationships "between cultural
traditions end political structures or systems, in
particular to explain the stability of¥ resilience of
traditions in contemporary political societies., Yet,
ﬁhis assumes that the stability of a tradition demands
some special explanation. To reverse the question, why
should a tradition not be stable? Would a certain
pattern of acti&ns or practices be a tradition if it

vere not stable? This approach implicitly _assumes an

incompatibility bttween traditions and contemporary

f 1)
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political settings which simply may not exist. And in
doing so, it occludes the extent to which political
structures and institutions are already embedded in a
society's traditions,

Conversely, the attempt to posit a tradition as a
causal variable with its own effect on a political
system seems equally misguided. A tradition is never a
seamless whole which might impose a specific pattern on
a society's political development. It is md;e often a
web of conflicting currents which 1is compatible yith a
whole range of political ‘'outcomes'., Traditions merely .
provide the terms in which political choice; are made ;
the determinants of any specific choice are exterior to
the tradition itself.

Our approach would be Lo analyse traditions merely
to se{ out in meaningful order the patp}l?ading from a
society's past~ to its present, to elucidate the
historical background out of which contemporary
orgentations have emerged. The point would not be to
present traditions as the cause of a contemporary
pattern of action. For this approach tends t6 rely on
a behaviouristic model of action, depicting man as an
eésentially passive receptor of 'stimuli' which provoke
a causal 'regsponse’', Our view emphasizes that
political action is the result of choices made on the

IS v

basis of certain assumptions about the nature and ends
© .

3 3 (’

of politics. The aim of social inquiry in this view

would be to provide a better understanding of the

.« 19



&

choices made by social actors by making explicit the:
assumptions inherent in them. * The analysis of
political culthre would serve this endeavour by sho;ing
how these assumptions are themselves embedded in a
larger'context condtituted by the ideas and practices
of a society. Cultural traditions set the framework
within which poiitical choices are made ; the aim of
cultural analysis would be to explicate this framework,
and to show how traditional conceptions of poliElcs are
manifested in contemporary patterns of action.

This is, broadly speaking, the orientation of our
analysis in what follows. The question we shall explore

is : to what extent can the political aspirations of

’
¢

the Russian intelligentsia be understood as a
manifestation ak& continuation of some of the
traditional aspirations of Russian ‘society? Or, stated
differently: can the intelligentsia be seen as a
§ucceediqg chapter in a mpch older anda essentially
continuous tradition of ideological opp&éition to the
hussian state? ) .

In Chapter Tvo, we will follow _the development of

Russia's political traditions, "both from the

‘

,persp?ctive of the central authotities and that of

popular Russia, from the medieval era wuntil the
emergence of the intelligentsia in the nineteenth
century. We will highlight the conflict /which
developed during this period between two 'images' of

~Russia, and the forms in which these 'images' were

: 20



manifested in the actions of popular and official
‘elements of Russian society. :

In Chapter Three,'ve vill set the emergence of the
intelligentsia against this background ; following
this, we will focus on the Russian Populist movement,
which'reflgctéd’ the aspirations of * the intelligentsia
through much of the nineteenth century. We will draw
out.the Populists' vision of the future society, and
particularly its image of the state and its role in
this society, as it was presented 1in the tﬁbught of
Alexander Herzen, Peter Lavrov, and George Plekhanov,
The aim will be to wuncover the affinities of the
Populists' aspirations with the traditional, popular
'image' of Russia, and in this way to suggest that the
intelligentsia can best be wunderstood wot only as a

phenomenon sui generis, but also as the more articulate

advocate of a vision of Russia which had deep roots in

the: nation's past. Our analysis' of Plekhanov's

conversion to Marxism will also enable us to clarify._

the reasons for the decline of Populist thought, as

well as the significance of the conversion of much of

'

the intelligentsia to Marxism for the aspirations of

this class,
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Chapter 2 = Traditional Russian Political Culture ;

Two Images of the State

&>

Introduction

In this chapter, we shall attempt to elucidate the

. political traditions which established the context for

theremergence\of the Russian iﬁtelligentsia_and helped
to set the framework within which its political choices
wvere made., We shall follow the evolution of Russia's
political culture between the mig-fifteenth and
nineteegth centuries. During the fifteenth century,

the Russian people achieved independence from Ehe

. Mongols, who had ruled them for over two hundred years.,

This cleared the wvay for Russia's emerge’ce as; an
independent nation- state under the leadershfb of the
Muscovite prinde; the direct preéecessor of the Russian
tsar. It . was ~the Muscovite era which saw the
consolidation‘ 6f a coherent political culture with
direct links to Russia's subsequent development.ﬁ As
such, it is-vith this era that our analysis will begin.

' Muscovite Russia was marked by & basic ideclogical
compaiibility between ruling and popular elements based
on a common religious self-understanding. In the eyes
of all, Russia was defined by its adherence to the
Orthodox Christian faith, while its prince stood as

God's representativqu:n earth, a spiritual father to

24 :
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his peoble. Polifical "authority vag grounded in
religious purposes. The prince's primary function was
‘*o safeguard the faith and thereby ensufe the salvation
of his people. Yet, the activities which ihis function
"entailed were quite limited ; the prince was to guell
{nternall disputes, protect the people from attack,
extract from them enough to provideifor his support,
and do liﬁtle else besides. This accorded with the
medieval conception of the immutabil{t} of the temporal
(as wvell as the‘spiritual) realm '; this world, tﬁe
temporal realm, was to be left much as it had always
ekisted, as God had initially ordained it. Above all,‘
the notion of the ruler and state as forces for
spurring gScial progress was quite foieign t® Muscovite
Russia. '

\ This religiovus ethos; and the ° p91itical
hrrangements‘it supported ;, formed the cérnetstone of
Russia;s political culture throughout the sixteenth .and
seventeenth centuries. The unity of\ Russian political
culture was shattered, -however, vith the advent of. .
Peter the Great at the turn of the seventeenth century.
Draving hea:ily upon Western models, Peter broke with
the Muscovite tradition to introduce a secular
conceﬁtion of the state and its role in society. The
foundations of tﬁe state's ;;gitimacy vere effectiveiy
transferred to the temporal realm, and its role

re-defined and greatly expanded to center on the task

of directing the progress of society.

25
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These ideolo*ical innovations split Russia into

radically ’opmmsed .camps.“ Popular elements rema%ned‘"

Y

stubbornly faithful to the traditional reiigioﬁs
‘image' of Russia, and bristled under the weighé of a

- state which, in keeping with its new secular functions,
increasingly deprived the local communities of their
traditional freédomsl‘ On the other hand, ruiing
elements largely followed Peter in embracing the new
'image' of Russia and of the absolutist secular state
(1.

‘ Although tﬁe Rhssian state woul@ subsequently lose
much of the dynamism with which Peter had imbued it,
the ideoclogical path he had charted, and the
institutional arrangements it entailed, were in the
main adopted by later rulers. Russia's political
culture thus came to be characterized by a schism
between ruling and popular elements, based upon
diametrically opbosed conceptions‘ of the nature and
role of the state, Popular Russia ¢lung to an image of
essentially passive or negative political authority,
vhile the ruling image :ccorded to the secular state an
absolute' rigﬁt to direct the 1life of society. ' The
resulting social and spiritual dislocation‘would endure
throughout the Tsarist era. It was ouf of this context
that the radical intelligentsia would emerge in the
nineteeﬁth century as a class dedicated to bridgiﬁg
this gap once and for all.

The intelligentsia owed its origins to the Petrine

26 .
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reforms, emerging out of the Westernized social elite
vhich Peter had created. In opening Russia to the
West, the Petrine reforms allowed for the gradual
assimilation of the values of secularism, science, and
progress, wﬁich the nineéeenth-century' intelligentsia
vould fervently embrace. Indeed, some of the radicals
would see their role as that of completing the
‘civilizing' mission thch Peter had begun,

Yet, thé intelligentsia’'s aspirations were by no
means a simple reflection of the Petrine image of
political authority; they were a hybrid qf the éetrine
and popular images of Russia. Thg intelligentsia
linked up with a popular tradition of opposition to the
Tsarist state, and many of its members came to accept
an image of political authority which bore remarkable
"similarities with the popular image of Russia. A
comprehensive  analysis of the intelligentsia’'s
relationship with Russia’'s | tradifional political
culture would‘ be beyond the scoée oﬁ this study ; we
will focus onh one asﬁect of this relationship, the
intelligentsia's relatiopship with the popular image of
. Russia. The central claim we shall support is that the
intelligentsia, in its origins and. for much of -its
hisébry, represented a continuing chapter of,a popular
tradition of. _opposition to the centralized,
bureaucratic state, and articulated an aspiration to
radically decentralized, effectively stateless

>
I

political authority which reflected the legqgg of the

27
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popular image of Russia,

The intelligentsia was. qonatituted/ by its

'irreconcilable opposition to the Tsarist state, which

'in its view had become a dead weight on Russian

society. In this stance, vt came to link hands with
popular Russia and its conception of politicil
adtho}ity. This was in part a reflection of the stark
dichotomy in the,jevolution of Russia's political
tradigions. Russia's political culture had since Peter

the Great evolved as an opposition of two extreme

images of the state. The fi"%, introduced by Peter as

the'ruling image of political authority, arrogated to
the state an absolute right to direct the life of
society. The second, dominant .during the Muscovﬁte era
and preserved thereafter,by popular elements, allowed
the state little in-the way of a positive function of’
rulership, and emphesized the right of local
coﬁmunities to govern éheir affairs. In its opposi;ion
to the Tsarist state, and given the absence of. any
mediating element between the two images of Russia, the
intglligentsia was naturally drawn to a conception of

political authority which paralleled the popular image

of Russia..

The scope of our study will not permit an analysis
of the entire intelligentsia. Rather, we will focus on

the ideology of the Populist movement, which dominated

the intelligentsia for the early part of its history,

and thus offers an accurate reflection of the original

. , 28
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aspirations of this class. We will suggest that the
Populists' vision of the ideal poljtical structure of
the future society, as espoused by some of the
movement 's leading thinkers, vas a re-expression of a
traditional popular aspiration to a decentralized and
passive form of political authority. In both the
popular image of Russia and \ihe ideology of the
Populists, the ideal political :?ructure was conceived
in diametrical opposition to the Petrine scheme :
Russia was to be a radically decentralized association
of local agrarian communities, freed of the oppressive
presence-of a strong central authority.

‘At the same time, the revolution of i917 ended
with the erection of yet another omnicompetent and
centralized state. The intelligentsia's central role in
the revolution makes it incumbent on us to account for
" the radical divergence between the original aspirations
of this class and the final outcoée of its effoéts.
.The breakdown and eclipse of the vision of a stateless
utopia must be explained. The latter part of our
analysis will address this question by following the
decline of Populist thought at the end of tﬁe
nineteenth century. We will argue that it was
essentially the process of industrialization which
fata&ly undermined the Populists' aspirations, This
was so because the Populist ideology was .grounded in
the conditions of an agrarian society. The 1local

communities which, in the formulation of the Populists,
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wvere to be self-governing ‘were agricultural

communities, By the end of the nineteenth century,
however, industrialization had begun to chan?e the
structure of Russian society, and was sveepihg avay the
social foundations of the stateless ideal. The
Populists had imagined Russia as a slowly-developing'
agrarian nation. Now, their goals began to seem more
utopian and anachronistic. ‘Industrialization had*
become the central trend in Russian 1life. The
intelligentsia, as the self-appointed ’vangq.ard of the
“future, would find it necessary to accomodate ‘this
trend wi‘thin its aspirations. -

This was the ‘great strength of Marxism, to which
many members of the intelligentsia be\came converted at
the end of“the nineteenth century. Marxism explained
industrialization so as to make it not only compatible
with but an essential" prerequisite for the -
revolutionary aspirations of the .intelligentsia.
Socialism and * the stateless utopia remained the goal,
but now they were presented as the end-point of a long
process of economic development.

However, with the conversion of much of the
intelligentsia to, Marxism and its " acceptance of
industrialization as a central goal, the nature of the
political cho‘ices facing this class had to change.
Industrialization had during the nineteenth century .

/

taken place under the aegis of the state, and there was

little reason to believe that it could continue without
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the directing hand of a strong central authority in the .
future. Moreover, the shape of Russia's political
culture tended to limit the range of options available
to the intelligentsia. Betwveen the extremes of the
Petrine and popular images of the state, nothing else
had taken root, Once it accepted the challenge of
industrialization, the intelligentsia had to acquire an
imxﬂpXi/citv bias toward the erection of a political system
_,//hich once again arrogated absolute power to the state,
Our analysis will also‘be_concerned to elucidate

the fate of the stateless ideal after it had been
eclipsed as a realistic solution to Russia's problems,
"For; if it had been exposed by industrialization as a
.myth, qua myth it had so deeply embedded itself in the
discourse of the intelligentsia that it could be
rg-pudiated' only at great political cost. The
intelligentsia'S*braditionall antipathy to statist
schemes made[ it averse to the prospect of a new
Leviathan appearing on the morrow of the revolution,
Thus, the disc.ourse of this class in the period leading
up to the revolution came to be characterized by a
dissonance between its aspiration to liberty, which.
entailed the elimination of the state, and its
aspiration to economi.c progress, which called for a
strong ‘central authority, i.e. a state. \
We will highlight this dissonance as it is
manifgsted in Lenin's ~The State and Revolution. We

will argue that although -Leninism clearly entailed the
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erection of a powerfJi and centralized state following
the revolution, it did allow the theoretical space
necessary for an appeal to the stateless ideal as a
means of rallying the forces of revolution behind the

Bolsheviks. The voluntaristic and utopian features of

quinism allowed Lenin, in The State and Revolution, to
aséert simultaneously that the state would begin
immediaiely to 'wither away' following the revolution
and that a strong central authority would be necessary
to build socialism in Russia. What we hope to suggest
here is that although by 1917 the stateless ideal had
been eclipsed as a practical project, it remained a
powerful s?mbol for the forces 3& revolution, and could

. £ ) -
manipulated to attract their support. Originally

fermulated as one of the central goals of the Populist
movemént, the stateless ideal was first exposed as a
myth by industrialization and fjinally manipulated by

Lenin and the Bolsheviks in 1917 as a stepping-stone to

H

t

power. = -~
| In this chapéer, we will attempt to set the
context for pur interpretation of the intelligentsia by
explicqting{ Russia's traditional political culture.
First, we will outline the central features of the
Muscovite political tradition, from the perspective of
both ruling aﬁd popular elements, ~ Then, we will focus
on the -Petrine transformatiéﬁ: and clarify the nature

of the split in Russian society which it precipitated.

Finally, - we will oudtline the fate of Peter's
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ideological innovations in the Imperial age. We cannot’
cover in a comprehensive fashion the various stages of
evolution of Russian state doctrine after Peter;
rather, we will focus on gertain key moments in this
process, wﬁen the nature of the transformation in the
state's self-image becomes particularly clear. At the
same{f time, we will examine the tate oé the
now-oppositional popular image of political authority,
and note 1its modes of expression up to the
mid-nineteenth century, when it became linked with ‘the

aspirations of the intelligentsia.

Muscovite Russia

The religious roots of Russia's traditional
political culture were laid well before thé Muscovite
era. Russia had officially been a Christian society
since the conversion of prince Vladimir in 988, and a
common religious consciousness seemS to have been a
central unifying force in Kievan Rus' (2). This era
ended, howeveir, with the dispersion of the population
of Rus' into scettered principalities in the North-east
; and, with the subjugation of the Russian people to
the 'godless' Mongols, their religious consciousness

L
seems to have -lapsed into a state of dormancy, lacking

as it did any point d'appui. The reconsolidation of a
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Russian political culture occurred only during the
.fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, with the( gradual
ascent of the principality of Muscovy.to the status of
national state of all Russians.

In the eafly fourteenth century, the appanage of
Muscovy began to expand ?nd acquire control over the
formerly iﬂdependent principalities of North-eastern
Rus'. By the mid-fifteenth century this process was
completed, and, after the final expulsion of the
Mongols, Russia was. able to declare its national
independence in 1480. The Muscovite era lasted for
over a century, ending in 1598 with the onset of a long
period of political-instability known as the Time of
Troubles. ?

The principality of MJscovy was founded upon the
same appanage principles which had governed Russia
since the eanly thirteenth century, when there began a
gradual process. of emigration from the basin of the
’Dnieper in south-western Rus' to the region of the
upper Volga. This region became a §cattereq,
mutually-independent, and often-feuding assortment of
petty principalities (3). In these principalities, the
main organising and directing agency of the life of the
country was the hereditary prince, whe ruled the
province as his personal prope}ty. Each province was
- seen as the prince's personal possession, to be passed
on from father to son either by testamentary

disposition &r according to accepted custom (4).
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Thus, the narthern provinces Qﬁ Rus' came to be
kn;wn first as votchﬁni (patrimonies), and later as
udeli (appanages), signifying the personalization of
the governing pover as well as its exten;;;n to include
such rights as would attach to private ownership (5).
This essentially economic conception of golitical
authority was maintained by the Muscovite appanage as
it acquired control over the other principalities of
Rus' ; 1in doing so, according to Richard ;ipes, the
princely dynasty of Muscovy transformed Russia into a
"giant royal estate”™ (6). .The patrimonial principle,
as Pipes (following Max Weber) has called it, would
soon become anachronistic, as it inhibited the
development of a genuine political comhunity in Russia.
But it would remain a source of inspiration to the
Muscovite tsars, who could never quite rid themselves
of the notion that the realm was their own private
property, to be disposed of as they saw fit (7).

A second source of inspiration to the Muscovite

rulers was the Mongol heritage. Duriag the period of

Mongol overlordship, the Muscovite princes became the

Mongols' chief administrative assistants in
‘North-eastern Rus', and were eventually granted the
exclusive right of collecting taxes on the Horde's
behalf as well as the supreme judiciary authority over’
all Russian princes (8). ‘Thé*princes of Muscovy thus

ﬁere.~able to learn much from their 'former masters

concerning the practical tasks of administration and
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defense.

Beyond this, the Mongols® influence is more
difficult to evaluate. James Billington has downplayed
© its importance, arguing that the Mongols' main role was
to provide the Orthodox Russians "with a common enemy
against whom they could unite and rediscover a sense of
common purpbse"(é). Tibor Szamuely has made a much
stronger claim, arguing that Rus' was conquered not
only by the Mongol army, but also by the "Mongol state
idea” (10). The Mongols, in this view, passed on to
the Russian princes a genuine ideology, ' which called
for “

the ungualified submission of all to the

absolute, unlimited power of the khan. Every

.member of society was allotted from above his

specific position, to.which he was bound for

life, and vhich he could never desert on pain

of death. The khan... was also sole owner of

all the land within his domains, and all

other persons could only hold land on

conditions of temporary tenure (11). -
Thus, in Szamuely's view, the notion of the total
submission of society to the state, the practice~ of
universal and compulséry service, and the Russian
ptate's attitude to property, were all a produci'of the
Mongq} experience.

The disagreement over .the Mongols' role in shaping
Russia's subsequent development is largely a result of
the fact that the Mongol heritage was in many respects
congruent with Russia's indigenous tradition of
rulership. The Russian princes did not need ' to learn

from the Mongols that they were the absolute owvners of
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the property over which they ruled. Similarly, the
practice of universal and compulsory service which the
Tsarist state instituted was in some respects an,
extension of the traditional appanage relationship of
prince and household servant to the realm at large. It

would seem, {hen, to be an exaggeration to say that
Russia was conquered by the "Mongol state'idea".

Yet, the significance of tPe Mongol expefience in
extending and accentuating relationships and ideas
already embedded in Russian society must not be
underestimated. This  influence is apparent 'in the
Russian adoption of A the practice of universal and
compulsory service. Slavery had always existed in
Russia, but the' extension of this relationship to
include all of Russian society invoived a qualitative
change. The only perséons vho had been territorially
bodnd to the appanage were the prince's personal slaves
( kholopy ) - relatively small in number - while the
reét of the population had no permanent connection to
the land or its prince; These essentially ££ee persons
could settle in an appanage, contract themselves into
service to the prince as sluzhilye (boyaré), or
agriculturhl enterprise as tchernze. (tehants), there,
and depart again upon the fulfillment of their
obligations. Vassily ' Kliuchevsky describes these
peoﬁle as less a political unit than an "economit
accident”™ (12). Thus, the system of universal and

compulsory service marked a& important departure from

~
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the appanage system, and would seem to have " been an

emulation of Mongol practices.

The third main source of inspiration to the.

Muscovite rulers was the Orthodox Christian faith and

the Byzintine court tradition. The influence of
Byzantium was theoretically legitimiged with the birth
of Christianity in Russia at the turn of the tenth
century. Thereafter, the Russian state became part of
the universal Christian empire, and recognised at .east
the spiritual or eschatological sovereignty of the

basileus (13). As  we have mentioned, with the end of

the Kievan era Russia's religious consciousness lapsed

into dormancy ; and, during the period of Mongol‘

overlofdship, the basileus as a supfeme image of
rulership was suppressed by the invaders, who imposed
the (albeit usually unenforceable) obligation to pray
for no-one but the khan. But with the rise of Muscovy
. )

in the fifteenth century, its princes would turn again
to the Byzantine court tradition in order to legitimise
their newly-acquired authority. Given the pervasivkness
and fervor of the Russian religious faith, Byzantine
princ{g}es and rituals rapidly became a central element
of the Muscovite pélitical tradition. Marc Raeff
describes this influence well :

Sur le modéle Byzantin, le tsar est en fait

un personnage ecclésiastique, au méme titre

que le patriarche. 11 a une fonction

hiératique dans certains rites célébrés dans

1'BEglise, En outre, le tsar tire Bsa

légitimité & 1a fois de son role hiératique
et du fait que, depuis la prise de
§

.-
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Constantinople par les Ottomans, 1 est le

seul prince orthodoxe indépendant... dans la

tradition populaire et la mythologie

officielle, c'est la légitimité fondée sur la.
transmission au tsar - de l'héritage
romano-byzantin (Moscou le Troisiéme Rome) et

sur la conception hiératique de son pouvoir

qui a été 1'élément primordial et dynamique

dans l'élaboration d'une idéclogie et d'une.

pratique politique moscovites...(14)

As Raeff mentions briefly, the Byzantine tradition
also provided the basis for a dtamatic expansion in the
status of the Russian state. While for medieval Russia
the supreme image of religious authority was the
Byzantine emperor ™ the basileus, the Muscovite period
saw the transfer of the headship of the Orthodox Church
to, Moscow (in . the Muscovite view, at least). This
process was symbolized by the doctrine of "Mpscow, the
Third Rome:, vhich proclaimed that Byzantium's turn to
the West;rn Church at the Council of Florence in 1439,
and the fall of Cbnstantinoplg to the Turks in 1453,
meant the transferral of the headship of the Orthodox
Church to Moscow. The Byzantine tradition, then, both
served to define the nascent. Russian state and its
functions, and to justify its nationalist aspirationrs.

The confluence of these tkree sources  of.

" inspiration to the Muscovite rulers, and the

contradictions which were thereby evoked, are vwell
illustrated by the reign of 1Ivan IV (1533-84).

Superficially, at least, Ivan placed himself squarely‘
within the tradition of the Byzantine emperors. . James

Billington has written that
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In some ways Ivan can be seen as a kind of
fundamentalist syrvival -of Byzantium,
Folloving his Josephite teachers, he used
Byzantine texts to justify his absolutism and
Byzantine rituals in having himself crowned
in 1547 with the Russian form of the old
imperial title, His sense of imperial
pretense, formalistic traditionalism, and
elaborate court intrigue all seem reminiscent
of the vanished world of Constantinople (15).

The adoption of Byzantine customs and rituals by
the Muscovite princes had begun before Ivan IV. But,
writes Vassily Kliuchevsky, "Ivan was the first
Muscovite ruler to perceive, and clearly to apprehend
in his own person, the Tsar as taken in the literal
Biblical sense of the 'Lord's anointed'"(16). Yet,
these were merely the halting steps of a ruler who
barely understood the implications of his imperial
pretepsionss For, Kliuchevsky continues,

these workings of 1Ivan's intellect and

imagination never succeeded in suggesting to

him anything beyond the bare outlines of the

idea of Imperial authority. That is to say,

they never led him to any of those deductions

. whijz;should have flowed from such an idea -

to ajnev state order, for instance, or to a

_new jpolitical programme. (17)

The Byzantine tradition, then, does not fully
account gor the pattern of rulership under Ivan 1V. For
an understanding of ‘Ivan’s own conception of his
relationship to his subjects, we have an excellent
sodgce“ in his correspondence with the exiled Prince
‘Kurbsky, which extended over fifteen years (1564-79).
Responding in one instance to the Prince's criticism of

the harsh and arbitrary manner of his rulership, Ivan

wrate the following :
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Doth it, forsooth, shov a leprous soul that a

man should preserve his power in his own

hands instead of delivering it over unto

slaves? Is it against reason that a man

should will not to be .ruled by slaves? Is it

right orthodoxy that he should lie under the g

authority of slaves? (18)

Vassily Kliuchevsky argues that Ivan'sg conception
of his subjects as slaves reflects the influence of the
appanage tradition, and demonstrates that in him the

-

‘hereditary proprietor triumphed over. the sovereign

~

(19). ' Yet, this eéxplanation is still not‘“dﬁite'
satisfactory, since th;\power tgf,vﬂich Ivan laid claim
far exceeded that which had been inherent to the
appanage system, Specifically, the conception of the
~prince as oyner of the people as well as the 1land
within his realm was not a part of the appanage
tradition, ¥ The real origin of this concep;ion lay in
the experience o; Mongol domination. This experience
did not negate the appanage system, and indeed was
historically co-temporal with it, but it did provide
th; conditions for an fnlargement of the appanage
brinciples to include bersons as wvell as land. In this
way, the Russian tsar was made truly the absolute
sovereign and proprietor of the realm.

The pattern ‘of rulership and conception of
political authority represented by Ivan IV was thus a
hybrid of the three sources of inspiration to the
Muscovite‘ rulers. But this 'ﬁybrid embcdied certain

contradictions which were never reszolved by the

Muscovite rulers, and which eventually provoked the

4
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collapse of the Muscovite. state, . Ivan ané his
predecessors had 1laid claim to political authority in
the name of the 1Imperial principle, but they really
sought to rule over Ru;sia qua otchina - as their own
private property (20). Absolute proprietor = and
autocratic.sovereign competed for centre stage, with
neither quite displacing the other. ' For much of the
§ime,; this merely resulted iﬁ a certain discursive
incoherence on the part of the Muscoyite rulers. At
some moments,> hovever, it‘made rulership itsplf qﬁitg
impossible. When gquestions of more than ordinary
importance, such as the succession to, or the proper
_form &and scope of, the supreme power ‘arose, the
”‘political‘ life of Rus' w;s plunged into a state of
' confusion which eventually brought the dynasty of
Mu;co§ite ptincesl to the ground (21). Tsar Theodore,
t&e' last of the Rurik dynasty, died in 15%8 : the'
inability of the ruling circles to provide for a
successor threw Russia into a _-state of political
A insfability and internecine warfare (the Time of
Troubles) which lasted until 1613. 'Thus 'ended the
MﬂscoQite era’ of Russian history. The state which wa;
reéonsolidated during the seventeenth century under the
: Romanov»dynasty would eventually come to ground itself
in quite different gfinciples of rulership, heralding
the onset of the modern ageé in Russia. .

*  The popular conception 'of political authority

during .the Muscovite era was basically congruent with’
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that of the Euling elements. It was, however, more
thoroughly religious in. inspiration. 1In the popular
view, RQgsia constituted less an administragive,
juridical, or political entity than a religious

community; organically united by a common faith and
¢

spiritual/historical destiny. James Billington offers a
good description of the pervasively religious nature of
Muscovite social life during the reign of Ivan the
Terrxb]e, and may be quoted at length :

Ivan s 1eg1slat1ve council of 1549-50 - which
provided some precedent for later
parliamentary 'councils of the land' (
zemskie sobor ) - was conceived as a
religious gathering. The Church code enacted
in 1551 known as the hundred chapters was
designed only to "confirm former tradition”,
and prescribed rules for everything from icon
painting to shaving and drinking. Every day
of the calendar was covered and almost every
saint depicted in the 27,000 large pages of
the ‘encyclopaed1a of holy read1ngs, Cheti
Mlnel. Every aspect of domestic activity was
-r1tualxzed with semi-monastic rules of
conduct in the "Household Book"™ ( Domostroy
). BEven the oprichnina was bound together
with the vows, rules, and dress of a monastic
‘ order... The consequence of this radical
monasticization of society was the . virtual
elimination of secular culture in the course
of the sixteenth century. By the time of
Ivan the Terrible Muscovy had set itself off
even from other Orthodox Slavs . by the
totality of'its historical pretens1ons and
?he religious character of its entire culture
22).

8

In the popular view, the pblitical iggtitutions
and-practices of Muscovite Russia vere legitimized by
their service to the Orthodox community and faith.
lThis, according to Michael Cherniavsky, reflected the

absence of any "theory of the state" in Russian society
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prior to the introduction of Christianity :

Whatever form the state took in pre-Christian
Russia, the theory of the State, the very
concept of State was introduced into Russia
as part of the Christian ethos. 1In other
vords, there was no concept of a secular
state in Russia, no concept outside
Christianity and its purposes ; Kievan Russia
received and assimilated Christianity, but
not the antique concept of secular society
and state which antedated the new religion.
(23)

Moreover, the concept of the state as it was
introduced in Russia was in the popular view entirely

encompassed in the person Qf the ruler, God's

representative on earth, heras the exclusive focus of

popular loyalties, The popu
was conceived in organic, familial terms : he was a
father to his people, the “bétiushka-tsar". This view
allowed no room for a conception of the stéte as a
de-personalized juridical entity ; the notion that
'l"étgt, c'est moi' was always more true in the Russian
context than in the West.

*  Thus,. when inh the mid-fifteenth century the
Council-of Florence and thé fall of Constantinople led
to the rejection of Byzantium as an external source of
Christian authority, the newfound power which fell to
the Russian state as head of the Orthodox Church vas
entirely encompassed in the person of the Muscovite
prince. He became a 'tsar', or basileus., Thus, if the
doctrine of "Moscow, the Third Rome" expressed the idea
of a state,/it was defined by an ecclesiastic hierarchy

and political boundaries vhich were established by the

&
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Russian ruler. Neither Church nor State vere

independent‘abstractions in Russia, but rather recei#éd
their legitimacy from the image of the Russian tsar.
(24)

But what exactly did popular Russia expect from
its ‘'batiushka- ! tsar'? Popular ‘expectations were
naturally coloured by the actu;i experience of
rulership 1in Russia. The appanaé; system, with its
scattered, independent communities internally erganized
on only the most tenuous bases, had accustomed Russian
society to an essentially passive form of governance,
with local communities la;'}qu directing their own
affairs. The experience of ongoI domination also had
a significant effect upon popular conceptions of
political authdrity. Michael ipergiavsky has atgued
that the Mongol khan came to inherit some of the
attribhtes of the basileus. The khan could not displace
- the basileus, for he was, after all, a 'godless one'
(25)., But the "relative unsophistication of popular
conceptions allowed a certain. overlappidg of these two
images%yf authority. The image of the khan could borrow
some of the attributes 'of the universal and unigue
emperor, and become identified with‘it in the popular
mind (26).

Thus, when following the fall of "Constantinople
the Russian }uler began to acduire the dignities and

functions aésociated with the basileus, this latter

image had already been coloured by the Mongol

45 -

T e e

8T



experience, so that the Russian ruler really inherited
the mantle of the basileus-khan, We have seen that the
ruling image of political authority ha@ undergone this
gradual mutation ; Ivan IV had clearly attempted in
sbme ways to emulate the Mongol khan. But the Mongol
- experience seems to have had a similar effect on the
popular,consciousness, Cherniavsky argues that 1in the
sixteenth century, for popular Russia the title of
"tsar" s in fact more firmly connected with the image
of the khan than with that of the basileus (27).

These 1images of authority co-existed in the
popular mind, each suggesting a different aspect of the
ruler's function :

If the image of the basileus stood for the

orthodox and pious ruler, leading his

Christian people toward salvatior, then the

image of the khan, perhaps,.was preserved in

the idea of the Russian ruler as the

congueror of Rusgssic and of its people,

.responsible to no-one. (28)

Both aspects, one emphasizing the pious benevolence of
the tsar, the other his harshness and arbitrariness,
were encompassed within the popular image of the tsar
as father.'He might be harsh or benevolent as the
situation demanded, but he always retained a paternal
responsibility for the spiritual well-being of his
tlock,
v

All of these images, drawvn from the appanage

system, the Mongol experience, and the Byzantine

tradition, emphasized the npegative aspect of the

ruler's fungtion. He was the guardian of tradition, the

A
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preserver of Christian orthodoxy, but never was he
expected to take a positive role in shaping the life of
society. Indeed, the popular image of Russia vas
static, emphasizing the immutability of the social
order. The actual strategies of rulership associated
with .fﬁese images also tended to support popular
expectations (because they shared the same
assumptions). The basileus was always a remote figure,
who played virtually no role in governing the nation.
The appanage prince had an essentially economic
relation to the community, and a tenuous one at that ;
his properly political function o©f rulership was
negligible. The Mongols, too, had been rulers from a
distance, little interested in the internal affairs of
the community. They were, concerned mainly with the
control of internal disputes and especially with the
exaction of tribute. None of these ruling figures had
taken an active role 1in shaping the life of the
community ; they made exactions from it for their own
benefit, and gor the rest left it pretty much to its
own éevices. {

Thus, As a genuine state and bureaucracy did
emerge in Muscovite and Imperial Russia (especially in
. the latter), they would be seen as a cancerous growth
which merely obstructed the natural bonds between tsar
and people, And, when Peter the Great introduced an
image of rulership which arrogated to the state the

function of genuinely taking in hand the 1life of

’

2
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society and promoting its development, a permanent
schish would be established in Russia's political
culture, Popular Russia held to a vision of
uninstitutionalized, decentralized, and essentially
negative political authority against the p;etensions of
the Pétrine state. The history of the popular image of
Russia would tﬁenceforth be one of resistance to the
Russian state and bureaucracy, which had betrayed the
age—old foundations of Russian life,

Bgfofe this would occur, however, and contributing
to the intensity of the eventual rejection of the
Russian state, there developed a widespread sense qf
fanatical devotion to the state and its ruler, }n the
form of what has been called the 'Russian Idea' (29).
The initdial conditions for a cult of the state lay in
the experience of political disintegration .and
subjugation to the Mongols which followed the Kievan
era. When at last a foﬁfl point for the Russian
people's agpirations emerged in the form of the
Muscovite prince, the long period of frustration made
for a particularly intense outpouring of éupport for
this new force. Vassily Kliuchevsky hae® argued that
wvhen the population of Northern Rus' realized that
Moscow was a political centre Sround which it could
group its forces " for the struggle with external foes,
they hastened to ally‘thmselves with the Muscovite
prince, and raised him to the height of "national

sovereign of Great Rus'” (30). ¥
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The success of the Muscovite princes in unifying N
and pacifying the  perenially feuding appanages of
North-eastern Rus', and in finally freeing the land
from the domination of the Mongols, consolidated their
ﬁold upon the sympathies Bt the Russian people, and
- promoted a éénse of "ecstatic rapture with the stgte"

(31). Accofding to Tibor Szamuely, the 'Russian Idea’
entailed the conviction that "Russia had been entrusted
with the divine mission of resuscitating the world by
§p3£ing with it the revelation that had beén granted to :
her alore"(32). The parallel between the 'Russian
Idea' and the doctrine of "Moscow, the Third Rome" is
quite evident. We might say that "Moscow, the Third
Rome" was the . official formulation of a
geqerally-prevailing sentiment, vwhich it helped to
consélidate. This also underlines the fact that,
during this period of Russia‘'s history, the ruling and
popular images of political‘ authority vere bagsically

compatible with each other.

The Petrine Transformation ' ' -

o

As wve have noted, the Muscovite tradition of.
rulership embodied certain contradictions  which
ultimately provoked the collapse of the state,

Following the death of Tsar Theodore in 1598, there
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ensued la lengthy period of politiéal insﬁability;
marked by court intrigue, political assaséinations, and
the appearance of a series of 'false tsars’ vying for
the throne, The Time Pf‘ Traubles finally gnded in

1613, with the accession of a member of the Romanov

family to the throne. Gradually, political conditions
]

were stabilized and the state reconsolidated.

But the state established by the Romanov dyﬁasty
would eventually come to embody principles which stood
in radical contrast to the Muscovite political
tradition. The general context for this transformation

was Russia's turn to the West in the seventeenth

century. Vassily Kliuchevsky has argued that although

Russia had previously engaged@ in diplomatic and

commercial relations with the West, Western influence’

on Russia was a phenomenon of the seventeenth century.
The source bg this influence was

Russia's ‘dissatisfaction with life and her
own position... The difficulty lay in the
impossibility , of making the material
requirements of the Government square with
the stock of domestic resources offered by
the. Government's system of subsistence. That
is to say, the difficulty 1lay in the
recognised necessity of' re-organising the °’
Government's system of subsistence in order
to provide the means which the state so
sorely lacked...(33)

\

Though initially . éhe Russian st;te turned to the
West in search of the means to sagisfy its matepial
requirements, "and thus was mainly ipterested in the
téchnologicai and military secrets it could disc&Qer

~

there, this process gradually (and perhaps inevitably)
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broadened to include the a;similation of the political
forms and principles of some of the states of Northern
and Western Europe. This process reached a climax
under' Peter the Great, and the‘Pétrine reforms will be
the main focus of our attention. Yet, an essential
prelude to Peter's reforms were the initial stepé taken
in this direction by |his imTediate predecessors.
Alexis I (1645-76)‘seem3 to have been a pargicularly
important figure in this connection. Writes James
Billington ¢ ‘

Already under Alexis the semi-sanctified
. title of tsar was-giving way to the Western
title of emperor. Although the title was not
formally adopted until the time of Peter,
Alexis' new Polish-designed and Persian-built
throne of the 16608 carried the Latin
inscription Potentissimo et Invictissimo.
Moscovitar'ium Imggratori Alexio. Subtly, the
31st§nct1ve1y modern 1ldea was:Being implanted
of unlimited sovereignty responsible only to
the national ruler. The "great crown" that
arrived in June,1655, from Constantinople
contained a picture of the Tsar and Tsarina
where symbols of God's higher govereignty
used to be ; and 'pictures of Alexis began to
replace those of St. George on the seal of
the two-headed eagle. To the large group of

[ dependent foreigners in Muscovy, Alexis was
no longer the leader of a unique religious

civilization " but a  model - European
monarch...(34) . , .

-Still, it was the reign of Peter I which marked a

- radical break in Russia's hiatorf, in decisively

transforming the ruling imaée of political authority.
One o§ the most -important features of this new image,\
foreshadowed by Alexis yet spelled out more clearly
under Peter, was its sécular foundation. The .function

of the sovereibn, vhich . had  traditionally - been
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conceived in hieratic and eschatological terms, now
caﬁe to be founded Sn pragmatic and material grounds,
According to Marc Raeff, fhe sovereign's primary
'tunct;on vas nov to see ko it that society's material
needs were satisfied (35). This does not mean that the.
-btate's traditional, religious bases of legitimacy,were
repuaiated ; but to these bases were added secular
ones, and the balance subtly shified in the direction
of the latter. One of Petef's main prop&gandists,\
Feofan Prokopovich, epitomized this shift. IA his
'Sermon on Royal Aﬁthority', Prokob&vich expressed his
argument for absolutism in theological terms, insisting.
that " the highest_péwer is establfshed4and armed with
the sword of God and... to oppose it is a sin against
God Himself..."(3§).’¥et he bolstered his position with
rational arguments based oh-the_doctrine of na:pral law
aéd’ the writings of conteqﬁorqry Western political
theorists (37); ‘”...besidek Scripture there is ‘in
Nature herself a lav laid 'down, by God.... supreme
auéhority\receives its bgginning. and cause from Nature
itself'(ée). Thus, not only did the ruler rezeive his
abéolutq pouér from God, ﬁut also from the 1ratural,
material needs of mankind ; his function would have:to
change Accordingly. The state wouldsgecome responsible
';ot only for the spiritual salvation b;t ‘also for the
material prosperity of mankind. Rel}gion tended néw to

: »
become subservient to ‘the state, only one of its

various functions, rather .than its raison-d'étre.
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' Michael Cherniavsky 1lists a number of administrative -
and symbolic reforms which the new image of rulership
entailed :

Abolition of the patriarchate, the
establishment of the Governing'Synod of the
. 'Church under a lay bureaucrat, the law
permitting members of the reigning dynasty to
marry foreign princesses who . are not
converted to the Orthodox faith. All this was
symbolized by the new title - Imperator -
which the Senate, established %y Peter
himgelf, offered to the tsar =~ upon the
conclusion of the victorious war with Sweden.
1t wvas perhaps equally well symbolized by the
conseguent elimination  of the epithet
. Mtishaishi®™, . the "most-gentle”, from the-
1liturgy.(39)

Peter's }eforms also’ marked the ‘adoption of a
positive, activist model of rulership by the RussianJ
state. No lqnger & mere guardian of traditioﬁ,‘ the

" state becam; the main force for promoting social
change. According to this conception of rulership, thg
state was called vupon to take in hand the life of

soéiety, to re-organise and develop it according to a

rational plan, Marc Raeff calls this " the Poli;eistaat
model, and argues that Peter adopted it from the
;mpires of Northern Europe (in particular Swedeq) (40).
This conception‘ of rulership was anchored in the
changing conception of the wuniverse which had /beqé
developing in sixt;enth and ;eventeenth century Europe.
A growing sense of the infinitf of the univergse and of
its limitless resources was married with the conviction
. that these resources must be controlled by mankind and

marshalled in the interests of progress. The
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Polizedstaat model wvas a reflection of this general

outlook. It also happened to fit well with Peter's own
cohviciions. For he seems to have believed that Russia
was in fact superior to the West in untoucﬁ;d natural
résources, and that only the state could properly
develop those resources (41). .

" The secularization of the foundations of political
au‘horityw and the adoption of a rationalist and
activist model of rulership, constituted -a radical
break with the Muscovite tradition. \Indeed,' the
subsequent schism in Russia's political culture, the
opposition of ruling and popular images of poiitiqal
autﬁority, may be placed under the rubric of conflicts
between tradiéﬁon and modernity, between Enlightenment
~ and medieval conceptions of political authority. In
Muscovite Russia, society was seen to be immutable, and
the tsar as a guardian of tradition, who would ensure
the salvation of his fioc; merely by preserving what
had always been. Peter's aspirations could not ﬁave
been more opposed to ngse notions ; he sought to free
Russia from the weight of tradition, and lead it into a
glorious future.

The view that Peter the Great was a radical
innovator is by no means held unanimously,'and the
significance of his }eign may be clarified by a brief
conéideration of an alternate interpretation of the

Petrine era;, Vassily Kliuchevsky has argued that Peter

accepted Russia as he had found it, and merely combined
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the elements of its socio-political system in new
combinations without introducing any new relationslips
: v
~ Without layin? a finger on the ancient bases
of the existing order, and without
introducing any new ones, he either completed
processes begun by other hands, or modulated
rey-made combinations of conditions by
either segregating the * constituent
elements... or fusing those elements together
until these methods had succeeded in creating
for the State a position permitting:* of
augmentation, for the State's exclusive
benefit, both of the State's administrative

"institutions and of the people's working
forces...(42)

/

This argument emphasizes the preservation and
accentuation of practices, such ‘as obligatory state
service and the Statute of Bondage, into the Petrfne
era. The state vas no lese arbitrary and despotic than
before, but merely tightened its-grip on society. We
do not m;an to mipimize the significance of these
factors. §owever, if certain practices wvere preserved
by Peter, the spirit which animated them did change.
" The state wvas provided with a radically new telos .for
its actions, It had always imposed heavy obligations
on Russian society, for the simple reason that th?
nation's 'survival lay in the balance. The task of
defense had‘ always impelled the state to adopt a
) dirigiste approach to rulership. In this sense, the
argument that the Muscovite rulers - played only a
ﬁegative role may seem to distort matters somewhat,
But an important distinction between the Muscovite and

Petrine images of rulership must nevertheless be made ;

\
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there had not existed in Musc%rite Russia a sense that
the state must control society for the purposes of
development or progress. The state had quelled

internal disputes, mobilized society for the purpqse.of

- defense, and extracted from it enough to provide for

its ownlfunbtioning. These functions remained central
during Peter's time and after ; but to them was added
the notion of the state as a catalyst of spcial and
economic progress, and ﬂthis, mofeover, along pu}ely'
secular or material lines. . t

Yet, it cannot be denied that even at the lavel of

" ideology the results of the Petrine era were ambiguous.

In particular,nu Peter's, attempt to de-personalize
political autho;ity by investing sovereignty in the
state rather than iLs ruler vas a regounding failgré.
Peter himself contributed to this failure, for he wvas
such a central figure in all of his reforms that they
could not but be identified with his person. He might
proclaim that sovereignty lay’ in the -state, but ' the
general perception 'was that it was his .state. Even
Pete: eventually fell victim to this tehdency, and with
one act - the Ustav, or Charter of February 5, 1722 -
he revealed'hon\ much he remained imprisoned in the'
perspective of his predecessors. In it, he proclaimed
that

We have decided to enact that, from this time

forth, it may lie wholly within the will of

the ruling Sovereign to grant the succession

unto whomsoever he desireth, and likewise to
revoke the same shoul@ he perceive his
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successor-designate to Thave aught  of
unvorthiness in him, (43)

Accosding to the Imperial principle, the throne
should havelbeen passed on according to the system of
primogeniture, 'Yet, Peter could not bear the prospect
of passing- his throne on to a son who seemed

unsympathetic to his reforms, fearing that in no time

after his death afﬁ of his greatest works would be

undone., '~ The circumstances and personal motivations
attending this decision are less important, however,
than its implications. For with this one act, Peter
héd reverted to the practice of the appanage princes,
who, as proprietots of .the realm, could bequeath it to
vhomever théy chose, Thus, the weight of the past
impinged on even the one rulér who sought to escape
from it. - )

., Still, other innovations did outlive Peter's
reign, and ;Xmained central to'|the ruling image Af
political authority throughout the Imperial age. The
state had been secularized, and its function both
transformed and expanded. Given the wholly religious
nature of Muscovite Russia, and its tradition of
negativé rulership, this in itself was enough to cause
an estrangement of the Ru;¥ian state and society. Tée
_ widespread sense of popular devotion to the state, and

- specifically to its ruler, had been based upon the

common religious self-understanding of tsar and people.

Suddenly and irrevocably these foundations had been
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swept away. The ever—growing exertions to which
society was put.were no longer aimed meéely at ensuring
the integ;ity of national boundaries, and thereby
protecting the traditional Russian way of life, but
were directed toward the creation of an entirely new
way of life. \

The Russian state after Peter 1 did lose much of
the dynamism with which‘Peter had infused it. Bﬁt the
main instrument of the Petrine reforms, the
bureaucracy, continued to expand throughout the
Imperial era and became the concrete symbol of Russia's
betrayal of its organic/rei)gious roots, It was based
upon purely secular foundations. It was the instrumént
for applying the will of the centre, stamping out local
autonomy and initiative. And it interposed itself
between the tsar and the people, negating the organié
bonds which had once wunited the nation. In every

)popular understanding of

respect, it contr;dicted the
the foundations of Russian society, and it became a
focus of popular discontent. throughout the Imperial
.age. ‘ ) ~
The bureauératizatibn of Russia was an ineviéable
cofollary of .the Petrine yeforms. The state's
pretension to direct the life of society by definition
meant a huge administrative effort. The success of
Peter's project depended upon the creation of effective
intermediate bodies ; political power remained higily

® R .
centralized, but the impetus which came from’ the centre
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would have to be taken up by enthusiastic intermediate

v ¥

bodies.. The administrative{;:iem of Muscovite Russia
. Writes Marc Raeff :

‘was simply unfit for these ta
La Moscovie était relativement dénuée de tels
corps intermédiaires... les groupements
institutionnalisés traditionnels de la
Moscovie étaient trop passifs et rétrogrades
pour se préter a la nouvelle culture
politique. (44)

Thus, Peter was forced to refashion Russia's
administrative system. Traditionally based on local and
family ties, and governed by the system of

mestnichestvo, the system of wuniversal service was

completely reformed.. service became more reqular,
continuous, and exacting. Every member of the gentry
was required to devote his entire adult life -
beginnin§ at the age of _sixteen - to state service
(45). ﬁor'eo(/e’r, Peter insisted that, in both civil and
l.nilitary offices, all must start at the bottom and

advhnce solely on the basis of merit. The promulgation

- of the Table of Ranks in 1722 listed in hierarchical

order the fourteen ranks to be obtained in the
mi'lit.ary, civil, and court bodies, and established a‘
meritocratic system of advancement. This table served
as the foundation of tha Imperial Russian bureaucracy
and lasted, witﬁ modifications, until 1917 (46).

In instituting thése reforms, Peter ensured the
total (if temporary) subordination of the aristocracy’
to the state, ref_ashioning it as a social elite gua
administrative ,class.* That .is to | say, the
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aristocracy's socidl status now depended directly on
its service to the state. It is this which gas
prompted many scholars to argue that Reter merely
strengthened the existent relations in Russia, and it
is true that at the end of his reign bureaucratized
Russia resembled nething more than the servant state to
which Ivan 1V had always aspired. Both of the chief
social classes in Russia - the aristocracy and the
peasantry- were practically defined by their status‘;f
gondage to the state, the landowners directly through
their service functions, the landworkers indirectly
through the institution of serfdom.

We cannot here give the institution of serééom the
attention it deserves, but it does seem to be related
to the general trend in state activity which ve have
pointed out. The practices which eventually culminated
{n serfdom developed 1long before the Petrine era, and
initially took place ouéside the sphere of the state.
However, it was the Ulozhenie of 1649 which finally
gave leéal form and permanence to these practices. The
state's involvement in this matter s;ems to have been
in large part a function of its growing service needs.
Muscovite Russia was not yet equipped with a modern
bureaucracy, but the military challenges it faced made
it heavily dependent upon the milifary service class.
Richard Hellie has argued that the goveZnment's
legitimation of serfdom in the Ulozhenie of 1649 vas

the result of pressure put on it by the middle service
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class - the members of the Muscovite cavalry who were
dependent for financial support on the peasantg who
lived on their 1landholdings (47). The flight of
peasants from’ their landjords had become very common,
and stood as a constant threat to the livelihood of the
middle service class which held lands in return for
service to the state. The Ulozhenie attempted to remove
this threat, and demonstrated the already-growing
tendency of social practi;es in Russia to reflect and
serve the interests ©f the state, Serfdom thereafter
remained in place until the government began to see it

as a liability.

. L
Post-Petrine Russia : Images of Rulership in Conflict

.

In the period following Peter's death, the g;neral
trend of state ideology was in the direction suggested
by the Petrine reforms. A symbolic turning-point in
the secularization of the state came in 1742 ;
beginning with the coronation of Elizabeth, the Russian
rulers crowned themselves in the ceremony performed in
the Cathedral of the Dormition in the Kremlin (48).
This, yrites Michael Cherniavsky, "was the final
symbolic step in the evolution of the autocratic ruler,
truly secular and truly absolute™ (49). Thereafter,

the imperial mantle remained central to state doctrine,
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The image of the emperor did not entirely displace that.

of the Orthodox Father in state ideology - this latter

Y
image continued to exist, partly contained in and

partly living alongside that of the emperor(50). " Just
as during the Muscovite era there had existed a tension
between the different images of political authority, so
such a tension exiSted during the Imperial era. But
the balance had shifted, and decisively, in favor of
the image of the" emperor and of a state based upon
secular foundations.

This shift was illustrated even during the reign
of Nichoias 1 (1822-55%), who has often been

characterized as a throwback to an earlier model of

- rulership. Nicholas' reign saw the introduction of a

novel ideological £9rmula wh}ch-was designed to rally

the nation behind its ruler. The ruling image éﬁf

Russia was nbw expressed in three ideas : Autocracy,

Orthodoxy, and Nafionality. Recognising the persistent.

appeal of the traditional conception of the tsar as an
Orthodox Father amongst popular elements, S.S. Uvarov,
Nicholas' <chief 1ideologist, attempted to effect a

resolution of the traditional and modern images of

rulership :

His formula was a synthesis of the Russian
myths, in which orthodoxy could serve as a
third term, as a bridge from the Sovereign
Emperor to the people by way of the pious,
Orthodox Tsar. But in the synthesis, the
keystone was autocracy. The paradox was that
while Autocracy was no better defined than
the other terms of the new Trinity, it
defined itself through each government action
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and therefore was the only standard
available, the measure of all things... (51)

Uvarov's ideological formula was at one level a
manipulation of popular symbols ; yet it seems also to
have been an accurate expression of Nicholas's
self-image. Nicholas seems really to have understood
his role as that of the 'Blessed Tsar', the Orthodox
Father (52). This image was embodied, moreover, in
Nicholas' most famous institutional innovation, the
Corps of Gendarmes. Created in 1836 under the direct
control of the 'Third Section of the Personal Chancery
of his Imperial Majesty', the Corps was controlled by

Nicholas himself because he saw the fulfillment of his

g
_'°l§ in personal government. Michael Cherniavsky

describes the role of the Corps as follows :

The gendarmes intruded into every aspect of
Rusgsian life, personal and institutional,
exactly because Nicholas I saw them as an
extension of his personal will ; and his will
as tsar, as person, intruding into private
lives, contradicting his own lawsy could only
be beneficial.... The imperial system, the
state with the emperor at the head, weént on
functioning - (though .- rather badly).
Superimposed above it, however, was the
Blessed Tsar, whose personal gualities and
judgment vere the real guarantees of justice
and happiness. Though the great codification
of Russian law was done under Nicholas I, on
his orders, the emperor found it impossible
to admit that his human. impulses, exactly
because they . were his, and therefore just,
could be limited by his own laws (53).

Yet, even this tsar who attempted to play theitole‘

of Ortthpx Father found himself trapped within the

framework established 'by Petér the Great. Indeed, it

was perhaps this which made Nicholas' reign seem so

63



horrible. Alexander Hd%zen said of Nicholas that he had
’ B = . / B
stopped being a PBuropean without becoming a Russian

(54). He instead combined the worst of both worlds,
for he

tried to be a Tsar Alexis by means of his

. fligel and general-adiutanty... The myth of
the pious tsar was executed through the
secular state which was contained..., in a
military mold (55).

The secularized Petriﬁe bureauc}acy was by now solidlx
entrenched in Russian society, and even Nicholas was
confined to enacting his personal will through this
medium. )

Though initially inspired by the West, the
imperial Su;eaucracy remained in an important sense
quintessentially Russian, For the bureaucratizationlof
Russia was never accompanied by its logical
counterpart, a system of law which would defin; and
regulate the state's relationship with society.
Russia's modern bureaucracy remained until, the end
grounaed in traditional arbitrariness. A legal system
was foreign to the Muscovite tradition ; the
saint-prince stood above the Law, and the assurance of
justice vas ﬁrovided by his personal sanctity(56).In
practice, the p;ince's sanctity and piety were measured
4by his adherence to customs, rituals, and traditions,
But the evolution of the state under Peter the Great,
in abolishing old customs and ritu‘ls, also abolished
the standard by vhich the person of the ruler could be

judged. In Michael Cherniavsky's terms, Peter's reforms

g
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-abolished the distinction between  the
emperor's personal will and law or Law. To

_put it another way, Law in Russia did not .
serve as a middle term between the tsar and
the people, but, identified with the person
of the Tsar, served to emphagize the 1dent1ty

of the ruler and the state (57).

Cut loose from its religious foundations, the need
for a legal system to ground the state should have
become clear. Yet, it is a telling testimony to the

®
continuing hold of the Muscovite image of rulership on
much of Russian society (including some of its elites)
that, in its efforts to limit the arbitrariness of the.
state, society remained largely indifferent to legal
formulas. Russia continued to seek justice through the
tsar, who, it was hoped, would personally intervene to
protect the interests of his dependents,

This is»illustrated by the political crisis which
occurred in 1730, when a proposal was submitted by D.M.
Golitsyn, in the name of the Privy Council, to formally
limit the prerogatives of the monarch. The service
class rose in massive opposition ‘to this proposal,
throwing its lot in with the tsar and full autocracy.
It still sav its interests as wholly dependent upon the
will of the monarch. And this conviction had the
effect of a self-fulfilling prophecy, for,

in the final analysis, by festoring full

_autocracy, the crisis of 1730 reinforced the
concept of the nobility as ‘a body of equal
servicemen wvhose individual and: group status

depended exclusively on the will, tavor, and
interests of the Autocrat (58)
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The indifference of Russian sgciety. to a legal
framework for . political ‘authority ié‘ even betﬁer
diipiayed in the findings of the legislative Eommission
of 1767. The political establishment had by then begun
to recognise the dilatory effects of the arbitrary
exactions ;mposed on Russian society as a result of the
Petrine reforims. The legislative commission was an
Sttempt to address this dilemma by taking the pulse of
Russian society. What it discovered was that the
diffefent social classes wanted a more precise
definition of their juridical and functional status,
some sort of guarantee of their property rights, and a
certain protection against arbitrary imp}isonments,
seizures, and confiscations. These claims were
difected not against the acts of the sovereign, but
against the administrative agents of the state. And
yet, writes Marc Raeff :

on ne revendiquait ni un codé de lois, ni

méme une sorte de charte.., 1l'élite.

dirigeante semblait préférer des rapports

fondés sur une autorité supréme personnalisée
.84 un cadre de lois et f 1'échafaudage de

réglements impersonnels...(59) .

This would seem. to.indicate _that not only the
masses but also some members of the social elite
identified themselves with the Muscovite ideal. The
representatives of the different sccial groups seem to
have .envisioned Russia as a cleavage of classes and
‘orders’ corresponding to their socio-economic
functions. The nobilitf opposed the interference of the

[4
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merchants in the agricultursl economy, wvhile the
merchants wished to deny the nobiliiy any involvement
in commerce and manufacture, According to Marc Raeff,
this indicates that much of Russia still had a
‘medieval' conception of society .as based on a
hereditary separation of functions and with . an
'organic' structure :

La Commission de 1767 & révélée que la

société Russe,.. prenait, par le truchement

de ses représentants, le contre-pied de
1'Etat policé, des normes ‘et des objectifs
gue s'assignait ce dernier, du moinsg selon le
schéme pétrovien., La société '‘prenait ses
distances vis-a-vis de 1'Etat bureaucratisé

qui se proposait de la restructurer et de

l'organiser en vue d'une productivité & long

terme (60). '

In the end, it would be the state which, as at so
many other times in Russian history, would take up the
reforming initiative and make some Ssteps toward ‘the
establishment of a legal foundation for Russia. The
reign of Catherine the Great, in particular, inspired
great hopes in this regard. Following the palace revolt
to remove Peter 1III and install Catherine on June 28,
1762, Catherine announced her intentions in the
Manifesto of July 6. In 1it, according to Vassily
Kliuchevsky, she promised the nation something totally
unprecedented : a state based upon legislative
enactment alone (61). Catherine’'s "Instructions”™ to the
Legislative Commission of 1767 repeated this promise.
Though she re-iterated the claim of the sovereign to

absolute powver, she also affirmed that :
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evhrf Individual Citizen in particular must

wish to see himself protected by Laws, which

should not distress him in .his Circumstances,

but, on the Contrary, should defend him from

all Attempts of others, that are repugnant to

this fundamental Rule. (62) :

Catherine's “Instructions” were based in large
part on the Qritings of Western legal authorities such
‘as Montesquiéu, Beccaria, and Blackstone. The depth of
her commitment to these principles is less clear. One
source claims that .

_ there are no grounds for doubting that before

1767 she earnestly hoped that it would be

pcssible to translate the principles of the

Enlightenment into reality in  Russia by

inspired legislation (63). :

On the other hand, & British diplomat at Catherine's -
court was more skeptical, remarking that her actions,
"like false pearls, have more éclat but less value than
the genuine one™(64). N

At any rate, Catherine's promises went
unfulfilled, The . Pugachev rebellion ingpired
tremendous fear in the gentry and turned most of its
members against the idea of reform. For Catherine, the
French Revolution was a key turning point, as it killed

her enthusiasm (along, again, with that of the gentry)
for the. reformist ideas of the West. After the Prench
Revolution, a period of political reaction set in, '
extinguishing hopes for reform alonq legal lines, '

The reign of Alexander I (1801-25) was also marked
by periods of reformist ambition, during the years
1801-05 and 1807-12, respectively (65). There is éven,

s
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it seems, some reason to believe that in the first of
thesé periods Alexander intended to ' abolish the
autocracy and serfdom (66). But the continuing
opposition cof the gentry quashed hopes for the
dismantling of the latter institution, and Alexander
himgself was relhctanth in practice to part with his
autocratic powers. When war with France broke out in
1805, these plans for reform were definitely abandoned
(67).

The second 'liberal' period of Alexander's reign
vas dominatéﬁ\ by his advisor Michael Speransky.
Speradsky seems to have wished to establish a:strong
monarchy firmly based on law and legal proceéure,
.modeled on the German Rechtstaat (68). At the
emberor's request, Speransky drew up in 1809 a plan for
a constitution, But his suggestions were never
implemented, and once again war with France, this time
in 1812,«:announced a pericd of conservatism which
lasted untiiuthe end of Alexander's teign,

Thus, Russia's political culture remained
throughout the Imperial era dominated by a dichotomy
between two radically opposed images of rulership, one
drawn from the Muscovite eca and emphasizing 'the‘
' negative aspect of political " rulership, the other
introduced by Peter the Great\and arrogating to the
" state an absolute right to direct the life of soCiety.
' Between these imagés: of authority, nothing else had

been able to lay solid roots. As a conseQuence,
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political choices tended to be made in starkly opposed
terms. One’ either opted for an absolutist state, as
vag the case with most of official Russia, or for a
negligible state role, as was the case with mpst of
popular Russia.

A liberal tradition did 4gradually evolve dLring-
the latter part of the Imperial era as a boqential
mediating element be;ﬁeen the two £raditiona1 images of
rulership. This tradition was ‘supportedi by some
members of the service class, and also by the local
elites who came together through the zemstvo assemblies

created during the reign off Alexander 1I. The liberal

tradition might have become a logical eventual

successor to the Petrine image of rulership, insofar as

it evoked the possibility of embarking on'a resélutely

Western path of development. Yet, perhaps because it

vas 80 Western, the liberal graditioniwas slow to
implant itself. Moreover, the most common base of
support for such a model of rulership, an independent
bourgeoisie, never really existed in Russia.‘ The
merchant class ténded to depénd heavily on the‘stgte,
and never developed the sense ‘of~independence which in
the West had been a precondition for a liberal ocutlook.
Dyring the late'nineteenth'century, when the supporters
of a liberal pattern of rulership began to organise as
a genuine political movement, they often found
themselves on the defensive in the nation's politic;l

debates ; evén the Eerm 'liberal’ scquired for mahy,;
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negative connotation as the century progressed.
Moreover, by this time the radical intelligentsia had
emefged>and rapidly eclipsed the liberals as a movement
of opposition. This class drew inspiration from quite
different sources, and was destined to play a Imgéh
larger role in the nation's history. ;

Thus, wve may summarize the post-Petrine evolution
of the guling image of ;ussia as follows : although the
state lost much of the initiative Peter had attempted
to instill in it, its ideoclogical development basically
followed the path Peter had charted. Peter's attempt to
transfer sovereignty from the person of the rule; to
the institution of the state failed, and until the end
of the Imperial era the Fsar remained the locus of
leéitimacy in the Russian state. However, his image
qua ruler had been transformed, with the image of the
emperor eclipsing that of the Orthodgx Father.

&

N Moreover, the prime instrument of the secular
state, the bureaucracy, continued to grow in size and
povwer throughout the Imperial age, both symbolizing‘and
éoncretizing the transformation of the ruling imagé,of
poditical authority. Indeed, the bureaucracy became
more and more an autonomous force in society. Though
legitimacy remained therpreserve of the ruler, pover
came more and more to repose in the bureaucracy.
Initially, this was encouraged by the instability at.
state level which followed Peter's death ; the weakness.

of his immediate successors allowed the administrative

\__‘ -
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class, which had been created as aﬁ instrument, of the
ruler, to act more and more a : ruling class.

The nopility\nov used its position in tﬁe state éd_.
buttress its status 4in civil soéiety. An\ important
step in this direction vas made with the Ukaz'of March
31, 1731. It proclaimed that pomiestie landholdings,
which ha% formerly been dependent upeon the fulfillmént
of setyace obligations and ltechnically remained the
prope y; of the- state, now passed into wholly private
possgssion, purchase-free and, in : perpetuity. The

pomies ik was thus converted into the permanent

proprietor and master.of his holdings (69).

The period betwee; 1730 and 1760 saw the nobility
acquire several other "important privileges. %hese
included ; a class monopoly of serf-}ight, an extension

of the pomiestchik's judiciai-police authority to

include the power of avarding the criminal code's
heavier penalties, a right to sell serfs apart from
lan?s, a ;ggularisation of the recovery of peaiant
absconders, and facilities for obtaining cheap- State
‘credit secured upon the borrower's immoveable property’
(70). )
Conversely, the service obligd%ions upon which the
civil status of the nobility had always depend;d became
ever-lighter. The nobles were first granted the right
to enter service directly as an officer if first the

required educational standard had been attained.

Subsequently, a fixed term of service was set. Finally,
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the crowning ©privilege came in 1762, with the
nobility's exemption frgm any state service save that
which was of a voluntary nature.(71)

The social position of the nobility continued to
improve during the reign of Catherine. But it is easy
to 'see that this development <created an unnatural
imbalance in Russian society. The basis of the old
order had been the compulsory, semi-bonded labour of
a%l classes for the benefit of the state. Now, one
class had been freed of its obligations while
incregsing its privileges. And, all this came at the
expense of the ﬁéasant(y, whose burdens in this period
'became even heavier. Attention could not but be drawn
to this ianuitous sitﬂation. The sympathies of a
small part of th; emancipated Bobility would soon be
directed toward 'the people', the toiling masses who
suffered at the hands of the fandowners and the state.
Initially, the 'conscience-stricken gentry' would
appeal to the state to abolish the institution of
serfdom, which seemed to be Russia's greatest ill. But
the state's conservatism would soon make it a target of
attack, and the aspiration to a .new political order
'came to occupy the minds of some elements of Russian
society. 1t was out of this socio-psychological
context that the intelligentsia was born.

Russia's political culture tended to narrow the
range of choices available to the intelligentsia.’ The

terms in which the state had traditionally been
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conceived were starkly-opposed ; it _ would be
all-powerful or practically non-existent. The
intelligentsia's inherent opposition to the Tsarist
state and to political absolutism thus tended to
translate into a rejection of the institution of the
state as such. In its desire to 1link forces with
popula} Russia, and to seek justice for the

traditionally disinherited, the intelligentsia (for the

first part of its history, at least) came to accept

some of the terms in which popular Russia conceived of

the role of the state.

But what, had occurred at this

%
level of society? What was

in the meantime,
the popular response to the

transformation in the ruling image of political

authority, and how did the popular image evolve during

this period? 1In general, the popular reaction ¢to the
Petrine innovations was one of opposition, though not
always in an active form, Peter's reforms never

penetrated to the heart of society, and his appeal to
the masses to renounce their prejudices and tradiﬁﬂpnal
customs was clearly a failure,.

Yet, remained

exactly because many unmoved by

Peter's ideological innovations, and in all likelihood

did not fully understand their implications, the masses

coqtinued to conceive of their relationship to the
ruler in traditional terms. For the mass of the
Russian peasantry, the ruler remained the
"batiushka-tsar", the Orthodox Father (72). Though the
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rulers  generally de-emphasized their hieratic
functions, much of popular Russia continued to see them
in this 1light, imbuing the image 6f the emperor with
the attributes of the 6rthodox Father. 1In this way,
the Russian state avoided ‘the Qholcsalc alienation of:
the people, without ever winning them over to the ne;
image qf'political"auyhority.

| Other elements of Russian society 'reacted in a
more  hostile, and perhaps a more rigidly logical,
fashion, adopting a stance of outright opposition to .
the state and its ruker.A Thoughlwe must concentrate on
thé movements of popdlér,oppos;tiohbto the state during
the Impe%ial age, we do find an important precursor of
‘them in the religious schism ( raskol ) which shook
Russ%a in the latter half of the seventeenth century.
This is not surprising, moreover, since the turn to
the West which"lould culminate in thg Petrine reéforms
had already b;gun in the sevénteenth century. The

religious schism was in part a reflection of the

unsettling effects of this turn, Hitherto, ‘the Russian
LY

'

community had been® essentially hamogeneous in its

religious v and moral. composition. Writes Vassily -

. Kliuchevsky of the Russian people : .
; S they di& not all understand things in the
* same way, oOr study their catechism of life

with equal strictness ; but at least they all |
affirmed the gsame catechism, sinned with
.. equal indifference, and, with an identical
fear of the Almighty in their hearts, went.to
confession and Communidn, This varied
tortuosity of an automatic consciehce helped
the old Russians to unde;stand one annther,

<
EN > .
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and to form a ‘homogeneous moral body... This

moral wholeness of the . Russian community was

shattered by Western influence, (73)

Foreign influence during the seventeenth cent&ry
had begun to disturb the ‘'moral wholeneés'— of the
Russian community by introducing new conceptions and
customs into its 1life., What was occurring was a
gradual breakdown in common understanding, in which the
masses no longer saw their values feflected in the

‘practices developing around the stage. A first
explosion of opposition to this estrangement occurred,
naturally enough, within the Church, which~§ad been the
moral centre of Muscovite social 1life.

We must not commit the erroreof drawing too close
an analogy between the religioug schism and the
subsequent clash between the traditional and modern
images of political authority (though later they did
come to oveflap). For both of the principal faqrians

in the religious dispute accepted the traditional,

Muscovite image of Russia. Each side -  the,
’ '4

L
'theocratic' and the 'fundamentalist’, as James

Billington has called them (74)- answered in a
different manner the same guestion : how was religion
to be kept at the centrf of Russian life in the
changing conditions of the seventéenth century?(75)
‘That is to say, both accepted the image of Russia as an
- organic religious commanity. \

The theocratic solution, proposed by Patriarch

Nikon, entailed a strengthening of central authority
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within the Church hierarchy, and an improvement in the
discipline and educational 1level of the clergy by
editing and printing systematic catechistic manuals.
This latter task called for the 'purification' of
Muscovite religious texts and rituals of the errors and
aberrations which had found their way into them over
time. All of this spelled innovation and foreignness
to the fundamentalists, led by the Archpriest Avvakum
and supported mainly by the parish priests of the
provinces. The:fundamentalist position, writes James
Billington, was

a simple equation of trouble with innovation,

innovation with foreigners, and foreigners

with the devil. The past that the

fundamentalists sought to maintain was the

organic religious civilization that had
prevailed in Russia prior to the coming of

"guile from beyond the seas".(76)

Whether or . not the Nikonian reforms represented
the intéoductioh of 'foreign' innovations into the
Orthodox Church, the important point is that, given the
context of unsettling changes already taking place in

Russian society, they were interpreted by the

schismatics as “"guile from beyond the seas". The
immediate catalyst of the schism vas Pptriarch Nikon’'s
-attempt to introduce corrections{in{g the texts and
rituals of the Church. When a Church Council in 1667
approved these reforms, the raskol began in earnest.
The 'Old Believers' rejected the Greek three-fingered
sign of the «cross, the corrected spglling of the name

of Jesus, the tripling instead of the doubling of the
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'Hallelujah', as well as other geforﬁs, and hence

rejected the Church (?7). Many of them interpreted the
reforms as & sign that the end of the world was
imminent, and painted Nikon as the AntiChrist.

We needn't enter too closely into the details of
the schism, but its outcome is particularly significant
for us. The Church Council of 1667 may seem to have
been a victory for Nikon; but the Council gctually

devoted most of its attention to the final deposition

/)and exile of the Patriarch. The theccratic golution to

the problem of keeping religion at the centre of
Russian life was also defeated. The main result of the
Council "was to establish the clear subordination of
church to state by flooding the church bureaucracy with
new priests who were, in effect, state- appointed"(78).
B®h of the main parties to the religious dispute, both
of the religious responses ' to the changing
circumstances of seventeenth-century Russia, vere
defeated. In James Billington's view, this indicates:
that

the basic schism in Christian Russia was not

the formal one between those who accepted and

those who rejected the Nikonian reforms. The

real schism was, rathger, the basic split

between the Muscovite ideal of an organic -

religious civilization and the post-1667

‘‘reality - equally offensive to both of them -

of the church as a subordinate institution of

a centralized state. (79)

This would suggest that the religious schism vas a
prelude to the Petrine reforms, in establishing an

initial break with the Muscovite tradition of
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rulership. The schism was much more than an internal

religious dispute, rapidly taking on political
overtones. Michael Cherniavsky links the schism with
the-origins of the secular state in Russia. The 0Old’
Believers were faced with a tremendous doctrinal
dilemma once the tsar stepped in to support the
Nikonian reforms ; ‘'not only were they opposing an
arrogant Patriarch, but also the 'Most Blessed' Tsar,

God's representative on earth. That they did oppose

q

;him, Cherniavsky argues, is explained by the fact that

the theocratic tsar began to ring a little
false in the ears of the raskol'niki, that
something different and new was beginning to
show through the theocracy: What that
something was can be illustrated by the first
law of the Ulozhenie of 1649, which
established a new category -of crimes,
political crimes... we have here a symbolic
indication of the early secular state, for
vhich the sacramental phrase was crime
d'etat, as for the full-blown secular state
‘1t was, and is, raison d'etat. (80)

Moreover, if the Old Believers consistently held
out the hope that the tsar would personally intervene
to erase the heresies of Nikon, the state acted in such
a way as to galvanize the 0ld Believers into hardened
political opponents. The Council of 1667 decreed that
opponents of the reforms were in rebellion both against
the authority of the church and against that of the
state. The Council's declarations characterized the
0ld Believers as "heretics and recalcitrants”, and
affirmeq that heretics ;ere liable to civil as well as

ecclesiastical punishment (81). A law of 1684 made
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adherence to the schism a secular, state crime, with-

the punishment of death .for the unrepentant schismatic
(82). The state's actions proved toc be a
gelf-fulfilling prophecy, for after 1667 the 014 Belief
became an indistinguishable blend of ‘opposition to
liturgical and political reforms. The 0ld Belief came
to symbolize the traditional image of Russia, and
served as a . touchstone fo; all those who were
disenchanted with the turn- away from the Muscovite
tradition of rulership. Beginning with the
iﬁsurrection of 1682, every popular uprising in Russia
- the continued strel'tsy troubles, the Cossack
rebellions under Peter I, and the Pugachev revolt - wvas
fought under the banne; of the 0l1d Belief (83).

A key focus for th;) opposition of the éld
Believers was Peter the Great. Baron von Haxthausen,
writing in the mid-nineteenth century, ;eported a

conversation with a raskol’'niki, who said :"it was not

Nikon who separated us so completely from our other
Russian brethren, but Peter 1 effected this, by the
Western tendencies he introduced, of which the order to
cui off the beard was only an outward sign"(84). The
reasonothat Peter was singled out for criticism, it
seems, was that he defined the world of 'AntiChrist’
more bluftly and violently than had his predecessors
(85).

A whole list of Peter's reforms symbolized the new

J

state and society which were being erected. In addition
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to the laws specifying new dress codes, -these re

included : a law of 1715 imposing fines for

forms

not

confessing and attending communion at least once a year

: a

law of 1722 transferring to lay courts cases of
nonperformance of "Christian duties", including
. confession and . Communion ; another 1law of 1722,
\
requiring priests to report to the authorities secrets
heard at confession, if they involved either crimes
planned for the future or <crimes for which the
confessant did not repent. All of these laws, writes
Michael Cherniavsky, .
reveal the essence of the absolhtist secular
state... the state as a perfectly
self-gufficient, self-contained entity, and
the state as the measure of all things,
Everything necessary for man's existence was
to be found within the state, and, at the
same time, reasons of state, the interests of
state, vere the ultimate standards for
judging all actions and motives™ (86).
Peter's reign signalled the reversal of the
balance between religion and the state in Russia. No
longer the raison d'étre of the state, religion became

itself subordinate to the state, which was now grounded

in secular purposes. The old religion of the stat

e and

the old theocratic imagery were not exactly abandoned ;

the

new conception of the state's role was

expressed in traditional terms. What occurred

according to Michael Cherniavsky, be describe

theological terms as the shift from the ruler a

often
can,
d in

s the

image of Christ to the image of God (87). God and His

Word

no longer served as an external criterion
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judging the ruler ; rather, the tsar had made himself
"% God. 'This ’vas exactly the accusation l;veled against‘
Peter by the Old Believers (88). It wvas also what
‘\\Peter's new p;iests, his officers and servants, call?d )
him : zemnoi bog, the god on earth(89). N

It was from this perspective that the Oid

Believers were viewed by the state, this which made’

" them the victims of such intense persecution, They
‘attempted to remain outside the sphere of the secular
state, They refused to belong, and symbolized this by
their refusal to pray for the ruler,

Yet, the 0ld Believers | survived. One source
estimates that from the start perhaps twenty percent of
all Russians embraced the Old Belief (90). Without any
institutional support or independent theology, the 0ld4
Believers continued to attract the sympathies of
millions of Russians throughout the Imperial age. Atl
the turn of the nineteenth century, Robert Crummey has
estimated that they accounted for 12~15% of the
population of the Russian empire (91).

As a source og genuine resistance to th; Tsarist
sgate, however, the 013 Believers were relatf%ely
ineffectual, usually limiting themselves to non-violent
forms of protest. They were also inclined to
self-destruction ; it has been estimated that between
1672 and 1691 over twenty thousand burned themselves
alive in communal conflagrations §92). This wvas

perfectly consistent with their religious convictions,
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‘for the appearance "of the AntiChrist signalled the
im@inent end of the world, and the 01ld Believers'
self-sacrifice symbolized the purgative flames which
vwere to precede the Second Coming, But as a concrete
form of protest, such actions could have little effect.
The 01d Believers vere in the end most important in
merely keeping alive a traditional image of Russia ;
the attack upon the bureaucratic secular state was

‘largely,the work of others,

A greater threat to the state came from the
peasant insurrectionaries of the . seventeenth,
.eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries. Opposition from
this source had begun already in the early Sseventeenth
century (e.g. the Bolotnikov rebellion of 1606-07), but
it was the’ Petrinelreforms vhich consolidated it as a
distinct tradition with a broad social base and:a deep.
ideology (93). Both the Old Believers and the peasant
rebels were protesting against the obligations and
restrictions imposed ' wupon them by the expanding
bureaucracy. Each group had its own axe to grind, and
was often motivated by fairly specific grievances. But”

they shared an implicit vision of society which was
derived from the Muscovite era. In this way, they
overlapped and reinforced one another, and helped to
shape the character of all oppositional movements in
Tsarist Russia, including that which brought down the
Romenov dynasty in 1917, ’

Paul Avrich has analysed the four major peasant

83 .
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uprisings vhich took placé between 1600 and 1800 -
these occurred‘ in 1606-07, 1670-71, 1707-08,and
1773-74, and’ were 1led respectively by Bolotnikov,
Razin, Bulavin, and Pugachev (94). Avrich argues that
these revolts shared certain common features :

In each case the rising was directed not
against the tsar but against the nobility and
bureaucrats and the innovating state which
the administered... In each,moreover,
religious and social myths played a key part
in inciting the rebellion. The lower classes
‘'were  hungry for a Messiah, and the
groundsvell of popular support that arose
about the rebel leaders owed much to the
belief that the promised savior had arrived
to punish the wicked and purge the 1and of
sin and suffering.(95)

Though the [first of these reébellions occurred
during'the Time of Troubles, well before the state's
turn to the West, the continuity in the forms of

protest from this to the later rebellions indicates

that the popular image of political authority had

repained unchanged throughout the period. Indaed, it
seems to have petrified in the face of state-induced
change, While the privileged elements of Russgian
society had generally followed the state’'s lead,

popular Russia had turned in upon ﬁtself, and was left

outside the dynamic and creative forces of the nation.

Thus, the peasant rebels' actions were essentially
negative in form. That is to say, they rose up against
a present which was intolerable, but offered little.in
the way of a positike solution to their grievances ;
they only vaguely remembered a past which had been

»\\
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kinder. A focal point for discontent was the
bureaucracy, and the boyar class which they believed
still dominated it :

The state, in the eyes of the people, became
an alien and evil tyranny, extorting taxes,
exacting military service, and: trampling on
native customs and traditions. It neither
ministered to their welfare, nor defended
their concept of justice ; nor did it perform

. any other function which seemed vital, or
even relevant, to their way of life., Rather,
it was an agent of oppressive innovation, a
giant octopus, as they sav it, which stifled
their independence  and squeezed out their
life's breath (96).

" What the peasant rebels sought was to eliminate

the wall of nobles and bureaucrats which stooé between

-them and their Orthodox Father. The febels always'

. ‘ ) |
distinguished between the ruler and the bureaucratic

state. The tsar remained for them a benevolent father,
while the bureaucracy was a wicked usurper which
distorted his will, The myth of the pious, benevolent
ruiet thus became the central rallying point for
disaffected popular elements throughout the Imperial
‘age. The aim of populaiﬂ revolts was to, restore a
mythical age of passive and decentral{zed political
authérivy ] a poljlical structure based upon
self-administering local communities united and led to

salvation by a pious ruler.

Popular Russia had, however, proven incapable of

realizing this aspiration. Seething with'-discontent,
and clinging to a petrified vision of the Muscovite
past, popular Russia awaited a savior. This savior did
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appear, finally, though in a rather unexpected form :
the intelligentsia. This class inserted itself into a
context of political cconflict between popular Russia
and the centralized, bureaucratic * state, i.e between a
traditional and modern image of rulership. 1In linking
its forces with popular Russia, the intelligentsia
itself came to adopt a concepfion. of the state's role
in society which x:eflg_cted the heritage of the popular

imsge of Russie.
’
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9.

Notes - éhapter Two

The term 'image' should suggest a set- of conceptions
which provide a structure for thought and are embodied
in action. The images of rulership which we shall
elucidate in vhat follows have some ideological
features, yet they are less systematic and explicjtly
articulated than an ideology. We have relied on
secondary sources for our account of the conflicting
images of rulership in Russian -political culture. The
rulin image of Russia, ih both the Muscovite and
Imperial ages, vas manifested in both the symbolic and
administrative actions of the state, which always
embody an implicit vision of the role of the state and
the grounds of its legitimacy. The ruling image is not
the same thing as official policy or doctrine ; it is
implicit in them, serving as the background of often
unacknowledged assumptions vwhich underlie official
policy. The general inarticulateness of popular Russia

makes its conceptions of political authority somewhat,

more difficult to discern. Here, our sources rely
heavily on orally-transmitted popular myths, legends,
and folk-tales. In addition, the popylar elements did
tend to articulate a conception of legitimate political
authority at times of rebellion, as a means to justify
their actions. The movements of popular opposition to
the State thus also serve as an important source for
our account of the popular image of rulership. -
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CHAPTER 3 : RUSSIAN POPULISM AND THE STATELESS IDEAL

Introduction

We have seen that throughout the post-Petrine era
a popular tradition of resistance to the Tsarist state
and its 1mage of Russia ,survived and encouraged a
number of uprisings, all of which were informed by an
1mage of stateless social autonomy. All of these
uprisings were defeated. Popular Russia, 1t seems, was
unable to overcome the Tsarist state on 1ts own. But by
the mid-nineteenth certury there had been consolidated
a new social force which was destined to lead a
victorious revolutiondry effort : the i1ntelligentsaa.

The possibility of a revolutionary alliance of
educated dissidents and popular elements had been
foreseen by some observers well before 1917. In a
remarkably prophetic moment, Joseph de Maistre had

»

predicted a social upheaval }ed by some university

Pugachev " , Some years later, and surely with greater
satisfaction, the Populist historian Schapov

anticipated a time when Pugachev, mover of the
popular masses, wi1ll extend his hand to Muraviev,
Pestel, or Petrashevsky, when the mournful sounds and
thoughts of popular ballad will mingle with the
thoughts of Ryleev " (1).

The strategic alliance of the intelligentsia and

the popular, largely peasant, masses in the Revolution

Y
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of 1917 is now a matter of historical record. Less
clear is whether this alliance was ever anything more
than strategic, whether these allies shared anything
other than a sense of discontent with Tsarist Russia.
Was there perhaps a deeper link between the " sounds
and thoughts of popular ballad " and the thoughts of

4
the (ntelligentsia?

What is the Intelligentsia?

We should initially attempt to clarify the origins
and characteristic features of the object of our
analysis in this chapter. Although we cannot give this
1ssue the full treatment it deserves, at least a few
'words are in order. -

At a most general level, the origins of the
intelligentsia can be located in the Muscovite state's
turn ‘to the West in the Seventeenthaand eighteenth
centuries. In some respects this process predated
Peter the Great, but there is nc doubt that it was he
wﬁo gave it the greatest impetus. Peter's reforms
opened the way to the development among Russia's upper
classes of a modern, secular culture which was almost
entirely derivative of the West. As a by-product of
the Petrine reforms there gradually evolved a social

group which was distinguished from the mass of the

population by its education, its manners and customs,

93



and in general by its affinity with Western thought and
culture (2).g But 1if the inculcation of Western ideas
wvas in the first instance a matter of state initiat;ve,’
this phenomenon became uncoupled from the state as gﬁme
went on, The state had triggered a process which it
could never fully control, and, as it lost the
progressive sparit with which Peter had imbued it, this
spirit would be taken up by a part of the educated
classes, There resulted a certain disaffection with
the increasingly conservative state, and it was from
these disaffected elements that the intelligentsia
would emerge.

Marc Raeff lays special emphasis on one of Petes,'s
reforms : the creation of a stratum of professional
state servants. This was both the instrument for the
application of Peter's and his successors' policies and
the prime means of Westernization and cultural
transformaiéon of -the nobility itself (from whosk\ranks
the service class was in large part drawn). More6Veq,
Raeff argues, this class came to embody certain values
which would later help to shape the character of the
intelligentsia, Principal among these was the sense of
duty to a higher ideal. Professional officialdom meant
that the noble's identity was in large part dependent
upon service to monarch and state. Peter had drawn the
nobility away from their purely private interests, and
imparted to them a sense of responsibility. for shaping

the life of the nation (3),
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Over the course of the eighteenth century, the
nobility would be absolved of service obligations ; but
if the nobles had fought hard for these concessions,
the result cut both ways. For, according to Raeff, its
real significance was that the state had declared its
independence from the nobility (4). It no longer

needeé them to fulfill 1ts purposes. Yet the sense of

A
!

duty to a higher 1ideal, and the will to creative

action, Ly now ran deep among some elements of the

nobility, and began' to seek a new outlet. Gradually,

Y
the nobility's attention would turn to

~

,the masse® who had been left behind by the advances of

the people

the past centuries, and whos‘eé barbaric condition stood
in stark contrast to the newly acquired freedoms and
dignities of the nobility. Some members of the nobility
began to project their service ethos onto the people,
and sought to redress the wrongs for which they, as
landlords and masters, :ere in large par4 responsible
(5).

Whether or not we concur gith Raeff in attributing
par;icular importance to the service experience as a
formative influence on the 1ntelligentsia,there 1is no
doubt that the phenomenon of the ' 'conscience-stricken
gentry' helps to explain the origins o’ this class.
When after 1762 the nobility was completely freed of
service obligations, the disparity between their own

position and that of the peasantry became painfully

clear. Attention wvas focused in particular on the

-
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institution of serfdom, which had long ago disappeared
in t;e West, and maintained the Russian peasantry in a
state of near-slavery. To be sure, most of the nobility
simply returned to their estates and congratulated
themselves on their goof fate. For some, however, the
situation was intolerable (6).

This was particularly so given the widespread
enthusiasm 1n the second half of‘the eighteenth century
for Western Enlightenment thought, with 1ts notions of
human dignity and the rights of man., These endowments
of modern humanism were embraced by much of the
nobility during the Catherinian era, and provided the
foundations for a craitique of the conditions of the
peasantry, and an attack upon the i1institutions and
practicegjresponsible for them (7).

This eventually and inevitably brought them into
conflict with the state. The nobility knew all too .
well that their own privileges had been a gift of the
state, and might be snatched away at any moment
depending upon the caprices of the ruler (as the reign
of Paul 1llustrated)(8). Moreover, the state had
become an essentially reactionary force 1n Russian
society. Catherine had dabbled in the ideas of the
Enlightenment, but her enthusiasm was extinguished with
the French Revolution. After 1789 there followed a
period of political conservatism which lasted until the
end of the century. The state would have no more truck

with the 'subversive' reformist ideas of the West.
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Some attempts in the direction of reform were made
under Alexander 1, but war with the West and the
opposition of much of the gentry soon put an end to
them,

That section of the gentry (always very small)
which had committed itself to reform was now pitted in

-

opposition to the state. The Decembrist revolt of 1825
saw some of its members attempt a coup d'etat as a
means of 1instigating change. This revolt failed, but
its very failure, and the thirty years of political
reaction which foliowed under Nicholas 1, ©only hardened
the hostility of the ‘'conscience-stricken gentry' to
the state, and drove it to ever more extreme positions,

It was during the reign of Nicholas I (1825-55)
that a hard core of radical opponents to the Tsarist
state was formed. The generation of radicals which
succeeded the Decembgists, including Alexander Herzen,
began to form small circles and study groups, to
discuss the latest fruits of Western philosophy and to
elaborate projects (usually very vague) for Russia's
future. These men, by now totally alienated from
Russlan ‘'reality’ and thus dependent for
self-i1dentification on their 'ideas', formed during the
1830s and 1840s the first generation of the
intelljgentsia.

in the meantime, changes in Russia's educational
system had created the conditions for the entry of new

elements into the ranks of the intelligentsia. After
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1803, 'the state set up a %network of educational

establishments : five universities, high schools in
nearly every provincial capital, and an improved
elementary educational system (9). The state needed
educated non-military personnel to stafé 1ts growing

bureaucracy, but a by-product of /Ehese reforms was the

creation of a new breeq‘of radlgals : the raznochintsy.
These 'people of diverse rank' were able to climb the
rungs of the educational ladder and acguire tge skills
to become effective <critics of the regime. The

raznochintsy came together with the disaffected gentry

through the universities, and formed during the 1850s
and 60s the second generation of the intelligentsia,

It was during the 1860s that a novelist named
Boborykin introduced the term 'intelligentsia’ into the
Russian language, and it seems to have become current
almost immediately (10). 1t indicates the primacy of
'1deas’' to the s®lf-understanding of this group, which
thought of itseif as something 1like the embodied
intelligence or consciousness of the nation (11). This
1s the key feature of the intelligentsia, for although
1t did constitute a distinct class in Russian society,
it did so acccerding to ideological rather than
soc1o0-economic criteria.

Although the initial origins of the intelligentsia
were 1n the gentry, it soon came to encompass much more
diverse elements, drawn from the petty bourgeoisie, the

priesthood, and 1in some isolated cases the peasantry.
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The very term 'raznochintsy' is not a socio-economic
category but an indication of the fact that the ¢
iotelligentsia came from a diversity of social
backgrounds, The criterion of education gets us no
further, since many of the educated did not join the
ranks of the intelligentsia, The possession of an
education was a necessary but insufficient condition of
membership. In the end we must come back to the
intelligentsia's sense of complete alienation from
Russian society and especially from 'official' Russia,
as well as its commitment to some kind of radical

-

reform, This was its constitutive feature, and it

[

S/
"in  this ideological sense that the intelligentsia
became a distinct class_in Russian society.

The era of Nicholas I seems an appropriate date of
demarcation for the birth of the intelligentsia
(although all such demarkations are somewhat
arbitrary). 1t was at this time thag the disaffected
elements of tﬁe gentry beqame totally alienated from
the state, and as ' a consequence became entirely
dependent upon their 'ideas' for self-identification,
Many of the Decemﬁrists were army officers) who
continued to serve the state and sought to effect
change from within., The gentry idealists of the
forties, hovever much they paid tribute to the legacy
of the Decembrists, distinguished themselves by their
total opposition to the Tsarist state and their

3

commitment to its destruction (12). it .was this

o
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characteristic which, more than anything else, would be

passed on to future generations of the intelligentsia.

Between East and West
. 1)

-

Ty
g

The intelligentsia's sense of alienation ' from
Russian society led it tc; look to the West for sources’
of self-“identificatior. Indeed, mahy );ave arqued that
itrideas were wholly derivative, 1Isaiah Berlin has
written that, in general, Russia has not " cor:tributed
a single new social or political idea : nothing that
was not traceable, not merely to some ultimate western
root, #but to some doctrine discoverable in the west
eight or ten or“ twelve years earlier than its first
appearance in Russia " (13). The intelligentsia were in
this wview " somewhat exaggerated Westerners of the
nineteenth century " (14). Speaking cf the Populist
movement, Richard Pipes makes a similar claim: " As is
generally known, the philosophical foundations of
Populism were constructed almost entirely of materials
taken directly from the West, especially from the
literature of French soc;ialism and positiv.sm, and
German materialism " (15).

Though it is not explicitly stated, the impression
such comments generally leave is that the
intelligentsia was wholly estranged frdm Russia's

g )
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indigenous ideological traditibns, with no vital link
to the spirit of the nation, The possibility of such a
link is not ' 80 much excluded as it is occluded by the
emphasis laid on the importance of Western thought in
the intellectual formation of the intelligentsia. On
the other hand, many scholars have a;gued that this
class was in fact solidly grounded in Russian culture,
espousing political views and evinéing character traits
which can only be understood aga%nst the background of
Russian traditions. some have emphasized the element
of authoritarianism in the outlook of the
revolutionaries, and ;elate it with a -~political
tradition of autocracy ahd despotism (16). Others have
sought to locate the roots of the intelligentsia’'s
apocalyptic wvision of ievo}ution in the Russian
religious tradition (17). Still others find an affinity
between the so-called 'maximalism' or 'extremism' of
this class and the sectarian Christian tradition in
Russia (18).

We wili attempt to establish a slightly dﬁfferent
link between the 1intelligentsia and the traditional
political culture of Russia., We will try to show that
tre vision of the future society articulated by the

L]

Populi st Movement (which dominated the intelligentsia
for much af

its history and reflected the original
aspiratioﬁs ot this class) was remarkably similar to
the popular image of Russia. Both the Populists and

popular Russia looked forwvard to a ‘'golden age' of

4
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Russian society as a radically decentralized, stateless
association of self-governing 1local units. These
elements of the 1intelligentsia, then, shared with
popular Ruséxa a conception of the 1deal political
structure. In thirs sense, the Popuiist movement would
‘
have to Dbe seen as part of a continuous tradition of
opposition to the Tsarist stdte, rejecting along with
the popular elements the state's 1mage of Russian
society. The i1ntelligentsia did not simply capitalize
upon a tradition of popular revolt and channel 1t to
1ts own purposes, but also merged with 1t to become :1ts
next chapter.

This 1s not to deny that there were significant
differences between the i1ntelligentsia and the popular
masses. Many of i1ts members enjoyed quaite privileged
soc1al\\?ackgrounds, and thear possession of an
educationwfent them an anomalous position 1n Russian
society. More i1mportantly, some of the central values
of this class were guite foreign to popular Russia.
The peasantry rema:ned throughout the nineteenth
century profoundly -eligious, while most of the
revolutionary i1ntelligentsia had eschewed religion and
ado;ted instead the cult of 'science'. Although the
intelligentsia's commitment to science has been
described by som# as a sort of inverted rejligious
faith, there 1s no doubt that the structure of £hought

in which these notions were set was fundamentally

different from the popular self-understanding. While
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popular Russia's 1deas had their roots in  the
pre-Petrine era of Russia's history, the
intelligentsia's 'scienti1sm' simply could not have come
into being if not for the advent of Peter the Great,
Linked with their religious self-understanding was the
masses' continued devotion to the tsar, who remained
for them a spiritual father and qgquasi-divine figure.
Despite some occasional wavering, " the radical
intelligentsia rejected the tsar along with the state,
seeing little difference between the two. While
popular Russia's aspiration was to free 1tself from the
clutches of the ncbility, eliminate 'the state’, and
1nstall a 'good tsar' on the throne, the revolutionary
intelligentsia soughf to eliminate both tsar and state
and to establish a fully autonomous society. Moreover,
the popular 1mage of Russia was derived from the
medieval era, and as such was informed by a conception
of the immutability of both spiritual and §§c1al
orders. There was no real notion of progress to be
found here ; revolt meant the restoration of an
antecedent state of affairs. The 1i1ntelligentsia, on the
other hand, was thoroughly committed to progress (as 1t
was variously interpreted), and revolution for it was
to be a leap i1nto the golden future,

The signiflg:nt differences between the outlook
of the 1intelligentsia and that of popular Russia are
undeniable, and help_to explain the revolutionaries'

many setbacks in their attempts to enlist the support
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of the masses. But too little emphasis has been placed
on what these two forces shared. If the 1i1ntelligentsia
was alienated from Russian 'reality', so was popular
Russia. The general direction of Russian history since
Peter the Great had been contrary to their deepest

aspirations. For both popular Russia and the Populist

movement, moreover, this alienation was directed
against 'the state', 1.e, the tentacular bureaucracy

which had spread 1ts web across Russian society,
underwriting serfdom, stifling personal freedoms, and
stamping out local 1nitiative. Although the sources of
this alienation may have differed i1in each case, the
solution 1t led to i1n both was the same : the state

(though not always the tsar) was rejected 1n toto, 1in

favor of a vision of radical decentralization and local
L4
autonomy.

It is true that, 1n formulating i1ts vision of the
future society, the 1ntelliggngsia relied almost
entirely on Western thinkers. But we must not 5ee any
necessary opposition of Russian and Western sou;ces of
influence. As we have seen, the Petrine state's break
with 1ts medieval religious roots and i1nitiation of a
new 1deological tradition constituted the conditions
for the ssibility of the very existence of the
intelligentsia,and thus for 1its recept&vag%kfo radical
Western thought. Moreover, just as important as the

intelligentsia's adoption of Western theories was the

manner of this adoption. As Isaiah Berlin has himself
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pocinted out, the 1intelligentsia did not take over
western ideas uncritically. Of the Populists, he writes
that

they accepted, in broad outline, the

educational and moral lessons, but not the

state worship, of Rousseau... They accepted

the anti-political ideas, but not the

technocratic centralism , of Saint-Simon.

They shared the belief 1in conspiracy and

violent action preached by Babeuf and his

disciple Buonarott:i, but not their Jacobin

authoritartanism... " (19).
Similarly, the Populists were greatly i1nfluenced by
Marx's description of the atrocities of capitalism and
the hypocrisy of 'bourgeois democracy', but rejected
his notion of the highly centralized ‘dictatorship of
the proletariat'. In all of this we fird a general
antagonism to centralized authority and statist
schemes. This illustrates that, although the Populists
emerged out of the Petrine tradition, they tended to
reject the Petrine 1mage of the state as the main
engine of social progress, and were instead brought
within the sphere of a popular image of stateless
social autonomy.The Populists' receptivity to certain
specaific anarcho-socialist theories developed by
Western thinkers, then, should be understood against
the background of this popular tradition and their own
relationship to it.

1f our argument does not contradict those which
emphasize Western influences upon the intelligentsia, a

more significant opposition may be established with

arguments which emphasize the intelligentsia's
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authoritarian propensities (20). Such analyses, in our
view, tend to distort the nature of Russia's political
traditions and that of the mainstream intelligentsia.
Focusing exclusively wupon the authoritarian tradition
of the Russian state, these arguments tend to iggsfe
the existence of a tradition of decentralism, bordering
on anarchism, which was sustained by popular and
sectarian elements throughout the post- Petrine era.
The intelligentsia’s rélatlonshxp to this tradition
deserves scholarly attention.

But this reguires a re-assessment of the
intelligentsia itself., Scholars such as Szamuely seem
to retrospectively read characteristics i1nto this class
which only ever applied to a minority of 1ts members.
Starting from the fact of Soviet authoritarianism,
Szamuely locates this phenomenon i1n the outlook of the
‘class which led the revolution. Lines of filiation are
drawn linking Populists such as Nechaev and Tkachev
with Lenin, while the Bolsheviks' organizational
strategies are linked with the conspiratorial tradition
of certain PRopulist factions, The impression left is
that the 1intelligentsia was from 14s very origins an
authoritarian class.

Such tendencies no doubt existed, but an exclusive
emphasis on them leads to a distorted picture of the
intelligentsia as a whole. It should be remembered
that Nechaev and Tkachev were relatively 1isolated

figures on the outer fringe of the Populist movement,
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and that the strategies they espoused were vociferously
condemned by most of their contemporaries. The by far
more common position within the intelligentsia at this
time and through much of 1its history was almost
anarchistic in its opposition to centralized authority
and fto the state as an agent of social change. Though
the authoritarian factions of the 1intelligentsia did
ultimately win out 1in the struggle for power,the
primordial spirit of libertarianism remained an
important source of self-identification for many of its
members. This spirit must be drawn out 1in order to
provide a faithful account of the outlook of the

intelligentsia.

The Rise and Decline of Russian Populism : The

Stateless Ideal in the Thought of Alexander Herzen,

Peter Lavroy, and George Plekhanov

The preceding remarks on the nature of the
intelligentsia will serve to orient our analysis in
what follows. However, the scope of Lur study is more
self-contained. We shall focus on the vision of the
future society elaborated in the thought of Alexander
Herzen, Peter Lavrov, and George Plekhanov, and draw
out its similarities with the popular image of Russia.
These threer were leading members of the Populist

movement, which dominated the radical scene from the
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1840s until the 1880s, and thus reflected the
aspirations of the intelligentsia during its crucial
formative vyears. Moreover, the Russian Populists
established a revolutionary heritage which helped to
shape the Russian Marxist movement, which later
eclipsed them as an oppositional force, as well as the
Social- Revoclutionary .Party, the twentieth-century
repagsentatxve of Populism. As such, our analysis is
by no means irrelevant to an understanding of the
intelligentsia in its later manifestations.

Herzen, Lavrov, and Plekhanov were each i1nfluential
at a differept stage in the movement's history. In
their views we will be able to follow the development
of Populist ideoclogy, and to show the basic continuity
in its wvision of the future society. Moreover, all
three were considered resolute 'Westerners' within the
spectrum of nineteenth-century Russian radical thought.
As such, they offer compelling ground for an analysis
which seeks to show that even as the intelligentsia was
turning to the West in search of guidance for Russia's
future, it was at the same time perpetuating an
indigenous political tradition. Anarchists such as
Bakunin have previously been 1linked with the popular
tradition of opposition to the state (21) ; here we
will try to cast the net a little wider.Plekhanov is a
particularly interesting figqure for our analysis, since
he eventually rejected Populism to become the 'father

of Russian Marxism', In studying his development, we
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will be able to elucidate some of the weaknesses of
Populist ideology and suggest some explanations tor its
eclipse. Moreover, we will try to clarify the
significance of the transition to Marxism for the
Populist heritage.

In focusing upon the Populist ideology, we will be
constrained in some measure to abstract from the actual
history of the movement. If this approach can be at all
justified, it is because the 1intelligentsia's identity
was wholly bound wup with its 1deas ; and these 1deas,
once embedded in the revolutionaries' outlook, retained
a certain i1ndependence from the play of historical
forces. The Populists' vision of the future society

was eschatological; it was at once beyond history and

to be realized within history. And even as it began to
appear that this vision was historically unrealizable,
it remained a source of self-identification for much of

the intelligentsia, right up to the revolution in 1817,

Alexander Herzen : The Birth of Russian Populism

The 1deas of the Russian Populist movement ‘were
never encapsulized in a coherent body of doctrine. Most
of its members declared themselves 'socialists', yet
the term admitted of many meanings. But there did exist
some common assumptions about the form of the socialist
society of the future. For our purposes, two of these

seem of particular importance : the basic institution
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of Russian socialism would be the peasant obshschina,
and society as a whole would rid itself of the state.
The obshschina, organized 1in the form of a collective
unit called the mir, " constituted the cornerstone on
which, so the Populists maintained, a federation of

i
socialized, self-governing wunits,..could be erected

”

(22). These federated units would be held together
less by formal arrangements, such as a constitution,
than by a natural, 'organic' unity based upon a common
value system, Above all, they would be free of

compulsion from above ; the Populists
held the institution of the state in
particular hatred, since to them 1t was at
once the symbol, the result, and the main
source of injustice and inequality... All
Russian Populists were agreed that the state
was the embodiment of a system of coercion
and 1neqguality, and therefore intrinsically
evil ; neither justice nor happiness were
possible until it was eliminated (23).
Some Populists admitted the necessity of a certain
amount of central authority during a transitional
period following the revolution, but of the ultimate
objective there was never any doubt : the state would
be eliminated once and for all.
~ Fof both of these assumptions, the Populists were
greatly 1ndebted to Alexander Herzen, who has be¢n
called " the ‘true founder of Russian Populism " (24).
It was Herzen who first attempted to work out a theory
of 'Russian socialism ' which would blend the best of

Russia's popular traditions with the theories of

Western socialists. He exerted a considerable influence

?
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on the development of Populist thought, particularly
during the late 1840s and 1850s 1in his writings from
abroad. His views help to provide a sense of the
Populists' ambitions during the formative years of the
movement .

Herzen's theory of "Russian socialism’ was
formulated partly as a response to his disenchantment
with Western Europe following the failed revolutions of
1848. Given Europe's seeming 1nability to make a
decisive break with i1ts own past, Herzen began to rest
his hopes for a socialist future on Russia and the Slav
peoples. " The more I lost all hope ¢f a Latin-German
Europe, the more my belief 1n Russia revived again, "
"he later wrote (25). Herzen searched for the "
socialist element " (26) 1n Russian society which would
offer promise for its future. He found 1t 1n the
obshschina, with 1ts land-equalizing practaices,
internal democracy, and limited awutonomy from the
state. It was this 1nstitution, Herzen decided, which
provided the seed from which a socialist Russia could
grow,

Most of the Russian peasantry had by the
nineteenth century become members of an 1nstitution
called the mir (27). The commune's functions and
practices often varied from region to region , but some
broad generalizations c¢an be made about it. The mir
governed the life of the peasant - specifying the

amount of land available to him, deciding’ which crops
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he should plant and when he should harvest, assessing
his obligations, and guarding his rights (28). This
institution had three distinctive characteristics :
property in land was vested in 1t and not in the
individual peasant ; each household in the obshschina
had the right to an allotment of land on an equal basis
with all other member households ; and the community as
a whole usually had the right to repargition the land
pericdically to egualize the holdings of each household
(29).

This organ of village self-government also
per formed broader social functions. According to John
Maynard, these included

distributing among 1ts members the customary’

peasant-duties of repair of roads and

bridges, escorting of holy ikons and the

like, forming by collection from all a

reserve of corn for imsurance against need,

allotting his subsistence farm to the priest,
managing the communal field when there was

one, organising fire- fighting and protection

against thieves, enforcing the patriarchal

authority upon contumacious sons,and settling

minor disputes among its members (30).

The mir carried out these functions through village
meetings, which, 1t seems, were informal gatherings at
which any wvillager could speak, though the right to
vote was limited to the male heads of households (31),
The entire community was allowed to participate in
arriving at most decisions, though certain matters were
left to the discretion of elected officials (32). The

mir seems to have had a chief executive of sorts in the

Elder ( starosta ), who played the role of permanent
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administrator of its affairs (33).

This picture of plebeian democracy in action may
be sgomewhat “idealized, for there were reports that
commune meetings often degenerated into drinking bouts,
and that the richer members tended to dominate 1its
proceedings (34). Jerome Blum notes that the commune
was " not free of 1ills that, regrettably, have plagued’
popular democratic institutions at other times and in
other lands " (35). VYet for all its limitations, the
mir did provide the people with a voice in the
administration of theif affairs, and for thact alone it
was unigue in nineteenth- century'Russian society.

The obshschina was largely ignored by the
intelligentsia, however, until the appearance in 1847
of Baron Haxthausen's account of his travels through
Russia in 1843-44 (36). A staunch opponent of the
bourgeois industrial values of Western Europe,
Haxthausen felt that he had found in the obshschina the
bulwark that would save Russia from the fate of the
West. He assumed that it was an ancient institution
bozne out of the religious spirit of” the Russian
p;ople. God had given the land to the Natioﬁ, divided
into communes which together formed a family, united
under the authority of its spiritual father, the tsar
(37). The egalitarianism of the commune reflected the

peasants' conviction that God had given them the land

as \: common heritage, in which each member had the
right” to.an equal share (38). The commune was the

.
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national family in microcosm, with the starosta
exercising the patriarchal authority of the tsar (39).
Haxthausen believed that the land-equalizing pragtices
of the commune prevented the emergence of proleta@ians,
the scourge of Burope and cause of its social unrest
(40)
In all the other countries of Europe the
originators of social revolution rise up in
rebellion against wealth and property.
Destruction of the right of inheritance, and
an equal division of the 1land, are their
shibbeleth. In Russia such a revolution is
impossible, as this Utopia of the European
revolutionists already exists here, fully
incorporated with the national life (41).
Haxthausen's analysis of the obshschina formed
part of a defense of traditional, patriarchal society.
For the Populists, however, it would serve as a living
model of socialism, an institution realizing in
practice the principle of 'to each according to his
need', and attesting to the socialist- revolutionary
instincts of the people.

Herzen himself was not immediately convinced of the
potential of the obshschina, though he did express
interest in Haxthausen's study as early as 1843, after
meeting with him in Moscow (42). It was conly after his
departure from Russia in 1847 that Herzen began to see
the socialist potential of this institution. Franco
Venturi suggests that it was only from a distance that
Herzen could begin to " idealize " this phenomenon of "

feudal " life (43). But it would seem to be less

Herzen's distance from Russia than his disillusionment
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with Europe after 1848 which precipitated his change of *
heart. While his faith in EBurope lasted, it was
perhaps less likely that he should have been inclined
to rest his hopes for socialism on a wunique and
traditional Russian institution. When after 1848 he
cast his attention back upon his own country, the stage
was set for his conversion,

Haxthausen's study had in the meantime triggered a
series of debates in Russia concerning the real nature
and origins of the obshschina. While the Slavophiles
(and many Populists) followed Haxthausen in locaékng
its roots deep in Russia's past, _others saw it as an

WJ- A N

administrative creation of relatively recent dace.
Supporters of this latter view maintained that the
land-equalizing practices of the obshschina did not
evolve naturally out of the customs of the peasantry,
but were imposed upon them by the state in order to
ensure the peasants' capacity to pay their taxes. But,
in -Herzen's view, the important point was not the
origin of the obshschina but the simple fact of its
existence (4#4). Writing to a colleague in Russia, he
said :

I have read your discussions about the

commune ; they are very interesting, but less

to the point than appears on the surface.

Whether the village commune is racial in

origin or the work of the government, whether

the land belonged in the past to the

commune,to the landowners, or to the prindes,

whether the institution of ser fdom
strengthened the commune or not, all that

ought to be investigated ; but what 1is most
important for us is the present position of
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affairs. The faék, whether distorted ot
not ,whethe. right¥ or wrong, forces itself
upon us. The Government and the i1nstitution
of serfdom have, 1in their own fashion,
maintained our native commune ; the stable,
permanent principle left 1n it from
patriarchal days 1s not 1lost. The common
ownership of land,the mir, and the village
elections form a groundwork upon which a new
soci1al order may easily grow up, a groundwork
which, like our black -earth, scarcely exists
1 Europe (45),

( What was 1t, i1n Herzen's estimation, that made of

the obshschina the 'groundwork’' for Russian socialism?

"

There was, firstly, 1ts egalitarianism Son princaipe

économx%ue est l'antithese parfaite de la célébre

maxi1me de Malthus : elle laisse chacun sans exception

prendre place 8 sa table " (46). Herzen was also
attracted by 1ts democratic features. Here he parted
ways with Haxthausen, for whom the ccmmune's starosta
represented the patriarchal authority of’the tsar, and
thus commanded the i1mplicit obedience of all. Herzen
claimed that, on the contrary

L'ancien (le staroste) a une grande autorité
sur chague membre, mais non sur la commune ;
pour peu gque celle-ci1 soit unie, elle peut
trés bien contrebalancer le pouvoir de
l'ancien, l1'obliger méme & renoncer sa place
s'i1l ne veut pas se plier au voeu général. Le
¢tercle de son activité est d'ailleurs
purement admin:istratif ; toutes les guestions
gul ne sont pas de simple police sont
résolues, ou d'aprés les coutumes en vigueur
ou par le Consei1l des peres de famille - ®Bes
chefs de maison - ou enfin par la réunion
T o T o o

generale. M. Haxthausen a commis une grande
erreur en disant gQue le staroste administre
despotiquemnent la commune. Il ne peut-agir
despotiguement gue S: toute la commune est
pour luir (47). ‘

N\
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Most important for Herzen was the fact that the
commune formed a self-enclosed moral wunit which had
maintained the peasantry outside the sphere of certain
notions which tended to encourage submission to
authority, particularly to that of the state. The

commune did not recognise the moral legitimacy of three

" Roman 1deas " which largely accounted for the
e

apathet1c state of European society : the 1dea of the

state as something that transcends the sum of the
1ndividuals that compose 1t, the 1dea of law as
something that exists over and above the freely
expressed will of the community, 1.4 the 1dea of a
right to private property as something that transcends
the humane purposes for whicn material wealth ought to
ex15t (48). These 1deas had in their own time served
the cause of social progress i1n the West, but they now
tended to hinder it ; their absence from Russia's

popular life was a token of 1ts revolutionary potential

e marique méme des notions juridigues bien
arretées, le caractére vague et flottant des
droi1ts acquls, ne permettalent pas aux idées
de propriété de se consolider, de prendre
corps. Le peuple russe n'a veécu gque la vie
communale, 11 ne comprend ses droits et ses
devoirs que par rapport a la commune, Hors
d'elle, il ne reconnait pas de devoirs et ne
voit qQue la violence, En se soumettant a
1'Etat, 11 ne se soumet gqu'a la force ;
l"injustice flagrante d'une partie de la
législation 1'a amené au mépris de 1l'autre.
L'inégalité compléte devant le tribunal a tué
partout le germe du respect pour la légalite.
Le Russe, & quelque classe gu'il appartient,
enfreint . la loi chaque fois qu'il peut le
faire aimpunément ; le gouvernment agit de
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méme. C'est penible et triste pour le moment,
mais il y & la un avantage immense pour
1'avenir (49). )

This was the nub of Herzen's argument. Russia's
very backwardness vis-a-vis EBuropean society left 1t
free of " all those hard-and-fast prejudices which,
like a paralysis, deprive the Western Eurcpean of the
use of half his limbs " (50), and 1ts peasantry enjoyed

"

an unconscious fitness for the social 1deal which

European thought has consciously reached " (51).

As this last comment suggests, however, Herzen was
only making a conditional argument for the potential of
the obshschina. He always resisted deterministac
formulations, and arqued that 1n order for the
potential of the commune to be realized 1t would have
to be 1nvigorated by the thought of the West. Against
the Slavophiles, who had attempted to establish a
strict opposition of Russia and Europe, Herzen a?gued
for a 'fusion of horizons' :

Y
The primitive foundations of our life are
insufficient... Only the mighty thought of
the West to which all 1ts long history has
led up to 1s able to fertilise the seeds
slumbering 1n the patriarchal mode of life of
the Slavs. The . workmen's guild and the
village commune, the sharing of profits and
the division o¥ fields, the mir meeting and
the wunion of villages into self-governing
volosts, are all the cornerstones on which
the temple of our future, freely communal
existence will be built... But these
cornerstones are only stones... and without
the thought of the West, our future cathedral
wxl£/aot rise above its foundations (52).
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Of all the ideas of the West, Herzen cherished the
most fervently and consistently throughout his 1life
those which were concerned with the liberty of the
individual. For him, socialism was never posed 1in
antithesis to indivadualism ; i1t meant rather the
realization of the right of all men, individually and
collectively, to a free and autonomous existence (53).

The liberty of the i1ndividual 1s the greatest

thing of all, 1t 1s on this and on this alone

that the true will of the people can develop.

Man must respect liberty in himself, and he

must esteem it in himself no less than in his
neighbour, than 1n the entire nation (54).

It 1s this concept which serves as the guiding
thread throughout the various stages 1n Herzen's
development. As a young man, he was attracted to the
notion of "human personality' ( lichnost' ) an
Schiller's thought (55). At this time, freedom had
more aesthetic than political significance for Herzen ;
it meant the flowering of the personality, the
expansion of the individual (56). However, as his
interest became directed toward explicitly political
problems, the notion of freedom remained central to his
thought while acguiring broader meaning., The task of
socialism was to ground social relations in the
‘principle of personality' without isolating man from
his neighbour (57).

Here we seem to have come to the rock-bottom of

Herzen's philosophy. The individual is paramount, and

socialism entails the eradication of all constraints
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upon him, The commune, too, would have to embrace the
'principle of persnnality' 1in order to become an
adequate vehicle for Herzen's aspirations.

La commune, comme produit d'une tradition

millénaire, assoupit 1'homme et absorbe son

indépendance ; elle ne peut ni s'abriter du
despotisme ni émancsiper ses membres ; pour se
conserver, pour progresser, elle doit faire

ou subir une révolution individualiste. (58)

This was the real basis of Herzen's 1nitial doubts
about the obshschina; could this collectivist
institution adjust itself to the 1individualist values
which would be central to socialist society? Herzen was
finally convinced by what he saw as the commune's
antagonism to the state. The obshschina, 1n his view,
had never recognized the legitimacy of the state, which
was at the same time the greatest threat to individual
liberty. It was in the shadow of this institution that
the obshschina and the 'personality principle' became
allies, and that Russian and Western traditions
coalesced 1n Herzen's thought.

The obshschina was in Herzen's view a moral and
social unit which preserved a certain distance between
the peasant and the state, and prevented the
development of a sense of loyalty to this institutaon:

La commune rurale...représente chez nous

l1'unité sociale, parce que la vie sociale du

paysan russe ne s'éléve pas jusqu'a 1'Etat,

et ne descend pas non plus jusqu'a

1'individu. Le mir est la personnalité morale

compléte, imposable, corvéable, punissable,

mais au-dela de laguelle 1'Etat 1lui-meme

n'atteint point. Elle est responsable pour

tous et pour chacun, et par suite elle est
autonome en tout ce qui concerne ses affaires
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intérieures (59).

The obshschina itself was perhaps weak and unable
to resist the interventions of the state, but its
existence did mean that the peasantry saw in these
actions only force and violence, The idea of the statg
as an institution necessary for the governance of the
community had remained alien to the peasantry. It was
this which boded well for the peasantry's revolutionar;
potential and 1its ability to adjust to the stateless
socaety of the future. .

It was in this fashion that the 1influence of
Western thinkers upon Herzen merged with the popular
image of Russia. The primacy of the individual was
certainly not an important element - quite the contrary
- of Russia's 1ideological traditions, and in the
elaboration of his views on this subject Herzen clearly
relied heavily on Western thinkers (60). But these
views led him 1in the last analysis to a rejection not
just of the Tsarist state but of the very institution
of the state. In this stance, Herzen linked hands with
the popular tradition of ideological opposition to'"
the state " , and articulated an i1deal which he shared
with popular Russia.

The suppression of the individugl, which was
perhaps the greatest sin of the Tsarist regime, was not
a peculiar Russian problem ; it was an inherent feature
of any state. Whether monarchical or

'bourgeois-democratic', the state always embodied a "
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dualism of government and people, and a relationship
of domination :

L'idée du gouvernement séparé du peuple, se

tenant au-dessus de lui, ayant pour vocation

de le gquider, «c'est 1'i1dée de 1'esprit

organisant la matiére grossiere, c'est

Jehova, c'est le roi, le symbole de la

providence sur terre (61).

Thus, the only difference between European democ;acy

. .
and Tsarism was a semantic one ; of the French case, he
wrote to Jules Michelet

It is ite clear that any difference there

ma$6pg/%ztween your laws and our Ukases lies

almSst entirely in the wording of their
preambles; Ukases start with a painful truth

- 'The Tsar commands...' - whereas your laws

start with an insulting lie, the triple

Republican motto, the ironical invocation in

the name of the French people...(62)

For Russia, this meant that there was no
meaningful middle term between the Tsarist regime and
'Russian socialism' : " Despotism or socialism - there
is no other alternative " (63). This view also
reflected the traditional dichotomy in Russian
political culture. The notion of a limited { state had
never been able to embed itself in Russia's political
debates ; the very concept of the state had come to
mean a centralized and omnipotent force. Herzen's own
tendency to fuse the 'bourgeois-democratic' state with
the Tsarist regime merely reflects the lack of any
other potential meaning for " the state " in Russia's
political culture.

Herzen does not seem to have advocated the

immediate destruction of the state following the defeat
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of Tsarism. In a letter to Bakunin, he supported the
temporary use of the state to consolidate the
revolution. Echoing Lassalle, he asked : " Why destroy
the mill...when its millstones are capable of grounding
our flour as well? " (64) But on the wultimate goal he
wvas in complete agreement with Bakunin : " For both of
us the final solution is the same " (65)., The future
soci1ety which Herzen envisioned was a federated
r;public of Slav peoples, with a maximum of local
autonomy and a minimum of stace interference. The

central government, insofar as there would be one,

would be an emanation out of the communes and not their

master. " It would be the moral center of a loose
federation and not the sovereign law-making and
executive summit of a state " , writes Martin Malia
(66) .

While European society seemed unable to rid i1tself
of the conception of the state as necessary to the life
of a community, the Slav people were particularly
suited to Herzen's vision, he claimed:

Centralization is contrary to the Slav genius
; federation on the other hand is 1ts natural
form of expression. Once the Slav world has
become unified, and knit together into an
agssociation of free autonomous communes, it
will at last be able to enter on its true
historical existence. Its past can only be
seen as a period of preparation, of growth,
of purification. The historic forms of the
state have never answered to the national
ideal of the Slavs, an 1ideal which is vagque,

- instinctive if you 1like, yet by the same
token gives promise for the future of a truly
remarkable vitality (67).
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In a series of articles, Herzen attempted to posit
the continued existénce and vitality of this 'national
ideal’' despite 1ts historic suppression by the despotic
state. He argued that " les forces essentielles du
peuple russe n'ont jamais été effectivement absorbées
par son développement politique, comme 1'ont été celles
des peuples latins et germains, actuellement constitués
en nations " (68). The Russian state, on the other
hand, was not really Russian at all : " le gouvernement
russe n'est pas russe mal1s antinational, despotigue, et
retrograde. 11 est plus allemand Que russe, comme le
disent les slavophiles " (69).

Though Herzen was never 1nclined to 1dealize
Russia's past, he did find in 1ts early history a
positive principle for the future. From the ninth to
the fourteenth centuries, he arqued, Russia was divided
into, on the one hand, the primitive democratic and
egalitarian local communities and, on the other,the
hierarchical clan of princes, descendants of Rurik. In
Herzen's view, only the most tenuous of 1links existed
between these two levels of society. This allowed ‘'the
people’ a measure of freedom which did not exist 1in the
more integrated societies of Western Europe : " le
peuple russe d'alors est plus 1libre que les peuples de
1'0ccident féodale " (70).

During the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries these
two forces came into conflict, Epitomized by the battle

between Moscow and Novgorod, the forces of
&
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centralisation and hierarchy clashed with those of
democracy and local initiative. Herzen describes this
clash as follows :

La Russie pouvait @tre sauvée soit par le
développement fédéraliste des institutions
communales, soit par 1'absolutisme d'un
souverain. Les éléments se prononcérent en -»
faveur de 1'absolutisme ; la Russie fut
sauvée ; elle est devenue forte et grande ;
mais, a quel prix? C'est le pays le plus
malheureux du globe, le plus asservi ; Moscou
a sauvé la Russie, mais en étouffant tout ce
qu'1il y avait de libre dans 1la vie russe
{(71).

Herzen's attitude to Peter the Great waiy}ather

more eqguivocal. On the one hand, he credited Peter
with being the first "emancipated 1ndividual' 1n
Russia, 1ts ‘crowned revolutionary (72). Herzen

admired Peter's ability to turn Russia away from 1ts
medieval roots and lead 1t into the modern world, and
he saw him as an 1mportant sign of Russia's ability to
make another such leap 1nto the future. Yet by his
very accomplishments Peter had created a vast chasnm
separating the «civilized and popular elements. And he
could not be forgiven for the 'German element' he had
brought to Russian 1life, " a pedantry of bureaucracy,
etiquette, and discipline altogether contrary to our
customs " (73).

These practices Herzen contrasted with a
'genuinely Russian' way of handling matters, i1nformally
and without ‘recourse to laws or contracts (74). The
Russian people resolved disputes amongst themselves,

without recourse to higher authorities, whom they
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mistrusted in any case (75). The same natural,

'organic' harmony would prevail in Herzen's republic :
la République ressemble & la nature,,.Dans la
nature tout est indépendant, détaché, et
forme un tout ; la nature ne cherche pas du

tout a obéir aux lois ; au contraire, partout

ou elle peut,. elle les saute ; on peut dire

de la nature ce qgue Proudhon disait de

1'histoire - c'est la révolution en

permanence. Dans 1la natur¢ comme dans la

République, le gouvernement est caché, on ne

le voit pas, le gouvernement est 1l'ensemble,

11 n'existe pas a part, continuellement 11

s'agglomére et se disperse (76).

Herzen's account of the boundless harmony
prevai1ling amongst the Russian people 1s undoubtedly
1dealized. He also seems to have underestimated the
peasantry’'s continued devotion to the tsar, and 1ts
need to justify 1ts actions by recourse to at least
this higher authority. Herzen collapses 'tsar' and
"state’, because for him there 1s at bottom no
difference between the two. But, as we have seen, these
notions were Kkept gQuite distinct in the popular
outlook. Yet Herzen was correct 1in describing the
peasantry's antagonism to '"formal', 'bureaucratic’
methods, and to the state which was the main vehicle
for them. Moreobver, in justifying his own aspirations
by emphasizing the alienness, the un-Russian nature of
the Tsari1st state and bureaucracy, Herzen was adopting
some of the same terms in which popular Russia
expressed its rejection of this institution.

Thus, 'the state’' in Russia did not stand as an

1ideal which would have to be superseded in order to

126



create the libertarian paradise Herzen aspired to :

En Russie - dérriere 1'Etat visible - il n'y
a pas d'Btat invisible quifsoit 1'apothéose,
la transfiguration de 1l'ordre des choses
existant ; il n'y a pas ce mirage d'idéal
impossible et sacré, qui ne coincide jamais
avec la reéalité, tout en la promettant
toujours., Il n'y a rien dérriere les
palissades ou une force supérieure nous tient
en état de siége. La possibilité d'une
révolution en Russie se réduit & une gquestion
de force matérielle. C'est ce qul fait de ce
pays... le sol le mieux préparé pour une
régénération sociale (77).

Herzen not only saw the similarities between his own
aspirations and those of popular Russia, he also
emphasized that the revolution was possible only on the
basis of an alliance with these elements : " Je ne
cro1s en Russie en aucune autre révol%jtion gu'a une
guerre des paysans, " he wrote to Mazzini (78).
Moreover, Herzen saw particularly valuable allies in
the 0ld Believer sects, who as we have seen were

X
perhaps the most radical exponents of the popular image

-

of Russia :

Il serait possible que de 1'une des skites

(communautés schismatiques)sortit un

mouvement populaire qui embrassat des

provinces entieres, dont le caractére serait
certainement national et communiste et qui
marcherait a la rencontre d'un autre
mouvement prenant ses sources dans les idées

révolutionnaires de l'Europe (79).

Herzen did make some concrete steps in the
direction of an alliance with the 0Old Believers ; on
the 15th of June, 1862, the first number of a newspaper
addressed to those merchants, artisans, and businessmen

united by their adherence to the old faith appeared in
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London, Called the Obshscheye Veche (The Common

Assembly), its title recalled the assemblies of
citizens in medieval communes, and appealed to a
tradition of self- administration which was different
from yet parallel to that of the mir (80). Herzen had
been encouraged to take this step after meeting with an
0ld Believer named Martynov in ©London (8l1),and he
supported the efforts of other emigre radicals, such as
V.I. Kelsiev, to make direct contact with the 01d
Believer sects in Russia (82). \

Not wvery much seems to have come of these
attempts, yet Herzen did help to establish a pattern
which was pursued in the 1870s by the Populists. The
failure of these attempts is largely explained by the
mutual distrust between these parties ; despite their
cémmon antipathy to the state, the fanatically
religious Old Believers and the largely atheistic
Populists would have been strange bedmates. Their
common aspirations were expressed in a different
language, and were overshadowed by other, very real
differences between these two groups. The 0ld
Believers dicd not conceive of their own aspirations as
revolutionary. ; their actions were directed toward the
res\tyration of an antecedent state of affairs.
Socialism, science, and progress were all qQuite foreign
to both the 0Old Believers and popular Bussia, and this
stood as a tremendous obstacle to any' real alliance

between these forces. In Herzen's time, these
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obstacles might be depreciated ; if only contact with
'the people’ could be made, their traditional
superstitions would be dissolved by the powerful light
of rationalism. In subsequent years, however, the
radicals would come to the painful awareness of how

great these obstacles really were,

Peter Lavrov and the Apotheosis of Russian Populism
(83)

Peter Lavrov was a second key figure in shaping
the development of Populist thought. In his commitment
to individualism and rationalism, he was both an
intellectual heir of Alexander Herzen and, according to
Isaiah Berlin, representative of " the deepégt strain
of all, the'very centre of the Populist outlook " (84).
Born in 1823, Lavrov's intellectual career spanned more
than half a century, from ‘the Westerner-Slavophile
debates of the 1840s to the emergence of the
Social-Democratic Party at the turn of the century.
The years éf his greatest influence, ho@ever, occupied
less than a decade, from the end of the 1860s to the
second half of the 1870s (85).

Separating this+ period from that of Alexander
Herzen's greatest prominence was tﬁe 1860s, a decade
during which a 'new breed' of men, drawn mainly from

the raznochintsy, appeared on the radical scene. One

of the most striking features of this new generation
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was 1ts wholesale rejection of tradition, including the
tradition of 1ntellectual opposition forged by Herzen
and his contemporaries duéihg tﬁe 1840s (B6). The
solution to Russia's i1lls, they fervently believed, lay
in mastering the truths of science (especially natural
science), and 1in emacipating oneself compietely from
the weight of the past.

Mastery of the ’'truths' of, Science, usually
1nvolving programs of 'self-improvement’, led

ultimately to a decline 1n the social activity of the

young radicals. For Lavrov, this was a cardinal sin.
He di1d not share the (rather vulgar) scientism of the
men of the sixties, and 1n  one of the first

Historical Letteré he defended the value of historical

study against that of the matural sciences (87).

Moreover, the Historical Letters were a direct attempt

to rekindle among the student youth the sense of a
social mission which Lavrov felt had declined during
the si1xties.

Although the Historical Letters were thus a

reaction agalnsthge ethos of the sixties, Lavrov's own
i
outlook seems 1n some measure to have been shaped by
this period. In particular, there 1Is not 1n his
writings the same admiration for tradition that we
often find with Herzen.* Lavrov was less eguivocal 1n
his criticism of Russia's historical legacy :
In our past, we have no cause .to be carried

away by our national theories or by the
recollection of political and social habits
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ingraingd in the flesh and blood of our

successive generations, We have not had
- thinkers of world renown, nor sacred,

national systems which could be revered by
descendants. Neither have we had social
traditions which might nurture the

possibility of broad development (88).

Conversely, Lavrov rejected the 'decline of the
West' argument advanced by Herzen, forecasting on the
contrary 1ts continued 3evelopment and progress. Lavrov
also aligned himgelf more directly with the Western
socialist tradition, and has been called one of the
most " absolute westernisers " 1n the Populist movement\_J/////
(89). Of course, thi1s does not nec;ssarlly indicate the
uncoupling of Popullét thought from Russia’'s popular
traditions, Rather, the i1gfluence of the latter seems
~o have been submerged 1n Lavrov's thought, as 1s
suggested by his preservation of a quasi-anarchistic
vision of the future society. In adopting this vision
as his own, Lavrov was implicitly linking wup with the
popular 1image of Russia. '

Lavrov's attempt to distance himself from Russian
traditions and to link more closely the fates of Russia
and the West 1s best 1llustrated by his attitude to the
peasant commune. The socialist potential of this
1nstitution hadJPy the 1860s become an article of faith
among the Populists, and Lavrov shared this faith no
less than another., Yet his view of it was quite
different than that of Herzen, for whom 1t justified a

relative 1dealization of stsia‘s past and a conviction

of its unigue socialist destiny, Lavrov does not seem
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to have used this phenomenon to prove Russia's unigque
fitness for socialism ; he more often treated 1t as not'
peculiarly Russian at all. He seems to have preferred
the use of this term 1in its generic, 'universal' sense

(90)., The socialist goal was the 1deal of a European

federation of free obshschiny " , and " the future of
the Slavs as f all mankind consists in this device

science and the obshschina, truth and 1labor, war
against 1dols and monopoly " (91). 1In these cases,
Lavrov uses the term as the Russian equ{valent of the
Frenc&m'commune' or the German 'gemeinde’, rather than
to dxéﬁ%ﬁguxsh Russia from Europe. These terms were
frequent¥§ used 1n Western soclalist literature to
describe the future federated units of society, whether
1n Europe or Russia. Lavrov, 1t seems, used the term to
unite the destinies of Europe and Russia, seeing 1t as
the basic wunit not of 'Russian socialism' but of

socialism tout court (92).

A more direct continuity with Herzen's thought 1s
found 1n Lavrov's views on the state and i1ts role 1n
the future society. Neither Herzen nor Lavrov saw any
meaningful distinction between different state forms;
for both, socialism amounted to a gradualistic
a;archxsm,ln which the role of the state would be
progressively diminished until 1ts complete
elimination.

Lavrov's views on the state were sketched in broad

outline in the Historical Letters, published in Russia
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as a collective edition 1in 1870. This work had a
tremendous impact on the educated youth of the time,
and has been described as the " handbook and bible of
the revolutionary youth of the seventies " (93). The

Historical Letters were instrumental 1in inciting the

sudden exodus of nearly 3,000 students 1n the summer of
1874 to the countryside to teach a new religion of
brotherhood and socialism to the peasant masses (94).
The " To the People " campaign was perhaps the apogee
of Populist activity, and Lavrov's role :i1n 1nstigating
it entitles him to a central place 1n the movement's
history.

The dominant theme of the Historical Letters 1s

the concept of progress and 1ts unavoidable costs.
Lavrov defines progress as " the physical,
intellectual, and moral development of the individual ;
the 1ncorporation of *truth and justice 1n social
institutions " (95). Hitherto, the benefits of such
progress had fallen only to a privileged minority,
whose ascent to civilization had been made at the cost
of the to1l and suffering of the majority. Lavrov's
central message 1§ that progress thus entai1ls a
corresponding 'debt' to the people, which must be
repayed by extending to them the Dbenefits of
civilization (96). Lavrov did not expect all o{ the
privileged elements to respond to this moral
imperative. He directed his remarks to the minority of

'critically-thinking individuals', and urged them to
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link their efforts with those of the masses and work
toward the material transformation of the social order.
This was an implicit call to revolution.

Lavrov's call also entailed a certain conception
of the society which would follow the revolution.
Central to this was Lavrov's letter on " The State "
In 1t, Lavrov, depicted the institution of the state as
intrinsically an instrument of compulsion and
inequality, and linked the progress of mankind to the
necessary reduction of 1ts role in social l:ife.

He begins with the observation that the principle

of state has been subjected to a " false 1dealization

n

which must be corrected by penetrating to the natural
basis of the state in 1ts simplest form " (97). This
basis Lavrov locates in the principles of 'compulsion'
and ‘'confract' (98). The state primordially is an
instrument for the enforcement of the will of a
minority, 1.e., 1t 15 a means of compulsion. To this
principle is added, early in the history of the state,
the principle of contract (99). For Lavrov, this means
that " a group of people voluntarily upholds the
obligatory character of certain decisions 1ssuing from
a person, an 1institution, or an elected council - an
obligatory character which extends to others who have
not joined this union wvoluntarily " (100). But the
state contract still embodies an injustice, since the

contract itself 1s concluded by a small number of

people, while the compulsion extends to all (101).
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This injustice contradicts Lavrov's definition of
progress, and thus the state from its very inception is
anti-progressive. " Hence the inescapable conclusion
that political progress has had to consist in the
reduction of the role of the state principle in social
life " (102).

The 1deal state in Lavrov's scheme would be cone in
which all of society would be party to the " coyntract "
vhich 1s binding ‘upon them, Lavrov evckes this
possibility only to underline 1ts impossibility

The reader will see at once that the 1deal

thus derived from the very essence of the

state principle works to negate this same

principle. The state is distinguished from
other social institutions by the fact that

1ts contract 1is adopted by a smaller number

of persons and 1is maintained by them as
bindiig upon a (greater number, The two

sources of state cohesion - the natural
principle of compulsion and the deliberative
principle of contract - come into conflict

because the latter, i1n the name of justice,
strives to diminish the former (103).

That is, the principle of compulsion can be mitigated
only by broadening the state contract to 1include all
those subject to 1ts authority. Yet this cannot be
doney the notion of a just contract 1s illusory, and as
such the 1dea of a just state 1is a contradiction in
terms.

The truly radical implications of Lavrov's
argument are illustrated by his consideration of the
federated states of America, which for many in the
nineteenth century stood as a model of decentralization

and popular self-government, For Lavrov, even this
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system is unjust and unprogressive, since the federated
states are still too large to allow»{;r real popular
participation (104). True socialism would have to go

much further ; Lavrov seems to have 1imagined that the

population would be divided into modestly proportioned/\\
\

communes, which would co- operate in clusters of about
one hundred members (105).

Lavrov sees no contradiction between this form of
organization and the goal of development

Even 1f we were to imagine the world as a

collection of separate, autonomous communes

{obshgchiny) we would have no reason to think

that i1n all the respects mentioned we would

encounter a reduction 1n progress, Slnce

broad economic, scientific, and similar
undertakings could be carried out through
intercommunal associations, expressly formed

for specific purposes (106).

That he did not see any such contradiction here is
explained by the fact that 'progress' for him is
conceived in primarily moral terms. Lavrov mentions
the necessity for economic and scientific undertakings,
but the key aspect of socialism is the 'introduction of
truth and justice in social institutions'. Lavrov did
accept the need for a certain amount of non-capitalist
industry in Russia, but his basic vision was one of a
slowly-developing agrarian nation (107).

Lavrov admits that the ‘'external function' of the
state, i.e. 1its role in the international community of
states, may call for a degree of centralized authority.

His solution to this dilemma seems somewhat

Tocquevillian: the internal and external dimensions of
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state activity must be more rigorously separated, and
the former progressively transferred to the communes.
Yet to this solution 1is added a characteristically
anarchist/utopian twist, since Lavrov goes on to
predict that as progressive notions spread throughout
the i1nternational community, even the latter aspect of

state activity will decline in importance. National

boundaries will lose thear significance, while
temporary alliances will be forged for specific
purposes. In this way, Lavrov allows himself to

forecast a truly stateless world fully congruent with
the 'natural' needs of mankind (108).

Certain 'qualiflcatlons are appended to this
thesi1s, as Lavrov admits the need for a state during a
transitional period following the erection of
progressive social institutions. Like Herzen, Lavrov
stopped short of the Bakuninist call for the i1mmediate
destruction of the state, since it might be needed to
protect the gains of the revolution., But he insists
that 1ts role must be a " negative " one - " that is,
only to overcome the obstacles to the free development
of society posed by existing cultural forms " (109).

This formulation is exceedingly vague, and attests
to Lavrov's own hesgsitations on the matter. He seems to
have sensed that his own aspirations would demand a
certain amount of central direction, yet his almost
instinctive antipathy for the =state prevented his

acceptance of an important role forsit in the future
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society. It appears that he wanted to emphasize that
the state must not be used as a leading agent of social
change, i.e he rejected the Petrine image of Russia.
Progress would occur through the natural filtering-down
from the 1ntelligentsia to the popular elements of the
values of socialism, until the freely-associated
communes became capable of taking full charge of their
common destiny.

Lavrov's 1ntentions 1n this regard are perhaps
clarified by his views on the 'bourgeois' republfcs of
Western Europe. Li1ke Herzen, his assessment of them

was an unfavorable one. In Vpered (110), he wrote

We oppose all present-day centralized
political problems. All political ©parties,
with their more or less liberal

constitutional ideals, all attempts to
replace the centralized and bourgecis empire
with' a centralized and bourgeois republic, to
replace the ex:isting division of (Russia's)
territory with another having other centers
and other laws - all this we consider
inimical in 1ts basic structure and
indifferent in 1ts manifestations (111).

Lavrov expresses a similar view 1in an article
written in 1881 and included in the 1890 edition of the

Historical Letters:

Yes. .. human progress does consist in
introducing freedom and equality into the
social order, in introducing law in the form
of justice 1nto social life. But it 1is not
for the state to do this. The state, by its
very nature, is domination, 1negquality,
constraint of freedom., And with strengthening
and consolidation of the ascendancy of one
class over others, not only is it impossible
to count on a more humane existence for the
subject classes - their material,
intellectual, and moral degeneration must
ever increase. A constitutional state 1is an

138



unrealizable dream (112).

All of this 1s in perfect accord with the views of
Herzen, who refused to the state a positive role in
shaping the life of society, and rejected the option of
bourgeois democracy as an 1llusion based upon a false
1dealization of the state. Like Herzen, Lavrov tended
to fuse European democracy wilth Tsarist despotism,
seeling both as representing the domination of society
by the state. Whatever form the state took, 1t was
inimical with i1ndividual freedom and socialism.

However, Lavrov's «cratique of the state i1ncludes
an economic aspect, which attests to the growing
influence of Marx wupon the Populists at this time.
Marx's works had been known to advanced Russian
intellectuals as early as the 1840s, but his direct
influence developed only later. In 1869, Bakunin made

the first translation of the Communist Manifesto, and

in 1872 a translation of Capital appeared 1n Russia
(113). Lavrov himself expressed a great admiration for
Marx's works. The 1nfluence of Marx 1s apparent in

Lavrov's letter of 1881, where he writeés that states

have
given juridical form to the economic
domination that really existed
beforehand...ls 1t not true that
constitutions, codes, and charters have

everywhere been written by the social groups
in whose hands economic dominion was actually
located? (114)
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Herzen had based his critique of the state upon
moral considerations, primarily its suppression of
individual freedoms. Lavrov concurred, but to this
critique he added the Marxist <critique of the state as
an agent of economic domination, Marx's analysis did
not yet change the Populists' attitude to the state,
but rather buttressed an antipathy for 1t which at the
deepest level was based on moral considerations.

Lavrov did not, however, accept Marx's views on
political organisation, remaining on the Bakuninist

side of Marx on this question. Writes James P. Scanlan

Although he carefully avoided the extremes of
Bakuninist anarchism and recognised the need
to utilise the coercive machinery of the
state in the transitional period to the good
society, he was by no means as far from
anarchism as Marx. He was much more wary of
the state, even as a temporary weapon... Like
Bakunin, Lavrov had a horror of centralized
authority, no matter i1in whose hands it was
vested (115).

Lavrov was only able to sketch in outline his

views on the state in the Historical Letters; however,

1t would seem that later on his views did not change,
but were merely elaborated in gJreater precision and
detai1l. His major work on this subject was an article
published in June, 1876, and called " The State Element
1in the Society of the Future " .F Of this article,
Philip Pomper writes that

1ts thesis amounted to a gradualistic

anarchism, based wupon the gradual growth of

social solidarity, the " state element "
forever diminishing toward zero as the
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socialist order, with its new morality and

new social forms, rendered the old

instruments of coercion obsolete (116).

For both Herzen and Lavrov,the meaning of 'the
state' had been constituted by Russia's political
traditions, which, devoid of any real conception of a
limited or regulated role for the state, had imbued
thi1s concept with the attributes of Tsarist despotism ;
'the state’', whether monarchical or
"bourgecis-democratic', was i1n the end a repressive
force which would have to be eradicated from the
soclalist society of the future. What would replace
the state 1n socialist society would be a bedrock of
values, a commitment to 'scilence' and ratio lism, and
an acceptance of the supremacy of the individual, The
agricultural commune, and small artisanal and
industrial collectives such as the artel, would become
the vehicle for these conceptions. The intelligentsia
would serve as a middle term between Western ideas and
Russia's traditional popular institutions, but Herzen
and Lavrov both hoped (romantically, perbaps) that it
could play this role without resort to compulsion.
Underlying this hope was an immense faith in the powers
of revolution ; the destruction of the Tsarist state
would be an act of spiritual purification, cleansing
the peasantry of 1ts conservative tendencies and
opening it to the new values of socialism. The
religious features of this faith are self-evident. Evep

Lavrov, who was one of the most positivist and
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rationalist of the Populist thigkers, would write on
the eve of the Paris Commune :

The True Mess.ah is born

The all-powerful God-man

He is incorporated in our thought

He is truth, brotherhood, peace,

eternally ! (117)

The same faith in revolution was to be found in
Marx's thought. Marx also offered new and 'scientific’
foundatlons.for tﬁg Populists' <critique of the state
and bourgeois society. He, too, gffered an
eschatological vision of a stateless future. But in
Marx's thought the bedrock of this future would be a
highly-developed, industrial society. Marx had already
1in Lavrov's time enjoyed an influence on the Russian
intelligentsia, but this aspect of his thought had been
largely ignored or rejected. Socn, many m;;bers of the
intelligentsia would begin to incorporate this element
of Marx's thought into their own. Simultaneously, an

ominous note would be sounded for the Populist vision

of the future,.

George Plekhanov and the Eclipse of Russian Populism

(118)

The intellectual development of George Plekhanov
highlights what was perhaps the most significant trend
in Russian radical thought of the late nineteenth

|
century : the gradual eclipse of Populism by Marxism as
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the cherished doctrine of the radical intelligentsia.
After joining the revolutionary movement in the
mid-1870s, at a time when the Populists remained the
leading oppositional force in Russian society,’
Plekhanov soon became one of the principal exponents of
this movement's ideoclogy. But. Plekhanov eventually
rejected Populism, and during the 1880s and 1890s he
became a key figure in promoting the infiltration of
Marxism into the thought of the radical intelligentsaia.
Plekhanov person1§ied the conversion of much of the
intelligentsia to Marxism ; as such, his development
elucidates some of ,the causes as well as the
51gn1fiéaﬁce of this conversion. ] -

Populist thought had by the mid-1870s given rise
to a motléy assortment of often-bickering revolutionary

“

groupings, whose efforts bad in the last analysis
accomplished 1little of significance. The peasantry
seemed indifferent to the intelligentsia's call to
revolution, and more often tﬁan not greeted these
missionaries of socialism with skepticism and distrust.
Popular Russia still expected that its deliverance from
bondage would be the work of a 'true' tsar, an Orthodox
Father, not that of a group of atheistic socialists.
The. movement " To the People " in the summer of 1874
marked a dramatic’ setback for the Populists. Not only
did the peasants not respond to the socialist
pr&baganda, but in many cases they turned its purveyors

in to the local authorities. The Populists were
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abeuptly awakened to the fact that although ’'the
people' might be discontented, and shared some of their
aspirations, there remained much that separated them.
The battle against autocracy, 1t now became clear,
would be rather more difficult than anticipated.

In the wake of these disappointments, some of the
Populists began to see the need to consnlidate thexp
forces, and to tailor their demands more closely to
those of the people. A first attempt to unite the
various currents of Populism was made by the

re-i1ncarnated Zemlya 1 Volya (119} (Land and Liberty).

A programme for this organizat:ion was drawn up 1n 1876,
emphasizing the need to restraict the Populists'
objectives to those which were 1mmediately attainable
and most consonant with the demands of the peasantry
(120). Broadly speaking, these objectives were
threefold : tbg transfer of all the land to those who
tilled 1t, the dissolution of the Russian empire "
according to local desires " , and the
self-administration of the obshschina (121). According
to Franco Venturi, this programme contained " all the

#
elements of Zemlya 1 Volya 1n embryonmic form " (122).

It also i1ndicates that, despite their setbacks, t he
Populists had 1n no way abandoned their ultimate goals.

Plekhanov became a member of Zemlya 1 Volya in
1876, and wholly endorsed 1ts strategy. The
revolutionaries would have to base their demands on

those of the people, while working to raise their
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avareness of the need for a radical solution to their
grievances, This was so because the revolution itself
depended on a mass following ; 1t would be victorious

as a 'social’ revolution, or not at all.

Some members of Zemlya 1 Volya, however, soon

came to embrace a different approach. Thear faith 1in
the Seople had been somewhat shaken by the failure of
their efforts thus far. Moreover, these efforts, they
felt, were stymied at every turn by the absence of
pelrtical 1liberties 11n Russian society. The main
obstacle to an alliance with the peasantry was the
autocracy 1tself. An assault on this target, then, was
a precondition for social revolution, Aé a
consequence, the late 18765 were marked by a wave of
political terrorism, the primary aim of which seems to
have heen tc destabilize the government and force 1t to
grant the ccuntry a constitution, This would free the
intelligeptsia for broader social activity, and at the
same time awaken the masses from their slumber.
Plekhanov was an outspoken opponent o¢f this
"political’ strategy on several grounds. He suspected
the terrorists of harboring Jacobin intentions, and
argued that their actions could only lead to the
replacement of one dictatorship by another. This fear
was based=on Plekhanov's conviction that the revolution
depended on society's readiness for 1t, and could only
realize 1ts aims 1f backed by a mass following, This

was precisely what the terrorists undermined, for they
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diverted the intelligentsia from its work among the
people. Besides, he argued, such actions would only
incite retaliation by the state, and in anyqiase stood
no chance of success : " You cannot establish a house
of parliament at the point of a pistol, " he wrote
{123). Plekhanov even rejected the terrorists’' aims,
finding the aspiration for constitutional government
incompatible with” the anarchist premises of Populism
{124). The proper object:ive was not to establish a new
state, but to eliminate the state as such.

The dispute between 'socral’' and ’'political’
strategles may appear to be a characteristic exercise
in  doctrinal hair-splitting common among marginal
soci1al groups. It 1s on the face of 1t difficult to
understand why a revolutlogary movement would stanAi
opposed in principle to ‘'political' activity. Their
efforts ultimately could not fail to become political,
and 1t seems clear that basic political freedoms would
be an i1nvaluable adjunct to 'social' activity. But ;t
was taken very seriously by the participants, and must
be understood 1n relation to the 1deological heritage
of the movement. A central element of this heritage
was an aversion to the state, and not simply the
autocratic s*tate. ‘Political' actions directed toward
the establishment of a pew state, constitutional or
not, temporary<or not, would quite naturally be seen by
crthodox Populists as half-measures or, even worse,

outright heresy,
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The fissure in Zemlya i Volya 's ranks persisted,
however, and wultimately led to a split of the

organization into two rival groupings, Cherny: Peredel

{(Black Repartition) and Narodnaya Volya (People's

Will), 1n 1879. Plekhanov's intransigence vis-a-vis the
terrorists helped to precipitate this split, and he

became a leader of Cherny: Peredel, the spokesman for

'orthodox' Populism and 'social' agitation.

Cherny1 Peredel called for a return to the

1deological roots of Populism, and i1n particular to 1its
Bakuninist sources (125). Memories of Stenka Razin and
Pugachev, and ot the long tradition of peasant
antagonism to the state, must be rekindled, 1n order to
drive home the 501nt that it was there that the

socialists’ greatest strengths and opportunities lay.

n

In the first number of Cherny1 Peredel " (the

organization's  publication), Plekhanov took this
pedagogical task upon himself:

According to us, the 1nner history of Russia
consists only of the long tragedy-filled
tales of the struggle to the death betweer
two forms of collective life which are
diametrically opposed : the obshschina which
springs from the people and the form which is
at the same time statist and individualist.
This struggle becomes bloody and violent like
a storm vwvhen the masses are 1n movement
during the revolts of Razin and Pugachev.
And it has never stopped for one moment,
though taking on varying forms (126).

This passage brings to mind Herzen's account of
Russian history : it had pitted the egalitarian and

collectivist obshschina against the oppressive state,
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and would culminate 1in the victory of the small,
self-governing communities and the eradication of the
state., But Plekhanov even here distinguishes himself as
a Populist with a difference. He does not display the
same concern for i1ndividual liberties that 1s at the
very core of the writings of Herzen and Lavrov, Like
Plekhanov, Herzen had ident:ified at least the Petrine
state as an agent of 1ndividualism, but for him this

was a cause for mitigated praise. The same 1s not true

with Plekhanov ; he evokes this notion only to contrast
the obshschina with the state, and presumably feels

that 1t must remain foreign to the commune.

This difference is bound up with another, much
more fundamental, one. As we have seen, the basig
argument for socialism was presented by both Herzen and
Lavrov 1n moral terms ; socialism must be established

not because history dictates so, but only because 1t is

right and just, Socialism i1tself is conceived 1n
primarily moral terms ; 1t is the freedom of all men,
1individually and collectively, to realize their
potential.

With Plekhanov the moral argument recedes 1nto the
background, and socialism becomes the inevitable result
of an historical (and primarily economic) process. In
an article written 1n 1879, and entitled " The Law of

the Economic Development of Society and the Problemslof

~

fix upon

Socialism in Russia”™ , Plekhanov sought to
<
an unshakable foundation the program that the populists
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generally wupheld "o(127), by demonstrating the
historical {nevitability of their vis}on. The
foundation he looked to was the theory of historical
materialism of Karl Marx. " Let us see, " he wrote, "
what the teaching of Karl Marx obligates wus...in view
of the necessity of establishing the points of
departure ©0f our program " (128).

Plekhanov concurred with Marx in 1dentifying the ©
economic history of society " (129) as the determining
factor in its development. But did this not commit him
to an acceptance of the thesis that socialism could
emerge only as a natural product of capitalism? Not at
all, he argued. Marx's theory in fact supported the
hope of a different destiny for Russia, since its
materi1al conditions differed markedly from those of the
West. The basic material fact of Russian social life
was the myriad peasant communes, a phenomenon which had
«di1sappeared in the West. The survival of the commune
meant the preservation of a collectivist bias among the
people, while the tradition of opposititn to the state
that 1t engendered illustrated the people's aspiration
for freedom from central authority. Thus, the Populist
hope for a " free federation of free (self- governing)
communes " (130) was rendered secure. At this stage,
Plekhanov's outlook was " Marxian-materialist in form,
Bakuninist- populist in content " (131), He still

anticipated the attainment of socialism by a mass

peasant revolution and without the necessity of passing
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through a capitalist stage of development (132).
Plekhanov also set himself apart from earlier
Populist writers by the emphasis he placed on the role
of the industrial working class i1 the revolution.
Already in February of 1879, he could write that

Our large 1ndustrial centers qroup together
tens and sometimes even hundreds of thousands
of workers. In the great majority of cases
these men are the same peasants as those in
the villages... The agricultural problem, the
question of the self- administration of the
obshschina, land and liberty : all these are
just as close to the heart of the workers as
of the peasants. In a word, it 1is not a

guestion of masses cut off from the
countryside but part of the countryside.
Therr cause 15 the same ; their struggle can

and must be the same, And besides, the towns
collect the very flower of the wvillage
population, younger, more enterprising...
there they are kept far removed from the
influence of the more conservative and timid
elements of the peasant family... Thanks to

this they will constitute a precious ally for

the peasants when the social revolution

breaks out (133).

This passage illustrates Plekhanov's ambivalent
feelings about the peasantry even during his Populist
period. On the one hand, he re-affirms the <c¢lassic
Populist aims, and emphasizes only that the workers
share these aims because they are still really
peasants, having left the villages only recently.
Then, he goes on to argue that the workers are 1n fact
the " flower " of the peasantry, because they are free

of the " conservative influences of peasant life -
that 1is, because they are not quite peasants. The
resulting argument 1s a strange one : the workers are

allies of the peasantry because they are still really
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peasants, and they are all the more valuable as allies
because they are not really peasants. One way or
another, this tension would have to be resolved.

The attention Plekhanov devotes to the working
class also signals the most important development 1n
Russian society 1n the second half of the nineteenth
d@%tury :  industrialization. In this period Russia
underwent a process of 1i1ndustrialization on a very
large scale and mainly under the tutelage of the state.
Concentrating large numbers of workers 1n a few urban
areas, often 1n appalling conditions which might easily
stimulate unrest, this development could not go
unnot iced by the revolutionaries. Given their relative
lack of success 1n mobilizing the peasantry, the
intelligentsia would naturally be drawn to the working
class as a potential base of support.

The twenty years following the Emancipation Act of
1861 were Dbasicilly a period of preparation for the
real i1ndustrialization drive which would begin in the
mi1d-1880s (134). The Russian state at first remained
fearful of 1ndustrialization, seeing the disruptive
effects 1t had had on Western European social 1l:fe,
Nor did the Emancipation of i1tself initiate a period of
economic growth. The Emancipation settlements i1mposed
heavy redemption payments on the peasantry, and made
the mir the 1interim proprietor of the peasants' share
of land until their dues wvere paid off (135). The

government feared the prospect  of social unrest, and
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st1ll saw the obshschina as a bulwark of conservatism,
In tying the peasantry to the commune, the Emancipation
Act retarded the formation of an urban labor force, and
perpetuated inefficient methods of farming which
limited economic growth (136).

At the same time, the autocracy realized that
economic strength was essential to Dbolstering 1ts
external position, and already 1n the 1860s the
government 1nitiated a program of railroad building to
facilitate the access of agracultural produce to
foreign markets (137). The emerging network ?f
railroads would provide the foundation for Russia's
subsequent 1ndustrialization draive. Moreover, the

Emancipation does seem at least to have created the

framework for 1ndustrialization, and has been termed by

n ”

one scholar an essential prerequisite for 1t (138).
In obligating the peasants to redeem their land by cash
payments, 1t encouraged their 1integration 1nto the
expanding money economy. The peasantry would have to
produce goods for sale on the market in order to
acquire the money necessary to meet their redemption
dues. Slowly, the peasantry was being drawn away from
the natural economy that had been a feature of
traditional agrarian life, and i1nto the money economy
which would be an essential adjunct to Russian
industrialization. 1In addition to the production of

market crops, more and more peasants took up artisanal

production on a small scale (139). Others worked in the
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towns on a seasonal basis, returning to the villages to
sow and harvest their crops (140). Moreover, the
Emancipation did 1lead to the appearance of small
pockets of poor, landless peasants, many of whom would
make the transition tc  industrial employment (141).
Overall, the number of factory workers rose somewhat
during this period ; 1in the fi1fty provinces of European
Russia, their numbers increased from 797,649 1n 1861-70
to 945,597 1n 1871-80 (142).

In other ways also the Erancipation act helped to
create the preconditions for industrialization, The
redemption system redirected the flow of rent
obligations from the landlords to the government, where
they could be more productively used. Most of Russia's
landlords had been heavily 1n debt to the government
prior to 1861, so that the beasants' redemption
payments were often rechannelled to the government and
ended up in state coffers (143). This would provide one
source ¢of capital for the state-led industrialization
drive, Also, the emancipation left the landlords with
the lé$gest share of land allotments ; on the;e large
estates, more grain could be produced for export, and
thus to support economic growth (144).

Industrialization was still at an 1nchoate stage
in 1879, The big break would come during the 1880s,
after the state had finally overcome 1ts hesitations
and began to construct railroads on an unprecedented

scale as the main lever of a rapid industrialization
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policy (145). Yet already the new trends had made
themselves felt, and Plekhanov's attention was drawn to
them. What he saw in 1879 as a potential opportunity
for the Populists, however, actually sounded an ominous
note for their wvision of the future. The Populists
based their hopes on the agricultural class i1n Russaa,
and their aspirations were shaped accordingly. They did
emphasize the need to modernize the countryside, and
all affirmed a commitment to ‘'progress'. But for most,
progress had been conceived i1n moral terms. Neither
Herzen nor Lavrov seems to have anticipated an
industrial revolution 1n Russia ; they pictured rather
a slowly- developing agrarian nation. Already, Russia
was moving 1n a different direction, and soon 1t would
do so at a very rapid pace. As a result, the Populist
vision was bound to seem more and more a thing of the
past. It was primarily as a result of this development
that the Populist ideal, and Plekhanov's own faith in

1t, would be undermined.

Within 2emlya 1 Volya, the tide had shifted in

favor of Narodnaya Volya and the terrorist campaign.

Disappointed at the paucity of results of the

n

Populists' vork among the people "y, the
intelligentsia would naturally look for different
strategies, and the dramatic acts of the terrorists,
vhatever their wultimate results, were sure to attract

attention. Chernyi Peredel, on the other hand, was a

still-born organisation, limited to repeating the
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time-worn slogans of Populism, and with no real
successes to its credit.

The failure of Chernyi Peredel 's efforts was

surely disheartening for Plekhanov. Yet he would not
countenance the terrorist alternative. It seemed to him
to be based upon theoretical confusion ; within the
system he had erected on the basis of Marx's theory of
historical materialism, 1t was a hopeless attempt to
force the laws of hxstory{ Plekhanov's very scientism
now left him with ro place to turn. Could 1t be that
history 1tself was militating against the Populists?
Plekhanov was not teady to accept this verdict. Yet his
own analysis of éurrent trends was not encouraging. In
the age-old tradition of peasant oppposition to the
state, 1t was the peasants who had been worsted :

Until now the victory af the State has been
complete, It has enclosed the people within
the iron circle of its organization, By
making use of its prerogatives, it has been
able to stifle not only all risings of the
people, both large and small, but every
manifestation of its life and thought. It
has put its heavy hands on the Cossacks ; it
has maimed the obshschina. It has made the
people pay for what has always been its own,
i.e. the land, and has demanded a fee which:
15 even greater than the price of the fields.
Labour as a whole is dominated by the state.
The land hunger that it has created by
sei1zing the people's property has given rise
to that crowd of manual workers artificially
snatched from their houses and fields, which
constitutes the labor in our factories and
workshops. It imposes heavy taxes and thus
compels _the peasant to submit to economic
exploitatidn. It supports the kulaks and the
capitalism of the extortioners in the
villages, thus undermining the forms of the
people's life in those very places which are
dangerous to it (146)..

o
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Plekhanov now clung toc a belief system which his
own analysis undermined. ' Conservative elements
intrinsic to the wvillage sapped the  peasants’
revolutionary fervor, agricultural technigues as they
existed discouraged collective exploitation of the
fields (147), and the state was now undermining the

obshschina 's very existence. Refusing to relinguish

"

the commitment to a soclal ™ revolution to which his
analysis had led him, Plekhanov would be forced to

reject Populism 1n toto. His own Populist orthodoxy

would lead him to Marxism.

Plekhanov's faith was dealt another blow with the
appearance 1n 1880 of a major study of the obskhschina,
Orlov’'s " Communal Property in the Moscow District-"
Based wupon extensive empirical research uncommon at
that time, Orlov's study not only did not attest to the
v;ta11ty of the obshgéhlna but <claimed that 1t was
undergoing a steady process of disintegration owing to
causes 1nternal to 1t, 1n particular to clashes between
richer and poorer peasants (148). Plekhanov and the
Populists had always mzintained that any weaknesses of
the commune were caused by external factors, especially
the interference of the state. Now, Plekhanov was
presented with 'scientific' evidence which radically
contradicted his interpretation of Russia's social
conditions,

Shortly thereafter, Plekhanov left for the West,

hoping to find theré the materials to pull together the
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fragments of his system. Instead, he would be led over
the next two years to reject almost every tenet of
Populism. One by one, they fell under the onslaught of
Marxist theory. Later, he would write : " the more we
became acguainted with the theories c¢f scientific
socialism, the more doubtful became our populism to us
from the side of both theory and practice " (149). By
1883, Plekhanov would re-emerge 1n a new guise, that of

the 'prophet of Russian Marxism'.

L] L]

. In his articles for Chernyi Peredel .

published in the West following its’® leaders’

emigration there, Plekhanov gradually distanced himself

from the ‘truths’ of Populism. In September, 1880, he
[ 4
evoked the possibility~of a constitutional order and

capitclist development as the first stage of. the
revolution (150), He still attempted to accomodate

u

this scenario to Chernyi Peredel 's program, though ;

let the bourgeoisie fight for political freedom, he
said, while the socialists should concentrate on "
economic agitation " (151), on propagating the idea of
" the transfer into the hands of the laborers of the
means and products of labor " (152). Plekhanov had not
vet relinquished his hope for an immediate transition
to socialism. He accepted the prospect gf a bourgeois
regime, but seemed to envision the presentation’ of the

socialist program to the hourgecisie at the very moment

-

//\/_of its accesston to power (153).

This uneasy comprofiise would eventually be

157

k)



resolved in favor of a scenario 1dentical with that
charted by Marx for Western Europe. In Plekhanov's
article for the third i1ssue of }’Cherny1 Peredel " 1n
January, 1881, he stated unequivocally that Russia's
next soci10- economic formation woﬁf; be capitalist and
1ts political regime bourgeois-constitutional. But he
now relinguished his earlier distinction between
'social’ and ‘'political' tasks, arquing instead for a
fusion of the two 1n revolutionary activaty (15%).
Plekhanov's study of Marxism had led him to the
conclusion that only by way of political action could
the revolutionaries' social aims be achieved (155).
Plekhanov directed the socialists to organize the
working class as an 1ndependent forLe in society,
fighting alongside the bourgecisie insofar as it served
the battle ag;inst autocracy, and subsequently
pressuring the bourgeois regime to provide the rights
and liberties necessary to consolidate the forces of
socialism. This strategy, 1ncidentally, parallelled

not only that suggested by Marx for West European
>

socialists, but also that of the Narodovoltsy within

-

RQSSla. Indeed, Plekhanov supported attempts to
re-unite the forces of Populism 1n the early 1880s. But
he remained opposed to the exclusive emphasis on
terrorism, and ultimately the attempt to reconcile the
two factions failed. This mattered little, though, for
Plekhanov was already moving in a different direction.

In 1883, Plekhanov wrote his first lengthy Marxist
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article, entitled " Socialism and Political Struggle

; Our Differences " followed a little over a year
later. In these articles, he set out 1n full clarity
the synthesis of social and political struggle which he
had sketched 1n outline 1n his writings for " Cherny:
Peredel " . At the same time, he launched an attack on
Populism which would <cortinue for over twenty years ;
only 1f socialism were transferred from 1ts ‘utop:ian’
basis 1n  Populist thought to the "scientafic’
foundation offered by Marx could the battle for freedom
be successful.

Plekhanov directed his fire on the cornerstone of
the Populist credo : the obshschina. After suffering
through his own doubts about the vitality of this
institution, Plekhanov gould at last abandon any
lingering devotion to 1t. All of his doubts had been
justified ; the obshschina was disintegrating, while

L]

capitalism can become, and... 1s becoming, the
exclusive master 1n Russia " (156).

The Emancipation had in his view been the turning
point 1n this process, The natural economy of
pre-reform Russia had been undermined by 1t, and the
many speculations, the establishment of banks, and the
construction of railroads which followed paved the way
for a tremendous expansion of exchange (157). The
conditions were being created for a money economy,

which, as Marx had shown, was the cornerstone of

capitalism. The redemption payments, Plekhanov argued,
%
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and the peasants' resulting need for cash, forced them
to concentrate on tae production of one or a few goods
which could be s0ld for money, and conversely to
purchase goods which they had formerly bought for
themselves. Thus, " the emancipation sealed t;e doom of
self-sufficient, natural economy, which retreated
before the advance of commodity-producing, money-based
economy " (158).

The assimilation of the peasantry to a money
economy 1naugurated an 1nevitable process of decay of
the obshschina. <Capitalism would 1nsinuate 1tself into
village li1fe, and transform the collectivist peasant
world i1nto a competitive jungle, with the same class
divisions and exploitative relationships that obtained

in the 1ndustrial sector. At a certain stage 1in 1ts
development, commodity production will lead to the
exploitation of the producer, will give birth to the
capitalist employer and the proletarian worker " (159).
Production for the market meant a gradual
differentiation 1n the status of the peasantry ; some
would prove unable to meet the challenge of the market,
while others would rise to the status of capitalist-
entrepreneurs. The first would be unable to maintain
their land, and would sink to the status of
proletarians, working as the employees of more
succesful peasants or leaving the village entirely for

the cities, 1In this way, the obshschina would break up

in favor of i1ndependent, capitalist production. Hoping
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for its continued vitality, Plekhanov wrote in " Our
Differences ™ (1885), was like hoping " for a long life
and further development for a fish that has been landed
on the bank " (160).

Thus, the Populist vision of a free association of

communes became a form of econom*c romanticism which

could only hamper the socialist cause. The

revolutionaries would have to resign themselves to an
extensive 'per1od of capitalist develcopment and
bourgeoi1s rulership. There would be no shortcuts to
soci1alism. The i1ntelligentsia must overcome 1ts horror
of capitalism, and accept 1t as an essential prelude to
socialism. Rural Russia was quickly moving along this
path, while with respect to industry capitalism had
already 1implanted 1tself as the dominant mode of
production (1€6l). The revolutionaries must accept this
verdict of history, and learn to organize their efforts

L]

on the basis of capitalism we suffer not only from
the development of capitalism but from the scarcity of
that development " (162).

A natural concomitant of this new scenario was the
championing of the 1ndustrial proletariat as the agent
of socialist revolution. Plekhanov still admitted the
possibility of some role for the peasantry 1in the
distant future (163), L But the hope for a mass peasant
uprising was a utopian fantasy, for this class was at

bottom a reactionary force. Some years later, he wrote

" The proletarian and the muzhik are real political
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antipodes... The historical role of the proletariat is
as revolutionary as that of the muzhik is
conservative... " (164)

Plekhanov's about-face was complete. In his attack
upon the Populist heritagel not a stone was left
unturned. Not socialism but capitalism was the next
stage of Russia's history. Not the peasantry but the
proletariat would be the seed-bed of revolution. Not
"social’ but a synthesis of 'social' and 'political’
struggle was the proper revolutionary strategy. Not a
stateless utopia, but a 'bourgeois' refjime lay 1in the
immediate future. OQOverall, Russia's destiny, far from
unique, would be 1dentical with that 'of the West.

We wi1ll not follow the subsequent csurse of
Plekhanov's development. The principles he enunciated
between 1880 and 1885, first hesitantly and then
forthrightly, remained basically unchanged throughout
the rest of his 1life. They were, rather, clarified
over the course of battles Plekhanov waged, first with
the Populists, then with the ‘revisionists' and
"economists', and, eventually, with the Bolsheviks.
Already by 1885 Plekhanov had la:id the foundation for
the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party (RSDLP). In
the i1nternecine struggle which followed the split of
the RSDLP 1n 1903, Plekhanov's system was adopted as
the policy of the Mensheviks, who upheld its validity
through the Revolution of 1917.

Plekhanov's significance in the history of Russian
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Marxism is thus clear. But we are concerned
specifically with the significance of the transition to
Marxism for the Populist ideal of the future society.
As we shall see, the consequences of this shift were
not unambiguous ; Marxism and the changed conditions of
Russian society had 1in the eyes of much of the
intelligentsia exposed Populism as based upon a myth,
and yet as a myth the Populist vision remained a
touchstone of self-identification for the
intelligentsia throughout the pre-revolutionary peraiod.

The 1ntelligentsia's conversion to Marxism was by
no means complete. Populism as a soci1al movement had
effectively collapsed with the assassination of Tsar
Alexander II in 1881 and the 1i1ntense government
repression which followed it, but it was again revived
with the formation of the Social-Revolutionary Party at
the turn of the century. This party embraced many of
the traditional objectives of Populism, and played a
key role in the Revolution of 1917. Moreover, the
Populist ideology was defended against the attacks of
Marxists during the 1880s and 1890s, as many refused fto
accept Plekhanov's prediction of a capitalist ana
bourgeoi1s future for Russia. Plekhanov himself,
moreover, remained 1solated within the intellligentsia
for at least a decade after his conversion,

But within the 1intelligentsia the tide would
gradually shift in favor of the Marxist vision of the

future, and we must ask why this occurred. What were
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the general conditions which militated 1in favor of the
abandonment of Populism and 1ts replacement by Marxism?

First among these is the fact that the Populist
movement of the 1870s had been essentially a failure.
Notwithstanding the 1intelligentsia's faith in the
peasantry, the call to revolution was generally met
with 1ndifference 1f not outright nostility. This 1s
not to say that the peasantry was quiescent at this
time. But the 1nability of the 1ntelligentsia to
harness the peasants’ discontent to 1ts own objectives
must have been doubly disappointing., The peasants were
indeed unhappy, but they d1d not seem to share the
Populists' commitment to revolution. They wanted land,
freedom from noble and state 1interference, and a 'good
tsar'. But this they did not eguate with revolution.

These frustrating results must have provokeq some
Populists to question their ideals. If the peasants
had been unresponsive to their propaganda, could it be
that their faith 1n them had been misquided? This
qguestion became all the mecre pertinent as another
force, the 1ndustrial working class, made 1ts
appearance on the Russian stage. Clustered 1n large
numbers 1n a few urban centers, every bit as
discontented as the peasantry, and in c¢lose proximity
to the largely urban-based 1intelligentsia, the workers
offered tremendously fertile terrain for socialist
activity.

The appearance of the working class, moreover,
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reflected the changes that were taking place 1n Russian
society. Industrialization had by the mid-1880s begun
EP take place on a massive scale, and promised to
radically transform the nature of the country. Tue
overall extent of industrialization during the Tsarist
period should not be exaggerated. One source has

described 1t as on tie whole a picture 1n slow
motion... a development 1n which elements of continuity
were very strong and all- pervading " (165). Although
by 1913 Russia would become the fourth- largest
industrial nation 1n Europe, " the structure of
soclety, of the labour force, and of the GNP remained
characteristic of a pre-industraal or at best a
semi-industrial economy " (165). The majority of the
population remained " i1n the vast i1ntermediate zone of
economic activity, with a very low degree of economic
spectalisation, devoting varying parts of time and
resources to subsistence activities and to cash earning
activities " (167). Much of Russia's economic growth
during this period had been non- 1ndustrial ; this form
~f employment actually grew faster than i1ndustraal
forms, and within 'fhe latter category artisan forms
grew faster than factory employment (168).

What this suggests i1s that Russia's economy was 1n
a transitional state ; but of 1ts ultimate direction
there could be 1little qoubt. The trend of Russia's
economy was toward industry. The total number of

industrial workers rose from 1,860,000 in 1860 to
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6,100,000 in 1913 (by a factor of 3.67). 1In the fifty
provinces of European Russia, the number of factory
workers rose frem 945,597 in 1871-80 to 1,160,771 1n
1881-90, and again to 1,637,595 1n 1891-1900 (169). In
metal-working and machine construction, between 1866
and 1897 the number of firms i1ncreased by a factor of
si1x, the value of output by a factor of twenty, and the
labohr force by a factor of ten (170). The number of
workers i1n mining and metallurgy doubled between 1865
and 1887 alone, from 200,000 to 400,000 (171).
Overall, the average annual rate of 1industrial growth
during the 1B90s was around 8%, and between 1905 and
1913 1t was approximately 6% (172).

Although by 1913 the agricultural sector would
sti1ll account for the great majority of the working
population and national income, the greatest
opportunities for economic strength lay 1n the
industrial sector. In 1913, the factory labor force
accounted for only 5% of the active population
(compared with 66% in agriculture), but 1t provided
20-25% of the national income icompared with 45-55% for
agriculture) (173). Thus, the productivity gains from
the transition to industry had proved to be
considerable, and indicated where Russia's strength in
the future would lie.

Most of this, moreover, was taking place under the
tutelage of the state. The strategic factor in’

initiating the great industrial wupswing of the 1880s
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was the changed attitude of the state to
industrialization. 1t now became an accepted, 1n fact
the central, goal (174)., The scarcity of ‘capital 1in
Russia was such that no banking system could have
attracted the funds necessary to fuel 1industr:al
development, while the low standards of business
honesty and the general skepticism of the public meant
that the banks could not even attract the small capital
funds that were available (175). Only the state could

lead the process of i1ndustrialization. The supply of

capital regquired the compulsive machinery of
government, which, through 1ts policies of taxation,
managed to direct 1ncomes from consumption to

investment (176), while working to attract the foreign
capital necessary to make up for Russia's shortcomings.
The state also helped to determine the pattern of
industrial development. It was 1nterested mainly 1in
heavy 1ndustry, and on a massive scale ; 1t supported
primarily large-scale enterprises as well as
amalgamations or co-ordinated policies among i1ndustrial
firms (177). Although, as mentioned, small i1ndustraial
productiorn of the artisan form accounted for an
important part of Russia's economic growth in this
period, the foundations of 1ts i1ndustrial economy were
being established quite differently.

It is clear that, at least at the time of the
writings we have considered, "Plekhanov had exaggerated

the effects of the Emancipation on the rural economy.
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The Act in some ways strengthened the obshschina, and
initiated no flood of peasants to the <cities nor a
class war within the village, But the economic changes
after 1861, and especially after the 1880s, did not
leave the countryside untouched. The number of rural
wage-earners 1ncreased dramatically between 1860 and
1913, rising from 3,960,000 (1ndex=100) 1i1n 1860 to
9,156,620 (index=231) 1n 1897,to 10,375,080 (1ndex=262)
1n 1900, and to 17,815,000 (index=450) in 1913 (178).
The peasants were 1ndeed being drawn 1nto the money
economy. Moreover, a dradual transition of rural
elements to city life was occurring. In St. Petersburg,
1n 1869, 31% of the population was classed as peasants
; by 1BS90 this number had risen to 68% (179). The
integration of these elements to urban life was by no
means complete ; one source notes that probably not
more than one-third of the factory labour force had by
1913 become fully committed to 1ndustrial employment,
in the sense of a full severance from farming and a
corresponding social self-identification (180). But
the ultimate fate of these elements was secure.

The government’'s attitude tc the obshschina would
change only during the twentieth century, by which time
it had lost faith 1n the peasant commune as a bastion
of social stability ; the Stolypin reforms of 1905
sought to create a new base for the regime by
encouraging the development of a sturdy class of

independent farmers, the kulaks. The obshschina was
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perhaps inefficient, but it seems to have remained a4
major source of 1dentification for the peasantry,
especially its poorer elements, throughout the
nineteenth century (181). Alexander Gerschenkron has
argued that, contrary to the arguments of the Marxists,
the obshschina was not 1n a state of general
dxsintegiifjﬁn , and that "even a blow as strong as the
one 1mparted by Sunlypin failed to prove completely
annihilating”™ to 1t (182). But the obshschina was
proving to be a drag on 1ts more enterprising members,
as 1ts land-equalising practices stifled their
self-aggrandising ambitions. (183). Moreover, the
overall 1mportance of the commune, both within the
agricultural sector and with respect to industry, was
declining. It had to begin to seem more and more al
thing of the past.

The 1ntelligentsia, which had always seen itself
as the wvanguard of social change, would have to find
some way of accomodating their worldview to these new
trends. The Populist ideology was ill-equipped to do
so. Its adherents did envision the introduction of
technological innovations 1nto the commune, as well as
a moderate industrial sector based on the collectivist
artels. But industrialization on the scale at which it
was beginning to take place simply did not fit into the
picture. Although the Populists concentrated their
attack on capitalism and bourgeois society, underneath

this was a very real contempt for industrial society as
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such. When they 6€3ced their commitment to progress,
they meant moral progress. As for economics, Herzen,
Lavrov, and most of the Populists foresaw a slowly
developing agrarian-socialist society.

Thus, the Populist. ideal of a free federation of
self-governing communes became increasingly
disconnected from the material processes taking place
1n post-reform Russia. It had to appear more
anachronistic and utopian. It is true that the
intelligentsid had always been defined by its
alienation from Russian 'reality’, but its
raison-d'etre was also ,to realize its tdeas in
practice., For the Populists, the new trends meant that
their very 1identity rested on a mistake, a distB}ted
conception of reality.

Several responses to this crisis were possible.
One could reject the veracity of the new trends,
depreciate their significance and re-affirm the
attainability of the Populist ideal ; Russian
conditions were sufficiently transitional to make this
a reasonable option, Or, one might reject ‘'reality'
itself, an? console oneself with romantic or religious
fantasies ; the religious features of Populism made
this a relatively logical transition, and ;ndeed at the
end of the nineteenth century many made it (184). A
third response, that of Plekhanov, was to look for

another system of thought which would explain the new

reality and still provide a foundation for one's
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revolutionary aspirations,

Marxism was an ideal choice as this new system of

‘nought. For, on the one hand, it was 'scientific’', a

purely rational foundation~® which would be highly
attractive given the intelligentsia's widespread

commitment to 'science'.This feature was of great

importance i1n accounting for Plekhanov's conversion ;

other Russian radicals would be attracted by 1t as well

¢

I found it exactly what I needed at the time,
a philosophy of method that gave continuity
and logic to the processes of history and
that endowed my own ethical aspirations, as
well as the revolutionary movement, with the
force and dignity of a historical imperative.
In Marx's materialist conception of history,
1 found a 1light which illuminated every
corner of my intellectual life (185).

Marxism gave an account of history which made
industrialization not only coppatible with but
3

nacessary for the attainment of” the socialist paradise.

.

What had been the death-knell of the Populist ideal now

-
became for new generations of radicals a tremendous

opportunity, if only they could adjust thexr
perspective to 1t. The stateless utopia was still 1in
the offing ; only the path leading (i it had changed.

In Plekhanov's formulation of Mag;ism, however,
this path would be a long and painful one. Socialism
would emerge naturally out of a process of capitalist
industrialization, which would divide both city and
countryside into opposing factions of proletarians and

property-owners, until finally the conditions were
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created for a class war which would result 1n
socialism. The intelligentsia was assigned a key role
1n this process. It must organize the working class as
an 1ndependent force 1n society, fighting alongside the
bourgecisie 1n the battle against autocracy, and
subsequently pressuring the bourgeois regime-for the
rights and libertaies necessary to protect 1ts
interests. The 1intelligentsia must raise the workers'
consciousness of the irreconcilability of their
interests with those of the bourgeoisie, and convince
them of the need for a radical, socialist solution to
their grievances.

Plekhanov never relinguished this two-stage theory
of revolution. One could not, after all, skip an
entire historical era. He did, hoggVer, waver somewhat
on the chronology of the revoluéion(s). His theory
implied a lengthy period of capitalist development and
bourgeois rulership. But Plekhanob at times expressed
the hope that this period might be shortened, so that "
our capitalism will fade away before 1t has had time to
blossom completely " (186). This hope was based on two
factors. First, 1f a proletarian revolution broke out
1n)the West, the pace of social change 1n Russia might
be hastened, and the period of bourgeois domination
shortened (though not eliminated). Second, the
relative weakness .of the Russ:ian bourgeoilsie meant that
the balance of forces might tilt more rapidly :n favor

of the working <class (187). But this, of course,
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depended on the intelligentsia‘'s success in raising the
class consciousness of the workers.

Still, on the whole the future projected by
Plekhanov was a prosaic one. The libertarian paradise
of the Populists receded i1nto the past, while that of
Marx was pushed far i1nto the future. In the meantime,
the revolutionaries would have to rest their hopes on a
bourgeois-constitutional regime, the scorn of
generations of Russian radicals. Plekhanov and his
associates, after experiencing the setbacks of the
1870s, might be heartened by the knowledge that thear
cause would be triumphant 1n the end, and that in the
meantime there was much important work to he done. And
for other, younger radicals as well, the security
provided by the Marxist scenario could be comforting.
But 1t did mean a revision of their expectations for
the i1mmediate future. And this would be difficult to
accept, especially o' times of unrest, when the
revolution seemed imminert, and the revolutionaries'
impatience for the earthly utopia asserted itself,

Curi1ous though 1t may seem, Plekhanov's new
attitude to the state brought him, within the spectrum
of Russian political thought, to occupy a position
which was functionally similar to that of supporters of
the liberal proto-tradition., Of course, Plekhanov and
his supporters would have categorically rejected any
such comparison, Yet his advocacy of a limited role

for a 'bourgecis' state in the period following the
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defeat of Tsarism pitted Plekhanov, along with the
liberals, somewhere between the two traditional imaqges
of the state. Plekhanov's deviation from Russia's
political traditions was related to the failure of the
Populist movement and the process of industrialization
in Russia. The Populists' failure meant alsoc the
breakdown of a tradition of guasi-anarchistic
opposition to 'the state', and created the conditions
for the formulation of a modified stance toward this
institution. Moreover, industrialization posed a
challenge which encouraged among some of the radicals
an acceptance of at least a limited or temporary role
for the state 1n the future society. Plekhanov himself
was influenced by both of these factors. And yet, as
we shall see, 1t was precisely his deviation from
Russia's political traditions that came to constitute a

central weakness 1n Plekhanov's scheme.

Lenin and the Stateless Ideal

1t Plekhanov had helpeq to undermine the
Populists' ideal, this did not mean that elements of
their ideofbgical heritage did not remain of importance
to the intelligentsia. Generations of radicals had

been raised on tales of the horrors of capitalism and

the hypocrisy of bourgeois-constitutional government,
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Thegf might now relinguish their faith in the future of
the obshschina, but the alternative future painted by
Plekhanov would be more difficult to countenance. The
intelligentsia’s traditional faith that the stateless
utopia could be erected on the morrow of the revolution
would only with great difficulty be replaced by the
project of joining the battle against autocracy and
then leaving power to the bourgeoisie, to return to the
status of loyal opponents for the duration of the
capltalist era. JJBut Plekhanov's system, and his own
disposition, would allow no truck with these
sentiments. The radicals would have to be weaned from
their utopian fantasies, and set on the secure path of

science.

S

In this, Plekhgnov was certainly being faithful to
at least one element of Marx's thought. Marxism
claimed to be the general science of social life, and
Marx himself was scornful of early generations of
Western 'utoplan' socialists. Yet his system also
embodied a utopian element, and its origins lay in
certain moral considerations of freedom and the
fulfillment of man's genuine nature. This element of
Marx's thought is evident in his depiction of the
horrors of Western capitalism ; it might be a necessary
stage of social development, but Marx never hid his
disdain for it nor for its main agent, the bourgeoisie.
The utopian element of Marx's thought is eQually

apparent in his eschatological vision of a bountiful,
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stateless paradise which would follow the proletarian
dictatorship, when the ‘'administration of men' w1ll
give way to the 'administration of things'.

This element fit uneasily into Plekhanov's version
of Marxism, Capitalism was necessary, and socialists
would have to welcome it : " we suffer not only from
the development of capitalism, but from the scarcity of

that development " (188). The emphasis here is shifted

from what 1s ultimately desirable to what 18
immediately necessary ; or rather, the desirable must
flow out of the necessary. Similarly, Marx's

eschatological vision disappears almost entirely from
view ; 1t is only the last step of an exceedingly long
climb. Not only a state, but a bourgeo1s state must be
accepted for the 1mmediate future. Plekhanov's need to
set his hopes upon a secure, 'scientific' foundation,
already apparent in his Populist writings, must have
become all the more 1ntense after the destruction of
his earlier beliefs ; neve; again could such a painful
error be allowed to happen. But this meant necessarily
that the utopian element in Marx's thought had to be
overshadowed.

The utopian element of Marx's thought, on the
other hand, was much more consonant with the Populist
heritage. 1Indeed, much of the Marxist critique of
capitalism had already been integrated into the
Populist writings of the 1860s and 70s, and deployed to

emphasize both the possibility and the necessity for
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Russia to avoid the fate of the West. Moreover,
although Marx himself, 1in his actions within the
Western socialist movement, generally de-emphasized the
stateless utopia in favor of the highly centralized
'dictatorship of the proletariat', the Populists had
been less willing to follow him, opposing centralized
methods and favoring an immediate accession to liberty.

And it 1s no mere coincidence that it was the
utopian element of Marx's thought which triumphed 1n
1917 and helped to carry the Bolsheviks to power. Lenin
eventually rejected Plekhanov's projection of an
extensive period of bourgeois rule, and by 1917 was
advocating “instead an immediate seizure of power by the
forces of socialism. In his strategy and tactics also,
Lenin adapted many elements of the Populist heritage.
Thus, 1f Plekhanov had served as a middle term between
Populism and Marxism, Lenin served as a middle term 1n
the reverse direction, between Marxism and Populism. He
was able, 1n a way tn which Plekhanov and the
Mensheviks were not, to deploy the Populist heritage to
the Bolsheviks' advantage, by manipulating a myth
which, though 1tself wunrealizable, had retained a
considerable command on the sympathies of both the
masses and the intelligentsia.

Lenin served as a middle term between Marxism and
Populism 1n several respects. It has often been
observed that his views on Party organisation owed much

to the conspiratorial tradition of certain Populist
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factions, and that he linked up with an authoritarian
strain in Populist thought represented by such figures
as Nechaev and Tkachev. In assigning an important role
to the peasantry in the revolution, Lenin also adopted
an important element of the Populist program. Moreover,
his agrarian program seems to have been derived from
that of the Social-Revolutionaries, the latter- day
representatives of Populism.

What has perhaps received less attention is that,
in the months immediately prior to the October
Revolution, Lenin also appealed to the anti-statist,
libertarian tradition which had been so central to
Populist thought. It 1is true that Lenin always
emphastzed that the revolution would be followed by a
'revolutionary democratic dictatorsh:p of the
proletariat and peasantry'. Yet this notion was to
remain 1ll-defined and at the same time awe-inspiring.
Lenin never clearly articulated what it would entail ;
indeed, Marcel Liebman, an admirer of Lenin, has

faulted haim for dealing so lightly " with it (189).
But what was perhaps a theoretical lacuna would become
a tremendous strategic advantage. For the imprecision
of the concept allowed for a certain theoretical
'slack' which the all-too-familiar notion of bourgeois
government did not. It even allowed room for an appeal
to the myth of the stateless utopia; and, at the mqﬁent

os revolution, Lenin marshalled this myth in the

Bolsh&uﬁ‘i: favor, and'in doing so helped to ensure
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their vactory.
Of particular interest 1in this connection 1s

Lenin's The State and Revolution (190). Lenin began

writing this work in early 1917 while 1in exile in
Switzerland, and finished it during the summer of that

year after his return to Russia. In it, he set out to

restore the true doctrine of Marx on the state
(191), as well as to elaborate his own vision of the
society which would emerge out of the ashes of
revolution,

Lenin first directed hais fire against the
Mensheviks and other 'bourgeois 1deologlsts'€ who
advocated the erection of a bourgeois-constitutional
State. Such could not be the goal of the
revolutionaries, he arqgued,for the democracy provided
by a bourgeois regime 1s an 1llusion
To decide once every few years which member
of the ruling class 158 to misrepresent the
people i1n parliament is the real essence of
bourgeois parliamentarism, not only in

parliamentary-constitutional monarchies but
also in the most democratic republics (192).

The problem, Lenin arqgued, was not one of perfecting

the state machine but one of smashing and destroying it

" (193). The revolution must not be followed by the
erection of a new state, but to its elimination :
The proletariat needs only a state which is
withering away, i.e a state so constituted

that it begins to wither away 1mmediately,
and cannot but wither away (194).
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In his attack upon bourgeois democracy, his call to
'smash and destroy' the state, and his forecast of its
immediate withering away under socialist rule, Lenin
was merely restating some of the classic arguments of
Populism (not to mention anarchism) . Althouéh he
carefully disting&ished himself from the outlook of his
revolutionary raivals, he clearly deployeq some of their
symbols. But he did so on the basis of appropriate
citations of Marx and Engels, and thus <carefully
avoided the label of revisionism, He was, Lenin
insisted, merely rescuing the 'true doctrine' of Marx
from the distortions of others. This was a formidable
argument, which embodied elements of other ideologies
«ithout straying into self-contradiction.

Its importance should be understood against the
background of events 1n Russia following the February
revolution in 1917, This period seems to have been
marked by a tremendous politicization of the masses,
who were, 1n the words of one scholar, 1n a state of "
permanent mobilization " (185) . A contemporary
observer of these events described them as follows

All Russia... was constantly demonstrating in

those days. The provinces had all become

accustomed to street demonstrations. And in

Petersburg, too, 1in thcse same days, the "

over-forties " and the women were

demonstrating - 1n general, everyone was

demonstrating who wasn't too lazy ! (196)

This popular tumult was diffuse, disorganized,

anarchical. Thée question of a new government was, it

seems, being set aside in favor of demands for direct
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democracy. One source has described the mood of popular
Russia

The question was not one of being better

governed, or of choosing another form of

being governed, but of being self-governing.

Any delegation of power was excoriated, any

authority unbearable. (197)

The popular aspiration for autonomy, so long
suppressed, was now being vented 1n the most extreme
form, Even the revolutionaries seem to have been
somewhat carried away by it. Marcel Liebman argues
that at this time a rapprochement was taking place

"

between Bolsheviks and anarchists members of
Lenin's Party reqularly attended the anarchist meetings
that were organized 1n Petroqiaaqg, responding to
invitations they received from the libertarian groups "
(198).At the upper echelons of the Bolshevik Party,
too, some such i1nteraction seems to have been taking

n

place from June 1917 onwards the Party united with

the Anarchists every time they quarrelled with the
coalition, and concluded agreements with them... ;bout
the administration of local affairs " (199).

The Menshevik and Social-Revolutionary parties had
been compromised by their support for or participation
in the provisional government ; they could only look on
this wunrest with consternation. But the Bolshevik
leadership also evinced some of this sentiment. It
felt threatened by a phenomenon which it could not

control ; having for so long seen themselves as the

vanguard of the revolution, the Bolsheviks were
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uncomfortable with the prospect of taking a back seat
to the masses. One of the party's members remarked that
" we have to play the part of the fire-hose " (200).

It was into this context that the ideas expressed

in The State and Revolution inserted themselves. Lenin

wanted to shake the Party out of 1its slumber, and
convince its members that what they saw as a threat was
actually a great opportunity. The popular aspirations
for direct democracy could be 1incorporated into the
Bolshevik program ; Lenin insisted that they must be
the aspiration of any genuine Marxist. The Bolsheviks
could appeal to these anarchic forces, and ride a wave
of unrest to power. Indeed, this would seem to be what
happened 1n October.

One need not see any 1inevitability in the outcome
of the revolut:ion ; conditions were such that 1t could
have been concluded in any number of ways. But this
should not obscure the fact that several factors were
militating in the Bolsheviks' favor. The tight and
disciplined organisation of the Party was one. Another
was the Bolsheviks' willingness to adopt the most
extreme positions at the behest of the masses. One of
these positions was the demand for the destruction of
the state, and its replacement by some form of
libertarian democracy. Lenin deployed the myth of the
stateless utopia to rally the masses behind his Party
and catapult it to power.

This raises the question of Lenin's convictions at
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the time, Many scholars have found a glaring

contradiction between The State and Revolution and

Lenin's other works, which were marked by a more®
authoritarian tone. Leonard Schapiro asserts that " it
is unlikely that the more utopian parts of ( State and
Revolution ) represented Lenin's convictions " (201).
Marcel Liebman argues on the contrary that Lenin's
views were actually modified during this period, as he
became carried away at the display of popular
'revolutionary consciousness'. The model for direct

democracy depicted in ' The State and Revolution was in

this view both sincerely held and a reflection of the
spectacle already taking place in revolutionary Russia
(202).

A close reading of The State and Revolution,
however, reveals that there exist fewer contradictions
between it and Lenin's other works than might appear on
the surface. For Lenin is careful to follow any
'libertarian’ remarks with reminders _ of their
conditional nature. He distinquishes himself from the

n

anarchist dreams " of dispensing 1mmediately with all

" subordination " , and affirms that " we want the
revolution with human néture as it 1s now, with human
nature that cannot dispense vwith subord%nation,
control, and 'managers' " (203). Moreover, Lenin
rejects the Populist and anarchist ideal of a

decentralized federation of communes. Marx was a

centralist " , he writes, and " Engels oppoéed
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federalism, and defended the 'one and 1indivisible
republic' " (204).

The contradiction between these last remarks and
Lenin's promise of the withering away of the state is
only apparent, for we find that Lenin's eradication of

the state was merely definiticonal. He seems to treat

1t as purgly thdse 'special bodies of armed men' used
to suppress the majority; this state will disappear,
but that 1is not to say that it won't be replaced by
something else

During the transition from capitalism to

communism suppression 1s still necessary ;

but it 1s the suppression of the exploiting

minority by the exploited majority. A special

apparatus, a special machine for suppression,

is still necessary, but this 1is now a

transitory state ; it is no ldnger a state in

the proper sense (205).

Indeed ; the state under socialism 1is still
necessary, but it 1is no longer really a state at all,
The dif ference, it seems, 1is that the majorgxy will now

, .
be doing the suppressing, and that they will play -an

L

active role in the fulfillment of its functions. All
]

members ¢f society will become bureaucrats, and this
will mean that there will be no 'real' bureaucrats
(206). The state will be run 1like a post office, 1its
tésks sé simplified that all may carry them out for a
time, continually exchanging positions on a sAtational
basis (207).

But the <central point 1is that Lenin makes this

scenario dependent upoch a high level of economic
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development

Capitalist <culture has created large-scale
production, factories, railways, the postal
servigi, telephones, etc., and on this basis
the grkat majority of functions of the old "
state power " have become so simplified and
can be reduced to such simple operations of
registration, filing, and checking that they
can be easily performed by every literate
person, and it will be possible to perform
them for " workmen's wages " ...(208)

Lenin knew well that Russia had nothing like this level

~
L4]

of capitalist culture " in 1917. Despite the advances
ofe-the last century, it remained a largely agrarian
nation. Modernization, which had been -made the centraa
objective by the Bolsheviks, would require the
diréction of the " transitory state " on a long-term
basis. Until the majority of the population was fit to
fill its positions, others would have to. do it for
them. The libertarian veneer of this 'transitory' state
would be stripped away, leaving only its'dictatorial
and permanent core,. h

The fate of the stateless ideal was a sorgy one.
Formulated :1nitially as a central goal of the Populist
“movement, it would eventually be undermined by the
changing conditions of Russian society, to become &
myth, with no prospect of realization. The myth ;5uld
live on, but as a p;actical projecg it died with the
original Populist movement in the 1880s. It coptinued
to command the sympathies of muéh " of. the
intelligentsia, however, and in 1§17 it would be
manipulated by other forces with quite different

-
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objectives as a means to acquire power. After the
revolution, the myth of the stateless utopia would have
to be suppressed, sou that the more prosaic tasks of
administratiuon could be carried out. It was possible
to ride a wave of anarchic unrest to power, but
impossible to govern on the basis of it. The myth had
served its purpose, ald would now be eliminated once

v

and for all.



Concluding Remarks h .

s

In the argument presented here, we have employed
the concept of political culture to denote the context
of political action, a context which constitutes the
meaningh of political action. Concentrating on the
ideology of the Populist movement, we have tried to
show how Russia's political tfad&tions set the
conceptual framework within which the intelligentsia's
aspirations were conceived. Speéifiéally, the
Populists' cgciigzjgh of the state as intrinsically an
agent of domination which wduld'fave to be.eradicated
from the socialist society of.'the future, was in our
view a reflection of the exceedingly narrow range of
meanings which the concept of 'the state' had taken on
in Russia's traditional political qulture. ‘

In Muscovite Russia, 'the state’ effectiiny
denoted the Orthodox ruler, This ruler was seen as;a
spiritual father to Mis people, whose function was to

guard the religious traditions of the people and

_ thereby ensure their salvation. Most'imporﬁantly, the

ruler was never expected to play a positive role in
directing the life of society. He was expected only to-
preserve what had always been.  Moreover, the idea of
'the sta;e' as an impersonal, bureaucratic institution
for administering society was’ never accepted, indeed
was inconceivable.

Peter the Great upset these. traditional notions by

introducing a conception of the state as an institution
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.‘based upon éecular foundations, with an absolute. right

v

andﬁﬁﬁty Fo take ‘m hand .and refashion tﬂé life of
socéety for the purposés of progress and deve{ppment.
Peter's project required a huge administrative effort,
and’led to the erection of a massive buréaucracy which
spread its ' tentacles across Russian society, stamping
out local ;fgedoms and imposing new exactions on the
people, This insfitution, which continued to grow in
size and power throughout the Imperial age, was seen by
most of popular Russia as a foreign intrusion,
fundamentally illegitimate, which representeé . the

¥
betrayal of Russia's organic/religious roots.  Russia
11

wvas divided into radically opposed camps[l‘and its

:subsequent history reflected the continuing attempts of
. the popular image- of political authority to ‘assert

_itself over against the hegemonic.sfate.

Though some tentative moves toward reform were
made during the Imperial %égel the meaning of 'the
state' effectively remained within the bdundaries
established by Peter. His conception of the state as‘al
highly gentrali;ed and omnicompetent force for
directing ' society becam: the dominant image :of

political authority, and served as the axis around

which Russia's political debates revolved. 'The state’

came to signify the Petrine state, which thus served as

the touchstone with respect to which one's attitude to
'the state' . was for@ulated.

The intelligentsia emerged out of the . context of

B
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social and spiritual dislocation which resulted - from

the Petrine reforms, and was shaped by its complex

;:relationship with the two images of " Russia. In its

origins, this class was unarguably a phenomenon of
A}
Westernization. It could not have existed if not for

5

Peter's break with Russia's religious roots and his

assimilation of Western customs and. ideas. In this

sense, the intelligentsih wagran'eman;tibn out of the
Petrine tradition,

But the intelligentsia was also defined by Its
alienation frqy the Russian state, The”iimpetus to
progress with which Peter had imbued the state was lost
by the, nineteenth century, leaving only a reactionary
shell, All that was lgft was the massiv® bureaucracy -
which Peter had ere;ted, and the oprinciple of"
compulsion on which it was founded. The'
intelligentsia, like popular Russia, bristled under the
deadening weight of this institution, and, like popular
Russia, came to reject its very legitimacy.

The Populist movement rejected not - only the
Tsarist state and the Petrine image of political
authority but also, the very notion of tﬁe state as
necessary to the life of the community._‘The Populists
envisioned instead an ideal poljticai; structure which
was akin to the popular ?ﬁage‘of political au;%gritf.
‘The state! Qould be eradicated ‘once and Afor all,.

leaving the small, ® local communities to govern

themselves without the interference of an oppressive

' ‘ ‘189 . , N




VYRR

s -

¢

central authbrity. The point of our .analysis has been
to show that the‘ Populists’ ,projeét, in its total
rejection * of 'the state', reflected the traditional
dichotomy i: Russia's politital culture. The very
concept of the state had come to be .-defined by the
boundaries and priorities set. by Peter the Great. Thus,
tthPopulists tenéed“ to collapse all of ‘the potenfial
state formations into a single oppressive whole,-se€ing
no\difference between the 'bourgeois- ‘democracies' of
Western Eurofje and the Tsarist regime in Russia. As a
result, the Populists rejected not only the Petrine
state but 'the state' as such. Their opposition to the
Petrine state tended to translate into a wﬁolesale
cpposition to 'the state' because of the absence of any
other concept of 'the state' in Russia's political
discourse. The notion of the state as something Q;hef
than a centralized and omniposynt institution had been
occluded by the pattern of Russia's political
evolution, and as such it was seen by the Populists as,,
at bottom, a contradiction in terms.

The Populists' rejection of the state was made
possib{e by its other aspirations. All of :the
Populists affirmed a qommitment\to progress, and in
par;icular wished to promote the assimilationn.by
Russian society of the values of individualism and’
rationalism. - The ' Populists hoped, perhaps
romantically, that these values could be taught to the

masses without the strong hand of a central authority

Hl
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and without resort to compulsion. The basic structure
of Russian society would be unchanged. The

agricultural commune provided an adequate foundatjon

14

for the society of the future, which would be a

. slowly-developing agrarian nation,

However, the foundations of Russian society were

being transformed in the latter part of the nineteenth

’

century. Once the process of 1industrialization got

"underway, the Populists' aspiratiorns began to appear

anachronistic. The nation was moving ih a different
direction. The intelligentsia's self-und;rsgéhding,
moreover, helped to make this dilemma all th; more
acu£e. For this class had always seen itself as the
vanguard of the future. Now, the £future which was
taking shape before its eyes contradicted its most
basic assumptions, 1If it were to remain at the cltting
edge of Russian society, it would have to accomodate
this new trend within its own aspirations, and take up
the challenge of industrialization.

Merxism provi&ed the ideal Qolution to this
dilemma. On the one hand, it affirmed - the
ﬁntelligentsia's commitment to socialism and the

stateless ytopia, making them ' the inexorable

culmination of history. It provided a ‘'scientific'.

foundation for these aspirations. At the same time, it
offered an account  of industrialization which
transformed it from a threat into &n assurance of the

advent of this utopia. The forces vhich were beyond
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the intelligentéia‘s control, and,_iad appeared to
underinine its hopes, now secured them.

‘ But Marxism also entailed a subtle change in the
intelligentsia's: conception of progress. The moral,
giement of progress, so central to Populist thought,
was now embodied in and made a function ‘'of economic
progress., It was economic development which would make
the intelligentsia’s moral aspirations possible.’ But
this ‘a19o posed ' certain v problems for the
intelligentsia. Russia's circumstances were still far
removed from thel classic Margxist{ scenario for a
sgcialist revolution. Industrialization had become the

dominant trend, but society itself remained in a

transitional state. Somehow, the gap would have to be

‘ made up.

Great challenges such as this one had in Russia
a}ways entatléd a central role for the state. It was
the state which had led the industrialization drive so
far, and there was 1little reason to believe that it
could be othervwise in the future, The contradicgion
between the intelligentsia's dual aspiration to liberty
and progress,' which had remained relative 1in Populis%

thought, now became absolute. The stateless utopia

would be unattainable without the impetus which only a

strong central authority could provide.
,This contradiction was magnified by the shape of
Russia's political traditions, Between the two extreme

images of political authority, nothing else had been
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able to lay solid.-roots. The nascent liberal tradition

had not had time to implant itself, and the absence or
veakness of an independent bourgeocisie left. this

tradition without its most common social base. Once the

‘intelligentsia accepted the prospect of a genuine role

for the—\staté;in the future. society,fa bias was thus
established in the direction of a -state which once
again arrogated to itself an absolute right to direct
the life of society. Originaliy adopting a conception
of political authority which owed much to the popular
image of Russia, the intelligentsiaewould be led %n the
end to erect a state which radically repudiated this
image, q»state whose fou;dations‘ lay in the other,
Petrine image of pdblitical authority. ‘

' The latter part of our analysis has been concerned
to illustrate the manner in which this transition was
made in the thought of the intelligentsia. Given the
traditions of this class, the implications of its new
aspirations were haré to face prior to the revolution.
Its own as well as the people's antipathy to the séate
was too deep for fhem to acéept the p}ospect of a new
Lev%}than following the revolution, At the same time,
the intelligentsia's abounding faith in the healing
powers of revélution, and the Bdlshevjiks' conviction

that the Russian revolution would be the spark which

. would ignite'a worldwide conflagration, establishing

socialist regimes in more advanced nations which could

then comet to Russia's aid and make up for its
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deficiencies,

'

m;ge it possible for this quthion‘to be
occludéd for a time. This same contradiction runs
rigﬁt through Lenin's The §gg§g:ggg Revolution, which-
re-affirms a commitm;nt to the stateless utopia while
at the same time emphasizing' the need to erett
something in place of the state to lead RuS§sia into

When the dust had settled, however, the

contradiction would have to be addressed. The stateless

ideal, which had its roots in the .popular tradition of

oﬁbositibn to the Petrirne state-and which hé&_been 5Q -+
central to the \original _ aspirations _of the
intelligentsia, was finally discarded. 1In its stead -
there emérged a model of political authority which bore
JP remarkable resemblance to,\the Petrine image qf
rulership, the only other image of rulership érévided
by Russié'; poéitical traditions. Economic progress on
a massive scale and at a breakneck p;ce would become

the central objective, once again under the direction

of a state whose authority was without limit.
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