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Ab,!traet 

The relationship betveen Russia'a traditional 
political culture and the outlook of the revolutionary • 
intelligentsia ia the subject of this thesis. 
Bmploying the concept of poli t ieal culture to denote 

"the eontext of politieal action, vhich helps to 
const i tute the manner in v.hich poli t ical choices are 
copcei ved, we attempt to show how Russian poli t ical 
culture set the framework ""vithin which the 
intelligentsla's'politieal aspirat10ns ~re formulated. 
Our analysis focuses on the ideolog~ of the Russian 
Populist movementg

, in particular ita conception of the. 
state and i ts ,III spi ra t ion to a stateless soc iety ; we 
argue that the mean il1g of 'the state 1 for the Popul itsts 
was paJ;'tly constituted by the nature of RusBia's 
political traditions, and that the Populists ' 
aspiration to a stateleas future reflected the heritage 
of a popular tradition of ideologieal opposition to the 
absolutist secula~ state ereeted by Peter the Great. 
In addition, we will follow the partial eclipse of , 
Populist thought by MarxisDI within the intelligentsia 
at the end of the nineteenth-century, and discu,s both 
the ci rcumstances at t.enaing thi s transition and. i ta 
significance for the fate of the stateless ideal.! 

•• 

\ 
i 

.. --



Résumé 

-, 

Le lien ·qui existe entre la cultl.l.r, pol i tique 
traditionnelle rUlse et la perspectiv~ de 
l'intelligentsia révolutionnaire constitue le sujet de 
cette thèse. En nous servant du concept de la culture 
politique afin de désigner le contexte de 1 "action 
politique, qui aide à cl>nstituer la mamere par 
laquelle' sont conçus leS choix poli tiques, nous tentons 
de démontrer qUe la culture pol i tique russe fut établi 
comme c.adre è l'intérieur duquel les aspirations 
poli tiques de l'intelligentsia furent formulées. Notre 
analyse' se c\!ntrera sur l'idéologie du mouvement 
populiste russe, et en particulier sur sa concep.tion de 
l'état et 90n aspi ration vers' une soc Uté sans état; 
nous soutenons . que la s)gnif ication de 'l' éta.t' pour 
les populistes fut constituée partiellement par· la 
nature des tradi t ions poli t igues russes, et que 
l' aspi ration .des populistes vers un avenir sans état 
fut le reflet de l'héritage d'fJne tradition populaire 
d' oppos i tion à l'état absolut i.ste séculaire érigé par 
Pierre le Grand. De plus, nous retracerons l'évincement 
partiel de la pensée popu).iste par le Marxisme au sein 
de l' i nt~ll igentsia à la f i,n du dix-neuvième siècle, et 
nous di scuterons aussi bien des circonstances au moment 
de cette. t;:ansitiol) que de sa $ignif'icatiorl pour le 
sort de l'idéal ,nt i -état i ste. 

ii 

.. 

/ 



1 

,-­
r 

. 
': 

,l 

, 

Acknowledgements 

," 

1 would like to express my gratitude to Professor 
Charles Taylor 1 who stimulated my interest in some of 
the Questions addreued here and provided valuable. 
coments on my thesis proposal. 1 would also like to 
thank Prof essor Valentin Boss of the History Department 
for his generous advice and criticism of an earlier 
draft of Chàpter Tvo. In particular, 1 vant to thank' 
my advisor, Prof essor Joan DeBardeleben, for the 

'~helpful advice and criticism she. offered throughout the 
research and vritinc;t of this vork. 1 

During my years as a graduate student, -Z have received 
a number of research fellCi>vships ·from McGill 
University, as vell as an F.C.A.C. bourse d'etudes from 
the Quebec government. l am very grateful to both of 
these institutions for the generous support they 
provided during the per iod of my studies and research. 

'J 

• 

iii 

• 



. -

., 

.' 

Table of Contents 

Abat rac:t/R'sumé ••.•••••••.•• " " " " ••• " " . " •• " " • " " ••• "i, i i 
Acknovledgement s •••.•••••• ' •• ". ;..J-' ••••••••••••• ~ •••• ~ i i 
Table of Contents." •• """" ....................................... ~ ••• 1V 

Chapter 1 - 'Political Culture' and the Analysis of 
Traditions 

1 nt r oduc t ion ............................................................. l: 
The Polit ical Culture 'Approach •.•.••••••••• 4 n.. 
Culture as Context •.••••.•.••••.•••••••.••• 13 
Not,s ....................... " ........................... 22 

Chapter 2 - Traditional Russian Political Culture 
Tvo Images of the State ~ 

Introduction ........................... ~ .' ............. ,",,,,ct •• 24 
Muscovite Russia ••••••••.••••• : .•••••.••••• 33 
The petrine Transformation •••••.••••••••••• 49 
post-Petrine Russia : Images of Rulership in 
Conflict •••••••••••••••••••••••••• : •••••••• 61 
Notes ................ "" •• "" ••••• """ .... ".""""" ... 87 

Chapter 3 - Russian Populism and the Stateless Ideal 

~ J nt roduct ion" • " " " ..... " .. " " .. " ..... " " .. " .. " •• " • " .... 92 
What is the Intelligentsia ? .: ............ 93 
Between East an4 West •••••••••••••••••••••• 100 
The Rise and Decline of Russian Populism : 
The Steteless Ideal in the Thought of 
Alexander Herzen, Peter Lavrov, and 
George Plekhanov •••...•••..••••...•••••.••• 107 
Lenin and ·the Stateless Ideal ••.•.•••••.••• 174 
Conc luding Remarks ••••••••..•••••••••••..•• 187 
Not es. el •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 195 

Se-lected Bibliogtaphy-••••.•••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••• 207 

r 

iv 
') 

. ..... 

J 



} 

'" 

( 

. 
o 

" . 

Cha ter 1 : t Poli tica 1 ture' and the Anal 5 i s of 

Tradi tions 

l nt roduct i on 

The relationship- betveen Russia t 5 
\J 

political 

tradi t ions eoo th~ revol ut iona ry i ntell i gent"sia i s the 

theme of this study. The intelligentsi3's sense of 
.P 

alienation from Russien 'reaiity', its commitment to .. 
revolution, and its dependence on Western ideas for 

self-identification, might seem,to provide a prima 

fade case for i ts estrangement f rdm Russie' s ovn 

political traditions. We will argue th'at this cless 

vas in. fact solidly grourided in Russia's politleal 

c~lture, and that its outlook must be understood 

;r aga in~t the background of the nation' s pasto Our 

analysis will'cénter on the Populist movement, and 

elucidate the relationship of its vision of the future 

society to a traditional, popular' image' of political 

authority. At the same time, we shalr discuss the 

eventual eclipse of Populist thought and the conversion 

of many me-mbers of the intelligentsia to Marxism at the 

end of the nineteenth century. OUf sim will be to 

c lad fy ,the ci rcuClstances attenting the decli ne of 

Populi sm, as well as the . sign if ieence of the gfowing 

influénce of Màrxism on the intelligentsia for ~ this 

class' vision of the future society. 
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wi thin the field of poli t ical science, the m015t 
~ 

videly-u~d a~alytical framevork for studying the 

significance of traditions in s~apin9 political action 

has been the political culture approac,h. In this 

chapter, ve will reviev the history of the concept of 

poli t ical , culture, discU8S some of the problems i ts 

proponents have faced in clarifying the nature of thelr 

object, 
• 

and outli ne the manner in which ve intend to 

use it in our analysis. 

The poli t ieal culture approaeh broadly concei ves 

of poli t ical culture as " v~riable vhich cau!?ally 

interacts v,ith other variables - mode of production, 

poUtical institutions,' and so on" - . whieh can 

themselves 'be ident if ied and descr ibed in 

cul ture- invar iant terms. Some studies of polit ical 

cul ture 

phenomena 

fulfill 

interest 

(1) characterize the 

in functional ;;:;ms ; 

culture- inva~ant 
all societ ies must 

t.road1y similar functions (soeiaHzation, 

, .s ,1F1 , d ) a9gregatlon anu artlCU atlon, an so on. 

These fun'ctions can be identified and described in 

cul ture- invariant terms, anp the impact of spec i f ic , 
cultural patterns on them (and vice versa) evalua ted 

subsequen t IY. The analyst of political culture thus 
<1 

i~plicitly relies on a general understanding of the 

forces at work in Any society 1 and then factors in the 

cul turai variable to assess i ts relatio-nship wi th these 

phenomena in a given social context. 

In what f011ovs, we will propose a ,conception of 
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culture not as one variable among others, vhich might 
, 

be neatly separated f rOll them in social i nqui ry, but as 
1 

a context of meaning which imbues sodal phenomena vith 

significance. Culture. C,eloPs and pervades these 

phenoPlena, vhich can only be identified as distinct 

variables vithin a given cultural setting, and vhich 
1>-

conversely cannot be adequately des~ ri bed in 

abstra"tion from it. Cultur~ cannot be hctored into 

an analysis , after determining' ce.rtain , rea l' , 

underlying processes or functions. Rather, any 
. 

ana lysi s of the lat ter presupposes an understanding of 

) the cultural context -i n vhich they are located. 

Man is unique in being an animal for whom things 

have meaning, and.i-t is culture vhich imbues the vorld 

with a determinate significance for him. Culture does 

not 'cause' political 'behaviour'. It constitutes the 
1 

field of ,meanings availabl~ to political actors it 

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

huma~o ac t ion i s mean i ngful, then social inquiry must 

entail the search for the meaning of action. The 

analysis, of pol i tical culture would serve thi s end by 

ertplicat-ing the range of choices for political action 

Qrovided by a society's traditions. Its aim vould be 

to enable a better understanding of contemporary 

patterns of political action by draving out the range 

of meanings embedded ,in the traditional political 

conceptions and pract '.ces of - a society. Cultural 

analysis vould not attempt to provide causal 
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. explanations of political action; but tn fleshing out 

the terrain in .. wh}c\ action takes plâce, it would be a 

precondition for such studies. 

The Poli t ical Culture- Approach 
, 

The concept of poli t ical cul ture seems to ha~e 

emerged in political science la rgely . in response to 

problems a~ociated w i th the, study of i ndust r iali z i ng 

nations. As Archie Bt"own has noted, the use of 

concept was st imulated in large part 
.J 

by political events in the 'Third World' when 
constitutions and institutions vith 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 di versi ty of pat terns 

.. 
the 

of 

'development' among Third World nations, scholars began 

to ask vhether cult ural pecul iar i t fes might account for 

this pRenomenon. From tht! outset j t1this question tended 

to be posed vith a distinct normative bias. Luc ian 

pye, one of the fi rst scholat"s to linlt , the not ions of 

pol i t ical cult ure and poli t ical development, epi ~mi zed 

this bias; in hlS ,:iew, one of the centt"al questions 

which studies of pol itical cul t ure should seek to 

an.swet" is "to what ext-ent is it possible to 

accelerate and direct pol i t ical change, and ho" can 

tt"adi tional societies. be best transformed into 

democ t"at ic polities?" ( 3) Pye and others traced a . 
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trajectory of political development which placed the 

Western industrialized democracies at its summit ; the 

airn of the political cclture approach was not only to 

clarify thp relationship between a society's political 

culture and its poli t ical system, but a150 to get 

industrializing nations 'on the right track' by 

encouraging their assimilation of values and beliefs 

which were deemed compatible with a stable, democratic 

soc iety. 

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 ideologically charged concept of political 

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

same ; the ana lyst seeks to clar if y the effect 0(' 

cu~ural phenomena on the pattern of "change of a 

society's political system or structure, and conversely 
• 

the effect of political change on cultural patterns • 

. Give~ the lesser influence of the West upon Russia 

and Eastern Europe, the prescriptive orientation of the 

political culture approach was always less relevant to 
\ 

stü~ies of these a reas. Yet similar analytical 

di lemmas seem to have underlain the adoption of the 

concept in this domain. In the wake of the Second 

World War, the number of Communist states grew 

'substantially. These societies ~ft~n evolved in 

markedly di fferent ways. As a resul t t scholars began 

to recognise the need te acceunt for the unique 
• 
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features of. these societies, and {t i$ largely with 

this end in view that the ~oncept of political culture 

has come .to be employed (5), 

The first task for this approach was to demarcate 

a specifie region of culture as the domain of the 

political scientist. Writing in 1956, Gabriel Almond 

argued that a society's politlcal system is embedded in 

a " po li tic a 1 culture", comprising tha~ soc iety' s 

"pattern of orientations to political action", which is 

"a differentiated part of the culture and has a certain 

aU1:onomy" (6). Following Almond, most scholafs have 

defined political culture as a complex of attitudes, 

belief~, ~nd values which together establish a general 

orientation to political action. Sydney Verba has 

defined political cul~ure as 

the system of 
symbol s, and 
situation in 
place. l t 
orientation to 

empirical beliefs, express1~e 
values which _ def ine t~e 

which political action takes 
provides the subjective 

politics (7). 

More recently, however, Stephen White has argued' for a 

broader definition of political culture as "the 

attitudinal and behavi6ural matr~x within which the 

politièal system is located" (8). The issue at stake 

here i s whet'her poli t ical culture sho\lld denote only 

~orientations" to political action, or also the 

behaviour which is presumed to result from them. While 

it would seem arbitrary to ~xclude behaviour since it 

is so integrally linked to attitudes and beliefs, it is-
'l' 

feared that an analytical framework which encompasses 
~ 
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both vould shortc'ireuit its powers of explanation by 

subsuming under the cultural variable that which it is 

supposed to expIa in. To argue that a pattern of 

political action is explained by the "behavioural 

matrixft within whîch it is located wou Id be, after aIl, 

an exercise in circular reasoning. 

This dispute should not obscure the b,sic 

assumpt ions which are common to these 

definitions.First! ' a11 treat the non-behavioural 

component of poli t ical cu! t ure as the subjective 

orientation of individuals to politics, that 'is, the 

psychological traits from which behaviour ostensibly 

results. This assumption is founded on an 

atomistic/utilitarian conception' of social life 

society is the sum of [ts parts, and culture is the sum 

of individually- and independently-held "orientations". 

The heavy reliance' of the pol i t ical culture approach on 

questionnaires and surveys also reflects this 

assu~ption from these, a colle-ct ion of indi vidual 

responses is derived, which are concatenated into a' 

general portrait of a society's political culture. 

Moreover, these analysts tend to conceive of p~liticàl 

action in behaviouristic terms. The individual iA 

cOnceived as a re~eptor of psychological stimuli which 

provoke a causal response ; the problem i5 to ascertain 

exactly where culture fits into this chain cf forces. 

And this is the bone of contention between White and 

the others mentioned above. For acc~rding to the 

7 
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behaviourist schem&, ~ite has conflated stimulus and 

response, ·and in thill .,ay clouds tne causal 

relationshi~ vhich i8 assumed to exist ~tveen them. 
1 

These assumptions and the analyticei techniques 

associeted vith them have dra.,n criticism from a number 

of quarters. Charles Taylor has argued for a conception 

of culture which highlights the significance of 

'" i nter5ubject ive meanings" over that of purely 

subjective orientaticns. In Taylor's view, both our 

beliefs'and our ~ètions emerge out of a background of 

~ social practices/which are prior to and constitutive of 

the outlook of the individuel members of society. 

.. 

Individuals become competent members of society by 

internalizing its practices; but these are~internalized 
in the first instance not as their beliefs, but as ln! 
modes of social relation which are part of a common 

reference world. We do not share in these practices 

indepe~dently ~f each other; Tather, the sharing i8 a 

collective act (9).-

Perhaps the model for this conception of culture 
• 

of lang~ge. lt wou Id be a 

conceptuel tonfusion to say that a language:belongs to 

its speakers independently of each other, and that 

members of a linguistic community understand each other 

through some kind of 'consensus'. Language belong5 to 

society before it i5 internalized by the inaividual. 

Analogously, on Taylor's account it vould be more 

appropriat~ to s~y that individuels ,collec,tively gr01l 
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into culture, rather than that culture is parcelled out 

s~rately into individual ~inds~ 

~oreover, Taylor vould argue that the search for 

causal relationships between culture and politic. is 

misguided. The background of social practices which 

make up culture do n'ot cause 'behaviour but constitute 

the meaning of action. Man is conceived not "aS a· 

passive reeeptor of stimuli which determine his 

behaviour, but as an animal whose action embodies an 
, 

implicit vision of himself and of his relationship with 

others, a self- 'understanding whieh constitutes the 

meaning of action. Cultural analysis would in this 

view seek, to clarify the meaning of action by 

explicâting the cultural context which imbues it with 

determinate signi fieance. Moving vithin the 

hermeneutical circle, the analyst wo~ld interpret a 

'belief or act by reference to its intersubjective 

context and, conversely, elucid~te this context by 

reference to its individual manifestations. 

Lovell Dittmer has recently attempted to 
a 

incorporate the phenomenon of intersubjectivity into 

the concept of po~itical cul ture. Criticizing the 

"psychologieal reductionism" (10) of the poli tical 

culture approach, he has suggested that this concept 

"ritay most fruitfully be understood as a se'miological 

system, consistiog of political 8ymbol~" (11). 'l'hl S 

defini t ion would get us out of' the heads of individuals 

and into "the context of,meani~9 of political a~tion· 

9 
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(12). The analyst vould focus on the 'symbol systems" 

or ·code.w to vhich individuels become acculturatea, 

and which edst independentIy of lubjective 

orientations (13). 

Bvt Dittmer still tends to conceive of po1itical 

culture in behaviouristic terms, and is consequently 

conéerned to clarity its· cau~al relationships vith 

other phenomena. While ~ay~or vants to undermine the 

value of behaviouristic, causal accou~t~ of culture, 

Dittmer vants to enable better accounts of this forme 

In his viev, political culture still must not denote 

action, 'for thi s vould only cloud the causal 

relationship betveen"culture and action(14). To t~eat 

~ulture ~s SYDlbOl~ vould merely e,nsure the ".d~ree of 
. . \ autonomy" Almond once claimed for lt, and, permlt more 

, ,fruittul empirical analyses (15). 

Desp~te the political culture ,approach' s 

in.istenc'e on treating culture as a causal varfable, 

i.ts· advocate~ have been unable to agree on the spec i f ie 
, 

tole of the cultural' variable. For ·some l i t is a 

'mediating' variable 'through vhich are filtered other 

forces to . produce a given politieal outeome. Gabriel . 
" Almond has çharaeterized it as an "tnteractive" 

variable , 

The relation.hip be~veen political 
structure and culture is in~eractive ••• one 
cannot éxp~ain cultural pro~niities without 
reference. to historical experience al\d 
contemporary 8t~uctural constraints, and in 
t,urn, . a pr~or set of attitudinal patterns 
~ill tend to persist in lome form and degree 
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and for a signifieant period of time, despite 
efforts to tranlfor. it (16). 

,In a alightly different formul~tion, Stephen White 
, 

highlights th~ ·41aleetical~ relations~ip betveen- a 

poli t ical culture and i ta soc ial base; whi le culture 

is in the final analyais part of the social 

superstructure; and is thus determined by material 

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 

allov for political culture to play the role of' 

indepen~ent, intervening, or dependent variable 

depending u~onthe· ci rcumstances/ As the set of 

symbolic resources available t~ polidcal actors" it 

promotes a similar "response" l.to a given "$timulus" ~ 

~ncouraging some types of action and inhibiting others 

i in this sense, it i5 an independent variable. But 
) 

this symbol system may be deployed by'politièal actors 

to accomplish certain objectives : in 'such cases it 
, 

Fecomes an intervening variable. And,. insofar as it mey 

be shaped by other.' factors, i t is also a dependent 

variap~e (lB). 

"Now the difficulty in .or~in9 out, this dispute' ia 

that aIl of its participants,seem in aome meaaure to be 

right. As a causal variable, poÙ,tical culture can 

indeed play aIl of, the roles outlined depending upon 

the contexte Yet, surely this must. indicate that v 
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somewhere, something has gone wrong. We must remember 

that the 'purpose of causal explanations i5 to enable~ 

generali~ations, l~ad18g ultimately to the prediction 

(and, for Pye, ~he control) ot future events. None of 

the advocates of the -poli t ical cul tu,re approach would 

be 50 bold as to claim that this goal ia within reach. 
" 
But theory-building, the ~stabli shment of 

ge~rally-valid causal accounts of the relationship 

between culture and politics, remains the telos of the 
( 

political culture approach and i5 the 

rationale for it~ analytical framework. 

implicit 

But the 

diversity of causa~ roles played .by culture makes this 

goal a fantasy. One could only ever know! posteriori 

which role it has played in a given instance. 

• Moreover, even then it would be tremendously di ff icul t 

to select from the myriad possi b.i li t ies which one is 
" relevant to the case at hand. 

Perhaps these are the growing pains of a 

relatively nev approac~. But ve mey be permitted the 

suspicion that the problem is a deeper ane, and results 

from the very attempt to treat'culture as a causal 

variable. Perhaps ve are trying 't,a fit it into a 

conceptual grid for vhich it 15 ill-designed. Perhops 

the vay to a better and more faithful understanding of 
.-' 

political culture is tQ remove lt from the explanatory 

model of soéI~ and situate it within an 

interpretive scheme which would treat culture not as a 

variable but as a contexte 
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Culture !! Context 

In an article published in 1974, Robert Tucker 

vork~d through some of the problem~ of the political 

culture approach, and pointed tovard a nev definition 

of the concept; granting 

suffer for 

that the explanatory 

enterprise vould the subsumption 

'behaviour' under 'poli~ical culture', he asked : 

Does the scholarly value 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 vhat is happening or not 
happening, to describe and analyze and order 
many significant data, and to raise ~any 
fruitful questions for thought and research -
vithout explaining anything? (19) 

Tucker continues : 

Conceivably, ve could relinquish the concept 
of political culture in favor of vhat might 
be called simply a cultural appro~ch to 
politics : an orientation tovard 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, ve could 
retain the notion of a political culture­
meaning by it-the predominantly political 
aspects of a culture - but bevare of treating 
it as something clearly diflerentiated from 
the larger cultural pattern and forming an 
autonomous sphere (20)., 

of 

One need not relinquish the concept of political 

culture «l~ng vith the approach to vhich it has been 

associated, although, as Tucker suggests, ve "ould have . 
to be more vary of claims such as Almond's that it 

represents a clearly differentiated and autonomous 

region of çulture. It-is difficult to imagine how one 
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could theor~tiçally partition a set of phenomena and 

label them the political cult"ure of any society,' nor 

how the claim 
. \ 

to its autonomy would be made good. It 

seems equally clear that in any given case one would 

want to identify a certain range of phenomena as more 

or less-,relevant to a political analysis, for otherwise 

one would be faced vith an analytically overwhelming 

mass Qf undifferentiated material. The important point 

is that the concept vou Id become contelt-bou~f fl~shed 

out on the basis of the study of perticular societies ; 

~ a study of the pOlitical culture of the United States, 
\ 

for instance, might pay little attention to its 

religious practices, while a study of the political 

culture of poland would bè 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 uniqueness of each 

SOéiety, it must be allowed to incorporate this 

uniqueness wit~in itself. The attempt of scholars such 

as Pye and Verba to pre-determine the content of 

political culture, by ident}fying a constellation of 

four sets of valu'es (trust/distrust, 

hierarchy/equality, liberty/coerc~on, and 

loya~ty/commitment (21» which are to provide the focus 

for any study of political 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 emerqe out of the 

,. 
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analysis itself. Th~ consequ~nt elasticity of the 

f concept of poli~ical culture will surely not serve the 

enterpriae of theory-building, but that ia because 

culture ia the ~rea 2!r excellen~e in vhich such ai~s 

are inappropriate. 
.. 

Tucker's other suggestion, that we treat political 

institutions, practiç~s, and 50' on as phenomena 

embedded in the cultures of particular societies, seems 

very promising. We could then employ the concept of 

political culture te explicate the context within which 

political phenomena are set, not ~s part of ~n attempt 

to identify specifie causal links between culture and 

politica1 institutions or structures, but merely to 

better describe and understand these phenomena. 

~ For ~uidance in such a usage of the concept, 

moreover, we would do weIl to consider Clifford 

Geertz's work in the domain of acthropology. Geertz 

describes h~ ovn approach as "semiotic" : 

Believing, with Max Weber, that man is an 
animal suspended in webs of significance he 
himself has spun,I take culture to be those 
vebs; and ~he analysis of it to be therefore 
not an experimental science in seareh of law 
but an interpretive orie in search of meaning 
(221 • 

We must be careful to distinguish this definition from 

that of Dittmer, for although ~oth lay emphasis on the 

impo~tanc~.of symbols in constituting culture, Geertz 
~ 

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

of "thick description" 
\ 
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CultuJ;e is not a power, somethlng 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 c6ntext does not necessarily , 

entàil the claim that it is powerless or vithout causal 

efficacy. Studies which try to show the effect of a 

society's political culture on its institutions (or 

vice versa) are not exactly vrong ; but they are 

misconceived. Culture is not primarily a variabl~ 

vhich interacts vith other variables in relations of 

mutuel (or sorne other kind of) determination. It,is the 

context vithin which these other phenomena are embedded 

and by virtue of which' they acquire a dete.rminate 

significance. l ndeed, the search for causal 

relationships in the political l~fe of a SOCiOLr 

requires a prior foothold in its cblture, that i5, it 

depends upon a prior "thick description", acknovledged 
-. 

or not, of the cultural context vith~n whicn these 

phenomena are embedded. Cultural analysi5, then, should 

be-considered as a precondition for~but ~ot itself a 

part of éausal analysis:' --... 
~ 

Such a cOlJception of political culture would also 

dissolve the knottier problems of the political culture 

a~ch. We could abandon the attempt to determine 

~ the pr,cise function'of the cultural 'variable', which 

} has up to nov provided a multiplicity of options vhich 

aIl seem equally v.lid, and are thus of l~ttle value at 

16 , 1 
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a11. More~'er , ve could forego as .reedless the 

distinction betveen the W~ubjectiveW (or, in Dittmer's 

formulation, the wsymbolic W) component of politicai 

culture and wpolîtîcal action-. The purported threat to 
(80 

.the explanatory potency of the crnce. pt vould become 

irrelevant. 

This wauld afso aIIuw a more faithful account of 

. the ph e"n ome non itself, for the distinction between 

'beliefs' and 'behaviour' seems in any case to be a 

hopelessly 5cholastic one. In the terms of Almond, 

Verba, and Brown, political culture i5 presented as an 

essentially private realm of disembodied consciousness, 

existin9 independently of action and only subsequently 

impacting. upon it. But our average, every-day 

u~derstanding'ot culture i5 quite different, and much 

more sensible .. We do not norrnally make any distinctÎion 

between 'private' and 'public' spheres of culture, but 

collapse the~ into a single whole. We would not 

hesitate, for instance, t~ include voting or the 

5in9in9 of a national anthem or a myriad of other 

political rituals as elements"Qf our political culture. 

And if they are not, just what ~~e they? 

We might overcome any Sense of unease about 

lettin9 go of this distinction by considering TallOr's 

account of social prpctices. In his formulation, they 

comprise both the 'external' features of action and the 

'internaI' self-definition which is embodied in them. 
-

poHtical action is itself 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 engaged and practical ; 

it realizes itself within political act ion, and 

sustains itself only insofar as it is 50 realized. 

Thus, in studying social practices as phenomena of a 

society's political cultu~e, we would b& concerned with 

both political ~ctions and the self-definition which is 
\--, 

implicit in them. 

Cultural analyses of this form 'would be 

particularly interested in a society's traditions. For 
~ 

social practices are more than anything else a vehicle 

for trradi tions, and the self-definition they embody ,_ .. r 
into beirig 

.... 
the background of nation's comes against a 

'past. However, we would want to employ this concept 

rather differently than it has been in most poli tical 

culture analyses up to now. ~ The central aim of lhe 

political culture approach thus far has been _to 

eluc idate causal relationships "between cultural 

traditions ~Qd political structures or systems, in 

particular to explain the stability o~ re&ilience of 

traditions in contemporary political societies. Yet, 

this assumes that the stability of a tradition demands 

some special explanation. To reverse the question, why 

should a tradition not be stable? Wo~ld a certain 

pattern of actions or practices be a tradition if it 

were nQt stable? This approach im~licitly _ass~es an 

incompatibility b~tween traditions and contemporary 
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political settings which simply may not exist. And in 

doing 50, i t occludes the extent to which poli t ical 

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 see~s equally misguided. A tradition i5 never a 

seamless whole which might impose a specifie pattern on 
• 

a society's political development. It i5 more often a 

web of conflicting currents which lS compatible wi th a 
• 

whole range of political t outcomes·. Traditions merely 

provide the terms in ,which political cholces are made i 

the determin"ants of any specifie choiee are' exterior to 

the tradition itself. 

Our approach would be lo analyse traditions merely 

to set out in meaningful order the path le~d!n9 fro~ a 
1) 4 

society's past to its present, to elucidate the 

historieal background ouJ of whieh eontemporary 
1 

orientations have emerged. The point would not be to 

present traditions as the cause of a contemporary 

pa t tern of act ion. For toi s approach tends to rely on 

a behaviouristic model of action, depicting man as an 

ess~ntially passive receptor of 'stimuli' which provoke 

a causal • response' . Our view emphasizes that 

political action is the result of chèices made on the 
1 l 

basi5 of certain aS5umptions about the nature and ends 
<) 

of po li tic s . The aim of social inquiry in 
.{ 

this view 

would be to provide a better understandin9 of the 

1.9 
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choices made by soc ial actors by mak ing explic i t the\ 

assumptions inherent in them." The analisis of 

poli t ics1 culture would serve this endeavour by showing 

how these assumptions are themselves embedded in a t 

larger context constituted by the ideas and practices 

of a society. Cultural traditions set the framework. 

'" within which political choices are made; the sim of 

cultural analysis would be to explicate this framework', 

and to show how traditional conceptions of polinc.s are 

mailifested in contemporary patterns of action. 

This i5, broadly speaking, the orientation of our 

analys i s in what f ollows. The question we shall explore 
< 

is: to what exten~ can the political aspirations of 

the Russian' intelligentsia be understood as a 

man i festat i on '" ana continuation of sorne of the 
• 

traditional aspirations of Russian society? Or, stated 

differently: can the intelligentsia be seen as a 
.. 

succeeding chapter in a mvch o1der and essent ia11y 
( 

continuous tradition of ideological opposition to the 
, 
Russian state? 

In Chapter Two, we will follow~he development of 

Russ ia ' s polit ica l traditions, both from the 

,perspective of the central authotities and that of 
• Q 

popular Russia, from the medieval era until the 

emergence of the intelligentsia in the nineteenth 
/ 

century.' We will highlight the conflict which 

d developed during this period between two 'images' of 

Russ~a, and the forms in which these' images' vere 

20 
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marlifested in the actions of popular and official 

'elements ,of Russian society. 

In Chapter Three, lie will set the emergence of the 

intelligentsia against tliis background ; fo110wing 

tl:tis, we will focus on the Russian Populist movement, 
, . 

which reflected the aspirat~on~ of- the ~ntelligentsia 

through much of the nineteenth century. We will draw 

out,the ~opulists' vision of . th~ future society, and 

particula,rly its image of the state and its role in 

thi s society, as ,i t was presented in the thought of 

Alexander Herzen, P~ter Lavrov, ~nd George Plekhanov. 

The aim will be to uncover 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 understood ~ot Qnly 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 pasto Our analysi s of Plekhanov's , 

conversion to Màrxism will also enable us to clarify. 

the reasons for the decline of Populist thought; as 

weIl a5 the 5igni f icance of the conversion of lnuch of 

~he intelligentsia to Marxism for the a$pirations of 

this class. 

• 
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Chapter 2 ~ Traditional Russian poHtical Culture '1 

Tvo Images of the State 

Introduction 

1 

l ' 

In thi~ chapter, ve shall attempt to elucidate the 

, political traditions vhich establisheq the context for 

the, emergence,of the Russian intelligentsia,and helped 

to set the framevork v~thin"vhich its politic~l choices 

vere made. We shap fol'low the evolution of Russia 1 5 

p~litical culturê between the mid-fifteentij and 

nineteenth centuries. During the fifteenth century, 
s;:.. 

the' Russ~an people achieved independence from the 

,Mongols, who had ruled them for o~er two hundred years. 

This cleared the vay for Russia's emerg~e 

independent nation- state .under the leadership 

as; an 

of the 

Muscovi te princ'e, the di rec.t predecessor of the Russian 

tsar. 1 t _, vas the Muscovite era vhich sav the 

consolidation of a coherent political culture vith 

di rect links t-o Russia' 5 subsequent development., As 

such, ït i s -vith t'his era that our analysi s viII begiri. 
, 

Muscovite Russi1l vas marked by a basic 'ideological 

compa.ability betveen rulin9 and popular elements based 

on a,common religious self-understanding_ In the t1es 

of all, Russia vas Otf~ned by its adherence to the 

Orthodox Christian faith, vhile its prince stood as 

God's representative~on earth, 

24 
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his people. Politieal -authority vas grourided in 

religious purposes. The! prince's primary funetion vas 

+:0 safeguard the faith and therèby ensure the salv~tion 

of his people. Yet, the activities which this function 

'entailed vere quite limited 1 the pri'nce was te> quell , 
internaI disputes; ptotect the peopl, from attaek, 

èxtract from them enough to provlde for his support l 

and do little else besides., This accorded with the 

medieval conception of the immutabil i t'y of the temporal 

(a6 vell as the spiritual) realm '; this world, the 
• 

temporal realm, was to be left much as i t had alwày'S 

existed, as God had initially ordairied it. Above aIl, 

the notion of the ruler and state as forces for 

spurr i ng 'soc ial progress vas quite foz:eign t'O MuSèovi te 

Russia. 

\ This religio"bs ethos, and the' ~litical 

àrrangements i t supported 1 formed the cor,neratone of 
-f 

Russia's poiiticai culture' throughout the sixteenth ,and 

The unit y of Russian poiiticai 
• 

culture was shattered, however, vi th the advent of" 

Peter the Great at the t urn of the seventeenth cent ury • 

Drawing heavily upon Western models, Peter broke with 

the Muscovite tradition to introduce a secular 

conc,eption of the state and i ts role in soc iety. Th .. 

foundations of ~he state"s ~egitimacy were effectively 

transferre4 to t he temporal 
'. 

reaIm, and i ts role 

re-defined and greatIy eXPanded to center on the taIt 

of directing the progress of society. 

25 
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These 
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, 
ideol~~ical innovations 

opposed camps. - pOaJular 

into spli t Russia 

elements reJNlined 
;1 \ , ~ 

radically 

stubbornly faithful to the tradiHonal J:'eligious 

• ' 'image' of Russia, ànd bristled under the veight of. a 

. state which, in Iteeping witt;t its, ne" secular function_s, 

increasingly deprived the local communities of their 

tradrt iol'la1 fre~doms; On the other hand, rulin9 

ele~ents 1arge1y followed Peter in embrae i n9 the nèw 

, image 1 of Russia and of tile absolut i st secular state 

(1) • 

Al·though the Russian state would $ubsequently lose 

much of the dynami sm vi th vhich Peter had imbueà i t, 

the ideological path he had charted, and the 

institutional arrangements it entailed, vere in the 

main adopt~d by later ru1ers. Russ ia' s poli t ieal 

cultur:e thus came to be characteri zed by a sehism 

betveen ruling and popular e1ements, based upon 

diametrically op~osed conceptions of the nature and 

~role of the state, Popular Russia clung to an image of 

essentially passive or negative political authority, 
'\ 

whi le the rul i n9 image accorded to the secular state an 

abso1ute right to direct the lite of societl'" The 

resulting social and spiritual dislocation vould endure 

throughout the Tsarist era. It vas out of this context 

that the radical intelligentsia vould emerge in the 

nineteenth celltury as a class dedicated to bridging 

this gap once and for all. 

The intelligentsia owed iis origins to the Petrine 
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reforms, emerging out of the Westernized social elite 

which Peter had created. ln opening Rus'sia to the 

West, the Petr_ine reforms allowed for the graduaI 
1 

assimilation ~f the values of secularism, sC,ience, and 

progress, which the nineteenth-century intelligentsia 

would fervently embraee. Indeed, some of the radieals 

would see their ro~e as that of completing the 

'civilizing' mission which Peter had begun. 

Yeti the intelligentsia's aspirations vere by no 

means a simple reflection of the petrine image of 

poli~ical oiluthority; they were a hybrid of the Petrine 

and popuhr images of Russia. The intell igentsia 

linked up vith a populer tradition of opposition to the 

Tsarist state, and many of its members came to aceept 

an image of pol i ticsl au~hori ty which bore remarkable 

similarit ies lii th the popular image of Russia 0, A 

,comprehensi ve analys i s of the intelligentsia's 

relatio.nship with Russia's traditional political 

culture would be beyond the scope o,f this,study ; we 

will focus on one aspect of this relationship, the 

intelligentsia' s relat ionship vi th the popular image of 

Russia. The central claim we shall support is that the 

intelligentsia, in its origins ~nd, for much of 'it& 
r-

hi st.ory, representeà a C\1nt i nui ng chapter of a popular 

tradi t ion of. opposi ti(m to the centralized, 

bur't!aucrat ie state, and art iculated an aspirst ion to 

radieaUy decentral i zed, effectively st.teless 

political authority vhleh reflected th. le9~ 

2'1 
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popular image of Ru.sia. 

The intelligentsia was constituted by lts 

irreconcilable opposition to the tsariat state, vhich 

in its viev had become a dead weight_ on Russian 

In this stance, bands with society. 

popular Russia and its 

il came to Unit 

conception of' poli t ical 
p 

a u'thor i ty. 

di~hotomy 

This was in part 

in the) evolut i~n 
a reflect ion of the stark 

of Russia 1 s poli t ical. 

traditions. ... Russia's political culture had Slnce Peter 

the Great evolved as an opposition of tvo extreme 

images of the state. The fiftt, int~oduced by, Peter as 

tht!"ruling' imagé of poUtical authority, arrogated to 

the state an absolute right to direct the life of 

society. The second, dominant ,during the Muscovite era 
, 

and preserved thereafter by popular elements, ailoved 

tl\e state little in-the way of a positive function af ll . . 

rulership, and empha si zed the right of local 

communities to govern their affairs. In its opposition . 
to the Tsarist state, and given the absence of. any 

mediating element betveen the two images of Russia, the 

int~lligentsia was Jnaturally drawn to a concept~on of 

politieal authority which paraileled the popular image 
• 

of Russia •. . 
The scope of our study vill not permit an analysis 

of the ent ir,e intell igentsia. Rather, we wi 11 focus on 

the ideology of the ~opulist movement, which dominateB 

the intelligents~a for t~e,early par~ of its hist,ory 1 

" and thus offers an accurate reflection of the original 
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aspiret ions of thi s cless. We will suggest thet the 

Populists' vision of the ideel pol~tical structure of 

th~ future society, as espoused by some of the 

movement's leading thinkers, was a re-expression of a 

traditional popular aspiration to a decentralized and 

passive form of political ~uthority. In both thé 

popular image of Russia an~\",the ideàlogy of the 
'\.!. 

populists, the ideal political structure was conceived 

in diametriéal opposition to the Petrine scheme 

Russia was to be a radically decentral ized ass.ocia t ion 

of local agrarian communitie5, freed of the oppressive 

presenc.e.· of a stl:png centra 1 authori ty. 
, 

At the same time, the revolution of 1917 ended 

w i th the erect ion of yet another omnicompetent and 

centralized' state. The inte11igentsia's central role in 

the revolution makes it incumbent on us to account for 

the radical di vergence between the origïnal aspirat ions 

of this class and the final outcome of its efforts • 

. The brea kdown and ecl ipse 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 Populi st ,thought at the end of the 

nineteenth century. We will argue that it was 

essentially the process of industrialization which 

fatally undermin~d the Populi st:;' aspi rations. This 

vas 50 because' the Populist ideology was .grounded in 

the condi tions of an agrarian society. The local 

communities which, in the formulation of the PDpulists, 
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vere te be 

eemmuni t ies. 

_1 

self-gQverning 

---- -- ---------

were agr icul t ural 

By the end Qf the nineteehth cent ury, 

hewever, industrial izatien had begun to change the 

structure e:t Russian society, and was sveeping away the 

social fQundations of the stateless ideal. The 

Populists had imegined Russia as a slowly-developing 

agratian nation. New, thei r gQals began to seem more 

anachron i st ic • Industrialization had~ utepien and 

becQme the central trend in Russian lite. The 

in tell igentsia, as the sel f-appQ inted vang~ard of the 

(future, would find it necessary to accomodate this 

trend within its aspirations. 

This was the 'great strength of Manism, to which 
\ 

many members Qf the intelligentsia became c'onverted at 

the end of"'the nineteenth eentury. Marxism explained 

industr ializat iQn 50 as tQ make i t not only compat i ble 

with but an essential" prerequi si te for the 

revQl ut i enary ~spirations of the intell igent~ ia. 

Secialism and" the stateless utQpia remained the goal, 

but nov they vere presented as the end-point Qf a lQng 

process ef economiè develQpment. 

HQwever, wi th the cenvers ion ef much of the 

intell igent_sia to. Marxi sm and i ts acceptanee of 

. \ industrializatiQn as a central geaI, the nature of the 

pel i tical choiees tac ing this class had te change. 

IndustrializatiQn had during the nineteenth century. 
1 

taken place under the aegis Qf the state, anq there was 

little reason tQ believe that it CQuld continue witheut 

30 
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the directing hand of a strong central authority in the. 

future. Noreover 1 the shape of Russia' s poli t ical 

culture tended to limit the range of options available 

to the intelligentsia. Betveen the extremes of the 

Petrine and popular images of the state, nothing else 
~, 

had ta ken root. Once i t accepted the challenge of 

industrialization, ~he intelligentsia had to acquire an 
, , 

i}DJpnc i t bias toward the erection of a poli t ical system 

c~~Ch once again arrogated absolute power to the state. 

Our analysis will also be_ concerned to elucidate 

the fate of the stateless ideal after i t had been 

eclipsed as a realistic solution to Russia's problems. 

, For; if i t had been exposed by i ndust ria li zation as a 

. myth, qua myth i t had 50 deeply embedded i t self in the 

discourse of the intelligentsia that it could be 

r~pudiated only at great pol i t ical co st . The 

intelligentsia' s· t.raditional ant ipathy to statist 

sch~mes made i t averse to the prospect of a new 

Leviathan appearing on the morrow of the revolution. 

Thus, the discourse of this class in the period leading 

up to the revolution 'came to be characterized by a 

di ssonance between i ts aspi rat ion to liberty, wh ich . 

en tailed the elimination of the state, and i ts 

aspi rat ion to economic progress, which called for a 

strong'central authority, i.e. astate. \ 
We will highlight this dissonance as it is 

manifested in Lenin' s /The State -- . and Revolut ion. -- W,e 

will argue that although cLeninism clearly entailed the 
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erection of a powerfu1 and centralized state following 

the revo1ution, it did a1low the theoretical space 

necessery for an appeal to the stateless ideel as a 

means of rallying the forces of revolution behind the 

Bo1sheviks. The voluntaristic and utopian features of 

L~inism a110wed Lenin, in The State and,Revolution, to 
, 

assert simultaneous1y ~hat the state wou Id begin 

immediately to 'wither away' fol~owing the revolution 

and that a strong central author i ty would be necessary 

to build socia1ism in Russia. What, we hope to suggest 

he-re is that although by 1917 the stateless ideal had 

been eclipsed as a practical project, it remained a 

powerful symbo1 for the forces oi revol ut ion, and could 
~ f.!fl 

manipulated to attract their support. Originally 

one of the central goals of the Popul i st 

stateless ideal was first exposed as a 

myth by i ndust r ia1 i zat ion and f ~ na11y manipulated by 

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

power. ~ ---
In this chapter, we will attempt to set the 

context for pur interpretation of the intelligentsia by 

expliqsting Russia's traditiona1 politica1 culture. 
, 

First, we will out1ine the central features of the 

Muscovi te poli t ical tradi pon, from the perspect ive of 

both rulin9 and ,popu1ar elements. "- Then, we will focus . , 
on the "?etrine transformation, and clarify the nature 

of the split in Russian society which it ~recipitated. 
,. 

Pinally,· we will olitline the fate of Peter' s 
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ideological innovations in the Imperia1 age. We cannot' 

coyer in a comprehensive fashion the various stages of 

evolution of Russian state doctrine after Peter; 

rather, we will focus on certain key moments in,this 

process, when the nature of the transformation in the 

state's self-image becomes particularly 

samer time, we will examine the 

c leae. 

tate 

At the 

"-of the 

now-oppositional popular image of political authority, 

and note i ts modes of expression up to the 

mid-nineteenth century, when it became linked with the 
4l 

aspirations of the intelligentsia. 

Muscovite Russia 

The religious roots of Russia's traditional 

political culture ~ere laid weIl before the Muscovite 

era. Russia had officially been a Christian society 

since the con~rsion of prince Vladimir in 988, and a 

common eeligious consciousness seems to have been a 

central unifying force in Kievan Rus' (2). This era 

ended, howeve~, with the dispersion of the population 

of Rus' into scettered principalities in the North-east .. 
; and, with the subjugation of the R~ssian people to 

the 'godless' Mongols, theie religious consciousness 

seems to have,lapsed into a state of d9rmancy, lacking 

as it did any point d'appui. The reconsolidation of a 
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Russian politica1 culture occurred 

.fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, 

.... 

on1y during the 
(' 

wi~h the' graduaI 

ascent of the principality of Muscovy.to the status of 

national state pf a11 Russians. 

In the early fourteenth century, the appanage of 

Muscovy began to expand and acquire control o~er the 

formerly independent priocipalities of North-eastern 

Rus'. 8y the mid-lifteenth century this process was 

cpmpleted, and, after the final expulsion of the 

Mon90ls, 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 10'09 

period of pol i t ical· instabi li ty known as the Time of 

Troubles. ) 

• The principality of Muscovy waB founded upon the 

same appanage prineiples which had governed Russia 

sinee the eanly thirteenth century, when there began a 

gradual proeess· of emigration from the basin of the 

Dnieper in south-western Rus' to the region of the 

upper Volga. This region became a scattered, 

mutually-independent, and often-feuding assortment of 

petty principalities (3). ln 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 property. Each province ~as 

seen as the prince's persona1 possession, to be passed 

on trom father ta son either by testamentary 

disposition ôr according to accepted custom (4). 
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Thus, the northern provinces of Rus' came to he 

known first as votchini (patrimonies), and later as 

udeli CaPpan8ges), signifying the personalization of 

the governing power as well as its extension to include 

such rights as would attach to priva~e ownership (5). 

This essentially economic conception of politica1 

~uthority was maintaine~ by the Muscovite appanage as 

it acquired control over the other principa1ities' of .. 
RuS'; in doing 50, according to R1chard Pipes, the 

princely dynasty of Muscovy transformed Russia into a 

"giant royal estate" (6) •. Th~, patrimonial princip1e, 

as Pipes (fo110wing Max Weber) has ca11ed it, vOüld 

soon becom~ anachronistic, as ft inhibi ted the 

development of a genuine political community in Russia~ 

But it would remain a source of inspiration to the 

Muscovite tsars, who could never quite rid themselves 

of the not ion that the realm vas. the i r ovn pc i va'te 

property, to be disposed of as they sav fit (7). 

A s~d source of inspiration to the Muscovite .. ' 
rulers vas the Mongol heritage. During the period of 

Mongol overlordship, the Muscovite princes became the 

Mongols' chief administrative assistants in 

'North-eastern Rus', and vere eventual1y granted the . 
exclusive right of collecting taxes on the Horde's 

behalf as well a~ the ~upreme judiciary authority over , . 
1 . 

all Russian princes (8). Th~~princes of Muscovy thus 

were -able to learn much from their former masters 

concerning the practical tasks of administration an~ 

35 

--

, 



defense. 

Beyond this, the Mongols' influence is more 

difficul~ to evaluate. -.James, Billington has.dovnplayed 

its importance, arguing that the Mongols' main role vas 

to'provide the Orthodox Russians ~vith a common enemy 

against vhom they could unit~ and rediscover a sense of 

common purpose"(9). 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 ca11ed 

for 

the unqua1ified &ubmission of aIl to the 
absolute, unlimited power of the khan. Ever, 

.member of society vas allotted from above his 
specifie position,to. which he vas bound for 
life, and vhich he could never desert on pain 
of death. The khan ••• was also sole ovner of 
aIl the land vithin bis domains, and aIl 
other persons could only hold land on 
conditions of temporary tenure (11). 

Thus, in Szamô.Jely's viev, the notion èf the total 

submission of society to the state, the practice of 

universal and compuls~ry service, and the Russian 

~tate's attitude to property, vere aIl a product'of the 

Mongol experience. 
~ 

The di sagreement over ,the Mongols' role in shapin'q 

,Russia's subsequent development is 1arge1y a result of 

the fact that the Mongol heritage vas in many respects 

congruent vith Russia's inàigenous tradition of 

rulership. The Russian pr.inces did not need ' to 1earn 

from the Mongols that they vere the abso1ute ovners of 
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the property' over vhich the, ruled. S imi lar ly " the 

prectice of universel end c~pulsory service vhich the 

rs.riat atdte instituted vas in some respects an, 

extension of the traditional appanage reletionship of 

prince and household se~vant to the realm et large. It 

vould aeem, \hen, to be an exaggeration to say that 

Russia vas conquered by the "Mongol state idea". 

Yet, the significance of the Mongol experience in 

extending and _ accentuat ing relat ionships and ideas 

already embedded in RUBsian society must not be 

underestimated. This influence is apparent in tb,e 

Russian adoption of the practice of universal and 

compulsory service. Slavely had aJ.ways existed in 

Russia, but the extension of this relationship to 
• 

include aU of,RussiaA society involved a guali tat ive 

change. The only persons who had been territorially 

bound to U.e appanage were the prince's personal slaves 

( kholopy - relatively small in number - while the 

rest of the population had no permanent connect ion to 

the land or its prince. These easentially free persans 

cou14 settie in an appanage, contract themselves into 

service to the prince as sluzhilye (boyars), or 

agricultural enterpriae as tchernxe (tehants), there, 

and depart 

obligat. ions. 

again upon the fulfillment of their 

Vassily Kliuchevsky describes theae 1 

people as Iess a politicai unit than an weconomi~ 

accident" (12). Thus, the system of universel and 

compulsory service marked a~ important aeparture from 

37 

o 

• 

... 



\ 

the appanage system, and wovld seem to have been an 

emulaÙon of Mongol pracUce,.. 

The third main source of inspiration to the. 

Muscovite rulers vas the Orthodox Christian faith and 

the Byzantine court tradition. The influepce of 
\ 

Byzantium vas theoretically legitimized vith the birth 

of Christianity in Russia at the tutn of the tenth 

century. Thereafter, the Russian state be~ame p~rt of 

the universal Christian empire, and recognised at Jeast 

the spiritual or eschatological sovereignty of the 

basileus (13). AS - ve have mentioned, vith the end of 

the Kievan era Russia's religious consciousne~s lapsed 

into dormancy ; and, during the period of Mongol 

overlordship, the basileus as a supreme image of 

rulership was suppressed by the invaders, who imposed 

the (albei.t usually unenforce4ble) obligation to pray 

for no-one but the khan" But wi th the r ise of Muscovy 
l 

in the fifteenth century, its princes would turn again 

to the Byzantine court tradition in order to legitimise 

their newly-acquired authority. Given the pervasi~nesl . .. 
and fervor of the Russian religious faith, Byzantine 

princi,pJes and ri tuals rapidly became a central element 

of the Muscovite p61itical ttadition. Marc Raeff 

describes this influ~nce well : 

Sur le modèle Byzantin, le tsar est en fait 
un personnage ecclésiastique, au m&me titre 
que le patriarche. Il a une_ fonction 
hiératique dans certains rites célébrés dans 
l'Biliae. Bn outre, le tsar tire sa 
légttimité à la fois de son role hiératique 
et du fait que, depuis l~ prise de 
f, • 
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constantinoplè par les Ottomans, tl est le 
leu1' prince orthodoxe indépendant •• '. dans la 
tradition populaire et la mythologie 
officielle, c'est la légitimité f9ndée sur la, 
transmillion au tsar ,de l' héritage 
romano-byzantin (Molcou le Troilième Rome) et 
sur la conception hiératique de son pouvoir 
qui. été l'élément prirno(dial et dynamique 
dans l'élaboration d'une idéologie et d'une, 
pratique politique moscov;tes ••• (14) 

As Raeff mentions briefly, the Byzantine tradition 

also provided the basis for a dramatic expansion in the 

stattis of the Russian state. Whi~e for medieval Russia 

the supreme image of religious ~uthority was the 

Byzant ine emperor"" the basileus, the Muscovi te period 

sav 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", which proclaimed that Byzantium's turn to . 
the Western Church at the Council of Florence in 1439, 

and the fall of Constanti,nopl, to the Turks in 1453, 

meant the transferr~l of the headship of the Orthodox 

Church to Moscow. The Byzantine tradition, then, both 

served to define the nascenL Russian state and its 

functions, and to justify its nationalist aspirations. 

The confluence of these sources of. 

inspi rat ion to the Muscovi te rulers, ând the 

contradictions which were thereby evoked, are weIl 

illustrated by the reign of Ivan IV (1533-84). 

~~rficially, et least, Ivan placed himself squarely 

vithin the tradition of the Byzantine emperors. ,James 

Bi'llington has written tha! 
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ln some ways Ivan can he seen as a kind of 
fundamentalist s~rvival 'of Byzantium. 
rolloving his Josephite teachers, ne used 
Byzantine texts to justify his absolutism and 
Byzantine rituals in having himself crowned 
in 15" with the Ruslian form of the old 
imperial title. His sense of imperial 
pretense, formalistic traditionalism, and 
elaborate court intrigue aIl seem reminiscent 
of the vanished world of Constantinople (15). 

The adoption of Byzantine customs and rituals by 

the Musc~vite 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'"(l6). Yet, 

these were merely the halting st~ps of a r~ler who 

barely understood the implications of his imperial 

prete~sions; For, Kl~uchevsky continues, 

these workings of Ivan'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 
Whi~ShOUld have flowed from such an idea -
to a new state order, for instance, or to a 

, new litical programme. (17) 

The Byzantine tradition, then, does not fully 
\ 

account for the pattern of rulership under Ivan IV. For 

an understan~ng of Ivan's ovn conception of his 

relationship to his subjects, we have an excellent 
.' 

sodJce in his correspondence vith the exiled Prince 

'Kurbsky, which extended over fifteen years (1564-79). 

Responding in one instance t,o the Prince's criticism of 

the harsh and arbi trary manner of his rulership,' Ivan 

wrote the following : 
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Ooth i~~ forsooth, Ihow a 1eproui soul that a 
man ahould preserve hi. power in his own 
hands instead of dellyering it oyer tinto 
slaves? ls it against reason that a man 
sbould will not to be ·ruled by slaves? la it 
right orthodoxy that he should lie under the 
authority of slaves? (18) 

Vassily Kliuchevsky argues that Ivan'~ conception 

ot his subjects as slaves reflects the influence of the 

appanage tradition, and demonstrates that in him the 

'heredi tary proprietor tr i'umphed over· the sovereign 

(19). ' Yet, this èxplanation is still 
,1 

not - qUl te 

satisfactory, since the power t~-:,),:!Üch Ivan laid t:laim 

far exceeded th~t which had beén Inherent to the 

appanage system. Spec i f ically, the conception of the , 

prince as 0lner of the people as well as the land 

within his realm was not a part of the appanage 

tradi t ion. 'If The real or·igin of this conception lay in 

the exp~rience of Mongol do~ination. Thi s experience 

did not negate the appanage system, and indeed vas 

hist~rically co-temporal with i~f but it did proyi~e 

the conditions for an enlargement of the appan,ge 
c 

principles to include persons as weIl as land. In this 

wa1, 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 ruler~. But this "hybr id embrdied certain 

contradictions which vere never re~olved by the 

'Musc,ov i te rulers, and whi'ch eventuaUy provoked the 
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collapse of the Mu.covite~ state., lva'n and his 

predecessors had laid c1aim to po1itica1 authority in 

the name of the Imperial principle, but they rea1ly 
) 

sought to rule over Russia qua otchina ~ as their own 

private property (20). Absolute proprietor' and 

autocratic'lsov~reign competed for centre stage, with 

neither quite displacing the other •. For much of the 

time,' this merely resulted in a certain discursive 

incoherence on the part.of the Muscovite rulers. At 

some moments, however, it made rulership its~lf quite 

impossible. When questions of more than ordinary 

importance, such as the succession to, or the proper 

form and scope of, the supreme power arose, the 

'. poli tica!" li fe of Rus' was plunged into a state of 

confusion which eventually brought the dynasty of 

Muscovfte princes to the ground (21). Tsar Theodore, 

t.H~· last of the Rurik dynasty, died in 1598; 
; 

the 

inability of the ruling circles to provide for a 

successor threw Russia into a~te of political 

iA~tability and internecine warfare 

• Troubles) which lasted Until 1613. 

(the Time of 

'rhus 'ended the 

Mùscovite era' of Russian history. The state which was 

rec~.olièated during the seventeenth century under the 

Romanov dynasty would eventually come tD ground itself 

in quite different piinciples of rulership, heralding ., 
the onset of the modern agé in Rvssia. 

- .. --------

The popular concept ion . of poli t i.cal authori ty 

during ,the Muscovite era was basically congruent with' 
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that of the ruling elements. I~ was, hovever, more 

thoroughly religious in, inspiration. In the popular 

viev, Russia constituted less an administrative, 

juridical, ot 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 lite during ~he reign of Ivan the 

Terrible, and may be quotèd at len~th ~ 
a 

Ivan's legis}ative council of 1549-50 - whic~ 
provided some precedent for later 
parliamentary 'councils of the land' ( 
zemskie sobory) was conceived as a 
religious gathering. The Church code enacted 
in 1551 knovn as ~he hundred chapters vas 
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 ,depi~ed in the 27,000 ,large pages of 
the ,encyclopaedia of holy readings, Cheti 
Minei. Every aspect of domestic activity was 
-ritualized vith semi-monastic rules of 
conduct in the "Housebo1d Book" (Domostroy 
). Even the oprichnina vas b~nd together 
with the vows, rules, and dress of a monastic 
order... The consequence of this radical 
monasticization of society vas the .virtual 
elimination of secular culture in the course 
of the sixteenth century. Dy the time of 
Ivan the Terrible Muscovy had set itsel! off 
even from other Orthodox Slavs ,by the 
totality of 'its historical pretensions and 
the religious character of its entire culture 
(22). , . 

In the populer view, the political itltitutions 

and·practices of Muscovite ·Russia were legitimized by , 

their service to the Orthodox community and faith. 

This, according to Michael Cherniavsky, reflected the 

absence of any "theory of the state" in R~ssian 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 vas introduced into Russia 
as part of the Christian etbos. In other 
yards, there vas 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 Of the ruler. God' s 

representat ive on earth,' he)as the exclusive focus of 

popular loyalties. The popuPar relati$nship to the tsar. 

was conceived in organic, familial terms he lias a 

father to his people, th~ ftbatiushka-tsar". This ~iew 

allowed. no room for a conception of the state as a 

de-personalized juridical entity the notion that 

'l'~tat, c'est moi' was always more true in the Russian 

context than in the West. 

" Thus,. when in the mid~fifteenth century the 

CouQcil-of Florence.and th~ falr of Constantinople led 

to the rejection of Byzantium as an external source of 

Christian authority, the ~ewfound power which fell to 

the Russian state as he ad 'of the Orthodox Church was 

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 astate, ,it was defined by an ecclesiastic hierarchy 

and political boundaries which vere established by the 

e r 
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Russian ruler. Nei ther Church nor State were 

independent abstractions in Russia, but rather received 

their legitimacy from the image of the Russian tsar. 

(24) 

But vh~t ex~ctly did popular Russia expect trom 

its 'batiushka- ( tsar'? Popular expectatio~s vere 

naturally coloured 

rulership in Russia. 

:\t-

by the actual experience of 

The appanage system, wi th i ts 

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 lar~y directing their 

affairs. The experience of ~opgof domination also 

own 

had 

a significant effect 

political authority. 

that the Mongol khan 

upon popular concept ions of 

Michael \rerniavsky has 

came to inherit sorne 

,\ 
argued 

of the 

attributes of the basileus. The khan could not displace 

the basileus, for he w~s, after a11, a 'godless one' 

(25) • But the' relative unsophistication of popula'r 

conceptions allowed a certain. overlappiog of these two 

images of authority. The image of the khan could borrow ',. 
some of the attributes ~f the universal and unique 

emperor, and become identified with it in the popular 

mind (26). 

Thus, when following the fall of 'Constantinople 

the Russian ruler began to acquire the dignities and 

functions associated with the basileus, this latter 

image had already been coloured by the Mongol 
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experience, 50 that the RussJan rJ,ller really inheri te.d 

the mantle of the basileus-khan. We have seen that 'the 

ruling image of political authority ha~u~dergone this 

graduaI mutation ; Ivan IV had clearly attempted in 

some ways to emulete the Mongol khan. But the Mongol 

'experience seems to have had a similar effect on the 

popular;consciousness. Cherniavsky argues that in the 

sixteenth century~ for popular Russia the title of 

"tsar" s in tact more firmly connected with the image 

of . ' than with that of the basIleus (27). 

images of authority co-existed in the 

popular mind r each sU9gesting a different aspect of the 

ruler's function : 

If the image of the basileus stood for the 
orthodox a~d pious ruler, leading his 
Christian people toward salvation, then the 
image of the khan, perhaps," was preserved in 
the idea of the Russian ruler as the 
conqueror of Russi~ A~d 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 

flock. 
~ 

AlI of these images, drawn from the appanage 

system, the Mongol experience, and the Byzantine 

tradition, emphasized the negstive aspect of the 

rul~r's function. He was the guardian of tradition, the 

\ 
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preserver of Christian orthodoxy, but never was he 

expeeted to take a positive role in shaping the life of 

soc iety. Indeed, the popular image of Russia vas 

stat ie, emphasiz i ng the immutabili ty of the social 

order. The actual strategies of rulership assoeiated 
• ft 

with these 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 of rulership vas 

negligible. The MOhgols, too, had b"?en rulers from a 
~ 

distance, little interested in the internaI affairs of 

'the commun i ty. They vere,.._ coneerned mainly wi th the 

control of internaI disputes and especially vith the 

exact ion of tribute. None of these ruling figures had 

taken an active role in shaping the life of the 

community ; they made exactions from it for their ovn 

benef i t, and for the rest left it pretty much to i ts 

own devices. 1 
Thus, ps il genuine st-ate and bureauc raey 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 life of .,-
, 
", 
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society and promoting its d:velopment, a permanent 

schism vould be established in Russia's politieal 

cul ture. Popular Russia held to a vision of 

uni nsti tut lonal i zed, decent ralized, and essentially 
"'-

negative political authority against the pretensions of 

the Petrine state. The history of the popular image of 

Russia would thenceforth be one of resi stance to the 

Russian state and bureaucracy, which had betrayed_the 

age-old foundations of Russian life. 

Before this would occur, however, and contributing 

to the intensity of the eventual rejection of the 

Russian state, there developed ~ widespread sense of • 

hnatieal devotion to the state and its ruler, in the 

form of what has been called the 'Russian Idea' (29). 

The ini t~al cond i t ions for a cult of t~e state lay in 

the experience of political disintegra~ion ,and 

subjugation to the Mongols vhich folloved the Kievan 

da. When at last e 

people' s .pirations 

for i 

emer~ed 

point for 

in the 

the Russian 

form of the 

Muscovi te prinee, the long period of f rust_rat ion made 

for a partieularly intense outpouring of support for 

this nev foree. Vassily Kliuchevsky ha~ argued that 

when the popule t ion of Northern Rus' real ized that 

MO,seow was a pol i tJcal cent re around which i t could 

group its forces for the stru9g1e vith external foes, 

they hastened to ally 4~~mselves with the Muscovite 

prince, and rai sed him to the height of "national 

sovereign of Great Rus'· ( 30 ) • ) 
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The success of the Muscovite princes in unifying 

and pacifying the" perenially feuding appanages' of 

North-eastern Rus', and iD finally freeing the land 

from the domination of the Mongols, consolidated their 

hold upon .~he sympathies of the Russien people, and 

- promoted a sense of "ecstatic rapture vith the state" 
r 

(31). According to Tibor Szamuely, the 'Russian Idea' 

entailed the conviction that "Russia had been entt:usted 

vi th the di v i ne mi ssion of resusci ta t ing the vor 1d by 

r ~~yin9 vith it the revelation that had bee'n granted to 

her s1one" (32). The paralle1 betveen the 'Russian 

Idea' and the doctrine of "Moscov, the Third Rome" is 

quite ev ident. We might say that "Moscow, the Third 

Rome" was the of fic ia'l formulation of a 

generally-prevailing sent iment, which it helped to 
, 

consol i date. Thi·s a1so under 1 ines the tact that, 

durîng this' period o~ Russia'·s h~story, the ruling. an" 

pppular images of poli tical aut-hor i t,Y were bas ically 
, 

compatible vith each othe'r. 

The Petrine Transformation 

As we have noted, the Muscovite tradition of-

rulership embodied certain contradict ions which 

ultimately provoked the collapse' of the state. 

FOllowing the death of Tsar Theodore in 1598, there 
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ensued a lengthy period of' political inst.bility, 

marked by c~urt intrigue, political assassinations, and 

the appearance of a series of 'false tsars' vying for 

the throne. The Time of Troubles final1y ended in 
l, 

1613, vith the accession of a member of the Romanov 

family to the throne. Gradually, politica1 conditions 

vere stabilized and the state reconsolidated. . 
But the state established by the Romanov dynasty 

would eventua1ly come to emb~dy principles which stood 

in radical the Muscovi te poli t ical contrast to 
• 

tradition. The general context for this transformation ; 

was Russia's turn to the West in the seventeenth 

century. Vassily K1iuchevsky has ar9ued that although 

Russia had previously engaged in diplomatie and 

commercial relations with thè West, Western influence' 

on Russia was a phenomenon of th~ seventeenth century. 

The Source of this influence was 

Russia',! 'dlssatisfaction with life a?d her 
ovn position... The difficulty 1ay ln the 
impossibi1ity ,of making the material 
requirements of thé GOvernment square wi~h 
t~e stock of dpmest,ic resources otfered Dy 
the, Government's system of subsistence. That 
is to say, the difficu1ty 1ay in the 
recognised necessity of' re-'organisinq the 
Government's system of subsistence in order 
to provide the means which the state so 
sor-ely lacked,' •• (33) 

Though initially . the Russian state tutned to the 

West' in search of the means to satisfy its materia~ 

requi rements, and thus was ma i nly ipterested in the' 

technological and mi li ~.ary secrets i t could discover 

there, thi s process gradua11y (and perhaps i,nevitably) 
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broàdened to include the assimilation of the political 
~ 

forma and principlel of lome of the states of Northern 

and Weltern Europe. This process reaehed'a climax 
, 

under' Peter the Great, and the'Petrine reforms .ill be 

the main focus of our attention. Yet, an essential 
1 

prelude to Peter's reform. ~~re 'the initial steps taken 

in this direction by his immediate predeces~ors. 

Alexis.I (1645-76)' seems to have bee'n -a p8rticularly 

important ~igure in this connection. Writes Jame. 

Billington :' 

Already under Alexis the semi-sanctified 
, titlé of tsar vas~giving vay to the Western 
title of emperor. Although the title vas not 
fQrmally aqopted unt il t.he t ime of Peter, 
Alexis' nev Polish-designed and Pe~sian-built 
throne of the 166,Os carried the Latin 
inlcription Potentisstmo et Invictissimo. 
Moscovitar'ium Im~ratori AleXio. Subtly, the 
distinctively m9~rn idea vas:being implanted 
of unlimited sovereignty responsible only to 
the national ruler. The "great crovA" that 
arrived in June,l655, from cdnstantinople 
contained a picture of the Tsar an~ TBarin~ 
,vhere symbols. of God) S' higher iovereignty 
used to be ; and 'pictures'of Alexi, began to 
replace those of St. George on the seal of 
the tvo-headed eagle. To the large group of -
dependent foreigners in Muscovy, Alexis vas 
no longer the leader of a uniQ~e religious 
ç::i-vilization 'but a model' European 
monarch •.. ( 34) 

,Still, it vas the r~ign of Peter l vhich marked a 
, 

radical break in Russia's history, in decisively 

transforming the ruli ng image of poli,t ieal author'i ty. 

One of the MOst . important features of this nev image, 

foreshadoved by Alexis yet spelled out more clearly 

under P~ter, ~as its secular foundation. The .function 

of the sovereign, vhich ,had' traditionally, been 
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c,onceived in' hieratie and esehatologieal, terms, nov 

came to be f~unded on pragmatic and material ground8. 

According to Marc Raeff, the sove~eign's primary 
-;. 

" function vaa nov to see to i t that society' a material 

needa vere satisfied (35). This doea not mean that the. 

state's traditional, religious bases of legitimaey.vere 

repudiated ; but to these bases vere added secular 
. 

ones, and the balance subtly shifted in the direction 

of the latter. One of Peter's main prop8gaftdists, 

Feofan Prokopovieh, epitomized this shift. ln his 

'Sermon on Royal Authority', prokopovich expressed his 

argument for absolutism in theologieal terms, insisting, 
, ' 

that " the highest, power is establi'shed and armed with 

the sword of God and •• ~ to oppose it is a sin' against 
1 

God Himself •.• "(36)."Yet he bolstered his position vith 

rational arguments based on the doctrine of natural law 
\ -

and the writings of eontempor~ry Western politieal 

theorists (37); " ••• besides ScriJ?ture there is 'in 

Nature hers,lf a lav laid dovn, by God .•• · aupreme 
, , 

authority reeeives its ~ginning and cause trom Nature 

itself"(~8). Thus, not only did the ruler re~eive his 

absQlute pover from GOd,' but also from the l'atural, 

material needa of maRkind bis funetion vould have'to 

change aceordingly. The state wou Id beeome responsible 

not ~nly for the spiritual salvation but 'also for the 

material prosperity of mankind. Religion tended nov to 

"' beeome subservient to ,the state, only one of its 

vadous funct ions, rat~r' ,than i ts· ra i son-d 'I~r •. 
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Michael C.herniavsky 1 ists a number of administrat ive " 

and symbolic reforms which the nGY image of rulership 

entailed : 

Aboli t ion 01 the patriarcha te, the 
establishment of the Governing'Synod of the 

'Church under' a 1ay bureaucrat, the +av 
permitting members of the r~igning dynasty to 
marry foreign prin.cesses who ,are' not 
converted to the Orthodox faith. AlI this was' 
symbolized by the nev title - Imegrator '­
vhich the Senate, established y Petet 
himself, offered to ,the tsar' upon the 
conclusion of the victorious var vith Sveden. 
lt 'vas perhaps egu.lly vell symbolized by the 
consequent elimination, of the epithet 
:'tishaishi",. the "most-gentle"" from the· 
1iturgy.(39) 

Peter' s reforms a1so' marked the 'adoption of a 

F 

.' , 
positive, activist model of rulership by the Russian 

state. No longer 
1 

& mere guardian of tradition,· the 

state became t,he 1 force for proDloting social maln 

change. According to this conception of ruler'ship, the 

state vas called upon to take in hand the l'ife of 

soçiety, to re-organise and develop it according t9 a 

rational plan. Marc Raeft,calls this 'the Poliz,istaat 

model, and argues that Peter adopt6d i t f,rom the 

empires of Northern Europe (in particuler Sveden) (40). 

Th~s conception of rulership was anchored in the 

changing conception pf the universe which had ' be .. n 

developing in sixteenth and seventeenth century Europe. 

A groving sense of the infinity of the univerèe and of 

its limitless r,esources vas married vith the conviction 

. that these resources must be controlled by mankind and 

marshalled in the interesta of The 
'. 
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Polizehtaat model vas a reflection of this general 

outlook. It also h.ppened to fit weIl vith Peter's own 

convictions. For he aeems to have bel ieved that RUBlia 

vas in tact super ior to the West in untouched natural 

résoureeR, and that only the state could properly 

develop those reBources (41) • 

. The secularizat ion of the foundat ions of poli t ical 

aWlhor i ty" and the adoption of a rationalist and 

activist model of rulership, const i t uttd ·a radieal 

break with the Muscovi te tradition. 1 ndeed, the 

subsequent schism in Russia's political cul tute ~ the . 
opposi t ion of ruli n9 and popular images of poli t ical 

author i ty, may be placed under the rubr ic of conf l icts 

" between tradi t ion and moderni ty, between EnI ightenm~nt 

and medieval conceptions of political authoritl" In 

Muscovite Russia, society was seen to be immutable, and 

the tsar as a gua,rdian of tradition l who wou Id ensure 

the salvat~on of his f10ck merely!?y preserving what 

had always bee~. Peter's aspirations could not have 

been more opposed to t~ese notions ; he sought to free 

.Russia from' the weight of t.radition, and 1ead it into a 

glorious future. 

The view that Peter the Great wu a radical 

i nnovator i s by no means held unan imously, and the 

s igni f iéance of hi s reign may be clar if ied by a br ief 

consideration of an alternate interpretat ion 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 sys~em in nev 
, 

combinations withôut'introducing Any nev relations~ips 
, 

.1 Without lay1n9 a linger on the ancient bases 
of the Ixisting' order, and without 
introducing Any nev onll, he 11ther completed 
PC2cII.es begun by other hands, or modulated 
reltly"'made combinat ions of conditions by 
either segregating the . constituent 
elements ••• or fUling those elements together 
until these methods had succeeded in creating 
for the SUte a position permitting' of 
augmentation, for the State's exclusive 
benefit, both of the State's administrative 

- institutions and of the plople's vorking 
forces ••• (4-2) 

This argument emphasizes the preservation and 

accentuation of practices, such 'as obligatory state 

service and the Statute of Bondage, into the Pet~ne 

era. The state was no less arbitrery and despotic than 

be~ore, but merely tightened its-grip on society. We 

do not mean to minimize the !iigni f icance of these 

factors. Hovever, if certain practices were preserved 
1 

by Peter, the spirit which animated them did change. 

The state was provided with a radically nev telos .for 

i ts act ions. l t had aJways imposed heavy obli9at ions 

on Russian society, for the simple reason that the 

nation ',5 sur v i val 1ay in the balance. The task of 
defense hacA always impelled tt)e state to adopt a 

dirigiste approach to rulersllip. ln this sense, the 

argumènt that the Muscovi te rulers ' played only a 

negative role may seem to distort maturs somevhat. 

But an important distinction betveen the Muscovite and 

Petrine images of rulership must neverthele.s be made 
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ther. hti.d 'not edated in Musco~i te Russia a sense that 

the state mus~ control society for the purpOses of 

development or progresse The state had quelled 

internal ~ilputes, mobilized society for the purp~e ,of 

'defense, and extracted from it enough to provide for 

its ovn functioning. These functions remained central 

dur!ng Peter's time and after l but to them was added 

the notion of th~ state as a catalyst of social and 
. 

economic progress, and th!s, moreover, alon9 purely 

secular or material lines. 
, . 

Yet, i t ca'nnot be denied that even at the level of 

ideology the results of the Petrine era were ambiguous. 

ln particular," Peter's. attempt to de-personalize 

political authority by investing sovereignty in the 
• 

s-tate tather than- i ts ruler w~s a resounding fa'ilure • 
\ 

Peter himself contributed to this fai lu're, for he was 

8ueb a central figure in all of his refor~s that they 

could not but be. ident if ied wi th his- person'. He might 
1 

proclaim that sovereignty lay' in the 'state, but, the 

general perception 'was that it was his ,state. Even 
1\ 

Peter eventually fell victim to this tendency, and vith 

one act - the Ustav, or Charter of February 5, 1722 -

he revealed ho~ much he remained 

perspect ive of I),i s predecessors. 

that 

imprisoned in the 

In it, he proclaimed 

We have decided to en.ct that, from this time 
forth, it mey lie "hoUy vithin the will of 
the ruling Soverei9n to grant th. lucceaaion 
unto vbomBoever he desireth, and,likewiae to 

,. revoke the same shoul<! he percei ve' hi 5 
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successor-desi'gnate to have aught of 
unvorthiness in him. ('3) 

Aceosding to ~he Imperial principIe, the throne 

should have been 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 deàth a11 of his ~reatest worka would be' 

undone. . The ci rcumstances and personal mot i vat ions 

attending this decision are less important, however, 

then its implications. For vith this one act, Peter 

had reverted to the practice of the appanage princes, 

who, as proprietots of .the realm, could bequeath it to . . 
whomever they chose. Thus , the veight of the past 

impinged on even the one rulêr who sought to escape 
~ 

trom it. 

Still, other innovations did outl ive peter's 

reiC}n, and r)mained central to the ruling image of 

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, an~ its tradition of 

negativé. rulership, this in itself was enough to cause 

an estrangement of the Ru~ian state and soc iety. The 

widespread sense o.f popular devotion to the state, and 

specifically to its ruIer, had been based upon the 

common religious se.lf-wnderstanding of tsar a~d people. 

Suddenly . and irrevocably these foundations had been 
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svept away. The ever-9row~n9 exertions to vhich 
. 

society was put were no longer aimed merely at ensuring 
. 

the integrity of national boundaries, and thereby 

protecting the traditional Russian vay of life, but 
M 

vere di rected towa rd the crea t ion of an ent i rely new 

way of,.. life. 

The Russian state a f ter Peter I did lose mucl\ of 

the dynamism with lIthich Peter had infused it. But the 

main inst rument of the Pettine re forms, the 

bureauc racy, continued to expand throughout the 

Impèrial era and became the concrete symbol of Russia's 

betrayal of i ts organic/reÛg ious roots. l t was based 

upon purely secular foundat ions. It was tht: inst: rum~nt 

for applying the will,of the centre, stamping out local 

autonomy and initiative. And it interposed itselt-

between the tsar and the people, negating the organic 

bonds which had once united the nation. ln every 

respect l i t contr~dicted the ipopular understanding of 

the fQundations of Russ ian society, and it became a 

focus of populer discontent " throughout the Imperial 

age. 

The bureaucratization of Russia was an inev i table 
• 

corollary of the Petrine reforms. 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 

intermedia~e bodies ; politieal power remained higltly 

" cen'tra!'izeà, but the impetus vhich came froni' the centre 
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would have to be taken up by enthusiastic intermediate 
... 

bodies •. The administrative~s em of Muscovite Russia 
.. ' ( 

was simply unf it for these ta • Writes Marc Raef f : 

La Moscovie êta i t relat ivement dénuée "e tels 
corps intermédiaires... les groupements 
institutionnalisés traditionnels de la 
Moscovie étaient trop pass ifs et rétrogrades 
p·our se priter à la nouvelle culture 
politique. (t4) 

Thus, Peter was forced to refashion Russ ia 1 s 

administrative system. Traditionally based on local and • 
family ties, and governed by the system of 

mestnichestvo, the system of univer~al service was 

completely reformed. , Sery ice became more regular, 

conti'nuou-s, and exac; t i n'g. Every member of the gentry 

wa.s required to devote his entire adult life 

beginning at the age of sixteen - to state service 

(45). Mo~eovér, Peter insisted that, in both civil and 

mi 1 i tary offices, aIl must start at the bot tom and 

advhnce solely on the basis of me'ri t. The promulgat ion 

of the Table of Ranks in 1'722 listed in hierarchical 

order the fourteen ranks to be obtained in the 

mi1i~ary, civil, and court bodies, and established a 

meritocratic system of advancement. Thi 5 table served 

as the foundat ion of the Imperial Russian bureaucracy 
-

and lasted, vith modifications, until1917 (46). 

In i~stitutin9 these reforms, Peter ensured the 

total (if temporary) subordination of the aristocracy 

to the state, refashioning 

adsni nist ra t i vé class. -
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aristocrtlScy's social status nov depended directly on 

i ts service to the state. 1 t is this vhich has 
1-

prompted many scholars to argue that ~eter merely 

strengthened the existent relations in Russia, and it 

is true that at. the end of his reign bureaucratized 

Russia resembled nothing more than the servant state to 

which Ivan IV had always aspired. Both of the chief 

social classes in Russia - the arïstocracy and the 
,/ 

peasantry- "'ere pract ically defined bi their status of 

bondage to the state 1 the landowners di rectly throu9h~ 

their service functions, the landworkers indirectly 

through the institution of serfdom. 

We cannot here give the institution of serfdom the 

attention it deserves, but it does seem to be related 

to the general trend in state act ivity _ which we have 

pointed out. The pract ices which eventually culminated 
~ 

in serfdom developed long beforè the petrine era, and 

in i t iaUy took place outside the sphere of the state. 

However, i t was the Ulozhen ie of 1649 which finally 

gave legal form and permanence to these practices. The 

sta te' s i nvoJvement in thi s matter seems to have been 

in large part a funct1'on of i ts growing service needs. 

Muscovite Russia was not yet equipped vith a modern 

bureaucracy, but the mi li tary challenges i t faced made 

i t heavi ly dependent upon the mil i tary service class. 

Richard Hellie has argued 

legitimation of serfdom in the 

the resul t of presS'ure put on 
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class - the members of the Muséovite cavalry who were 

dependent for financial support on the peasants who 

lived on their landholdings (47). The f light of 

peasants from' their lan~ords had become very common, 

and stood as a constant threat to the livelihood of the 

middle service class whic~ held lands in return for 

service to the state. The Ulozhenie attempted to remove 

this threat, and demonstrated the already-growing 

tendency of social practices in Russia to refl~ct and 

serve the interests ~f the state. Serfdom thereafter 

remained in place until the government began to ,see it 

as a liability. 

"-
post-Petrine Russia Images of Rulership in Conflict 

.. ' 
Il 

In the period following Peter's death, the general 

trend of state ideology was in the direction suggested 

by the Petrine reforms. A symbolic turning-point in 

the secuiarization of the state came in 1742 

. beginning with the coronation of Elizabe'tb, the Russian 

rulers crowned themselves in the ceremony performed in 

the Cathedral of the Dormition in the Kremlin (48). 

This, wr i tes Michae'l Cherniavsky,' "was the final 

symbolic step in the e~olution of the autocratic ruler, 

truly secular and truly Sbsolute ft (49). The rea f ter, 

the imperial mantle remained central to state doctrine. 
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The image of the emperor did nct entirely displace that. 

of the Orthodox 'ather in Itate ideology - this latter 
\, 

image continued to exist, partly contained in and 

partly living alongBide that of the emperor (50). ' Just 

as during the Muscovite era there had existed a tension 

between the different images of politieal 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 af astate based upon 

secular foundations. 

This shift was illustrated even during the reign 
, 

of Nicholas l (1822-55) , who has of ten been 

1t characterized as a throwback to an earlier model of 
~ 

rulership. Nicholas' reign sav the introduction of a 

,novel ideological 

,the nation pehind 

formula whlch.was designed , l' 

its {uler~ The ruling 

Russia ~as now expressed in three ideas 

to rally 

image ~f 

Autocracy, 

,Orthodoxy, and Nationality. Recognising the persistent, 

appeal of the traditional conception of the tsar as an 

OrthodoJt· f'ather amongst popular elements, S.S. Uvarov, 

Nicholas' chief ideologist, attempt'ed to ef!ect a 

resolution of the traditional and modern images ot 

rulership , 

His formula was a synthesi~ of the Russian 
myths, in which orthodoxy could serve as a 
third term, as a bridge from the Sovereign 
B~peror to the people by vay of the pious, 
Orthodox Tsar. But in the synth~sis, the 
keystone vas autocracy. The paradox vas that 
while Autocracy vas no better defined then 
the other terms of the nev Trinit y, it 
defined itself through each governmen~ action 
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and theretore vas the only standard 
available, the measure of aIl things ••• (51) 

Uvarov's ideologieal formula vas at one level a 

manipulati~n of popular symbo1s; yet it seems also to 

have been an aecurate expression of Nicholas' s 

s~lt-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 Persona} Chancery 

of his Imperial Majesty', the Corps was controlled by 

Nicholas himself because he saw the fulfi~lment of his 

role in personal 
~ 

..... 
government. Michael Cherniavsky 

describes the role of ~he Corps as fol~ovs 

The gendarmes intruded into every aspect of 
Rus,si.an lite, personal and institutio'1al, 
exactly bec. use Nicholas l sav them al an 
extension of his persqnal vill ; and his vi11 
as tsar, as person, intruding into private 
lives, eontradicting his ovn lavs~ couid only 
be beneficial ••.. The i~perial system, the 
state vith the emperor at the head, vént on 
funct ioning , (though >' rether badly) • 
Superimposed apove it, hovever, vas the 
Blessed Tsar, whose personal qualities and 
judgment vere ,th,e real guerantees of justice 
aJ'ld happiness. Though the great codification 
of Russian law was done under Nicholas 1" on 
his orders, the emperor found it i.possible 
to. admit tha·t ~is ,human,impulsest' exactly 
because they. vere his, and therefore just, 
eould be l'imi ted by hi s ov'n laws (53). 

Yet, even this tsar who attempted to'play the .role 

of Ortho,!ox Father found'himsel~ trapped within the 

fr-amevork.'established by Petér the Great. Indeed, it 

was perhaps this vhich made Nicholas' reig" -aeem so 
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horrible. Alexander HJrzen aaid of Nicholas that he had 
, • ( > 

stopped being" European vithout becoming a Russian 

(5'). He instead combined the vorst of both vorlds, 

for he 

tried to he a Tsar Alexis 'by means of his 
. fligel and qeneral-adiutanty... Th~ myth of 

the pioua talr was elecuted through the 
sacular stlte which vas contained ••• in a 
military mold (55). 

The secularized Petrine bureaucracy was by nov solidly 

entrenched in Russian society, and even Nicholas vas 

confined to enacting his personal will through this 

, medi UJn. 

ThOU9h initially inspired b~ the West, the 
, 

imperial bu~eaucracy remained in an important sense 

quintessentially Russian. For the bureaucratization of 

Russia was never accompanied by its lo.gical 

counterpart, 1 system of lav which vould define and 

,regulate the state's relationship vith society. 

Rossia's modern bureaucracy remained until, the end 

grounded in traditional arbitrariness. ft legal system 

was foreign to the Muscov i te tradition 1 the 

saint-prince stood above the Lav, and the assurance, of 

justice vas provided by his personal sanctity(56).In 

practice, the prince's sanctity and piety vere measured 

by his adherence to customs~ rituels, and traditions. 

But the 'evolution of the state under Peter the Great, 

in abol ishing 
1 • 

old custom. and rltuals, 1110 abolilhed 

the stand~rd by which the ~person of the ruler could be 

judged. ln Michael C~erniavlkyts terms, Peter'i reform. 
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-abolished the dlstinction between the 
empèror'i personal will and lav. or Law. to 

_ put it another way, Lav in Russia did not 
serve as a middle term between the tsar and 
the people, but, identified with the person 
of the ~I.r, served to emphasize the identity 
of the ruler and the state (57). ' 

eut'loose fromits religious foundations, the need 

for a 1egal system to - g~ound 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 continuèd'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 pelitieal crisis which 

occurred in '1730 t when a proposaI was submitted by D.M. 

G~litsynl' in th~ name of the privy Couneil, ~o formelly 

limit the prerogatives of the monarch. ~he service 

el.ss rose in massive opposition 'to th,is proposal, 

throving its lot in with the tsar a~d full autocracy. 

lt still law its interests as vholly dependent upon the 

will of the monarch. And this ~onviction had the 

effect of a self-fulfilling prophecy, for, 

in the finâl analysis, by restoring full 
autocracy, the criais of 1730 reinforced the 

, concept of t,he nobility as 'a bo~y of equal 
servicemen whose individual and' group status 
depended exclu8-i v~ly ,on the wil'l, favor" and 
interests of the Autocr~t (58). 
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The indifference 'of Russian s9ciety to a legal 

- fra~ework for, political authority is f:ven better 

diaplayed in the findings of the legislative commission 

of 1767. The political establishment had by th~n begun 

to recognise the dilato/y effects of the arbitrary 

exactions imposed on Russian society as a result of the 

Petrine reforms. The legislative commission vas an 

attempt to address this dilemma by taking the pulse of 
. 

Russian society. What it discovered was that the 

different social classes wanted a more precise 

definition of their juridical and functional status, 

some sort of guarafltee o'f their propertty rights, and a 
, 

certain protection against arbitrary imprisonments, 

seizures, and confiscations. These claims were 

directed not against the acta of the sovereign, but 

against the administrative agents of the state. And 

yet, vrites Marc Raeff : 

on ne revendiquait ni un cod' de lois, ni 
mime une sorte de charte... l'élite. 
di rig.ante semblai t. pr6férer des rapports 
fondés sur une autorité suprlme personnalisée 

,i un cadre de lois et à l'échafaudage de 
règlements impersonnels ••• (S9) 

This would see~ to.indicate ,that not only the 

masses but also some membe(s of the social elite 

identified themselves vith the Muscovite ideal. The 

representatives of the different social groups seem to 

have·envisioned Russia as a cleavage of classes and , 

'ordera' corresponding to their socio-economic 

functions. The nobility oppoaed the interference of the 
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marchants in the agriculturel economy, while the 
, < 

merchan'ts wished to deny the nobility Any· involvement 

in commerce and manufacture. According to Marc Raeft, 

this indicates that much of Russia still had a 

of society, as based on a 'medieval' conception 

hereditary separation of functions and vith ,an 

'organic' structure: 

La Commission de 1767 a révélée que la 
société Russe ••• prenait, P4r le truchement 
de lei représentants, le contre-pied de 
l'Etat policé, des normes et des objectifs 
que s'assignait ce dernier, du moinl selon le 
schème pétrovien. La société 'prenait ses 
distances vis-à-vis de'l'Etat bureaucratisé 
Qui se proposait de la restruct~rer et de 
l'organiser en vue d'une productivité à long 
teliD'le (60). 

ln the end, it vould be the state which, ~s at so 

many other times in Russian history, would take up the' 

reforming initiative and make some steps toward the 

establishment of a 1egal foundation for Russia. The 

reign of Catherine the Great, in particuler, inspired 

great hopes in this regard. P0110win9 the palace revolt 

to remove Peter III and install Catherine on June 28, 

17-62, ci. theri ne announced her intentions in the 

Manifesto of July 6. In it, according to Vassily 

Kliuchevsky, she promised the nation something totally 

unprecedented astate based upon legislative 

enactment alone (61). Catherine'. "Instructions R to the 

Legislative Commission of 1767 repeated this promise. 

Though she re-iterated the claim of the sovereign to 

absolute power, she also affirmed that : 
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every lndividual Citizen in particular must 
vi.h to .ee hi •• elf protected bf Lav., vhich 
ahould not di.tre •• him in,his Clrcum.tances, 
but, on the Contrary, .hould defend him from 
all Atteapt. of others, that are repugnant to 
thia fundamental Rule. (62) ~ 

Catherine'. -Instructions· vere based in large 

part on the ~ritings of Western 1egal authorities such 

'as Montesquieu, Beccaria, and Blackstone. The dept~ of 

her commitment to these principles is less clear. One 

source claims that 

there are no ground. for doubting, that'before 
1767 she earne.tly hoped that it vould be 
possible to translate the principles of the 
Enlightenment into' reality in, Russia by 
inspired legislatiora (63). . 

On the other hand, a British ~iplomat at Catherine's 

court was more skeptical, remarking that her actions, 

·'like false pearls, have more éclat 'but less value than 

the genuinè one-(64). 

At any rate, Catherine's promises went 

unfulfilled. The Pugachev rebell ion inspired 

tremendo~s fear in the gentry and turned mOlt of its 

members againlt the idea of reforme ror Catherine, the 

rrench Rewolution vas a key turning point, as it kH,led 

her enthuliasm (a1ong, a9~in, vith that of t~e gentr" 

for the. reformist ideas of the West. After the rrench 

Revolution, a period of political reaction set in, " 

ext ingui shing hopes for reform along 'hgal lines. ' 

The reigo of Alexander l (~801-2~) va. also marke~ 

by periode of reformist ambition, during' the years 

1801-05 and 1807-12; respectiv,ely (65). There is even, 
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it a •• ml, some r.ason t6, believe that in the tir'st of 

theae periods Alexander int.nded to' abolish the 

autocracy and •• rfdolll (66). But the continuing 

opposition of the gentry Qualhed hopes for the 

dieman~ling of the latter inltitution, and Alexander 

himeelf val reluctant' in, practice to part vith his 

aut~cratic powers. When var vith rrance broke out in 

1805, these pIanI for reform vere definitely abandoned 

(67). 

The second 'liberal' period of Alexander' 1 reign 

vas dODÎinat~ by his advisor Michael Speransky. 

Speransky seems to have visq,ed to establish a strong . 
\ 

monarchy firml, based on law and legal procedur .. , 

.modeled on the German Rechtsteat (68) • At the 

emperor's request, Speransky drev up in 1809 a plan for 

a constitution. But his suggest'ons were never 

implemented, and once again var vith France, this time 

in 1812, announced a peri~d of conservatiam vhich 

lasted until.the end of Alexander's ~eign. 

Thua, Russia's poli t ical culture remained 

throughout the Imperial era dominated by a dichotomy 

betveen two radically opposed images of rulership, one 

drawn from ,the Muscovite e~a and emphasizing the 

, negàt ive aspect of poli t ical 'rulership, the other 

introduced by Peter the Great and arrogating to the 

. state an absolut~ right to direct the life of ao~iety. 

Betveen these images' of authority, nothing else had 

been able to 'lay solid roots. Ae a consequence; 
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political choice. tended to be made in starkly opposed 

terlls. One: either opted for an absolutist state, 'as 

val the case vith most of official Russia, or for a 

negligible state role, as vas the case vith mpst of , 

popular Russia. 

A liberal tradition did gradually evolve during 

the latter part of t'he Imperial era as a p0tjenthl 

mediating element bet"een t.he two traditional images of 

rulership. This tradition was supported by sorne 

members of the service class, and also by the local 

elites vho came together through the zemstvo assemblies 

created during the reign o~ Alexander II. The liberal 

tradition might_ have become a logical eventual 

suc.cessor to the pe'trine image of rulership, insofar as 

it evoked the possibility of embarking on a resolutely 

Western path of development. Yet, perhaps because it 

vas 80 Western, the liberal tradition was slow to 

implant itself. Moreover, the most common base of 

support for -such a model of rulership, ~n independent 

bourgeoisie, never really existed in Russia. The 

metchant class t~nded to de pend heavily on the'state, 

and never developed the sense of ,independenoe which in 

the West had been a pr.condition for a liberal outlook. 

Dvring the late nineteenth·century, when the supporters 

of a liberal pattern of rulership began to organile as 

a _ genuine political movement, they often found 

themselves on t~e defensive in the nation's political 

debates ; evén the ter~ 'liberal' aCQuired for manY,a 
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negati\re connotation as the cent ury progressed. 

Moreover, by th!s time the radical intelligentsia had 
\ 

emerge~and rapidly eclipsed the liberals as a movement 

of opposition. This class drew inspiration from Quite 

different sources, and was destined to play a much 

larger role in the nation'5 history. 

Thus, we may summarize the post-Petrine evolution 

of the ruling image of Russia as follows : although the 

state lost much of the initiative Peter had attempted 

to inst-i Il in i t, i ts ideological development basically 

followed the path Peter had charted. Peter's attempt to 

transfer sovereignty from the person of the ruler to 

the institution of,the state failed, and until the end 

of the Inlperial era the tsar remained the locus of , \ 
legitimacy in the Russian state. However, his image 

qU, ruler had been transformed, with the image of the 

emparor eclipsing that of the Orthodox Fa~her • 
.. 

jMoreover, the prime instrument of the secular 

state, the bureaucracy, continued to grow in 5ize and 

power throughout the Imperial age, both symbolizing~and 

concretizing the tr~nsformation of 
.. 

the rul~ng image of 

po~itical authority. Indeed, the bureaucracy became 

more and more an autonomous force in society. Though 

legitimacy remained the preserve of the ruler, power 

came more and more to repose in the bureauc~acy. 

Initia11y, this was encouraged by the instability at· 

state levei which followed, Peter's deat~ ; the weakness, 

of his immediate Buccessors allowed the administrative 
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class, which had been created as an instrument,of the 
ri' 

ruler, to act more and more 11 a ruling clas~. 

The no?ility nov used its position in the state to 

buttress its status in civil society. An important 

st~p in this di~ection was made vith the Ukaz of Ma~ch 

31, '1731. It procl~i'med that pgmiestie landholdin9s,' 

which had formerly been dependent uPQn the fulfillment 
J 

of set~ice obli9ati~ns and technically rem~ined the 

the" state, nov P4ssed into vholly'private 

purchase-free and, inl perpetuity. The 

was thus converted ~nto the permanent 
'. 

propri~to~ and master. of his holdings (69). 

The period between 1730 and 1760 saw' the nobility 

acquire several other 'important privileges. These -

included :' a class monopoly of serf-'right, an ex/tension 

of the pomi~stchik's juôicial-police authority to 

incl.ude the, power of awardin9 the criminal code's 

» heavier penalties, a ri9ht to sell serfs apart from 

lands, a ,r~9ularisation of the recovery of pea,ant 

absconders, and tacilit~es for obtaining cheap. State 

'credi t secured upon the borrower' s immoveable" property 

( 70) • 

ConveJ;"se,ly, the service obli9âbons upon vhich the 

civil status of the nobility had always depended beca~e 

ever-lighter. The nobles ve~e first 9ranted the ri9ht 

to enter service directly as an officer if first the 

required educational standard had been attained. 

fubsequently, a f ixed term of sery ice was set,_ P'inally, 
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the crovnin9 pr i vi lege came in 1762, wi th the 

nobility's ex~mption from any state service save that 

vhich vas of a voluntary nature.(71) 

The ,soc ial position of the nobi l i ty continued to 

imp'rove during the rd!ign of Catherine. But it is easy 

t-o 'see that this development created an unnatural 

imbalance in R~ssian society. The basis of the old 

order had been the compulsory, semi-bonded Iàbour of 

aIl classes for the benefit of the state. Now, one 
# 

class had been fI'eed of i ts obligations while 

increasing its privileges. And, aIl this came at the 
" 

expense of the peasant~y, whose burdens in this period 

became even heavier. Attention could not but be drawn 

to this in~quitous sitbation. The sympathies of a 

small part of the emancipated nobility would soon be 

direc~ toward 'the people', ) the toiling m~sses who 

su~fered at the hands of the laRdowners and the state. 

Initially, the 'conscience-stricken gentry' would 

appeal to the state to abolish the i~stitution of 

serfdom, which seemed to be Russia's greatest ill. But 

the state's conservatism would soon m~ke it a target of 

attaek, and the aspiration to a .nev politieal order 

came to occupy the minds of some elements of Russian 

society. It was out of this socio-psychologieal 

context that the intelligentsia was borne 

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 

all-poverful 

vere 

or 

starkly-opposed 

pract ically 

. , it would 

non-existent. . 
be 

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 

st a te as suc h • In its desire to link forces with 

popular RuSsia, and to seek justice for the 

traditionally disinherited, the intelligentsia (for the 

first part of its history, at least) came ~o accept 

sorne of the terms in 

the role of the state. 

which popular Russia conceived of 
\ 

But what, in the meantime, had occurred at this 
Il: 

level of society? What was the popular response to the 

transformation in the ruling image of poli t ical 

authority, and how did the popular image evolve during 
~ 

this period? In general, the popular reaction to the 

Petrine innovations was one of opposition, though not 

always in an active forme Peter's reforms never 

penetrated to the heart of society, and his appeal to 

the masses to renounce their prejudices and tradit~nal 

customs was clearly a failure. 

Yet, exactly because many remained unmoved by 

Peter's ideological innovations,~nd in all likelihood 

did not fully understand their implications, the masses 

continued to conceive of their relationship to the 

ruler in traditional tet'ms. For the mess of the 

Russian peasant ry 1 the ruler remained the 

"batiushka-tsar", the Orthodox Father (72). Though the 
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rulers generally de-em~asized their hiera t le 

,functions, much of popular Russia continued to see them 

in this light, imbuing the image of the emperor vith 
6 

the attributes of the Orthodox Father. In this way, 

the Russian state avoided the wholesale alienation of, 
j 

the "people, wi thout eyer winning them ove,r to the new 

image ~f' polit ieal." au~hod ty. 

Other e~ements of Russian society reacted in a 

more . host i'le, perhaps a more 
",' 

rigidly logical', and 

fashion, adoptinq a stance of outrlght opposition to 

the state and its 
,l, 

ru~r. Though we must concentrate on 
t 

the movements of popùlàr. opposi t io-n ~ to thè state during 

the Impe~ial age, we do find an important precursor of 
~ 

'them in the religious schi~rn ( raskol) which S'hook 
, 

Russia in the latter half of the se~enteenth eentury. 

This is not surprisiAgl rnoreover, sinee tbe turn to 

the West which" Jould eulminate' in th,e Petrine rèforms 
/ 

had already begun in the sevènteenth century. The 

religious schism was in part a reflection of the . 
unsettli~9 effec~s of this turn. Hitherto, 'the Russian 

~ommuni ty had been ~ ess,ent ially hQmogeneous in i ts 

religious "and mora'l'-.. composit'lon. Writes 

. KI iuchevsky, of the Russian people : 

Vassily 

l ,; they did" not aIl underst.and t'hings in the 
• same vay, CYt" stüd'y their catechism of l'île 

with e~al strictness'; but at least they alr 
affirmed the sa~e eatechism, sinned vith 

~ equal i~iffer~nce, ~nd; ~îth an identi~al 
lear of the Almlghty ln the1r hearts, vent,to 
confeseion and Communiôn. This varied 
tortuosity of an autOmatic conscience helped 
tn~ old Russians to understand one anQther# 

'. 
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and to form. a homogenèous moral body ••• This 
moral wholenels of the ,Russian community vas 
shattered by Western influence. (73) 

Foreign influen~e during the seventeenth century 

had beg~n to ~isturb the 'moral wholeness' of the 

RusSian community by introducing new concepti~ns and 

customs into i ts li fe. What was occurring was a" 

gradual brealtdown in common understanding, in which the 

masses no longer saw their values reflected in the 

practices developing around the st~te. A first 

explosion of opposi t ion to this estrangemerrt occurred-, 
1 

naturally enough, within the Church, which~ad been the 

moral centre of Muscovite social life. 

We must not commi t the error~f drawing too close 

an an8109Y between the religious schism and the 

subseque~t clash between the traditionsl and modern 

images of political authority (though later they did 

come to overlap). For both of the principel factions 

in the religious d;spute accepted the traditional, 

Muscovite image of Russ ia. Each side the 
l t 

'theocratic' and the 'fundamentalist', as James 

Bill ington has called them (74)- answered in a 

~ifferent manner the same question : how was religion 

to be kep~ at .the centr' of Russian lite in the 

changing conditions of the seventeenth century?(75) 

That is to say, both accepted the image of Russia as an 

, organic religious commtmity. 

The theocratic solution, proposed by Patriafch 

Nikon, entailed a strengthening of central 8uthority 
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vithin the Chu~ch hierarchy, and an improvement in the 

discipline and educational level of the clergy by 

editing and printing sys~ematic catechistic manuals. 

This latter task called for the 'purification' of 

Muscovite religious texts and rituals of the errors and 

aberrations vhich had found their way into them over 

time. All of this spelled innovation and foreignness 

to the fundamentalists, 1ed by the Archpriest Avvakum 

and supported mainly by the parish priests of the 

pr~vinces. The-fundamentalist position, writes James 

Bi 11 i ngton 1 was 

"a simple equa t ion of trouble w i th innovat ion, 
innovation wi1:h foreigners, and foreigners 
with the devil. The past that the 
fundamentalists sought to maintain was the 
organic religious civili~ation that had 
prevailed in Russia prior to the coming of 
ftg ui1e trom beyond the se~s".(76) 

Whether or ' not the Nikonian reforms represented . 
, . 

the introduction of 1 foreign' innovations into the 

Orthodox Church, the important point is that, given the 

context of unsettling changes already taking place in 

Russian soc iety, they were i nterpreted by the 

schismatics as "guile from beyond the seas". The 

immediate catalyst of the schism was Patriarch Nikon's 

- attempt to introduce correct ions i-n./o' the texts and 

rituals of the Church. When a Church Council in 1667 

approved these reforms, the raskol began in earnest. 

The 'Old Be1ievers' rejected the Greek three-fingered 

sign of the cross, the corrected spelling of the name 

of Jesus; the tripling instead of the doubling of the 
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'Hallelujah', aa vell as other reforma, and henee 

rejeeted the Chureh (77). Many of them interpret'ed the 

reforma as a sign that the end of the vorld vas 

imminent, and painted Nikon as the AntiChrist. 
~ 

We needn't enter too closely into the details of 

the schism, but its outcome is partieularly signifieant 

for us. The Chureh Couneil of 1667 may seem to have 

been a vietory for Nikon~ but the Couneil actually 

devoted most of its attention to the final deposition 

-_ /' and exile of the Patriareh. The theC'crat ie solution to 

the problem of keeping'réli9ion at the centre of 

Russian life was also defeated. The main result of the 

Council "was to establish the clear subordination of 

chureh to state by flooding the chureh bureaucracy with 

nev priests who vere, in effeet, state- appointéd"(78). 

B~h of the main parties to the religious dispute, both 

of the religious responses 'to the changing 

circum$tances of seventeenth-century Russia, vere 

defeated. In James Billington's view, this indicate~ 

that 

the basic schism in Christian Russia was not 
the' formal one between those who accepted and 
thoBe who rejected the Nikonian reforms. The 
real schism vas, rath,r, the basic spli t 
betveen the Muscovite ideal of an organie 
religious eivilization and the post-1667 

. 'reali ty - equally offensi ve to both of them -
of the ehureh as a subordinate in~titution of 
a centralized state. (79) 

This vou Id auggest that the religious schism vas a 

prelude to the petrine reforms, in establishing an 

initial break vith the Muscovite tradition of , 

78 

o , 

,1 



· ' 

.. 

.. 

rvlership. The schism vas rouch'more than an internal 

religious dispute, rapidly tak~ng on poli tical 

overtones. Michael Cherniavsky links the schism vith 

the origins of the secular state in Russia~ The Old' 

Believers were faced vith a tremendous doctrinal 

dilemma once the tsar stepped in to support the 

Nikonian reforms; 'not only vere they opposing an 

arrogant Patriarch, but also the 'Most Blessed' Tsar, 

God's represen~ative on earth • That they did oppose .. 
ihim, Cherniavsky argues, is explained bl' the fact that 

the theocratic tsar began to ring a little 
false in the ears of the raskol'niki, that 
something different and nev was beginning to 
shov through the theocracy, What that 
something was can be illystrated by the first 
lav of the Ulozhenie of 1649, which 
~stablished a nev category "of crimes, 
politica1 crimes .•. we have here a symbolic 
indication of the early secular state, for 
which the sacramental phrase vas crime 
d'etat, as for the full-blown secular state 
'it was, and is, raison d'etat. (80) , 

Moreover, i r the Old Bel ievers consistently held 

out the hope that the tsar wou1d personally intervene 

to erase the heresies of Nikon, the state acted in such 

a way as to galvanize the Old Believ.rs 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 Councilts declarations charàct,erized the 

Old Believers as "heretics and reca1citrants", and 

affirmed that heretics were liable to civil as vell as 

ecclesiastical punishment (81). A lav of 1684 made 
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Adherence to the schism a a.cular, state crime, vith­

the punishment of death for the unrepentant schismatic 

(82). The state'. actions proved to be a 

self-fulfilling prophecy, for after 1667 the 01d Belief 

became an indistinguishable b1end of opposition to 

liturgica1 and po1itical reforma. The Old Belief came 

to symbolize the traditional image of Russia, and 

served aa a ~,'touchstone fo.:: a11 those who were 

di,enchanted with the turn away from the Muscovite 

tradition of rulerahip. Beginning vith the 

insurrection of 1682, every popu1ar uprising in Russia 

the continued strel'tsY troubles, the Cossack 

rebellions under Peter l, and the Pugachev revolt - vas 

fought under the banner of the 01d Belief (83). 

A key focus for the opposition of the Old 

Believers was Peter tpe Great. Baron von Haxthausen, 

wri t i ng in the mid-n i neteenth cent ury, reported.a 
• 

conversation with a raskol'niki, who aaid :"it vas not 

Nikon who separated us so completely trom our other 

Russian brethren, but Peter l effected this, by the 

Western tendencies he introduced, of which the order to 

cul off the beud was only an outwa rd si 9"" (84). The 

reason that Peter was sing1ed out for criticism, it 
• 

seems, was that he defined the vorld of 'AntiChrist' 

more blu~ly and violently than had his predecessors 

(85) • 

A whole 1ist o[ Peter's reforms symbolized the nev 

state and society which vere being erected. In addition 
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to the 'lavs specifying nev drels codes, -these reforms 

inc1uded z a lav of l715 imposing fines for not 

confelling and attending communion at least once a year 

1 a lav of 1722 transferring to 1ay courts cases of 

of "Christ ian duties" , including nonperformance 

confelsion and communion ; another law 

requ'iring priests to report to the authorities secrets 

heard at éonfession, if they invo1ved ei ther crimes 

planned for the future or crimes for vhich the 

confessant did not repent. AU of these laws, "rites 

Michael Cherniavsky, 

reveal the essence of the absolutist secular 
state ••. the state as a perfectly 
self-suffie ient, self-contained entî ty, and 
the state as the, mea.sure of all things. 
Bverything necessary for man's existence was 
to be found within the state, and, at the 
same time, reasons of state, the interests of 
state, were the ultimate standards for 
jUdging all actions and motives" (86). 

Peter's reign signalled the reversal of the 

balance between religion and the ,tete in Russia. No 

longer the raison d'~tre of the state, religion became 

ltself subordinate to the state, which vas nov grounded 

in secular purposes. The old religion of the state and 

the old theocratic imagery were not exactly abandoned ; 

the new concept i on of the state' S role was often 

expressed in traditional terms. What occurred can, 

according to Michae~ Cherniavsky, be described in 

theologieal terms as the shift from the ruler as the 

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

Word no 10nger served as an externel criterion for 
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judging the ruler 1 rather, the tsar had made himself 

-loi God. This was elactly the accusation leveled a~ainst 

Peter by the Old SeHevers (88). It was also vhat 

'"'peter' 8 new p'riests , his officers and servants, called 

him 1 zemnoi b09, the god on earth(89). '" 
It was from this perspective that • the Old 

Believers were viewed by the state, this vhich made' 

them the vlctims of such intense persecution. They 

attempted to remain outsfde the spher:e of the secular 

state. They re.fused to belong, and symbolized this by 

their refusaI to pray for the ruler. 

Yet, the Old Believers survived. One source 

estimates that from the start perhaps tventy percent ~f 

aIl Russians embraced the Old Belief (90). Without any 

institutional support or independent theology, the Ol~ 

Believers cont inued to attrac t the sympathies of 

mi 11 ion~ of Russians throughout the 1 mperia 1 age. At 

the turn of the nineteenth century, Robert Crummey has 

,stimated that they' accounted for 12-15\ of the 

population of the Russian empire (91). 
~ 

As ,. source of genuine resistance to the Tsarist 
... 

sUte 1 hovever, the Old Bel ievers vere relat ï\tely 

ineffectual, usual1 y ~ imi t ing themsel ves to non-violent 

forms of protest. They vere a1so inclined to 

self-destruction; it has been estimated tha~ between 

-1672 and 1691 over twenty thousand burned themsel\f"es 

slive in communal conflagrations (,92) • , This was 

perfectly consistent wi th theï r religious convict ions, 
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-for the appearance of the AntiChrist signailed the 

imtinent end of the world, and the Old Believers' 

self-s~crifice symbolized the purgative flames vhich 

vere to precede the Second Coming. But a, a concrete 

form of protest, such actions could have .little effect. 

,The Old Believers vere in the end most important in 

merely keeping alive a traditional image of Russia ; 

the attack upon th~ bureaucratie secular state vas 

largely. the vork of others . 

.\. greater threàt to the state came from the 

peasant i~surrectionaries of the , seventeenth, 

.eight~ent'ht and nineteenth centuries. Opposition trom 

this source had begun already in the early seventeenth 

century (e.g. the Bolotnikov rebellion of 1606-07), but 

i t vas the" Petri ne reforma vhich consolidated i t as a , 
distinct tradition vith a broad social base and' a deep, 

ideology (93). Both the Old Bel ievers and the peasant , 

rebels were prQtest ing against the obligations and 

rest r iet ions ill;lposed ' upon them by the expanding 

bureaucracy. Each group had its ovn axe to gr i nd, and 

vas often motivated by fairly specifie grievances. But­

they shared an implici t vi sion of societ y vhieh vaS 

derived from the Muscovite era. l n th i s vay t t he y 

overlapped and re i nforced one another, and helped to 

shape t~e character of ail oppositional movements in 

Tsar i st Russ ia, i ne ludi ng tha t which brought down the 

Romanov dynasty in 1917 • 
• 

Paul Avrich has analysed the four major peasan't 
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uprisings vhich took place betveen 1600 and 1800 

these occurred in ~606-07, 1670-71, 1707-08, and 

1773-7', and' vere Ied 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 ag'ainst the nobility and 
bureaucrats and the innovating state which 
they administered... In eàch,moreov~r, 
religiou~ and social ~yths ~layed a key part 
'ln inciting the rebellion. The lower classes 
'vere hungry for a Messiah, and the 
groundsvell of popular support ehat arose 
about the rebel leaders owed much to the 
beliet that the promised savior had arrived 
to puniSh the wicked and purge the land of 
sin and suf feri ng. (95) 

Though the first of these rébellions occurred 

during'the Time of Troubles, weIl befoee the state's 

turn to the West, the continuity i~ the forms of 

prote~t from this to the later rebellions indic6tes 

that the pupular image 'of political authority had 

remained unchanged throughout the periode Indaed, it 

seems to havë petrified in the face of state-induced 

change. While the privileged elements of Russian 

society had generally followed the statefs 1ead, 

po~ular Russie had turned in upon itself, and was 1eft 

outside the dynamic and creative forces of the nàtion. 

Thus, the peasant rebels' act ions were essent ia11y 

negative in forme That is to say, they rose up against 

a present which was intolerablé, but offered little,in 

the way of a positi,ve solution ~o"their grievances; 

they only vaguely remembered a pest whieh had been 
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k'inder. A focal point for discontent was the 

bureàucracy, and the boyar class which they believed 

still dominated it 1 

The state, in the eyes of the people, became 
an alien and evil tyranny, extorting taxes, 
exacting military servioe, and, trampling on 
native customs and traditions. 1 t nei ther 
miniatered to their welfare, nor defended 
their concept of justice ; nor did it perform 

. Any other function which seemed vital, or 
even relevant, to thei r way of li fe. Rather, 
i t was an agent of oppressive innovation, a 
giant octopus, as they saw i t, wh'ich st if led 
thei r independence, and squeezed out the i r 
life's breath (96). 

What the peasant rebels sought was to el imillate 

the wall of nobles and bureaucrats which stood between 

,them and their Orthodox Father. The rebels alwa~s , 
diatinguished between the ruler and the bureaucratic 

state. The tsa r remai ned for them a benevolel)t father, 

while tne bureaucracy was a wicked usurper which 

distorted his will. The myth of the piou~, benevolent 

ruler thus becarne the centfal rallyingo point for 

disaffected ,popular elements throughout the Imperial 

The a im of popular revol ts was to, restore a 

mythical age of passive and decentralized political 
,-

authoritry B pol.itical structure based upon 

self-administering local communities united and led to 

salvat ion by a pious ruler.' 

Popular Russia had, however, proven incapa'ble of 

realizing this aspiration. Seething with'discontent, . 

and clingio9 to a petrified vision of the Muscovite 

past, popular Russia awaited a savior. This savlor did 
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appear, fi nally, though in a (ather unexpected form 
, 

the intelligentsia. This class inserted i tse~f into a 

contf!xt of poli t ical' conflict between popula-r Russia 

and the centraHzed, bureaucratie • state, i.e betveen a 

tradi t ional and modern image of rulership. 1 n 1 inkin9 

i ts forces wi th popular RUBsia, the i ntell i gentsia 

itself came to adopt a conception, of the state' s role 

in' society which reflected the heritage of the popular 

image of Russi,e. 

, . .. 

.. 

, 

" 
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Notes - Chapter Two 

1. The term 'image' should suggest a set" of conceptions 
which provide a structure for thought and are embodied 
in act ion. The images of rulership which va shall 
elucidate in what 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 cOhflicting 
images of rulership in Russian 'politïcal culture. - The 
rulin~ image of Russia, in both the Muscovite and 
Impenal ages, was manif.ested in both the symbolic and 
administrative actions of the state, which al_ays 
embody an implicit vision of the role of ,the state and 
the grounds of its legitimacy. The ru1ing imag~ is not 
the same thing as official policy or doctrine; it is 
implic i t in them, serving as the bac kground of often 
unaçknowledged assumptions which underlie official 
policy. The general inart iculateness of popular Russia 
makes its conceptions of politjcal authority" somewhat, 
more difficult to discerne Here, our sources re1y 
heavily on orally-t ransmi t ted popu1ar myths, legends, 
and fol k-tales. 1 n addition, the pOP'I1'ar elements did 
tend to articulate a conception' oJ" ie9i timate poli t ica1 
author i ty at t imes of rebellion, as a means to just if y 
their actions. The movements of popular opposition to 
the State thus aIso serve as an important source for 

~ our account of the popular image of rulership. 
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CHAPTER j RUSSIAN POPULISM AND THE STATELESS IDE~L 

Introduction 

We have seen that throughout the post-Petrine era 

a popular tradition of resistance to the Tsarist state 

and i t 5 lInage of Russ l a ,surv i ved and encouraged a 

number of uprlSlngs, all of WhlCh were informed by an 

l ma 9 e 0 f 5 t a tel es s soc i a l au ton om y . All of these 

uprlSlngs were defeated. Popular Russia, lt seems, was 

unable ta overcome the Tsarlst state on Its own. But by 

the mld-nineteenth certury there had been consolidated 

a new social force which was destined to lead a 

vietorious revolutloniry effort the Intelllgentsla. 

The possibllity of a revolutionary alliance of 

edueated dissidents and popular elements had been 

foreseen by sorne observers well before 1917. 1 n a 

remarkably prophetic moment, Joseph de Maistre had 

predlcted a social upheaval led by ft 
,) 

sorne un l ve r s i t Y 

pugachev " . Sorne years later, and surely with greater 

satIsfactIon, the POPUllSt historian Schapov 

ant ie l pa ted a t Ime when ft Pugachev, moyer of the 

poputar masses, Wlll extend his hand to Muravlev, 

Pestel, or Petrashevsky, when the mournful sounds and 

thoughts of popular ballad will mingle with the 

thoughts of Ryleev " (1). 

The strategie alliance of the intelligentsia and 

the popular, largely peasant, masses in the Revolution 
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• of 1917 i s no.., a mat ter of hi stor ical record. Less 

clear is whether this alliance was ever anything more 

than strategie, whether these allies shared anything 

other than a sense of discontent with Tsarist Russia. 

Was there perhaps a deeper link between the ft sounds 

and thoughts of popular ballad ft and. the thoughts of 

the .ntelligentsia? 

What is the IntellIgentsia? 

We should initlally attempt to clarify the origins 

and characteristic features of the object of our 

analysis in this chapter. Although we cannot give this 
~-

Issue the full treatment it deserves, at least a tew 

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 seventeenth and eighteenth 

centuries. In sorne respects this process predated 

Peter the Great, but there is no doubt that it was he 

who gave it the greatest lmpetus. Peter's reforms 

opened the way to the development among Russia's upper 

classes of a modern, secular culture which was almost 

entirely deriyatlve of the West. As a by-product of 

the Petrlne reforms there gradually evolved a social 

group which was distinguished from the mass of the 

population by its education, its manners and customs, 
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and in general by i ts af fin i ty w i th Western thought and 

culture (2) ... But if the inculcation of Western ideas 

vas in the first instance a matter of state initiative, 

thi s phenomenon became uncoupled f rom the ste te as lime 

went on. The state had triggered a process which it 

could never fully control, and, as it lost the 

progressive spirit with which Peter had imbued it, thlS 

spi rit would be taken up by a pa rt of the educa ted 

classes. There resulted a certain disaffection with 

the lncreasingly conservative state, and it was from 

these disaffected elements that the i'ntelligentsia 

would eme rge. 

Marc Raeff lays special emphasis on one of Pet~,·' s 

reforms : the creation of a stratum of professional 

• 

state servants. This was both the instrument for the ,/ 

~pplic:.ation of Peter's and his successors' policies and 

the prime means of Westernization and cultural 
~ Z 

transformation of "the nobility itself (from WhOS\rankS '-

the service class was in large part drawn). Moreover" 

Raeff argues, this class came to embody certain'values 

which would later help to shape the character of the 

intelllgentsia. Principal among these was the sense of 

dut Y to a higher ideal. Professional off icialdom meant 

that the nohle's identity was in large part dependent 

upon service to monarch and state. Peter had drawn the 

nobility away from their purely private interest5, and 

imparted to them a sense of responsibility-for shaping 

the life of the nation (3), 

94 

- -



, 
r 

Over the course of the eighteenth cent ury , 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 nobi 1 i ty (4). It no longer 

needed them to fulfill !ts purposes. Yet the sense of 

dut y to a hl'gher ideal, and the will to creative 

action, l:.y now ran deep among sorne elements of the 

no b i lit Y , ~ and be 9 an' t 0 se e kan e wou t let. Gr a d ua 11 y , 

the nobillty's attentlon would turn to " the people ft 

,the masse' who had been left behlnd by the advances of 

the past centuries, and 
, -t$ . . 

whose barbarlc condltion stood 

in stark contrast to the newlyacquired freedoms and 

dignities of the nobility. Sorne members of the nobility 

began to project thei r serV1C~ ethos onto the people, 

and sought to redress the wrongs for which they, as 

" la n d 1 0 rd 5 and ma ste r s, we r e i Tl la r 9 e pa r tt r e s po n s i b l e 

(5) • 

Whether or not we concur vith Raeff in attriquting 
? 

particular lmportance to the service experience as a 

formatlve influence on the lntelligentsia,there is no 

dOubt tha t the phenomenon of the ' 'consc i ence- st ric ken 

gentry' helps to explain the origins or this class. 

When after 1762 the nobility was completely freed of 

service obligations, the disparity between their ovn 

position and that of the peasantry became painfully 

c lea r • A-ttention 'lias focused in particular on the 
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institution of serfdom, wh~ch had 10l'\g ago disappeared 
"'-

in the 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 goo~ fate. For sorne, however, the 

situatlon was intolerable (6). 

This was particularly 50 given the wldespread 

enthuslasm ln the second half of the eighteenth century 

for Western Enllghtenment thought, .... ith Its notions of 

human dlgnlty and the rlghts of man. These endowments 

of modern humanlsm .... ere embraced by much of the 

nobllity durlng the Catherinian era, and provlded the 

foundations for a crltique of the conditions of the 

peasantry, and an attack upon the Institutlons and 

practices responsible for them (7). 
---' 

ThlS eventually and inevitably brought them i nto 

conf1ict wlth the state. The nobility knew a11 too 

well that their own pnvlleges had been a gift of t!'le 

state, and might be snatched away at any moment 

depending upon the caprices of the ruler (as the reign 

of Paul lllustrated)(S). Moreover, the state had 

become an essentlally reactlonary force ln RusSlan 

SocIety. CatherIne had dabbled in the ideas of the 

Enlightenment, but her enthuslasm -as extinguished with 

the French Revolut ion. After 1789 there followed a 

period of polltical 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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Sorne attempts in the direction of reform vere made 

under Alexander l, but var with the West and the 

opposition of much of the gentry saon put an end ta 

them. 

That section of the gentry (always very small) 

which had committed itself to reform was now pltted in 

oppositlon to the state. The Decembrlst revoIt of 1825 

sail' sorne of its members attempt a coup d'etat aS a 

means of Instigatlng change. This revolt falled, but 

its very tailure, and the thHty years of polltical 

reaction WhlCh followed under NIcholas l, 'Only hardened 

the hostillty of the 'consclence-strlcken gentry' to 

the state, and drove it to ever more extreme posltlons. 

It was during the reign of Nicholas l (1825-55) 

that a hard core of radical o~por'lents to the Tsarist 

state was formed. The generatlon of radicals ·which ., 
succeeded the Decembr i st s, i ne 1 udi ng Alexander Herzen, 

began to f orm sma 11 ci rc1es and st udy groups 1 to 

di scuss the la test f rui ts of Western phi losophy and to 

elaborate projects (usually very vague) for Russia's 

future. These men, by now totally alienated from 

RU5S1an 'reallty' and thus dependent for 

5 e lf - l de D t i fl ca t ion ont he i r '1 de a 5', for m'e d du [1 n 9 the 

18305 and 18405 the f lrst generatlon of the 

intell igent5ia. 

In the meantlme, changes in Russia's educational 

system had creat,ed the conditions for the entry of new 

elements into the rank5 of the intelligentsia. After 
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1803, 'the state set up a ~network of educational 

establlshments five universities, high schools in 

nearly every provincial capital, and an improved 

elementary educational system (9). The state needed 

educated non-military personnel to staff ltS growing 

bureaucracy, but a by-product of ~hese reforms was the 
'li 

creatlon of a new breed of radlcals : the raznochlntsy. 

These 'people of dlverse rank' were able to cllmb the 

rungs of the educat 1 ona 1 ladder and ac,qu 1 re the sk i 115 

to become effective crltlcs of the regime. The 

raznochlntsy came together vith the disaffected gentry 

through the universltles, and formed dUflng the 18505 

and 60s the ,second generation of the lntelllgentsia. 

It vas during the 18605 that a novellst named 

Boborykin introduced the terrn 'intelllgentsla' ioto the 

RusSIan language, and i t seems to have become current 

almost irnmedlately (l0). It indlèates the pnmacy of 

'Ideas' to the s'elf-understanding of thlS group, which 

thought of itself as something like the embodied 

intelllgence or conSClousness of tne natIon (11). This 

15 the key feature of the intelligentsia, for although 

lt did constltute a dlstlnct class in Russian soclety, 

i t did 50 acccrding to ideological rather than 

soclo-economlC criteria. 

Although the initial origins of the intelligentsia 

were ln the gent ry, i t 500n came to encompass much more 

diverse elements, dravn from the petty bourgeoisie, the 

priesthood, and in sorne isolated cases the peasantry. 
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The very term' raznochintsy' i 5 not a socio-economic 

category but an indication of the fact that the _ 

iotelligentsia came from a diversity of social 
4t 

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 i nsuf fi ci ent condi t i on of 

membership. In the end we must come back to the 

intelligentsia' 5 sense of complete alienat'ion from 

Russian society and esp~cially from 'official' Russia, 

as well as i ts commi tment to sorne k ind of radical 

reform. This was . .' i ts const l tut l ve fea ture t and i t is.....-

C in this ,ideological sense that the intelligentsia 

became a distinct class.in Russian society. 

The era of Nicholas l seems an appropriate date of 

demarcation for the birth of the intelligentsia 
-

(although all suc.h demar)::a t ions are somewhat 

orbi trary) • It was at this time that the disaffected 

elements of the gentry became totally alienated from 

the state 1 and 
, 

became ent irely as a consequence 

dependent upon their' idea~' for self-identification. 

Many of the Decembrists were army officers', who 

cont inued to serve the state and sought ,to ef fect 

change f rom wi thin. The gentry idealists of the 

forties, however much they paid tribute to the legacy 

of the Decembri sts, di stinguished themselves by their 

total opposition to the Tsa·ri st sta te and their 
( . 

commitment to its destruction (12). It ,,,,as this 
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characteristic which, more than anything else, would be 

passed on to future generations of the intelligentsiA. 

Between East and West 
fi' 

~ 

~ .... \'t 

The intelligentsia' s sense of alienation from 

Russian soc i et y led i t to look ta the West for sources 

of self~idéntificatiolT. lndeed~ mafly have argued' that 

i tt'ideas were wholly der i va t ive. l sa i a h Be r lin ha s 

written that, in general, Russia has not ft contributed 

a single new social or political idea: nothing that 

was not traceable, not merely to sorne ultimate western 

root, /but ta sorne doctrine discoverable in the west 

eight or ten ara tweIv.e years earlier than its first 

appearence in ~us!?ia " (13). The intelligentsia were in 

this view" somewhat exaggerated Westerners of the 

nineteenth century "(14). Speak i n9 of the Populist 

movement, Richard Pipes makes a similar claim: ft As i's 

generally known, the philosophical foundations of 

Popul i sm were const ructed almost ent i rely of mater ials 

taken directIy f rom the West, especially from the 

literature of French socialism and pasitiv.sm, and 

German materialism " (15). 

Though i t i 5 not expl ic i t ly sta ted, the impression 

such comments generally leave is that the 

intelligentsia was wholly estranged frôm Russia' s 
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indigenous ideological traditions, vith no vital link 

to. the spi,rit of the nation. The possibility of such a 

link is not . 50 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,rgued that this 

c lass was in fact soUdly grounded in Russ ian cll1 t ure, 

espousing political views and evincing character traits 

which can only he understood against the background of 

Russian traditions. Some have emphasized the element 

of a uthori tarian i sm in ~he outlook of the 

revolutionaries, and relate i t vi th a ~pol i t ical 

tradition of autocracy qnd despotism (16). Others have 

sought to locate the roots of the intelligentsia's 
1 

apocalyptic vision of revolution in the' Russian 

rèligious 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 will attempt to establlsh a slightly different 

link between the i.ntelligentsia and the traditional 

poUtical culture of Russia. We will try to show that 

'i:~ vision of the future society articulated by the 
. 

~OPUlist~ovement (which 

for much 'bt i ts hi story 

• 

dominated the intelligentsia 

and reflected the original 

aspirations of this class) was remarkably similar to 

the popular image of R~qsia. Both the Populists and 

popular Russifi looked fionfard to a 'golden age' of 
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RUSSIan SOcIety as a radIcally decentralized, stateless 

assoc ia t Ion of self-governing local units. These 

elements of the intell~gentsIa, then, shared wIth 

popular RUSSla a conception of the ideal pol i t Ica l 

structure. In thfs sense, the POPUllst movement would 

have ta be seen as part of a cont1nuous tradItIon of 

Opposltion to the Tsarlst stite, re]ect1ng along w1th 

the popular elements the state's Image of Russian 

socIety. The Intelllgentsia did not 5Imply capitallze 

upon a tradItIon of popular revoIt and channel It to 

ItS own purposes, but also merged with It to become It~ 

next chapter. 

ThIS lS not tl) deny that there were slgnIflcant 

differences between the IntellIgentsIa and the popular 

masses. Many of ItS members enJoyed qU1te prIvileged 

and theH po s ses S l 0 n 0 f a;; soc 1 a l ,,--ba_~,kgrounds, 

educa t ion lent thon an anomalous poslt1on ln RUSSlan 

SOcIety. More 1mportantly, sorne of the central values 

of th1S class were qU1te foreign to popular Russia. 

The peasantry rema l ned thr oughout the n1neteenth 

cent ury profoundly -eligious, wh1le most of the 

revolutlonary Intelligentsla had eschewed rftllglon and 

" adopted Instead the cult of , sc l ence'. Al though the 

lntelligentsla's comm1 tment to sc ience has been 

descr Ibed by som' as a sort of inverted re)lgious 

faith, there 15 no doubt that the structure of thought 

in which these fundamentally 

different from the popular self-understandlng. While 

not ions we re set was 
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popular RUSSla'S Ideas had thelr roots ln the 

pre-Petone era of RUSSIa's history, the 

lntelllgentsIa's 'scientIsm' slmply could not have come 

Into beIng if not for the advent of Peter the Great. 

LInked wIth their rellglous self-understanding was the 

masses' contlnued devotlon to the tsar, who remalned 

for them a SpIrItual Eather and quasI-dIVIne fIgure. 

DespIte sorne occaslonal wavering, the radIcal 

intellIgentsIa re)ected the tsar along wlth the state, 

seelng llttle dlfference between the two. Whlle 

popular Russla's asplration was te free Itself from the 

clutches of the noblllty, ellmlnate 'the state', and 

Install a 'good tsar'jon the throne, the revolutlonary 

lntelllgentsia souqh1 to eliminate both tsar and state 

and to establlsh a fully autonomous society. Moreover, 

the popula r Image of RUSSIa vas derived trom the 

medleval era, and as such was Informed by a conception 

of the immutabllity of bot h SpIrItual and 

orders. There was no real notIon of progress 

found here revoIt meant the restoration of an 

( antecedent state of affairs. The Intelllgentsia, on the 

other hand, was thoroughly commltted to progress (as It 

vas variously interpreted), and revolution for it vas 

to be a leap lnto the golden future. 
\1 

The signi{lcan~ differences between the outlook 

of the intelligentsia 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 llttle emphasis has been placed 

on what these two forces shared. If the IntelligentsIa 

was alienated from RUSSlan 'reallty', 50 was popular 

Russia. The general direct.on of RUSSlan hlstory since 

Peter the Great had been contrary to their deepest 

aspIratIons. For both popular RUSSla and the POpUllSt 

movement, moreove r , thlS alienation was dlrected 

against 'the state', I.e. the tentacular bureaucracy 

~~ had spread ItS web across RUSSlan society, 

underwriting serfdom, stlfling personal freedoms, and 

stamping out local InItIatIve. Although the sources of 

this alienation may have dlffereà ln each case, the 

solutIon It led to ln bath was the same the state 

(though not always the tsar) was re)ected ~ toto, ln 

favor of a vision of radIcal decentralization and local 
• 

autonomy. 

It is true that, ln formulatlng ItS VISlon of the 

future society, the Intelligen~sia relied almost 

entlrely on Western thlnkers. But we must not jee any 

necessary oppositIon of Russian and Western sources of 

influence. As we have seen, the Petrine state's break 

wlth Its medieval rellgious roots and InItIatIon of a 

new ldeologlcal tradition constituted the conditions 

for the ~SSibillty of the very existence of the 

intelllgentsia/and thus for lts recePt+~~o radical 

Western thought. Moreover / just as Important as the 

intelligentsia's adoption of Western theorles was the 

manner of this adoption. As Isaiah Berlin has himself 
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pointed out, the lnteliigentsia did not take over 

western ideas uncritically. Of the Populists, he wrltes 

that 

they accepted, in broad outline, the 
educational and moral lessons, but not the 
state worship, of Rousseau... They aecepted 
the--arlti-polltical ideas, but not the 
technocratie centralism , of Saint-Simon. 
They shared the bellef in consplraey and 
vIolent actIon preached by Babeuf and hls 
dlsciple Buonarottl, but not thelr Jacobln 
authorltarlanlsm ... " (19). 

Slmllarly, the POpullsts were greatly Influeneed by 

Marx's descrIptIon of the atroCltles of eapltallsm and 

the hypocrisy of 'bourgeols democracy', but reJeeted 

hlS notIon of the highly eentrallzed 'dIctatorship of 

the proletariat'. In all of thlS we tir, a general 

antagonism to centrallzed authori ty and statlst 

schemes. This illustrates that, although the POPUllsts 

emerged out of ,the PetrIne tradItIon, they tended to 

reject the Petrine Image 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 

specIfie anarcho-socialist theories tieveloped by 

Western thlnkers, then, should be understood against 

the background of this popular tradition and their own 

relationship to it. 

If our argument does not contradict those which 

emphaSlze Western influences upon the intelligentsia, a 

more s~gnificant opposition may be established with 

arguments whieh emphasize the intell igentsia 1 S 

105 

• sw 



-

-- ---------------.,._-.. _-----

authoritarian propensities (20). Such analyses, in our 

view, tend to distort the nature of Russla's polltical 

traditions and that of the mainstream intelligentsia. 

Focusing exclusively upon the authoritarian tradition 
~ 

of the Russian state, these arguments tend to ignore 

the existence of a tradltion of decentralism, borderlng 

on a na r ChI sm, wh 1 c h wa s sus ta i ne d b Y po pu l a r and 

sectarlan elements throughout the post- Petrlne era. 

The intelilgentsla's relatlonshlp to this traditIon 

deserves scholarly attention. 

But thl:; requIres a re-assessment of the 

Intelilgentsla itself. Scholars such as Szamuely seem 

to retrospectively read characterlstics lnto this class 

which only ever applied to a minority of Its members. 

5tarting from the fact of Soviet authoritarianism, 

Szamuely locates this phenomenon ln the outlook of the 

'class which led the revo1ution. Lines of filiation are 

drawn linking POPUllstS such as Nechaev and Tkachev 

w i th Len in, while the BolsheVlks' organlZational 

strategies are linked with the conspiratorial tradition 

of certain li'opulist factions. The impresslon left is 

lntelllgentsla was from lis very origins an that the 

authoritarian class. 

Such tendencles 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 isolated 

figures on the outer fringe of the Populist movement, 
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and that the strategies they espoused vere vocifer~usly 

'condemned by mo~t of their conte~poraries. The by far 

more common position within the intelligentsia at this 

time and through much of its history vas almost 

anarchistic in its opposition to centralized authority 

and teo the state as an agent of soc ial change. Though 

the authoritarlan factions of the intelligentsia did 

ultimately win out in the struggle for power,the 

primordial spirit of libertarianlsm remained an 

important source of self-identification for many of its 

members. This spirit must be dravn out in order to 

provide a faithful account of the out look of the 

intell igentsia. 

The Rise and Decline 2! Russian Populism : The 

Stateless Ideal in the Thought of Alexander Herzen, 

Peter Lavrov, and George Plekhanov 

The preceding remarks on the nature of the 

intelligentsia will serve to orient our analysis in 

vhat follows. However, the scope of Jur 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 three' vere leading members of the Populist 

movement, which dominated the radical scene from the 
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1840s until the l880s, and thùs reflected the 

aspirations of the intelligentsia during its crucial 

formative years. Moreover, the Russian Popu1ists 

established a revolutionary heritage which helped to 

shape the Russian Marxist movement, which 1ater 

eclipsed them as an oppositional force, as weIl as the 

Social- Revolutlonary ,Party, the twentieth-century 

representatlve of Populisme As such, our analY5i5 is 
Il 

by no means irrelevant to an understanding of the 

intelligentsia in its later manifestations. 

Herzen, Lavrov, and Plekhanov were each lnfluential 

at a differe~t stage in the movement's history. In 

their views we will be able to follow the development 

of Populist ideology, and to show the basic continuity 

in its vision of the future society. Moreover, aIl 

three were considered reso1ute '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 polltical tradition. Anarchists such as 

Bakunin have previously been linked with the popular 

tradition of opposition to the state (21); here we 

will try to cast the net a little wider.Plekhanov i5 a 

particularly interesting figure 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 sorne of the weaknesses of 

Populist ideology and suggest some explanations for 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 

constralned in some measure to abstract from the actual 

history of the movement. If thlS approach can be at all 

Justified, it is because the Intelligentsla's identIty 

was wholly bound up wlth its Ideas; and these Ideas, 

once embedded in the revolutlonaries' outlook, retained 

a certain Independence from the play of hlstorieal 

forces. The Populists' vision of the future society 

was eschatologieal; it was at once beyond history and 

to be realized within history. And even as it began to 

appear that this visIon was histori~ally unrealizable, 

it remained a source of self-identificatIon for much of 

the intelligentsia, right up to the revolution in 1917. 

Alexander Herzen The Birth of Russian Populism 

The Ideas of the Russian Populist movement Iwere 

never encapsulized in a coherent body of doctrine. Most 

of its members dec1ared themselves 'socialists', yet 

the term admitted of many meanings. But there did exist 

sorne common assumptions about the form of the socia1ist 

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, organizeQ ln the form of a collective 

unit called the mir, ft constltuted the cornerstone on 

which, 50 the Populists maintained, a federatlon of 

soclallzed, self-governing unlts ... could be erected ft 

( 22) . These federated unlts would be held together 

less by formaI arrangements, such as a constitution, 

than by a natural, 'organlc' unit y based upon a common 

value system. Above all, they would be free of 

compulSion from above ; the POPUI1Sts 

held the institution of the state in 
particular hatred, since to them lt was at 
once the symbol, the result, and the main 
source of injustice and inequalay... AlI 
Russlan Populists were agreed that t~e seate 
was the embodiment of a system of coercion 
and lnequality, and therefore lntrinsically 
evil ; neither justice nor happiness were 
pOSSible until it was ellmlnated (23). 

Some POPUllstS admltted the necessity of a certain 

amount of central authorlty during a transitional 

period followlng the revolutlon, but of the ultimate 

obJective there was never any doubt the state would 

be ellmlnated once and for all. 

--- Fot both of these assumptlons, the POpUllsts were 

greatly lndebted to Alexander Herzen, who has bevn 

falled "the true founder of Russian Populism ft (24). 

It was Herzen who first attempted to work out a theory 

of 'Russian soclalism 'WhlCh 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 

IV during the late 18405 and 18505 ln his writlngs from 
--,j 

abroad. His Vlews help to provide a sense of the 

Popu1ists' ambitions during the formative years of the 

movement. 

Herzen's theo'!"y of 'RuSS1an soclallsm' was 

formulated partly as a response to hlS disenchantment 

wlth Western Europe followlng the falled revolutlons of 

1848. Glven Europe's seem1ng lnablllty to make a 

deClSlve break with ItS own past, Herzen began to rest 

h1S hopes for a socla11st future on Russla and the Slav 

peoples. " The more l lost aIl hope of a LatIn-German 

Europe, the more my bellef ln RusSla revlved aga1n, ft 

~e later wrote (25) • Herzen searched for the " 

soclalist element ft (26) ln Russ1an society which would 

offer promise for its future. He found It ln the 

obshsch1na, with 1tS land-equalizing practlces, 

lnternal democracy, and limlted autonomy from the 

state. It was thlS 1nst1tution, Herzen decided, WhlCh 

provided the seed from WhlCh a socialist RUSS1a could 

grow. 

Most of the Russlan peasantry had by the 

nineteenth century become members of an lnstitution 

called the mir (27). The commune's functlons and 

practices often varied from region to region , but sorne 

broad generalizatlons can be made about it. The ml r 

governed the llfe of the peasant - speclfylng the 

amount of land availab1e to hlm, deciding' which crops 

111 



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 lt and not in the 

lndlvidual peasant ; each household in the obshschina 

had the right to an allotment of land on an equal basis 

wlth all other member households and the communlty as 

a whole usually had the rlght to repaEJ:ltlon the land 

periodlcally to equallze the holdlngs of each household 

(29) • 

Thls organ of VIllage self-government also 

performed broader socIal functions. According to John 

Maynard, these included 

distributing among ItS members the customart 
peasant-duties of repai r of roads and 
bridges, escorting of holy ikons and the 
llke, forming py collection from all a 
reserve of corn for i~urance against need, 
allotting hlS 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, WhlCh, It seems, were informaI gatherings at 

WhlCh any villager could speak, though the right to 

vote was Ilmited 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 officIaIs (32). The 

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

EIder ( starosta ), who played the role of permanent 
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administrator of its a(fairs (33), 

This picture of plebeian democracy in action may 

be somewhat "idealized, for there were r'eports that 

commune meetings often degenerated into drinking bouts, 

and that the richer members tended to dominate its 

proceedings (34). Jerome Blum notes that the commune 

was " not f ree of i Ils that, regret tably, have plagued' 

popular democratic institutions at other times and in 

other lands" (35). Yet for aIl its limitations, the 

mir did provide the people vith a voiee in the 

a dm i n i st rat ion 0 f the ira f f air s , and for t ha calo n e - i t 

was unique in nineteenth- century Russian society. 

The obshschina vas largely ignored by the 

lntelligentsia, how~ver, untn the appearance in 1B47 

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 fa te of the 

West. He assumed that it was an ancient institution 

bo~e out of the religious spirit of r the Russian 
c' • 

o people. God had given the land to the Nation, divided 

into communes which together formed a family, united 

under the authority of its spiritual father, the tsar 

(37). The egalitarianism of the commune r~flected the 

peasants' conviction that God had given them the land 

as a common her i tage, in whieh each member had the 
\ 

r ight" to"an equal share ( 38 ) , The commune was the 
'-" 

- ',- ... 
\ 
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national family in microcosm, vith the starosta 

exercising the patriarchal authority of the tsar (39). 

Haxthausen believed that the land-equalizing praçtices 

of the commune prevented the emergence of proleta~ians, 

the scourge of Europe and cause of its social unrest 

(40 ) 

In aIl 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 land, are their 
shibboleth. In Russia such a revolution is 
impossible, as this Utopia of the European 
revolutionists already exists here, fully 
incorporated with the national life (41). 

Haxtha~sen's ana1ysis of th~ 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 reaU z in9 in 

practice the principle of 'to each according to his 

need', and attesting to the socialist- revolutionary 

instincts of the people. 

Herzen himse1f vas not immediately convinced of the 

potentia1 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 only 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 ta .. idealize ft this 'phenomenon of ft 

feudal ft life (43). But it would seem ta be less 

He~zen's distance from Russia than his disillusionment 
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with Europe after 1848 which precipitated his change of 1 

heart. While his falth in Europe lasted, it was 

perhaps less likely that he should have been inclined 

to rest his hopes for socialism on a unique 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 
t,. 

locat'ing 

its roots deep in Russia's past, others saw it as an 
~J' .. ~ .. ,~ 

administrative creation of relatively recent dace. 

Supporters of this latter view maintained that the 

land-equalizing pract\ces 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 paF their taxes. But, 

in 'Herzen's view, the important point was not the 

ori9in of the obshschina but the simple fact ot its 

existence (44). Writing to a colleague in Russia, he 

said 

l 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 prinées, 
whether the institution of serfdom 
strengthened the commune or not, aIl that 
ougnt to be investigated; but what ls most 
important for us ls the present position of 
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affairs. The fat~, whether distorted ot 
not,whethe. rlgHt r br wrong, forces itself 
upon us. The Govè.fnment and the InstitutIon 
of serfdom have, in their own fashion, 
malntained our native commune; the stable, 
permanent prlnciple left ln it from 
patriarchal days lS not lost. The common 
ownershlp of land,the mir, and the VIllage 
electlons form a groundwork upon WhlCh a new 
socIal order may easlly grow up, a groundwork 
WhlCh, like our black earth, scarcely eXlsts 
Ir. Europe (45). 

What ""as lt, ln Herzen's estimatlon, that made of' 

the obshschlna the 'groundwork' for RusSlan soclalism? 

There was, flrstly, ItS egalltananlsm " Son pn nc l pe 

économI1ue est l'antIthèse parfaIte de la célèbre 

maXlme de Malthus elle lalsse chacun sans exceptlon . 
prendre place à sa table" (46). Herzen was also 

attracted by ItS democratlc features. Here he parted 

ways w!th Haxthausen, for whom the cClflmune's starosta 

represented the patriarchal authority of'the tsar, and 

thus commanded the Impllclt obedience of all. Herzen 

clalmed that, on the contrary 

L'anCIen (le staroste) a une grande autorité 
sur chaque membre, malS non sur la commune; 
pour peu que celle-cl SOIt unIe, elle peut 
très bIen contrebalancer le pouvoir de 
l' anc l en, l'obI i ge r même à renoncer sa place 
s' 11 ne veut pas se plIer au voeu général. Le 
Cercle de son actIvIté est d'ailleurs 
purement admInIstratIf; toutes les questions 
qUI ne sont pas de slmple polIce sont 
résolues, ou d'après les coutumes en VIgueur 
ou par le ConseIl des pères de famille - ees 
chefs de maIson - ou enfIn par la réunion 
gen;rale. M. Haxthausen a commIS une grande 
erreur en dIsant que le staroste admInistre 
despotlquemnent la commune. Il ne peut-agir 
despotiquement que Sl toute la commune est 
pour lu 1 (47). 

, 
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Most important for Herzen was the fact that the 

commune for-med a selE-enclosed moral uni t which had 

maintalned the peasantry outside the sphere of cer-tàin 

notions w,hich tended to encourage su bm i 55 ion t 0 

authority, partlcularly to that of the state. The 

commune dld not recognise the moral legltimacy of three 

Roman Ideas " WhlCh largely accounted for the 
"It..tt'!l: 

apathetic state of European SocIety: the Idea of the 

state as somethlng that transcends the sum of the 

l n d l V l d ua l 5 t ha t c 0 m po sel t 1 the Idea of law as 

somethlng that eXlsts over and above the freely 

expressed 10/111 of the :0mmunlty, %1) the Idea of a 

rlght to pnvate property as somethlng that transcends 

the humane pur-poses for whlcn màtenal wealth ought to 

eXlst (48). These Ideas had ln then own time s~rved 

the cause of socIal progress ln the West, but they now 

tended to hlnder it thelr absence from Russia's 

po pu l a r l i f e wa s a t 0 ken 0 f l t s r e vol ut l a na r y po t e n t laI 

~ue même des notions juridiques bIen 
arretées, le caractère vague et flottant des 
drOIts acquIs, ne permettaIent pas aux idées 
de proprlété de se consolider, de prendre 
corps. Le peuple russe n'a vécu que la VIe 
communale, Il ne compr-end ses droi t s et ses 
devOIrs que par rapport à la commune. Hors 
d'elle, il ne reconnait pas de devOlrs et ne 
VOlt que la violence. En se soumettant à 
l'Etat, 11 ne se soumet qu'à la force 
l'lnjustlce flagrante d'une partie de la 
législatlon l'a amené au mépris de l'autre. 
L'inégallté complète devant le tribunal a tué 
partout le ~erme du respect pour la légalité. 
Le Russe, à quelqae classe qu'il appartient, 
enfrelnt ,.la loi chaque fOlS qu'il peut le 
fane lmpunément le gouvern!l'ent agit de 
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même. C'est r-enible et triste pour le moment, 
ma i sil Y L là un a van t age i mm en se po u r 
l'avenir (49). 

ThIS was the nub of Herzen's argument. Russla's 

very backwardness vis-à-vIs European SocIety left lt 

free of " aIl those hard-and-fast prejudIces WhICh, 

l i k e a pa raI y 5 l S , de p r Ive the We ste r n Eu r 0 pe a n 0 f the 

use of half hlS 11mbs " (50), and Its peasantry en)oyed 

an" un con 5 CIO U 5 fl t n e 5 s for the soc laI 1 de a l wh I c h 

European thought has consclously reached " (51). 

As thlS last comment suggests, however, Herzen was 

only makIng a condltlonal argument for thE:' potentlal of 

the obshs-::hlna. He always r('sl~ted determlnlstlc 

formulatIons, and argued t ha t ln arder for the 

potentlal of the commune to be realized It would have 

ta be Invlgorated by the thought of the West. Agalnst 

the SlavophIles, who had attempted ta establlsh a 
~ 

strIct opposition of Russla and Europe, Herzen argued 

for a 'fusion of hOrlzons' 

The prImitIve foundatlons of our Ilfe are 
insufficIent ... Only the mighty thought of 
the West to WhlCh aIl ItS long history has 
led up ta IS able to fertilIse the seeds 
slumbering ln the patrIarchal mode of life of 
the Slavs. The· workmen's gulld and the 
vIllage commune, the sharing of profits and 
the diVISIon ot, fIelds, the mir meetIng and 
the Unlon of villages into self-governing 
volosts, are all the cornerstones nn WhlCh 
the temple of our f ut ure, f reely communal 
ex i ste n c e will be bu i lt .. . But t he se 
cornerstones are only stones... and wi thout 
the thought of the West, our future cathedral 
wll~t rlse above its foundatlons (52). 
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Of a11 the ideas of the West, Herzen cherished the 

most ferventlyand consistently throughout his lite 

those which were concerned vith the liberty of the 

indivldual. For him, socialism vas never posed il\ 

antithesis to indivldualism It meant rather the 

realization of the rlght of aIl men, individuallyand 

collectively, to a free and autonomous eXIstence (53). 

The llberty of the lndlvldual 15 the greatest 
thing of aIl, It lS 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 ln his 
neighbour, than ln the entlre nation (54). 

It IS thlS concept WhlCh serves as the 

thread throughout the varlOus stages ln Herzen's 

development. As a young man, he was attracted to the 

notIon of 'human personallty' llchnost' 

Schiller's thought (55). At this tlme, freedom had 

more aesthetlc than polltical signIflcance for Herzen; 

it meant the flowering of the personallty, the 

eKpansion of the indlvldual (56) • However, as his 

Interest became dlrected toward expllcitly political 

problems, the notion of freedom remained central to his 

thought whlle acquirlng br<>ader meaning. The task of 

socialism vas to ground social relatIons in the 

, P rl n c 1 pIe 0 f pe r son a lit y' w l t hou t i sol a tin 9 ma n f rom 

his neighbour (57). 

Here ve seem to have come to the rock-bot tom of 

Herzen's phllosophy. The individual i5 paramount, and 

socialism entalls the eradication of aIl con~ttaints 
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upon him. The commune, too, would have to embrace the 

'principle of pe~c~~ality' in order to become an 

adequate vehicle for Herzen's aspirations. 

about 

La commune, comme produit d'une tradition 
millénaire, assoupit l'homme et absorbe son 
indépendance; elle ne peut ni s'abriter du 
despotisme ni éman~er ses membres; pour se 
conserver, pour progresser, elle doit faire 
ou su b i r une ré vol ut ion i n div i d ua 1 i ste. ( 58 ) 

This was the real basIs of Herzen's lnitial doubts 

the obshschina; could this collectivist 

institution adjust itself to the Indivlduallst values 

which would be central to sociallst society? Herzen was 

flnally convinced by what he sawas the commune's 

antagonlsm to the state. The obshschina, ln hlS vleW, 

'had never recognlzed the legitlmacy of the state, which 

was at the same tlme the greatest threat to Individual 

lIberty. It was in the shadow of this instltution that 

the obshschina and the 'personality principle' became 

allies, and that Russian and Western traditions 

coalesced ln 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 thls institution: 

La commune rurale ... représente chez nous 
l'unité sociale, parce que la vie sociale du 
paysan russe ne s'élève pas jusqu'à l'Etat, 
et ne descend pas non plus jusqu'à 
l'individu. Le mir est la personnalité morale 
complète, imposable, corvéable, pun i ssable, 
mais au-delà de laquelle l'Etat lui-meme 
n'atteint point. Elle est responsable pour 
tous et pour chacun, et par suite elle est 
autonome en tout ce qu i concerne ses a ffa ires 
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c/ 
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 state .. 
--

as an institution necessary for the governance of the 

community had remained ahen to the peasantry. It was 

this which boded weIl for the peasantry's revolutionary 

potentlal and its ability to adjust to the stateless 

SOcIety of the future. 

It was in thlS fashion that the Influence of 

Western thinkers upon Herzen merged wlth the popular 

image of Russia. The primaqT of the individual was 

certainly not an important element - qUlte the contrary 

of Russia's ideological traditions, and in the 

elaboration of his views on thIS subject Herzen clearly 

relied heavily on Western thinkers (60). But these 

views led him in 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 ideologlcal opposition to'" 

the statJlie " , and articulated an ideal whlch he shared 

with popular Russia. 

The suppression of the individual, which was 

perhaps the greatest sin of the Tsarist regime, was not 

a peculiar Rus31an problem : it was an inherent feature 

of sta te. Whether monarchical or 

'bourgeois-democratic', the state a1ways embodied 8 .. 
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dualism ft of government and people, and a relationship 

of domination : 

L'idée du ~ouvernement séparé du peuple, se 
tenant au-dessus de lui, ayant pour vocation 
de le guider, c'est l'idée de l'esprit 
organisant la matière grossière, c'est 
Jehova, c'est le roi, le symbole de la 
providence sur terre (61). 

Thus, the only difference between European democ/~)lcy , 
and Tsar i sm was a semantic one j of the French case 1 he 

wrote to Jules Michelet : 

It~· site clear that any di f ference there 
may b etween your laws and our Ukases lies 
al st entirely in the wording of their 
preambles; Ukases start with a painful truth 
- 'The Tsa r commands ... ' - whe reas your laws 
start vith an insulting lie, the triple 
Republican motto, the ironical invocation in 
the name of the French people ... (62) 

For Russ ia, 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 a150 

reflected the trad i t ional dichot omy in Russian 

politic:al culture. The notion of a limit~d! state had 

never been able to embed itself in Russia's political 

deba tes j the very concept of the state had come to 

mean a cent ra11 zed and omn i potent force. Herzen' S own 

tendency to fuse the 'bourgeois-democratic' state vith 

the Tsarist regime mere1y ref1ects the lack of any 

other patent la1 meaning for ft the state ft in Russia' 5 

p01itical culture. 

Herzen does not seem to have advocated the 

immediate destruction of the state fo11owing 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 dest roy 

the mill. •. when its millstones are capable of grounding 

our flour as well? ft (64) But on the ultimate goal he 

was in complete agreement with Bakunin " For both of 

us the final solutlon is the same" (65). The future 

soc l et y wh ich Herzen enviSloned was a federated 

republ ic of Slav peoples, W 1 th a ma x i mum 0 floc a l 

autonomy and a minimum of stac.e interference. The 

central government, insofar as there would be one, 

would be an emanation out of the communes and not their 

mas ter. "It would be the moral center of a loose 

feder'ltlon and not the soverelgn 1 a w - ma k i n g and 

ex ecu t ive 5 umm i t 0 f a st a te" , w rit e s Ma r tin Ma lia 

(66) . 

Whi le European society seemed unable to r id 1 tself 

of the concept ion of the state as necessary to the li fe 

of a community, the Slav people wer-e par-ticular-ly 

suited to Herzen's vision, he claimed: 

Centralization is contrary to the Slav genius 
; federatlon on the other hand is Its natural 
form of expression. Once the Slav world has 
become unified, and knit together into an 
assoe iat i on of f ree a utonomous communes, i t 
wi Il at la st be able to en ter on i ts t rue 
historical existence. Its past can only be 
seen as a period of preparat ion, of growth, 
of purification. The historie for-ms of the 
state have never answered to the national 
i"deal of the Slavs, an ideal which is vague, 
instinctive if you like, 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 poSlt 

the continued existence and vitality of thlS 'national 

Ideal' despite Its historlc suppreSSlon by the despotic 

state. He argued that" les forces essentjelles du 

peuple russe n'ont Jamais été effectivement absorbées 

par son développement politique, comme l'ont été celles 

des peuples latlns et germalns, actuellement constltués 

en nations ft (68). The RUSSlan state, on the other 

hand, was not really Russlan at aIl : " le gouvernement 

russe n'est pas russe malS antInatIonal, despotIque, et 

rét rograde. Il est pl us allemand que russe, comme le 

disent les slavophlles ft (69). 

Though Herzen was never Incllned to Ideallze 

Rus s 1 a ' S pa st, he d 1 d fl n d 1 n 1 t 5 e a r l y h I 5 t 0 r y a 

positIve prlnclple for the future. From the ninth ta 

the fourteenth centuries, he argued, Russia was dlVided 

into, on the one hand, the primitlve democratic and 

egalitarlan local communitles and, on the other,the 

hierarchical clan of princes, descendants of Rurik. In 

Herzen's Vlew, only the most tenuous of links eXlsted 

between these two levels of society. This allowed 'the 

people' a measure of freedom WhlCh dld not exist ln the 

more integrated societies of Western E:urope le 

peuple russe d'alors est plus libre que les peuples de 

l'Occident féodale" (70). 

During the flfteenth and sixteenth centuries these 

two forces came into conflict. Epitomized by the battle ~ 
between Moscow and Novgorod, 

;1, 
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centralisatIon and hlerarchy clashed .... ith those of 

democracy and local initiative. Herzen descnbes thlS 

clash as follo .... s : 

La RussIe pouvait ttre sauvée soit par le 
développement féd~Yaliste des institutions 
communales, soit par l'absolutisme d'un 
souvera in. Les éléments se prononcèrent en 
faveur de l'absolutIsme la RUSSIe fut 
sauvée; elle est devenue forte ~t grande; 
malS, à quel prlX? C'est le pays le plus 
malheureux du globe, le plus asservi; Moscou 
a sauvé la Russie, malS en étouffant tout ee 
qu' 11 y avaIt de llbre dans la VIe russe 
(71) • 

Herzen's attltude 

more equivoeal. On the 

to Peter the Great .... afrather 

one hand, h~ eredlted Peter 

.... lth belng the flrst 'emane 1 pated l nd 1 v l dua l ' 

Russla, ltS 'ero .... ned revolutlonary ( 72) • He rzen 

admlred peter's ablilty to turn Russla away tram ItS 

med leva l root 5 and lead It lnto the modern .... orld, and 

he saw hlm as an Important slgn of Russia's ab1l1ty to 

make another suc hIe a p l nt 0 the fut \.. r e . Ye t b Y hl 5 

very accompllshments Peter had created a vast chasm 

separating the Clvilized and popular elements. And he 

could not be forglven for the 'German element' he had 

br 0 u 9 h t t 0 Rus s i a n 1 i f e , .. a pe dan t r y of bureaue raey, 

etlquette, and dIscIpllne altogether contrary to our 

eus t om s " (73). 

These praetlces Herzen cont ras ted wi th a 

, 9 e nUl ne l y Russ i an 1 wa y 0 f han dl i n g ma t ter s , l n t 0 r ma 11 y 

and wlthout 'recourse to 1a .... s or contracts (74). The 

Russ Ian people resolved dIsputes amongst themselves, 

.... ithout recourse to hlgher authorities, .... hom they 
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mistrusted in any case (75) • The same natural, 

'organic' harmony would prevall in Herzen's republic 

la Républ ique ressemble à la nat ure ..• Dans la 
nature tout est indépendant, détaché, et 
forme un tout ; la nature ne cherche pas du 
tout à obéir aux lois: au contraire, partout 
où elle pe ut,. e 11 e les 5 a u te; 0 n pe u t di r e 
de la nature ce que Proudhon disait de 
l'histoire c'est la révolution en 
permanence. Dans la nature comme dans la 
Républ ique, le gouvernement est caché, on ne 
le VOl t pas, le gouvernement est l'ensemble, 
11 n'existe pas à part, continuellement 11 
s'agglomère et se dIsperse (76). 

Herzen's aceount of the boundless ha rmony 

prevalling amongs~ the RUSSIan people 15 undoubtedly 

Ideallzed. He also seems ta have underestlmated the 

peasantry's continued devotion ta the tsar, and lts 

need to justlfy Its aetlons by recourse ta at least 

this hlgher authorlty. Herzen collapses 'tsar' and 

'state' , beeause for him there 15 at bottom no 

d i ft e r en cebe t w e e n the t w o. But, a 5 we h a v e 5 e en, the s e 

not ions were kept qUI te distinct in the popular 

out look. Yet Herzen was correct ln describing the 

peasantry' 5 antagonism to 1 forma l' 1 'bureaucrat le 1 

met h od 5 , and t 0 the s ta t e wh l c h wa S the ma i n v e hic le 

for them. Morebver, in justiEying hlS own aspIrations 

by emphasizing the allenness, the un-Russian nature of 

the Tsarlst state and bureaucracy, Herzen waS adopting 

sorne of the same terms ln which popular Russia 

expressed its rejectlon of thls institution. 

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

Ideal WhlCh would have to be superseded in order to 
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create the libertaÎ"ian paradise Herzen aspired to : 

En Russie - dèrriere l'Etat visible - il n'y 
a pas d'Etat invisible quiOsoit l'apothéose, 
la transfiguration de l'ordre des choses 
existant; il n' y a pas ce mi rage d'idéal 
impossible et sacré, qui ne coincide jamais 
avec la réa lité 1 tout en la promettant 
toujours. lIn' y a rien dèrriere les 
palissades où une force supérieure nous tient 
en état de siège. La possibilité d'une 
révolution en Russie se réduit à une 9uestion 
de force matérIelle. C'est ce qulfalt de ce 
pays. •. re-sol le mi eux préparé pour une 
régénération sociale (77). 

Herzen not only sa", the similanties between his own 

aspiratlons and those of popular Russla, he also 

emphasized that the revolution was pOSSIble only on the 

baS1S of an alliance with these elements "Je ne 

crOls en Russie en aucune autre révolfftion qu'à une 

guerre des paysans, " he wrote to Mazzi ni (78) • 

Moreover, Herzen Saw particularly valuable allies in 

the Old Believer sects, who as we have se en were 
~ 

perhaps the most radical exponents of the popular image 

of Russia 

Il serait possible que de l'une des ski tes 
(communautés schismatiques)sortit un 
mouvement popula i re qui embrassat des 
provinces entières, dont le cara:::tère sel-ait 
certainement national et communiste et qui 
marcherait à la rencontre d'un autre 
mouvement prenant ses sources dans les idées 
révol ut ionna ires de l'Europe (79). 

Herzen did make sorne cone rete steps in the 

direction of an alliance with the Old Believers ; on 

the l5th Qf June, 1862, the fi rst number of a newspaper 

addressed to those merehants, artisans, and businessmen 

united by their adherence to the o.1d faith appeared in 
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London. Called the Obshscheye Veche (The Common 

Assembly) , its title recalled the assembl ies of 

citizens in medieval communes, and appeaied to a 

tradition of self- adminlstration which was different 

from yet parallel to that of the mir (80). Herzen had 

been encouraged to take this step after meeting with an 

Old Believer named Martynov in London (81),and he 

supported the efforts of other emi 9 re rad i cals 1 such as 

V.I • Keisiev, to make direct contact w i th the Old 

Bel i ever sects in Russ i a ( 82 ) • 

Not very much seems to have come of these 

attempts, yet Herzen did help to establish a pattern 
~j 

which was pursued in the 18705 by the populists. The 

failure of these attempts 15 largely explained by the 

mutua1 distrust between these parties; despite their 

c6mmon an t 1 pathy to the state, the fana t icall y 

religious Oid Believers and the largely atheistic 

Popul ists would have been strange bedmates. Thei r 

common aspi rat i on 5 we re expressed in a di f.ferent 

language, and were overshadowed by other, very r~al 

di f f e rences bet ween these two groups. The Old 

Believers did not conceive of their own aspirations as 

revolutionary.; their actions were directed toward the 

resyration of an antecedent state of affairs. 

Socialism, science, and progress were all quite foreign 

to both the Old Believers and popular Russia, and this 
...... 

stood as a t remendous obstac le to any rea 1 a Il iance 

between these forces. In Herzen's time, these 
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obstacles miglt.{ be depreciated; if on1y contact w.i th 

, the people' cou1d be made, their traditional 

superstitions wou1d be dissolved by the powerful 1ight 

of rationalisme In subsequent years, however, the 

radica1s would come to the painful awareness of how 

great these obstacles re"ally were. 

Peter Lavrovand the Apotheosis of Russian Populism 

(83) 

Peter Lavrov was a second key f igu!="e in shapi ng 

the deve10pment of Populist thought. In his commitment 

to individualism and rationalism, he was both an 

intel1ectual heir of Alexander Herzen and, according to 

Isaiah Berl in, representative of n the deepAt strain 

of aIl, the'very centre of the Populist outlook ft (84). 

Born in 1823, Lavrov's intellectual career spanned more 

than half a century, f rom -the Westerner-Slavophile 

debates of the 1840s to the emergence of the 

Social··Democratic Partyat the turn of the century. 

The years of his greatest influence, however, occupied 

less than a decade 1 from the end of the 18605 to the 

second haH of the 1870s (85). 

5 e pa rat i n 9 t h i s. pe ri od f rom t ha t 0 f . 
\~ 

Alexander i 
( 

Herzen' 5 greatest prominence was the 18605, 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 ltS wholesale rejection of tradition, including the 

tradltlon of Intellectual Opposltlon forged by Herzen 

and hlS contemporaries durïng the 1840s (86). The 

solution ta Russia's ills, they fervently belleved, lay 

ln masterlng the truths of SClence (especlally natural 

sc lence), and ln emacipating oneself completely from 

the welght of the pasto 

Ma ste r y 0 f the 't rut h s ' of . ., sc I en ce, us ua Il,:! 

lnvolvlng programs of 'self-lmprovement' , led 

ultlmately ta a decllne ln the soclal actlvIty of the 

young radlcals. For Lavrov, thlS was a cardlnal SIn. 

He dld not share the (rather vulgar) SCIentlsm of the 

men of the slxtles, and ln one of the flrst 
. 

Hlstoncal Letters he defended the value of hlstoncal 

study agalnst that of the netural sClences (87). 

Moreover, the Hlstorieal Letters were a dlrect attempt 

ta reklndle among the student youth the sense of a 

sOClal mlSSIon whlch Lavrov felt had decllned durlng 

the slxtles. 

Although the Hlstorlcal Letters were thus a 

reactlon agalnst~e ethos of the slxtles, Lavrov's own 

out look seems ln sorne mea sure t 0 have been shaped by 

t h l S pe r I od . l n pa r t l cul a r, the r e îs not ln his 

wrltlngs the same admlratlon for traditlon that we 

often find wlth Herzen.', Lavrov was less equivocal ln 

hlS critlclsm of Russla's hlstorlcal legacy : 

In our past, we have no cause .to be carrled 
away by our natlonal theories or by the 
recollectlon of polltlcal and social hablts 
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ingrained ln the flesh and blood of our 
success ive generations. We have not had 

r~ thlnkers of world renown, nor sacred, 
national systems WhlCh could be reve red by 
descendant s. Neither have we had soc ia l 
traditions which mlght nurture the 
posslbility of broad development (88) • 

Conversely, Lavrov re)ected the 'decllne of the 

West' argument advanced by Herzen, forecasting on the 

contrary Its contlnued 8evelopment and progress. Lavrov 

also aligned hl~~lf more dlrect1y wlth the Western 

soclal1st tradItIon, and has been called one of the 

most n abselute westernIsers n 

(89). Of course, th1S does not 

uncoupling of Populist thought 

ln ;he POPUllst movement J 
necessarlly Indlcate the 

trom Russla's popular 

tradItIons. Rather, the ll)fluence of the latt~r seems 

':0 have been submerged ln Lavrov's thought, as lS 

suggested by hlS preservatIon of a quasl-anarchlstlC 

VISIon of the future SocIety. In adoptlng this vIsion 

as hlS own, Lavrov was Impllcitly Ilnk1ng up w1th the 

popular Image of Russia. 

Lavrov's attempt te d1stance himself from RUSSlan 

tradltlons and to 1ink more closely the fat~~ ~f RUSSla 

and the West lS best 1l1ustrated by hlS attItude to the 

peasant commune. The soc1alist potent1al of thlS 

InstitutIon had by the 18605 become an article of faith 
J"\ 

among the POPUlIStS, and Lavrov shared this faith no 

less than another. Ye~ his View of it was qUlte 

dlffer€nt than that of Herzen, for whom It )ustlfled a 

relatIve Ideallzatlon of ~ssia's past and a convictlon 

of its unique soclalist destiny. Lavrov does not seem 
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to have used thlS phenomenon to prove Russla's unique 

fitness for socialism i he more often treated It as not~ 

peculiarly Russian at all. He seems to have preferred 

the use of this term in its generlc, 'universal' sense 

(90l. The socialist goal was" the ldeal of a European 

federatlon of free obshschiny" , and" the future of 

the Slavs as of aIl manklnd conslsts ln thlS devlce : 

SCIence and the obshschlna, truth and labor, war 

agalnst Idols and monopoly" (91) • In these cases, 

Lavrov uses the term as the RUSSlan equ!valent of the 

FrenC},'commune' or the Gt:rman 'gemelnde', rather than 

to dl;~i~U1Sh RUSSla trom Europe. These terms were 

frequentl~ used ln Western boclallst Ilterature to 

describe the future federated units of SocIety, whether 

ln Europe or RUSSla. Lavrov, It seems, used the term to 

unIte the destlnles of Europe and Russla, see~ng It as 

the basic unIt not of 'RUSSlan soclallsm' but of 

soclallsm tout court (92). 

A more dIrect contlnUlty wlth Herz~n·s thought 15 

found ln Lavrov's Vlews on the state and ItS role ln 

the future society. Nelther Herzen nor Lavrov saw any 

meanIngful dIstInctIon between dlfferent state forms; 

for both, sociallsm amounted to a graduall st lC 

anarchlsm,lr. WhlCh the role of the state would be 

progressively dlminished until ItS complete 

elimlnatlon. 

Lavrov's VICWS on the state were sketched in broad 

outllne in the Historicai Letters, publlshed in Russia 
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as a collective edition in 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 lnstrumental in incitlng the 

sudden exodus of nearly 3,000 students ln the summer of 

1874 to the countryside to teach a new religion of 

brotherhood and soclalism to the peasant masses (94). 

The" To the People " campaign was perhaps the apogee 

of POPU1Ist actlvlty, and Lavrov's raIe ln Instigating 

it entitles hlm ta a central place ln the movement's 

history. 

The dominant theme of the Historical Letters 15 

~he concept of progress and Its unavoldable costs. 

Lavrov defines progress as the physlcal, 

Intellectual, and moral development of the indlvldual ; 

the Incorporatlon of Uuth and justlce ln socIal 

instItutions .. (95). Hitherto, the beneflts of such /-

progress had fallen only to a privileged minority, 

whose ascent to civilizatlon had been made at the cost 

of the toll and sufterlng of the maJority. Lavrov's 

central message lS that progress thus entalls a 

corresponding 'debt' to the people, which must be 

repayed by extending to them the be nef i t s of 

civillzation (96). Lavrov did not expect all of the 

prIvlleged elements ta respond to this moral 

imperative. He directed his remarks ta the minority of 

individuals', and urged them to 
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Iink theif efforts with those of the masses and work 

toward the material transformation of the social order. 

This was an implicit calI to revolution. 

Lavrov's calI also entailed a certain conception 

of the society which wouid follow the rfvolution. 

Central to thls was Lavrov's letter on" The State " . 

ln It, Lavrov, deplcted the lnstltutlon of the state as 

Intrinslcally an lnstrument of compulsion and 

lnequallty, and Ilnked the progress of manklnd to the 

necessdry reductlon of ltS role in soclal llte. 

He beglns wlth the observatlon that the prlnclple 

of state has been subJected co a ft false Ideallzatlon " 

whlch must be corrected by n penetratlng to the naturai 

basls of the state ln ItS simplest form "(97). This 

basis Lavrov locates in the principles of 'compulsion' 

and 'conlract' (98). The state primordially is an 

instrument for the enforcement of the will of a 

minority, l.e. It lS a means of compulsion. To thlS 

princlple is added, early in the history of the state, 

the principle of contract (99). For Lavrov, this means 

that " a group of people voluntar Ily upholds the 

obilgatory character of certaIn declsions Issuing from 

a person, an lnstitutlon, or an elected council - an 

obligatory character 

not Joined this union 

which extends to others 

voluntarily " (100). 

who have 

But the 

state eontraet still embodies an injustice, Sinee the 

contraet itself lS coneluded by a 5mall number of 

people, while the compulsion ex tends to a11 (l01). 
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This injustice contradicts Lavrov's definition of 

progress, and thus the state from its very inception is 

anti-progressive. "Bence the inescapable conclusion 

that political progress has had to consist in the 

reduction of the role of the state principle in social 

life ft (102). 

The Ideal state in Lavrov's scheme would be one in 

which aIl of society would be party to the ft c )ntract ft 

which lS blnding 'upon them. Lavrov evokes thlS 

possibillty only to underline ItS impossibllity : 

The reader w111 see at once that the Ideal 
thus derived from the very essence of the 
state principle works to negate thlS same 
prin ci pIe . The 5 t a t e i s dis tin gui s h e d f r om 
other social institutIons by the tact that 
Its contract i5 adopted by a smaller number 
of persons and is maintained by them as 
bindIi9 upon a greater number. The two 
sources of state cphesion the naturai 
principle of compulsion and the deliberative 
principle of contract - come into conflict 
because the latter, ln the name of justice, 
strives to diminish the former (103). 

That i5, the principle of compulsion can be mitigated 

only by broadenlng the state contract to include aIl 

those subject to ItS authority. Yet this cannot be 

dona. the notIon of a just contract 15 illusory, and as 

5uch the Idea of a just state lS a contradictlon in 

terms. 

The truly radical implications of Lavrov' 5 

argument are illustrated by his consideration of the 

federated states of America, whiçh 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 unp~ogressive, since the fede~ated 

states are still too la~ge to allow"~or real popular 

participation (104). True socialism would have to go 

much fu~ther i Lavrov seems to have imagined that the 

population would be divided into modestly proportioned~ 
\ 

communes, which would ca- operate in clusters of about 

one hundred members (105). 

Lavrav sees no contradictlon between this fo~m of 

organlzation and the goal of development : 

Even lf we were to imag\ne the wor!d as a 
collection of separate, autonomous communes 
(obsh~chiny) we would have no reason ta think 
that ln aIl the respects mentloned we would 
encounter a reduction ln progress, Slnce 
broad economic, scientific, and simllar 
undertaklngs could be carrled 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 

concelved in prlmarily moral terms. Lavrov mentions 

the necessity for economic and scientific undertakings, 

but the key aspect of sociallsm is the 'introduction of 

truth and justlce in social institutions'. Lavrov did 

accept the need for a certain amount of non-capita1ist 

i n dus t r yin Rus s i a , but h isba 5 i c vis ion wa son e 0 f a 

51 owly-developi ng agra r ian na uan (107). 

Lavrov admi ts that the 'external funct lon' of the 

state, i.e. its raIe in the International community of 

states, may calI for a degree of centralized authority. 

His solution ta thi 5 dilemma seems somewhat 

Tocquevillian: the internaI 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 is added a characterlstically 

élnarchist/utopian twist, since Lavrov goes on to 

predict that as progressive notions spread throughout 

)

the Inter~ational eommunity, 

state actlvlty wlll decllne 

even the latter aspect of 

in lmportance. National 

boundaries w i 11 lose thelr slgnlficance, wh lie 

temporary alliances w 111 be f orged for s pee 1 fic 

purposes. In this way, Lavrov allows hlmself to 

forecast a truly stateless world fully congruent wlth 

the 'n a t ur al' ne e d s 0 f ma n k 1 n d (1 08 ) • 

Certaln qualiflcatlons are appended to this 

theslS, as Lavrov admlts the need for astate durlng a 

transltional per 10d following the erection of 

progressive social instltutlons. Llke Herzen, Lavrov 

stopped short of the Bakuninisl cali for the lmmedlate 

destructlon of the state, since it might be needed to 

protect the gains of the revolution. But he insists 

that Its role must be a " negative " one " tha t i s, 

only to overcome the obstacles to the free development 

of society posed by eXlstlng cultural forms " (109). 

This formulation is exceedingly vague, and attests 

to Lavrov's own hesitations 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 fot".tt ln 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 vould occur through the natural filterIng-down 

from the Intelligentsia 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 IntentIons ln this regard are perhaps . 
clarlfled by hlS VleWS on the 'bourgeoIs' 

} 

republlcS of 

Western Europe. Llke Herzen, hlS assessment of them 

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

We oppose aIl present-day centrallzed 
polltical problems. AlI polltlcal partIes, 
with their more or less Ilberai 
constitutional ideals, aIl attempts to 
replace the centrallzed and bourgeois empire 
wIth' a eentralized and bourgeois republlc, to 
replace the eXIsting dIVIsion of (Russia's) 
territory with another havIng other centers 
and other laws aIl this we conSlder 
inimlcal in ItS basic structure and 
indifferent in ItS manIfestatIons (Ill). 

Lavrov expresses a slmllar view in an article 

written in 1881 and Ineluded in the 1890 editlon of the 

Hlstorleai Letters: 

Yes ... human progress does conslst ln 
introduclng f!eedom and equallty into the 
social order, in introducing lav in the form 
of justIce Into SOCIal lite. But it is not 
for the state to do this. The state, by its 
very nature, is domination, Inequallty, 
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 hu~ane existence for the 
subject classes their mater laI, 
intellectual, and moral degeneration must 
ever increase. A constitutional state is an 
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unrealizable dream (112). 

AlI of this 1S in perfect accord with the VleWS 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 IllUSIon based upon a false 

ldealization of the state. Like Herzen, Lavrov tended 

to fuse European democracy vIth Tsarlst despotlsm, 

seeIng both as representing the domInation of sOcIety 

by the state. Whatever form the state took, 1 t wa s 

Inlmlcal vlth IndlvIdua1 freedom and socialism. 

Hovever, Lavrov's crItIque of the state Includes 

an economlC aspect, WhlCh attests to the grovlng 

Influence of Marx upon the POpùllSts at thlS tIme. 

Marx's works had been knovn to advanced Russlan 

Intellectuals as early as the 1840s, but hlS dlrect 

influence developed only later. In 1869, Bakunln made 

the first translatIon of the Communlst Manlfesto, and 

ln 1872 a translatIon of CapItal appeared ln Russia 

(113). Lavrov himself expressed a great admIratIon for 

Marx's wOlks. The Influence of Marx 15 apparent in 

Lavrov's letter of 1881, where he Wr1tèS that states 

havè 

glven ]uridlCa1 form 
domInatIon that 
beforehand ... ls It 
constItutions, codes, 
everyvhere been wrltten 
in whose hands economiç 
1ocated? (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 thlS 

critique he added the Marxist critique of the state as 

an agent of economiC domination. Marx's analysis did 

not yet change the Populists' attltude to the state, 

but rather buttressed an antlpathy for lt which at the 

deepest level was based on moral considerations. 

Lavrov dld not, however, accept Marx's views on 

polltlcal organlsatlon, remalnlng on the Bakuninlst 

slde of Marx on thlS questlon. Wrltes James P. Scanlan 

Although he carefully avolded the extremes of 
Bakunlnist anarchlsm and recognised the need 
to utillse the coercive machinery of the 
state in the transitiona1 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 
authorlty, no matter ln whose hands it was 
vested (115). 

Lavrov was only able to sketch in outline his 

views on the state in the Historlcal Letters; however, 

It wou1d seem that later on hlS VleWS did not change, 

but were merely elaborated ln greater precislon and 

deta 11. HIS maJor work on thlS subject was an article 

published in June, 1876, and called ft The State Element 

ln the SocIety of the Future " Of this artIcle, 

Philip Pomper writes that 

Its thesis amounted to a gradualistic 
anarchism, based upon the graduaI growth of 
social solidarity, the ft state element ft 

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 

tradltions, which, devoid of any real conception of a 

l imi ted or regulated role for the state, had imbued 

thlS concept wlth the attrlbutes of Tsarlst despotlsm ; 

'the state' , whether monarchlcal or 

'bourgeois-democratlc', ',las ln the end a repressive 

force whlch Wou Id have to be eradicated from the 

soclaiist soc let y of the future. What would replace 

the state ln soclaiist soc let y ',lould be a bedrock of 

values, a comml tment ta 'SCIence' and ratlot llsm , and 

an acceptance of the supremacy of the indlvidual. The 

agricultural commune, and small artisanal and 

industrial collectives such as the artel, would become 

the vehicle for these conceptIons. The intelllgentsla 

would serve as a middle term between Western ideas and 

Russia's traditionai popular institutions, but Herzen 

and Lavrov bath hoped (romantically, perhaps) t ha t i t 

could play thls raIe wlthout resort to compulsion. 

UnderlYlng thls hope was an immense faith in the powers 

of revolutlon the destruction of the Tsarist state 

would be an act of spiritual purIfication, cleansing 

the peasantry of 1tS conservative tendencies and 

opening i t to the new val ues of soc ial i sm. The 

religlous features of this fa1th are self-evident. Evep 

Lavrov, who was one of the most positivist and 
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rationalist of the Populist thinkers, 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, brotnerhood, peace, 
eternally ! (117) 

The same faith in revolution was to be found in 

Marx's thought. Marx also offered new and 'sclentific ' . 
fou n da t l 0 n s for the Populists ' crltique of the state 

and bourgeois soc let y. He, too, offel:"ed 
/ 

an 

eschatologlcal vision of a stateless future. But in 

Marx's thought the bedrock of this future would be a 

highly-developed, industrial soclety. Marx had already 

ln Lavrov's time enjoyed an influence on the RUSSlao 

intelligentsla, but this aspect of his thought had been 

largely ignored or rejected. Soon, Rlany members of the 

intelligentsia would begin to incorporate this element 

of Marx's thought into their own. Simultaneously, an 

ominous note would be sounded fOI:" 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 
1 

century : the graduaI 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 

1eading oppositional force in Russian society, 

Plekhanov soon became one of the principal exponents of 

this movement' s ideology. But, Plekhanov eventually 

re]ected Populism, and during the 1880s and 1890s he 

became a key figure in promoting the inflltration of 

Marxism into the though~ of the radical intelligentsIa. 

Plekhanov personlfied the conversion of much of the 

~
'ntelligentsia to Marxism as such, 

. ~lucidates sorne of ,the causes 
l 

slgnlficance of this conversion. 

as 

his deve10pment 

well as the 

Populist thought had by the mid-1870s given rlse 
~ 

to a motley assortment of often-bickering revolutionary 
-/ 

groupings, whose efforts rad in the last analysis 

accomplished litt1e of ~ignificance. The peasantry 

seemed indifferent to the ~ntel1igentsia's ,call to 

revolution, and more otten than not greeted these 

missionaries of socialism with skepticism and distrust. 

Popular Russia still expected that its de)iverance from 

bondqge would be the work of a 'true' tsar, an Orthodox 

Father, not that of a group of atheistic socia1ists. 

The. movement "To the People "in the summe'r of 1874 

marked a dramatic' setback for the Populists. Not only 

did the peasants not respond to the socialist 

propaganda, but in many cases they turned its purveyors 

in to bhe local authorities. The Populists were 

143 

» ... • 



.'. 

ab'uptly awakened to thé fact that although , the 

people' mlght be discontented, and shared sorne of theIr 

aspIratIons, there remalned much that separated them. 

The battle agalnst autocracy, It now became clear, 

( would be rather more dlffIcult than antIclpated. 

In the wake of these dlsappolntments, sorne of the 

POPUllSts began 
\ 

t ose eth e n e e d toc 0 n S f) l l d il t eth eH, 

forces, and ta tallor thelr demands more closely to 

those of the people. A flrst attempt to unite the 

varlous currer.ts of Popull sm \lias made by the 

re-lncarnated Zemlya l Volya (119) (Land and Llberty). 

A programme for thlS organlzatlon was drawn up ln 1876, 

emphaslzlng the need to restrlct the Popullsts' 

obJectlves to those whlch were Immedlately attalnable 

and most consonant wlth the demands o~ the peasantry 

(120) . Broadly speaklng, these obJectlves were 

threefold tj:le transfer of aIl the land to those who -... ~ 

tllled lt, the dlss-olutlon of the Russlan emplre 

accordlng to local desHes " and the 

self-admlnlstratIon of the obshschlna (121). Accordlng 

to Franco Venturl, thlS programme contalned ft aIl the 
,f> 

elements of Zemlya ~ Volya ln embryonlc form ft (1221. 

l t aIs 0 l n d l ca tes t ha t, des p lt eth e l r set ba c k s , the 

Popullsts had ln no way abandoned thelr ultlmate goals. 

Plekhanov became a member of Zemlya ! Volya in 

1876, and wholly endorsed lts strategy. The 

revolutlonarles wou1d have to base thelr demands on 

those of the people, while ~orking to ralse their 
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awareness of the need for a radical solution to their 

grievances. ThIS was so because the revolution itself 

depended on a mass follO'lllng ; It would be victorloUS 

as a 'socIal' revolution, or not at aIl. 

Sorne member s of Zeml ya.!. Vol ya, however, saon 

came to embrace a dl fferent approach. Thelr fa1th ln 
(-

the people had been somewhat shaken by the fallure of 

thelr efforts thus far. Moreover, these efforts, they 

f e l t 1 were stymled at every t urn by the absence of 

RUSSlan SOCIety. The ma 1 n 

obstacle ta an alllan2e WIth the peasantry was the 

au t oc ra Cyl t sel f. A n as s a u l ton thlS target, then, was 

a precondl t Ion for soc la l revo l ut Lon. As a 

consequence, the late 1870s were rnarked by a wave of 

polltlcal terrorlsm, the pnmary airn of WhlCh seems to 

have been te' destabll1ze the government and force It to 

grant the c')untry a constItution. ThIS would free the 

lntelltge(l.tsia for broader social actlvlty, and at the 
1 

same tIme awaken the masses from thelr slumber .• 

Pl e k hanov was an out spoken apponen t of th l S 

'polltlcal' strategy on several grounds. He suspected 

the terrorlsts of harbor1ng Jacobin IntentIons, and 
;-, 

argued that thelr actlOns could only lead to the 

replacement of one dlctator-ship by another. ThIS fear 

was based-on Plekhanov's conVIctIon that the revolutlon 

depended on soclety's readlness for It, and could only 

realize Its a1ms lf backed by a mass followlng. This 

.. as preclsely what the terrorists undermlned, for they 
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diverted the intelllgentsla from its work ameng the 

people. BeSldes, he argued, such actions would only 

inclte retallation by the state, and in any{ase stood 

no chance of success : " You cannot establlsh a house 

of parllament at the point of a pistol, "he wrote 

(123). Ple)thanov even rejected the terror1sts' a1ms, 

f1nd1ng the aSpIratIon for constltut1onal government 

lncompatible wIth" the anarchist premlses af Popul i sm 

(124). The proper obJectlve was not ta estabilsh a new 

statt, but ta ellmlnate the state as such. 

The dIspute between , 5 OC laI' and ' po lIt 1 cal ' 

strategIes may appear to be a characteristic exerClse 

ln doctrInal halr-splltting contnlOn among marginal 

soclal groups. It 15 on the face of It difflcult to 

un de r stand why a revol ut 1 o~ ry movemen t would stan"3 

opposed in ponclple to 'pol1tical' actlvlty. The i r 

efforts ultlmately could not tail to become politlcal, 

and It seems clear that basIc pollticai freedoms would 
~ 

~ 
be an Invaluable ad]unct to 'soClal' activity. But It 

was taken very seriously by the participants, and must 

be understood ln relatIon to the Idealo<;pcal heritage 

of the movem~nt. À central element of thlS herltage 

was an averSIon to the state, and not simply the 

a ut oc r' a tIC S t: a te. 'Polltlcal' actions dlrected toward 

the establishment of a new state, constltùtlonal or 

not, tempera ry or not 1 would qu 1 te na t ura Il y be seen by 

orthodox Populists as half-measures or, even worse, 

outright heresy. 
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The fissure in Zemlya i Volya' 5 ranks persisted, 

however, and ult1mately led to a spli t of the 

organization into tWQ rlval groupings, Cherny} Peredel 

(Black Repartition) and ~arodnaya Volya (People's 

Will), ln 1879. Plekhanov's intranslgence v1s-a-vis the 

terroflsts helped to preClpltale this SplIt, and he 

became a leader of Cherny! Peredel, the spokesman for 

'orthodox' Popullsm and 'soc1al' ag1tatlon. 

Cherny} Peredel called for a ret urn to the 

ldeologieal roots of Popullsm, and ln particular to Its 

Bakunlnlst sources (125). Hemor1es of Stenka RaZ1n and 

Pugachev, and 'Jt the long trad1tlon of peasant 

antagonlsm to the state, must be rek1ndled, ln order to 

dnve home the p01nt that it was there that the 

sOCla11sts' greatest strengths and opportunitles lay. 

ln the first number of n Ch~rnyl Peredel " 

organization' s publication), Plekhanov took 

pedagogieal task upon hlmself: 

Accordlng to us, the 1nner history of Russla 
consists only of the long tragedy-filled 
tales of the struggle to the death betweer. 
two forms of collectIve hfe which are 
dlametrlcally opposed: the obshschina WhlCh 
spflngs from the people and the form which 1S 
at the same time statist and individualist. 
This struggle becomes bloody and vlolent like 
a storm ..,hen the masses are ln movement 
during the revolts of Razin and Pugachev. 
And it has never stopped for one moment, 
though taklng on varylng forms (126). 

( the 

this 

This passage brings to mind Herzen's aecount of 

Russian ,histocy it had pitted the egalitarian and 

collectivist obshschlna against the oppressive state, 
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and wou Ide ulm i na te i n the vic t 0 r y 0 f the s ma 11 , 

l self-governing communitles and the eradication of the 

state. But Plekhanov Even here distinguishes himself as 

a Populist with a difference. He does not display the 

f 
same concern for lndividual llbertles that lS at the 

very core of the writings of Herzen and Lavrov. Like 

Plekhanov, Herzen had identlfled at least the Petrine 

state as an agent of Indlvlduallsm, but for hlm thlS 

was a cause for mltigated pralse. The same 15 not true 

w1th Plekhanov; he evokes thlS notlon only to eontrast 

the obshschina with the state, and presumably feels 

that It must remain forelgn to the commune. 

ThlS dlfference is bound up wlth another, much 

more fundamental, one. As we have seen, the baslC 

argument for soclalism was presented by both Herzen and 

Lavrov ln moral term5; soclallsm must be establlshed 

not because history dictdtes 50, but only because lt i5 

right and just. Socialism Itself is conceived ln 

prlmarily moral terms ; It i5 the freedom . of aIl men, 

lndividually and rollectively, to realize their 

potent la l . 

with Plekhanov the moral argument recedes Into the 

background, and soclallsm becomes the inevitable result 

of an historlcal (and primarlly economic) process. In 

a n art icI e w ri t te n 1 n l 8 7 9, and en t i t l e d n The La w 0 f 

the Economie Development of Soc iety and the problems
l 

of 

Socialism in Russia" , Plekhanov sought to ft fix upon 
.t 

an unshakable foundation the program that the populists 
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generally upheld " ( 127) , by demonstrating the 

historieal inevitability of their vision. 
~ 

The 

foundation he looked to 'las the theory of historical 

materialism of Karl Marx." Let us see, " he wrote, " 

what the teaehing of Karl Marx obligates us •.. in view 

of the neeessity of establishing the poi nts of 

departure .Qf our program " (128). 

Plekhanov cOflcurred wah Marx in IdentlfYIng the" 

economie history of society" (129) as the determinlng 

factor ln its development. But did this not commlt hlm 

to an acceptance of the thesls that soclallsm could 

emerge only as a natural produet of eapitalism? Not at 

a11, he argued. Marx's theory in fact supported the 

hope of a different destiny for Russla, Sinee ltS 

lmaterlal conditions dlffered markedly from those of the 

West. The basic material tact of Russian social llfe 

was the myriad peasant communes, a phenomenon whieh had 

~lsappeared in the West. The survi\'ol: of the commune 

meant the preservation of a collectiv~~t bias among the 

people, while the tradltion of opposititn to the state 

that It engendered illustrated the people's aspiration 

for freedom from central authority. Thus, the Popullst 

hope for a "free federation of free (self- governing) 

communes" (130) was rendered secure. At this stage, 

Plekhanov's out look was" Marxian-materialist in form, 

Bakuninist- populi st ln 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 il. the revalution. 

Already in February of 1879, he cou1d write that : 

Our large lndustrial centers ~roup together 
tens and sometimes even hundreds of thousands 
of workers. In the great ma)ority af 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 
o f the pe a san t s . Ina w 0 rd, i t i s n 0 t a 
quest ion af masses cut off f l'am the 
countryslde but part of the countryslde. 
Thelr cause 15 the same i their struggle can 
and must be the same. And besides, the towns 
collect the very flower of the vlllage 
populatIon, younger, more enterprising ... 
there they are kept far removed from the 
influence of the more conservative and timid 
elements of the peasant fami ly... Thanks to 
this they wIll constitute a precious ally for 
the peasants when the social revolution 
breaks out (133). 

This passage illustrates plekhanov' 5 ambivalent 

feellngs about the peasantry even during his Popullst 

period. On the one hand, he re-affirms the classlc 

Populist aims, and emphaslzes only that the workers 

sha re these alms because they are still really 

peasants, havlng left the villages only recently. 

Then, he goes on to argue that the workers are ln tact 

the" flower " of the peasantry, because they are free 

of the "conservatlve" lnfluences of peasant life-

that is, because they are not quite peasants. The 

resultin9 argument 15 a 5trange one: the workers are 

allies of the peasantry because they are still really 
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peasants, and they are aIl 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 worklng 

class a1so signaIs the most important development ln 

RUSSlan soclety ln the second haIt of the nlneteenth 

~tury 

unde rwent 

industnalizatlOn. In thlS perlod Russia 

a process of Industnallzatlon on a very 

large scale and malnly under the tutelage of the state. 

Concentratlng large numbers ot workers ln a few urban 

areas, often ln appalllng condltlons WhlCh mlght easlly 

stlmulate unrest, th15 development could not go 

unnoticed by the revolutlOnanes. Glven thea relatlve 

lack of success ln moblllzlng the peasantry, the 

intelligentsia would naturally be drawn to the worklng 

c las sas a po t e n t i a l ba 5 e 0 f s.u ppo r t • 

The twenty years following the EmanClpatlon Act of 

1861 were basic.illya penod of preparatIon for the 

real Industrialization drive WhlCh would begin in the 

mld-18BOs (134). The Russlan state at first remalned 

f earf ul of Industnalization, seeing the disruptive 

effects It had had on Western European soclal Ilfe. 

Nor did the EmancipatIon of Itself irHtlate a period of 

economic growth. The EmancipatIon settlements Imposed 

heavy redemptlon payments on the peasantry, and made 

the ~ the l nter lm propr ietor of the peasants' share 

of land unt 11 thei r dues were paid off (135). The 

government feared the prospect of social unrest, and 
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stIll saw the obshschina as a bulwark. of conservatlsm. 

In tying the peasantry to the commune, the Emancipation 

Act retarded the formation of an urban labor force, and 

perpetuated inefflcient methods of farming which 

Ilmited economic growth (136). 

At the same tlme, the autocracy realized that 

economic strength was essentlal to bolstE"rlng Its 

e x ter n a 1 po 5 l t Ion , and al ready the 1860s the 

government ln l t lated a program of ra Il road bulldi ng to 

fac1l1tate the access of agrlcultural produce to 

for e l 9 n ma r k e t s ( 137) . The emerglng network of 
• 

rallroads would provlde the foundation for RussIa's 

subsequent Industrlallzatlon drIve. Moreover, the 

EmanCIpatIon, does seem at least to have created the 

framework for lndustrIa11zatl0n, and has be~.n termed by 

one scholar an " essentlal prerequislte " for It (138). 

l n 0 b 11 9 a tIn 9 the pe a 5 an t 5 t 0 r e de e m the lf l and b Y cas h 

payments, It encouraged their Integration ln t 0 the 

expandlng money economy. The peasantry would have to 

produce goods for sale on the market ln order to 

acqUlre the money necessary to meet the l r redempt ion 

dues. Slowly, the peasantry was belng drawn away trom 

the naturai economy that had been a feature of 

traditionai agrarlan Ide, and lnto the money economy 

WhlCh wouid be an es sen t la lad) un c t to RUSSlan 

Industriallzat lon. In addition to the productIon of 

market crops, more and more peasants took. up artlsanal 

production on a small scale (139). Others worked in the 
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towns on a seasonal basis, returning to the vlllages to 

sow and harvest their crops (140). Moreover, the 

Emancipation did lead to the appearance of small 

pockets of poor, landless peasants, many of ..,hom would 

make the tranSltlon te' Industrlal employment (141). 

Overa11, the number of factory workers rose somewhat 

dUrlng thlS perlod ; ln the flfty provInces of European 

Russla, thelr numbers Increased from 797,649 ln 1861-70 

to 945,597 ln 1871-80 (142). 

ln other ways a150 the EranClpatlon act helped to 

create the precondltlons for Industrlallzatlon. The 

redemptIon system redlrected the flo .... of rent 

obilgatlons tram the land lords ta the government, where 

they could be more productlve1y u5ed. Most of RussIa's 

landlords had been heavlly ln debt ta the government 

prlor to 1861, 50 that the t>easants' redemptlon 

payments were often rechannelled to the government and 

ended up in state coffers (143). ThlS wou Id provlde one 

source of capital for the state-led Industrlallzatlon 

d r lV e. AIs 0, the e ma n Cl pa t 1 0 n l e f t the la n d l 0 r d 5 W 1 th 

the lat-<3est share of land allotments; on these large 

estates, more graln could be produced for export, and 

thus to support economlC gro .... th (144). 

Industria1ization was stlll at an Inchoate stage 

in 1879. The bIg break would come durIng the 18805, 

after the state had flnally overcome Its hesItations 

and began to construct railroads on an unprecedented 

scale as the main lever of a rapid industrialization 
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pollcy (145). Yet already the new trends had made 

themselves felt, and Plekhanov's attention was drawn to 

them. What he saw ln 1879 as a potentialopportunity 

for the Popullsts, however, actually sounded an o,minous 

note for their vIsion of the future. The Popul1sts 

ba se d the lr ho pe son the a 9 r i cul t ur ale las SIn Rus 5 1 a , 

and thelr asplratlons were shaped accordlngly. They dld 

emphaSlze the need to modernlZe the countryslde, and 

aIl afflrmed a commitment to 'progress'. But for most, 

progress had been c once 1 ved ln moral terms. Nelther 

Herzen nor La v rov seems to have an t leI pa t ed an 

Industrlal revolution 1 n RUSSla ; they plctured rather\ 

a slowly- developlng agrarlan nation. Already, RUSSla 

was movlng ln a dltterent dlrectlon, and soon It would 

do 50 at a very rapld pace. As a resul t, the Popul i st 

vISion "'as bound to seem more and more a thlng of the 

pasto It was primanly as a result of th15 development 

that the POPUllSt ideal, and Plekhanov's own faith in 

1 t, would be unde rmi ned. 

Withln Zem1ya l Volya, the tide had shlfted in 

favor of Narodnaya Volya and the terrorist campaign. 

Dlsappolnted at the pauc 1 ty of results of the 

POpu-llsts' wor k " among the people " the 

intelllgentsia would natl,lrally look for dlfferent 

strategies, and the dramatlc aets of the terrorists, 

whatever their u1timate 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 Populi sm, and w i th no r e a l 

successes to its credit. 

The failure of Chernyi Peredel '5 efforts was 

surèly disheartenlng for Plekhanov. Yet he would not 

countenance the terrorist alternative. It seemed to him 

to be based upon theoretlca'l eonfUSlo-n ; within the 

5 Y ste m he ha der e c t e cl 0 n the ba 5 i 5 0 f Ma r x '5 the 0 r y 0 f 

hlstorical materlallsm, lt 'fias a hopeless attempt to 
/ 

force the laws of hlstory. Plekhanov's very scientlsm 

no w le f t h lm w l t h l' 0 pla cet 0 tu r n. Cou l d l t be t ha t 

hlstory Itself 'fias milltatlng agalnst the POPUllstS? 

Plekhanov was not teady to accept thlS verdIct. Yet hlS 

own analysls of current trends was not encouraglng. In 

the age-old tradItion of peasant Oppposltlon to the 

state, It was the peasants who had been worsted 

Until now the victory Qf the state has been 
complete. It has enelosed the people within 
the Iron cirele of its organization. By 
making use of its prerogatives, it has been 
able to stlfle not only aIl risings of the 
people, both large and small, but every 
manifestation of its life and thought. It 
has put its heavy hands on the Coss&cks; it 
has ma i med the obshschi na. It has made the 
people pay for what has always been its own, 
i.e. the land, and has demanded a -tee which· 
lS even greater than the priee of the fields. 
r,.abour as a whole i 5 domi nated by the state. 
The land hunger that i t has created by 
selzing the people' 5 property has given rise 
to that crowd of manual workers arti t icially 
snatched from their houses and fields, which 
constitutes the 1abor in our factories and 
work.shops. l t imposes heavy taxes and thus 
compe1s the peasant to submi t to economic 
exploi tatl\n. It supports the kulaks and the 
capitalism of the extortioners in the 
villages, thus unde rmin i ng-' the f orms of the 
pe 0 p le' s l i f e i n th 0 se ver y pla ces wh i cha r e 
dangerous to i t (146) .. 
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Plekhanov now cl ung to a bel i e f system wh i ch hi 5 . 
own analysls undermined. Conservat 1 ve elements 

intrinsic to the village sapped the peasants' 

revol ut iona ry fervor, agricul t ural techn iques as they 

existed dlscouraged collective exploitation of the 

fields (147), and the state was now undermining the 

obshschlna '5 veryex1stence. Refuslng to rellnqulsh 

- the commitment to a "soc1al "revolution to WhlCh hlS 

analysis had led h1m, plekhanov would be forced to 

re)ect Popullsm ln toto. H1S own .POPUllSt orthodoxy 

would lead hlm to Harxism. 

Plekhanov's faith was dealt another blow wlth the 

appearance ln 1880 of a major study of the obs5..schina, 

Orlov' s ft Communal Property ln the Hoscow Distrlct- ft • 

Based upon extens IVe empl r Ica l research uncommon at 

thpt time, Orlov's study not only did nat attest to the 
;' 

vitallty of the obshschlna but clalmed that lt was 

undergoing a steady process o.f disintegration owin9 to 

cau 5 es l nt e r na l t 0 l t 1 l n pa r tIC U l art 0 cl a 5 he 5 be t w e e n 

dcher and poorer peasants (148). Plekhanov and the 

POpullSts had always maintained that any weaknesses of , 
the commune were caused by external factors, especlally 

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, 

hopin9 te 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 

Populi sm. One by one, they tell under the onslaught of 

Marxist theory. Later, he would write ft t he more 'ole 

became acqua in ted w i th the t heori es cf scientific 

socialism, the more doubtful became our populism to us 

from the side of both theory and practice "(149). By 

1883, Plellihanov would re-emerge in a new gUlse, that of 

the 'prophet of Russian MarXlsm'. 

In hl s artIcles for .. Cherny i Pe redel 

publl shed in the West following i ts' leade rs' 
,-

emi gra t ion there 1 PIe khanov gradually di stanced himself 
• 

from the 'truths' of Populism. In September, 1880, he 

evoked the possibilit'y--of a constitutional order and 

capi td i st dev~opment as the fi rst stage of. the 

revolution (150). He still attempted to accomodate 

th\s scenario to Chern,yi peredel '5 program, though i 

let the pourgeoisie fight for political freedom, he 

said, while the socialists should concentrate on .. 

economic agltation " (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 

yet relinquished his hope for an immediate transition 

to soda li sm. He accepted the prospect q.f a bourgeo i s . 
regime, but 5eemed lo envision the presentation' of the 

soc ialist program to the bourgeoisie et the very moment 

/--/~f its accessron to power (153). 

This unea sy comproitJi se would eventua lly be 
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resolved in 
\ 

f avor of a scenarlO Identical with tha t 

charted by Marx for Western Europe. In Plekhanov's 

artIcle for the thlfd ISSue of ,'Y Chernyi Peredel" ln 

January,1881, he stated unequivoca,lly that Russla's 
/ 

next SOCIO- economlC formatlon woGia be capltalist and 

ItS politicai reglme bourgeols-constltutional. But he 

now relinquished hlS earller dlstlnctlon between 

, 5 OC laI' and , po l l t I :: al' tas k s, a r gUI n 9 ln ste a Cl for a 

fUSlon of the two ln revolutlonaryactivity (154). 

Plekhanov's study of MarXlsm had led hlm to the 

conclUSIon that only by way of polltlcal actlon coulCl 

the revo1utlonarles' 50clal alms be achieved (155). 

plekhanov directed the soclaiists to organize the 
( 

working clas5 as an Independent force ln society, 

fightlng alongslde the bourgeoisIe Insofar as it served 

the ba t tle agaînst autocracy, and 5ubsequently 

pressurlng the bourgeoIs reglme to provlde the rlghts 

and llbertles nece5sary to consoiidate the forces of 

soclallsm. ThIS strategy, InCldentally, parallelled 

not only that suggested by Marx for West European 

soclalists, but also that of the Narodovoltsy wlthln 

Russ la. 1 ndeed, Plekhanov supported attempts to 

re-unIte the forces of Popullsm ln the early 1880s. But 

he remained opposed to the excluslve emphasls on 

terronsm, and ultlmately the attempt ta reconcile the 

two factIons falled. Thls mattered llttle, though, for 

plekhanov was already movlng in a dlfferent directlon. 

In 1883, Plekhanov wrote his first lengthy Marxist 
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artlcle, entltled "s.oclalism and Polltlcal Struggle " 

Our Dlfferences "followed a little over a year 

later. In these. articles, he set out ln full clarlty 

the synthesls of soc laI and polltlcal struggle WhlCh he 

had sketched ln outllne ln hls wrltlngs for" Chernyl 

Perede) " . At the same tlme, he launched an attack on 

Popullsm whlch would c00tlnue for over twenty years; 

on l Y lE soclallsm were transferred from lts 'utoplan' 

ba S l 5 ln POPU11St thought t 0 the 

foundatlon offered by Marx could the battle for freedom 

be 5 UC ces 5 t u l . 

Plekhanov dlrected hlS tlre on the cornerstone of 

the POPUllst credo: the obshschlna. After sufferlng 

through hlS own doubts about the vltallty of thlS 

lnstltutlon, Plekhanov Gould at last abandon any 

llngerlng devotlon to lt. AlI of hls doubts had been 

)ustlfled the obshschina was dlsintegratlng, while 

capitalism can become, and ... lS becomlng, the 

e xcI u 5 l v e ma 5 ter l n Russ la" (1 5 6 ) • 

The Emancipatlon had ln hlS Vlew been the turning 

pOlnt thlS process. The natural economy of 

pre-reform RUSSla had been undermlned by It, and the 

many speculatlons, the establIshment of banks, and the 

constructIon of raIlroads WhlCh followed paved the way 

for a tremendous expanSlon of exchange (157). The 

conditlons were being created for a money economy, 

whlch, as Marx had shown, 'lias the corner stone of 

capitallsm. The redemption payments, Plekhanov argued, 

" 
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l', , , and the peasants' resuiting need for cash, forced them 

to concentrate on lote product 10n of one or a few goods 

WhlCh could be sold for money, and conversely to 

purchase goods WhlCh they had tormerly bought for 
\,. 

themselves. Thus, ~ the emanclpatlon sea1ed the doom of 

se1f-sufflClent, naturai economy, WhlCh retreated 

before the advance of commodlty-praduclng, money-based 

economy ~ (158). 

The aSSImIlation of the peasantry to a money 

econamy Inaugurated an lnevltable process of decay of 

the obshschlna. Capltallsm wou1d InSlnuate ltself Into 

vlllage Ilte, and transform the collectlvist peasant 

world lnto a competItIve 5~ngle, w1th the same c1ass 

dIVISIons and exploltatlve relatlonsh1ps that obtalned 

ln the lndustrlal sector. " At a certain stage ln lts 

development, commodlty production 101111 Iead to the 

explolt~tlon of the producer, wlll glve blrth to the • 

capltallst employer ~nd the proletarian worker ft (159). 

Productlon for the market meant a gradua l 

dlfferentiatlon ln the status of the peasantry i sorne 

would prove unable to meet the challenge of the market, 

whlle others would rlse to the status of capltallst-

entrepreneurs. The flrst wauld be unable to malntaln 

thelr lanq, and would Slnk to the status of 

proletarlans, working as the employees of more 

succesful peasants or 1eavlng the village entirely for 

the citles. In this way, the obshschina would break up 

in favor of Independent, capltalist production. Hoping 
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for its continued vitality, Plekhanov wrote ln "Our 

Differences" (1885), was like hoping " for a long lite 

and further development for a fish tnat has been landed 

on the bank " (160). 

Thus, the Popullst vision of a free assoclation of 

communes became a forrn of econom'c rornantlcism WhlCh 

could only hamper the sOClallst cause. The 

revolutlonaries would have ta reslgn themselves ta an 

extenSIve of capltallst development and 

bourgeols rulershlp. There would be no shortcuts ta 

soclallsm. The lntelilgentsia must overcome ItS horror 

of capltallsm, and accept It as an essentlal prelude ta 

soclallsm. Rural Russla was qUlckly movlng along thlS 

path, while wlth respect to industry capltallsm had 

already implanted Itself as the domlnant mode of 

productIon (l~l). The revolutlonarles must accept thlS 

verdict of history, and learn to organlze thelr efforès 

on the basis of capltalism : " we suffer not only fr~m 

the development of capitalism but from the scarclty of 

that development " (162). 

A natural concomltant of thlS ne~ scenario was the 

champlonlng of the Industrlal proletarIat as the agent 

of soclallst revolution. Plekhanov still admitted the 

possibillty of sorne role for the peasantry ln the 

distant future (163)J But the hope for a mass peasant 

uprlsing was a utopian fantasy, for thls clas5 was at 

bottorn a reactlonary force. Sorne years 1ater, he wrote 

: ft The proletarian and tAe muzhlk are rea1 po1itica1 
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antipodes .•. The historical ~ole of the proletariat is 

as revolutionary as that of the muzhik i 5 

conservatlve ... ft (164) 

Plekhanov's about-face was complete. In his attack 

upon the Populist heritage, not a stone was lett 

unturneD. Not socialism but capitallsm was the next 

stage of Russia's history. Not the peasantry but the 

proletarlat would be the seed-bed of revolutlon. Not 

'socIal' but a synthesls of 'socIal' and 'poiltical' 

struggle was the proper revolutionary strategy. Not a 

stateless utopla, but a 'bourgeols' reljime lay ln the 

lmmedlate future. Overall, RUSSIa's destlny, far trom 

unique, would be Identlcal wlth that 'ot the West. 

We WIll not follow the subsequent c~urse of , 
Plekhanov's develogment. The princlples he enunciated 

between 1880 and 1885, flrst hesltantly and then 

forthrightly, remalned baslcally unchanged throughout 

the rest of his Ide. They were~, rather, clarifled 

over the course of battles Plekhanov waged, flrst with 

the Populists, then with the 'revlsionists' anç 

'economists', and, eventually, wlth the Bolshevlks. 

Already by 1885 Plekhanov had lald the foundatlon for 

the Russlan Social Democratlc Labor Party (RSDLP). In 

the Internecine struggle which followed the split of 

the RSDLP ln 1903, Plekhanov's system was adopted as 

the policy of the Menshevlks, who upheld its validity 

through the RevolutIon of 1917 . 

P1ekhanov'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 

RUSSlan society had ln the eyes of much of the 

IntelligentsIa exposed Popullsm as based upon a myth, 

and yet as a myth the POPUllSt VISIon remalned a 

touchstone of self-IdentifIcatIon for the 

IntellIgentsIa throughout the pre-revolutionary period. 

The IntelligentsIa's converSIon to Marxism was by 

no means complete. Popullsm as a socIal' movement had 

effectively collapsed with the assaSSlnatlon of Tsar 

Alexander II in 1881 and the Intense government 

repression which fo1lowed it, but it was agaln revived 

with the formation of the Soclal-Revolutionary Party at 

the turn of the century. ThIS party embraced many of 

the traditional obJectives of Popullsm, and played a 

key role in the Revolution of 1917. Moreover, the 

POpUllSt ideology was defended against the attacks of 

Ma r x l S t s dur l n 9 the l 88 0 san d 1890 s, a 5 ma n y Le fus e d ;t 0 

accept Plekhanov's predIctIon of a capitaiist ana 

bourgeOIs future for RUSSla. Plekhanov hlm~elf, 

moreover, remalned Isolated wlthin the Intel11igentsia 

for at least a decade after his converSIon. 

But wlthin the IntelligentsIa the tlde would 

gradually shift ln favor of the Marxist vision of the 

future, and we must ask why this occurred. What were 
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the general conditlons which militated in favor of the 

abandonment of Populism and lts replacement by Marxism? 

First among these is the fact that the Popullst 

movement of the 1870s had been essentially a failure. 

Notwithstandlng the Intelligentsla's faith in the 

peasa n t.r y, the calI to revolutlon was generally met 

wlth IndIfference lf not outrlght hostlilty. ThlS 15 

not to say that the peasantry was qUlescent at thlS 

tlme. But the InabIllty of the lnteiligentsia to 

harness the peasants' dlscontent to ItS own obJectIves 

must have been doubly dlsapPolntlng. The peasants were 

Indeed unhappy, but they d;d not seem to share the 

POPUllsts' commltment to revolutlon. They wanted land, 

f reedom f rom noble and sta te 1 n ter f erence, and a 'good 

tsar'. But this they dld not equate wlth revolutlon. 

These frustrattng results must have provoked some 
\ 

POPUllsts to questIon thelr ideals. If the peasants 

had been unresponsive to their propaganda, could it be 

that thelr fa1th ln them had been m1sguided? ThlS 

questlon became aIl the mcre pertinent as another 

force, the 1ndustrlal worklng class, made l t 5 

appearance on the RUSSlan 
r 

stage. Clustered ln large 

numbers 1 n a tew urban centers, every bit as 

dlscontented as the peasantry, and ln close proximlty 

to the largely urban-based lntelligentsia, 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 taklng place ln Russian 

society. Industrialization had by the mid-1880s begun 

to talte place on a massive scale, and promlsed to 

radically transform the nature of the country. TI." 

overall extent of lndustrializatlon durlng the Tsarlst 

period should not be exaggerated. One source has 

descrlbed lt as on t1e whole a plcture ln slow 

motion ... a development ln which elements of contlnulty 

were very strong and a11- pe~vadlng ft (165). Although 

by 1913 Russia would become the fourth- largest 

Industrlal nation ln Europe, the structure of 

society, of the labour force, and of the GNP remalned 

characterlstlc of a pre-Industrlal or a t best a 

semi-Industna1 economy ft (l6'~). The ma]onty of the 

population remalned ft ln the vast Intermedlate zone of 

economic actlvity, wlth a very low degree of economlC 

specialisation, devoting varylng parts of tlme and 

resources to Subslstence activitles and to cash earnlng 

activlties ft (167). Much ot Russla's economlC growth 

during this perlod had bepn non- Industrial ; thlS torm 

"If emfl10yment actually grew faster than Industnal 

forms, and wlthln -the latter categoryartlsan forms 

grew faster than factory employment (168). 

What this suggests 15 that Russia's economy was ln 

a transltional state; but of lts ultimate direction 

there cou1d be little doubt. The trend of Russla's 

economy was towarj industry. The total number of 

industria1 workers rose from l,~60,OOO in 1860 to 
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6,100,000 in 1913 (bl' a factror of 3.67). In the fi ft Y 

provinces of European Russia, the number of factory 

workers rose fr0m 945,597 ln 1871-80 to 1,160,771 ln 

1881-90, and again to 1,637,595 ln 1891-1900 (169). In 

metal-worklng and machine constructIon, between 1866 

and 1897 the number of fIrms lncrea5ed by a factor of 

SlX, the value of output by a factor of twenty, and the 

labour force by a factor of ten (170). The number of 

workers ln mInlng and metallurgy doubled between 1865 

and 1887 alone, tram 200,000 to 400,000 (171) • 

Overall, the average annual rate of Industrlal growth 

durlng the 18905 was around 8%, and between 1905 and 

1913 lt was approxlmately 6% (172). 

Although by 1913 the agricultural sector would 

stIll account for the great rna]Orlty of the worklng 

populatIon and national incorne, the 

opportunitles for economlC strength lay 

greatest 

ln the 

IndustrIal sector. In 1913, the tactory labor force 

accounted for on1y 5% of the active population 

(compared wlth 66% in agrlculture), but lt provlded 

20-25% of the natlon~l Incorne \compared wIth 45-55% for 

agrIculture) (173). Thus, the productlvlty gaIns ~rom 

the transitIon to industry had proved to be 

considerable, and Indicated where Russla's strength ln 

the future would lie. 

Most of thIS, rnoreover, was taklng place under the 

tutelage of the state. The strategic factor in 

Initiatlng the great industrial upswing of the 1880s 

166 



vas th~ changed attItude of the state to 

~. 
Industrialization. lt nov became an accepted, ln fact 

the central, goal (174). The scarcityof 'capital ln 

RUSSla vas such that no banking system could have 

attracted the funds necessary to fuel looustrlal 

development, ",hIle the lov standards of bUSIness 

honesty and the general s~epticism of the publIC meant 

that the banks could not even attract the small capital 

funds that vere avallable (175). Only the state could 

lead the process of Industrlallzatlon. The supply of 

capital requ l red the compulSIve machlnery of 

government, WhICh, through ItS pollcles of taxatIon, 

managed to dIrect Incomes from consumption to 

Investment (176), whlle working to attract the foreign 

capItal necessary to make up for RUSSla'S shortcomlngs. 

The state also helped to determlne the pattern of 

Industrial development. It was lnterested malnly ln 

heavy Industry, and on a maSSIVe scale It supported 

primarlly large-scale enterprlses as weIl as 

amalgamatIons or co-ordlnated pollcles among Industriai 

flrms (177). Although, as mentloned, small Industrlal 

productlo~ of the artIsan form accounted for an 

Important part of RussIa's economic growth ln thlS 

period, the foundations of ItS Industrial economy vere 

being establlshed quite differently. 

It is clear that, st l,east at the time of the 
. , 

writings we have consldered, 'Plekhanov had exagger'ated 

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 18805, did not 

leave the countryside untouched. The number of rural 

wage-earners lncreased dramatlcally between 1860 and 

1913, rlSlng from 3,960,000 (lndex=100) ln 1860 to 

9,156,620 (lndex~231) ln 1897,to 10,375,080 (lndex s 262) 

ln 1900, and to 17,815,000 (lndex=450) ln 1913 (178). 

The peasants were Indeed belng drawn lnto the money 

economy. Moreover, a graduaI transItIon of rural 

e1ements to city llfe was occurrlng. In St. Petersburg, 

ln 1869, 31% of the populatlon was classed as peasants 

; by 1B90 thlS number had flSen to 6B% (179). The 

lntegratlon of these elements to urban llfe was by no 

means complete ; one source notes that probably not 

more than one-thlrd of the factbry labour force had by 

1913 become fu11y commltted to lndustrla1 emp1oyment, 

in the sense of a full severance from farmlng and a 

correspondlng social self-ldentlflcatlon (lBO). But 

the ultlmate fate of 'l.hese e1ements was secure. 

The government's attItude to the obshschlna would 

change only durlng the twentieth century, by which time 

it had lost faith ln the peasant commune as a bastion 

of social stability ; the 5tolYPln reforms of 1905 

sought to create a new base for the reglme by 

encouraging the development of a sturdy class of 

independent fatmers, the ku1aks. The obshschina was 
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perhaps inefficient, but it seems to have remained at$ 

major source of ldentification for the peasantry, 

especially its poorer element5, throughout the 

nineteenth century (181). Alexander Gerschenkron has 

argued that, contrary to the arguments of the Marxists, 

the obshschina was not ln astate of genera l 

dlsint~~_in , and that "even a blo .... as strong as the 

one Imparted by SL~lypln falled to prove completely 

annlhllating" to It (182) • But the obshschlna was 

provlng to be a drag on lts more enterprlsing members, 

as lts land-equalising practlces thelr 

self-aggrandlslng ambitlons. (lB 3) • Moreover, the 

overall Importance of the commune, bath withln the 

agricultural sector and wlth respect to industry, W8S 

d e.c l l n i n 9 . It had to begln to seem more and more a( 

thlng of the pasto 

The lntelligentsia, which had always seen itself 

as the vanguard of socIal change, would have to find 

some way of accomodating their worldview to these new 

trends. The Populist ideology wa5 ill-equipped to do 

50. Its adherents dld envlsion the introduction of 

technologlcal innovatIons Into the commune, as weIl 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 

attsck on capitalism and bourgeois society, underneath 

this was a very real contempt for industrial society as 
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) 
such. When they ~ced their commitment to progress, 

they meant moral progresse As frJr economics, Herzen, 

Lavrov, and most of the Popul i sts ' foresaw a slowly 

developing agrarian-socialist society. 

Thus, the Populist ideal of a free federation of 

self-governing communes became increasing1y 

disconnected from the materlal processes taking place 

ln post-reform Russia. l t had to appear more 

anachron i st ie and utopian. l t i 5 true that the 

intelligentsia' had a1ways been defil'led by its 

allenatlon f rom Russian 'reality', but its 

raison-d'etre was also , to realize its tdeas in 

practiee. For the Populists, the new trends meant that 
\ 

their very identlty rested on a mistake, a distorted 

.\ conception of reality. 

Several responses to thlS crisls were possible. 

One could reject the veraclty of the new trends, 

depreciate their significance and re-affirm the 

attaln~bllity of the Populi!?t ideal Russian 

conditions were sufficient1y transitional to make this 

a reasonable opt lon. Or, one mlght reject . reali ty' 

itself, ano console onese1f wlth romantie or religious 

fantasies '; the rellgious features of Populism made 

this a relatively 10gical transition, and indeed at the 

end of the nineteenth century many made it (184), A 

th4rd 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 a~ ides1 choice as this new system of 

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

purely rational foundation· which would be highly 

attractive g i ven the intelligen,tsia' s widèspread 

commi tment to 'science' .This feature was \ of great 

lmportance ln accounting for Plekhanov's converSlon i 

other' RUSSlan radicals would be attracted br lt as we11 

1 found it exactly what 1 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 
weIl as 'the revolutlonary mO'Vement, with the 
force apd dignity of a historica1 imperative. 
I~ Marx's materiallst conception of history, 
1 found a light which illumlnated e~ery 
corner of my intellectual life (lB5). 

Marxism gave an account of hlst~ry which made 

lndustrialization not only c.o'U,pat ible with but 
~ 

necessary for the attainment of~the socialist paradise. 

What had been the death-knell of thè Populist ideal no,", 
~ 

became for new generatlons of radicals a tremendous 

opportunity, i f only they could adjust thelr 

perspective to lt. The stateless u;opia was still ln 

the offing i only the path leadiny (0 it had changed. 

In Plekhanov's formulation of Marxism, however, -
this path would be a long and painful one. Soçiallsm 

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 WhlCh would result ln 

soclallsm. The IntellIgentsIa was asslgned a key role 

ln thlS process. It must organlze the worklng class as 

an Independent force ln SOcIety, tlghtIng alongslde the 

bourgeoisIe ln the battle against autocracy, and 

subseguently pressurlng the bourgeoIs regIme-for the 

rlghts and Ilbertles necessary to protect ItS 

lnterests. The IntellIgentsIa must ralse the workers' 

conse lousness of the lrreconCllability of theH 

Interests wlth those of the bourgeoIsie, and conVlnce 

them of the need for a radIcal, soclallst solutIon to 

their grIevances. 

Plekhanov never relinquished thlS two-stage theory 

of revolutlon. One could not, aiter a11, sk l P an 

entlre hlstorical era. He dld, how/ver, waver somewhat 
J 

on the chronology of the revolution(s). HIS theory 

Implled a lengthy perlod of capitallst development and 

bourgeoIs rulershlp. But Plekhanov at tImes expressed 

the hope that thlS perlod mlght be shortened, 50 that " 

our capitalIsm wIll fade ~way before It has had tlme to 

blossom completeli " (186). ThIS hope was based on two 

factors. flrst, If a proletarlan revolutlon broke out 

ln the West, the pace of socIal change ln Russla mIght 

be hastened, and the perlod of bourgeoIs domInation 

shortened (though not e1lminatedl. Second, the 

relatIve weakness.of the Russlan bourgeoIsIe meant that 

the balance of forces might tilt more rapidly ln favor 

of the working class (87). But this, of course, 
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depende1 on the Intelligentsia's success ln ralslng the 

class conSClOUsness of the workers. 

Still, on the whole the future projected by 

Plekhanov was a prosaic one. The libertarian paradlse 

of the Popullsts receded lnto the past, whlle that of 

Marx was pushed far lnto the future. 1 n the meant ime, 

the revolutionarles would have to rest thelr hopes on a 

bourgeois-constitutional regime, the seorn of 

generatlons of Russian radlcals. Plekhanov and his 

aSS()Clates, after experiencing the setbacks of the 

18705, mlght be heartened by the knowledge that theH 

cause would be triumphant ln the end, and that in the 

meantlme there was much important work to !:-~ none. And 

for other, younger radicals as weIl, the securlty 

provlded by the Marxlst scenarIO eould be comfortlng. 

But lt dld mean a reVlSlon of theH expectatlons for 

the Immedlate future. And thlS would be difficult ta 

aecept, especlally ~, t lmes of 4nrest, when the 

revolution seemed Immlne~t, and the revolutlonarles' 

lmpatlence for the earthly utopla asserted itself. 

Cur 10US t hough 1 t may seem, Plekhanov's new 

attitude to the state brought hlm, wahin the spectrum 

of RUSSlan polltical thought, to oc;cupya posItion 

whieh was funct 10na11y slmllar to that of supporters of 

the lIberal proto-traditIon. Of course, Plekhanov and 

1 his supporters would have categorically re)ected any 

sueh comparison. Yet hlS advocacy of a limlted role 

for il 'bourgec~s' state in the period following the 
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defeat of Tsarlsm pitted Plekhanov, along with the 

liberals, somewhere between the two traditional lma!)eS 

of the state. Plekhanov's devlatlon from Russla's 

po li tic aIt rad l t ion s wa 5 rel a t e d t 0 the f a 11 ure 0 f the 

Populist movement and the process of lndustrlal1zation 

in Russia. 'J'he POpUllsts' tallure meant also the 

brea kdown of a tradltlOn of quas1-anarchlstlC 

opposition to 'the state', and created the cond1tions 

for the formulat 10n of a modl f led stance toward t~~5 

lnstitutlon. Moreover, lndustrlalizatlon posed a 

challenge WhlCh encouraged among sorne of the radlcals 

,an acceptance of at least a limited or temporary role 

for the state ln the future society. Plekhanov hlmself 

was lnfluenced by both of these factors. And yet, as 

we shall see, lt was preClsely hlS devlatlon from 

Russla's polltical tradltions that came to constltute a 

central weakness ln Plekhanov' 5 scheme. 

Lenin and the Stateless Ideal 

If Plekhanov had helped to undermine the 

Populists' ideal, this did not mean that elements of 
"-

their ideological heritage did not remain of importance 

to the intelligentsia. Generations of radicals had 

been ra i sed on tales of the hor ["ors of capitalism end 

th~ hypocrisy of bourgeois-constitutional government. 
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T~mlght now relinquish their faith in the future of 

the obshschina, but the alternatIve future painted by 

Plekhanov would be more diff1cult to countenance. The 

intelllgentsia's traditional falth that the stateless 

utopia could be erected on the morrow of the revolut1on 

would only wlth great difficulty be replaced by the 

proJect of J01n1ng the battle against autocracy and 

then leaving power to the bourgeoisle, to return to the 

status of loyal opponents for the duration of the 
~_J 

capitalist era. But Plekhanov's system, and hlS own 

dlsposition, would allow no truck with these 

sentIments. The radicals wouid have to be weaned from 

thelr utoplan fantasles, and set on the s~cure path of 

sc i ence . 

In this, P1ekn..nov was certainly belng falthful to 

at Ieast one element of Harx's thought. Ma rx 1 sm 

claimed to be the general SCIence of socul Ide, and 

Marx hlmself was scornful of early generations of 

Western 'utoplan' soclalists. Yet h1S system also 

embodled a utoplan element, and its origin~ lay ln 

certain moral conslderatlons of freedom and the 

fulfilllJl'ent of man' 5 genulne nature. ThlS element of 

Marx's thought is evident in his depiètlon of the 

horrors of Western capltalism 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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st3teless paradlSe which would follow the proletarian 

dlctatorshlp, when the 'admInistration of men' wIll 

glve way to the 'administratIon of things'. 

This element fit uneaslly into Plekhanov's version 

of Marxism. Capltalism was necessary, and socialists 

would have to welcome it: "we suffer not only from 

the development of capitallsm, but from the scarcity of 

that development • (188). The emphasls here is shlfted 

from what lS ultlmately desirable to what lS 

Immediately necessary 

flow out of the 

eschatologlca1 visIon 

view i It is only the 

i or rather, the desir-able must 

necessary. Slmllarly, Marx's 

disappears almost entirely from 

last step of an exceedlngly long 

cllmb. Not only a state, but a bourgeoIs state must be 

accepted for the ImmedIate future. Plekhanov's need to 

set his hopes upon a secure, 'scientlfic' foundation, 

already apparent in hlS POpUllst writings, must have 

become aIl the more Intense after the destructIon of 

hlS earller bellefs i never 

error be allowed to happen. 

that the utopian e1ement in 

overshadowed. 

again could such a painful 

But this meant necessarlly 

Marx' s thought had to be 

The utoplan element of Marx's thought, on the 

other hand, was much more consonant with the Popu1ist 

heritage. Indeed, much of the Marxist critique of 

capita1lsm had a1ready been integrated into the 

Popu1ist 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, ln hlS actions wlthin the 

Western soclalist movement, genera11y de-emphasized the 

stateless utopia in favor of the highly centrallzed 

'dictatorship of the proletariat', the POpU11StS had 

been less willing to follow him, opposlng centrallzed 

methods and favorlng an immedlate acceSSlon to liberty. 

And it lS no mere cOlncidence that it was the 

utopian element of Marx's thought WhlCh triumphed ln 

1917 and helped to carry the Bolshevlks to power. Lenin 

eventually rejected Plekhanov' s pro)ect lon of an 

extensive period of bourgeois rule, and by 1917 was 

advocatlng "lnstead an immedlate selzure of power by the 

forces of sociallsm. In his strategy and tactlcs also, 

Lenln adapted many elements of the Populist h~ritage. 

Thus, lf Plekhanov had served as a mlddle term between 

Popullsm and Marxlsm, Lenin served as a middle term ln 

the reverse dlrectlon, between MarXlsm and PopulI sm. He 

was able, ln a way ln WhlCh Plekhanov and the 

Mensheviks were not, to deploy the POPUllst herltage to 

the Bolshevlks' advantage, by manlpulatlng a myth 

WhlCh, though ltself unreallzable, had retalned a 

considerable command on the sympathies of both the 

masses and the intelligentsia. 

Lenin served as a middle term between Marxism and 

Popullsm in 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 

straln in Popullst thought represented by sueh figures 

as Nechaev and Tkaehev. In assigning an lmportant 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-Revolutlonarles, the latter- day 

representatlves of Populism. 

What has perhaps received less attention is that, 

ln the months immediately prior to the October 

Revolution, Lenin also appealed to the anti-statist, 

Ilbertarlan tradition which had been 50 central to 

Populist thought. 1 t i 5 t rue t ha t Lenln always 

emphaslzed that the revolution would be followed by a 

, revolutionary demoe ra t le dictatorshlp of the 

proletarIat and peasantry'. Yet thlS notion was to 

remain lil-detlned and at the same tlme awe-inspiring. 

Lenln never clearly artlculated what it would entail : 

indeed, Marcel Liebman, an admirer of Lenin, has 

taulted hlm tor dealing" 50 lightly" wlth it (189). 

But what was perhaps a theoret lcal lacuna would become 

a tremendous strategie advantage. For the Imprecision 

ot the concept allowed tor a certain theoretieal 

'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 mgment 

of 
1 

revolution, Lenin marshalled 
, 

favor, and in doing 50 

178 

l' 

this myth in the 

h~lped to ensure 

· -



-------- ---- -----------------------------------------~Pr_---4F.---.-~ 

the:r vlctory. 

Of particular interest in this connection lS 

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

writing this work in early 1917 while in 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. 

Lenln first directed hlS f 1re aga ln 5 t the 

MensheVlks and ot her 1 bourgeols t 
ldeologlsts' who 

advocated the erectlon of a bourgeols-constitutlonal 

state. Such cou1d not be the goal of the 

revolutlonarle~, he argued,for the democracy provlded 

by a bourgeois regime lS an llluslon 

To decide once every few years which member 
of the rullng class lS to misrepresent the 
people ln parliament is the rea1 essence of 
bourgeois parliamentarlsm, not only in 
parliamentary-constitutiona1 monarchies but 
a150 in the most democratic republics (192). 

The problem, Lenln argued, was not one of " perfecting 

the 5 t a t e ma chi ne but 0 ne 0 f s ma 5 h i n 9 and des t r 0 yin 9 i t 

" (193). The revolution must not be followed by the 

er,ection of a new state, but to its elimination 

The proletariat need5 only astate which is 
withering away, i.e astate 50 constituted 
that it begins to wither away lmmediately, 
and cannot but w i ther away (194). 
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In his attack upon bourgeoIs democracy, hlS calI to 

'smash and destroy' the state, and his forecast of its 

Immediate withering away under soclalist rule, Lenln 

was merely restating Sorne of the classlc arguments of 

Popul1sm (not to mention anarchism). Although he 

carefully distinguished ~imself from the outlook of hlS 

revolutionary rlvals, he clearly deployed sorne of thelr . 
symbols. But he did 50 on the basis ot approp.riate 

citatIons of Marx and Engels, and thus carefully 

avoided the label of revisionism. He was, Lenln 

insisted, merely resculng the' true doctrine' of Marx 

from the distortIons of others. This was a formidable 

argument, which embodled elements of other ideologles 

.ithout straylng lnto self-contradictlon. 

Its importance should be understood agalnst the 

background of events ln Russia followlng the pebruary 

revolutlon ln 1917. ThIS period seems to have been 

marked by a tremendous polltlClzatlon of the masses, 

who vere, ln the words of one scholar, ln a state of " 

permanent mobi li zat·1on ft (195) . A contemporary 

observer of these events described them as follows 

AlI Russla ... vas constantly demonstrating in 
those days. The provinces had all become 
aceustomed to street demonstrations. And in 
Petersburg, too, in those same days, the ft 

over-forties ft and the women were 
demonstrating ln general, everyone was 
demonstrating who wasn't too lazy ! (196) 

This popular tumult vas di ffuse, di sorgan i zed, 

anarchieal. Thé 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 descrlbed the mood of popular 

Russia : 

The quest10n was nct one of being better 
governed, or of chooslng 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, 50 long 

suppressed, was now belng vented ln the most extreme 

form. Even the revolutionarles seem to have been 

somewhat carried away by it. Marcel Liebman argues 

that at thlS tlme a rapprochement was taking place 

between Bolshev1k5 and anarchlsts " members of 

LenIn's Party regular1y attended the anarchlst meetings 

that were organized ln Petroglao, responding to 

inv\tatlons they recelved fro~ the Ilbertarlan groups" 

(198) .At the upper echelons of the Bolshevlk Party, 

tao, some such Interact 10n seems to have veen taking 

place: " from June 1917 onwards the Party unIted with 

the Anarchlsts every time they quarrelled with the 
~ 

coalition, and concluded agreements with them ... about 

the administration of local affaHs " (199). 

The Menshevlk and Soclal-Revolutionary parties had 

been compromlsed by their support for or participation 

in the provislonal government ; they could only look on 

this unrest with consternation. But the Bolshevik 

leadership a150 evinced sorne of this sentiment. It 

felt threatened by a phenomenon which i t could not 

control; haviog for 50 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' 5 members remarked that 

" we have to play the pa rt of the f l re-hase " (200). 

l t was into this context that the ideas expressed 

in The State and Revolution inserted themselves. Lenin 

wanted to shake the Party out of ltS slumber, and 

convince its members that what they saw as a threat was 

aetuallya great opportunity. The popular aspirations 

for direct demoeracy could be lneorporated lnto the 

Bolshevik program ; Lenin lnsisted that they must be 

the aspiration of any genuine Marxist. The Bolsheviks 

could appeal to these anarchie forces, and ride a wave 

of unrest to power. Indeed, this would seem to be what 

happened ln October. 

One need not see any inevitabillty in the outcome 

of the revolutlon ; conditions were such that lt could 

have been concluded in any number of ways. But thlS 

should not obscure the tact that several factors were 

milltatlng in the Bolsheviks' favor. The tlght and 

disciplined organisation of the Party was one. Another 

.... as the Bolsheviks' willingness to adopt the most 

extreme positlons at the behest of the masses. One of 

these positions was the demand for the destruction of 

the state, and its replacement by sorne form of 

libertarian democracy. Lenln deployed the myth of the 

stateless utop.la to rally the masses behind his Party 

and catapult it to power. 

This raises the question of Lenin's conviction~ at 
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the t i me, Many schola r 5 have f ound a glaring 

contradiction between The State and Revolutlon and 

Lenin's other wocks, which were marked by a more· 

authoritarian tone. Leonard Schapiro asserts that ft it 

is unlikely that the more utopian parts of State and 

Revolution) represented Lenln's convictions" (201), 

Marcel Llebman argues on the contrary that Lenin's 

views were actually modlfied dur.ing this period, as he 

became carrled away at the display of popular 

'revolutlonary consciousness'. The model for direct 

democracy depicted in 'The State and Revolution was ln 

thlS VIeW both slncerely held and a reflectlon of the 

spectacle already taking place ln revolutionary Russia 

(202) . 

A close readlng of The State and Revolution, 

however, reveals that there exist fewer contradictlons 

between it and Lenln's other works than might appear on 

t he sur face. For Len i n i5 careful to follow any 

, l i be r ta ria n ' rema r ks w i th reminders of the l r 

conditional nature. He distinguishes himself from the 

anarchist " dreams " of dispensing lmmedlately with a11 

ft subordination ft a nd a ft i rms t ha t " we want the 

revolution with human nature as it is now, with human 

nature tha t cannot dispense with subordination, 
( 

con t roI, and 'ma nager s' " (203) • Moreover, Lenin 

rejec t s the Populist and anarchist ideal of a 

decentralized federatlon of communes. ft Marx was a 

centralist ft he writes, and ft Engp.l S opposed 
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federalism, and defended the 'one and indivisible 

republic' " (204) • 

The contradiction between these last remarks and 

Lenin's promise of the withering away of t..he state is 

onlyapparent, for we find that Lenin' 5 eradication of 

the state was merely definitional. H'e seems to treat 

lt as purE)~y thàse 'special bodies of armed men' used 

to suppress the majority; this, state will disappear, 

but that is not to say that it won' t be rep1aced by 

somethlng else : 

Durlng the transition from capita1ism ta 
communism suppression lS still necessary ; 
but it lS the suppression of the exploiting 
minority by the exploited majority. A special 
apparatus, a special machine foc suppression, 
is still necessary, but this is now a 
transitory state ; it is no longer a state ln 
the proper sense (205). 

Indeed ; the state under socialism i5 still 

neces5ary, but it is no longer really astate at aIl. 

The difference, it seems, is that the majorifY will now 

be doing the suppressing, and that th,ey will play -an ., 
active role in the fulfillment of its functions. AIl , 
members df society will become bureaucr,ats, and this 

will mean that there will be no 'real' bureaucrats 

(206). The state will be run like a post office, its 

tasks sa simplified that aIl may carry them out for a 

time, continually exchanging positions on a ~tational 

ba sis (2 0 7 ) . 

But the central point i5 that Lenin makes this 

scenario d~pendent upoh a high level of economic 
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development : 

Capitallst culture has created large-scale 
production, factories, railways, the postal 
serviC\.e, telephones, etc., and ~ this basis 
the gr~at rnajority of functions of the old H 

state power ft have become 50 simplified and 
can be reduced to such simple operations of 
registration, filing, and checking that they 
can be easily perforrned by every li terate 
person, and it will be possIble to pet'form 
them for " workmen' s wages " ... (208) 

Lenin knew weIl that Russia had nothing llke this level . 
of'" capitalist culture" in 1917. Despite the advances 

o~the last century, it remained a largely agrar ian 
, 

nation. Modernization, which had been "made the central 

objective by the Bolsheviks, would req'J i re the 

direction of the" transitory state" on a long-term 

basis. Until the majority of the populatIon was fit ta 

f i 11 i t s po si t l on s, otherswauld have to. doit' fo'r 

them. The lîbertarian veneer of this 'transitory' state 

would be st ri pped away, leav i ng only its dictatorial 

" and permanent core . 

The fate of the stateless ideal was a sorry one. 

Formulated Initially as a central goal of the PopuJ-ist 

-movement, it would eventually be undermined by the 

changing conditions of Russian society, to bec orne éI' 

rnyth, with no prospect of realization. The myth would 

live on, but as a p~actical project it died with the 

original Populist movement in the 18805. It continued , 

to command the sympa t hies of rnuch of . the 

int~lligentsia, however, and in 1917 i t would be 

manipulated by other forces with quite different 
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objectives as a means to aequire power. After the 

revolution, the myth of the stateless utopia would have 

to be suppressed, so that the more prosaic t6sks of 
~ 

administratiuon eould be carried out. It W,.8S posslble 

to ride a wave of anarchie unrest to power, but 

impossible to govern on the 6asis of it. The myth had 

served i ts purpose, a~d would nov be elimina ted once 

and for a11. 

( 

) 

. , 
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Concluding Remarks 

In the argument presented here./ ve have employed 

t.he concept of political culture to denote the context 

of political action, a context which constitutes the 

meaning of political action. Concentrating on the 

ideology of the Populist movement; Wè have tried to 
, 

show how Russia's political t radit ions set the 

conceptual fi"amework wi thin which the intelligentsia' s 

aspirations vere conceived. Speci f ically, tHe 

Populists' ~~pn of the state as intrinsically an 

agent of dominat ion which wôuld ~àve to be. èradicated 

from the socialist soc iety of, the future, was in our 

view a reflection of the exceedingly narrow range of 

mean ings vhich the concept of 'the state' had taken on 

in Russia's tra~Htional political culture. 

In Muscovite Russia, 'the state' effectivrly 
~ 

denoted the Orthodox ruler. This ruler was seen as a 

spiritual father to bis people, whose function was to 

guard the religious traditions of the people and 

thereby ensure their salvation. Most, import'antly, the 

ruler was never expected to play a posi t ive role in 

directing the life of society. He was expected only to' 

preserye what had always been." Moreover, the idea of 

'the state' as an impersonal, bureaucrat ic i nst'i t ution 

, 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 secular foundations, with an absolute. right 

. and'- _d~ty ~talt~ t; h~-nd ,and refashion the li fe of 

society for the purposis of progress and development. " ~. 

Peter's project required a huge administrative effort, 

and'led tp ~he erection of a massive bureaucracy which 

spread its \ ~entacles across Russian society, stamping 

out lo~al fr'~edoms and imposing new exactions on the 

pe'ople~ This institution, which continued to grow in 

si ze and power throughout the Imperial age, was se en by 

most of popular Russia as a foreign intrusion, 
, 

fundamentàlly illegitimate, which represented ' the 

betrayal of Russ'ia 'os organic/rel igiQU~ roots. Russia 

was divided into radically' opposed camps~'o>, and its 

: subsequent hi,sto,ry r.eflected the continuing attempts of 

the popular image' of political authority to 'assert 

'i tself over aga i nst the hegemonic ,state. 

Though some tentative moves toward reform were 

made dur-ing the 
. t,· 

Imper la1 ~age l the meaning of ' the 

state' effect i vt:;ly remained within the bdundaries 

est,ablished by Peter. His conception of the state as 'a 

highly central i.zed and omnicompetent force for 
1. 

directing , soc iety became the dominant image 'of 

political authot i ty, .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 te 

'the state', was formulated. 

The intelligents~a emerged out of the ,context of 
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social and spiritual dislocation which resulted - from 

the Petrine reforms~ and was shaped by its complex 

~;' relationship vi th the tvo images of Russia. 1 nits 

origins, this class was' unarguably a phenomenon of . \ 

• Westernization. It could not have existed if . , , not for 

peter's break vith Russia's religious roots and his 

assimilation of Western customs and,. ideas. I)n this 

sense, the intelligentsiA 

Pet~ine tradition. 

_, f., 

wa~ an emanatlon out of the 

But the intelligentsia was also defined by its 

alienation from the Russian state. The~impetus to 

progress vith which Peter had im~ued the state was lost 

by the, nineteenth century, leaving only a reactionary 

shell. AlI that was left vas the massiv~ bureaucracy 
~ 

which Peter had erected, a"d the pr inc'iple of-

compulsion on which it was founded. The 

intelligentsia, like popular Russia, bristled under the 

deadening-w~i9ht of this institu~ion, and, like popuiar . .' 

Russia, came to reject its very legitimacy. 

The Populist movement rejected not· only th.e 

Tsarist state and the Petrine image of political , 
au~hor\ty but also the very not ion of the state as 

necessary to the life of the community. The Populist,s 

envisioned ~nstead an idea! pOl,i t ical structure which 

vas akin to ,the popular image'of politicàl ~ut~ity. 

'The state ~ would be eradicated "once and for a11" 

leaving the small, , locàl communities 

themselves vithout the interference of an 
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cent rel authori ty. The poi,nt of our ..analysis has been 

to show that th~ Populists' ,project, in its total 

rejection .. of 'the state', reflected the tradi t ional 
oC!I 

dichotomy in Russia'~ politieal culture. The very 

concept of the state had come to be ',defined by the 

boundaries and priorities set, by Peter the Great. Thus, 
r 

the Populists tended" to collapse all of ~he potential 

state formations into a single oppressive whole,-~ing 

no differenee between the 'bourgeois- 'demoeracies' of 

Western Euro~e and the Tsarist regime in Russia. As a 

result, the Populists rejected nqt only the Petrine 

state but 'the state' as such. Their opposition to the 

Petrin. state tended to translate into a wholesale 

appos i t ion to 'the state' beeause of the absence of any 

other concept of 'the state' in Russia's pOlitical 

discourse. The notion of the state as something ~ther 

than a centralized and omnip0'J'nt institution had been 

occluded by the pattern of Russia's politleal 

evolution, and as such it was seen by the Populists as" 

at bot tom, a contradiction in terms. 

, The 
~, 1 • possible 

Popul i sts 

Populists' rejeètion of the 

by its other aspirations. 

state was made 

AlI of, the 

affirmed a çommitment to 
\ 

pr..ogress, and in 
. .... 

particular wished to promote the ass~milation by 

Russian society of the values of individualism and' 

ratJonalism. . The ~ Populists hoped, perhaps 

romantically, that these values could be taught to the 

masses without the strong hand of a central authority 
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and without resort to 

of Russien society 

compulsion. 

vould be 

The Dasic structure 
/ 

unchanged. The 

.a~ricultural commune provided an adequate foundat.on 

for the soc iety of the future, which vould be a 

slovly-developing agrarian nation. 

Hovever, the foundations of Russian ~ociety vere 

being transformed in the latter part of the nineteenth 

the process of industrialization got cent ury • Once 

underway * the Populists' aspirations began to appear 

anachronistic. The nation vas moving in a different 

direction. The intelligentsia' s self-understanding, 

moreover, helped to make this dilemma aIl the more 

acute. For this c lass had alvays seen i tsel f as the 

vanguard of the future. Nov, the future which vas 

taking shape before its eyes contradicted its Most 

basic assumptions,. If it vere to remain at the cÎJtting 

edge ot Russ~an society, it vould have to accomodate 

this nev trend vithin its ovn aspirations" and take up 

the challenge of industrialization. 
". 

Harxism provided the 
, J 

dilemma. On the one 

intealigentsia's commi tment 

stateless I,Itopia, makin9 

ideel solution to this 

hand, it aft i rmed ~ th~ 

to socialism 
f 

them the 

and the 

inexorable 

culmination of histçry. It provided a 'scientific', 

foundation for these aspirations. At the seme time, it 

offered an account of industrial izati,on vhich 

transformed it from a threat into an as'surance of the 

advent of this utopia. The forces which were beyond 
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the intelligentsia ~ s control, 
--.. 

and had appeared to 

undermine its hopes, now sècured them. 

But Marxism a1so entailed a·subtle change in the 

intelligentsia's~ conception of progress'. The moral. 

)lement of progress, 50 cen~ra1 ~o Populist thought, 
, 0 

was nov embodied in and made a function 'of economic 

progress. l t was economic development which would make 

the intelligentsia; s moral aspi rations possible. But 

this posed ' certain.( prob1ems for the 

intelligentsia. Russia's circumstances vere still far 
1 

removed from the classic Mar~ist( scenario for a 

socialist revolution. Industrialization had become the 

dominant trend, but society :iftself remained in a 

transitional stat&. So~ehow, the gap vould h~ve to be 

made up. 

Great challenges such al? this one had in Russia 
> 

a'lways entai,led a central role for the state. It was 

the state which had led the industrial i zation dr i ve so 

far, and there was little reason to believe that it 

could be otherwise in the future. The contradic~ion 

be~ween the intelligentsia' 5 dual aspiration to liberty . 
and progress, which had remained relative in Populist 

thought, now became absolute. The stateless utopia 

would be unattainabl~ without 'the impetus which only a 

strong central authority could provide. 

,This contradicti~.n ~as magnified bl' the shape of 

" Russia' s ~oli t ica1 traditions. Between the t~o extreme 

images of political authority, nothing else had b~en 
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able to lay soli!d"root~: The nascent liberal tradition 

had not had time to implant itself, and the absence or 

weakness of an independent bourgeoisie lefi. this 

t~adition vithout its most common social base. Once the 

intelligentsia accepted the prospect of a genuine role 

for the ~ state in the future soc iety 1 ('a 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. Originally adopting a conception 

of political authority vhich owed much to the popular 

image of Russia, the intelligentsia would be led 'in the 

end to erect astate vhich radically repudiated this 

image, ~ state whose foundations lay in the other, 

petrine image of p~litic~l authority. 

The latter pa rt of our analys i s has been concerned 

to illustrate the manner in which this transition vas 

made in the thought of the intelligentsia. Given the 
<S 

traditions of this class, the implications of its nev 

aspi~ations vere hard to face prior to the revolution. 

l ts ovn as well as the people' sant ipathy ta the state 

vas too deep for them to aecept the prospect of a nev , 1 

Levi/than following the revolution. At the same time, 

the intelligentsia's abounding faith in the hea~ing 

povers of revOlutiun, and the Bdlshevj~s' 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 come'- to Russia' s aid and malte up for i ts 
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deficienciea, ma~e it possible for this question to be 

occludéd for a time. This same contradiction runs 

right through Lenin's The State·and Revolution, which' - -."....-
• 

re-affirms a commitment to the stateless utopia while 

at the same time emphasizing' the need to ereét 

something in place of the state to lead Russia into 

.modernity. 

When the dust had settled, hovet/er, the 
, 

contrad1ction would have to be addressed. The stateless 

idéal, which had its r~ots in the .popular traditio~ of 

opposition to the Petrine state -and which hàd been so~~~ 

central to the original _ aspirations of Ure 

intelligentsia, was finally discarded. In its stead ' 

there emerged a model of political authority which bore 

JP remarkable resemblance to. the Petrine image of . , 

rulership, the. only other image of ru'lership p'rovided 

by Russia's political traditions. Economie progress on 
., il!> 0 \ 

a massive scale' and at a breakneck pace would become 
, 

the central objective, once again unde~ the direction 

of astate whose authority was without limit • 

. '" 
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