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PREFACE

THE present volume, the first of three under the title Socialism in One
Country, 1924-1926, brings me to the heart of my subject. As I
said in the preface to the first volume of The Bolshevik Revolution,
I917-1923, my ambition was “ to write the history, not of the revolution
. . . but of the political, social and economic order which emerged from
it”. The volumes hitherto published have been, in a certain sense,
preliminary to this main purpose. While history knows no hard-and-
fast frontiers between periods, it is fair to say that the new order
resulting from the revolution of 1917 began to take firm shape only in
the middle nineteen-twenties. The years 1924-1926 were a critical
turning-point, and gave to the revolutionary régime, for good and for
evil, its decisive direction.

By way of introduction to this central section, four chapters have
been grouped together under the general title “ The Background”. In
the first, I have attempted to define the relation of the revolution to
Russian history, which first became clearly apparent in this period
(part of this chapter appeared in the volume of Essays Presented to Sir
Lewis Namier in 1956); in the second, to illustrate the moral and
intellectual climate of the period by drawing on peripheral fields
neglected in the earlier volumes; in the third, to investigate the
obscure and crucial issue of the motive forces of the new society ; in
the fourth, to portray the personal characteristics of some of the prin-
cipal actors and to indicate the place which they occupy in the story.
The remainder of the volume is devoted to the economic history of the
period from the spring of 1924 to the spring of 1926. In the second
volume, the sixth of the whole series, I shall describe the party struggle
leading to the break-up of the triumvirate and to the first defeat of
Zinoviev, and the political and constitutional developments of the
period. The following volume will deal with external relations.

As always, the most difficult problem of presentation has been that
of arrangement. Precedence has been given to the narrative of eco-
nomic developments; for, though the rivalry between party leaders
was the most conspicuous, and superficially the most dramatic, feature of
these years, the forms which it took were dependent on basic economic
issues. This arrangement, though necessary, has the disadvantage
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vi PREFACE

that I have been obliged to touch in this volume on certain aspects
of the party struggle and of relations between the party leaders, the
main treatment of which is reserved for the next volume. Even within
the economic chapters some overlapping could not be avoided. In
order to make the material manageable, different sectors of the economy
had to be treated separately ; yet it was obvious that current problems
and current decisions of policy, even if they ostensibly related to one
sector, had repercussions on the other sectors. If the chapter on
agriculture in this volume is by far the longest, this is no doubt in part
a just tribute to the predominance of agriculture in the Soviet economy
and in the preoccupations of Soviet politicians. But it is also due in
part to the fact that, since this is the first of the economic chapters,
issues that cut across all sectors of the economy arise here for the first
time, and call for general treatment here rather than later. I must ask
indulgence for some repetitions and for a perhaps tedious abundance
of cross-references.

The progress of the work has produced, as generally happens, a
growing sense of the complexity of the issues with which I am dealing.
What I take to be the conventional view of Soviet history in the years
after the revolution, i.e. that it was the work of determined men —
enlightened pioneers on one view, hardened villains on another — who
knew exactly what they wanted and where they were going, seems to
me almost wholly misleading. The view commonly expressed that the
Bolshevik leaders, or Stalin in particular, were inspired primarily by
the desire to perpetuate their rule, is equally inadequate. No doubt
every government seeks to retain its authority as long as possible. But
the policies pursued were not by any means always those apparently
most conducive to the undisturbed exercise of power by those in
possession. The situation was so complex, and varied so much from
place to place and from group to group of the population, that the task
of unravelling the decisive factors in the process has been unusually
baffling. This is a field where material is abundant, but often vague
and sometimes contradictory, and where I have had few predecessors
and few signposts to follow: few specialist studies have yet been
written on particular points or aspects of the story. This must be my
excuse for cumbering some parts of my narrative with, perhaps, an
unnecessary profusion of detail. I have preferred to run the risk of
including the superfluous rather than of omitting features which may
prove significant when a more complete picture finally emerges.

A lengthy visit to the United States in the winter of 1956-1957
delayed the completion of this volume, but enabled me to obtain much
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additional material both for it and for its successor. The Russian
Research Center at Harvard offered me generous hospitality and
assistance ; and it gives me particular pleasure to record my warm
appreciation of the help and kindness which I received from Professor
William Langer, the director, Mr. Marshall Shulman, the deputy
director, as well as from other members of the Center. The Widener
Library and the Law Library at Harvard are both rich in Soviet
material of the period, and I was privileged to work on the Trotsky
archives preserved in the Houghton Library: Professor George
Fischer is at present preparing a catalogue of the Trotsky archives,
which will make them more readily accessible and facilitate systématic
reference to them. In addition to the Harvard libraries I visited the
unrivalled collections of the New York Public Library and the Hoover
Library at Stanford. I was also able to borrow from the Library of
Congress and from Columbia University Library; the Library of
Brandeis University (where I lectured during the first semester of my
stay) gave me invaluable help in locating books for me and borrowing
them on my behalf. I should like to express my warm thanks to the
librarians of all these institutions and their staffs. I am particularly
indebted to Professor Herbert Marcuse of Brandeis University- for
stimulating discussion of theoretical problems; to Mrs. Olga Gankin
of the Hoover Library for much detailed help and advice in the pursuit
of rare sources; to Dr. S. Heitman for the loan of his unpublished
bibliography of Bukharin’s writings; and to many other American
friends who have given me in many different forms valued assistance
and encouragement.

While, however, the final stages of research for this volume were
carried out in the United States, the foundations were laid in this
country, and it is here that most of the work has been done. Mr. J.C. W,
Horne and the staff of the Reading Room of the British Museum have
once more been unfailingly helpful ; and the resources of the Museum
have been supplemented by those of the libraries of the London School
of Economics, of the School of Slavonic Studies and of the Department
of Soviet Institutions in the University of Glasgow. Coming nearer
home, Cambridge University Library has a most useful collection,
recently supplemented by fresh acquisitions, of microfilms of Soviet
documents and periodicals ; and the Marshall Library of Economics
possesses the copy presented to the late Lord Keynes in Moscow in
September 1925 of the extremely rare first Control Figures of Gosplan —
the volume described on p. 501 below. The Librarian and Sub-
Librarian of Trinity College have earned my special gratitude by the
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kindness and patience with which they have met my extensive requests
for borrowings from other libraries.

It would prolong this preface intolerably if I were to name all those
friends who have in one way or another, by lending me pamphlets or
books, by drawing my attention to sources which I had overlooked, or
by discussing the problems of the period, provided me with fresh
material or fresh stimulus. I hope they will forgive me for acknow-
ledging their generous help in this global and anonymous expression
of thanks, which is none the less sincere. I should, however, particularly
mention Mr. R. W. Davies, author of a recently published book on
The Development of the Soviet Budgetary System, who has given me help
in the financial chapter. Mrs. Degras has once more put me in her debt
by undertaking the laborious task of proof-reading; Dr. Ilya Neustadt
has again rendered indispensable assistance to the reader and to myself
by compiling the index; and Miss J. E. Morris bore a major part of
the burden of typing this and earlier volumes.

Since I have worked on this volume and its successor more or less
similtaneously, the latter is now nearing completion, and should be
published next year. The third volume, dealing with external relations,
will, if my present hopes and intentions are fulfilled, be substantially
briefer than the other two, and should not long be delayed. A biblio-
graphy will appear at the end of the third volume.

E. H. CARR
May 28, 1958
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PART I

THE BACKGROUND



CHAPTER I

THE LEGACY OF HISTORY

change is the groundwork of history. Nothing in history

that seems continuous is exempt from the subtle erosion of
inner change ; no change, however violent and abrupt in appear-
ance, wholly breaks the continuity between past and present.
Great revolutions — the conversion of the Roman Empire to
Christianity, the English revolution of the seventeenth century,
the French revolution, the Bolshevik revolution — represent this
tension in its most acute form. Dramatic turning-points in
history, they reflect, and set in motion, new social forces which
alter the destinies and the outlook of mankind. Tocqueville, in
his classic study of the French revolution, drew attention to the
two essential characteristics of revolutionary change — the sudden
shock of its impact and its quasi-universal significance :

T HE tension between the opposed principles of continuity and

In the French revolution . . . the mind of man entirely lost
its anchorage ; it no longer knew what to hold on to or where
to stop; revolutionaries of an unknown kind appeared who
carried boldness to the point of insanity, whom no novelty
could surprise, no scruple restrain, and who never flinched
before the execution of any purpose. Nor must it be thought
that these new beings were the isolated and ephemeral creations
of a moment, destined to pass away with it; they have since
formed a race which has reproduced and spread itself in all the
civilized parts of the world, and which has everywhere retained
the same physiognomy, the same passions, the same character.!

The Bolshevik revolution in no way fell behind its prototype in
these respects. Never had the heritage of the past been more
sharply, more sweepingly or more provocatively rejected ; never
had the claim to universality been more uncompromisingly
" r A. de Tocqueville, L’ Ancien Régime et la Révolution Frangaise, Book III,
ch. 1.

3



4 THE BACKGROUND PT. 1

asserted ; never in any previous revolution had the break in
continuity seemed so absolute.

Revolutions do not, however, resolve the tension between
change and continuity, but rather heighten it, since the dynamic
of revolution stimulates all the forces in play. In the heat of the
moment, the desire for change appears to triumph unreservedly
over the inclination to conserve. But presently tradition begins
to unfold its power as the antidote to change : indeed, tradition
is something which remains dormant in uneventful times, and
of which we become conscious mainly as a force of resistance
to change, through contact with some other  tradition ” which
challenges our own. Thus, in the development of the revolution,
the elements of change and continuity fight side by side, now
conflicting and now coalescing, until a new and stable synthesis is
established. The process may be a matter of a few years or a
few generations. But, broadly speaking, the greater the distance
in time from the initial impact of the revolution, the more decisively
does the principle of continuity reassert itself against the principle
of change. This appears to happen in three ways.

In the first place, revolutions, however universal their pre-
tensions and their significance, are made in a specific material
environment and by men reared in a specific national tradition.
The programme of the revolution must be empirically adapted to
the facts of the environment and is limited by those facts; the
ideas of the revolution are unconsciously seen and interpreted
through the prism of preconceptions moulded both by that en-
vironment and by a historical past. The main theme of Tocque-
ville’s study was to show how processes already at work, and
measures already taken, under the French monarchy had paved
the way for the French revolution, which thus not only interrupted,
but continued, the orderly course of French historical develop-
ment. The Bolshevik revolution of October 1917 was also a
Russian revolution, and was made by Marxists who were also
Russians. To say that it was a revolution inspired by Marxist
doctrine, but realized in a country with a predominantly peasant
population and still largely pre-capitalist economy, is merely to
indicate the simplest and crudest of the antinomies that had to
be resolved in the amalgam of “ socialism in one country .

Secondly, the character of the revolution is altered, and
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altered to the advantage of the principle of continuity, by the
very victory which transforms it from a movement of insurrection
into an established government. In certain technical aspects all
governments are alike, and stand at the opposite pole of thought
and action to revolution: once the revolution has attained its
goal and enthroned itself in the seats of authority, a halt has to
be called to further revolutionary change, and the principle of
continuity automatically reappears. It is, however, a common
experience of revolutions that hatred of a particular government
tends, in the heat of destructive enthusiasm, to breed hatred of
government in general, so that when the victorious revolutionaries
face the necessary task of constructing their own government and
of making it strong, they incur not only the enmity of the man in
the street and the peasant on his farm, to whom all governments
look alike, but the criticism of the more hot-headed or more con-
sistent of their supporters, who accuse them of betraying their
own ideals and principles and attribute the change of attitude to
a process of degeneration or decay. This diagnosis has frequently
been applied to the change which came over Christianity when it
emerged from its primitive underground stage to assume a position
of authority :

Every contact with the secular . . . reacts strongly on the
religious. An inward decay is inevitably associated with the.
rise of its secular power, if only because quite other men come
to the fore than at the time of the ecclesia pressa.!

In the French revolution, ‘ the last vices of the monarchy cor-
rupted democracy at its birth ” ;2 the absolutism of kings was
succeeded by the absolutism of the Jacobins and, later, of an
emperor. The victorious leaders of the Russian revolution quickly
incurred, from the Russian *“ Left communists ”’ of March 1918,
from Rosa Luxemburg in her German prison, and then from
every opposition leader down to and including Trotsky, the charge
of establishing a dictatorship in the likeness of the defunct auto-
cracy of the Tsars. The mere act of transforming revolutionary
theory and practice into the theory and practice of government
involves a compromise which inevitably breaks old links with
the revolutionary past and creates new links with a national

t J. Burckhardt, Reflections on History (Engl. transl. 1943), p. 120.
2 A, Sorel, L’Europe et la Révolution Frangaise (1885), i, 222-223.
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tradition of governmental authority. The paradoxical phrase
“ revolutionary legality >’ ! aptly expressed this dilemma.

Thirdly, the victory of a revolutionary movement, by trans-
forming it into the government of a state, places on it the practical
obligation to conduct relations of some kind, whether friendly or
hostile, with other states. In other words, it is forced to have a
foreign policy ; and, since every foreign policy is governed, in
part by immutable geographical factors and in part by economic
conditions which cannot be changed overnight, it is in this field
that continuity with the policy of previous governments is most
rapidly and conspicuously asserted. Raison d’état is tough enough
to emerge unscathed from the revolutionary turmoil. One of the
first tasks of the victorious revolution is to effect a working
compromise between its professedly universal ideals and the
empirically determined national interests of the territory over
which it has established its authority. The way in which the
French revolution achieved this end has been described by a
French diplomatic historian in a famous passage :

The French republicans believe themselves cosmopolitan,
but are cosmopolitan only in their speeches ; they feel, think,
act and interpret their universal ideas and abstract principles in
conformity with the traditions of a conquering monarchy which
for 800 years has been fashioning France in its image. They
identify humanity with their fatherland, their national cause
with the cause of all nations. Consequently and quite naturally,
they confuse the propagation of the new doctrines with the
extension of Frencﬁ power, the emancipation of humanity with
the grandeur of the republic, the reign of reason with that of
France, the liberation of the peoples with the conquest of states,
the European revolution with the domination of the French
revolution in Europe. In reality they follow the impulses of
the whole of French history. . . . Humanity takes over the
title-deeds of the monarchy and claims its rights.?

The parallel of the Russian revolution is extraordinarily close.
While Marxist doctrine pointed to the view that national interests

! See pp. 74-75 below.

2 A, Sorel, L’'Europe et la Révolution Frangaise (188s), i, 541-542. It is
significant that Tocqueville, who became Minister for Foreign Affairs in 1848,
and Sorel, the diplomatic historian, are the two outstanding writers who have
emphasized most strongly the continuity of the French revolution wich previous

régimes.
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are no more than a cloak for class interests, and while the Bolshevik
leaders, absorbed in the vision of a progressively expanding revolu-
tion, expected to have no need of a foreign policy, the Brest-
Litovsk crisis led to the rapid evolution of a working compromise
between the revolutionary programme and the interests of the
Soviet state. In defiance of its intentions, the Soviet Govern-
ment became the wielder and defender of Russian state power, the
organizer of what was in all but name a national army, the spokes-
man of a national foreign policy. Both in the French and in the
Russian revolutions, the stimulus of foreign intervention sufficed
to revive popular nationalism. In France, masses of ordinary
Frenchmen “ identified love of France with love of the revolution
as they had formerly identified it with love of the king ”.! In
Soviet Russia the uncovenanted beginnings of a  national ”
foreign policy, and the equally unforeseen strength of the appeal
to a tradition of ‘“ Russian ” patriotism,? were the first and most
potent factors which paved the way for a reconciliation with
survivors of the old régime and laid the psychological foundations
of * socialism in one country .

But, though the analogy of the Russian revolution with the
French revolution holds thus far, the tension between the elements
of change and continuity in the aftermath of the Russian revolu-
tion presented peculiar features. In the French revolution, as in
the English revolution of the seventeenth century, the forces in
play on either side had worn the same national colour. Though
the French revolution quickly assumed an international réle, the
initial impetus, the dominant ideas of the revolution, had come
from within the nation itself. The genesis of the Bolshevik revolu-
tion was infinitely more complex. While in one aspect it could
be said to stem from a native revolutionary tradition which went
back to Pugachev, and had been an obsessing theme in Russian
politics, thought and literature throughout the nineteenth century,
the irruption of Marxism into Russia, like the irruption of
Christianity into the Roman empire, meant the acceptance of a
creed, claiming indeed universal validity, but carrying the stigmata
of an alien origin. The direct inspiration of the Bolshevik

* Ibid. i, s40.
* For these see The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 3, ch. 2 passim,
and pp. 272-274.
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revolution and the basis of its ideology came from western Europe ;
its principal leaders had spent long years there ; their training and
outlook were predominantly western. The revolution which they
made in Russia was conceived by them not primarily as a Russian
revolution, but as the first step in a European or world-wide
revolution ; as an exclusively Russian phenomenon, it had for
them no meaning, no validity and no chance of survival. Hence
the re-emergence of the features of the old order, after the revolu-
tionary flood had receded, took the form not merely of the restora-
tion of an earlier ideological and institutional framework, but of a
national restoration. The defeated social forces which now re-
emerged to make their compromise with the new revolutionary
order, and insensibly to modify its course, were also national forces
reasserting the validity of a native tradition against the influx of
foreign influences. What happened in the aftermath of the revolu-
tion, and especially after Lenin’s death, had a dual character.
Seen in the perspective of the revolution, it represented the
familiar reaction of the principle of continuity against the onset
of revolutionary change. Seen in the perspective of Russian
history, it represented an attempt of the Russian national tradition
to reassert itself against the encroachments of the west.

The Bolshevik revolution followed in this respect a pattern
firmly set in the process of Russian national development. The
problem of Russia’s backwardness, which haunted the Bolshevik
leaders and was discussed by them in the Marxist terminology of
successive bourgeois and socialist revolutions, had long over-
shadowed Russian policy and Russian thought. The episodes
which marked the earlier stages of Russian history — the rift
between eastern and western Christendom, the fall of Con-
stantinople, the Mongol invasion — were probably less important
influences than certain basic geographical and economic factors
which maintained and widened the divergences between east and
west, and caused Russia’s material progress to lag behind that of
western Europe. The vast expanse of territory, unbroken by any
well-defined geographical features or ethnographical divisions,
which went to make the Russian state, the inclement climatic
conditions prevailing over the greater part of it, and the
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unfavourable distribution of its mineral resources ! were the real
foundation of Russia’s backwardness in comparison with the
material development of western Europe. The great distances
over which authority had to be organized made state-building in
Russia an unusually slow and cumbrous process; and, in the
unpropitious environment of the Russian steppe, forms of produc-
tion and the social relations arising from them lagged far behind
those of the more favoured west. And this time-lag, continuing
throughout Russian history, created disparities which coloured
and determined all Russian relations with the west. The first
contacts of the rising Russian state with western Europe, which
began on an extensive scale under Ivan the Terrible in the latter
part of the sixteenth century, revealed all the disadvantages of
Russia’s backwardness in face of the west; and these dis-
advantages were still more conspicuously shown up in the ensuing
‘ period of troubles ” and -of the Polish invasions. Henceforth
the development of state power in Russia proceeded at a forced
pace under the watchword of military necessity. The outstanding
place occupied by Peter the Great in Russian history is due to his
success in building in Russia a power capable of confronting
western European countries on comparable, if not equal, terms.
This historical pattern of the development of the Russian
state had three important consequences. In the first place, it
produced that chronically ambivalent attitude to western Europe
which ran through all subsequent Russian thought and policy.
It was indispensable to imitate and ““ catch up with ” the west
as a means of self-defence against the west : the west was admired
and envied as a model, as well as feared and hated as the potential
enemy. Secondly, the pattern of development rested on the con-
ception of ‘‘ revolution from above ”. 2 Reform came, not through

! This point is persuasively argued by A. Baykov in Economic History
Review, vii, No. 2 (December 1954), pp. 137-149.

2 The phrase appears to have been first used by the French liberal journalist
Girardin, who, in La Presse of June 6, 1848, distinguished bétween two types
of revolution : ““ from above (par en haut), which is revolution by initiative, by
intelligence, by progress, by ideas : from below (par en bas), which is revolution
by insurrection, by force, by despair, by the streets ’. Proudhon, quoting
this passage in Confessions d’un Révoluti re, attacked as * revolutionaries
from above >’ not only Louis XIV, Robespierre, Napoleon and Charles X, but
also Saint-Simon, Fourier, Owen, Cabet and Louis Blanc, who favoured the
organization of labour * by the state, by capital or by what authority soever ”
(Euvres complétes de P.-¥. Proudhon (1876), ix, 26-27).
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pressure from below, from an under-privileged class or from
oppressed masses, expressing itself in demands for social justice
or equality, but through pressure of external crisis, resulting in a
belated demand within the ruling group for an efficient authority
and for a strong leader to exercise it. Hence reform, which in the
west normally led to a curbing and dispersal of state power, meant
in Russia a strengthening and concentration of that power.
Thirdly, the pattern imposed by these conditions was one, not of
orderly progress, but of spasmodic advance by fits and starts —
a pattern not of evolution but of intermittent revolution. The
function of Peter the Great, succeeding to the unfinished work of
Ivan the Terrible, was, within the space of a single lifetime, to
transform a mediaeval into a modern society, and, using European
models, to drive his backward and reluctant subjects by forced
marches to new tasks in a new world. Progress in Russia thus
acquired a spasmodic and episodic character.

In Europe, in most civilized countries [wrote Nicholas
Turgenev], institutions have developed by stages ; everything
that exists there has its source and root in the past ; the Middle
Ages still serve, more or less, as the basis for everything that
constitutes the social, civic and political life of the European
States. Russia has had no Middle Ages; everything that is
to prosper there must be borrowed from Europe ; Russia can-
not graft it on her own ancient institutions.!

And the same point was made by a western traveller :

Russia alone, belatedly civilized, has been deprived by the
impatience of her leaders of the profound fermentation and the
benefit of slow natural development. . . . Adolescence, that
laborious age when the spirit of man assumes entire responsi-
bility for his independence, has been lost to her. Her princes,
especially Peter the Great, counting time for nothing, made
her pass violently from childhood to manhood.2

Nor was such progress wholly maintained. Peter’s death in 1725
was followed by a period of nearly forty years in which weak
successors went as far as they dared to nullify his work by trans-
forming it on traditional Russian lines. The alternation of violent

* N. Turgenev, La Russie et les Russes (1847), iii, 5.
2 De Custine, La Russie en 1839 (Brussels, 1843), iv, 153-154.
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advance and no less violent reaction continued to mark the uneven
course of Russian history.

The consequence of this development was to leave in simultane-
ous existence, within the loose and ample structure of the Russian
state, social, economic, political and cultural forms which in
western Europe seemed to belong to different stages of civilization
and were regarded as incompatible with one another. In Russia
elements of servile, feudal and capitalist society continued to exist
side by side; and this anomaly could not fail to create new
divisions and set up new tensions. In the eighteenth century the
complex of traditions and beliefs known in the west by the vague
name of “ humanism ’ at length reached Russia. But it came in
the form of a foreign extravagance imported from the west, and
scarcely penetrated beneath the surface of Russian society and
Russian consciousness. Its effect was to deepen and perpetuate
the wide cleavage that separated rulers from ruled : Russia was
now more sharply than ever divided between a ‘ society > which
solaced itself for the backwardness of Russian life in the con-
templation of western ideas and the enjoyment of the trappings
of civilization, and the “ dark ” mass of the Russian people
plunged in the immemorial Russian tradition of poverty and
ignorance. Russia became the land of extremes — of the extremes
of luxury and indigence, of the most advanced thought and the
most primitive superstition, of uninhibited freedom and un-
tempered oppression. The gulf between west and east in Europe
was doubled by a gulf within Russia itself, between a superficially
westernized society and an authentic Russian people. The rift
between east and west was no longer purely external. It had
inserted itself into the composite fabric of the Russian state.

These complexities reached their peak in Russian nineteenth-
century history — a fruitful period which revealed all the contra-
dictions and all the potentialities of Russian development in
exuberant profusion. Throughout the nineteenth century Russian
political activity and political thought was polarized on the vital
question : for or against the west. Was Russia to overcome her
backwardness by following the well-marked western path of
development or by striking a new and unique trail of her own?
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And this carried the further question whether the west was to be
revered as a mentor and forerunner, or looked on askance as a
stranger whose achievements were alien and hostile to the Russian
spirit. Behind these time-honoured questions, which divided
westerners and Slavophils, there began to emerge, as the
century wore on, the increasingly intrusive issue of the rift in
Russian society. But this merely reopened the older questions
in a new setting. The same fateful ambiguities divided those
who sought to change as well as those who desired to conserve,
the radicals and revolutionaries as well as the champions of order
and autocracy. Both groups contained imitators, as well as
enemies, of the west.

Before the end of the century the whole issue of the attitude
to Europe had come to a head in the movement for the industrializa-
tion of Russia on western lines and with the support of western
finance. Incongruously, it ranged the Marxists with Witte and
the industrialists, and the narodniks with the land-owning gentry
and the court. But while, at first, industrialization appeared to
have conquered all along the line, the response was once more
ambivalent. The west could not be rejected, nor yet whole-
heartedly accepted. What was taken, was taken and reshaped in
a unique and traditional way. The process of industrialization
in Russia at the end of the nineteenth century exhibited many of
the characteristic features of Russian development in the period
after Peter the Great. First of all, Russian heavy industry, almost
from the moment of its birth, was geared to the production of
“ war potential ”, including railway construction, rather than to
the needs of a consumer market; in a population consisting
largely of peasants, who were self-sufficient at a low subsistence
level, a large-scale consumer market could not come into existence.
Industry was “ planned ”’ in the sense that it depended primarily
on government orders, not on spontaneous market demand, and
was financed by loans accorded for political reasons rather than
for the traditional ‘‘ capitalist ”” motive of earning commercial
profits ; in these respects it anticipated much that was to happen
under the Five-Year Plans thirty years later. Secondly, the tardy

! For the nineteenth-century setting of this argument see “‘Russia and
Europe ’ as a Theme of Russian History,” in Essays Presented to Sir Lewis Namier
(1956), pp. 363-38s.



CH. I THE LEGACY OF HISTORY 13

arrival of industrialization in Russia meant that it skipped over
many of the earlier stages through which the much slower growth
of industrialization had passed in western Europe — the gradual
transformation from the single-handed craftsman to the small
workshop, and from the first primitive factory to the giant
agglomeration employing hundreds and thousands of workmen.
Russian industry, the youngest in Europe and in other respects
the most backward, was the most advanced in respect of the con-
centration of production in large-scale units.

Thus, the hot-house development of Russian industry, in its
haste to catch up the time-lag by an intensive borrowing from
western models, once more skipped the gradual, formative stage
of adolescence, and carried it at one step from infancy to adult
stature. In so doing, it created a social structure sharply
differentiated from that of the older industrial communities of
western Europe, so that western influence, and even conscious
imitation of western models, failed to reproduce in Russia the
characteristic western pattern. The rapidity and belatedness of
Russian industrial development shaped the human factor on both
sides of industry on distinctive lines of its own. In the west,
something of the spirit of the earlier entrepreneur, attentive to
the changing conditions of the market and in close personal
contact with his workers, survived even in the manager of modern
industry ; in Russia, the industrial manager was, from the first, the
administrator, the organizer, the bureaucrat. In the west, the
industrial worker contrived to retain, even in the age of mass
production, something of the personal skills and independent
spirit of the artisan. In Russia, the vast majority of the new
generation of industrial workers were still peasants in factory
clothes. A “ grey mass ” of peasants was transformed overnight
into a ‘“ grey mass > of factory workers. But to drive the peasant
into the factories and force on him the rigours of factory routine
required — before, as after, the revolution of 1917 — a harsh and
relentless discipline, which shaped relations between industrial
management and the industrial worker on lines of a sharply
defined class hostility. Weak and backward as it was, the Russian
proletariat provided a more fertile so0il than the advanced pro-
letariats of the west for the proletarian revolution. What had
begun in the traditional Russian fashion as a ‘ revolution from
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above "’ was for the first time creating some of the conditions for
a ‘“ revolution from below ”. Once again, a process set in motion
under western influence and in imitation of the west had developed
a peculiar national character of its own.

The political history of Russia in the latter half of the nineteenth
century reflected its economic foundations. Just as the emancipa-
tion of the serfs was a belated attempt to modernize the Russian
economy on western lines, so the political reforms which accom-
panied it were an attempt to bring an obsolete system of govern-
ment up to date by borrowing and adapting western liberal and
democratic institutions. The courts were reformed, rudimentary
social services established, and an enlightened — though scarcely
democratic — machinery of local self-government grafted on to
the rigid, age-old trunk of autocratic power. But, just as the
Russian economy developed in a forcing-house at a temperature
maintained by pressures from without, so the political reforms
grew not from the strength of their own indigenous roots, but
under alien impulses from western Europe ; and the product was
something which, though ostensibly imitated from the west, had
a national character all its own. The long-standing failure to
develop an active bourgeoisie and independent urban communities
could not be repaired in a moment and had far-reaching con-
sequences. The constitution of 1906 was a pinchbeck imitation
of western constitutional monarchy, and lacked all reality. Like
German liberalism in 1848, Russian liberalism lacked the solid
social basis which western liberalism found in an energetic and
prosperous class of manufacturers and merchants.! The Russian
liberal was an isolated intellectual, the conscious imitator of a
western model. Personally sincere, he was without political
weight ; in time of crisis he could not play the réle of his western
counterpart. From the Russian political equation, as from the
economic equation, the middle term was absent. The Russian
intelligentsia was no substitute for the western middle class.

! Trotsky had written in 1901 : * Pure liberalism with all its Manchester
symbols of faith faded in our country before it blossomed : it did not find any
social soil in which to grow. Manchester ideas could be imported . . . but
the social environment which produced those ideas could not be imported
(L. Trotsky, Sochineniya, xx, 85-86) ; ten years later he wrote of the * bour-
geoisification ” and * Europeanization” of the Russian intelligentsia, meaning
by this that it had lost its intellectual independence and become the tool of the
ruling class (ibid. xx, 351-352).
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Institutions and social groups, deriving directly from imitation
of western models, were quickly transformed in Russian con-
ditions into something alien to the west and distinctively national.

The history of the Bolshevik revolution fitted perfectly into
this complicated national pattern. No previous innovator in
Russian history had drawn so frankly and unreservedly as Lenin
on the experience and example of the west, or had spoken in terms
of such open contempt of Russia’s native backwardness. The
doctrine that the Russian revolution was merely the forerunner
of the much more important German, European and eventually
world-wide proletarian revolution, and was indeed dependent on
such a revolution for its own survival, was an extreme expression
of the traditional belief of Russian reformers in the backwardness
of Russia and in the need to imitate, and learn from, the west.
The Russian national tradition was weighed and found wanting in
almost every field. The Russian past was condemned root and
branch. The very name of Russia disappeared from the official
title of the new authority, which, with presumptuous universality,
described itself simply as a *‘ workers’ and peasants’ government .
If the temporary headquarters of the proletarian world revolution
had been set up in Russia, this was no more than an unexpected
and rather disconcerting accident. Yet within a few years, innova-
tion undertaken in time of emergency under the inspiration of
the west was reabsorbed into a national setting, and took on a
specifically national colour. In this sense, ‘ socialism in one
country *’ was a repetition of what had happened countless times
before in Russian history.

Premonitory symptoms of this development might have been
detected, even before the revolution, in the revolutionary move-
ment itself. Marxism came to Russia, not merely as a western
doctrine, but as a doctrine requiring the development of Russia
on capitalist lines in direct and conscious imitation of the west ; !
only when Russia had followed the west on the path of industrializa-
tion could she fulfil her Marxist destiny. ‘“ Let us recognize our

! For the not very successful efforts of some early Russian Marxists, and of
Marx himself, to evade this requirement, see The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917—
1923, Vol. 2, pp. 388-393.
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uncultured condition, and go to school to the capitalists »’, was
the conclusion of a famous article by Struve, the founder of
‘“legal Marxism ”.! In the eighteen-nineties Russian Marxists
stood in the anomalous position of sharing and applauding the
aims of Witte, the arch-capitalist and protagonist of the policy
of industrialization. The first Russian Marxist group was
founded in the eighteen-eighties by Russian émigrés in western
Europe. The Russian Social-Democratic Workers’ Party, which
was created at the turn of the century, borrowed, in token of its
creed and ambitions, the name of the German Social-Democratic
Workers’ Party, which it did not cease to regard as its model and
mentor. Nothing in Russian history seemed so unimpeachably
and unreservedly western, so free of any national taint, as the
Russian Marxist movement.

Yet contrary symptoms were not slow to develop. Lenin was
early alive to the impracticability of simply reproducing western
models on Russian soil.

A movement beginning in a young country [he wrote in
1902 in What is to be Done ?] can only be successful if it trans-
forms the experience of other countries. And for such trans-
formation it is not enough merely to be acquainted with this
experience and to copy out the latest resolutions: one must
know how to adopt a critical attitude to this experience and
test it independently.?

Scarcely had the Russian Social-Democratic Workers’ Party begun
to organize itself when, at the congress of 1903, the split occurred
between Bolsheviks and Mensheviks. The apparently trivial
differences proved significant, the split deep and lasting. Hence-
forth Russian Marxists were divided on the issue whether their
party should stick to its western model or adapt itself to specifically
Russian conditions, whether it should organize itself as a broad
party of opinion or equip itself for the conspiratorial activities
which were the only means of action open to the Left in Russia.
Unconsciously, but from the very first moment, the Mensheviks
were the westerners in the party, the Bolsheviks the easterners.
And the issue quickly broadened out into fundamental questions
of Marxist doctrine. The Bolsheviks, as practical revolutionaries,

1 See The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 1, p. 9.
2 Lenin, Sochineniya, iv, 380.
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were brought face to face with the dilemma of the Russian peasant,
who constituted more than 8o per cent of the population of
Russia. Lenin understood that no Russian revolution could be
made except in a broad-based alliance with the Russian peasantry,
whose revolutionary potentialities were amply attested in Russian
history ; and, while he firmly rejected the narodnik hypothesis
with which Marx had toyed in his last years, he postulated as the
culminating point of the first phase of the Russian revolution a
“ democratic dictatorship of workers and peasants ”. Finally,
in 1917, by ostentatiously borrowing the narodnik agrarian pro-
gramme of the Social-Revolutionaries and embodying it in the
land decree,! Lenin firmly anchored the Bolshevik revolution to
the Russian national tradition of peasant land-hunger and peasant
revolt. Already in 1917 Bolshevism was Marxism applied to
Russian conditions and interpreted in the light of them.

The incorporation of this * eastern >’ element in the amalgam
of Bolshevism had not escaped the attention of critics. As early
as 1904 the keen-eyed Trotsky, then in his Menshevik period, had
noted that the main Bolshevik strongholds in Russia, outside the
two capitals, were the factories in the Urals, and taunted the
Bolsheviks with striving to ‘ preserve their social-democratic
Asia ”.2 A Menshevik journal which appeared spasmodically in
Petersburg after the 19os revolution dubbed the Bolsheviks
‘“ Slavophilizing Marxists .3 Plekhanov, as well as the Men-
sheviks, denounced Lenin’s attitude towards the peasantry as
non-Marxist and a revival of marodnik heresies.* In 1912 the
Menshevik Axelrod S was preaching the need ‘ to Europeanize,
t.e. radically to change, the character of Russian social-democracy,
. . . and to organize it on the same principles on which the party
structure of European social-democracy rests”; and Lenin
angrily retorted that “ the notorious ¢ Europeanization’ about
which Dan and Martov and Trotsky and Levitsky and all the
liquidators talk in season and out of season ” was * one of the

' See The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 2, p. 35.

N. Trotsky, Nashi Politicheskie Zadachi (Geneva, 1904), p. 69. -
Sotsial-Demokrat (Petersburg), No. 2, October 6, 1906, p. 5.

Chetvertyi (Ob” edinitel’'nyi) S”ezd RSDRP (1934), pp. 133-134.

In 1896 Plekhanov had written to Axelrod : ‘ You are first and foremost a
European, and that is someone whom it is important to have in any Russian
party ”’ (Perepiska G. V. Plekhanova i P. B. Aksel’roda (1925), i, 138) —a
remark equally revealing for both.

“w s w N
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chief points of their opportunism . How was the character of
any social-democracy, how were * radical changes ” in it, to be
determined ? Clearly, argued Lenin, in terms of * the general
economic and political conditions of the country in question ”.
Axelrod was like “ a naked savage who puts on a top-hat and
imagines himself for that reason a European ”.! Trotsky retaliated
in similar style in 1916 when, in reviewing the collection of
articles by Lenin and Zinoviev on Socialism and the War, he
dubbed the authors ‘‘ marodniks from Chelyabinsk ”.2 When
Lenin proclaimed the ambition of the Bolsheviks to seize power
from the hands of the Provisional Government, it was a common
charge that he was acting as a disciple of Bakunin, not of Marx ; 3
and no less an opponent than Milyukov compared him with the
Slavophils: “ Gentleman Lenin merely repeats gentleman
Kireevsky or Khomyakov when he asserts that from Russia will
come the new word which will resuscitate the aged west .4

Such criticisms left Lenin unmoved. He felt himself heart
and soul a westerner : in his conception of the party, he could
appeal to an older western tradition — the tradition of the Jacobins:
he had proudly claimed the name when it was first hurled at him
by Trotsky as a term of abuse.5 In his reliance on Marxism, he
appealed more often to the Marx of the period before 1848, to
Marx the active propagandist of revolution, than to the later
Marx, the student of the contradictions and inevitable downfall of
capitalism. It was the earlier Marx who had lived and worked in
conditions most nearly comparable to those now confronting
Lenin ; and the episode of the Paris Commune showed that, even
much later, he had abated nothing of his enthusiasm for the
practice of revolution. That the Marxism of the Bolsheviks was

! Lenin, Sochineniya, xvi, 41-42.

2 Quoted in G. Zinoviev, Litsom k Derevne (1925), p. 24 : I have not been
able to trace the original. Zinoviev, as late as 1925 (ibid. p. 26), retorted that
the party would ““ not concede an inch to ¢ European ’* pseudo-Marxism dressed
up in a ¢ Left * Trotskyist guise .

3 See, for example, an incident cited in The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917~
1923, Vol. 1, p. 79

4 Quoted in Bunyan and Fisher, The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1918
(Stanford, 1934), P. 42.

s See The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 1, pp. 33, 35 ; Plekhanov
also accepted the imputation of * Jacobinism *’, contrasting this favourably
with Axelrod’s humanitarian liberalism (Perepiska G. V. Plekhanova i P. B.
Aksel’roda (1925), i, 44, 192 ; ii, 118).
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as authentic, and therefore as * western ”, as the Marxism of the
Mensheviks was a perfectly tenable view. But the discrepancies
between them were patent. Of the two strands which went to
make the composite fabric of Marxist teaching, the Bolsheviks
represented primarily the revolutionary, voluntarist element,! the
Mensheviks the evolutionary, determinist element. The Bol-
sheviks spoke of the need to act in order to change the world, the
Mensheviks of the need to study the forces which were changing
it and to conform their action to these forces. Finally the Bol-
sheviks put their faith in a conscious minority which would lead
the masses and galvanize them into action ; the Mensheviks more
cautiously awaited the moment when the hidden forces of change
would ripen and penetrate the consciousness of the masses, this
last divergence being directly reflected in their views of party
organization. On all these issues the views of the Mensheviks
coincided far more closely than those of the Bolsheviks with
the prevailing attitude of western Marxists; and this alone
sufficed to give Bolshevism, whatever the sources of its inspira-
tion, a certain Russian, or non-western, colour. The belief in the
need for a group of highly conscious and highly organized pro-
fessional revolutionaries to direct the unconscious and *“ spontane-
ous ” action of the mass of the workers was a far more accurate
response to Russian than to western conditions. On a longer
view, it might also be said to have equipped the Bolsheviks to
cope, far more effectively than the Mensheviks, with the irrational
tendencies permeating modern mass society.

The traditions of the Russian past created a soil in which
Bolshevism could easily develop the latent anti-western elements
in its composition, and merge its Marxist messianism in an older
Russian messianism. ‘“ History ”, said Sokolnikov a few weeks
after the revolution, * clearly shows that the salt of the earth is
gradually moving eastwards. In the eighteenth century France
was the salt of the earth, in the nineteenth century Germany;
now it is Russia.” 2 But the shift entailed the introduction of

! Plekhanov in 1905 accused the Bolsheviks of introducing into Marxism
the voluntarism of Mach and the idealists (Lenin, Sochineniya, vii, 267, note 121)
2 Protokoly Tsentral’'nogo Komiteta RSDRP (1929), p. 206.
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specifically Russian elements. The time-honoured Russian pattern
of spasmodic advance, hastening to catch up with the west, and,
in the process, skipping over intermediate stages through which
western progress had passed, was repeated in the preparations
for the Russian revolution. Trotsky’s theory of ‘ permanent
revolution ” was devised to meet the dilemma arising from
specifically Russian conditions — the absence in Russia of a
powerful bourgeoisie capable of realizing the bourgeois revolution
which was a necessary stage in western conceptions of Marxist
development; and Lenin, while formally rejecting the theory,
adopted in 1917 what was virtually the same expedient of making
the Bolshevik seizure of power do simultaneous duty as the last
act of the bourgeois revolution and the first of the socialist revolu-
tion. Russian history had experienced one ‘more violent and
abrupt transition from ““ childhood ”’ to * manhood ”.* Even the
initial appeal of the ““ workers’ and peasants’ government >’ to the
world for peace and brotherhood among the nations might have
seemed to reflect the long-standing claim of the Russian people to
fulfil a universal, and not a purely national, réle. As the new
régime found itself isolated and driven to the wall by its enemies,
domestic and foreign, and exposed to the hazards of civil war, the
old pattern of revolution from above began, imperceptibly at first,
to substitute itself for the revolution from below which had
carried the Bolsheviks to victory in October 1917; and the
dictatorship of the proletariat fell into the mould of reforming
autocracy. Finally, when peasant discontent forced the ‘‘ retreat ”’
into NEP, another jarring, but irresistible, Russian force had
imposed itself on the original Marxist conception of the revolution.
The question which the Bolshevik leaders had to ask themselves in
1921 was essentially the question which had divided the westerners
and the Slavophils. Would the triumph of socialism in Russia
be achieved by following the western path, or by following a
specifically Russian line of development ? If the first answer were
accepted, reliance must be placed on the development of industry
and of the proletariat, if necessary, at the expense of the peasant.

U A writer in the émigré symposium Smena Vekh, published in 1921, declared
that “ Russia, in the few months of the Provisional Government, had run
through all those illusions of the democratic order which it had taken Europe
more than a hundred years to outlive ”’ (Smena Vekh (2nd ed. Prague, 1922),

p. 109).
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If the second answer were accepted, reliance must be placed on
conciliating the peasant and winning his support for increased
agricultural production as the prerequisite of an advance to
socialism. As always in Russian history, a clear-cut choice
between the two answers was impossible. Russia could neither
unconditionally pursue nor totally reject the western path. In
NEP Lenin found the compromise between the two answers —
the “ link ” between proletariat and peasantry which would for
a time make it possible to travel the two roads simultaneously.
But the compromise, which was also a “ retreat ”, had ideological
implications; and these implications also carried reflections of
the Russian past. The resistance of the Russian peasant to
Marxism was the resistance of the traditional Russian way of life
to western innovation.

Thus, during the first years of the régime, while the revolu-
tionary impetus continued to predominate, familiar features of the
Russian landscape and the Russian outlook slowly emerged from
beneath the revolutionary flood. As the Soviet Government
became more and more openly the heir of Russian state power and
attracted to itself traditional feelings of Russian patriotism, it pro-
claimed its mission in terms which conveyed to sensitive ears
unmistakable echoes of the Russian past. Moscow, the third
Rome and now the centre of the Third International, was once
again conscious of its mission to renew, out of the fullness of its
uncorrupted youth and vigour, the decrepit and decadent west,
was once again courting a hostility from the west which it attributed
to the envy and malice inspired by its achievements, and was once
again covering its material backwardness by boastful assertions of
its superior spiritual essence. The fulfilment of the eschatological
promises of Marxism was delayed, like the Second Advent, far
beyond the original expectations of the faithful ; and, when this
delay bred the inevitable current compromises with power and
expediency, the process of degeneration from the pure ideal took
on specifically Russian forms in a Russian context. Primitive
Christianity decked itself in the trappings of imperial Rome,
communism in those of the Russian national state. Though it
soon transpired that the compromise was not all on one side, the
transformation was incongruous, and scandalized some believers.
But, as the cause of Russia and the cause of Bolshevism began to
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coalesce into a single undifferentiated whole, the resulting amalgam
showed clear traces of both the original components out of which
it had been formed; the idiom was a blend of both elements.
This process, subtle and undeclared, was well advanced when
Stalin first propounded the hybrid doctrine of * socialism in one
country ”’



CHAPTER 2

THE CHANGING OUTLOOK

tion of NEP was in part psychological, and resulted from

the lowering of tension after the years of revolutionary ex-
citement and the stresses of the civil war. It was materially im-
possible to go on living in the conditions of unspeakable hardship
and privation to which a large part of the population had been
subjected for four or five years. It was psychologically impossible
to maintain the exalted mood of faith and enthusiasm in which
present turmoil and horror could be welcomed as the birth-pangs
of the new world of the future. The development which, between
the years 1921 and 1924, shifted the balance of emphasis from
political programmes to the routine of everyday life, from icono-
clastictheory to traditional practice, fromrevolution to organization,
from visionary utopianism to hard-headed realism, from an inter-
nationalism that knew no frontiers to an astute calculation of the
national interests of the USSR, affected almost every aspect of
Soviet life and thought. In public affairs it brought with it a
shift in emphasis from adventure to administration, from sweeping
revolutionary design to the meticulous execution of day-to-day
decisions. Lenin devoted to this theme a long and repetitive
passage in a speech of December 1921 to the ninth All-Russian
Congress of Soviets :

T HE general change of outlook which set in with the introduc-

Political problems and military problems could be solved
in an access of enthusiasm. . . . We look back and imagine
that economic problems can be solved in the same way. There
is the mistake. . . . Learn to work at a different tempo,
reckoning your work by decades not by months, and gearing
yourself to the mass of mankind who have suffered torments
and who cannot keep up a revolutionary-heroic tempo in every-
day work.

VOL. I 23
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And later in the same speech :

Here is work for whole decades . . . it cannot be carried
on at the tempo, with the speed and in the conditions in which
we carried on our military work.!

It was a mood of patience, caution and compromise. The key to
the situation was no longer ““ in policy, in the sense of a change of
direction ”’, but in finding the right man for the right job :

This is a prosaic task, a small task. These are petty affairs,
but we live in the aftermath of the greatest of political upheavals,
in conditions where we must continue to exist for a certain time
in the midst of a capitalist setting. . . . Choose the people who
are necessary, and verify the practical execution of decisions :
this the people will appreciate.z

Immediately after Lenin’s death Kamenev echoed the same
theme :

We have come out of the period of landslides, of sudden
earthquakes, of catastrophes, we have entered on a period of slow
economic processes which we must know how to watch.3

It was no longer the bold revolutionary, but the law-abiding, hard-
working citizen, who was held in honour.

The fading of the revolutionary vision, and the cult of common
sense in administration and attention to everyday affairs, bred a
conservative frame of mind. Every successful revolution pre-
cipitates a division — at first, perhaps, only a difference of
emphasis, later, a more radical split — between those who are
still fired by the ambition for further revolutionary achievement
and those who are mainly concerned to stabilize what has been
achieved. The former now easily incur the charge of utopianism.
The division first appeared after the Bolshevik revolution in the
debates about Brest-Litovsk; and in the ensuing years Lenin
twice took the field against the ‘‘ left-wing infantilism ” of the
revolutionaries d outrance. ‘'The tenth party congress which
adopted NEP in March 1921 also condemned the programme
and activities of the ““ workers’ opposition ”’, which attacked the
party leaders for betraying the principles of revolution. After

! Lenin, Sochineniya, xxvii, 137-139. 2 Jbid. xxvii, 256.

3 Trinadtsatyi S’ ezd Rossiiskoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii (Bol’shevikov) (1924),
P- 393.
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the ending of the civil war and the establishment of NEP, it was
reasonable to treat the revolution as a fait accompli — and this in
a double sense. On the one hand, nobody except a few fanatics
any longer expected or desired to undo the work of the revolution
or to return to the past. On the other hand, only party extremists
and doctrinaires now seriously thought in terms of further revolu-
tionary action ; the completion of the revolution through * socialist
construction ”’ would consist of the consolidation and expansion
of existing positions by orderly and peaceful means. The radicalism
of revolutionary doctrine was succeeded by the conservatism of
administrative empiricism.

In such an atmosphere a falling off in the revolutionary
idealism of the first years was unavoidable, especially in the
younger generation. It was to a Komsomol congress in 1922
that Bukharin spoke of ‘ a sort of demoralization, a crisis of ideas
among communist youth, and among youth in general ”’, resulting
from NEP.! As Trotsky afterwards wrote : “ the ascetic tendencies
of the civil war gave way in the period of NEP to a more epicurean,
not to say gay, mood .2 Even Komsomol journals of the period
were preoccupied with such questions as what kind of trousers a
komsomol should wear ““ with or without a crease ”, how many
bottles of beer he might drink, whether he should give up his
seat to a woman in the tram.? For the party stalwarts a sense of
flatness and disappointment supervened : the contrast between
the heroic, glorious days when the revolution had to be made
and fought for, and the dull, monotonous days of economic recon-
struction — what were called in the catchword of the time
“ Soviet week-days ”” — was a constant theme of the period. A
party report of 1924 spoke with concern of the number of recent
suicides in the party *“ for ideological reasons, for the reason that
they could not adapt themselves to the new stage, an extremely
difficult stage, but lived in the mood of the period of the offensive,
the period of war communism .4

! Pyatyi Vserossiiskii S”’ezd RKSM (1927), p. 113.

2 L. Trotsky, La Révolution Trahie (n.d. [1936]), p. 187.

3 Molodaya Gvardiya, No. 1, January 1926, p. 235.

4 Report by Yaroslavsky to the party central control commission in Pravda,
October 9, 1924. I. Bobryshev, Melkoburzhuaznye Vliyaniya sredi Molodezhi
(1928), p. 97, records a defence of suicide heard at a Komsomol meeting :
‘“ They said that formerly, in the days of the civil war, suicides were unheard
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The same atmosphere made possible the guarded and qualified
reconciliation between the Soviet régime and the survivors of the
former régime which was a striking feature of the early NEP
period. . It was a meeting on unequal terms. The victors were able
to dictate the terms of the cooperation which many of the defeated
were now ready to offer. But, in the framing of the policies to be
pursued, and of the ideas by which these policies were inspired or
supported, the inequality was less marked, and the balance was
tilted rather in the opposite direction. The lack of “ culture ”
and administrative experience among communists, on which Lenin
constantly dwelt in his last years, had the result of placing the
business of administration and management largely in the hands
of survivors of the former régime, who established in their person
a continuity between the old and the new.

Our state apparatus, with the exception of Narkomindel
[wrote Lenin in his last article], represents for the largest part
a survival of the old, which has only in a very small part been
subjected to any kind of serious changes.!

Not all the problems of the new Russia differed fundamentally
from those of the old. It sometimes happened that the old
official, confronted by the old questions, returned the same answers
as he had returned in the past and took the same decisions.
Those former pillars of a bourgeois society and administration
who rallied to the Soviet cause and now transacted much of the
necessary business of the Soviet Government, did so in the con-
viction that the government had come to represent Russia and to
act in the name of Russia; and it was natural that, consciously
or unconsciously, they should strive to uphold a Russian national
tradition. Nor did this any longer imply hostility to the revolu-
tion as such. Nobody was thinking any longer in terms of restora-
tion, or of the overthrow of Soviet power. The achievements of
the revolution were accepted, stabilized and added to the national
record.

of among party or Komsomol members, that then heroic deeds could be
accomplished. Now we have to do very prosaic things, things which cannot
arouse enthusiasm or kindle the revolutionary flame. To support this argu-
ment they mentioned the alleged fact that men from the old Bolshevik under-
ground could not bear this everyday life, and departed for ¢ the other world ’.”

! Lenin, Sochineniya, xxvii, 402 ; for further discussion of this theme see
Pp- 114-119 below.
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But, above all, the universal feeling generated by NEP was one
of relaxation and immense relief. Even those who most fervently
insisted that NEP was only “ a breathing space ” and a prelude
to fresh effort, admitted that the breathing space was indispensable.
People were once more able to occupy themselves with their
ordinary personal affairs. Life resumed its once familiar routine.
And this return to what was thought of as normal was necessarily
a return to former ways, a re-establishment of continuity with the
past, an acceptance of half-forgotten tradition. Trotsky, in an
article of 1923, noted’ this phenomenon with some apparent sur-
prise : ‘“ Politics are flexible, but life is immovable and stub-
born. . . . It is much more difficult for life than for the state to
free itself from ritual.” ' In the early years of NEP every field
of Soviet life and thought was affected by this almost instinctive
reaction from a mood of innovation to a mood of conformity.
But the changing outlook was most conspicuous in fields that lay
on the periphery of politics and were traditionally recalcitrant to
political interference. It may be illuminating, as a study of the
background of opinion in this period, to trace the landmarks of
change in four such fields, in the current attitude to the family,
to the Orthodox Church, to literature and to law.

(a) The Family

Radical theories of sex relations and of the family, originally
drawn from the literature of western romanticism, had been
familiar for more than half a century in Russian revolutionary
writings. The secret Young Russia proclamation of 1862, often
quoted as the first manifesto of the modern revolutionary move-
ment, demanded the abolition of marriage as a * highly immoral
phenomenon and one incompatible with the full equality of the
sexes ”’, and argued that, in order to give freedom to women, the
care and education of children should become a function of
society.2 Official party doctrine, shared by the Bolsheviks with
other Marxist parties, derived from the dictum in Engels’s major
work on The Origins of the Family, of Private Property and of the
State that * the liberation of women presupposes as its first

t L. Trotsky, Sochineniya, xxi, 18, 39.
2 Za Sto Let, ed. V. Burtsev (London, 1897), p. 43.
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preliminary condition the return of the whole female sex to social
labour ”’, that women must be relieved of domestic cares through
the institution of communal dining-rooms and communal nurseries,
and that the individual family would then cease to be * the
economic unit of society . Neither Marx nor Engels drew any
practical conclusion from this theoretical analysis of the economic
conditions of equality between the sexes. But some Marxist
thinkers were prepared to deduce from it the hypothesis that the
family, like the state, was a feudal or bourgeois institution destined
to die away in a communist society. The assertion of the full
equality of women with men appeared to require that both
domestic services and the rearing of children should become a
communal responsibility instead of weighing as an individual
burden on the wife and mother. It also implied a rejection of the
so-called dual standard of morality of nineteenth-century bour-
geois society, and a corresponding change of outlook on sexual
relations. The woman was to enjoy the same freedom as the man.
“ The satisfaction of the sexual impulse ’, wrote Bebel in his
authoritative work on Woman and Socialism, *is everyone’s
private affair just like the satisfaction of any other natural im-
pulse ” : 2 it was an act of no more moral significance than, in a
much favoured comparison, the drinking of a glass of water.
But, while such speculations were common, they did not occupy
any important place in social-democratic theory, and did not influ-
ence the conduct of social-democratic leaders, whose private lives
were, in general, irreproachable by any current bourgeois standard.
This was as true of the Russian Social-Democratic Workers’ Party
as of any other social-democratic party. The question was
ignored in the party programme of 1903, and did not figure in
any of the subsequent party discussions. When a woman Bol-
shevik, Inessa Armand, drafted a pamphlet in 1915 on women’s
demands which included the “ demand for free love ’, Lenin
vigorously protested that this was a bourgeois, not a proletarian,
conception.3

The enactments of the first period of the Soviet régime on

! Marx i Engels, Sochineniya, xvi, i, 56.

2 A. Bebel, Die Frau und der Sozialismus (10th ed. Stuttgart, 1891), p. 338 ;
a Russian translation of this work appeared in Petrograd in 1918 with an intro-
duction by Kollontai. 3 Lenin, Sochineniya (4th ed.), xxxv, 137-138.
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marriage and the family, like its first economic enactments, were
not specifically socialist in character, and would have been en-
dorsed by bourgeois radical opinion in many western countries.
The first of them made civil registration obligatory for all mar-
riages, thus abolishing the legally binding ecclesiastical marriage
of the past.! This was followed by a decree authorizing the
automatic dissolution of marriage on the demand of either or both
of the partners.2 In the autumn of 1918, these principles were
embodied in a detailed marriage code, which also made provision
for the complete equality of the sexes in all matrimonial relations,
and accorded to illegitimate children the same rights as tolegitimate
children, thus taking the first step towards the legal recognition of
what later came to be called ““ de facté marriage .3 Finally, in
November 1920, a decree was issued making abortion legal when
performed by a qualified doctor in a public hospital,  for so long
as the moral survivals of the past and economic conditions of the
present compel some women to resort to this operation .4
While, however, legislation on marriage and the family was
confined within these comparatively modest limits, the implications
of socialism for relations between the sexes were widely canvassed,
and, for the first time, began to acquire practical significance in
the light of current policy and behaviour. The employment of
women in productive work, and the enjoyment by them of full
equality of rights and responsibilities with men, were no longer
items in a theoretical programme, but necessities of a period of
economic breakdown and civil war. Acute food shortages rather
than the exigencies of socialist theory led to a large extension of
communal feeding. The vast problem of homeless children im-
posed on reluctant and overburdened authorities the establishment
of children’s homes and settlements. In this aspect of war com-
munism, as in others, doctrine was invoked to prove that what was
done in the emergency of war was identical with what had long
been included in the cherished precepts of socialist programmes.
Lenin in 1919 demanded the creation of ““ model institutions,
dining-rooms and créches which would free women from domestic

' Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1917-1918, No. 11, art. 160.

2 Jbid. No. 10, art. 152.

3 Ibid. No. 76-77, art. 818 ; for the recognition of de facto marriage see
p. 37 below. 4 Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1920, No. 9o, art. 471.
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labour ”, and described such labour as * petty and containing
nothing that can in any way further the development of women .1
He seems to have shared the common opinion of the time that, for
this and for other reasons, the bringing up of children in com-
munal institutions was a goal to be aimed at. ‘ Only by these
means ", he told Clara Zetkin in 1920, ‘“ can woman be delivered
from the old house slavery and from all dependence on the man ”’ ;
and he added that, when the performance of these functions is
transferred to society, * the children enjoy more favourable con-
ditions than at home .2 Such utterances must be read in part
against the background of current Russian life. The traditional
peasant’s or worker’s family, with its subjection and maltreatment
of women and exploitation of child labour, was too familiar a
consequence of Russian poverty, and symbol of Russian backward-
ness, to be anything but a bugbear to progressive Russian thinkers,
while in Asiatic Russia the polygamous and patriarchal family
structure formed the main bulwark of resistance to the modern
world. Even in more advanced regions, the family seemed the
enemy of everything that the revolution sought to achieve ; the
programme of the Komsomol adopted in 1920 mentioned ‘‘ the
conservatism of parents” side by side with ““ the influence of
priests and kulaks ”’ among the adverse conditions of the environ-
ment of peasant youth.3 As late as 1924 Bukharin called the
family ““ the most conservative stronghold of all the squalors of
the old régime ”, and thought it a matter for congratulation that
the young pioneer movement was conducting ‘“ a gradual mining
operation ” against the traditional pattern of family relations.+
The revolutionary attitude to the family can be understood only
as a reaction to pre-revolutionary conditions ; and the achieve-
ment of the revolution in inculcating acceptance of the equality of
the sexes and in promoting a higher regard for women was real
and indubitable.

Apart, however, from these conscious strivings to remove
abuses of the old order, the sequence of war, revolution and
civil war had produced many of the same unpremeditated and

1 Lenin, Sochineniya, xxiv, 470.

2 C. Zetkin, Erinnerungen an Lenin (Vienna, 1929), p. 75.

3 Tretii Vserossiiskii S”’ezd RKSM (1926), p. 306.
4 Trinadtsatyi S”’ezd Rossiiskoi Kommunisticheskc * Partii(Bol’shevikov) (1924),

P. 545.
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disintegrating effects on family and sex relations as on other aspects
of social life. Here, too, ‘ war communism ” marked a specific
period ; and here, too, what in other conditions would have been
treated as the unwelcome result of chaos, confusion and licence
was now retrospectively justified in terms of socialist doctrine.
Alexandra Kollontai was the only leading Bolshevik who carried
this theory to its extreme conclusion, arguing that stable marriage
was a function of bourgeois society rendered necessary only by
the importance attached to property relations, and that ““ in the
working classes greater ‘ fluidity > and less fixity in the relations
of the sexes completely coincide with, and directly result from,
the fundamental tasks of those classes . In a widely circulated
pamphlet of the civil-war period Kollontai sounded the death-
knell of the family :

The family ceases to be necessary. It is not necessary to the
state because domestic economy 1s no longer advantageous to
the state, it needlessly distracts women workers from more
useful productive labour. It is not necessary to members of
the family themselves because the other task of the family —
the’ bringing up of children —is gradually taken over by
society.

In the future ¢ the socially conscious worker-mother will rise to
a point where she no longer differentiates yours and mine, and
remembers that there are henceforth only our children, the children
of communist workers’ Russia ”’.2 A number of popular novels
and stories from Kollontai’s pen cast ridicule on the bourgeois
prejudices of the past, and preached the uninhibited satisfaction
of the sexual impulse, supported by the assumption that it was the
business of the state to take care of the consequences. Bukharin
later recalled the time when “ it was thought very revolutionary
to spit on all and every sense of shame in sex relations ” by way
of protest against “‘ the blind prejudices of society ”, *“ so-called
‘family law’”’, and “ the debasement of women ”.3 These
views never received official party endorsement. Lenin especially
disliked them. In conversation with Clara Zetkin in 1920 he
inveighed against * the famous theory that in communist society
t A. Kollontai, Novaya Moral’ i Rabochii Klass (1919), p. 59.

2 A. Kollontai, Sem’ya i Kommunisticheskoe Gosudarstvo (1920), pp. 20, 33.
3 Byt i Molodezh’, ed. A. Slepkov (1926), p. 8.
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the satisfaction of sexual desire, of love, is as simple and unimport-
ant as drinking a glass of water ”. This theory, which was
‘“ completely un-Marxist and unsocial into the bargain ”, has
“ driven our young people mad, quite mad ”.* But, so long as
civil war conditions prevailed, cover would be sought in party
doctrine for a relaxation of standards of sexual behaviour, and
the theories of Kollontai remained widely popular in party
circles.?

It was the changed outlook associated with the ending of the
civil war and the introduction of NEP which brought the first
reaction against these views. The new legislation on marriage
and divorce was not challenged : this indeed, belonged to the
bourgeois rather than to the socialist stage of the revolution. But
Kollontai’s prestige declined sharply owing to her association
with the “ workers’ opposition ’, which was condemned by the
tenth party congress in March 1921 ;3 and the theories of the
family and of sexual relations of which she had been the pro-
tagonist gradually gave way to more conventional attitudes. The
fifth Komsomol congress in October 1922 heard Bukharin attack
the prevailing ““-anarchy in the realm of rules of conduct ” with
specific reference to lax sex morals as well as to excessive indul-
gence in alcohol and tobacco ; and the congress passed a resolution
condemning all these evils.# Trotsky in 1923 conducted a sym-
posium of party workers which revealed a marked return to tradi-
tional views of the rdle of the family. ‘‘ The theses of comrade
Kollontai ” were criticized as ignoring * the responsibility of
father and mother to their child ” and leading to the abandon-
ment of children —a growing evil in Moscow. Because ‘“ we
wrongly emphasized the conception of ‘free love’”, party
members in the civil war had begotten children without caring
what became of them. Workers had been encouraged by party

1 C. Zetkin, Erinnerungen an Lenin (Vienna, 1929), pp. 62-63.

2 P. Romanov, in a once famous short story, Bez Cheremukhi, originally
published in Molodaya Guardiya, No. 6, June 1926, pp. 13-21, put into the
mouth of his heroine the complaint that * those who seek in love something
more than physiology are looked on with contempt as if they were mentally
deficient or sick ’; the ‘ heated discussions >’ of this story in Komsomol
meetings were later recalled by one of the participants (Yunii Kommunist,
No. 12, 1931, p. 54).

3 See The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 1, pp. 197-200, 210.

+ Pyatyi Vserossiiskii S”’ezd RKSM (1927), pp. 114, 124-125, 315-317.
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teaching to divorce their wives. Women communists neglected
their duties as wives and mothers for party work ; on the other
hand, cases were quoted of women communists who left the party
on the insistent demand of their husbands.! The doctrine of
Engels on the liberation of women from domestic labour and the
obsolescence of the ““ individual family ” continued to be preached.
But it was confined to formal expositions, and both practice and
opinion diverged more and more widely from it.2 Even the
increased employment of women in the later nineteen-twenties
did not restore it to favour; and the Soviet family continued to
follow traditional patterns.

Other symptoms of a return to conventional attitudes quickly
declared themselves. By 1924 another achievement of the revolu-
tion — the legalization of abortion — had begun to incur criticism.
In a report to the central control commission of the party, Yaro-
slavsky, while insisting that the party was not a * monastic sect ”’
and had no desire to preach * purely and simply a parsonical
morality ”, referred to the figures of abortion in Moscow and
Leningrad as “ horrifying ”, though he claimed that they were
lower than in bourgeois countries.3 An article published in 1925
by the People’s Commissar for Health of the RSFSR was a
curious attempt to reconcile the conventional attitudes of the past
with formal recognition of communist theories. ““Of course”,
wrote Semashko, ‘ the ideal would be if the state took on itself to
regulate all the consequences of the sexual act (rearing of children,
etc.).” But since this was impracticable, he could only recom-
mend ““ sublimation ” (the word appeared in inverted commas
with a coy reference to the dubious authority of Freud) of sexual
instincts in social work. Semashko denounced the ““ old wives’
tale ” that restraint was harmful and sexual indulgence necessary
to health.

' L. Trotsky, Voprosy Byta (2nd ed. 1923), pp. 121-125. The difficulty
of reconciling party and conjugal duties for the wife is one of the themes of
Gladkov’s well-known novel Cement, published in 1924 ; no solution appears
to be offered.

2 In the Trotsky symposium one speaker complained that a party lecturer
on “ family and marriage ”’ had confined himself to repeating the substance
of Engels’s essay, whereas ‘“ some conclusion had to be drawn from this work
of Engels fof the present day, and this is exactly what we are unable to do ”
(L. Trotsky, Voprosy Byta (2nd ed. 1923), p. 125).

3 Pravda, October 9, 1924.
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Drown your sexual energy [he concluded] in public work. . ..
If you want to solve the sexual problem, be a public worker, a
comrade, not a stallion or a brood-mare.!

Bukharin at the fourteenth party congress in December 1925
denounced the prevalence among the young of * decadent and
semi-hooligan groups with such names as ‘ Down with innocence’,
¢ Down with shame’” ;2 and the Komsomol journal followed
this up with another broadside attacking the heresies of Kollontai.3

A crying evil which played its part in modifying the initial
attitude to the family was that of * homeless ” children. The
revolution and the civil war had left behind them immense numbers
of children, orphans or separated without trace from their parents,
who, being without homes or protectors and without normal means
of subsistence, roamed in gangs through cities and countryside,
living by their wits and engaging in every form of crime and
violence. At the time of Lenin’s death VTsIK announced the
establishment of a *“ Lenin fund ” in his memory for aid to
“ homeless ” children, “ especially victims of the civil war and the
famine ”4 An extensive press campaign followed; and six
months later, in July 1924, a sum of 50 million rubles was voted
from the budget to the fund, the expectation being to raise another
50 millions from voluntary contributions and local levies.
Hitherto the official remedy for this evil had been to put the
children in publicly run children’s homes, where they would be
trained for suitable occupations. But the homes had begun to
acquire an unenviable reputation.

If you were to read [said Bukharin at this time] about the
present condition of the ‘‘ educational institutions ” in which the
homeless children are maintained, your hair would stand on end.$

As Lunacharsky, who, as People’s Commissar for Education of
the RSFSR, was in charge of these homes, confessed, they were

! Izvestiya, May 15, 1925.

2 XIV S”ezd Vsesoyuznoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii (B) (1926), p. 815.

3 Molodaya Gvardiya, No. 3, March 1926, pp. 136-148.

4 2t S”ezd Sovetov Soyuza Sovetskikh Sotsialisticheskikh Respublik :
Postanovleniya (1924), p. 8.

s Sobranie Zakonov, 1924, No. 3, art. 33 ; a decree of the RSFSR on the
raising of local funds is in Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1925, No. 8, art. 53.

$ Trinadtsatyi S” ezd Rosstiskoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii(Bol’shevikov) (1924),
PP- 545-546.
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hopelessly overcrowded and inadequate, and lacked both money for
clothing the children and facilities for training them: some pro-
vincial authorities complained that the children’s homes already
swallowed up half their budget. Nor was an end of the problem
in sight. Those dealing with it were in the position of a * squirrel
going round and round in a cage ”’.' In August 1924, when the
prospects of a partial harvest failure inspired fears of a further
increase in the number of abandoned children, Rykov at the party
central committee launched an attack on the whole policy :

In the children’s homes we are bringing up idlers, who do
not know how to work and will in future be a burden to the
state. In order to prevent this we must take measures to stop
the divorce of these children from all productive work, and to
prevent an increase in the number of homeless children: we
have given a directive in the regions where the harvest is bad
to avoid increasing the population of the children’s homes by
bringing in children who have a family. In cases where the
family is not in a position to feed the child, it is better to help the
family than to take the child and feed it in a children’s home.?

Article 183 of the original family code of 1918 explicitly prohibited
the adoption of children — a surprising provision for which three
different explanations were commonly given: unwillingness to
open the door to artificial increases in the membership of peasant
households, leading to claims for larger shares in the redistribu-
tion of land ; fear that adoption would serve as a cover for the
exploitation of juvenile labour ; and belief that orphan children
would be more satisfactorily looked after in public institutions.
Two months after Rykov’s speech, Lunacharsky announced an
official policy of * putting out the children to the population .4
By the autumn of 1925 many homeless children from the towns

! Vserossiiskii  Tsentral'nyi Ispolnitel’'nyi Komitet XI Sozyva: Vtoraya
Sessiya (1924), pp. 116-118.

z A. I. Rykov, Sochineniya, iii (1929), 194.

3 D. Kursky, Izbrannye Stat’i i Rechi (1948), pp. 147-148.

¢ Vserossiiskii Tsentral’nyi Ispolnitel’nyi Komitet XI Sozyva : Vtoraya
Sessiya (1924), pp. 117-118. A detailed decree of the RSFSR of March 8,
1926, provided for the placing of homeless children in * families of toilers
with the consent of the latter »’, allowances being granted for the purpose from
public funds (Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1926, No. 19, art. 143) ; a further decree
of April 5, 1926 (ibid. No. 21, art. 168), laid down that a peasant household

adopting a homeless child was entitled to an allocation of land in respect of it,
which was to be free of tax for three years.
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had been settled in peasant families ; ' according to the modest
claim made in official statistics, 55,000 children were handled by
the commission set up for the purpose in 1924, 75,000 in 1925
and 85,000 in 1926.2 As the legacy of the civil war was left
behind and life became more orderly and regular, the problem of
the homeless children gradually assumed the more normal form
of a problem of juvenile unemployment, though in some parts
of the country it proved extraordinarily stubborn and persistent.?
What was now clear was that the idea of creating a vast network
of children’s homes for the rearing of children was * pure utopia
in our economic conditions ”.# The care of children was once
more being considered in the traditional framework of a restora-.
tion of family life. The state could not disinterest itself in the
institution of marriage, declared a speaker at the TsIK of the
RSFSR in November 1925, ‘“ because on the stability of marriages
depend a number of consequences of undoubted importance for
society ”’, and went on to attribute the problem of homeless
children to * the disintegration of the family .5

Ore particular aspect of the return to more conventional views
of family and marriage deserves notice. The changed outlook
was in part a change in the attitude of individuals, marking a
retreat from the fervour of revolutionary doctrine. But it was
also a change in the relative weight attached to the opinions of
town and country. The * advanced ” views current in the early
days of the revolution, and the practices corresponding to them,
were representative of the towns rather than of the country as a
whole, and of party circles rather than of the population at large.
Precise information is both difficult to obtain and difficult to
assess. Divorce statistics showed that in the RSFSR in the last

! Jzvestiya, January 2, 1926.

2 Statisticheskii Spravochnik SSSR za 1928 g. (1929), pp. 896-897.

3 In April 1926 a resolution of TsIK still spoke of the need for ‘ measures
directed to the liquidation of the phenomenon of homeless children ”’ in the
Ukraine (SSSR: Tsentral’nyi Ispolnitel'nyi Komitet 3 Sozyva: 2 Sessiya :
Postanovleniya (1926), p. 23).

4 Izvestiya, February 20, 1926. A pamphlet by A. Sabsovich published in
1929, quoted in R. Schlesinger, The Family in the U.S.S.R. (1947), pp. 169-171,
still treated * the bringing up of children from their earliest days in special
state institutions at the expense of the government ”’ as the ultimate ideal ;
later this became heretical, even as a remote prospect. )

5 Vserossiiskii Tsentral’nyi Ispolnitel’nyi Komitet XII Sozyva : Vtoraya
Sessiya (1925), PP. 254-255.
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three months of 1924 there had been seven divorces per 10,000
of population in provincial capitals, three in smaller towns and
two in the villages.! A hotly contested debate in the TsIK of
the RSFSR in 1925 and 1926 on a proposal to make the legal
consequences of ‘“ de facto marriage > identical with those of
registered marriage 2 revealed a strong prejudice among the
peasants, which was almost entirely absent in the towns, in favour
of maintaining the exclusive rights and obligations of conventional
marriage, and even of limiting automatic freedom of divorce. A
woman delegate put the case with pungency for the peasant view :

The villages do not wish to bring to the rural areas the
instability of town marriages. Who is responsible for the home-
less orphans? The villages? No, by your leave, the towns.
What will happen if the 85 per cent of the population of our
country formed by the peasantry do as the towns do? We
should flounder in disintegration. Registration of marriage is a
useful check in this respect. . . . Marriage should be annulled
only by a court.3

It was many years before limitations were imposed on the right of
divorce. But here too NEP, representing the reaction of the
peasant against the towns, brought with it a certain reaction
against revolutionary dogmatism and in favour of traditional ways
of life in a national setting.*

1 Ibid. pp. 304-305.

2 Under article 133 of the marriage code of 1918 (see p. 29 above) the rights
of illegitimate children were in no way different from those of legitimate children,
but claims to alimony and division of property in case of divorce were valid
only if the marriage had been registered.

3 JII Sessiya Vserossiiskogo Tsentral’'nogo Ispolnitel’'nogo Komiteta XII
Sozyva (1926), pp. 689-690. Izvestiya, January 9, 1926, reported on the
discussion which had been taking place throughout the provincial press. In
the towns the women were said to favour the proposal to equate de facto with
registered marriage, the men to oppose it (the practical effect would be to
strengthen the financial claim of the mother against the father of her child) ;
in the country, opinion was unanimous against it. Party members were said to
approve it in principle, but many of them regarded it as impracticable in view
of ‘‘ the ignorance of the masses and especially of the peasant population .
According to Jzvestiya, January 31, 1926, ‘ reports which come in from the
different regions and republics are almost unanimous for rejection ”’.

4 In the RSFSR, where the weight and prestige of the cities in party counsels
turned the scale, the proposal to recognize de facto marriage as conferring the
same legal rights and obligations as registered marriage won a short-lived victory
and was inscribed in the marriage code of November 1926 (Sobranie Uzakonenis,
1926, No. 82, art. 612). In the other republics, where peasant influence was
dominant, no such recognition was ever accorded.
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(6) The Orthodox Church

The Bolshevik revolution had overtaken the Orthodox Church
at a moment of internal crisis. The collapse of the monarchy
stimulated a movement for the re-establishment of the patriarchate
abolished by Peter the Great. This was advocated by some as a
necessary condition of efficiency in the church, and condemned
by others as incompatible with the spirit of Orthodoxy, which
rejected any kind of Papacy and held that the custody of the true
faith was vested in the whole body of believers. A holy synod,
which met in August 1917, decided by a narrow majority, at the
very moment of the revolution, to restore the patriarchate, and
on November 5/18, 1917, before the power of the new government
had been actually established in Moscow, chose a patriarch by lot
(from three candidates nominated by voting) in the person of
Tikhon, the metropolitan of Moscow.! A clash between the
church and the Bolsheviks was inevitable. After Tikhon had
pronounced an anathema against the usurpers, a decree was issued
pronouncing the separation of church and state and the nationaliza-
tion of church property.2 The church was not formally banned.
The constitution of the RSFSR adopted in July 1918 recognized
“ freedom of religious and anti-religious propaganda”. The
party programme adopted in 1919 proposed to counter religion
by education and propaganda rather than by state action, and
even recommended a measure of caution in dealing with it :

The RKP is guided by the conviction that the realization of
planned order and consciousness in the whole social-economic
activity of the masses can alone bring with it a complete dying
out of religious prejudices. The party aims at a complete
destruction of the link between the exploiting classes and the
organization of religious propaganda by assisting the effective
liberation of the toiling masses from religious prejudices and
by organizing the broadest propaganda in favour of scientific
enlightenment and against religion. At the same time it is
necessary carefully to avoid any insult to the feelings of

! Orientalia Christiana Analecta, No. 129 (Rome, 1941), contains the best
informed and most dispassionate available account with a bibliography ;
Metropolit Evlogii, Put’ Moei Zhizni (Paris, 1947), is the autobiography of a
participant in the synod of 1917-1918.

2 See The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 1, p. 153, note 1.
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believers which can lead only to the strengthening of religious
fanaticism.!

The principle, however, remained and was strengthened by the
experience of the civil war. Religion, wrote Trotsky at this time,
was the ‘‘ principal moral arm of the bourgeoisie .2 Persecution
was widespread. Killings of priests occurred, and many churches
were taken for secular uses. Yet the intensity of the struggle
varied from place to place, and depended in part on the character
and attitude of the local Soviet authority and the local priest. A
case was quoted from the year 1919 of a group of village Soviets
which met with members of the local party cell to elect a church
council for the parish church, and petitioned for the exemption
of the precentor from military service on the ground of his indis-
pensability ; such examples of toleration were said to have been
not rare.3 Measures of repression adopted by the Soviet author-
ities in the first years of the régime were spontaneous and spasmodic
rather than uniform or calculated. )

The ending of the civil war and the coming of NEP did not
at first affect the Soviet attitude towards the church. At the end
of 1921 the Soviet Government took cognizance of the vessels
and ornaments in the possession of the churches, ordering that
these should be classified in three categories — articles of historical
or artistic value, articles of material, but no historical or artistic,
value, and articles in ordinary use — and that nothing should be
removed without the consent of the museum administration.
Then, at the height of the famine which raged throughout this
winter, the Soviet Government issued on February 16, 1922, a
decree ordering that articles containing gold, silver and precious
stones in the possession of the church, “ the removal of which
cannot essentially affect the cult”, should be handed over to
Narkomfin and sold abroad for the benefit of the hunger-stricken
population : an instruction following the decree made it clear
that gold and silver vessels used in church services were not
exempt from requisition.5 Tikhon gave orders to the faithful to

1 VKP(B) v Rezolyutsiyakh (1941), i, 289.

2 Trotsky, Sochineniya, xii, 141.
3

Sovetskoe Stroitel’stvo : Sbornik, iv-v (1926), 138.
4 Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1922, No. 19, art. 215.

s Ibid. No. 19, arts. 217, 218 ; a previous decree of February g, 1922, related
to the sale of treasures in museums for famine relief (ibid. No. 19, art. 216).
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resist. The orders were carried out in many places. Riots
occurred with numerous casualties and arrests, and were extensively
reported in the Soviet press.! Numbers of priests were put on
trial, and several sentenced to death. Tikhon himself was finally
arrested. These proceedings were accompanied and justified by
a propaganda campaign in which the church was accused of being
in league with counter-revolutionary forces abroad and of counting
on the weapon of hunger to bring about the downfall of the Soviet
régime. Anti-religious themes became prominent in the party
press. In the spring of 1922 a publishing house was set up to
publish a monthly journal, Bezbozhnik, which engaged in a popular
campaign to discredit religion ; 2 and the Orthodox Christmas of
1922 was made the occasion for a much-publicized anti-religious
festival.3 Throughout the winter trials of priests for resistance to
the orders of the government, or sometimes more specifically for
counter-revolutionary activities, continued intermittently ; sen-
tences of death were frequently pronounced, and more rarely
carried out. In March 1923 the trial of a group of Catholic
bishops and priests, and the execution of one of them, led to
world-wide protests, and was one of the items which figured in
the Curzon ultimatum.*

Simultaneously with this campaign, however, another and
more significant development occurred. A group of priests, who
rejected the institution of the patriarchate, were personally opposed
to Tikhon, and claimed to represent reforming and modernizing
tendencies in the church, issued a letter denouncing Tikhon for
his refusal to surrender church treasures. This letter was pub-
lished in the Soviet press S and formed the starting-point of a
new movement, which evidently enjoyed the qualified approval
of the Soviet authorities. Early in May 1922 a new journal, The
Living Church, was created to further the aims of the movement ;
and a few days later a manifesto of the group was published in
Izvestiya © accusing the existing church leaders of a conspiracy
against the secular power and appealing to the Soviet Govern-
ment to sanction the holding of a synod to put the affairs of the
church in order and condemn the offending bishops. The leaders

I See, for example, Izvestiya, March 28, 1922 ; Pravda, May 19, 1922.
2 Jzvestiya, August 5, 1922. 3 Ibid. January 10, 1923.
+ See The Interregnum, 1923-1924, p. 168.

s Izvestiya, March 29, 1922. ¢ Ibid. May 14, 1922.
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of the movement, who claimed — a point which was later con-
tested — to have received some kind of provisional powers from
Tikhon in prison, convened an ecclesiastical assembly which met
in Moscow at the end of May 1922, reconstituted the church
under the name of *“ the living church ”, and replaced the patriarch
by a * supreme church administration”.! In August 1922 a
conference of the Living Church met in Moscow to consolidate
its position and to organize an attack on parishes and priests
remaining faithful to the patriarchate and to Tikhon. A deputa-
tion from the conference was received by Kalinin.2 On the eve
of the conference a decree had been issued under which all
‘¢ associations not serving purposes of material gain *’ were obliged
to seek registration with the state authorities ; those which failed
to secure registration were to be closed down.3 This provided
an opportunity for a vigorous campaign to deprive Tikhon’s
adherents of legal status and to hand over churches and buildings
occupied by them to nominees of the Living Church. Bitterness
on both sides was extreme. The Living Church was loudly
denounced by Tikhon’s supporters as a tool of the Soviet Govern-
ment, and its leaders accused of instigating and supporting the
persecution of the faithful.

These developments were significant as constituting the first
formal recognition of religious bodies by the Soviet state. Trotsky
called the new policy “ an ecclesiastical NEP . The rather far-
fetched comparison rested on the argument that, while socialism
could ultimately have no truck with religion, concessions analogous
to those made to capitalists under NEP could be temporarily

! The rise of the Living Church is described in Orientalia Christiana
(Rome), No. 46 (June 1928), pp. 8-15; in M. Spinka, The Church and the
Russian Revolution (N.Y., 1927), pp. 190-224; and in W. C. Emhardt, Religion
in Soviet Russia (1929), pp. 304-332 (this section of the book was written by
an émigré Orthodox theologian). Much was made in Orthodox accounts of
the allegation that Vvedensky, one of the leaders of the Living Church move-
ment, was ‘‘ a baptized Jew ” (ibid. p. 312). The Living Church was referred
to as ‘‘ the Jewish church ”, and its existence attributed to ‘ some Jewish
agitators ”’, in a document quoted at length in Orientalia Christiana (Rome),
No. 4, July-September 1923, pp. 214-217 ; the head of the Living Church
in the Ukraine (where anti-Semitic propaganda was particularly effective) was
denounced as ‘‘ the vicar of the circumcised Jew Bronstein” (ibid. No. 4,
pp. 132-133). The frankest discussion of anti-Semitism in this period is in
L. Trotsky, Voprosy Byta (2nd ed. 1923), pp. 143-145.

2 Pravda, August 23, 1922.

3 Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1922, No. 49, arts. 622, 623.
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extended to a group which, like Protestantism in the west, stood
for a bourgeois, capitalist and quasi-rationalist revolt against the
extreme superstitions of the old feudal religion — ““ a bourgeois
graft on a feudal trunk ”.' The leaders of the Living Church
were thus in the position of nepmen or kulaks, recognized as
essentially bourgeois and discredited in principle, but tolerated
for the temporary contribution which they could make to the
survival of the régime. The comparison between the new ecclesi-
astical policy and NEP was valid in one respect. Both denoted a
certain reaction against the exaggerated optimism of the first
years of the revolution, when it had seemed possible to overthrow
the power of capitalism and the power of the church by direct
assault. Just as it had proved necessary to make concessions to
buyers and sellers of commodities, so it was necessary to con-
ciliate in some measure those who still clung to the practices of
the church. Religion had not been eliminated at a single stroke
by the revolution. Even among the workers old habit died hard,
and all sorts of compromises were practised. The worker, in the
words of one witness, ‘“ does not buy new ikons, but does not
throw the old ones away . According to another, he *“ does not
go to church — and reads Bezbozhnik, but sends for a priest to
christen his child — just in case ; he does not go to confession,
but when he is dying sends for a priest ’.2 Another thought
that the Russian was basically irreligious, but that religion had
hitherto been the only form of distraction open to him :

Today when some non-party people go to church, they go
only perhaps because they have nothing to fill the emptiness of
their lives. . . . He denies god, but at the same time goes to
church. Why does he go? Because we have broken up what
existed, and created nothing on the ruins. We, communists,
must create something new.3

In the country, and especially among the women, the hold of
religion had scarcely been shaken at all. Attacks on religion in
the countryside tended to provoke unfavourable reactions; and

! L. Trotsky, Literatura i Revolyutsiya (1923), p- 29. An apter comparison
was suggested by a Soviet writer who wrote of the Living Church movement
under the title Smena Vekh v Tserkvi (quoted in W. C. Emhardt, Religion in
Soviet Russia (1929), p. 80); for the smenovekh movement see pp. 56-59
below. 2 L. Trotsky, Voprosy Byta (2nd ed. 1923), pp. 143, 145.

3 Ibid. p. 146. )
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party workers had more than once to be warned of the danger
of indulging in them.

The Living Church, having originated in a split from the
parent church, itself proved fissiparous, giving birth within the
first year of its existence to two sects calling themselves respectively
‘“ the renovators ”’ and ““ the primitive apostolic church ”. Com-
mon hostility to the patriarchate and common reliance on the
support of the Soviet Government sufficed, however, to hold the
three groups together, and all were represented at a holy synod
convened in May 1923. This gathering began by defining its
attitude to the Soviet Government :

It recognizes the justice of the social revolution: it sees
in the Soviet power the force that is leading the world to
fraternity, equality and peace among nations; it condemns
the counter-revolution, and treats the anathema of Patriarch
Tikhon as invalid.

It then denounced the patriarchal church in no uncertain terms,
declared Tikhon deposed and the patriarchate abolished, estab-
lished a Supreme Council of the Russian Orthodox Church as
the highest ecclesiastical authority, dissolved the monasteries and
adopted various reforms including the marriage of bishops and the
Gregorian calendar.! * The jargon of our days on the lips of the
‘ Red fathers’ ”’, wrote a correspondent of Izvestiya signing him-
self ¢ Unbeliever 7, “ sounds the death-knell of the Tikhonite
church.” 2

For the moment the triumph of the Living Church and its
associate groups seemed complete. But this victory proved a
turning-point. The Soviet authorities had no intention of
committing themselves unconditionally to their new protégés.
What motives weighed most strongly in the new shift of policy is
uncertain. At home the Living Church had failed to appeal to
the peasant who was traditionally attached to ancient religious
forms : it was no accident that the change of course came at a
moment when the party was particularly conscious of the need to

' Documented accounts of the svnod are given in Orientalia Christiana
(Rome), No. 11 (September-November 1924), pp. 22-26, No. 46 (June 1928),
pPpP. 32-40, and in M. Spinka, The Church and the Russian Revolution (N.Y.,

1927), pp- 232-249 ; brief reports of it appeared in Pravda, May s, 8, 9, 1923.
2 Jzvestiya, May 5, 1923.
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strengthen the ‘ link ”” between the proletariat and the peasantry,
and a party congress had just referred, in this context, to the
dangers of antagonizing the religious feelings of believers.! The
persecution of Tikhon and the patriarchal church had been the
subject of intensive propaganda abroad, where the Living Church
was dismissed as a mere. tool of the Soviet Government. In the
mood of conciliation which followed the Curzon ultimatum, a policy
less obnoxious to the outside world had its appeal. It seemed
that the ends which the Soviet Government had in view could
be achieved, not by the cooperation hitherto practised with the
Living Church, but by a similar compromise with Tikhon and
the patriarchal church. This, after a year of persecution and
repression, was no longer unattainable. On June 26, 1923,
Tikhon, whose impending trial had been several times announced,
signed a confession of his ““ hostility to the Soviet authorities,
and anti-Soviet acts ’, admitting that these had been correctly
stated in the charges brought against him and that the sentence
on him had been in accordance with the criminal code. He
expressed repentance for his actions, and petitioned to be set
free. He declared that “ henceforth I am no longer an enemy
of the Soviet Government ”, and that he had *“ completely and
decisively severed all connexions with monarchists at home and
abroad and with all counter-revolutionary white guard activities >*.2
On the strength of this confession Tikhon was released and
allowed to resume his former patriarchal functions. Part of
the understanding clearly was that Tikhon, in renouncing his
hostility to the Soviet régime, was free to reassert his claims
against the Living Church.3 A fortnight after his release he made
a public statement denouncing the leaders of the Living Church
by name, and describing as * a lie and a deception ”’ the pretence
which they had made in May 1922 of acting with authority from
him; those who had acknowledged this illegal authority were

! See The Interregnum, 1923-1924, p. 17.

* Jzvestiya, June 27, 1923.

? In an interview published in the Manchester Guardian on July 15, 1923,
Tikhon said : “ We, the members of the old church, are not now struggling
against the Soviets, but against the Living Church . Asked why he had been
liberated, he replied : “ I am persuaded that, having studied my case, the
government became convinced that I was no counter-revolutionary, Jt was

suggested that I should make a public declaration of the fact, and I wrote a
letter to say so.”
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invited to ‘ return into the saving bosom of the ecumenical
church .1 Some of the leaders of the Living Church made their
submission to Tikhon. The remaining members of the dissident
groups now reorganized themselves into a single church, the
“ supreme church administration ” being renamed the Holy
Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church.?

The Soviet Government thus adopted a neutral position. The
dissident church, generally referred to as “ the synodal church ”
or “ the renovators ”’, henceforth continued to exist side by side
with the older body, “ the patriarchal church ”, but in much
diminished strength and without direct Soviet support. On the
exclusively secular character of the régime no compromise was
to be thought of. Among the prescribed functions of village
Soviets was * the supervision of the correct observance of the laws
concerning the separation of the church from the state and of the
school from the church .3 But, though anti-religious propaganda
was not abandoned, the patriarchal church was no longer per-
secuted, and was recognized, in so far as an ecclesiastical institu-
tion could be recognized by a state whose official doctrine openly
denounced religion. The period from 1923 to 1925, when con-
ciliation of the peasant was in the forefront of party policy, was
also the period of greatest toleration for the patriarchal church.
The church, under Tikhon’s leadership, took up the same
attitude of qualified acceptance of the state. When Tikhon died
at the age of eighty on April 7, 1925, his funeral was the occasion
of a large religious demonstration which was rather ostentatiously
tolerated by the Soviet authorities and reported in the Soviet
press;*+ and a few days later a pronouncement was published which
purported to have been signed by Tikhon a few hours before his
death enjoining the faithful ““ to submit themselves loyally to the
Soviet power, to pray to God to aid it in its efforts for the common
good, and to organize the life of the parishes independently of the
politicians .5 The circumstances of the publication threw some

1 A translation of the statement is in W. C. Emhardt, Religion in Soviet
Russia (1929), pp. 129-131.

2 M. Spinka, The Church and the Russian Revolution (N.Y.,1927), pp. 271-272.

3 Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1924, No. 82, art. 827 ; corresponding provisions
from the decrees of the Ukrainian and White Russian republics are in P. Gidul-
yanov, Otdelenie Tserkvi ot Gosudarstva v SSSR (3rd ed. 1926), pp. 18, 19.

4 Pravda, April 12, 13, 1925. s Jbid. April 15, 1925.
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doubts on the authenticity of the statement. But its content
accorded with the policy pursued by Tikhon since 1923. The
toleration by the state of a national church was conditional on
ecclesiastical recognition of the secular power. A modus vivend:
had been established between the revolutionary régime and an
ancient national institution.

(c) Literature

The party had made no pronouncement of its views on literature
before the revolution. At the height of the revolution of 1903
the relaxation of the censorship prompted Lenin to write an
article entitled Party Organization and Party Literature which
afterwards gave rise to contested interpretations. Lenin insisted
with some emphasis on the party character of literature :

For the socialist proletariat the cause of literature . . .
cannot in general be an individual concern independent of the
common proletarian cause. Down with non-party Lttérateurs!
Down with supermen Attérateurs! The cause of literature must
become part of the general proletarian cause, a *“ wheel and
cog” in our single great social-democratic machine set in
nllotion by the whole conscious vanguard of the whole working
class.

Lenin anticipated the frenzied objection of * some intellectual,
some fervent partisan of liberty  that it was impossible to bring
about “ the subordination to the collectivity of such a delicate,
individual matter as literary creation ”. Apart from the fact that
the supposed liberty of the bourgeois writer was a myth, Lenin
also pointed out that he was speaking only of *“ party literature and
its subordination to party control ”’. Anyone would be free out-
side the party to write anything he pleased “ without the slightest
restrictions ', But the party was alsa free to exclude from its
ranks anyone who expressed anti-party views.! It was afterwards
claimed that Lenin in this article referred exclusively to political
writing and not to belles-lettres at all. This was clearly not true.
What was true was that neither Lenin nor any other party leader
in 1905 contemplated a situation in which the party would have
either the will or the power to establish a monopoly of literary

! Lenin, Sochineniya, viii, 387-389.
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output. He believed that the literary talents of party members,
like their other talents, should be devoted to the service of the
party and that whatever they wrote should conform to the party
line. But he assumed that non-party literature, which would be
subject to no such obligations or restrictions, would continue to
be written and published.! Lenin was a reader of the Russian
classics, but had no theory of literature. When he wrote articles
on Herzen and Tolstoy, he showed himself more concerned with
their social than with their literary significance. He took no
interest in contemporary literary controversies.

When the revolution occurred in 1917 the centre of the
literary stage in Russia was occupied by several schools or move-
ments whose widely different theories converged on one point :
all were in revolt against the view of nearly all nineteenth-century
Russian literary criticism, which had treated literature as a mani-
festation of social thought and criticism as an instrument of
ideological analysis and appraisal. The new schools were at one
in putting form before content.” Literature was based on the
significant use of words; and aesthetic criticism was concerned
primarily with modes of expression. This approach was shared
by groups which had little else in common : Symbolists, Acmeists,
Rhythmists, Futurists, and, finally, Formalists who became an
organized movement only in 1916. These groups purported to
represent “ advanced ” thought in literature: some individual
members of them supported the revolution. Alexander Blok,
who was a Symbolist and whose political affiliations were with the
Social-Revolutionaries, wrote two famous poems which pro-
claimed his sympathy with the revolution. The Formalists
boasted the ‘‘ revolutionary ” credentials of their literary tech-
niques. Of all the groups the Futurists had the best claim to
revolutionary status, partly because they had always made the
bourgeoisie and bourgeois civilization a target for their shafts of
ridicule and indignation, and partly because they had produced in
Mayakovsky a considerable poet who found Bolshevism, at any
rate in its destructive aspects, temperamentally congenial to him.
Mayakovsky not only wrote and recited in public a large amount

I This view was exactly parallel to Lenin’s attitude to religion. He believed
that atheism, and even militant atheism, should be an obligation of party
members, but that the state as such should tolerate religious activities, provided
that these were not directed against public order.
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of first-rate declamatory verse on revolutionary themes, but
denounced all bourgeois art past and present in the coarsest and
most unflattering terms.! In the years between 1917 and 1920,
when ordinary literary production and publication were almost
at a standstill, and occasional poetry the main vehicle of literary
expression, the revolution appeared to have found in Mayakovsky
its poet laureate.

Yet it was difficult to see how the ideas of Futurists or
Formalists, however advanced in their way, could be fitted into
the doctrinal framework of Marxism or be made to serve the
aspirations of the proletariat ; 2 and there were from the outset
Bolsheviks who believed that the dictatorship of the proletariat
must evolve its own literary movements and modes of literary
expression. Such views had been expressed before the revolution
by Bogdanov, an independent Bolshevik who, in 1909, in associa-
tion with Gorky and Lunacharsky, had founded a party school
in Capri, and had crossed swords with Lenin in a famous philo-
sophical dispute. In 1910 he had incurred Lenin’s disapproval
by advocating a new proletarian culture, and by proposing “ to
develop proletarian science, . . . to work out a proletarian
philosophy, and to turn art in the direction of proletarian strivings
and experience .3 But nobody had seriously thought of laying
down a party line on these matters. It was not therefore sur-
prising that Bogdanov should have emerged as the moving spirit
in a new Organization of Representatives of Proletarian Culture
(henceforth known as Proletkult), which was set up on the eve of

! Brik, the Futurist critic, called bourgeois art ‘ an exhalation from a
swamp ”’, and Mayakovsky demanded that the firing-squad should give its
attention to Raphael, Rastrelli, Pushkin and other ‘‘ classical generals’’; the
latter declaration provoked a protest from Lunacharsky against * the destructive
tendencies in regard to the past and the attempt, while speaking in the name
of a particular school, to speak at the same time in the name of authority ”.
All these statements appeared in December 1918 and January 1919 in the
semi-official journal Iskusstvo Kommuny and are quoted in V. Polonsky, Ocherki
Literaturnogo Dvizheniya Revolyutsionnoi Epokhi (2nd ed. 1929), pp. 33, 249-251.

2 In an article of February 1914 Trotsky had written : * The phenomenon
of Futurism is the perfectly legitimate and in its way most finished crown of an
epoch about which it can be rightly said : ¢ In the beginning was the word —
and in the middle and the end as well * »’ (Trotsky, Sochineniya, xx, 380).

3 Lenin, Sochineniya, xiv, 297 ; Lenin’s disapproval was evidently due in
part to his suspicion that Bogdanov’s *“ proletarian philosophy ” would derive

from Mach, his philosophical mentor. For Bogdanov’s career see Literaturnaya
Entsiklopediya, i (1930), 526-530.
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the revolution more or less independently of the party, and now
enjoyed the patronage of Bogdanov’s old colleague, Lunacharsky,
first People’s Commissar for Education.! In the first months of
the revolution, and especially during the civil war, Proletkult-
recruited a large number of enthusiastic workers, founded local
branches, encouraged proletarian poets, founded journals for the
propagation of proletarian literature, and, in general, performed
important work in keeping culture alive and in disseminating it
among the workers. It was not in itself a literary movement. But
there emerged from it early in 1920 a group of proletarian writers
who called themselves the Forge or Smithy — a name calculated
to evoke the réle of literature as a proletarian workshop — and
issued a manifesto which they described as “ the red flag of the
platform-declaration of proletarian art”. This group, after a
preliminary conference in May 1920, which mustered 150 sup-
porters, was instrumental in convening in October 1920 an
All-Russian Congress of Proletarian Writers, which founded an
All-Russian Association of Proletarian Writers (VAPP).2

The views of Bogdanov, which dominated the activity of
Proletkult, formed a clear and consistent whole. He conceived
the dictatorship of the proletariat as advancing on three parallel
but distinct lines, political, economic and cultural. Its political
organ was the party, its economic organ the trade unions, its
cultural organ Proletkult. Literature, like politics or economics,
was a class activity, but was sovereign in its own sphere : hence
it was inappropriate that Proletkult should be in any way sub-
ordinate to the party. Bogdanov even maintained that Proletkult,
being exclusively proletarian, was more advanced than the party
which, as a political organ, was bound to take account of the
alliance with the petty bourgeois peasantry; in a phrase which
was afterwards quoted against him, he described the proletarian
writers as ‘‘ immediate socialists ”. Proletkult thus had the
positive role of acting as pace-maker of the revolution. Bogdanov

t Ibid. ix (1935), 309-311, which names Polyansky, Pletnev and Kerzhentsev
as the other leading figures in Proletkult. Polyansky was a historian and
literary critic, Kerzhentsev a party intellectual who was active in the Central
Institute of Labour (see The Interregnum, 1923-1924, p. 84) and was at different
times polpred in Sweden and Italy (Literaturnaya Entsiklopediya, v (1931), 187-
189) ; for Pletnev see p. 63 below.

3 Ibid. v (1931), 703-707 ; the manifesto is quoted in V. Polonsky, Ocherki
Literaturnogo Dvizheniya Revolyutsionnoi Epokhi (2nd ed. 1929), pp. 52-53.



50 THE BACKGROUND PT. 1

did not, like the Futurists, attack the culture of the past, but
believed that the proletariat was capable of taking it over and
assimilating it without the current aid of bourgeois writers. His
position in this respect was analogous to that of supporters of
workers’ control in the factories who decried the employment of
specialists.!

During the civil war, Proletkult and its supporters remained in
the ascendant, partly because the prevailing political mood
favoured a utopian faith in anything proletarian, and partly
because the political leaders had little attention to give to any-
thing not immediately related to the problem of survival.2 But
Lenin’s disapproval of Bogdanov’s doctrines was never in question.
Lenin had no doubt that art and literature were part of the
‘“ superstructure ”’ of society in the Marxist sense, and had social
foundations which made it impossible to treat them as an auto-
nomous activity divorced from economics and politics. Far from
taking the lead, it seemed clear to Lenin that the cultural arm
must necessarily lag behind : ““ the cultural task cannot be dis-
charged as rapidly as the political and military tasks .3 Bogdanov’s
demand for independence, and his insistence on literature as an
animating force in the dictatorship of the proletariat smacked of
idealism. His claim that the proletariat was ripe to take over and
develop by its own unaided efforts the heritage of bourgeois
culture seemed as presumptuous as other utopian dreams of the
period of war communism. To call the proletarian writers
“ immediate socialists ”’ was a glaring example of the skipping of
stages which was so contrary to the Marxist doctrine of revolution.
Already in 1919 Lenin had proclaimed a “ relentless hostility . . .
to all inventions of intellectuals, to all * proletarian cultures’” ; 4

! For a full account of Bogdanov’s views, with references to his writings, see
V. Polonsky, Ocherki Literaturnogo Dvizheniya Revolyutsionnoi Epokhi (2nd

ed. 1929}, pp. 56-71.

2 Trotsky, seeking to explain the poverty of current literature, observed,
in reply to the reproach that there were ‘ no Belinskys ”, that if Belinsky were
alive he would probably be a member of the Politburo (L. Trotsky, Literatura s
Revolyutsiya (1923), p. 155).

3 Lenin, Sochineniya, xxvii, 51. Trotsky developed the same thesis in an
article on Proletarian Culture and Pyoletarion Art ; the Russian proletariat had,
through the circumstances of the revolution, come into power before it had
time to assimilate bourgeois culture, and must now, first of all, make good this
deficiency (L. Trotsky, Literatura i Revaiyutsiya (1923), pP. 144)-

4 Lenin, Sochineniya, xxiv, 305.
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and, as soon as the military situation eased and victory was in
sight, he quickly found an opportunity to reassert his disapproval
of Bogdanov’s pretensions. At a Komsomol congress in October
1920 he insisted that ““ we can build communism only from that
sum total of knowledge of organizations and of institutions, with
the store of human powers and resources, which have been
bequeathed to us by the old society . He reminded his audience
that Marx had arrived at his conclusions by a thorough study of
capitalist society and *“ by dint of making fully his own everything
which earlier science could give ”’ ; and he went on to define his
attitude towards proletarian culture :

Proletarian culture is not something that suddenly springs
from nobody knows where, and is not invented by people who
set up as specialists in proletarian culture. Proletarian culture
is the regular development of those stores of knowledge which
mankind has worked out for itself under the yoke of capitalist
society, of feudal society, of bureaucratic society.!

Lenin instructed Lunacharsky to take steps, at a Proletkult con-
gress held in the same month, to put Proletkult in its place as a
subsidiary department of the People’s Commissariat of Education
(Narkompros) without independent status and powers. Luna-
charsky failed to carry out these instructions, saying at the congress
the opposite of what, according to Lenin, he had undertaken to
say, and maintaining that ‘ Proletkult must preserve its quality
of independent activity .2 Lenin then brought the issue before
the party central committee. A resolution was drafted, by the
last paragraph of which the congress would * decisively reject as
theoretically incorrect and practically harmful all attempts [of
Proletkult] to invent its own special culture, to confine itself
within its own particular organizations, . . . or to set up an
‘ autonomous domain’ of Proletkult within the institutions of
Narkompros ”; and Bukharin and Pokrovsky were entrusted
with the task of piloting it through the congress.3 This was
duly done ; and Bogdanov withdrew from the central committee
of Proletkult. But, though Proletkult never recovered its former
prestige, VAPP remained to uphold, in face of increasingly active
opposition, the doubtful cause of proletarian literature.

1 Ibid. xxv, 384-385,. 387. 2 Jzvestiya, October 8, 1920.
3 Lenin, Sochineniya, xxv, 409 ,636 637, note 197.
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The year 1921 was a turning-point on the literary, as on the
economic, front, and heralded the growth of a new outlook on the
world of literary creation. If NEP meant a retreat from the un-
compromising assertion of proletarian principles and a compromise
with the forces of capitalism, the way seemed open for a cor-
responding recognition of pre-revolutionary literary values and
traditions. In Soviet Russia, the month of February 1921 saw
the foundation of a new literary movement of a different character
from any of its predecessors. Twelve young writers of bourgeois
origin formed a group calling themselves the  Serapion brothers .
The name was borrowed from one of Hoffmann’s tales, and
indicated that they professed no common political allegiance, but
only a common allegiance to art. What united them and con-
stituted their importance was that, far from rejecting the past,
they were ready to model themselves on the classics of western
and Russian literature, and regarded themselves as bearers of an
existing literary tradition rather than as creators of a new one.
In opposition both to the Futurists and to the Smithy, they stood
for the principle of continuity. Among the * Serapion brothers ”
who were destined to fame in Soviet literature were Vsevolod
Ivanov, Fedin, Kaverin, Nikitin, Zoshchenko and the Formalist
critic, Shklovsky.! Their publications in the first year of their
existence included an Almanakh and three numbers of a journal
entitled Literaturnye Zapiski. But the brotherhood would have
exercised no great influence if its formation had not coincided
with a fresh official initiative in the literary field. In 1921 a State
Publishing House (Gosizdat) was founded, though it was several
years before it acquired a monopoly of publishing. A decision of
even greater immediate importance — it was a symptom of the
general abandonment of unconditional hostility to the traditions
of the past — was to establish in Petrograd two monthly literary
journals on the lines of the ‘‘ thick ” journals of the pre-revolu-
tionary period. The first of these, edited by a party member
Voronsky, began to appear in May 1921 under the title Krasnaya
Nov’. 1t was not originally an exclusively literary journal. The
first issue contained, in addition to Vsevolod Ivanov’s story of the

¢ >

! The main sources relating to the ‘“ Serapion brothers > are collected in
American Slavic and East European Review, viii (1949), 47-64 ; the account in
V. Pozner, Panoranta de la Littérature Russe Contemporaine (1929), pp. 324-327,
is by a former member of the group.
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civil war Partisans, Lenin’s article in defence of NEP, On the
Tax in Kind, and articles by Radek and Krupskaya. But the
literary items always came first ; and, as more new authors came
on the scene and the public taste for literature of the familiar kind
declared itself, the literary section came to predominate, and the
major part of successive issues was devoted to prose fiction with
an admixture of poetry and memoirs. Babel, Pilnyak, Vsevolod
Ivanov, Kataev and Fedin were among those who in this way
acquired fame as the new lights of Soviet literature. The second
journal, entitled Pechat’ i Revolyutsiya, and described as “a
journal of literature, art, criticism and bibliography ”’, counted
among its editors Lunacharsky, Pokrovsky the Marxist historian,
and Polonsky, a Marxist literary critic. It followed the same
general line, and appealed to the same public, as Krasnaya Nov’,
though with less attention to current literary output.

The place in Soviet society of the contributors in these new
literary journals was easy to define. The essence of NEP was not
to reject or destroy capitalist forms, but to use them for the
eventual advancement of socialism ; and this, too, had its literary
application. Even under war communism, the employment of
members of the bourgeoisie, first as military specialists, and later
as specialists in administration and industrial management, had
made great strides, which were rapidly consolidated under NEP.
The argument for utilizing the services of bourgeois writers who
were willing to work under the new régime, and in a spirit not
unfriendly to it, became irresistible. It was Trotsky who, in the
subsequent controversy aroused by their work, described them, in
a phrase which stuck, as “ not artists of the proletarian revolution,
but its artistic fellow-travellers .* The ‘ fellow-travellers ” were
almost all young men between twenty and thirty. Having no
pre-revolutionary past, they were moulded by the revolution and,
while uncommitted to communist doctrine, accepted the revolu-
tion as an event in the history of the nation. Several of their best
novels, beginning with Fedin’s Cities and Years of 1924, wrestled
with the problem of the adaptation of the young bourgeois
intellectual to the revolution and its values. But the secret of
their popularity lay in their treatment of revolutionary themes
in traditional literary forms. In this sense they stood for the

t L. Trotsky, Literatura i Revolyutsiya (1923), p. 41.
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continuity of Russian literature, and represented a reaction both
against the proletarian writers, who claimed to create a specifically
proletarian literature, and against stylistic innovators like the
Futurists and the Formalists, who regarded the literary methods
and techniques of the past as obsolete. In a society which had
begun to tire of the cult of innovation they enjoyed an immediate
success.

But the fellow-travellers represented historical continuity in
more than the formal or purely literary sense. In accepting the
revolution shorn of its communist doctrine and of its proletarian
basis, they insensibly transformed it into a national revolution in
the Russian tradition. The fellow-travellers, in Trotsky’s analysis,
fell into the category of *“ Soviet narodniks >’ : they were all *“ more
or less inclined to look over the head of the worker and fix their
kaze with hope on the peasant ”.! For Pilnyak, whose Naked
Year, published in 1921, was the first major work of a fellow-
traveller, the revolution was a disorderly tumult, an upsurge of
primitive peasant revolt in the style of Pugachev, sweeping away a
corrupt urban civilization. The national strain was, from the first,
strong in Pilnyak. His attitude was recorded in a “ diary ” of
1923 which he allowed to be published in a symposium in the
following year :

I am not a communist and therefore do not acknowledge
that T ought to be a communist and write as a communist.
acknowledge that the communist power in Russia is determined
not by the will of the communists, but by the historic destinies
of Russia; and, in so far as I want to follow, according to my
ability and as my conscience and mind dictate, these Russian
historical destinies, I am with the communists — that is, in so
far as the communists are with Russia, I am with them. . . .
I acknowledge that the destinies of the Russian Communist
Party are far less interesting to me than the destinies of Russia.2

! L. Trotsky, Literatura i Revolyutsiya (1923), pp. 41-42; elsewhere
(ibid. p. 164) Trotsky refers to ‘‘ a peculiar neo-narodnichestvo” as * char-
acteristic of all fellow-travellers *’.

2 Pisateli ob Iskusstve i o Sebe, No. 1 (1924), pp. 83-84 (no further numbers
of this publication are known to have appeared). The flavour of Pilnyak’s view
emerges from a speech put into the mouth of an illiterate village elder in The
Naked Year : “ Russia fell under the Tatars — there was the Tatar yoke ; Russia
fell under the Germans — there was the German yoke. Russia has a mind of her
own. The German has a mind, but his mind is foolishness — well-informed
about w.c.s. I say at the meeting : There is no such thing as the International,
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Distinctively Slavophil motives appeared in nearly all Pilnyak’s
later novels. In Three Capitals he glorified pre-Petrine Russia and
revived the familiar contrast between the decadent civilization of
the west and wild, uncultivated, vital peasant Russia. In Mother
Earth the native “ Scythians ” clearly have the best of the argu-
ment against “ European ” communists. Vsevolod Ivanov, one
of the first Soviet writers to turn to Soviet Asia for his themes,
was anti-rational as well as anti-western, exalting crude physical
force above the sophistications of the intellect, and interpreting
the revolution in terms of the healthy uncorrupted strength of the
Russian peasant. The legacy of Bakunin seemed to have dis-
placed the legacy of Marx. Leonov, a more sophisticated fellow-
traveller, who drew his initial inspiration from Dostoevsky,
depicted, in his novel The Badgers published in 1925, a group of
peasant guerrillas who refuse to submit to communist rule and
are ultimately put down by Soviet troops. But the leader of the
badgers appears to have the last word :

We are millions: we give bread and blood and strength.
We are the land and we shall destroy the city.

At the height of NEP these were burning topical issues. The
best of the fellow-travellers presented them with an ambivalence
which was probably the product of their own divided minds ! as
well as of tactical discretion. But the fellow-travellers reflected
the ideology of those who saw in NEP a salutary submission
to the overwhelming resistance of the Russian peasant, and for
whom the revolution seemed first and foremost a gesture of

but there is a Russian people’s revolution, revolt and nothing else. Like in
the days of Stepan Timofeevich [Razin]. ‘ And Karla Marxov?’ they ask. A
German, I say, and therefore a fool. ¢ And Lenin ?’ Lenin, I say, is of the
peasants, a Bolshevik ; and you, I suppose, are communists ; therefore, I say,
sound the alarm of freedom from the yoke. The land for the peasants | Down
with the merchants | Down with the landowners, the fleecers | Down with
Constituent Assembly | We want a Soviet of the land, where all may come
who will, and decide under the open sky. Down with tea, down with coffee —
they are small beer. Let there be truth and right. Moscow is our capital.
Believe in what you like, in any blockhead you please. But the communists,
too — down with them | The Bolsheviks, I say, will make good by themselves.”
I The critic Polonsky wittily compared the attitude of the fellow-travellers
to the revolution with the attitude of Dostoevsky’s Shatov to God. Shatov
believed in Russia and in Orthodoxy, and believed that ‘ Christ will come again
in Russia”’, but when challenged about his belief in God replied : “I .. .1
shall believe in God *’ (V. Polonsky, O Sovremennoi Literature (1928), p. 73).
VOL. 1
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revolt against the intrusion of the west into the Russian national
tradition. To accept the revolution while rejecting communism
led inevitably to this conclusion.

About the same time as the fellow-travellers began to win
recognition in Soviet Russia, a corresponding movement occurred
among Russian émigrés abroad. 'These new bourgeois collabor-
ators abroad differed from the fellow-travellers at home in having
a past record of hostility to the revolution to be renounced
and expunged ; and for this reason, unlike the fellow-travellers,
they found it necessary to work out a theoretical justification for
so paradoxical a step as a working compromise with the Soviet
régime. In July 1921 a group of émigrés published in Prague a
volume of essays entitled Smena Vekh (“ A Changing of Land-
marks ). The theme of the essays was the need for reconciliation
between the Soviet régime and the Russian émigrés of former
régimes ; and the argument was based on the essentially Russian
character of the revolution and of the régime resulting from it.
The leader of the group, Ustryalov, stated the argument in its most
uncompromising form :

No, neither we nor “ the people ”’ can properly evade our
direct responsibility for the present crisis — for its dark, as for
its bright, aspects. It is ours, it is genuinely Russian, it is
rooted 1in our psychology, in our past, and nothing like it can or
will happen in the west, even in the event of a social revolution
copied in external forms from it. And if it is mathematically
proved — as not altogether successful attempts are now being
made to prove — that go per cent of the Russian revolutionaries
are non-Russians, for the most part Jews, this does not in the
least refute the purely Russian character of the movement.
Even if ‘ stranger ” hands are harnessed to it, its soul, its
“inner essence ”, is all the same — for good or evil — truly
Russian, a movement of the intelligentsia transmuted through
the psychology of the people.

It is not the non-Russian revolutionaries who govern the
Russian revolution, but the Russian revolution which governs
the non-Russian revolutionaries, who have assimilated them-
selves, externally or internally, to ‘‘ the Russian soul ” in its

present condition.
In this interpretation, NEP became a vital turning-point in the
history of the revolution. It was * the economic Brest of
Bolshevism ”, the adoption of ‘ measures indispensable for the
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economic resurrection of the country irrespective of the fact that
these measures have a bourgeois character ”’. Taking up the
description of the Kronstadt rising in the émigré press as a
“ Russian thermidor ”’, Ustryalov argued that the thermidor had
not implied a rejection of the French revolution, but its further
progress by evolutionary means. In the same way, NEP meant
that the Russian revolution had taken the path of evolution
through ‘“ a transformation of the minds and hearts of its agents .
The revolution, he concluded, “is saving itself from its own
excesses . Klyuchnikov, another contributor, referring to the
old charge that the Russian intelligentsia stood outside the nation
and against the nation, openly invoked the tradition of Russian
messianism as the basis of the reconciliation of the intelligentsia
with the revolution :

The Russian intelligentsia is seizing the principle of the
mystic in the state, is being penetrated by “ the mystique of the
state . Thus from being an extra-state or anti-state entity it
will become a state entity, and through its mediation the state —
the Russian state — will become that which it ought to be:
the way of God on earth.!

In October 1921 a weekly journal bearing the same name, Smena
Vekh, and preaching the same doctrine, appeared in Paris and
ran regularly for several weeks. It referred with sympathy to
events in Soviet Russia, and cautiously praised those intellectuals
who had entered the party or the service of the Soviet Govern-
ment. It drew a sharp distinction between Bolshevism and
communism, and maintained that whatever the intentions of the
Bolsheviks, the irresistible forces of NEP were carrying its authors
along * the path of thermidor .2

The initiative of the smenovekhovtsy provoked an ambivalent

' Smena Vekh (Prague, 2nd ed. 1922), pp. 50, 52-71 ; the theme of the
reconciliation of the intelligentsia to the state, as well as the title of the volume,
consciously recalled the famous volume Vekhi, published in 1908 by a group
of Russian intellectuals who had embraced Orthodoxy, which attacked the
Russian intelligentsia for its estrangement from the Russian nation. ‘‘ In
the Bolsheviks and through Bolshevism ”’, wrote Ustryalov shortly afterwards,
‘“ the Russian intelligentsia overcomes its historical apostasy from the people
and its psychological apostasy from the state >’ (N. Ustryalov, Pod Znakom Revol-
yutsii (2nd ed. 1927), pp. 257-258).

2 Smena Vekh (Paris), No. 3, November 12, 1921 ; No. 13, Junuary 21,
1922 ; the last issue to appear was No. 20 of March 25, 1922.
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response from the Soviet side. The original Smena Vekh was
noticed on successive days, three months after its publication in
Prague, by Izvestiya and Pravda; the latter observed with
cautious satisfaction that its authors were * placing new land-
marks on the path of the rapprochement of the intelligentsia with
the revolution ", and that others would have to follow.! It was
impossible to welcome whole-heartedly an acceptance of the
revolution which so openly assumed that the revolution had
abandoned its early ideals. An idealist view of the Bolshevik
revolution as a unique expression of the Russian soul was utterly
alien to everything believed and professed by the makers of the
revolution ; and the interpretation of NEP as an evolution of
Bolshevism in the direction of bourgeois moderation 2 was bound
to be anathema to those who upheld NEP as a tactical manceuvre
through which the aims of Bolshevism could be more surely
achieved. Nevertheless, the breach in the anti-Soviet front of
the Russian emigration was a bull point for the régime both
at home and abroad, and would facilitate the reconciliation of
former bourgeois intellectuals to their new rdle as loyal servants
of the Soviet Government. The smenovekhovtsy, like the fellow-
travellers, could not be ignored, and, while not admitted to the
fold, could be used to further its ends. Bukharin dubbed them
* friends in inverted commas .3

The significant fact about. the smenovekh movement was the
immediate response which it evoked in intellectual circles in
Soviet Russia. The volume of 1921 was reprinted in a Soviet
edition, and two volumes of essays commenting on it appeared in
the following year.# Lenin in 1922 admitted that the smeno-
vekhovtsy ‘ express the mood of thousands and tens of thousands
of bourgeois of all sorts and Soviet officials who participate in our
new economic policy .5 At the twelfth party congress a year later

! Jzvestiya, October 13, 1921 ; Pravda, October 14, 1921.

2 Ustryalov and his group, as Lenin indignantly said in March 1922 at the
eleventh party congress, offered their support to the Soviet régime * on the
ground that it has taken the path along which it is travelling towards ordinary
bourgeois power »’ (Lenin, Sochineniya, xxvii, 243).

3 N. Bukharin, Proletarskaya Revolyutsiya i Kul’tura (1923), pp. 5-6.

4 V. Polonsky, Ocherki Liternaturnogo Dvizheniya Revolyutsionnoi Epokhi
(2nd ed. 1929), pp. 291-292, lists these items under Nos. 23, 29 and 30 of his
bibliography ; copies have not been traced.

Lenin, Sochineniya, xxvii, 243.
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Stalin reiterated that the movement had “ acquired a mass of
supporters among Soviet officials ”.! Nor was the source of its
popularity in doubt. An early article in Krasnaya Nov’ dubbed
the smenovekhovtsy *‘ national Bolsheviks .2 Stalin directly
connected the movement with the growth of * Great-Russian
chauvinism ”, which he treated as a sinister product of NEP.3
Bukharin denounced it as ““ Caesarism under the mask of revolu-
tion ”’, and quoted Ustryalov as admitting that his followers were
not socialists and were actuated first and foremost by the *“ patriotic
idea”# In days when appeals to the continuity of Russian
history were still heretical, a writer could incur the sobriquet of
‘ crypto-smenovekhovets ”’ by quoting precedents for current
policy from acts of Peter and Catherine the Great, or by saying
that Moscow was once more gathering the Russian lands round
her as in the sixteenth century.s The smenovekhovtsy, like the
fellow-travellers, were sometimes accused of being Slavophils ; ¢
and, though the charge was unjust (most of them were basically
western in outlook), it had its foundation in their eagerness to treat
the revolution as a specific episode in Russian history. As time
went on, they were less concerned to disown the socialist character
of the revolution than to assert its national character. Ustryalov
returned to the Soviet Union and settled in Harbin, where he was
employed in the education department of the Chinese Eastern
Railway. In the winter of 1925-1926 he visited Moscow and was
politely, though critically, received.” After the middle nineteen-
twenties the movement lost its importance and faded away. But
it had served its purpose, and helped to prepare the way for the
reconciliation of the revolutionary and the national tradition which
was a condition and concomitant of * socialism in one country .

A third movement of the intelligentsia, taking shape primarily

! Stalin, Sochineniya, v, 244.

2 Krasnaya Nov’, No. 3, September-October 1921, p. 271.

3 Stalin, Sochineniya, v, 244-245.

+ For Bukharin’s article see pp. 309-310 below.

s Planovoe Khozyaistvo, No. 1, 1925, pp. 263-265 ; Bol’shevik, No. 5-6
(21-22), March 25, 1925, pp. 115-125.

6 A contributor to Russkaya Istoricheskaya Literatura v Klassovom Osvesh-
chenii, ed. V. Polonsky, i (1927), 54, wrote that many of their articles could have
been signed by Ivan Aksakov.

7 N. Ustryalov, Pod Znakom Revolyutsii (2nd ed. 192%), p. ix ; the visit to
Moscow was the occasion for a hostile critique of the smenovekh movement
in Planovoe Khozyaistvo, No. 6, 1926, pp. 215-233.
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in émigré circles, but shared to a greater or less extent by groups
in Soviet Russia, was what came to be known as the Eurasian
movement. Alexander Blok in his poem The Scythians, written
in Petrograd in January 1918, depicted the Russians as *“ Scythians”
looking towards the ‘“ old world ” of Europe with a mingled
emotion of hatred and love, but ready to call in the hordes of
Asia to redress the balance if their overtures were repulsed. The
poem, inspired by a mood of defiance of the Germans at the time
of the Brest-Litovsk negotiations,! had wider implications, and
made an enormous impression. It was a mood which reflected
familiar currents of Russian thought, ambivalence towards Europe
and Slavophil faith in the primitive virtues of peasant Russia, in
constructive anarchism, and in Russia’s peculiar mission to
revivify a decadent western world. After the publication of
Blok’s poem the name *“ Scythism ”’ (Skifstvo) came to be applied,
not to a literary movement, but to a tendency which inspired many
writers in the first years of the revolution. Politically it was
associated with the Left SRs as the modern representatives of the
narodniks. It was reflected in two famous poems of 1918, Bely’s
Christ is Risen and Esenin’s Inonia, and in the popularity among
poets and writers of those years of Stenka Razin and Pugacheyv,
the great leaders of Russian peasant revolt.2 It was systematized
by the SR literary critic Ivanov-Razumnik, and survived to
influence fellow-travellers like Vsevolod Ivanov and Pilnyak.

But the most important theoretical development of ““ Scythism”
occurred abroad. In 1921 an émigré group published in Sofia a
collection of essays under the title The Way Out to the East,
described in its sub-title as ‘“ A Declaration of the Eurasians . A
short opening manifesto maintained that ‘ Russia is not only
‘ west ’ but ‘ east ’, not only ¢ Europe ’, but ‘ Asia’, and even not
‘ Europe ’ but ‘ Eurasia’ ”, and described revolutionary Russia as
‘“ a former European province ”’ now in revolt against Europe.
It concluded by asking whether the revolution portended the

! It was written between January 15/28 and 17/30, 1918, at the moment of
Trotsky’s second appearance at Brest-Litovsk (A. Blok, Sochineniya, v (1933),
21-24, 134-145) ; by the time it was published in Znamya Truda, the Left SR
journal, on February 20, 1918, the negotiations had been broken off and the
German advance resumed.

3 The cult penetrated official circles : Pravda, January 27, 1925, published
a long article by Pokrovsky on the 150th anniversary of the execution of Pugachev
(January 10/21, 1775).
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assimilation of Russia to western culture or the birth of a new
“ Eurasian ” culture. The revolution was condemned in so far
as it came from the west, but welcomed in so far as it cut off
Russia from the west. Another article attacked ‘‘ Romano-
Germanic civilization ” for its claim to represent universal culture
and for its “ chauvinism ” masquerading as *“ cosmopolitanism .
Another, consciously or unconsciously borrowing from the geo-
political speculations of Mackinder, opposed the “ continental ”
idea of an economically self-sufficient Eurasia to the *“ oceanic ”
idea of world-wide trade.! The critic Polonsky had called
Scythism “ the decadence of Slavophilism .2 The Eurasians
inherited from the Slavophils their belief in the decadence of
western culture, and their dislike of the western elements in
Russian culture. They had the same affinities as the smenovekh
movement with Slavophilism, and preached the same indigenous
interpretation of the Russian revolution; and the smenovekhovtsy,
for their part, were quick to welcome the Eurasians as allies :

In her revolutionary ideology [wrote Ustryalov], in this
audacious, specifically eastern interpretation of western Marxism,
Russia unexpectedly and miraculously realizes her immemorial
historic ‘ Eurasian ”’ mission.3

The Eurasians differed from the Slavophils, whom they con-
demned as narrowly national, in appealing to the alliance of the
non-European world. But conceptions of a self-sufficient Russia
turning her back on Europe and relying on her firm foothold
among the peoples of Asia could be easily accommodated in the
strange amalgam of ‘‘ socialism in one country .

These movements for the qualified reconciliation of the
Russian intelligentsia, both inside and outside Soviet Russia, with
the Soviet régime were sufficiently important to be discussed in
August 1922 by the twelfth party conference which, on the
motion of Zinoviev, passed a resolution ‘“ On Anti-Soviet Parties
and Tendencies ”. It attributed these ‘‘ processes of collapse,

1 Iskhod k Vostoku (Sofia, 1921) ; a further symposium entitled Na Putyakh
appeared in 1922 (these volumes both carried the sub-title Utverzhdenie
Evraziitsev). Several issues of a periodical entitled, first Evraziiskii Vremennik,
and later Evraziiskaya Khronika, as well as a number of miscellaneous publica-
tions, appeared in Prague between 1923 and 1930.

2 V. Polonsky, O Sovremennoi Literature (1928), p. 52.
3 N. Ustryalov, Pod Znakom Revolyutsii (2nd ed. 1927), p. 188.
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disintegration and re-grouping in the anti-Soviet camp ” to two
factors : ‘‘ the hiving-off of certain groups of the bourgeois intel-
ligentsia ”” and “ the process of the partial restoration of capitalism
within the framework of the Soviet state, bringing about the
growth of elements of the so-called ‘ new bourgeoisie’ ”. It
devoted a special paragraph to the smenovekhovtsy :

The so-called smenovekh movement has so far played, and
may continue to play, an objectively progressive role. It has
welded together, and is welding together, those groups of the
emigration and of the Russian intelligentsia which have “ made
their peace ”’ with the Soviet power and are ready to work with
it for the restoration of the country. To this extent, the smenovekh
tendency has deserved, and deserves, a positive response. But
at the same time it should not be forgotten for a moment that
there are within the smenovekh movement strong bourgeois-
restoration strains, that the smenovekhovtsy share with the
Mensheviks and SRs the hope that economic concessions will
be followed by political concessions in the direction of bourgeois
democracy, etc.

While the resolution expressed apprehension of the dangers in-
volved and continued to denounce foreign capitalists, SRs and
Mensheviks, its main practical recommendations . were con-
structive. The party was to take advantage of * the splitting
process which had begun within the anti-Soviet groups ”’ in order
to make a serious approach ““ to every group, formerly hostile to
the Soviet power, which now showed the slightest sincere desire
to give real assistance to the working class and the peasantry in the
restoration of the economy, the raising of the cultural level of
the population, etc.” The resolution named ‘ writers, poets,
etc.” side by side with * representatives of technology, science and
the teaching profession ’ as worthy of ‘‘ systematic support and
working cooperation ”’ : every attempt was to be made “to
promote the crystallization of such tendencies and groups as dis-
play a real desire to help the workers’ and peasants’ state *.!

The qualified, but none the less decisive, encouragement by the
party conference of August 1922 of literary fellow-travellers did
not pass without opposition from those who still strove to uphold
the purity of proletarian art. Since the disgrace of Bogdanov,

! VKP(B) v Rezolyutsiyakh (1941), i, 463-467.
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the leading figure in Proletkult had been one Pletnev, once a car-
penter by trade and an old party member, who had become a
writer of stories and plays — one of the few authentic proletarian
writers.! In September 1922 Pravda published an article by
Pletnev in which, while avoiding Bogdanov’s error of demanding
the independence of literature from the party, he once more
pleaded that * the task of creating a proletarian culture can be
carried out only by the forces of the proletariat itself ”. This
covert attack on the fellow-travellers incurred the displeasure of
Lenin, who covered the page of Pravda containing Pletnev’s article
with disapproving annotations. A month later Pravda printed a
reply to Pletnev by another party member Yakovlev, to whom
Lenin’s notes had apparently been communicated. Pletnev’s
thesis was roundly condemned on the basis of a comparison
between fellow-travellers and specialists : “ The mistake which
comrades made in 1918-1919 about military specialists, and later
about specialists in industry, is mechanically transferred by
Pletnev to the sphere of culture .2 The snub to Pletnev was a
further blow to Proletkult, which, though it continued to exist as
a section of Narkompros, played no réle in subsequent literary
controversies. 'The employment, and integration into Soviet
society, of former bourgeois intellectuals who were prepared to
accept and serve the new régime was a natural and necessary
corollary of NEP, and could no more be rejected in the name of
proletarian culture than could the employment of specialists on
the plea of workers’ control. But, once this policy was adopted,
a new doctrine, or at any rate a new empbhasis in doctrine, gradually
emerged. The conception of the ‘ national ” revolution, while
it did not replace that of the proletarian revolution, proved a
valuable supplement to it.

! Literaturnaya Entsiklopediya, viii (1934), 691-692.

2 The dates of the articles in Pravda were September 27 and October 25,
1922 ; Lenin’s annotations were published, with a facsimile of the page of
Pravda, in Voprosy Kul’tury pri Diktature Proletariata (1925). Lenin continued
in his last writings to drive home his case against Bogdanov : the persistence
of illiteracy was ‘‘ a menacing warning and reproach to those who were floating,
and still float, in the empyrean of ¢ proletarian culture’ ”’, and very much had
still to be done “ in order to attain the level of the ordinary civilized state of
western Europe ” (Lenin, Sochineniya, xxvii, 387). Yakovlev renewed his
attack in an article in Pravda, January 1, 1923, entitled Menshevism in Proletkult
Garments.
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Resistance to the intrusion of fellow-travellers and smeno-
vekhovtsy into the preserves of Soviet literature did not end with
the elimination of Proletkult, but was resumed in a new form.
What finally disappeared in 1922 was the claim for an autonomous
proletarian culture promoted by an organization outside the party.
This was now replaced by a more insidious demand that the cause
of proletarian literature should be espoused by the party itself,
and vigorously asserted against fellow-travellers and other groups
outside the party. The first move in this new process occurred in
December 1922, when a group of young men broke away from
the Smithy to found a new and more advanced group which they
called October, and through which they hoped, having conquered
the leadership of VAPP, to impose their literary policies on the
party. From this point onwards, literary questions became a
matter of controversy in the party itself and played a minor role
in the party struggles of the ensuing period.! But these develop-
ments lay in the future. Down to 1924 or 1925 the fellow-
travellers continued to dominate Soviet literature, and enjoyed
the virtually unqualified confidence of the party leaders. It was
through them that the ideals and policies of * socialism in one
country ” found popular literary expression.

Increased toleration for non-communist literary groups or
individual writers sympathetic to the régime did not, of course,
imply any relaxation of the ban on publications hostile to the
régime. Lenin, having assured Clara Zetkin that “ every artist,
everyone who regards himself as such, has the right to create
freely, in accordance with his ideal, independently of anything ”,
quickly added : * But, of course, we are communists; we cannot
sit with folded hands and let chaos develop as you please ”.2
Indeed it was at this time that the ban became absolute, and could
be rigidly enforced. Censorship of the traditional kind was perhaps
scarcely exercised or required ; for facilities were rarely available
for the publication of works liable to incur official disapproval.

These events will be dealt with in Part III in the following volume.

2 C. Zetkin, Erinnerungen an Lenin (Vienna, 1929), pp. 12-13. Trotsky
defined his view of the relation of the state to literary groups at this time as
follows : “ While putting above everything the criterion for the revolution or
against the revolution, to give them complete freedom on their own ground
(L. Trotsky, La Révolution Trahie (n.d. [1936]), p. 206). This appeared to
exclude neutrality as a permissible attitude for the writer.
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But Lunacharsky enunciated the principle, at the moment of the
introduction of NEP, in the first issue of Pechat’ i Revolyutsiya,
with an outspokenness which left no room for doubt :

We in no way shrink from the necessity of applying censor-
ship even to belles-lettres, since under this banner and beneath
this elegant exterior poison may be implanted in the still naive
and dark soul of the great mass of people, which is constantly
ready to waver and, owing to the too great hardships of the
journey, to throw off the hand which is leading it through the
wilderness to the promised land.!

The year 1922 was apparently the last in which a few publications
of a non-popular character openly opposed to the Soviet régime
still saw the light —notably a theoretical economic journal
Ekonomist, which still professed the principles of laissez-faire
capitalism, and an almanac entitled Shipovnik (a revival of a pre-
revolutionary title), to which the philosopher-theologians Berdyaev,
Bulgakov and Stepun, the poet Khodashevich and the critic
Aikhenvald contributed, as well as some of the recognized fellow-
travellers.2 Thereafter these hostile voices were silent in Soviet
Russia, and most of those who had raised them went into voluntary
exile.3 Criticism henceforth would be couched only in the form
of divergent interpretations of the official line, not of open chal-
lenges to it. Another form of censorship which later became
frequent and important seems to have made its first appearance
about this time : the withdrawal from circulation of publications
which, though originally issued with full party or official approval,
had fallen out of date and represented views no longer accepted as
orthodox. A circular of 1923 from the propaganda section of the
party central committee to local party committees and sections of
the OGPU recommended the withdrawal from ‘‘ small libraries
serving the mass reader ”’ not only of “ out-of-date, valueless or,
still more, harmful or counter-revolutionary books ” but also of
‘“ out-of-date agitational or informatory material of Soviet origin

! Pechat’ i Revolyutsiya, No. 1 (May-June), 1921, pp. 7-8.

2 V. Polonsky, Ocherki Literaturnogo Dvizheniya Revolyutsionnoi Epokhi
(2nd ed. 1929), pp. 132-136.

3 According to M. Slonim, Modern Russian Literature (N.Y., 1953), p. 278,
Berdyaev, Bulgakov and others were placed under a ban as the result of an

article by Trotsky, entitled Dictatorship, Where is thy Whip ?, denouncing their
writings.
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(918, 1919, 1920) on questions which are at present regulated
differently by the Soviet power (agrarian question, system of
taxation, question of free trade, food policy, etc.)”.! Sharp
reversals of policy were in the future to provide Soviet literary
control with some of its most embarrassing problems.

(d) Law

A change of attitude towards law is a natural sequel to any
revolution. Revolution is a revolt against legal authority, and is
directed to the overthrow of an existing legal order. But, once this
order is destroyed, and the victorious revolutionaries have usurped
the seats of power, they quickly experience the need to set up a
legal authority of their own ; and they have to transform them-
selves from challengers and opponents of law into upholders
and makers of it. The men of the French revolution sought to
change the content of the law. But they accepted the principle
of the authority and continuity of law ; and for them therefore
the reversal of roles was relatively easy. For the Bolsheviks the
transition was complicated by the fact that they, as Marxists, were
committed to a specific theory of law. Law was an emanation
and instrument of the state, which was the instrument of a class.
Hence, in the words of the Communist Manifesto, *“ your law is
only the will of your class made into a law for all, a will whose
essential character and direction are determined by the economic
conditions of life of your class . It followed from this that law,
like the state, would die away in the future communist classless
society. Marx allowed, however, in the passage of the Critique of
the Gotha Programme in which he distinguished between the two
stages of socialism, for a transitional period after the revolution
during which “ equal right in law is still in principle bourgeois
right ”.  This was inevitable so long as full socialism (or com-
munism) was not achieved ; for “law can never stand higher
than the economic order and the cultural development of society
conditioned by it ”.2 Thus, while the régime put in power by the
victory of the revolution would continue to enjoy the support of
law, this law would be in essence not a socialist creation, but a

! Quoted in Sotsialisticheskii Vestnik (Berlin), No. 20-21 (67-68), November
27, 1923, pp. 8-9. 2 Marx i Engels, Sochineniya, xv, 274-275.
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bourgeois survival, destined to die away as the new order estab-
lished itself. For socialist law there was no more permanent
place in Marx’s scheme than for a socialist state. Engels, in an
article written after Marx’s death, had identified “ the juridical
view of the world ” with “ the classical bourgeois view of the
world ”, and described it as ‘‘ the secularization of the theological
view ”.! Lenin fully endorsed these propositions, adding, in
State and Revolution, the logical rider that not only the law,
but the state, which temporarily survived the revolution, would be
bourgeois, though ‘ without the bourgeoisie ”.2 An early Soviet
textbook referred coyly to ““ what we call Soviet law ” and “ so-
called Soviet law .3

The workers’ and peasants’ government established by the
October revolution proceeded without question to exercise powers
of legislation and enforcement of law. No body of men claiming
to act as a government could do otherwise. But neither the first
months of the revolution nor the civil war period which followed
them left much leisure for the elaboration of theory; and little
that was said or done seemed incompatible with the silent assump-
tion that law was a temporary expedient, borrowed for specific
purposes from the defunct bourgeois order of society, and destined
to die away as soon as socialism became a reality. The attitude
of the new régime to pre-revolutionary law was not conclusively
defined. An initial decree of November 1917, which abolished
existing judicial institutions and set up local courts, elected or

' Ibid. xvi, i, 296 ; many years earlier, Herzen had coupled Roman law
with the Catholic church and the rule of the bourgeoisie as a trinity of evil
which Russia would never accept (Polnoe Sobranie Sochinenii i Pisem A. I.
Gertsena, ed. Lemke, viii (1919), 151).

2 Lenin, Sochineniya, xxi, 438. According to an earlier aphorism of Lenin
(ibid. xiv, 212), *“ law is politics >’ (which may equally well be translated ‘‘ law
is policy ”’) ; in 1920 Lenin quoted a passage from an article written by him in
1906 : “ The scientific concept of dictatorship means nothing else but com-
pletely unlimited power, restrained by no laws, by absolutely no rules, resting
directly on force. The concept * dictatorship * means nothing else but that”
(ibid. ix, 119 ; xxVv, 441). In April 1917 he defined “ revolutionary dictator-
ship ” as ‘“ authority based on outright revolutionary seizure, on the direct
initiative of the masses from below, and not on law given out by a centralized
state authority » (ibid. xx, 94). As late as 1926 speakers in the TsIK of the
RSFSR assumed that law was in principle ‘‘ bourgeois law ”, and that there
was “ nothing communist ’ about any law (/1] Sessiya Vserossiiskogo Tsentral’-
nogo Ispolnitel’'nogo Komiteta XII Sozyva (1926), pp. 134, 585).

3 A. Goikhbarg, Osnovy Chastnogo Imushchestvennogo Prava (1924), pp. 8-9.
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nominated by local Soviets, consisting of a judge and two lay
assessors, laid it down that laws enacted by previous régimes
should be treated as valid only in so far as they ‘‘ have not been
abrogated by the revolution, and are not in contradiction with
the revolutionary conscience and revolutionary consciousness of
right ”.1 A second and more elaborate decree on the courts of
February 1918 prescribed that existing rules of procedure should
be observed unless they had been specifically repealed or unless
they contradicted * the consciousness of right of the toiling
masses ”* (art. 8), and that existing codes of law should be applied
unless they had been repealed or contradicted * socialist con-
sciousness of right ”’ (art. 36). The latter article added that civil
courts should not be * limited by formal law ", but should be
guided by ‘ considerations of justice ”, rejecting those of ““a
formal character ”, and that the same principle should apply to
criminal courts.2 The most specific provision on this point was
a direct prohibition, in a third decree of VTsIK on the constitution

1 Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1917-1918, No. 4, art. 50. The decree also contained
a provision for the creation of * revolutionary tribunals * to deal with cases of
counter-revolution and profiteering : this was the beginning of the establish-
ment of a separate system of jurisdiction to deal with political offences, which
will be discussed in Part IV in the following volume.

2 Ibid. No. 20, art. 420. The emphasis in the early period on *‘ revolutionary
consciousness of right’’ was apparently a reflection of the *intuitive” or
‘“ psychological ”’ theory of law propounded by Petrazhitsky, a pre-revolutionary
jurist of Kadet affiliations, which had a large following and was accepted by most
Social-Revolutionaries and by some Bolsheviks. The epithet ‘“ revolutionary
was introduced in order to guard against any suspicion that an idealist conception
of right was being smuggled into Soviet legal theory. Attempts were afterwards
made to attribute the important place occupied by *‘ consciousness of right >’ in
the decrees of November 1917 and February 1918 to the fact that they were
promulgated during the tenure of office of Steinberg, a Left SR, as People’s
Commissar for Justice. But this seems dubious. The most complete exposition
of this theory of law by a Bolshevik jurist is in M. Reisner, Pravo, Nashe Pravo,
Inostrannoe Pravo (1925), extracts from which are. translated in Soviet Legal
Philosophy, trs. H. W. Babb (Harvard, 1951) — see especially pp. 86-87.
According to Reisner, Lunacharsky ‘ with the support of Lenin *’ was responsible
for the emphasis on ‘‘ revolutionary legal consciousness *’ in early decrees on law :
Lunacharsky, as a former follower of Bogdanov, was always suspect of leanings
towards idealism. Stuchka in January 1918 had written: ‘“ We have taken
our stand on the point of view [of the Petrazhitsky school] about intuitive right,
but we differ profoundly from it about the basis of that point of view ”
(P. Stuchka, 13 Let Bor’by za Revolyutsionno-Marksistskuyu Teoriyu Prava
(1931), p. 10) ; later he added that it had been adopted in the decree of November
1917 “ by necessity ”’, and that ‘“ we never declared this consciousness of
right to be some mystical source of truth and justice ” (ibid. p. 103).
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of the courts in November 1918, on the citation of enactments
or judgments of former régimes: where no Soviet legislation
applied, recourse was to be had to “ socialist consciousness of
right ”.1  The result of these measures was afterwards described
by Stuchka, the influential Soviet jurist who played the largest
part in drafting them, as ‘‘ the creation of the proletarian court —
without bourgeois law, but also without proletarian law ”, though
he somewhat cryptically added that ““ we were sufficiently cautious
and did not come out against law in general .2

New legislation in this period was mainly of an emergency
character, and often did not go beyond a solemn declaration of
principle or intention. The land decree of October 26/November
8, 1917, provided legal cover for a spontaneous process of seizure
of land by the peasants: the decree of February 14, 1919, on
‘“ the socialization of land ” was a theoretical proclamation in
favour of collective agriculture.3 Two codes of law were promul-
gated in 1918 — a marriage code which secularized marriage and
made divorce automatic on the demand of either party,* and a
labour code which established the principle, applicable only to
former members of the bourgeoisie, of obligatory labour service.s
But these were thought of as pronouncements of policy rather than
as definitions of legally enforceable rights and obligations. Lenin
was quoted as having taken, in the first months of the revolution, a
highly pragmatic view of law :

Do not obey orders or decrees if they are harmful to the
cause: do as your conscience dictates. If as a result of the
decree things turn out badly, but as a result of your actions

t Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1917-1918, No. 85, art. 889.

2 Vestnik K isticheskoi Akademii, xiii (1925), 236.

3 For these decrees see The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 2, pp.
35-36, 154-155.

4 For the marriage code see p. 29 above. A commentary on a version
of the code published in English in Moscow explained the current Soviet
philosophy of law: ‘It is understood that in giving out its codes the
government of the proletariat engaged in implanting socialism in Russia does
not aim at making these codes such as might hold on for a long time. It does
not wish to give birth to ‘ eternal’ codes, or codes which would last for
centuries. . . . It constructs them so that each day of their existence should
make less the necessity for their continuation as legislations of the state. It
fixes for its laws one aim, namely that of making them superfluous >’ (The
first Code of Laws of the Russian Socialistic Federal Soviet Republic (Moscow,
1919), p. 4). $ See The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 2, pp. 198-199.
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well, nobody will blame you for that. But if you do not carry
out the order or decree, and as a result of your actions things
turn out badly, you will all have to be shot.!

And trained lawyers asked: “ How can we work in the new
peoples’ courts when you have no law?” 2 Civil law, in the
ordinary sense of the term, scarcely existed : ‘ from November
1917 to 1922 ", wrote Stuchka, *“ law was formally lacking .3
Down to the end of 1922, when a civil code was introduced,
‘“ the number of civil cases before the courts was quite insignifi-
cant” ;4 and in the universities it was proposed to abandon courses
in branches of civil law, and to substitute courses on the cor-
responding branches of politics.5 Another authority of the
period, referring to Engels’s dictum on the identity between
juridical and bourgeois, declared that to overcome the fetish of
law was now even more important than to overcome the fetish of
religion. Had not Marx written, in the preface to the Critique
of Political Economy, of *“ relations of production . . . or, speaking
juridically, property relations ”’ ? Once property in the means of
production was abolished, it would be unnecessary to speak a
juridical language at all. Production would be regulated by
administrative action.

If, however, the proletarian revolution, by abrogating property
rights and private commercial enterprise, seemed to have made
civil law immediately superfluous, the same cavalier attitude
could not be adopted towards criminal law. In the first days of
the revolution Lenin impulsively exhorted the workers to ‘ arrest
and hand over to the revolutionary people’s court anyone who
dares to injure the people’s cause””.? The maintenance of order
and the repression of crime were acute practical necessities which
would monopolize the attention of the new courts for some time
tocome. Moreover, reflections on the origin and nature of crime
and plans for the reform of the criminal entered into the pro-
grammes of all Left parties. The Bolshevik party programme

1 Sovetskoe Stroitel’stvo : Sbornik, iv-v (1926), 88.

2 Ihid. iv-v, 92.

3 Bol’shaya Sovetskaya Entsiklopediya, xviii (1930), 74, art. Grazhdanskoe
Pravo. 4 A. Goikhbarg, Kurs Grazhdanskogo Protsessa (1928), p. 10.

5 Sovetskoe Gosudarstvo i Revolyutsiya Prava, No. 11-12, 1930, pp. 48-49.

¢ A. Goikhbarg, Osnovy Chastnogo Imushchestvennogo Prava (1924), p. 9.

7 Lenin, Sochineniya, xxii, 55.
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adopted in the summer of 1919, which ignored questions of
civil law altogether, advocated the replacement “ of privation
of freedom by compulsory labour with retention of freedom”, * of
prisons by educational institutions ’, and the establishment of
“ comradely courts ”’, so that ‘ measures of an educational char-
acter ”’ might ultimately be substituted for punishment.! Mean-
while, more orthodox penalties continued to be applied ; and in
December 1919, the People’s Commissariat of Justice issued a
document entitled “ Leading Principles of the Criminal Law of
the RSFSR ”. This was a hastily drafted document not free
from contradictions and obscurities. Bourgeois codes of law, like
the bourgeois state, had, it declared, been destroyed, and should
be ““ placed in the historical archives ”. But the experience of
‘“ the struggle with its class enemies ” had “ accustomed the
proletariat to uniform measures, had led to systematization, had
given birth to new law ”; and this — begging a question which
lay at the root of much subsequent controversy — was referred
to as ‘‘ proletarian law . Law was, however, defined in unim-
peachable Marxist terms as ‘“ a system of social relations cor-
responding to the interests of the ruling class and secured by the
organized power of that class ”. Crime was defined as “ any
infraction of the order of social relations protected by the criminal
law ”’; and the function of criminal law was to protect that order
by the application of penalties for such acts. The ‘“leading prin-
ciples ” were permeated by the conception of all criminal law as
a measure of defence of the social and constitutional order. Crime
was explicitly described as the product not of the personal guilt
of the criminal, but of the divided structure of a class society.
Criminal law was a provisional expedient adopted by a transitional
society until these divisions could be overcome, though ‘““only
with the final destruction of the defeated hostile bourgeois and
intermediate classes, and with the realization of the communist
social order, will the proletariat abolish both the state as an organ
of coercion and law as a function of the state.”’2

Perhaps the most striking symptom of the original Bolshevik
attitude to law was the mistrust of professional judges. This was
scarcely surprising in a situation which left so much discretion

! VKP(B) v Rezolyutsiyakh, i (1941), 288.
2 Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1919, No. 66, art. 590.
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to the ‘ revolutionary consciousness ” of the court, and where
those who possessed expert legal knowledge were steeped in the
traditions of the former régime, even if not open supporters of it.
The original decree on the courts of November 1917 had pre-
scribed that two assessors should sit with the judge, who acted as
president of the court and was in practice primarily responsible
for its proceedings. A regular system of ‘‘ people’s assessors ”
was worked out in the second decree of February 1918, which
made it clear that the function of the assessors was to act as a
check on the caprice, legal formalism or political unreliability of the
judge : they received powers to remove the president of the court
at any stage of the proceedings, to overrule the conviction of a
defendant (though not apparently an acquittal), or to reduce a
sentence. Nor was this all. The decree made provision for the
establishment of a *“ supreme judicial control ’, composed of dele-
gates from lower courts, which had the right to quash any decision
of a lower court, apparently on its own initiative, and was also
invited to draw the attention of the legislative authorities to any
contradiction between existing law (presumably the law of previous
régimes) and the ‘‘ people’s consciousness of right”. This
“ supreme ”’ control never seems to have functioned in the form
in which it was devised. But it appeared in the third and major
decree of November 1918 ! in the form of provincial * councils of
people’s judges  elected by a provincial “ congress of people’s
judges "’ to act as a court of appeal at the provincial level. Mean-
while the same decree extended the system of people’s assessors.
For major criminal charges (excluding, of course, those that came
before the revolutionary tribunals) the court was constituted by a
president with six assessors. The president could not be a
member of a politically disqualified group ; 2 and he was expected
to have had experience either in judicial work or in trade union
organization. If these stipulations were literally applied by the
Soviets or congresses of Soviets which elected the judges, courts
trying important cases might easily contain no qualified lawyer.
The principle was clearly stated in a report of the period by
Kursky, People’s Commissar for Justice :

! For the three decrees see pp. 67-69 above.
2 For these disqualifications see The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 1,
p- 143.
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The proletariat and the poorest peasantry, having con-
quered political power, were inevitably bound, in order to
strengthen their power, to smash the whole juridical super-
structure of the bourgeois state and, consequently, the courts.
Henceforth the decisive voice in the courts must rest with the
workers and poorest peasants in the person of assessors elected
by the Soviets.!

“ Our courts ”, said Lenin in 1921, “ are class courts, against
the bourgeoisie ”, just as ‘‘ our army is a class army, against the
bourgeoisie .2 All these developments were consonant with the
implicit assumption that law was a bourgeois expedient which
was convenient and necessary in the period of transition but would
be gradually eliminated with the growth of socialism.

Even before the end of the civil war and of the régime of
war communism, a reaction had set in against this view of the
character of law. Every established régime needs to buttress its
authority on law. The essence of law is that its operation should
be both comprehensible and predictable, and depend as little as
possible on the personal idiosyncrasies of those who have to
apply it. Above all, law, in order to be effective, requires to be
invested with a certain aroma of sanctity, which was conspicuously
absent from the Marxist interpretation. This gradually became
apparent as the new régime established itself. In March 1918,
Lenin, in a draft article which, however, remained unpublished,
explained that, while *“ new courts ” had been essential to end the
abuses of exploitation, it was also indispensable to organize the
courts “on the principles of Soviet institutions, i.e. to promote
the strictest development of the discipline and self-discipline of
the toilers .3 On the first anniversary of the revolution the sixth
All-Russian Congress of Soviets in November 1918 issued a
solemn declaration to the effect that “ during a year of revolu-
tionary struggle the Russian working class has evolved the funda-
mental laws of the RSFSR, strict observance of which forms a
necessary condition for the development and strengthening of the
power of the workers and peasants ”.# As a statement of fact,

! D. Kursky, Izbrannye Stat’i i Rechi (1948), p. 15.

2 Lenin, Sochineniya, xxvi, 339. 3 Ibid. xxii, 424.

4+ S”ezdy Sovetov RSFSR v Postanovleniyakh (1939), p. 119; Sobranie
Uzakonenii, 1917-1918, No. go, art. 9go8.
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this might have been difficult to justify ; Soviet legislation was
still rudimentary.! But it betokened a new and hitherto un-
familiar recognition of the objective importance of law, un-
diminished by any suggestion of its bourgeois or transitional
character or by any appeal to a subjective standard of revolu-
tionary consciousness. The ground was thus prepared for a
new conception of legality, which was to develop in the NEP
period. A paragraph of the notes made by Lenin for a speech
of October 1921 (though he did not develop the idea in the
speech itself) gave a foretaste of the new turn of thinking about
law : ‘

An increase of legality. . . . Learn to struggle in a cul-
tured way for legality, while not forgetting the limitations of
legality in revolution. The evil now is not in this, but in the
confusion of illegalities.2

It was now for the first time clearly seen that an established régime,
however revolutionary its origin, needed the support of a stable
legal order ; and the sense of regularity and security inherent in
law came to be exalted above the spontaneous deliveries of revolu-
tionary intuition.

But the revival of law was also specifically connected with the
economic practices revived and sanctioned by NEP, and was a
direct outcome of them. ‘In order to put an end to doubts
about the sincerity of the new course of economic policy ”, a
decree of August 25, 1921, laid down the rule that contracts
could be invalidated only by a court decision, and that leasing
agreements entered into by the Soviet authorities could be can-
celled only by legislative action.3 The conception of *“ due process
of law ” thus made its first appearance in Soviet jurisprudence in
the wake of NEP. The party conference of December 1921
passed a resolution demanding “ the establishment in all spheres
of life of the strict principles of revolutionary legality . A few
days later Lenin echoed the phrase in his speech at the ninth All-
Russian Congress of Soviets : *“ before us lies the task of develop-
ing private exchange -— this is required by the new economic

! Kursky in 1919 enumerated a number of enactments which justified the
phrase ““ a new criminal law ” (D. Kursky, Izbrannye Stat’i i Rechi (1948),
PP. 47-55). 2 Lenin, Sochineniya, xxvii, 35.

3 Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1921, No. 62, art. 455.
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policy — and this requires more revolutionary legality ”.! In the
civil war period, a commentator afterwards explained, Soviet
organs had been bound to act on the principle of * revolutionary
expediency ”, and could not always conform to current legislative
enactments. Now the opposite principle of * revolutionary
legality ” was applicable.2 The change was far-reaching, even
abrupt. As late as February 1922, in the course of a campaign
against legal formalism and red tape, Lenin wrote to Kursky,
the People’s Commissar for Justice :

Broaden the application of state intervention in * private-
juridical  relations, broaden the right of the state to annul
‘“ private  contracts, apply to “ civil law relations ”’ not the
corpus juris romani, but our revolutionary consciousness of right.’

But such an attitude was flagrantly incompatible with the orderly
conduct of trade and business which NEP sought to promote.
‘“ Revolutionary legality ”” meant the introduction of legal security
into commercial relations, and proved an effective substitute for
‘“ revolutionary consciousness of right ”. The sphere in which
this requirement weighed most heavily was that of foreign trade
and of concessions to foreign firms. Chicherin on the eve of the
Genoa conference stressed the security which Soviet legislation
offered to foreign trade ; 4 and this was the inspiration of a decree

! VKP(B) v Rezolyutsiyakh (1941) i, 410 ; Lenin, Sochineniya, xxvii, 140.
This seems to have been the first recorded use of a famous catch-word ;
Entsiklopediya Gosudarstva i Prava, i (1925), 1150, states that it was coined in
1920 because ‘“ some of our comrade-revolutionaries were shocked by the word
‘ legality > ’, but quotes no such early use. Lenin anticipated the idea, but
not the phrase, in August 1919, when, at the height of the civil war, he declared
that, in order to destroy Kolchak and Denikin, it was ‘‘ indispensable to maintain
the strictest revolutionary order, indispensable to observe faithfully the laws
and decrees of the Soviet power * (Lenin, Sochineniya, xxiv, 433). P. Stuchka,
13 Let Bor’by za Revolyutsionno-Marksistskuyu Teoriyu Prava (1931), p. 122,
erroneously traced it to Lenin’s memorandum of 1922 on the powers of the
procurator (see pp. 81-82 below) ; the word “ legality >’ appears again and again
in the memorandum, but without the epithet.

2 Sovetskoe Stroitel’stvo : Sbornik, iv-v (1926), 61-62.

3 Lenin, Sochineniya, xxix, 419. This seems to be the last recorded use —
and not for publication — of the phrase ‘‘ revolutionary consciousness of right **
in a civil law context. It was used again by Lenin three months later (sbid.
xxvii, 296) in defence of terror ; and * socialist consciousness of right ”’ appeared
not very conspicuously in the criminal codes of the RSFSR of 1922 (art. 9)
and 1926 (art. 45). But after 1922 it was obsolescent.

4 See The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, Vol. 3, pp. 360-361.
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of May 22, 1922, “ on the fundamental rights of private ownership
as recognized by the RSFSR, protected by its laws and upheld by
the courts of the RSFSR ”’, which proved to be a first step towards
the adoption of a complete civil code in the following autumn.?
The year 1922 was marked by the foundation of an Institute of
Soviet Law with a monthly journal Sovetskoe Pravo, the purpose
of which was described by Kursky, in an introductory article in
the first issue, as * the construction of a contemporary system of
Soviet law ”.

It was thus no accident that the first two years of NEP were
the great period of codification of Soviet law, seeing the birth of
criminal, civil, agrarian and labour codes of the RSFSR. The
character of the criminal code of May 1922 was clearly defined.
It was enacted, in the words of the decree of VT'sIK which intro-
duced it,2 “ for the purpose of defending the workers’ and peasants’
government and the revolutionary legal order from those who
would destroy it and from socially dangerous elements, and of
establishing the foundations of revolutionary consciousness of
right . It followed the * leading principles ” of 1919 in defining
a crime as *“ any socially dangerous act or omission which threatens
the foundations of the Soviet régime and the legal order estab-
lished by the government of the workers and peasants during
the period of transition to a communist order” (art. 6). It
distinguished between crimes committed “ in the interests of a
restoration of bourgeois power ” and those committed in the
purely personal interests of the criminal, and between crimes
against the state and against an individual person, and plainly
regarded the former categories as more heinous than the latter.
For the former, the code laid down minimum penalties which
could not be reduced by the court, for the latter, maximum

! Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1922, No. 36, art. 423. One of the reasons given
by Kursky, the People’s Commissar for Justice, for the adoption of a civil
code was the demand for ‘‘ a recognized system of legal norms > put forward
by Lloyd George at Genoa as a condition of regular relations with Soviet Russia
(D. Kursky, Izbrannye Stat’i i Rechi (1948), p. 71) ; the Supreme Council at
Cannes in January 1922 had required countries aspiring to foreign credits to
undertake inter alia * that they will establish a legal and juridical system which
sanctions and enforces commercial and other contracts with impartiality »
(Resolutions Adopted by the Supreme Council at Cannes, Fanuary 1922, as the
Basis of the Genoa Conference, Cmd. 1621 (1922), p. 3).

* Sobranie Uzakonenii, 1922, No. 1§, art, 153.
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penalties which could not be exceeded (arts. 25, 27). The severest
normal penalties prescribed by the code were ‘ expulsion from
the territories of the RSFSR ”, * deprivation of liberty with or
without strict isolation ”” and “ forced labour without taking into
custody . . But the following article provided that, *“ until such
time as it may be abolished by the All-Russian Central Executive
Committee, in cases where the highest measure of punishment is
prescribed by articles of the present code, this is carried out by
shooting ” (art. 32-33). The ‘ highest measure of punishment ”
was reserved for crimes against the state. But it was applied
by the code to a substantial number of such crimes, including
not only counter-revolutionary activities, but extreme forms of
‘“ abuse of power” by officials, the perversion of justice for
interested reasons by judges, certain forms of bribery, and the
appropriation of public property by officials (arts. 110-111, 114,
128, 130).! The main significance of the code was that it pro-
vided for the first time a specific list of acts which would be treated
by Soviet courts as crimes and of the penalties appropriate for
them, and thus substituted the precision of a code for the wide
competence of revolutionary consciousness. It contained, more-
over, an important innovation. The leading principles had
assumed that, where the alleged crime had not been defined in
Soviet legislation, the gap would be filled by the revolutionary
consciousness of the court. Article 10 of the code of 1922 in-
structed the court, in dealing with a form of crime not defined by
law, to apply by analogy the articles of the code “ dealing with

I It should be noted that the rejection of any theory of the ‘ rule of law *
i.e. of the legal limitation of the powers of the state as such, did not imply
any leniency towards officials exceeding the limits of authority conferred on
them by the law. ‘‘ Abuse of authority, or of an official position ** was punish-
able with six months’ imprisonment (art. 109), and * illegal arrest >’ with one
year’s imprisonment (art. 115). Crimes committed by officials always attracted
the special attention of the Cheka and later the OGPU ; for particulars of such
crimes dealt with by the Cheka in 1918 and 1919 see M. Latsis, Dva Goda
Bor’by na Vnutrennem Fronte (1920), pp. 68-69. The first proclamation of
‘ revolutionary legality ” by the party conference of December 1921 (see p. 74
above) specifically linked it with ¢ strict responsibility both of organs and agents
of the government 'and of citizens for any infringement of laws enacted by the
Soviet power . According to Stuchka, one of the functions of revolutionary
legality was to overcome the reluctance of courts to deliver judgments against
official persons or institutions (Vestnik Kommunisticheskoi Akademis, xiii (1925),
246-247).
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crimes most similar to it in importance and character . The
significance of this change was the abandonment of ‘ revolu-
tionary consciousness ”’ as a method of filling gaps in the legislative
code and the substitution of what was, at any rate in form, a
legal criterion.

It was a significant consequence of the new criminal code, or
perhaps of the spirit in which it was administered, that increasingly
severe penalties were imposed on crimes against property. In
1922 40 per cent of those convicted of such crimes received un-
conditional prison sentences; in 1923 the proportion rose to
49 per cent, whereas the percentage of those receiving similar
sentences for crimes against the person fell from 30 to 14.2 In
1922 42 per cent of all prison sentences were for less than one
year, and 10 per cent for over three years ; in 1923 the correspond-
ing percentages were 30 and 28-5 respectively. These changes
were attributed by some to ‘“ the influence of a petty bourgeois
environment ”.3 It was noticed in particular that people’s
assessors who were peasants, when judging cases of theft,  try to
discover some article under which the accused can be all but
shot ”.# This was only one example of a wide difference between
sentences passed for different types of crime in town and country.
Rural courts punished theft ‘“ seven times as harshly ” as city
courts, but weré far more indulgent to illicit distilling of spirit
or to offences against administrative orders.5 The difference
corresponded broadly to the distinction between crimes against
the individual and crimes against the state. The new attitudes
inculcated by NEP found their strongest support in the
countryside.

! The introduction of the analogy principle met with a strong opposition :
the first draft of the code had contained a clause based on the principle nulla
poena sine lege, which would have limited the conception of crime to acts defined
as such in the code (III Sessiya Vserossiiskogo Tsentral’mogo Ispolnitel’nogo
Komiteta 1X Sozyva : Byulleten’, No. 3 (May 17, 1922), p. 28) ; Krylenko
defended the change as necessary, * particularly in our times when a large
number of crimes are constantly changing their character ” (ibid. No. 3
pP- 34).

2 Ezhenedel’nik Sovetskoi Yustitsii, No. §1-52, 1923, pp. 1191-1192.

3 V Vserossiiskii S”ezd Deyatelei Sovetskoi Yustitsii (1924), PP. 242-243.

4 Ibid. p. 244 ; the peasantry in general took the view that punishments for
criminal offences were not severe enough (Soveshchanie po Voprosam Sovetskogo
Stroitel’stva 1925 g. : Yanvar’ (1925), pp. 64, 66).

$ D. Kursky, Izbrannye Stat’i i Rechi (1948), p. 78.
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The civil code ' marked a more striking revival of legal con-
ceptions. Its philosophy was defined in its first article : “ Civil
rights are protected by the law except in cases in which they are
exercised in a sense contrary to the economic and social purposes
for which they have been established ”. Any notion of natural
rights was ruled out as anathema to the Soviet conception of law.
Soviet jurisprudence accepted no distinction between private and
public law. “ We do not recognize anything ‘ private ’ ”’, wrote
Lenin; “ for us everything relating to the economy is a matter
not of private, but of public, law.” 2 Nevertheless, certain rights
were conferred on individuals for * economic and social pur-
poses ”’ (these being further defined in art. 4 as “ to develop the
productive forces of the country ”’); and these rights would be
protected by law. Within these limits the code was designed to
establish ‘ revolutionary legality "’ and to increase respect for the
law. It declared the land and the means of production in
nationalized industries removed for ever from the sphere of
private ownership (arts. 21, 22). On the other hand, it guaranteed
the right * to possess, enjoy and dispose of ” property * within the
limits fixed by the law ”’ (art. §8). Enterprises might be leased to
individuals for a maximum of six years ; for this period there was
security of tenure without guarantee for what might come after.
The treatment of inheritance in the code was a significant symptom
of the change of outlook.. In the first flush of revolutionary
enthusiasm a decree had been passed in April 1918 to abolish the
right of inheritance, though even here an exception had been
made in favour of nearest relatives in respe<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>