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PREFACE

During the first two months of 1917 Russia was still a Romanov monarchy. Eight months
later the Bolsheviks stood at the helm. They were little know to anybody when the year
began, and their leaders were still under indictment for state treason when they came to
power. You will not find another such sharp turn in history especially if you remember that
it involves a nation of 150 million people. It is clear that the events of 1917, whatever you
think of them, deserve study.

The history of a revolution, like every other history, ought first of all to tell what hap-
pened and how. That, however, is little enough. From the very telling it ought to become
clear why it happened thus and not otherwise. Events can neither be regarded as a series of
adventures, nor strung on the thread of a preconceived moral. They must obey their own
laws. The discovery of these laws is the author’s task.

The most indubitable feature of a revolution is the direct interference of the masses in
historical events. In ordinary times the state, be it monarchical or democratic, elevates
itself above the nation, and history is made by specialists in that line of business - kings,
ministers, bureaucrats, parliamentarians, journalists. But at those crucial moments when
the old order becomes no longer endurable to the masses, they break over the barriers
excluding them from the political arena, sweep aside their traditional representatives, and
create by their own interference the initial groundwork for a new rgime. Whether this is
good or bad we leave to the judgement of moralists. We ourselves will take the facts as
they are given by the objective course of development. The history of a revolution is for us
first of all a history of the forcible entrance of the masses into the realm of rulership over
their own destiny.

In a society that is seized by revolution classes are in conflict. It is perfectly clear,
however, that the changes introduced between the beginning and the end of a revolution in
the economic bases of the society and its social substratum of classes, are not sufficient to
explain the course of the revolution itself, which can overthrow in a short interval age-old
institutions, create new ones, and again overthrow them. The dynamic of revolutionary
events igdirectly determined by swift, intense and passionate changes in the psychology of
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classes which have already formed themselves before the revolution.

The point is that society does not change its institutions as need arises, the way a me-
chanic changes his instruments. On the contrary, society actually takes the institutions
which hang upon it as given once for all. For decades the oppositional criticism is nothing
more than a safety valve for mass dissatisfaction, a condition of the stability of the social
structure. Such in principle, for example, was the significance acquired by the social-
democratic criticism. Entirely exceptional conditions, independent of the will of persons
and parties, are necessary in order to tear off from discontent the fetters of conservatism,
and bring the masses to insurrection.

The swift changes of mass views and moods in an epoch of revolution thus derive,
not from the flexibility and mobility of man’s mind, but just the opposite, from its deep
conservatism. The chronic lag of ideas and relations behind new objective conditions, right
up to the moment when the latter crash over people in the form of a catastrophe, is what
creates in a period of revolution that leaping movement of ideas and passions which seems
to the police mind a mere result of the activities of “demagogues.”

The masses go into a revolution not with a prepared plan of social reconstruction, but
with a sharp feeling that they cannot endure the old rgime. Only the guiding layers of
a class have a political program, and even this still requires the test of events, and the
approval of the masses. The fundamental political process of the revolution thus consists
in the gradual comprehension by a class of the problems arising from the social crisis the
active orientation of the masses by a method of successive approximations. The different
stages of a revolutionary process, certified by a change of parties in which the more extreme
always supersedes the less, express the growing pressure to the left of the masses so long
as the swing of the movement does not run into objective obstacles. When it does, there
begins a reaction: disappointments of the different layers of the revolutionary class, growth
of indifferentism, and therewith a strengthening of the position of the counter-revolutionary
forces. Such, at least, is the general outline of the old revolutions.

Only on the basis of a study of political processes in the masses themselves, can we
understand the role of parties and leaders, whom we least of all are inclined to ignore. They
constitute not an independent, but nevertheless a very important, element in the process.
Without a guiding organisation, the energy of the masses would dissipate like steam not
enclosed in a piston-box. But nevertheless what moves things is not the piston or the box,
but the steam.

The difficulties which stand in the way of studying the changes of mass consciousness
in a revolutionary epoch are quite obvious. The oppressed classes make history in the
factories, in the barracks, in the villages, on the streets of the cities. Moreover, they are
least of all accustomed to write things down. Periods of high tension in social passions
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leave little room for contemplation and reflection. All the muses even the plebeian muse
of journalism, in spite of her sturdy hips have hard sledding in times of revolution. Still
the historian’s situation is by no means hopeless. The records are incomplete, scattered,
accidental. But in the light of the events themselves these fragments often permit a guess
as to the direction and rhythm of the hidden process. For better or worse, a revolutionary
party bases its tactics upon a calculation of the changes of mass consciousness. The historic
course of Bolshevism demonstrates that such a calculation, at least in its rough features, can
be made. If it can be made by a revolutionary leader in the whirlpool of the struggle, why
not by the historian afterwards?

However, the processes taking place in the consciousness of the masses are not unrelated
and independent. No matter how the idealists and the eclectics rage, consciousness is
nevertheless determined by conditions. In the historic conditions which formed Russia, her
economy, her classes, her State, in the action upon her of other states, we ought to be able
to find the premises both of the February revolution and of the October revolution which
replaced it. Since the greatest enigma is the fact that a backward country wiastthe
to place the proletariat in power, it behoves us to seek the solution of that enigma in the
peculiaritiesof that backward country that is, in its differences from other countries.

The historic peculiarities of Russia and their relative weight will be characterised by us
in the early chapters of this book which give a short outline of the development of Russian
society and its inner forces. We venture to hope that the inevitable schematism of these
chapters will not repel the reader. In the further development of the book he will meet these
same forces in living action.

This work will not rely in any degree upon personal recollections. The circumstance that
the author was a participant in the events does not free him from the obligation to base his
exposition upon historically verified documents. The author speaks of himself, in so far as
that is demanded by the course of events, in the third person. And that is not a mere literary
form: the subjective tone, inevitable in autobiographies or memoirs, is not permissible in a
work of history.

However, the fact that the author did participate in the struggle naturally makes easier
his understanding, not only of the psychology of the forces in action, both individual and
collective, but also of the inner connection of events. This advantage will give positive
results only if one condition is observed: that he does not rely upon the testimony of his
own memory either in trivial details or in important matters, either in questions of fact or
guestions of motive and mood. The author believes that in so far as in him lies he has
fulfilled this condition.

There remains the question of the political position of the author, who stands as a his-
torian upon the same viewpoint upon which he stood as a participant in the events. The
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reader, of course, is not obliged to share the political views of the author, which the latter
on his side has no reason to conceal. But the reader does have the right to demand that a his-
torical work should not be the defence of a political position, but an internally well-founded
portrayal of the actual process of the revolution. A historical work only then completely
fulfils the mission when events unfold upon its pages in their full natural necessity.

For this, is it necessary to have the so-called historian’s “impartiality”? Nobody has yet
clearly explained what this impartiality consists of. The often quoted words of Cimenceau
that it is necessary to take a revolution “en bloc,” as a whole are at the best a clever evasion.
How can you take as a whole a thing whose essence consists in a split? Clmenceaus apho-
rism was dictated partly by shame for his too resolute ancestors, partly by embarrassment
before their shades.

One of the reactionary and therefore fashionable historians in contemporary France, L.
Madelin, slandering in his drawing-room fashion the great revolution that is, the birth of his
own nation asserts that “the historian ought to stand upon the wall of a threatened city, and
behold at the same time the besiegers and the besieged”: only in this way, it seems, can he
achieve a “conciliatory justice.” However, the words of Madelin himself testify that if he
climbs out on the wall dividing the two camps, it is only in the character of a reconnoiterer
for the reaction. It is well that he is concerned only with war camps of the past: in a time
of revolution standing on the wall involves great danger. Moreover, in times of alarm the
priests of “conciliatory justice” are usually found sitting on the inside of four walls waiting
to see which side will win.

The serious and critical reader will not want a treacherous impartiality, which offers him
a cup of conciliation with a well-settled poison of reactionary hate at the bottom, but a sci-
entific conscientiousness, which for its sympathies and antipathies open and undisguised
seeks support in an honest study of the facts, a determination of their real connections, an
exposure of the causal laws of their movement. That is the only possible historic objec-
tivism, and moreover it is amply sufficient, for it is verified and attested not by the good
intentions of the historian, for which only he himself can vouch, but the natural laws re-
vealed by him of the historic process itself.

The sources of this book are innumerable periodical publications, newspapers and jour-
nals, memoirs, reports, and other material, partly in manuscript, but the greater part pub-
lished by the Institute of the History of the Revolution in Moscow and Leningrad. We have
considered its superfluous to make reference in the text to particular publications, since
that would only bother the reader. Among the books which have the character of collec-
tive historical works we have particularly used the two-volugssays on the History of
the October RevolutioMoscow-Leningrad, 1927). Written by different authors, the var-
ious parts of this book are unequal in value, but they contain at any rate abundant factual
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material.

The dates in our book are everywhere indicated according to the old style that is, they
are 13 days behind the international and the present Soviet calendar. The author felt obliged
to use the calendar which was in use at the time of the revolution. It would have been no
labour of course to translate the dates into the new style. But this operation in removing
one difficulty would have created others more essential. The overthrow of the monarchy
has gone into history as the February revolution; according to the Western calendar, how-
ever, it occurred in March. The armed demonstration against the imperialist policy of the
Provisional Government has gone into history under the name of the “April Days,” whereas
according to the Western calendar it happened in May. Not to mention other intervening
events and dates, we remark only that the October revolution happened according to Euro-
pean reckoning in November. The calendar itself, we see, is tinted by the events, and the
historian cannot handle revolutionary chronology by mere arithmetic. The reader will be
kind enough to remember that before overthrowing the Byzantine calendar, the revolution
had to overthrow the institutions that clung to it.

L. TROTSKY
Prinkipo
November 14, 1930.
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1774

Pugatchev Rebellion of Cossacks and peasants.
1825

Dekabrist (Decembrist) uprising against czarism led by liberal officers.
1848

The Communist Manifesfublished by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels: The foun-
dation of revolutionary socialism or communism

1861
Peasant Reform; abolition of serfdom in Russia.
1864

“The International” (first international organisation of socialist workers) established
by Marx and others.

1871

The Paris Commune.
1882

Plekhanov publishes first pamphlet introducing Marxian socialism into Russia.
1905

The Revolution of 1905 in Russia. First organisation of soviets by Russian workers.

(January 9)*Bloody Sunday”: workers led by Father Gapon and carrying a petition
to the czar [Nicholas II], are mowed down by the czar’s troops.

Vil
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1914
(August 1)World War begins. Germany declares war against Russia.
(November 4Bolshevik deputies in the State Duma arrested and sent to Siberia
1915

(April) Russian revolutionary internationalist papigashe Slovpappears in Paris
with Trotsky on the editorial staff.

(Septemberinternational socialist congress in Zimmerwald, Switzerland.
1916

(May) Second Congress of socialist internationalists at Kienthal.
1917

(January 9) Street meetings and a printers’ strike celebrate the anniversary of
“Bloody Sunday”

(February 14) The last State Duma assembles.

(February 23) Celebration of International Woman'’s Day begins the revolution.
(February 24) Two hundred thousand workers on strike in Petrograd.

(February 25) General strike in Petrograd. Shootings and arrests of revolutionists.

(February 26)Duma dissolved by the czar [Nicholas Il]. The deputies disperse but
decide not to leave town.

Tens of thousands of workers in the streets.

Mutiny of the Guard regiments.

Formation of the Soviet of Workers’ deputies.

Formation of Provisional Committee of the Duma.
(February 28) Arrest of the czar’'s ministers.

Capture of Schlusselberg Prison.

First issue ofizvestia[Russian word for News or Information??]- “The News of the
Soviet.”

(March 1) “Order No. 1” [LINK] is issued to the soldiers.
Formation of the soldiers’ section of the Soviet.

First session of the Moscow Soviet.
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(March 2) The czar abdicates in favour of the Grand Duke Mikhail.

The Provisional Government is formed by the Provisional Committee of the Duma,
with the support of the Soviet and with Kerensky a Minister of Justice.

(March 3) The Grand Duke Mikhail abdicates.

The Provisional Government announces the revolution to the world by radio.
(March 5) the first issue oPravda[Truth], central organ of the Bolshevik Party.
(March 6) The Provisional Government declares amnesty for political prisoners.
(March 8) The czar arrested at Moghilie.

(March 14} Address of the Soviet “to the people of the whole world” declaring for
peace without annexations or indemnities.

(March 23) Funeral of the martyrs of the revolution.

(March 29} All-Russian conference of the Soviets. [[[Note: soviets was not capital-
ized, but | think an editorial error]]]

(April 3)- Lenin, Zinoviev and other Bolshevik arrive from Switzerland.
(April 4)- Lenin’s “April Theses” outlining his policy of proletarian revolution.
(April 18)- Celebration of the international socialist holiday of May 1.

Foreign Minister Miliukov sends a note to the Allies promising war to victory on the
old terms.

(April 20)- Armed demonstrations of protest against the note of Miliukov— the “April
Days”

(April 24)- Beginning of an All-Russian conference of the Bolshevik Party.
(May 1) The Petrograd Soviet votes for a coalition government.
(May 2) Miliukov resigns.
(May 4) Trotsky arrives from America, seconding the policies of Lenin.
An All-Russian Congress of Peasants’ Deputies opens in Petrograd.
(May 5) Coalition government is organised with Kerensky as Minister of War.
(May 17} The Kronstadt Soviet declares itself the sole governing power in Kronstadt.

(May 25} All-Russian Congress [[[Another miscapitalization]]] of the Social Revo-
lutionary party.



X CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE FOR VOLUME ONE

(May 30} First conference of factory and shop committees opens in Petrograd.

(June 3) First All-Russian [[[Another miscap]]] Congress of Soviets [[and two
more]].

(June 16) Kerensky orders Russian armies to take the offensive.

(June 18) A demonstration called by the Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries
turns out to be a Bolshevik demonstration.

(June 19) Patriotic demonstration on Nevsky Prospect, carrying portrait of Kerensky.

(July 3-5} “July Days”- semi-insurrection followed by attempted stamping out of
Bolshevism in Petrograd.

Note: Russian dates are given according to the Julian calendar. Add 13 days to find the
date according to the calendar that is now internationally recognised.



CHAPTER 1

PECULIARITIES OF RUSSIA'S
DEVELOPMENT

The fundamental and most stable feature of Russian history is the slow tempo of her devel-
opment, with the economic backwardness, primitiveness of social forms and low level of
culture resulting from it.

The population of this gigantic and austere plain, open to eastern winds and Asiatic
migrations, was condemned by nature itself to a long backwardness. The struggle with
nomads lasted almost up to the end of the seventeenth century; the struggle with winds,
bringing winter cold and summer drought, continues still. Agriculture, the basis of the
whole development, advanced by extensive methods. In the north they cut down and burned
up the forests, in the south they ravished the virgin steppes. The conquest of nature went
wide and not deep,

While the western barbarians settled in the ruins of Roman culture, where many an old
stone lay ready as building material, the Slavs in the East found no inheritance upon their
desolate plain: their predecessors had been on even a lower level of culture than they. The
western European peoples, soon finding their natural boundaries, created those economic
and cultural clusters, the commercial cities. The population of the eastern plain, at the
first sign of crowding, would go deeper into the forest or spread out over the steppe. The
more aggressive and enterprising elements of the peasantry in the west became burghers,
craftsmen, merchants. The more active and bold in the east became, some of them, traders,
but most of them Cossacks, frontiersmen, pioneers. The process of social differentiation,
intensive in the west, was delayed in the east and diluted by the process of expansion.
“The Tzar of Muscovia, although a Christian, rules a lazy-minded people,” wrote Vico, a
contemporary of Peter I. That “lazy” mind of the Muscovites was a reflection of the slow

1
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tempo of economic development, the formlessness of class relations, the meagerness of
inner history.

The ancient civilisations of Egypt, India and China had a character self-sufficient
enough, and they had time enough at their disposal, to bring their social relations, in spite
of low productive powers, almost to the same detailed completion to which their craftsmen
brought the products of their craft. Russia stood not only geographically, but also socially
and historically, between Europe and Asia. She was marked off from the European West,
but also from the Asiatic East, approaching at different periods and in different features
now one, now the other. The East gave her the Tartar yoke, which entered as an important
element into the structure of the Russian state. The West was a still more threatening foe —
but at the same time a teacher. Russia was unable to settle in the forms of the East because
she was continually having to adapt herself to military and economic pressure from the
West. The existence of feudal relations in Russia, denied by former historians, may be con-
sidered unconditionally established by later investigations. Furthermore, the fundamental
elements of Russian feudalism were the same as in the West. But the mere fact that the
existence of the feudal epoch had to be established by means of extended scientific argu-
ments sufficiently testifies to the incompleteness of Russian feudalism, its formlessness, its
poverty of cultural monuments.

A backward country assimilates the material and intellectual conquests of the advanced
countries. But this does not mean that it follows them slavishly, reproduces all the stages
of their past. The theory of the repetition of historic cycles — Vico and his more recent
followers — rests upon an observation of the orbits of old pre-capitalist cultures, and in part
upon the first experiments of capitalist development. A certain repetition of cultural stages
in ever new settlements was in fact bound up with the provincial and episodic character
of that whole process. Capitalism means, however, an overcoming of those conditions. It
prepares and in a certain sense realises the universality and permanence of man’s develop-
ment. By this a repetition of the forms of development by different nations is ruled out.
Although compelled to follow after the advanced countries, a backward country does not
take things in the same order. The privilege of historic backwardness — and such a privilege
exists — permits, or rather compels, the adoption of whatever is ready in advance of any
specified date, skipping a whole series of intermediate stages. Savages throw away their
bows and arrows for rifles all at once, without travelling the road which lay between those
two weapons in the past. The European colonists in America did not begin history all over
again from the beginning. The fact that Germany and the United States have now econom-
ically outstripped England was made possible by the very backwardness of their capitalist
development. On the other hand, the conservative anarchy in the British coal industry — as
also in the heads of MacDonald and his friends - is a paying-up for the past when England
played too long the role of capitalist pathfinder. The development of historically back-



3 PECULIARITIES OF RUSSIA'S DEVELOPMENT

ward nations leads necessarily to a peculiar combination of different stages in the historic
process. Their development as a whole acquires a planless, complex, combined character.

The possibility of skipping over intermediate steps is of course by no means absolute.
Its degree is determined in the long run by the economic and cultural capacities of the coun-
try. The backward nation, moreover, not infrequently debases the achievements borrowed
from outside in the process of adapting them to its own more primitive culture. In this the
very process of assimilation acquires a self-contradictory character. Thus the introduction
of certain elements of Western technigque and training, above all military and industrial,
under Peter I, led to a strengthening of serfdom as the fundamental form of labour organ-
isation. European armament and European loans — both indubitable products of a higher
culture - led to a strengthening of tzarism, which delayed in its turn the development of the
country.

The laws of history have nothing in common with a pedantic schematism. Unevenness,
the most general law of the historic process, reveals itself most sharply and complexly in
the destiny of the backward countries. Under the whip of external necessity their backward
culture is compelled to make leaps. From the universal law of unevenness thus derives
another law which, for the lack of a better name, we may call the lagoofbined devel-
opment— by which we mean a drawing together of the different stages of the journey, a
combining of the separate steps, an amalgam of archaic with more contemporary forms.
Without this law, to be taken of course, in its whole material content, it is impossible to
understand the history of Russia, and indeed of any country of the second, third or tenth
cultural class.

Under pressure from richer Europe the Russian State swallowed up a far greater relative
part of the people’s wealth than in the West, and thereby not only condemned the people
to a twofold poverty, but also weakened the foundations of the possessing classes. Being
at the same time in need of support from the latter, it forced and regimented their growth.
As a result the bureaucratised privileged classes never rose to their full height, and the
Russian state thus still more approached an Asiatic despotism. The Byzantine autocratism,
officially adopted by the Muscovite tzars at the beginning of the sixteenth century, subdued
the feudal Boyars with the help of the nobility, and then gained the subjection of the nobility
by making the peasantry their slaves, and upon this foundation created the St. Petersburg
imperial absolutism. The backwardness of the whole process is sufficiently indicated in the
fact that serfdom, born at the end of the sixteenth century, took form in the seventeenth,
flowered in the eighteenth, was juridically annulled only in 1861.

The clergy, following after the nobility, played no small role in the formation of the
tzarist autocracy, but nevertheless a servile role. The church never rose in Russia to that
commanding height which it attained in the Catholic West; it was satisfied with the role
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of spiritual servant of the autocracy, and counted this a recompense for its humility. The
bishops and metropolitans enjoyed authority merely as deputies of the temporal power. The
patriarchs were changed along with the tzars. In the Petersburg period the dependence of
the church upon the state became still more servile. Two hundred thousand priests and
monks were in all essentials a part of the bureaucracy, a sort of police of the gospel. In
return for this the monopoly of the orthodox clergy in matters of faith, land and income
was defended by a more regular kind of police.

Slavophilism, the messianism of backwardness, has based its philosophy upon the as-
sumption that the Russian people and their church are democratic through and through,
whereas official Russia is a German bureaucracy imposed upon them by Peter the Great.
Mark remarked upon this theme: “In the same way the Teutonic jackasses blamed the
despotism of Frederick the Second upon the French, as though backward slaves were not
always in need of civilised slaves to train them.” This brief comment completely finishes
off not only the old philosophy of the Slavophiles, but also the latest revelations of the
“Racists.”

The meagerness not only of Russian feudalism, but of all the old Russian history, finds
its most depressing expression in the absence of real mediaeval cities as centres of com-
merce and craft. Handicraft did not succeed in Russia in separating itself from agriculture,
but preserved its character of home industry. The old Russian cities were commercial,
administrative, military and manorial — centres of consumption, consequently, not of pro-
duction.. Even, Novgorod, similar to Hansa and not subdued by the Tartars, was only a
commercial, and not an industrial city. True, the distribution of the peasant industries over
various districts created a demand for trade mediation on a large scale. But nomad traders
could not possibly occupy that place in social life which belonged in the West to the craft-
guild and merchant-industrial petty and middle bourgeoisie, inseparably bound up with its
peasant environment. The chief roads of Russian trade, moreover, led across the border,
thus from time immemorial giving the leadership to foreign commercial capital, and im-
parting a semi-colonial character to the whole process, in which the Russian trader was
a mediator between the Western cities and the Russian villages. This kind of economic
relation developed further during the epoch of Russian capitalism and found its extreme
expression in the imperialist war.

The insignificance of the Russian cities, which more than anything else promoted the
development of an Asiatic state, also made impossible a Reformation — that is, a replace-
ment of the feudal-bureaucratic orthodoxy by some sort of modernised kind of Christianity
adapted to the demands of a bourgeois society. The struggle against the state church did
not go farther than the creation of peasant sects, the faction of the Old Believers being the
most powerful among them.



5 PECULIARITIES OF RUSSIA'S DEVELOPMENT

Fifteen years before the great French revolution there developed in Russia a movement
of the Cossacks, peasants and worker-serfs of the Urals, known as the Pugachev Rebellion.
What was lacking to this menacing popular uprising in order to convert it into a revolution?

A Third Estate. Without the industrial democracy of the cities a peasant war could not

develop into a revolution, just as the peasant sects could not rise to the height of a Refor-
mation. The result of the Pugachev Rebellion was just the opposite - a strengthening of
bureaucratic absolutism as the guardian of the interests of the nobility, a guardian which
had again justified itself in the hour of danger.

The Europeanization of the country, formally begun in the time of Peter, became during
the following century more and more a demand of the ruling class itself, the nobility. In
1825 the aristocratic intelligentsia, generalising this demand politically, went to the point
of a military conspiracy to limit the powers of the autocracy. Thus, under pressure from the
European bourgeois development, the progressive nobility attempted to take the place of
the lacking Third Estate. But nevertheless they wished to combine their liberal rgime with
the security of their own caste domination, and therefore feared most of all to arouse the
peasantry. It s thus not surprising that the conspiracy remained a mere attempt on the part
of a brilliant but isolated officer caste which gave up the sponge almost without a struggle.
Such was the significance of the Dekabrist uprising.

The landlords who owned factories were the first among their caste to favour replacing
serfdom by wage labour. The growing export of Russian grain gave an impulse in the same
direction. In 1861 the noble bureaucracy, relying upon the liberal landlords, carried out its
peasant reform. The impotent bourgeois liberalism during this operation played the role
of humble chorus. It is needless to remark that tzarism solved the fundamental problem of
Russia, the agrarian problem, in a more niggardly and thieving fashion than that in which
the Prussian monarchy during the next decade was to solve the fundamental problem of
Germany, its national consolidation. The solution of the problems of one class by another
is one of those combined methods natural to backward countries.

The law of combined development reveals itself most indubitably, however, in the his-
tory and character of Russian industry. Arising late, Russian industry did not repeat the
development of the advanced countries, but inserted itself into this development, adapting
their latest achievements to its own backwardness. Just as the economic evolution of Rus-
sia as a whole skipped over the epoch of craft-guilds and manufacture, so also the separate
branches of industry made a series of special leaps over technical productive stages that had
been measured in the West by decades. Thanks to this, Russian industry developed at cer-
tain periods with extraordinary speed. Between the first revolution and the war, industrial
production in Russia approximately doubled. this has seemed to certain Russian historians
a sufficient basis for concluding that “we must abandon the legend of backwardness and
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slow growth.” In reality the possibility of this swift growth was determined by that very
backwardness which, alas, continued not only up to the moment of liquidation of the old
Russia, but as her legacy up to the present day.

The basic criterion of the economic level of a nation is the productivity of labour, which
in its turn depends upon the relative weight of the industries in the general economy of the
country. On the eve of the war, when tzarist Russia had attained the highest point of its
prosperity, the national income per capita was 8 to 10 times less than in the United States —
a fact which is not surprising when you consider that 4/5 of the self-supporting population
of Russia was occupied with agriculture, while in the United States, for every one engaged
in agriculture, 2 were engaged in industry. We must add that for every one hundred square
kilometres of land, Russia had, on the eve of the war, 0.4 kilometres of railroads, Germany
11.7, Austria-Hungary 7. Other comparative coefficients are of the same type.

But it is just in the sphere of economy, as we have said, that the law of combined
development most forcibly emerges. At the same time that peasant land-cultivation as a
whole remained, right up to the revolution, at the level of the seventeenth century, Russian
industry in its technique and capitalist structure stood at the level of the advanced countries,
and in certain respects even outstripped them. Small enterprises, involving less than 100
workers, employed in the United States, in 1914, 35 per cent of the total of industrial
workers, but in Russia 17.8 per cent. The two countries had an approximately identical
relative quantity of enterprises involving 100 to 1000 workers. But the giant enterprises,
above 1000 workers each, employed in the United States 17.8 per cent of the workers and
in Russia 41.4 per cent! For the most important industrial districts the latter percentage is
still higher: for the Petrograd district 44.4 per cent, for the Moscow district even 57.3 per
cent. We get a like result if we compared Russian with British or German industry. This
fact — first established by the author in 1908 — hardly accords with the banal idea of the
economic backwardness of Russia. However, it does not disprove this backwardness, but
dialectically completes it.

The confluence of industrial with bank capital was also accomplished in Russia with a
completeness you might not find in any other country. But the subjection of the industries
to the banks meant, for the same reasons, their subjection to the western European money
market. Heavy industry (metal, coal, oil) was almost wholly under the control of foreign
finance capital, which had created for itself an auxiliary and intermediate system of banks
in Russia. Light industry was following the same road. Foreigners owned in general about
40 per cent of all the stock capital of Russia, but in the leading branches of industry that
percentage was still higher. We can say without exaggeration that the controlling shares of
stock in the Russian banks, plants and factories were to be found abroad, the amount held
in England, France and Belgium being almost double that in Germany.
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The social character of the Russian bourgeoisie and its political physiognomy were
determined by the condition of origin and the structure of Russian industry. The extreme
concentration of this industry alone meant that between the capitalist leaders and the pop-
ular masses there was no hierarchy of transitional layers. To this we must add that the
proprietors of the principal industrial, banking, and transport enterprises were foreigners,
who realised on their investment not only the profits drawn from Russia, but only a political
influence in foreign parliaments, and so not only did not forward the struggle for Russian
parliamentarism, but often opposed it: it is sufficient to recall the shameful role played by
official France. such are the elementary and irremovable causes of the political isolation
and anti-popular character of the Russian bourgeoisie. Whereas in the dawn of its history it
was too unripe to accomplish a Reformation; when the time came for leading a revolution
it was overripe.

In correspondence with this general course of development of the country, the reservoir
from which the Russian working class formed itself was not the craft-guild, but agriculture,
not the city, but the country. Moreover, in Russia the proletariat did not arise gradually
through the ages, carrying with itself the burden of the past as in England, but in leaps
involving sharp changes of environment, ties, relations, and a sharp break with the past. It
is just this fact — combined with the concentrated oppressions of tzarism — that made the
Russian workers hospitable to the boldest conclusions of revolutionary thought — just as the
backward industries were hospitable to the last word in capitalist organisation.

The Russian proletariat was forever repeating the short history of its origin. While in the
metal industry, especially in Petrograd, a layer of hereditary proletarians was crystallised
out, having made a complete break with the country, in the Urals the prevailing type was
half-proletarian, half-peasant. A yearly inflow of fresh labour forces from the country in
all the industrial districts kept renewing the bonds of the proletariat with its fundamental
social reservoir.

The incapacity of the bourgeoisie for political action was immediately caused by its
relation to the proletariat and the peasantry. It could not lead after it workers who stood
hostile in their everyday life, and had so early learned to generalise their problems. But it
was likewise incapable of leading after it the peasantry, because it was entangled in a web
of interests with the landlords, and dreaded a shake-up of property relations in any form.
The belatedness of the Russian revolution was thus not only a matter of chronology, but
also of the social structure of the nation.

England achieved her Puritan revolution when her whole population was not more than
5 millions, of whom half a million were to be found in London. France, in the epoch of her
revolution, had in Paris also only half a million out of a population of 25 million, Russia
at the beginning of the twentieth century had a population of about 150 million, of whom
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more than 3 million were in Petrograd and Moscow. Behind these comparative figures
lurk enormous social differences. Not only England of the seventeenth century, but also
France of the eighteenth had no proletariat in the modern sense. In Russia, however, the
working class in all branches of labour, both city and village, numbered in 1905 no less
than 10 million, which with their families amounts to more than 25 million — that is to say,
more than the whole population of France in the epoch of the great revolution. Advancing
from the sturdy artisans and independent peasants of the army of Cromwell - through the
sansculottes of Paris — to the industrial proletarians of St. Petersburg, the revolution had
deeply changed its social mechanism, its methods, and therewith its aims.

The events of 1905 were a prologue to the two revolutions of 1917, that of February and
that of October. In the prologue all the elements of the drama were included, but not carried
through. The Russo-Japanese war had made tzarism totter. Against the background of a
mass movement the liberal bourgeoisie had frightened the monarchy with its opposition.
The workers had organised independently of the bourgeoisie, and in opposition to it, in
soviets, a form of organisation then first called into being. Peasant uprisings to seize the
land occurred throughout vast stretches of the country. Not only the peasants, but also the
revolutionary parts of the army tended toward the soviets, which at the moment of highest
tension openly disputed the power with the monarchy. However, all the revolutionary forces
were then going into action for the first time, lacking experience and confidence. The
liberals demonstratively backed away from the revolution exactly at the moment when it
became clear that to shake tzarism would not be enough, it must be overthrown. This
sharp break of the bourgeoisie with the people, in which the bourgeoisie carried with it
considerable circles of the democratic intelligentsia, made it easier for the monarchy to
differentiate within the army, separating out the loyal units, and to make a bloody settlement
with the workers and peasants. Although with a few broken ribs, tzarism came out of the
experience of 1905 alive and strong enough.

What changes in the correlation of forces were introduced by the eleven years’ his-
torical development dividing the prologue from the drama? Tzarism during this period
came into still sharper conflict with the demands of historic development. The bourgeoisie
became economically more powerful, but as we have seen its power rested on a higher con-
centration of industry and an increased predominance of foreign capital. Impressed by the
lessons of 1905, the bourgeoisie had become more conservative and suspicious. The rela-
tive weight of the petty and middle bourgeoisie, insignificant before, had fallen still lower.
The democratic intelligentsia generally speaking had no firm social support whatever. It
could have a transitional political influence, but could play no independent role: its depen-
dence upon bourgeois liberalism had grown enormously. In these circumstances only the
youthful proletariat could give the peasantry a programme, a banner and leadership. The
gigantic tasks thus presented to the proletariat gave rise to a urgent necessity for a spe-
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cial revolutionary organisation capable of quickly getting hold of the popular masses and
making them ready for revolutionary action under the leadership of the workers. Thus the
soviets of 1905 developed gigantically in 1917. That the soviets, we may remark here, are
not a mere child of the historical backwardness of Russia, but a product of her combined
development, is indicated by the fact that the proletariat of the most industrial country, Ger-
many, at the time of its revolutionary high point — 1918 to 1919 — could find no other form
of organisation.

The revolution of 1917 still had as its immediate task the overthrow of the bureaucratic
monarchy, but in distinction from the older bourgeois revolutions, the decisive force now
was a new class formed on the basis of a concentrated industry, and armed with new or-
ganisations, new methods of struggle. The law of combined development here emerges in
its extreme expression: starting with the overthrow of a decayed mediaeval structure, the
revolution in the course of a few months placed the proletariat and the Communist Party in
power.

In its initial task the Russian revolution was thus a democratic revolution. But it posed
the problem of political democracy in a new way. While the workers were covering the
whole country with soviets, including in them the soldiers and part of the peasantry, the
bourgeoisie still continued to dicker — shall we summon or not summon a Constituent
Assembly? In the course of our exposition this question will rise before us in full com-
pleteness. Here we wish only to mark the place of the soviets in the historic succession of
revolutionary ideas and forms.

In the middle of the seventeenth century the bourgeois revolution in England developed
under the guise of a religious reformation. A struggle for the right to pray according to
one’s own prayer book was identified with the struggle against the king, the aristocracy, the
princes of the church, and Rome. The Presbyterians and Puritans were deeply convinced
that they were placing their earthly interests under the unshakeable protection of the divine
Providence. The goals for which the new classes were struggling commingled inseparably
in their consciousness with texts from the Bible and the forms of churchly ritual. Emigrants
carried with them across the ocean this tradition sealed with blood. Hence the extraordi-
nary virility of the Anglo-Saxon interpretation of Christianity. We see even today how the
minister “socialists” of Great Britain back up their cowardice with these same magic texts
with which the people of the seventeenth century sought to justify their courage.

In France, which stepped across the Reformation, the Catholic Church survived as a
state institution until the revolution, which found its expression and justification for the
tasks of the bourgeois society, not in texts from the Bible, but in the abstractions of democ-
racy. Whatever the hatred of the present rulers of France for Jacobinism, the fact is that
only thanks to the austere labour of Robespierre are they still able to cover their conserva-
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tive rulership with those formulas with the help of which the old society was exploded.

Each of the great revolutions marked off a new stage of the bourgeois society, and new
forms of consciousness for its classes. Just as France stepped over the Reformation, so
Russia stepped over the formal democracy. The Russian revolutionary party, which was to
place its stamp upon a whole epoch, sought an expression for the tasks of the revolution
neither in the Bible nor in that secularised Christianity called “pure” democracy, but in
the material relations of the social classes. The soviet system gave to those relations their
simplest, most undisguised and transparent expression. The rule of the toilers has for the
first time been realised in the soviet system, which, whatever its immediate historic vicis-
situdes, has penetrated as irrevocably into the consciousness of the masses as did in its day
the system of the Reformation or of pure democracy.



CHAPTER 2

TZARIST RUSSIA IN THE WAR

Russia’s participation in the war was self-contradictory both in motives and in aims. That
bloody struggle was waged essentially for world domination. In this sense it was beyond
Russia’s scope. The war aims of Russia herself (the Turkish Straits, Galicia, Armenia)
were provincial in character, and to be decided only incidentally according to the degree in
which they answered the interests of the principal contestants.

At the same time Russia, as one of the great powers, could not help participating in
the scramble of the advanced capitalist countries, just as in the preceding epoch she could
not help introducing shops, factories, railroads, rapid-fire guns and airplanes. The not
infrequent disputes among Russian historians of the newest school as to how far Russia
was ripe for present-day imperialist policies often fall into mere scholasticism, because they
look upon Russia in the international arena as isolated, as an independent factor, whereas
she was but one link in a system.

India participated in the war both essentially and formally as a colony of England. The
participation of China, though in a formal sense “voluntary,” was in reality the interference
of a slave in the fight of his masters. The participation of Russia falls somewhere halfway
between the participation of France and that of China. Russia paid in this way for her
right to be an ally of advanced countries, to import capital and pay interest on it — that is,
essentially, for her right to be a privileged colony of her allies — but at the same time for
her right to oppress and rob Turkey, Persia, Galicia, and in general the countries weaker
and more backward than herself. The twofold imperialism of the Russian bourgeoisie had
basically the character of an agency for other mightier world powers.

The Chinese compradors are the classic type of the national bourgeoisie, a kind of me-
diating agency between foreign finance capital and the economy of their own country. In
the world hierarchy of the powers, Russia occupied before the war a considerably higher
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position than China. What position she would have occupied after the war, if there had
been no revolution, is a different question. But the Russian autocracy on the one hand, the
Russian bourgeoisie on the other, contained features of compradorism, ever more and more
clearly expressed. They lived and nourished themselves upon their connections with for-
eign imperialism, served it, and without their support could not have survived. To be sure,
they did not survive in the long run even with its support. The semi-comprador Russian
bourgeoisie had world-imperialistic interests in the same sense in which an agent working
on percentages lives by the interests of his employer.

The instrument of war is the army. Inasmuch as every army is considered unconquer-
able in the national mythology, the ruling classes of Russia saw no reason for making an
exception of the army of the tzar. In reality, however, this army was a serious force only
against semi-barbaric peoples, small neighbours and disintegrating states; on the European
arena it could act only as part of a coalition; in the matter of defence it could fulfil its task
only be the help of the vastness of spaces, the sparsity of population, and the impassability
of the roads. The virtuoso of this army of serfs had been Suvorov. The French revolution
in breaking open the doors of the new society and the new military art, had pronounced
a death-sentence on the Suvorov type of army. The semi-annulment of serfdom and the
introduction of universal military service had modernised the army only as far as it had
the country — that is, it introduced into the army all the contradictions proper to a nation
which still has its bourgeois revolution to accomplish. It is true that the tzar's army was
constructed and armed upon Western models; but this was more form than essence. There
was no correspondence between the cultural level of the peasant-soldier and modern mili-
tary technique. In the commanding staff, the ignorance, light-mindedness and thievery of
the ruling classes found their expression. Industry and transport continually revealed their
bankruptcy before the concentrated demands of wartime. Although appropriately armed,
as it seemed, on the first day of the war, the troops soon turned out to have neither weapons
nor even shoes. in the Russo-Japanese war the tzarist army had shown what it was worth.
In the epoch of counter-revolution the monarchy, with the aid of the Duma, had filled up
the military stores and put many new patches on the army, especially upon its reputation
for invincibility. In 1914 came a new and far heavier test.

In the matter of military supplies and finances, Russia at war suddenly finds herself in
slavish dependence upon her allies. This is merely a military expression of her general
dependence upon advanced capitalist countries. but help from the Allies does not save the
situation. The lack of munitions, the small number of factories for their production, the
sparseness of railroad lines for their transportation, soon translated the backwardness of
Russia into the familiar language of defeat — which served to remind the Russian national
liberals that their ancestors had not accomplished the bourgeois revolution and that the
descendants, therefore, owed a debt to history.
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The first days of war were the first days of disgrace. After a series of partial catas-
trophes, in the spring of 1915 came the general retreat. The generals took out their own
criminal incapacity on the peaceful population. Enormous tracts of land were violently laid
waste. Clouds of human locusts were driven to the rear with whips. The external rout was
completed with an internal one.

In answer to alarmed questions from his colleagues as to the situation at the front, the
War Minister Polivanov answered in these words: “l place my trust in the impenetrable
spaces, impassable mud, and the mercy of Saint Nicholas Mirlikisky, Protector of Holy
Russia” (Session of August 4, 1915). A week later General Ruszky confessed to the same
ministers: “The present-day demands of military technique are beyond us. At any rate we
can't keep up with the Germans.” That was not the mood of a moment. Officer Stankevich
reports the words of an engineer of the corps: “It is hopeless to fight with the Germans, for
we are in no condition to do anything; even the new methods of fighting become the causes
of our failure.” There is a cloud of such testimony. The one thing the Russian generals did
with a flourish was to drag human meat out of the country. Beef and pork are handled with
incomparably more economy. Grey staff non-entities, like Yanushkevich under Nikolai
Nikolaievich, and Alexeiev under the tzar, would stop up all cracks with new mobilisations,
and comfort themselves and the Allies with columns of figures when columns of fighters
were wanted. About fifteen million men were mobilised, and they brimmed the depots,
barracks, points of transit, crowded, stamped, stepped on each other’s feet, getting harsh
and cursing. If these human masses were an imaginary magnitude for the front, for the
rear they were a very real factor of destruction. About five and a half million were counted
as killed, wounded and captured. The number of deserters kept growing. Already in July
1915 the ministers chanted: “Poor Russia!l Even her army, which in past ages filled the
world with the thunder of its victories...Even her army turns out to consist only of cowards
and deserters.”

The ministers themselves, with a gallows joke at the “bravery in retreat” of their gen-
erals, wasted hours in those days discussing such problems as whether to remove or not
to remove the bones of the saints from Kiev. The tsar submitted that it was not necessary,
since “the Germans would not risk touching them, and if they did touch them, so much the
worse for the Germans.” But the Synod had already started to remove them. “When we
leave,” they said, “we will take with us what is most precious.” This happened not in the
epoch of the Crusades, but in the twentieth century when the news of the Russian defeats
came over the wireless.

The Russian successes against Austria-Hungary had their roots rather in Austria-Hungary
than in Russia. The disintegrating Hapsburg monarchy had long ago hung out a sign for
an undertaker, not demanding any high qualifications of him. In the past Russia had been
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successful against inwardly decomposing states like Turkey, Poland, Persia. The south-
western front of the Russian army, facing Austria, celebrated immense victories which
made it very different from the other fronts. Here there emerged a few generals, who to
be sure demonstrated no military gifts, but were at least not thoroughly imbued with the
fatalism of steadily-beaten commanders. From this milieu there arose subsequently several
white “heroes” of the civil war.

Everybody was looking for someone upon whom to lay the blame. They accused the
Jews wholesale of espionage. They set upon people with German names. The staff of the
Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaievich gave orders to shoot a colonel of the gendarmes, Mya-
soyedov, as a German spy, which he obviously was not. They arrested Sukhomlinov, the
War Minister, an empty and slovenly man, accusing him — possibly not without founda-
tion — of treason. The British Minister of Foreign Affairs, Grey, said to the president of
the Russian Parliamentary Delegation: Your government is very bold if it dares in time
of war indict its War Minister for treason. The staff and the Duma accused the court of
Germanophilism. All of them together envied the Allies and hated them. The French com-
mand spared its army by putting in Russian soldiers. England warmed up slowly. In the
drawing-rooms of Petrograd and the headquarters at the front they gently joked: “England
has sworn to fight to the last drop of blood...of the Russian soldier.” These jokes seeped
down and reached the trenches. “Everything for the war!” said the ministers, deputies,
generals, journalists. “Yes,” the soldier began to think in the trenches, “they are all ready
to fight to the last drop...of my blood.”

The Russian army lost in the whole war more men than any army which ever participated
in a national war — approximately two and a half million killed, or forty per cent of all the
losses of the Entente. In the first months the soldiers fell under shell fire unthinkingly or
thinking little; but from day to day they gathered experience — bitter experience of the lower
ranks who are ignorantly commanded. They measured the confusion of the generals by
the number of purposeless manoeuvres on soleless shoes, the number of dinners not eaten.
From the bloody mash of people and things emerged a generalised word: “the mess,” which
in the soldiers’ jargon was replaced by a still juicier term.

The swiftest of all to disintegrate was the peasant infantry. As a general rule, the artillery
with its high percentage of industrial workers, is distinguished by an incomparably greater
hospitality to revolutionary ideas: this was clearly evident in 1905. If in 1917, on the
contrary, the artillery showed more conservatism than the infantry, the cause lies in the
fact that through the infantry divisions, as through a sieve, there passed ever new and less
and less trained human masses. The artillery, moreover, suffering infinitely fewer losses,
retained its originatadres The same thing was observed in other specialised troops. But
in the long run the artillery yielded too. During the retreat from Galicia a secret order
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was issued by the commander-in-chief: flog the soldiers for desertion and other crimes.
The soldier Pireiko relates: “They began to flog soldiers for the most trivial offences; for
example, for a few hours’ absence without leave. And sometimes they flogged them in
order to rouse their fighting spirit.” As early as September 17, 1915, Kuropatkin wrote,
citing Guchkov: “The lower orders began the war with enthusiasm; but now they are weary,
and with the continual retreats have lost faith in a victory.” At about the same time the
Minister of the Interior spoke of the presence in Moscow of 30 000 convalescent soldiers:
“That’s a wild crowd of libertines knowing no discipline, rough-housing, getting into fights
with the police (not long ago a policeman was killed by the soldiers), rescuing arrested
men, etc. Undoubtedly, in case of disorders this entire horde will take the side of the mob.”
The same soldier, Pireiko, writes: “Everyone, to the last man, was interested in nothing but
peace...Who should win and what kind of peace it would be, that was of small interest to
the army. It wanted peace at any cost, for it was weary of war.”

An observant woman, Feodorchenko, serving as sister of mercy, listened to the conver-
sations of the soldiers, almost to their thoughts, and cleverly wrote them down on scattered
slips of paper. The little book thus produc&de People at Warmpermits us to look in that
laboratory where bombs, barbed-wire entanglements, suffocating gases, and the baseness
of those in power, had been fashioning for long months the consciousness of several million
Russian peasants, and where along with human bones age-old prejudices were cracking. In
many of the self-made aphorisms of the soldiers appear already the slogans of the coming
civil war.

General Ruszky complained in December 1916 that Riga was the misfortune of the
northern front. This is a “nest of propaganda, and so is Dvinsk.” General Brussilov con-
firmed this: From the Riga district troops arrive demoralised; soldiers refuse to attack. They
lifted one company commander on the points of their bayonets. It was necessary to shoot
several men, etc., etc. “The ground for the final disintegration of the army was prepared
long before the revolution,” concedes Rodzianko, who was in close association with the
officers and visited the front.

The revolutionary elements, scattered at first, were drowned in the army almost without
a trace, but with the growth of the general discontent they rose to the surface. The sending
of striking workers to the front as a punishment increased the ranks of the agitators and
the retreat gave them a favourable audience. “The army in the rear and especially at the
front,” reports a secret service agent, “is full of elements of which some are capable of
becoming active forces of insurrection, and others may merely refuse to engage in punitive
activities.” The Gendarme Administration of the Petrograd province declares in October
1916, on the basis of a report made by a representative of the Land Union, that “the mood
in the army is alarming, the relation between officers and soldiers is extremely tense, even
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bloody encounters are taking place. Deserters are to be met everywhere by the thousands.
Everyone who comes near the army must carry away a complete and convincing impression
of the utter moral disintegration of the troops.” Out of caution the report adds that although
much in these communications seems hardly probable, nevertheless it must be believed,
since many physicians returning from the active army have made reports to the same effect.
The mood of the rear corresponded to that of the front. At a conference of the Kadet party
in October 1916, a majority of the delegates remarked upon the apathy and lack of faith
in the victorious outcome of the war “in all layers of the population, but especially in
the villages and among the city poor.” On October 30, 1916, the director of the Police
Department wrote, in a summary of his report, of “the weariness of war to be observed
everywhere, and the longing for a swift peace, regardless of the conditions upon which
it is concluded.” In a few months all these gentlemen — deputies, police, generals, and
land representatives, physicians and former gendarmes — will nevertheless assert that the
revolution killed patriotism in the army, and that the Bolsheviks snatched a sure victory out
of their hands.

* * %

The place of coryphes, in the chorus of military patriotism, undoubtedly belonged to the
Constitutional Democrats (Kadets). Having already in 1905 broken its dubious ties with
the revolution, liberalism at the beginning of the counter-revolutionary period had raised
the banner of imperialism. One thing flowed from another: once it proved impossible to
purge the country of the feudal rubbish in order to assure to the bourgeoisie a dominant
position, it remained to form a union with the monarchy and the nobility in order to assure
to capital the best position in the world market. If it is true that the world catastrophe was
prepared in various quarters, so that it arrived to a certain degree unexpectedly even to its
most responsible organisers, it is equally indubitable that Russian liberalism, as the inspirer
of the foreign policy of the monarchy, did not occupy the last place in its preparation. The
war of 1914 was quite rightly greeted by the leaders of the Russian bourgeoisie as their
war. In a solemn session of the State Duma on July 26, 1914, the president of the Kadet
faction announced: “We will make no conditions or demands. We will simply throw in the
scales our firm determination to conquer the enemy.” In Russia, too, national unity became
the official doctrine. During a patriotic manifestation in Moscow the master of ceremonies,
Count Benkendorff, cried to the diplomats: “Look! There is your revolution which they
were prophesying in Berlin!” “A similar thought,” explained the French minister Palologue,
“was evidently in the minds of all.” People considered it their duty to nourish and propagate
illusions in a situation which, it would seem, absolutely forbade illusions.

They did not wait long for sobering lessons. Very soon after the beginning of the war
one of the more expansive Kadets, a lawyer and landlord, Rodichev, exclaimed at a session
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of the Central Committee of his party: “Do you really think we can conquer with those
fools?” Events proved that it was not possible to conquer with fools. Liberalism, having
more than half lost faith in the victory, tried to employ the momentum of the war in order
to carry out a purgation of the camarilla and compel the monarchy to a compromise. The
chief implement towards this end was to accuse the court party of Germanophilism and of
preparing a separate peace.

In the spring of 1915, while the weaponless soldiers were retreating along the whole
front, it was decided in governmental circles, not without pressure from the Allies, to recruit
the initiative of private industry for work in behalf of the army. The Special Conference
called for this end included, along with bureaucrats, the more influential industrialists, The
Land and City unions which had arisen at the beginning of the war, and the Military-
Industrial Committees created in the spring of 1915, became the points of support of the
bourgeoisie in the struggle for victory and for power. The State Duma, backed by these
organisations, was induced to intercede more confidently between the bourgeoisie and the
monarchy.

These broad political perspectives did not, however distract attention from the important
problems of the day. Out of the Special Conference as out of a central reservoir tens of
hundreds of millions, mounting up to billions, flowed down through distributing canals,
abundantly irrigating the industries and incidentally nourishing numberless appetites. In
the State Duma and in the press a few of the war profits for 1914 and 1915 were published.
The Moscow textile company of the Riabushinskys showed a net profit of 75 per cent; the
Tver Company, 111 per cent; the copper-works of Kolchugin netted over 12 million on a
basic capital of 10 million. In this sector patriotic virtue was rewarded generously, and
moreover immediately.

Speculation of all kinds and gambling on the market went to the point of paroxysm.
Enormous fortunes arose out of the bloody foam. The lack of bread and fuel in the capital
did not prevent the court jeweller Faberget from boasting that he had never before done
such a flourishing business. Lady-in-waiting Vyrubova says that in no other season were
such gowns to be seen as in the winter of 1915-16, and never were so many diamonds
purchased. The night clubs were brim full of heroes of the rear, legal deserters, and simply
respectable people too old for the front but sufficiently young for the joy of life. The grand
dukes were not among the last to enjoy this feast in times of plague. Nobody had any fear
of spending too much. A continual shower of gold fell from above. “Society” held out its
hands and pockets, aristocratic ladies spread their skirts high, everybody splashed about in
the bloody mud — bankers, heads of the commissariat, industrialists, ballerinas of the tzar
and the grand dukes, orthodox prelates, ladies-in-waiting, liberal deputies, generals of the
front and rear, radical lawyers, illustrious mandarins of both sexes, innumerable nephews,
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and more particularly nieces. All came running to grab and gobble, in fear lest the blessed
rain should stop. And all rejected with indignation the shameful idea of a premature peace.

Common gains, external defeats, and internal dangers, drew together the parties of the
ruling classes. The Duma, divided on the eve of the war, achieved in 1915 its patriotic
oppositional majority which received the name of “Progressive Bloc.” The official aim of
this bloc was of course declared to be a “satisfaction of the needs created by the war.” On
the left the social-democrats and Trudoviks did not enter the bloc; on the right the notorious
Black Hundred groups. All the other factions of the Duma — the Kadets, the Progressives,
three groups of Octobrists, the Centre and a part of the Nationalists, entered the bloc or
adhered to it — as also the national groups: Poles, Lithuanians, Mussulmans, Jews, etc. In
order not to frighten the tzar with the formula of a responsible ministry, the bloc demanded
“a united government composed of men enjoying the confidence of the country.” The Min-
ister of the Interior, Prince Sherbatov, at that time characterised the bloc as a temporary
“union called forth by the danger of social revolution.” It required no great penetration
to realise this. Miliukov, the leader of the Kadets, and thus also of the oppositional bloc,
said at a conference of his party: “We are treading a volcano...The tension has reached
its extreme limit...A carelessly dropped match will be enough to start a terrible conflagra-
tion...Whatever the government — whether good or bad — a strong government is needed
now more than ever before.”

The hope that the tzar, under the burden of defeat, would grant concessions, was so
great that in the liberal press there appeared in August the slate of a proposed “Cabinet
of confidence” with the president of the Duma, Rodzianko, as premier (according to an-
other version, the president of the Land Union, Prince Lvov, was indicated for that office),
Guchkov as Minister of the Interior, Miliukov, Foreign Minister, etc. A majority of these
men who here nominated themselves for a union with the tzar against the revolution, turned
up a year later as members of the “Revolutionary Government.” History has permitted her-
self such antics more than once. This time the joke was at least a brief one.

A majority of the ministers of Goremykin’s cabinet were no less frightened than the
Kadets by the course things were taking, and therefore inclined towards an agreement with
the Progressive Bloc. “A government which has not behind it the confidence of the supreme
ruler, nor the army, nor the cities, nor the zemstvos, nor the nobles, nor the merchants,
nor the workers, not only cannot function, but cannot even exist — the thing is obviously
absurd.” In these words, Prince Sherbatov in August 1915 appraised the government in
which he himself was Minister of the Interior. “If you only arrange the scene properly
and offer a loophole,” said the Foreign Minister Sazonov, “the Kadets will be the first
to propose a compromise. Miliukov is the greatest possible bourgeois and fears a social
revolution above everything. Besides, a majority of the Kadets are trembling for their own
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capital.” Miliukov on his side considered that the Progressive Bloc “would have to give in
somewhat.” Both sides were ready to bargain, and everything seemed thoroughly oiled. But
on August 29 the Premier, Goremykin, a bureaucrat weighed down with years and honours,
an old cynic playing politics between two gamegadnd-patienceand defending himself
against all complaints by remarking that the war is “not my business,” journeyed out to
the tzar at headquarters and returned with the information that all and everybody should
remain in their places, except the rambunctious Duma, which was to be dissolved on the
3rd of September. The reading of the tzar’s order dissolving the Duma was heard without
a single word of protest: the deputies gave a “hurrah” for the tzar, and dispersed.

How did the tzar's government, supported according to its own confession by nobody
at all, survive for over a year and a half after that? A temporary success of the Russian
troops undoubtedly exerted its influence and this was reinforced by the good golden rain.
The successes at the front soon ceased, to be sure, but the profits at the rear continued.
However, the chief cause of the successful propping up of the monarchy for twelve months
before its fall, was to be found in a sharp division in the popular discontent. The chief of
the Moscow Secret Service Department reported a rightward tendency of the bourgeoisie
under the influence of “a fear of possible revolutionary excesses after the war.” During
the war, we note, a revolution was still considered impossible. The industrialists were
alarmed, over and above that, by “a coquetting of certain leaders of the Military Industrial
Committee with the proletariat.” The general conclusion of this colonel of gendarmes,
Martynov — in whom a professional reading of Marxist literature had left some traces —
announced as the cause of a certain improvement in the political situation “the steadily
growing differentiation of social classes concealing a sharp contradiction in their interests,
a contradiction felt especially keenly in the times we are living through.”

The dissolution of the Duma in September 1915 was a direct challenge to the bourgeosie,
not to the workers. But while the liberals were dispersing with cries of “Hurrah!” — to be
sure, not very enthusiastic cries — the workers of Petrograd and Moscow responded with
strikes of protest. That cooled off the liberals still more. They feared worst of all the
intrusion of an uninvited third party in their family discussion with the monarchy. But what
further step was to be taken? Accompanied by a slight growl from the left wing, liberalism
cast its vote for a well-tried recipe: to stand exclusively on legal grounds, and render the
bureaucracy “as it were, unnecessary” in the course of a mere fulfilment of their patriotic
functions. The ministerial slate at any rate would have to be laid aside for a time.

The situation in those days was getting worse automatically. In May 1916 the Duma
was again convoked, but nobody knew exactly what for. The Duma, in any case, had no
intention of summoning a revolution, and aside from that there was nothing for it to say.
“At that session” — Rodzianko remembers — “the proceedings were languid; the deputies
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attended irregularly...The continual struggle seemed fruitless, the government would listen
to nothing, irregularities were increasing, and the country was headed for ruin.” In the
bourgeoisie’s fear of revolution and its impotence without revolution, the monarchy found,
during the year 1916, a simulacrum of social support.

By autumn the situation was still worse. The hopelessness of the war had become
evident to all. The indignation of the popular masses threatened any moment to flow over
the brim. While attacking the court party as before for Germanophilism, the liberals now
deemed it necessary to feel out the chances of peace themselves, preparing their own future.
Only in this way can you explain the negotiations of one of the leaders of the Progressive
Bloc, the deputy Protopopov, with the German diplomat, Warburg, in Stockholm in the
autumn of 1916. The Duma delegation, making friendly visits to the French and English,
could easily convince itself in Paris and London that the dear Allies intended in the course
of the war to squeeze all the live juice out of Russia, in order after the victory to make this
backward country their chief field of economic exploitation. A defeated Russia in tow to a
victorious Entente would have meant a colonial Russia. The Russian possessing classes had
no other course but to try to free themselves from the too close embrace of the Entente, and
find an independent road to peace, making use of the antagonism of the two more powerful
camps. The meeting of the Duma deputy with the German diplomat, as a first step on this
road, was both a threat in the direction of the Allies with a view to gaining concessions,
and a feeling out of the actual possibilities of rapprochement with Germany. Protopopov
was acting in agreement not only with the tzarist diplomats — the meeting occurred in the
presence of the Russian ambassador in Sweden — but also with the whole delegation of
the State Duma. Incidentally the liberals by means of this reconnoitre were pursuing a
not unimportant domestic goal. “Rely on us” — they were hinting to the tzar — “and we
will make you a separate peace better and more reliable than Strmer can.” According to
Protopopov’s scheme — that is, the scheme of his backers — the Russian government was to
inform the Allies “several months in advance” that she would be compelled to end the war,
and that if the Allies refused to institute peace negotiations, Russia would have to conclude
a separate peace with Germany. In his confession written after the revolution, Protopopov
speaks as of something which goes without saying of the fact that “all reasonable people
in Russia, among them probably all the leaders of the party of 'the People’s Freedom’
(Kadets), were convinced that Russia was unable to continue the war.”

The tzar, to whom Protopopov upon his return reported his journey and negotiations,
treated the idea of a separate peace with complete sympathy. He merely did not see the
necessity of drawing the liberals into the business. The fact that Protopopov himself was
included incidentally in the staff of the court camarilla, having broken with the Progressive
bloc, is explained by the personal character of this fop, who had fallen in love, according
to his own words, with the tzar and the tzarina — and at the same time, we may add, with
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an expected portfolio as Minister of the Interior. But this episode of Protopopov’s treason
to liberalism does not alter the general content of the liberal foreign policy — a mixture of
greed, cowardice and treachery.

The Duma again assembled on November 1. The tension in the country had become
unbearable. Decisive steps were expected of the Duma. It was necessary to do something,
or at the very least say something. The Progressive Bloc found itself compelled to resort
to parliamentary exposures. Counting over from the tribune the chief steps taken by the
government, Miliukov asked after each one: “Was this stupidity or treason?” High notes
were sounded also by other deputies. The government was almost without defenders. It
answered in the usual way: the speeches of the Duma orators were forbidden publication.
The speeches therefore circulated by the million. There was not a government department,
not only in the rear but at the front, where the forbidden speeches were not transcribed -
frequently with additions corresponding to the temperament of the transcriber. The rever-
beration of the debate of November 1 was such that terror seized the very authors of the
arraignment.

A group of extreme rightists, sturdy bureaucrats inspired by Durnovo, who had put down
the revolution of 1905, took that moment to present to the tzar a proposed programme. The
eye of these experienced officials, trained in a serious police school, saw not badly and
pretty far, and if their prescription was no good, it is only because no medicine existed for
the sickness of the old rgime. The authors of the programme speak against any concessions
whatever to the bourgeois opposition, not because the liberals want to go too far, as think
the vulgar Black Hundreds — upon whom these official reactionaries look with some scorn
— no, the trouble is that the liberals are “so weak, so disunited and, to speak frankly, so
mediocre, that their triumph would be as brief as it would be unstable.” The weakness
of the principal opposition party, the “Constitutional Democrats” (Kadets), is indicated,
they point out, by its very name. It is called democratic, when it is in essence bourgeois.
Although to a considerable degree a party of liberal landlords, it has signed a programme
of compulsory land redemption. “Without these trumps from a deck not their own” — write
these secret counsellors, using the images to which they are accustomed — “the Kadets
are nothing more than a numerous association of liberal lawyers, professors and officials
of various departments — nothing more.” A revolutionist, they point out, is a different
thing. They accompany their recognition of the significance of the revolutionary parties
with a grinding of teeth: “The danger and strength of these parties lies in the fact that
they have an idea, they have money (!), they have a crowd ready and well organised.”
The revolutionary parties “can count on the sympathy of an overwhelming majority of
the peasantry, which will follow the proletariat the very moment the revolutionary leaders
point a finger to other people’s land.” What would a responsible ministry yield in these
circumstances? “A complete and final destruction of the right parties, a gradual swallowing
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of the intermediate parties — the Centre, the Liberal-Conservatives, the Octobrists and the
Progressives of the Kadet party — which at the beginning would a decisive importance.
But the same fate would menace the Kadets...and afterwards would come the revolutionary
mob, the Commune, destruction of the dynasty, pogroms of the possessing classes, and
finally the peasant-brigand.” It is impossible to deny that the police anger here rises to a
certain kind of historic vision.

The positive part of their programme was not new, but consistent. a government of
ruthless partisans of the autocracy; abolition of the Duma; martial law in both capitals;
preparation of forces for putting down a rebellion. This programme did in its essentials
become the basis of the government policy of the last pre-revolutionary months. But its
success presupposed a power which Durnovo had had in this hands in the winter of 1905,
but which by the autumn of 1917 no longer existed. The monarchy tried, therefore, to
strangle the country stealthily and in sections. Ministers were shifted upon the principle of
“our people” — meaning those unconditionally devoted to the tzar and tzarina. But these
“our people” — especially the renegade Protopopov - were insignificant and pitiful. The
Duma was not abolished, but again dissolved. The declaration of martial law in Petrograd
was saved for a moment when the revolution had already triumphed. And the military
forces prepared for putting down the rebellion were themselves seized by rebellion. All
this became evident after two or three months.

Liberalism in those days was making its last efforts to save the situation. All the organ-
isations of the enfranchised bourgeoisie supported the November speeches of the Duma
opposition with a series of new declarations. The most impudent of these was the resolu-
tion of the Union of Cities on December 9: “Irresponsible criminals, fanatics, are preparing
for Russia’s defeat, shame and slavery.” The State Duma was urged “not to disperse until
the formation of a responsible government is attained.” Even the State Council, organ of
the bureaucracy and of the vast properties, expressed itself in favour of calling to power
people who enjoyed the confidence of the country. A similar intercession was made by a
session of the united nobility: even the moss-covered stones cried out. But nothing was
changed. The monarchy would not let the last shreds of power slip out of its hands.

The last session of the last Duma was convoked, after waverings and delays, on February
14, 1917. Only two weeks remained before the coming of revolution. Demonstrations
were expected. In the Kadet orgRech alongside an announcement by the chief of the
Petrograd Military District, General Khabalov, forbidding demonstrations, was printed a
letter from Miliukov warning the workers against “dangerous and bad counsel” issuing
from “dark sources.” In spite of strikes, the opening of the Duma was sufficiently peaceful.
Pretending that the question of power no longer interested it, the Duma occupied itself
with a critical, but still strictly business question: food supplies. The mood was languid, as
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Rodzianko subsequently remembered: “We felt the impotence of the Duma, weariness of
a futile struggle.” Miliukov kept repeating that the Progressive Bloc “will act with words
and with words only.” Such was the Duma that entered the whirlpool of the February
revolution.



CHAPTER 3

THE PROLETARIAT AND THE
PEASANTRY

The Russian proletariat learned its first steps in the political circumstances created by a
despotic state. Strikes forbidden by law, underground circles, illegal proclamations, street
demonstrations, encounters with the police and with troops — such was the school created
by the combination of a swiftly developing capitalism with an absolutism slowly surren-
dering its positions. The concentration of the workers in colossal enterprises, the intense
character of governmental persecution, and finally the impulsiveness of a young and fresh
proletariat, brought it about that the political strike, so rare in western Europe, became in
Russia the fundamental method of struggle. The figures of strikes from the beginning of
the present century are a most impressive index of the political history of Russia. With
every desire not to burden our text with figures, we cannot refrain from introducing a table
of political strikes in Russia for the period 1903 to 1917. The figures, reduced to their sim-
plest expression, relate only to enterprises undergoing factory inspection. The railroads,
mining industries, mechanical and small enterprises in general, to say nothing of agricul-
ture, for various reasons do not enter into the count. But the changes in the strike curve in
the different periods emerge no less clearly for this.

We have before us a curve — the only one of its kind — of the political temperature
of a nation carrying in its womb a great revolution. In a backward country with a small
proletariat — for in all the enterprises undergoing factory inspections there were only about
1.5 million workers in 1905, about 2 million in 1917 — the strike movement attains such
dimensions as it never knew before anywhere in the world. With the weakness of the petty
bourgeois democracy, the scatteredness and political blindness of the peasant movement,
the revolutionary strike of the workers becomes the battering ram which the awakening
nation directs against the walls of absolutism. Participants in political strikes in 1905 num-
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bering 1,843,000 — workers participating in several strikes are here, of course, counted
twice — that number alone would permit us to put our finger on the revolutionary year in
our table, if we knew nothing else about the Russian political calendar.

Year Number in thousands of participants in
political strikes

1903 87*

1904 25*

1905 1,843

1906 651

1907 540

1908 93

1909 8

1910 4

1911 8

1912 550

1913 502

1914 (first half) 1,059

1915 156

1916 310
1917 (January-February) 575

* The figures for 1903 and 1904 refer to all strikes, the economic undoubtedly predom-
inating

For 1904, the first year of the Russo-Japanese war, the factory inspection indicates in all
only 25,000 strikers. In 1905, political and economic strikes together involved 2,863,000
mean — 115 times more than in the previous year. This remarkable fact by itself would
suggest the thought that a proletariat, impelled by the course of events to improvise such
unheard-of revolutionary activities, must at whatever cost produce from its depths an or-
ganisation corresponding to the dimensions of the struggle and the colossal tasks. This
organisation was the soviets — brought into being by the first revolution, and made the
instrument of the general strike and the struggle for power.

Beaten in the December uprising of 1905, the proletariat during the next two years
makes heroic efforts to defend a part of the conquered positions. These years, as our strike
figures show, still belong directly to the revolution, but they are the years of ebb. The
four following years (1908-11) emerge in our mirror of strike statistics as the years of
victorious counter-revolution. An industrial crisis coincident with this still further exhausts
the proletariat, already bled white. The depth of the fall is symmetrical with the height of
the rise. National convulsions find their reflection in these simple figures.
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The industrial boom beginning in 1910 lifted the workers to their feet, and gave a new
impulse to their energy. The figures for 1912-14 almost repeat those for 1905-07, but
in the opposite order: not from above downwards, but from below up. On a new and
higher historical basis — there are more workers now, and they have more experience — a
new revolutionary offensive begins. The first half-year of 1914 clearly approaches in the
number of political strikes the culminating point of the year of the first revolution. But war
breaks out and sharply interrupts this process. The first war months are marked by political
inertness in the working class, but already in the spring of 1915 the numbness begins to
pass. A new cycle of political strikes opens, a cycle which in February 1917 will culminate
in the insurrection of soldiers and workers.

The sharp ebbs and flows of the mass struggle had left the Russian proletariat after
a few years almost unrecognisable. Factories which two or three years ago would strike
unanimously over some single arbitrary police action, today have completely lost their
revolutionary colour, and accept the most monstrous crimes of the authorities without re-
sistance. Great defeats discourage people for a long time. The consciously revolutionary
elements lose their power over the masses. Prejudices and superstitions not yet burnt out
come back to life. Grey immigrants from the village during these times dilute the workers’
ranks. Sceptics ironically shake their heads. So its was in the years 1907-11. But molecu-
lar processes in the masses are healing the psychological wounds of defeat. A new turn of
events, or an underlying economic impulse, opens a new political cycle. The revolutionary
elements again find their audience. The struggle reopens on a higher level.

In order to understand the two chief tendencies in the Russian working class, it is
important to have in mind that Menshevism finally took shape in the years of ebb and
reaction. It relied chiefly upon a thin layer of workers who had broken with the revolution.
Whereas Bolshevism, cruelly shattered in the period of the reaction, began to rise swiftly
on the crest of a new revolutionary tide in the years before the war. “The most energetic and
audacious element, ready for tireless struggle, for resistance and continual organisation, is
that element, those organisations, and those people who are concentrated around Lenin.” In
these words the Police Department estimated the work of the Bolsheviks during the years
preceding the war.

In July 1914, while the diplomats were driving the last nail into the cross designed
for the crucifixion of Europe, Petrograd was boiling like a revolutionary cauldron. The
President of the French Republic, Poirgdrad to lay his wreath on the tomb of Alexander
[l amid the last echoes of a street fight and the first murmurs of a patriotic demonstration.

Would the mass offensive of 1912-14 have led directly to an overthrow of tzarism if
the war had not broken out? It is hardly possible to answer that question with certainty.
The process would inexorably have led to a revolution, but through what stages would the
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revolution in those circumstances have had to go? Would it not have experienced another
defeat? How much time would have been needed by the workers in order to arouse the
peasantry and win the army? In all these directions only guesses are possible. The war,
at any rate, gave the process at first a backward movement, but only to accelerate it more
powerfully in the next period and guarantee its overwhelming victory.

At the first sound of the drum the revolutionary movement died down. The more active
layers of the workers were mobilised. The revolutionary elements were thrown from the
factories to the front. Severe penalties were imposed for striking. The workers’ press was
swept away. Trade unions were strangled. Hundreds of thousands of women, boys, peas-
ants, poured into the workshops. The war — combined with the wreck of the International —
greatly disoriented the workers politically, and made it possible for the factory administra-
tion, then just lifting its head, to speak patriotically in the name of the factories, carrying
with it a considerable part of the workers, and compelling the more bold and resolute to
keep still and wait. The revolutionary ideas were barely kept glowing in small and hushed
circles. In the factories in those days nobody dared to call himself “Bolshevik” for fear not
only of arrest, but of a beating from the backward workers.

The Bolshevik faction in the Duma, weak in its personnel, had not risen at the out-
break of the war to the height of its task. Along with the Menshevik deputies, it introduced
a declaration in which it promised “to defend the cultural weal of the people against all
attacks wheresoever originating.” The Duma underlined with applause this yielding of a
position. Not one of the Russian organisations or groups of the party took the openly de-
featist position which Lenin came out for abroad. The percentage of patriots among the
Bolsheviks, however, was insignificant. In contrast to the Narodniks[1] and Mensheviks,
the Bolsheviks began in 1914 to develop among the masses a printed and oral agitation
against the war. The Duma deputies soon recovered their poise and renewed their revolu-
tionary work — about which the authorities were very closely informed, thanks to a highly
developed system of provocation. It is sufficient to remark that out of seven members of the
Petersburg committee of the party, three, on the eve of the war, were in the employ of the
Secret Service. Thus tzarism played blind man’s buff with the revolution. In November the
Bolshevik deputies were arrested. There began a general smash-up of the party throughout
the country. In February 1915 the case of the Duma faction was called in the courts. The
deputies conducted themselves cautiously. Kameneyv, theoretical instigator of the factions,
stood apart from the defeatist position of Lenin; so did Petrovsky, the present president of
the Central Committee in the Ukraine. The Police Department remarked with satisfaction
that the severe sentences dealt out to the deputies did not evoke any movement of protest
among the workers.

It seemed as though the war had produced a new working class. To a considerable
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extent this was the fact: in Petrograd the personnel of the workers had been renewed almost
forty per cent. The revolutionary succession had been abruptly broken. All that existed
before the war, including the Duma faction of the Bolsheviks, had suddenly retired to the
background and almost disappeared in oblivion. But under cover of this quietness and
patriotism - and to some extent even monarchism — the moods of a new explosion were
gradually accumulating in the masses.

In August 1915 the tzarist ministers were telling each other that the workers “are evey-
where hunting out treason, betrayal and sabotage in behalf of the Germans, and are en-
thusiastic in the search for those guilty of our unsuccesses at the front.” It is true that in
that period the awakening mass-criticism — in part sincerely and in part for the sake of de-
fensive coloration - often adopted the standpoint of “defence of the fatherland.” But that
idea was only a point of departure. The discontent of the workers was digging a deeper
and deeper course, silencing the masters, the Black Hundred workers, the servants of the
administration, permitting the worker-Bolsheviks to raise their heads.

From criticism the masses pass over to action. Their indignation finds expression first
of all in food disturbances, sometimes rising to the height of local riots. Women, old men
and boys, in the market or on the open square, feel bolder and more independent than the
workers on military duty in the factories. In Moscow in May the movement turns into a
pogrom of Germans, although the participants in this are chiefly the scum of the town armed
under police protection. Nevertheless, the very possibility of such a pogrom in industrial
Moscow proves that the workers are not yet sufficiently awakened to impose their slogans
and their discipline upon the disturbed small-town people. These food disorders, spreading
over the whole country, broke the war hypnosis and laid the road to strikes.

The inflow of raw labour power to the factories and the greedy scramble for war-profits,
brought everywhere a lowering of the conditions of labour, and gave rise to the crudest
methods of exploitation. The rise in the cost of living automatically lowered wages. eco-
nomic strikes were the inevitable mass reflection — stormy in proportion as they had been
delayed. The strikes were accompanied by meetings, adoption of political resolutions,
scrimmages with the police, not infrequently by shots and casualties.

The struggle arose chiefly in the central textile district. On June 5 the police fire a
volley at the weavers in Kostroma: 4 killed, 9 wounded. On August 10 the troops fire on
the lvanovo-Voznesensk workers: 16 killed, 30 wounded. In the movement of the textile
workers some soldiers of a local battalion are involved. Protest strikes in various parts of
the country give answer to the shootings at lvanovo-Voznesensk. Parallel to this goes the
economic struggle. The textile workers often march in the front rank.

In comparison with the first half of 1914 this movement, as regards strength of pressure
and clarity of slogans, represents a big step backward. This is not surprising, since raw
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masses are to a large extent being drawn into the struggle, and there has been a complete
disintegration of the guiding layer of the workers. Nevertheless even in these first strikes of
the war the approach of great battles can be heard. The Minister of Justice, Khvostov, said
on the 16th of August: “If there are at present no armed demonstrations of the workers,

it is only because they have as yet no organisation.” Goremykin expressed himself more
concisely: “The trouble among the workers’ leaders is that they have no organisation, since

it was broken up by the arrest of the five members of the Duma.” The Minister of the
Interior added: “We must not amnesty the members of the Duma (Bolsheviks) - they are
the organising centre of the movement in its most dangerous form.” These people at least
made no mistake as to who was the real enemy.

While the ministry, even at the moment of its greatest dismay and readiness for liberal
concessions, deemed it necessary as before to pound the workers’ revolution on the head
— i.e. on the Bolsheviks — the big bourgeoisie was trying to fix up a co-operation with
the Mensheviks. Frightened by the scope of the strike movement, the liberal industrialists
made an attempt to impose patriotic discipline upon the workers by including their elected
representatives in the staff of the Military Industrial Committees. The Minister of the In-
terior complained that it was very difficult to oppose this scheme, fathered by Guchkov.
“The whole enterprise,” he said, “is being carried out under a patriotic flag, and in the in-
terests of the defence.” We must remark, however, that even the police avoided arresting
the social-patriots, seeing in them a side partner in the struggle against strikes and revolu-
tionary “excesses.” It was indeed upon their too great confidence in the strength of patriotic
socialism, that the Secret Service based their conviction that no insurrection would occur
while the war lasted.

In the elections to the Military-Industrial Committees the defencists, headed by an en-
ergetic metal worker, Gvozdev — we shall meet him later as Minister of Labour in the
Coalition Government of the revolution — turned out to be a minority. They enjoyed the
support, however, not only of the liberal bourgeoisie, but of the bureaucracy, in getting
the better of those who, led by the Bolsheviks, wished to boycott the committees. They
succeeded in imposing a representation in these organs of industrial patriotism upon the
Petersburg proletariat. The position of the Mensheviks was clearly expressed in a speech
one of their representatives later made to the industrialists in the Committee: “You ought
to demand that the existing bureaucratic power retire from the scene, yielding its place to
you as the inheritors of the present social structure.” This young political friendship was
growing by leaps and bounds. After the revolution it will bring forth its ripe fruit.

The war produced a dreadful desolation in the underground movement. After the arrest
of the Duma faction the Bolsheviks had no centralised party organisation at all. The local
committees had an episodic existence, and often had no connections with the workers dis-
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tricts. Only scattered groups, circles and solitary individuals did anything. However, the
reviving strike movement gave them some spirit and some strength in the factories. They
gradually began to find each other and build up the district connections. The underground
work revived. In the Police Department they wrote later: “Ever since the beginning of
the war, the Leninists, who have behind them in Russia an overwhelming majority of the
underground social-democratic organisations, have in their larger centres (such as Petro-
grad, Moscow, Kharkov, Kiev, Tula, Kostroma, Vladimir Province, Samara) been issuing
in considerable numbers revolutionary appeals with a demand to stop the war, overthrow
the existing government, and found a republic. And this work has had its palpable result in
workers’ strikes and disorders.”

The traditional anniversary of the march of the workers to the Winter Palace, which had
passed almost unnoticed the year before, produces a widespread strike on January 9, 1916.
The strike movement doubles during this year. Encounters with the police accompany
every big and prolonged strike. In contact with the troops, the workers conduct themselves
with demonstrative friendliness, and the Secret Police more than once notice this alarming
fact.

The war industries swelled out, devouring all resources around them and undermining
their own foundation. The peacetime branches of production began to die away. In spite
of all plannings, nothing came of the regulation of industry. The bureaucracy, incapable
of taking this business in hand against the opposition of the powerful Military-Industrial
Committees, at the same time refused to turn over the reguldilaga the bourgeoisie.

The chaos increased. Skilled workers were replaced by unskilled. The coal mines, shops
and factories of Poland were soon lost. In the course of the first year of the war a fifth part
of the industrial strength of the country was cut off. As much as 50 per cent of production
went to supply the needs of the army and the war — including about 75 per cent of the
textile production of the country. The overloaded transport proved incapable of supplying
factories with the necessary quantity of fuel and raw material. The war not only swallowed
up the whole current national income, but seriously began to cut into the basic capital of
the country.

The industrialists grew less and less willing to grant anything to the workers, and the
government, as usual, answered every strike with severe repressions. All this pushed the
minds of the workers from the particular to the general, from economics to politics: “We
must all strike at once.” Thus arose the idea of the general strike. The process of radicalisa-
tion of the masses is most convincingly reflected in the strike statistics. In 1915, two and a
half times fewer workers participated in political strikes than in economic strikes. In 1916,
twice as few. In the first few months of 1917, political strikes involved six times as many
workers as economic. Théle of Petrograd is portrayed in one figure: 72 per cent of the
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political strikers during the years of the war fall to her lot!

Many of the old beliefs are burned up in the fires of this struggle. The Secret Service
reports, “with pain,” that if they should react according to the dictates of the law to “every
instance of insolence and open insult to His Majesty, the number of trials under Article
103 would reach an unheard-of figure.” Nevertheless the consciousness of the masses is far
behind their action. The terrible pressure of the war and the national ruin is accelerating
the process of struggle to such a degree that broad masses of the workers, right up to the
very revolution, have not freed themselves from many opinions and prejudices brought with
them from the village or from the petty bourgeois family circle in the town. This fact will
set its stamp on the first stage of the February revolution.

By the end of 1916 prices are rising by leaps and bounds. To the inflation and the break-
down of transport, there is added an actual lack of goods. The demands of the population
have been cut down by this time to one-half. The curve of the workers’ movement rises
sharply. In October the struggle enters its decisive phase, uniting all forms of discontent in
one. Petrograd draws back for the February leap. A wave of meetings runs through the fac-
tories. The topics: food supplies, high cost of living, war, government. Bolshevik leaflets
are distributed; political strikes begin; improvised demonstrations occur at factory gates;
cases of fraternisation between certain factories and the soldiers are observed; a stormy
protest-strike flares up over the trial of the revolutionary sailors of the Baltic Fleet. The
French ambassador calls PremieiirGter's attention to the fact, become known to him,
that some soldiers have shot at the policelir®er quiets the ambassador: “The repres-
sions will be ruthless.” In November a good-sized group of workers on military duty are
removed from the Petrograd factories and sent to the front. The year ends in storm and
thunder.

Comparing the situation with that in 1905, the director of the Police Department, Vas-
siliev, reaches a very uncomforting conclusion: “The mood of the opposition has gone very
far — far beyond anything to be seen in the broad masses during the above-mentioned pe-
riod of disturbance.” Vassiliev rests no hope in the garrison; even the police officers are
not entirely reliable. The Intelligence Department reports a revival of the slogan of the
general strike, the danger of a resurrection of the terror. Soldiers and officers arriving from
the front say of the present situation: “What is there to wait for? — Why don’t you take
and bump off such-and-such a scoundrel? If we were here, we wouldn’t waste much time
thinking,” etc. Shliapnikov, a member of the Bolshevik Central Committee, himself a for-
mer metal worker, describes how nervous the workers were in those days: “Sometimes a
whistle would be enough, or any kind of noise — the workers would take it for a signal to
stop the factory.” This detail is equally remarkable both as a political symptom and as a
psychological fact: the revolution is there in the nerves before it comes out on the street.
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The provinces are passing through the same stages, only more slowly. The growth
in massiveness of the movement and in fighting spirit shifts the centre of gravity from
the textile to the metal-workers, from economic strikes to political, from the provinces to
Petrograd. The first two months of 1917 show 575,000 political strikers, the lion’s share
of them in the capital. In spite of new raids carried out by the police on the eve of January
9, 150,000 workers went on strike in the capital on that anniversary of blood. The mood
was tense. The metal-workers were in the lead. The workers all felt that no retreat was
possible. In every factory an active nucleus was forming, oftenest around the Bolsheviks.
Strikes and meetings went on continuously throughout the first two weeks of February. On
the 8th, at the Putilov factory, the police received “a hail of slag and old iron.” On the 14th,
the day the Duma opened, about 90,000 were on strike in Petrograd. Several plants also
stopped work in Moscow. On the 16th, the authorities decided to introduce bread cards in
Petrograd. This novelty rasped the nerves. On the 19th, a mass of people gathered around
the food shops, especially women, all demanding bread. A day later bakeries were sacked
in several parts of the city. These were the heat lightnings of the revolution, coming in a
few days.

* * %

The Russian proletariat found its revolutionary audacity not only in itself. Its very posi-
tion as minority of the nation suggests that it could not have given its struggle a sufficient
scope — certainly not enough to take its place at the head of the state - if it had not found
a mighty support in the thick of the people. Such a support was guaranteed to it by the
agrarian problem.

The belated half-liberation of the peasants in 1861 had found agricultural industry al-
most on the same level as two hundred years before. The preservation of the old area
of communal land - somewhat filched from during the reform — together with the archaic
methods of land culture, automatically sharpened a crisis caused by the rural excess popu-
lation, which was at the same time a crisis in the three-fold system. The peasantry felt still
more caught in a trap because the process was not taking place in the seventeenth but in
the nineteenth century — that is, in the conditions of an advanced money economy which
made demands upon the wooden plough that could only be met by a tractor. Here too we
see a drawing together of separate stages of the historic process, and as a result an extreme
sharpening of contradictions. The learned agronomes and economists had been preaching
that the old area with rational cultivation would be amply sufficient — that is to say, they
proposed to the peasant to make a jump to a higher level of technique and culture without
disturbing the landlord, the bailiff, or the tzar. But no econon@gime, least of all an
agricultural égime, the most tardy of all, has ever disappeared before exhausting all its
possibilities. Before feeling compelled to pass over to a more intensive economic culture,
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the peasant had to make a last attempt to broaden his three fields. This could obviously be
achieved only at the expense of non-peasant lands. Choking in the narrowness of his land
area, under the smarting whip of the treasury and the market, the muzhik was inexorably
forced to attempt to get rid of the landlord once for all.

On the eve of the first revolution the whole stretch of arable land within the limits
of European Russia was estimated at 280 million dessiatins.[2] The communal allotments
constituted about 140 million. The crown lands, above 5 million. Church and monastery
lands, about 2.5 million. Of the privately owned land, 70 million dessiatins belonged to
the 30,000 great landlords, each of whom owned above 500 dessiatins. This 70 million
was about what would have belonged to 10 million peasant families. The land statistics
constitute the finished programme of a peasant war.

The landlords were not settled with in the first revolution. Not all the peasants rose.
The movement in the country did not coincide with that in the cities. The peasant army
wavered, and finally supplied sufficient forces for putting down the workers. As soon as
the Semenovsky Guard regiment had settled with the Moscow insurrection, the monarchy
abandoned all thought of cutting down the landed estates, as also its own autocratic rights.

However, the defeated revolution did not pass without leaving traces in the village. the
government abolished the old land redemption payments and opened the way to a broader
colonisation of Siberia. The frightened landlords not only made considerable concessions
in the matter of rentals, but also began a large-scale selling of their landed estates. These
fruits of the revolution were enjoyed by the better-off peasants, who were able to rent and
buy the landlords’ land.

However, the broadest gates were opened for the emerging of capitalist farmers from
the peasant class by the law of November 9, 1906, the chief reform introduced by the vic-
torious counter-revolution. Giving the right even to a small minority of the peasants of the
commune, against the will of the majority, to cut out from the communal land a section to
be owned independently, the law of November 9 constituted an explosive capitalist shell
directed against the commune. The president of the Council of Ministers, Stolypin, de-
scribed the essence of this governmental policy towards the peasants as “banking on the
strong ones.” This meant: encourage the upper circles of the peasantry to get hold of the
communal land by buying up these “liberated” sections, and convert these new capitalist
farmers into a support for the existinggime. It was easier to propose such a task, however,
than to achieve it. In this attempt to substitute the kulak problem for the peasant problem,
the counter-revolution was destined to break its neck.

By January 1, 1916, 2.5 million home-owners had made good their personal possession
of 17 million dessiatins. Two more million home-owners were demanding the allotment to
them of 14 million dessiatins. This looked like a colossal success for the reform. But the
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majority of the homesteads were completely incapable of sustaining life, and represented
only material for natural selection. At that time when the more backward landlords and
small peasants were selling on a large scale — the former their estates, the latter their bits
of land — there emerged in the capacity of principal purchaser a new peasant bourgeoisie.
Agriculture entered upon a state of indubitable capitalist boom. The export of agricultural
products from Russia rose between 1908 and 1912 from 1 billion roubles to 1.5 billion.
This meant that broad masses of the peasantry had been proletarianised, and the upper
circles of the villages were throwing on the market more and more grain.

To replace the compulsory communal ties of the peasantry, there developed very swiftly
a voluntary co-operation, which succeeded in penetrating quite deeply into the peasant
masses in the course of a few years, and immediately became a subject of liberal and
democratic idealisation. Real power in the co-operatives belonged, however, only to the
rich peasants, whose interests in the last analysis they served. The Narodnik intelligentsia,
by concentrating its chief forces in peasant co-operation, finally succeeded in shifting its
love for the people on to good solid bourgeois rails. In this way was prepared, partially at
least, the political bloc of the “anti-capitalist” party of the Social Revolutionaries with the
Kadets, the capitalist parpar excellence

Liberalism, although preserving the appearance of opposition to the agrarian policy of
the reaction, nevertheless looked with great hopes upon this capitalist destruction of the
communes. “In the country a very powerful petty bourgeoisie is arising,” wrote the liberal
Prince Troubetskoy, “in its whole make and essence alien alike to the ideals of the united
nobility and to the socialist dreams.”

But this admirable medal had its other side. There was arising from the destroyed
communes not only a “very powerful bourgeoisie,” but also its antithesis. The number of
peasants selling tracts of land they could not live on had risen by the beginning of the war to
a million, which means no less than five million souls added to the proletarian population.
A sufficiently explosive material was also supplied by the millions of peasant-paupers to
whom nothing remained but to hang on to their hungry allotments. In consequence those
contradictions kept reproducing themselves among the peasants which had so early under-
mined the development of bourgeois society as a whole in Russia. The new rural bour-
geoisie which was to create a support for the old and more powerful proprietors, turned out
to be as hostilely opposed to the fundamental masses of the peasantry as the old propri-
etors had been to the people as a whole. Before it could become a support to the existing
order, this peasant bourgeoisie had need of some order of its own wherewith to cling to
its conquered positions. In these circumstances it is no wonder that the agrarian problem
continued a sharp one in all the State Dumas. Everyone felt that the last word had not yet
been spoken. The peasant deputy Petrichenko once declared from the tribune of the Duma:
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“No matter how long you debate you won't create a new planet — that means that you will
have to give us the land.” This peasant was neither a Bolshevik, nor a Social Revolutionary.
On the contrary, he was a Right deputy, a monarchist.

The agrarian movement, having, like the strike movement of the workers, died down
toward the end of 1907, partially revives in 1908, and grows stronger during the following
years. The struggle, to be sure, is transferred to a considerable degree within the commune:
that is just what the reaction had figured on politically. There are not infrequent armed
conflicts among peasants during the division of the communal land. But the struggle against
the landlord also does not disappear. The peasants are more frequently setting fire to the
landlord’s manors, harvest, haystacks, seizing on the way also those individual tracts which
had been cut off against the will of the communal peasants.

The war found the peasantry in this condition. The government carried away from the
country about 10 million workers and about 2 million horses. The weak homesteads grew
still weaker. The number of peasants who could not sow their fields increased. But in
the second year of the war the middle peasants also began to go under. Peasant hostility
toward the war sharpened from month to month. In October 1916, the Petrograd Gendarme
Administration reported that in the villages they had already ceased to believe in the success
of the war — the report being based on the words of insurance agents, teachers, traders,
etc. “All are waiting and impatiently demanding: When will this cursed war finally end?”
And this is not all: “Political questions are being talked about everywhere and resolutions
adopted directed against the landlords and merchants. Nuclei of various organisations are
being formed....As yet there is no uniting centre, but there is no reason to suppose that
the peasants will unite by way of the co-operatives which are daily growing throughout all
Russia.” There is some exaggeration here. In some things the gendarme has run ahead a
little, but the fundamentals are indubitably correct.

The possessing classes could not foresee that the village was going to present its bill.
But they drove away these black thoughts, hoping to wriggle out of it somehow. On this
theme the inquisitive French ambassadoéBllgue had a chat during the war days with
the former Minister of Agriculture Krivoshein, the former Premier Kokovtsev, the great
landlord Count Bobrinsky, the President of the State Duma Rodzianko, the great indus-
trialist Putilov, and other distinguished people. Here is what was unveiled before him in
this conversation: In order to carry into action a radical land reform it would require the
work of a standing army of 300,000 surveyors for no less than fifteen years; but during this
time the number of homesteads would increase to 30 million, and consequently all these
preliminary calculations by the time they were made would prove invalid. To introduce a
land reform thus seemed in the eyes of these landlords, officials and bankers something like
squaring the circle. It is hardly necessary to say that a like mathematical scrupulousness
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was completely alien to the peasants. He thought that first of all the thing to do was to
smoke out the landlord, and then see.

If the village nevertheless remained comparatively peaceful during the war, that was
because its active forces were at the front. The soldiers did not forget about the land —
whenever at least they were not thinking about death — and in the trenches the muzhik’s
thoughts about the future were saturated with the smell of powder. But all the same the
peasantry, even after learning to handle firearms, could never of its own force have achieved
the agrarian democratic revolution — that is, its own revolution. It had to have leadership.
For the first time in world history the peasant was destined to find a leader in the person of
the worker. In that lies the fundamental, and you may say the whole difference between the
Russian revolution and all those preceding it.

In England serfdom had disappeared in actual fact by the end of the fourteenth century
— that is, two centuries before it arose in Russia, and four and a half centuries before it
was abolished. The expropriation of the landed property of the peasants dragged along
in England through one Reformation and two revolutions to the nineteenth century. The
capitalist development, not forced from the outside, thus had sufficient time to liquidate the
independent peasant long before the proletariat awoke to political life.

In France the struggle with royal absolutism, the aristocracy, and the princes of the
church, compelled the bourgeoisie in various of its layers, and in several instalments, to
achieve a radical agrarian revolution at the beginning of the eighteenth century. For long
after that an independent peasantry constituted the support of the bourgeois order, and in
1871 it helped the bourgeoisie put down the Paris Commune.

In Germany the bourgeoisie proved incapable of a revolutionary solution of the agrarian
problem, and in 1848 betrayed the peasants to the landlords, just as Luther some three
centuries before in the peasant wars had betrayed them to the princes. On the other hand,
the German proletariat was still too weak in the middle of the nineteenth century to take the
leadership of the peasantry. As aresult the capitalist development of Germany got sufficient
time, although not so long a period as in England, to subordinate agriculture, as it emerged
from the uncompleted bourgeois revolution, to its own interests.

The peasant reform of 1861 was carried out in Russia by an aristocratic and bureaucratic
monarchy under pressure of the demands of a bourgeois society, but with the bourgeoisie
completely powerless politically. The character of this peasant emancipation was such that
the forced capitalistic transformation of the country inevitably converted the agrarian prob-
lem into a problem of revolution. The Russian bourgeois dreamed of an agrarian evolution
on the French plan, or the Danish, or the American — anything you want, only not the Rus-
sian. He neglected, however, to supply himself in good season with a French history or an
American social structure. The democratic intelligentsia, notwithstanding its revolutionary
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past, took its stand in the decisive hour with the liberal bourgeoisie and the landlord, and
not with the revolutionary village. In these circumstances only the working class could
stand at the head of the peasant revolution.

The law of combined development of backward countries — in the sense of a peculiar
mixture of backward elements with the most modern factors — here rises before us in its
most finished form, and offers a key to the fundamental riddle of the Russian revolution. If
the agrarian problem, as a heritage from the barbarism of the old Russian history, had been
solved by the bourgeoisie, if it could have been solved by them, the Russian proletariat
could not possibly have come to power in 1917. In order to realise the Soviet state, there
was required a drawing together and mutual penetration of two factors belonging to com-
pletely different historic species: a peasant war — that is, a movement characteristic of the
dawn of bourgeois development — and a proletarian insurrection, the movement signalising
its decline. That is the essence of 1917.

1. Narodnikis a general name for those non-Marxians who had originally hoped to
accomplish the regeneration of Russia by “going to the pea@mo(),” and out of whom
developed the Social Revolutionary party. The Mensheviks were the right, or so-called
“moderate,” wing of the Marxian or Social Democratic party, whom Lenin abandoned in
1903. [Trans.]

2. A dessiatin is 2.702 English acres. [Trans.]



CHAPTER 4

THE TZAR AND THE TZARINA

This book will concern itself least of all with those unrelated psychological researches
which are now so often substituted for social and historical analysis. Foremost in our
field of vision will stand the great, moving forces of history, which are super-personal in
character. Monarchy is one of them. But all these forces operate through people. And
monarchy is by its very principle bound up with the personal. This in itself justifies an
interest in the personality of that monarch whom the process of social development brought
face to face with a revolution. Moreover, we hope to show in what follows, partially at least,
just where in a personality the strictly personal ends — often much sooner than we think —
and how frequently the “distinguishing traits” of a person are merely individual scratches
made by a higher law of development.

Nicholas Il inherited from his ancestors not only a giant empire, but also a revolution.
And they did not bequeath him one quality which would have made him capable of gov-
erning an empire or even a province or a county. To that historic flood which was rolling its
billows each one closer to the gates of his palace, the last Romanov opposed only a dumb
indifference. It seemed as though between his consciousness and his epoch there stood
some transparent but absolutely impenetrable medium.

People surrounding the tzar often recalled after the revolution that in the most tragic
moments of his reigns — at the time of the surrender of Port Arthur and the sinking of the
fleet at Tsu-shima, and ten years later at the time of the retreat of the Russian troops from
Galicia, and then two years later during the days preceding his abdication when all those
around him were depressed, alarmed, shaken — Nicholas alone preserved his tranquillity.
He would inquire as usual how many versts he had covered in his journeys about Russia,
would recall episodes of hunting expeditions in the past, anecdotes of official meetings,
would interest himself generally in the little rubbish of the day’s doings, while thunders

38
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roared over him and lightnings flashed. “What is this?” asked one of his attendant generals,
“a gigantic, almost unbelievable self-restraint, the product of breeding, of a belief in the
divine predetermination of events? Or is it inadequate consciousness?” The answer is
more than half included in the question. The so-called “breeding” of the tzar, his ability
to control himself in the most extraordinary circumstances, cannot be explained by a mere
external training; its essence was an inner indifference, a poverty of spiritual forces, a
weakness of the impulses of the will. That mask of indifference which was called breeding
in certain circles, was a natural part of Nicholas at birth.

The tzar's diary is the best of all testimony. From day to day and from year to year
drags along upon its pages the depressing record of spiritual emptiness. “Walked long and
killed two crows. Drank tea by daylight.” Promenades on foot, rides in a boat. And then
again crows, and again tea. All on the borderline of physiology. Recollections of church
ceremonies are jotted down in the same tome as a drinking party.

In the days preceding the opening of the State Duma, when the whole country was
shaking with convulsions, Nicholas wrote: “April 14. Took a walk in a thin shirt and took
up paddling again. Had tea in a balcony. Stana dined and took a ride with us. Read.” Not
a word as to the subject of his reading. Some sentimental English romance? Or a report
from the Police Department? “April 15: Accepted Witte’s resignation. Marie and Dmitri
to dinner. Drove them home to the palace.”

On the day of the decision to dissolve the Duma, when the court as well as the liberal
circles were going through a paroxysm of fright, the tzar wrote in his diary: “July 7. Friday.
Very busy morning. Half hour late to breakfast with the officers....A storm came up and it
was very muggy. We walked together. Received Goremykin. Signed a decree dissolving
the Duma! Dined with Olga and Petia. Read all evening.” An exclamation point after the
coming dissolution of the Duma is the highest expression of his emotions. The deputies
of the dispersed Duma summoned the people to refuse to pay taxes. A series of military
uprisings followed: in Sveaborg, Kronstadt, on ships, in army units. The revolutionary
terror against high officials was renewed on an unheard-of scale. The tzar writes: “July 9.
Sunday. It has happened! The Duma was closed today. At breakfast after Mass long faces
were noticeable among many....The weather was fine. On our walk we met Uncle Misha
who came over yesterday from Gatchina. Was quietly busy until dinner and all evening.
Went padding in a canoe.” It was in a canoe he went paddling — that is told. But with what
he was busy all evening is not indicated. So it was always.

And further in those same fatal days: “July 14. Got dressed and rode a bicycle to the
bathing beach and bathed enjoyably in the sea.” “July 15. Bathed twice. It was very hot.
Only us two at dinner. A storm passed over.” “July 19. Bathed in the morning. Received at
the farm. Uncle Vladimir and Chagin lunched with us.” An insurrection and explosions of
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dynamite are barely touched upon with a single phrase, “Pretty doings!” — astonishing in
its imperturbable indifference, which never rose to conscious cynicism.

“At 9:30 in the morning we rode out to the Caspian regiment...walked for a long time.
The weather was wonderful. Bathed in the sea. After tea received Lvov and Guchkov.” Not
a word of the fact that this unexpected reception of the two liberals was brought about by
the attempt of Stolypin to include opposition leaders in his ministry. Prince Lvov, the future
head of the Provisional Government, said of that reception at the time: “l expected to see the
sovereign stricken with grief, but instead of that there came out to meet me a jolly sprightly
fellow in a raspberry-coloured shirt.” The tzar's outlook was not broader than that of a
minor police official — with this difference, that the latter would have a better knowledge
of reality and be less burdened with superstitions. The sole paper which Nicholas read
for years, and from which he derived his ideas, was a weekly published on state revenue
by Prince Meshchersky, a vile, bribed journalist of the reactionary bureaucratic clique,
despised even in his own circle. The tzar kept his outlook unchanged through two wars
and two revolutions. Between his consciousness and events stood always that impenetrable
medium — indifference. Nicholas was called, not without foundation, a fatalist. It is only
necessary to add that his fatalism was the exact opposite of an active belief in his “star.”
Nicholas indeed considered himself unlucky. His fatalism was only a form of passive self-
defence against historic evolution, and went hand in hand with an arbitrariness, trivial in
psychological motivation, but monstrous in its consequences.

“I wish it and therefore it must be — ” writes Count Witte. “That motto appeared in
all the activities of this weak ruler, who only through weakness did all the things which
characterised his reign — a wholesale shedding of more or less innocent blood, for the most
part without aim.”

Nicholas is sometimes compared with his half-crazy great-great-grandfather Paul, who
was strangled by a camarilla acting in agreement with his own son, Alexander “the Blessed.”
These two Romanovs were actually alike in their distrust of everybody due to a distrust of
themselves, their touchiness as of omnipotent nobodies, their feeling of abnegation, their
consciousness, as you might say, of being crowned pariahs. But Paul was incomparably
more colourful; there was an element of fancy in his rantings, however irresponsible. In his
descendant everything was dim; there was not one sharp trait.

Nicholas was not only unstable, but treacherous. Flatterers called him a charmer, be-
witcher, because of his gentle way with the courtiers. But the tzar reserved his special
caresses for just those officials whom he had decided to dismiss. Charmed beyond measure
at a reception, the minister would go home and find a letter requesting his resignation. That
was a kind of revenge on the tzar’s part for his own nonentity.

Nicholas recoiled in hostility before everything gifted and significant. He felt at ease
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only among completely mediocre and brainless people, saintly fakers, holy men, to whom
he did not have to look up. He had lisour propre -indeed it was rather keen. But it was

not active, not possessed of a grain of initiative, enviously defensive. He selected his min-
isters on a principle of continual deterioration. Men of brain and character he summoned
only in extreme situations when there was no other way out, just as w call in a surgeon to
save our lives. It was so with Witte, and afterwards with Stolypin. The tzar treated both
with ill-concealed hostility. As soon as the crisis had passed, he hastened to part with these
counsellors who were too tall for him. This selection operated so systematically that the
president of the last Duma, Rodzianko, on the 7th of January 1917, with the revolution
already knocking at the doors, ventured to say to the tzar: “Your Majesty, there is not one
reliable or honest man left around you; all the best men have been removed or have retired.
There remain only those of ill repute.”

All the efforts of the liberal bourgeoisie to find a common language with the court came
to nothing. The tireless and noisy Rodzianko tried to shake up the tzar with his reports, but
in vain. The latter gave no answer either to argument or to impudence, but quietly made
ready to dissolve the Duma. Grand Duke Dmitri, a former favourite of the tzar, and future
accomplice in the murder of Rasputin, complained to his colleague, Prince Yussupov, that
the tzar at headquarters was becoming every day more indifferent to everything around him.
In Dmitri’s opinion the tzar was being fed some kind of dope which had a benumbing action
upon his spiritual faculties. “Rumours went round,” writes the liberal historian Miliukov,
“that this condition of mental and moral apathy was sustained in the tzar by an increased
use of alcohol.” This was all fancy or exaggeration. The tzar had no need of narcotics:
the fatal “dope” was in his blood. Its symptoms merely seemed especially striking on the
background of those great events of war and domestic crisis which led up to the revolution.
Rasputin, who was a psychologist, said briefly of the tzar that he “lacked insides.”

This dim, equable and “well-bred” man was cruel — not with the active cruelty of lvan
the Terrible or of Peter, in the pursuit of historic aims — What had Nicholas the Second in
common with them? — but with the cowardly cruelty of the late born, frightened at his own
doom. At the very dawn of his reign Nicholas praised the Phanagoritsy regiment as “fine
fellows” for shooting down workers. He always “read with satisfaction” how they flogged
with whips the bob-haired girl-students, or cracked the heads of defenceless people during
Jewish pogroms. This crowned black sheep gravitated with all his soul to the very dregs
of society, the Black Hundred hooligans. He not only paid them generously from the state
treasury, but loved to chat with them about their exploits, and would pardon them when
they accidentally got mixed up in the murder of an opposition deputy. Witte, who stood
at the head of the government during the putting down of the first revolution, has written
in his memoirs: “When news of the useless cruel antics of the chiefs of those detachments
reached the sovereign, they met with his approval, or in any case his defence.” In answer
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to the demand of the governor-general of the Baltic States that he stop a certain lieutenant-
captain, Richter, who was “executing on his own authority and without trial non-resistant
persons,” the tzar wrote on the report: “Ah, what a fine fellow!” Such encouragements are
innumerable. This “charmer,” without will, without aim, without imagination, was more
awful than all the tyrants of ancient and modern history.

The tzar was mightily under the influence of the tzarina, an influence which increased
with the years and the difficulties. Together they constituted a kind of unit — and that
combination shows already to what an extent the personal, under pressure of circumstances,
is supplemented by the group. But first we must speak of the tzarina herself.

Maurice Palologue, the French ambassador at Petrograd during the war, a refined psy-
chologist for French academicians and janitresses, offers a meticulously licked portrait of
the last tzarina: “Moral restlessness, a chronic sadness, infinite longing, intermittent ups
and downs of strength, anguishing thoughts of the invisible other world, superstitions — are
not all these traits, so clearly apparent in the personality of the empress, the characteristic
traits of the Russian people?” Strange as it may seem, there is in this saccharine lie just a
grain of truth. The Russian satirist Saltykov, with some justification, called the ministers
and governors from among the Baltic barons “Germans with a Russian soul.” It is indu-
bitable that aliens, in no way connected with the people, developed the most pure culture
of the “genuine Russian” administrator.

But why did the people repay with such open hatred a tzarina who, in the words of Palo-
logue, had so completely assimilated their soul? The answer is simple. In order to justify
her new situation, this German woman adopted with a kind of cold fury all the traditions
and nuances of Russian mediaevalism, the most meagre and crude of all mediaevalisms,
in that very period when the people were making mighty efforts to free themselves from
it. This Hessian princess was literally possessed by the demon of autocracy. Having risen
from her rural corner to the heights of Byzantine despotism, she would not for anything
take a step down. In the orthodox religion she found a mysticism and a magic adapted to
her new lot. She believed the more inflexibly in her vocation, the more naked became the
foulness of the old rgime. With a strong character and a gift for dry and hard exaltations,
the tzarina supplemented the weak-willed tzar, ruling over him.

On March 17, 1916, a year before the revolution, when the tortured country was already
writhing in the grip of defeat and ruin, the tzarina wrote to her husband at military head-
guarters: “You must not give indulgences, a responsible ministry, etc....or anythinigefat
want. This must be your war and your peace, and the honour yours and our fatherland’s,
and not by any means the Duma’s. They have not the right to say a single word in these
matters.” This was at any rate a thoroughgoing programme. And it was in just this way that
she always had the whip hand over the continually vacillating tzar.
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After Nicholas’ departure to the army in the capacity of fictitious commander-in-chief,
the tzarina began openly to take charge of internal affairs. The ministers came to her with
reports as to a regent. She entered into a conspiracy with a small camarilla against the
Duma, against the ministers, against the staff-generals, against the whole world — to some
extent indeed against the tzar. On December 6, 1916, the tzarina wrote to the tzar: “...Once
you have said that you want to keep Protopopov, how does he (Premier Trepov) go against
you? Bring down your first on the table. Don'’t yield. Be the boss. Obey your firm little
wife and our Friend. Believe in us.” Again three days late: “You know you are right. Carry
your head high. Command Trepov to work with him....Strike your fist on the table.” Those
phrases sound as though they were made up, but they are taken from authentic letters.
Besides, you cannot make up things like that.

On December 13 the tzarina suggest to the tzar: “Anything but this responsible ministry
about which everybody has gone crazy. Everything is getting quiet and better, but people
want to feel your hand. How long they have been saying to me, for whole years, the same
thing: 'Russia loves to feel the whip.” Thatftiseir nature!” This orthodox Hessian, with a
Windsor upbringing and a Byzantine crown on her head, not only “incarnates” the Russian
soul, but also organically despisesTtheir nature demands the whip — writes the Russian
tzarina to the Russian tzar about the Russian people, just two months and a half before the
monarchy tips over into the abyss.

In contrast to her force of character, the intellectual force of the tzarina is not higher, but
rather lower than her husband’s. Even more than he, she craves the society of simpletons.
The close and long-lasting friendship of the tzar and tzarina with their lady-in-waiting
Vyrubova gives a measure of the spiritual stature of this autocratic pair. Vyrubova has
described herself as a fool, and this is not modesty. Witte, to whom one cannot deny an
accurate eye, characterised her as “a most commonplace, stupid, Petersburg young lady,
homely as a bubble in the biscuit dough.” In the society of this person, with whom elderly
officials, ambassadors and financiers obsequiously flirted, and who had just enough brains
not to forget about her own pockets, the tzar and tzarina would pass many hours, consulting
her about affairs, corresponding with her and about her. She was more influential than the
State Duma, and even that the ministry.

But Vyrubova herself was only an instrument of “The Friend,” whose authority super-
seded all three. “...This is mgrivate opinion,” writes the tzarina to the tzar, “I will find
out what our Friend thinks.” The opinion of the “Friend” is not private, it decides. “... am
firm,” insists the tzarina a few weeks later, “but listen to e, this meansur Friend, and
trust in everything....I suffer for you as for a gentle soft-hearted child — who needs guid-
ance, but listens to bad counsellors, while a man sent by God is telling him what he should
do.”
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The Friend sent by God was Gregory Rasputin.
....The prayers and the help of our Friend — then all will be well.”

"If we did not have Him, all would have been over long ago. | am absolutely convinced
of that.”

Throughout the whole reign of Nicholas and Alexandra soothsayers and hysterics were
imported for the court not only from all over Russia, but from other countries. Special
official purveyors arose, who would gather around the momentary oracle, forming a pow-
erful Upper Chamber attached to the monarch. There was no lack of bigoted old women
with the title of countess, nor of functionaries weary of doing nothing, nor of financiers
who had entire ministries in their hire. With a jealous eye on the unchartered competition
of mesmerists and sorcerers, the high priesthood of the Orthodox Church would hasten to
pry their way into the holy of holies of the intrigue. Witte called this ruling circle, against
which he himself twice stubbed his toe, "the leprous court camarilla.”

The more isolated the dynasty became, and the more unsheltered the autocrat felt, the
more he needed some help from the other world. Certain savages, in order to bring good
weather, wave in the air a shingle on a string. The tzar and tzarina used shingles for the
greatest variety of purposes. In the tzar’s train there was a whole chapel full of large
and small images, and all sorts of fetiches, which were brought to bear, first against the
Japanese, then against the German artillery.

The level of the court circle really had not changed much from generation to genera-
tion. Under Alexander I, called the "Liberator,” the grand dukes had sincerely believed in
house spirits and witches. Under Alexander Il it was no better, only quieter. The "leprous
camarilla“ had existed always, changed only its personnel and its method. Nicholas Il did
not create, but inherited from his ancestors, this court atmosphere of savage mediaevalism.
But the country during these same decades had been changing, its problems growing more
complex, its culture rising to a higher level. The court circle was thus left far behind.

Although the monarchy did under compulsion make concessions to the new forces, nev-
ertheless inwardly it completely failed to become modernised. On the contrary it withdrew
into itself. Its spirit of mediaevalism thickened under the pressure of hostility and fear, until
it acquired the character of a disgusting nightmare overhanging the country.

Towards November 1905 — that is, at the most critical moment of the first revolution
— the tzar writes in his diary: "We got acquainted with a man of God, Gregory, from the
Tobolsk province.” That was Rasputin — a Siberian peasant with a bald scar on his head,
the result of a beating for horse-stealing. Put forward at an appropriate moment, this "Man
of God" soon found official helpers — or rather they found him — and thus was formed a
new ruling class which got a firm hold of the tzarina, and through her of the tzar.
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From the winter of 1913-14 it was openly said in Petersburg society that all high ap-
pointments, posts and contracts depended upon the Rasputin clique. The "Elder* himself
gradually turned into a state institution. He was carefully guarded, and no less carefully
sought after by the competing ministers. Spies of the Police Department kept a diary of
his life by hours, and did not fail to report how on a visit to his home village of Pokrovsky
he got into a drunken and bloody fight with his own father on the street. On the same
day that this happened — September 9, 1915 — Rasputin sent two friendly telegrams, one
to Tzarskoe Selo, to the tzarina, the other to headquarters to the tzar. In epic language
the police spies registered from day to day the revels of the Friend. "He returned today 5
o’clock in the morning completely drunk.” "On the night of the 25-26th the actress V. spent
the night with Rasputin.” "He arrived with Princess D. (the wife of a gentleman of the bed-
chamber of the Tzar’s court) at the Hotel Astoria.“...And right beside this: "Came home
from Tzarskoe Selo about 11 o’clock in the evening.” "Rasputin came home with Princess
Sh- very drunk and together they went out immediately.“ In the morning or evening of
the following day a trip to Tzarskoe Selo. To a sympathetic question from the spy as to
why the Elder was thoughtful, the answer came: "Can’t decide whether to convoke the
Duma or not.” And then again: "He came home at 5 in the morning pretty drunk.” Thus for
months and years the melody was played on three keys: "Pretty drunk,” "Very drunk,” and
"Completely drunk.” These communications of state importance were brought together and
countersigned by the general of gendarmes, Gorbachev.

The bloom of Raputin’s influence lasted six years, the last years of the monarchy. "His
life in Petrograd,” says Prince Yussupov, who participated to some extent in that life, and
afterward killed Rasputin, "became a continual revel, the drunken debauch of a galley
slave who had come into an unexpected fortune.” "I had at my disposition,” wrote the
president of the Duma, Rodzianko, "a whole mass of letters from mothers whose daugh-
ters had been dishonoured by this insolent rake.” Nevertheless the Petrograd metropolitan,
Pitirim, owed his position to Rasputin, as also the almost illiterate Archbishop Varnava.
The Procuror of the Holy Synod, Sabler, was long sustained by Rasputin; and Premier
Kokovtsev was removed at his wish, having refused to receive the "Elder.“ Rasputin ap-
pointed Strmer President of the Council of Ministers, Protopopov Minister of the Interior,
the new Procuror of the Synod, Raev, and many others. The ambassador of the French
republic, Palologue, sought an interview with Rasputin, embraced him and &fgeli un
vritable illuminj* hoping in this way to win the heart of the tzarina to the cause of France.
The Jew Simanovich, financial agent of the "Elder,” himself under the eye of the Secret
Police as a night club gambler and usurer — introduced into the Ministry of Justice through
Rasputin the completely dishonest creature Dobrovolsky.

"Keep by you the little list,“ writes the tzarina to the tzar, in regard to new appoint-
ments. "Our friend has asked that you talk all this over with Protopopov.“ Two days later:
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"Our friend says that Strmer may remain a few days longer as President of the Council of
Ministers.” And again: "Protopopov venerates our friend and will be blessed.”

On one of those days when the police spies were counting up the number of bottles and
women, the tzarina grieved in a letter to the tzar: "They accuse Rasputin of kissing women,
etc. Read the apostles; they kissed everybody as a form of greeting.” This reference to
the apostles would hardly convince the police spies. In another letter the tzarina goes still
farther. "During vespers | thought so much about our friend,” she writes, "how the Scribes
and Pharisees are persecuting Christ pretending that they are so perfect...yes, in truth no
man is a prophet in his own country.”

The comparison of Rasputin and Christ was customary in that circle, and by no means
accidental. The alarm of the royal couple before the menacing forces of history was too
sharp to be satisfied with an impersonal God and the futile shadow of a Biblical Christ.
They needed a second coming of "the Son of Man.” In Rasputin the rejected and agonising
monarchy found a Christ in its own image.

"If there had been no Rasputin,” said Senator Tagantsev, a man of the old rgime, "it
would have been necessary to invent one.” There is a good deal more in these words than
their author imagined. If by the wordooliganismwe understand the extreme expression
of those anti-social parasite elements at the bottom of society, we may define Rasputinism
as a crowned hooliganism at its very top.



CHAPTER 5

THE IDEA OF A PALACE REVOLUTION

Why did not the ruling classes, who were trying to save themselves from a revolution,

attempt to get rid of the tzar and his circle? They wanted to, but they did not dare. They
lacked both resolution and belief in their cause. The idea of a palace revolution was in the
air up to the very moment when it was swallowed up in a state revolution. We must pause
upon this in order to get a clearer idea of the inter-relations, just before the explosion, of
the monarchy, the upper circles of the nobility, the bureaucracy and the bourgeoisie.

The possessing classes were completely monarchist, by virtue of interests, habits and
cowardice. But they wanted a monarchy without Rasputin. The monarchy answered them:
Take me as | am. In response to demands for a decent ministry, the tzarina sent to the
tzar at headquarters an apple from the hands of Rasputin, urging that he eat it in order
to strengthen his will. “Remember,” she adjured, “that even Monsieur Philippe (a French
charlatan-hypnotist) said that you must not grant a constitution, as that would mean ruin to
you and Russia...” “Be Peter the Great, Ivan the Terrible, Emperor Paul - crush them all
under your feet!”

What a disgusting mixture of fright, superstition and malicious alienation from the coun-
try! To be sure, it might seem that on the summits the tzar’s family could not be quite
alone. Rasputin indeed was always surrounded with a galaxy of grand ladies, and in gen-
eral shamanism flourishes in an aristocracy. But this mysticism of fear does not unite
people, it divides them. Each saves himself in his own way. Many aristocratic houses have
their competing saints. Even on the summits of Petrograd society the tzar's family was
surrounded as though plague-stricken, with a quarantine of distrust and hostility. Lady-in-
waiting Vyrubova remembers: “I was aware and felt deeply in all those around us a malice
toward those whom | revered, and | felt that this malice would assume terrible dimensions.”

Against the purple background of the war, with the roar of underground tremors clearly
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audible, the privileged did not for one moment renounce the joys of life; on the contrary,
they devoured them greedily. Yet more and more often a skeleton would appear at their
banquets and shake the little bones of his fingers. It began to seem to them that all their
misery lay in the disgusting character of “Alix,” in the treacherous weakness of the tzar,

in that greedy fool Vyrubova, and in the Siberian Christ with a scar on his skull. Waves
of unendurable foreboding swept over the ruling class, contracting it with spasms from the
periphery to the centre, and more and more isolating the hated upper circle at Tzarskoe
Selo. Vyrubova has pretty clearly expressed the feelings of the upper circle at that time
in her, generally speaking, very lying reminiscences: “...For the hundredth time | asked
myself what has happened to Petrograd society. Are they all spiritually sick, or have they
contracted some epidemic which rages in war time? It is hard to understand, but the fact
is, all were in an abnormally excited condition.” To the number of those out of their heads
belonged the whole copious family of the Romanovs, the whole greedy, insolent and uni-
versally hated pack of grand dukes and grand duchesses. Frightened to death, they were
trying to wriggle out of the ring narrowing around them. They kowtowed to the critical aris-
tocracy, gossiped about the royal pair, and egged on both each other and all those around
them. The august uncles addressed the tzar with letters of advice in which between the
lines of respect was to be heard a snarl and a grinding of teeth.

Protopopov, some time after the October revolution, colourfully if not very learnedly
characterised the mood of the upper circles: “Even the very highest classes Hemame
deursbefore the revolution: in the grand salons and clubs the policy of the government
received harsh and unfriendly criticism. The relations which had been formed in the tzar's
family were analysed and talked over. Little anecdotes were passed around about the head
of the state. Verses were composed. Many grand dukes openly attended these meetings,
and their presence gave a special authority in the eyes of the public to tales that were cari-
catures and to malicious exaggerations. A sense of the danger of this sport did not awaken
till the last moment.”

These rumours about the court camarilla were especially sharpened by the accusation
of Germanophilism and even of direct connections with the enemy. The noisy and not
very deep Rodzianko definitely stated: “The connection and the analogy of aspirations is
so logically obvious that | at least have no doubt of the co-operation of the German Staff
and the Rasputin circle: nobody can doubt it.” The bare reference to a “logical” obvious-
ness greatly weakens the categorical tone of this testimony. No evidence of a connection
between the Rasputinists and the German Staff was discovered after the revolution. It was
otherwise with the so-called “Germanophilism.” This was not a question, of course, of
the national sympathies and antipathies of the German tzarina, Premier Strmer, Countess
Kleinmichel, Minister of the Court Count Frederiks, and other gentlemen with German
names. The cynical memoirs of the atdriguanteKleinmichel demonstrate with remark-
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able clearness how a supernational character distinguished the aristocratic summits of all
the countries of Europe, bound together as they were by ties of birth, inheritance, scorn for
all those beneath them, and last but not least, cosmopolitan adultery in ancient castles, at
fashionable watering places, and in the courts of Europe. Considerably more real were the
organic antipathies of the court household to the obsequious lawyers of the French Repub-
lic, and the sympathy of the reactionaries — whether bearing Teuton or Slavic family names
— for the genuine Russian soul of the Berlin rgime which had so often impressed them with
its waxed mustachios, its sergeant-major manner and self-confident stupidity.

But that was not the decisive factor. The danger arose from the very logic of the situ-
ation, for the court could not help seeking salvation in a separate peace, and this the more
insistently the more dangerous the situation became. Liberalism in the person of its leaders
was trying, as we shall see, to reserve for itself the chance of making a separate peace in
connection with the prospect of its own coming to power. But for just this reason it car-
ried on a furious chauvinist agitation, deceiving the people and terrorising the court. The
camarilla did not dare show its real face prematurely in so ticklish a matter, and was even
compelled to counterfeit the general patriotic tone, at the same time feeling out the ground
for a separate peace.

General Kurlov, a former chief of police belonging to the Rasputin camarilla, denies,
of course, in his reminiscences any German connection or sympathies on the part of his
protector, but immediately adds: “We cannot blame Strmer for his opinion that the war
with Germany was the greatest possible misfortune for Russia and that it had no serious
political justification.” It is hardly possible to forget that while holding this interesting
opinion Strmer was the head of the government of a country waging war against Germany.
The tzarist Minister of the Interior, Protopopov, just before he entered the government, had
been conducting negotiations in Stockholm with the German diplomat Warburg and had
reported them to the tzar. Rasputin himself, according to the same Kurlov, “considered
the war with Germany a colossal misfortune for Russia.” And finally the empress wrote
to the tzar on April 5, 1916: “...They dare not say that He has anything in common with
the Germans. He is good and magnanimous toward all, like Christ. No matter to what
religion a man may belong: that is the way a good Christian ought to be.” To be sure, this
good Christian who was almost always intoxicated might quite possibly have been made
up to, not only by sharpers, usurers and aristocratic princesses, but by actual spies of the
enemy. “Connections” of this kind are not inconceivable. But the oppositional patriots
posed the matter more directly and broadly: they directly accused the tzarina of treason.
In his memoirs, written considerably later, General Denikin testifies: “In the army there
was loud talk, unconstrained both in time and place, as to the insistent demands of the
empress for a separate peace, her treachery in the matter of Field-Marshal Kitchener, of
whose journey she was supposed to have told the Germans, etc....This circumstance played
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a colossal role in determining the mood of the army in its attitude to the dynasty and the
revolution.” The same Denikin relates how after the revolution General Alexeiev, to a direct
guestion about the treason of the empress, answered, “vaguely and reluctantly,” that in
going over the papers they had found in the possession of the tzarina a chart with a detailed
designation of troops on the whole front, and that upon him, Alexeiev, this had produced
a depressing effect. “Not another word,” significantly adds Denikin. “He changed the
subject.” Whether the tzarina had the mysterious chart or not, the luckless generals were
obviously not unwilling to shoulder off upon her the responsibility for their own defeat.
The accusation of treason against the court undoubtedly crept through the army chiefly
from above downward — starting with that incapable staff.

But if the tzarina herself, to whom the tzar submitted in everything, was betrayed to
Wilhelm the military secrets and even the heads of the Allied chieftains, what remained
but to make an end of the royal pair? And since the head of the army and of the anti-
German party was the Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaievich, was he not as a matter of duty
chosen for the role of supreme patron of a palace revolution? That was the reason why the
tzar, upon the insistence of Rasputin and the tzarina, removed the grand duke and took the
chief command into his own hands. But the tzarina was afraid even of a meeting between
the nephew and the uncle in turning over the command. “Sweetheart, try to be cautious,”
she writes to the tzar at headquarters, “and don't let Nikolasha catch you in any kind of
promises or anything else — remember that Gregory saved you from him and from his bad
people...remember in the name of Russia what they wanted you to do, oust you (this is not
gossip — Orloff had all the papers ready), and put me in a monastery.”

The tzar’s brother Michael said to Rodzianko: “The whole family knows how harmful
Alexandra Feodorovna is. Nothing but traitors surround her and my brother. All honest
people have left. But what's to be done in such a situation?” That is it exactly: what is to
be done?

The Grand Duchess Maria Pavlovna insisted in the presence of her sons that Rodzianko
should take the initiative in “removing the tzarina.” Rodzianko suggested that they consider
the conversation as not having taken place, as otherwise in loyalty to hi oath he should be
obliged to report to the tzar that the grand duchess had suggested to the President of the
Duma that he destroy the tzarina. Thus the ready-witted Lord Chamberlain reduced the
guestion of murdering the tzarina to a pleasantry of the drawing room.

At times the ministry itself came into sharp opposition to the tzar. As early as 1915, a
year and a half before the revolution, at the sittings of the government, talk went on openly
which even now seems unbelievable. The War Minister Polivanov: “Only a policy of con-
ciliation toward society can save the situation. The present shaky dykes will not avert a
catastrophe.” The Minister of Marine Grigorovich: “It's no secret that the army does not
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trust us and is awaiting a change.” The Minister of Foreign Affairs Sazonov: “The popu-
larity of the tzar and his authority in the eyes of the popular mass is considerably shaken.”
The Minister of the Interior Prince Sherbatov: “All of us together are unfit for governing
Russia in the situation that is forming...We must have either a dictatorship or a conciliatory
policy” (Session of August 21, 1915). Neither of these measures could now be of help; nei-
ther was now attainable. The tzar could not make up his mind to a dictatorship; he rejected
a conciliatory policy, and did not accept the resignation of the ministers who considered
themselves unfit. The high official who kept the record makes a short commentary upon
these ministerial speeches: evidently we shall have to hang from a lamp-post.

With such feelings prevailing it is no wonder that even in bureaucratic circles they talked
of the necessity of a palace uprising as the sole means of preventing the advancing revolu-
tion. “If | had shut my eyes,” remembers one of the participants of these conversations, “I
might have thought that | was in the company of desperate revolutionists.”

A colonel of gendarmes making a special investigation of the army in the south of Rus-
sia painted a dark picture in his report: Thanks to propaganda chiefly relating to the Ger-
manophilism of the empress and the tzar, the army is prepared for the idea of a palace
revolution. “Conversations to this effect are openly carried on in officers’ meetings and
have not met the necessary opposition on the part of the high command.” Protopopov on
his part testifies that “a considerable number of people in the high commanding staff sym-
pathised with the idea of a coup d'tat: certain individuals were in touch with and under the
influence of the chief leaders of the so-called Progressive Bloc.”

The subsequently notorious Admiral Kolchak testified before the Soviet Investigation
Commission after his troops were routed by the Red Army that he had connections with
many oppositional members of the Duma whose speeches he welcomed, since “his attitude
to the powers existing before the revolution was adverse.” As to the plan for a palace
revolution, however, Kolchak was not informed.

After the murder of Rasputin and the subsequent banishment of grand dukes, high so-
ciety talked still louder of the necessity of a palace revolution. Prince Yussupov tells how
when the Grand Duke Dmitry was arrested at the palace the officers of several regiments
came up and proposed plans for decisive action, “to which he, of course, could not agree.”

The Allied diplomats — in any case, the British ambassador — were considered acces-
sories to the plot. The latter, doubtless upon the initiative of the Russian liberals, made
an attempt in January 1917 to influence Nicholas, having secured the preliminary sanction
of his government. Nicholas attentively and politely listened to the ambassador, thanked
him, and — spoke of other matters. Protopopov reported to Nicholas the relations between
Buchanan and the chief leaders of the Progressive Bloc, and suggested that the British Am-
bassador be placed under observation. Nicholas did not seem to approve of the proposal,
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finding the watching of an ambassador “inconsistent with international tradition.” Mean-

while Kurlov has no hesitation in stating that “the Intelligence Service remarks daily the

relations between the leader of the Kadet Party Miliukov and the British Ambassador.” In-

ternational traditions, then, had not stood in the way at all. But their transgression helped
little: even so, a palace conspiracy was never discovered.

Did it in reality exist? There is nothing to prove this. It was a little too broad, that
“conspiracy.” It included too many and too various circlesdotoa conspiracy. It merely
hung in the air as a mood of the upper circles of Petrograd society, as a confused idea of
salvation, or a slogan of despair. But it did not thicken down to the point of becoming a
practical plan.

The upper nobility in the eighteenth century had more than once introduced practical
corrections into the succession by imprisoning or strangling inconvenient emperors: this
operation was carried out for the last time on Paul in 1801. Itis impossible to say, therefore,
that a palace revolution would have transgressed the traditions of the Russian monarchy.
On the contrary, it had been a steady element in those traditions. But the aristocracy had
long ceased to feel strong at heart. It surrendered the honour of strangling the tzar and
tzarina to the bourgeoisie. But the leaders of the latter showed little more resolution.

Since the revolution references have been made more than once to the liberal capitalists
Guchkov and Tereshchenko, and to General Krymov who was close to them, as the nu-
cleus of the conspirators. Guchkov and Tereshchenko themselves have confirmed this, but
indefinitely. The former volunteer in the army of the Boers against England, the duellist
Guchkov, a liberal with spurs, must have seemed to “social opinion” in a general way the
most suitable figure for a conspiracy. Surely not the wordy Professor Miliukov! Guchkov
undoubtedly recurred more than once in his thoughts to the short and sharp blow in which
one regiment of the guard would replace and forestall the revolution. Witte in his memoirs
had already told on Guchkov, whom he hated, as an admirer of the Young Turk methods
of disposing of an inconvenient sultan. But Guchkov, having never succeeded in his youth
in displaying his young Turkish audacity, had had time to grow much older. And more im-
portant, this henchman of Stolypin could not help but see the difference between Russian
conditions and the old Turkish conditions, could not fail to ask himself: Will not the palace
revolution, instead of a means for preventing a real revolution, turn out to be the last jar
that looses the avalanche? May not the cure prove more ruinous than the disease?

In the literature devoted to the February revolution the preparation of a palace revolution
is spoken of as a firmly established fact. Miliukov puts it thus: “Its realisation was already
on the way in February.” Denikin transfers its realisation to March. Both mention a “plan”
to stop the tzar’s train in transit, demand an abdication, and in case of refusal, which was
considered inevitable, carry out a “physical removal” of the tzar. Miliukov adds that, fore-
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seeing a possible revolution, the heads of the Progressive Bloc, who did not participate in
the plot, and were not “accurately” informed of its preparation, talked over in narrow circle
how best to make use of the coup d'tat in case of success. Certain Marxian investigations
of recent years also take on faith the story of the practical preparation of a coup d’tat. By
that example we may learn how easily and firmly legends win a place in historical science.

As chief evidence of the plot they not infrequently advance a certain colourful tale of
Rodzianko, which testifies to the very fact that there was no plot. In January 1917 General
Krymov arrived from the front and complained before members of the Duma that things
could not continue longer as they were: “If you decide upon this extreme measure (replace-
ment of the tzar) we will support you.lf you decide! The Octobrist Shidlovsky angrily
exclaimed: “There is no need to pity or spare him when he is ruining Russia.” In the noisy
argument these real or imaginary words of Brussilov are also reported: “If it is necessary to
choose between the tzar and Russia, | side with Rud$i&is necessary! The young mil-
lionaire Tereshchenko spoke as an inflexible tzaricide. The Kadet Shingarev spoke: “The
General is right, an overturn is necessaoyt who will resolve upon it?That is just the
guestion: who will resolve upon it? Such is the essence of the testimony of Rodzianko,
who himself spoke against an overturn. In the course of the few following weeks the plan
apparently did not move forward an inch. They conversed about stopping the tzar’s train,
but it is quite unknown who was to carry out that operation.

Russian liberalism, when it was younger, had supported the revolutionary terrorists with
money and sympathy in the hope that they would drive the monarchy into its arms with
their bombs. None of those respected gentlemen was accustomed to risk his own head. But
all the same the chief role was played not by personal but by class fear: Things are bad
now — they reasoned — but they might get worse. In any case, if Guchkov, Tereshchenko
and Krymov had seriously moved toward a coup d’tat — that is, practically prepared it,
mobilising the necessary forces and means — that would have been established definitely
and accurately after the revolution. For the participants, especially the active young men
of whom not a few would have been needed, would have had no reason to keep mum
about the “almost” accomplished deed. After February this would only have assured them
a career. However, there were no revelations. It is quite obvious that the affair never went
any farther with Krymov and Guchkov than patriotic sighs over wine and cigars. The light-
mindedfrondeursof the aristocracy, like the heavyweight oppositionists of the plutocracy,
could not find the heart to amend by action the course of an unpropitious providence.

In May 1917 one of the most eloquent and empty liberals, Maklakov, will cry out at
a private conference of that Duma which the revolution will sweep away along with the
monarchy: “If posterity curses this revolution they will curse us for having been unable to
prevent it in time with a revolution from above!” Still later, when he is already in exile,
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Kerensky, following Maklakov will lament: “Yes, enfranchised Russia was too slow with
its timely coup d’tat from above (of which they talked so much, and for which they prepared
[?] so much) — she was too slow to forestall the spontaneous explosion of the state.”

These two exclamations complete the picture of how, even after the revolution had un-
leashed its unconquerable forces, educated nincompoops continued to think that it could
have been forestalled by a “timely” change of dynastic figure-heads. * The determination
was lacking for a “big” palace revolution. But out of it there arose a plan for a small one.
The liberal conspirators did not dare to remove the chief actor of the monarchy, but the
grand dukes decided to remove its prompter. In the murder of Rasputin they saw the last
means of saving the dynasty.

Prince Yussupov, who was married to a Romanov, drew into the affair the Grand Duke
Dmitry Pavlovich and the monarchist deputy Purishkevich. They also tried to involve the
liberal Maklakov, obviously to give the murder an “all-national” character. The celebrated
lawyer wisely declined, supplying the conspirators however with poison — a rather stylistic
distinction! The conspirators judged, not without foundation, that a Romanov automobile
would facilitate the removal of the body after the murder. The grand ducal coat-of-arms had
found its use at last. The rest was carried out in the manner of a moving picture scenario
designed for people of bad taste. On the night of the 16-17th of December, Rasputin,
coaxed in to a little party, was murdered in Yussopov’s maisonette.

The ruling classes, with the exception of a narrow camarilla and the mystic worshippers,
greeted the murder of Rasputin as an act of salvation. The grand duke, placed under house
arrest, his hands, according to the tzar's expression, stained with the blood of a muzhik, —
although a Christ, still a muzhik! — was visited with sympathy by all the members of the
imperial household then in Petersburg. The tzarina’s own sister, widow of the Grand Duke
Sergei, telegraphed that she was praying for the murderers and calling down blessings on
their patriotic act. The newspapers, until they were forbidden to mention Rasputin, printed
ecstatic articles. In the theatres people tried to demonstrate in honour of the murderers.
Passers-by congratulated one another in the streets. “In private houses, in officers’ meet-
ings, in restaurants,” relates Prince Yussupov, “they drank to our health; the workers in the
factories criedHurrah for us.” We may well concede that the workers did not grieve when
they learned of the murder of Rasputin, but their cries of Hurrah! had nothing in common
with the hope for a rebirth of the dynasty. The Rasputin camarilla dropped out of sight and
waited. They buried Rasputin in secrecy from the whole world — the tzar, the tzarina, the
tzar’'s daughters and Vyrubova. Around the body of the Holy Friend, the former horse thief
murdered by grand dukes, the tzar’s family must have seemed outcast even to themselves.
However, even after he was buried Rasputin did not find peace. Later on, when Nicholas
and Alexandra Romanov were under house arrest, the soldiers of Tzarskoe Selo dug up the
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grave and opened the coffin. At the head of the murdered man lay an icon with the signa-
tures: Alexandra, Olga, Tatiana, Maria, Anastasia, Ania. The Provisional Government for
some reason sent an emissary to bring the body to Petrograd. A crowd resisted, and the
emissary was compelled to burn the body on the spot.

After the murder of its “Friend” the monarchy survived in all ten weeks. But this short
space of time was still its own. Rasputin was no longer, but his shadow continued to rule.
Contrary to all the expectations of the conspirators, the royal pair began after the murder
to promote with special determination the most scorned members of the Rasputin clique.
In revenge for Rasputin, a notorious scoundrel was named Minister of Justice. A number
of grand dukes were banished from the capital. It was rumoured that Protopopov took up
spiritualism, calling up the ghost of Rasputin. The noose of hopelessness was drawing
tighter.

The murder of Rasputin played a colossal role, but a very different one from that upon
which its perpetrators and inspirers had counted. It did not weaken the crisis, but sharpened
it. People talked of the murder everywhere: in the palaces, in the staffs, at the factories,
and in the peasant’s huts. The inference drew itself: even the grand dukes have no other
recourse against the leprous camarilla except poison and the revolver. The poet Blok wrote
of the murder of Rasputin: “The bullet which killed him reached the very heart of the rul-
ing dynasty.” * Robespierre once reminded the Legislative Assembly that the opposition
of the nobility, by weakening the monarchy, had roused the bourgeoisie, and after them
the popular masses. Robespierre gave warning at the same time that in the rest of Europe
the revolution could not develop so swiftly as in France, for the privileged classes of other
countries, taught by the experience of the French nobility, would not take the revolutionary
initiative. In giving this admirable analysis, Robespierre was mistaken only in his assump-
tion that with its oppositional recklessness the French nobility had given a lesson once for
all to other countries. Russia proved again, both in 1905 and yet more in 1917, that a
revolution directed against an autocratic and half-feudal rgime, and consequently against
a nobility, meets in its first step an unsystematic and inconsistent but nevertheless very
real co-operation not only from the rank and file nobility, but also from its most privileged
upper circles, including here even members of the dynasty. This remarkable historic phe-
nomenon may seem to contradict the class theory of society, but in reality it contradicts
only its vulgar interpretation.

A revolution breaks out when all the antagonisms of a society have reached their highest
tensions. But this makes the situation unbearable even for the classes of the old society —
that is, those who are doomed to break up. Although | do not want to give a biological
analogy more weight than it deserves, it is worth remarking that the natural act of birth
becomes at a certain moment equally unavoidable both for the maternal organism and for
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the offspring. The opposition put up by the privileged classes expresses the incompatibility
of their traditional social position with the demands of the further existence of society.
Everything seems to slip out of the hands of the ruling bureaucracy. The aristocracy finding
itself in the focus of a general hostility lays the blame upon the bureaucracy, the latter
blames the aristocracy, and then together, or separately, they direct their discontent against
the monarchical summit of their power.

Prince Sherbatov, summoned into the ministry for a time from his service in the heredi-
tary institutions of the nobility, said: “Both Samarin and | are former heads of the nobility
in our provinces. Up till now nobody has ever considered us as Lefts and we do not consider
ourselves so. But we can neither of us understand a situation in a state where the monarch
and his government find themselves in radical disagreement with all reasonable (we are not
talking here of revolutionary intrigue) society — with the nobility, the merchants, the cities,
the zemstvos, and even the army. If those above do not want to listen to our opinion, it is
our duty to withdraw.”

The nobility sees the cause of all its misfortunes in the fact that the monarchy is blind or
has lost its reason. The privileged caste cannot believe that no policy whatever is possible
which would reconcile the old society with the new. In other words, the nobility cannot
accept its own doom and converts its death-weariness into opposition against the most
sacred power of the old rgime, that is, the monarchy. The sharpness and irresponsibility
of the aristocratic opposition is explained by history’s having made spoiled children of the
upper circles of the nobility, and by the unbearableness to them of their own fears in face of
revolution. The unsystematic and inconsistent character of the noble discontent is explained
by the fact that it is the opposition of a class which has no future. But as a lamp before it
goes out flares up with a bright although smoky light, so the nobility before disappearing
gives out an oppositional flash, which performs a mighty service for its mortal enemy. Such
is the dialectic of this process, which is not only consistent with the class theory of society,
but can only by this theory be explained.



CHAPTER 6

THE DEATH AGONY OF THE MONARCHY

The dynasty fell by shaking, like rotten fruit, before the revolution even had time to ap-
proach its first problems. Our portrayal of the old ruling class would remain incomplete if
we did not try to show how the monarchy met the hour of its fall.

The czar was at headquarters at Moghilev, having gone there not because he was needed,
but in flight from the Petrograd disorders. The court chronicler, General Dubensky, with the
czar at headquarters, noted in his diary: “A quiet life begins here. Everything will remain
as before. Nothing will come of his (the czar’s) presence. Only accidental external causes
will change anything . . .” On February 24, the czarina wrote Nicholas at headquarters, in
English as always: "I hope that Duma man Kedrinsky (she means Kerensky) will be hung
for his horrible speeches-it is necessary (war time law) and it will be an example. All are
thirsting and beseeching that you show your firmness.“ On February 25, a telegram came
from the Minister of War that strikes were occurring in the capital, disorders beginning
among the workers, but measures had been taken and there was nothing serious. In a word:
"It isn’t the first time, and won'’t be the last;*

The czarina, who had always taught the czar not to yield, here too tried to remain firm.
Onthe 26th, with an obvious desire to hold up the shaky courage of Nicholas, she telegraphs
him: "It is calm in the city.” But in her evening telegram she has to confess: "Things are
not going at all well in the city.” In a letter she says: "You must say to the workers that they
must not declare strikes, if they do, they will be sent to the front as a punishment. There
is no need at all of shooting. Only order is needed, and not to let them cross the bridges.”
Yes, only a little thing is needednly order! But the chief thing is not to admit the workers
into the city-let them choke in the raging impotence of their suburbs.

On the morning of the 27th, General Ivanov moves from the front with the Battalion of
St. George, entrusted with dictatorial powers-which he is to make public, however, only

57
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upon occupying Tsarskoe Selo. "It would be hard to imagine a more unsuitable person.*
General Denikin will recall later, himself having taken a turn at military dictatorship, ” a
flabby old man, meagrely grasping the political situation, possessing neither strength, nor
energy, nor will, nor austerity.” The choice fell upon Ivanov through memories of the first
revolution. Eleven years before that he had subdued Kronstadt. But those years had left
their traces; the subduers had grown flabby, the subdued, strong. The northern and western
fronts were ordered to get ready troops for the march on Petrograd; evidently everybody
thought there was plenty of time ahead. Ivanov himself assumed that the affair would be
ended soon and successfully; he even remembered to send out an adjutant to buy provisions
in Moghilev for his friends in Petrograd.

On the morning of February 27, Rodzianko sent the czar a new telegram, which ended
with the words: "The last hour has come when the fate of the fatherland and the dynasty
is being decided.” The czar said to his Minister of the Court, Frederiks: "Again that fat-
bellied Rodzianko has written me a lot of nonsense, which | won’t even bother to answer.”
But no. It was not nonsense. He will have to answer.

About noon of the 27th, headquarters received a report from Khabalov of the mutiny
of the Pavlovsky, Volynsky, Litovsky and Preobrazhensky regiments, and the necessity of
sending reliable troops from the front. An hour later from the War Ministry came a most
reassuring telegram: "The disorders which began this morning in certain military units are
being firmly and energetically put down by companies and battalions loyal to their duty
. . . lam firmly convinced of an early restoration of tranquillity.” However, a little after
seven in the evening, the same minister, Belyaeyv, is reporting that "We are not succeeding
in putting down the military rebellion with the few detachments that remain loyal to their
duty,” and requesting a speedy dispatch of really reliable troops-and that too in sufficient
numbers "for simultaneous activity in different parts of the city.”

The Council of Ministers deemed this a suitable day to remove from their midst the
presumed cause of all misfortunes-the half-crazy Minister of the Interior Protopopov. At
the same time General Khabalov issued an edict-prepared in secrecy from the government-
declaring Petrograd, on His Majesty’s orders, under martial law. So here too was an attempt
to mix hot with cold-hardly intentional, however, and anyway of no use. They did not even
succeed in pasting up the declaration of martial law through the city: the burgomaster,
Balka, could find neither paste nor brushes. Nothing would stick together for those func-
tionaries any longer; they already belonged to the kingdom of shades.

The principal shade of the last czarist ministry was the seventy-year old Prince Golytsin,
who had formerly conducted some sort of eleemosynary institutions of the czarina, and
had been advanced by her to the post of head of the government in a period of war and
revolution. When friends asked this "good-natured Russian squire, this old weakling “-
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as the liberal Baron Nolde described him-why he accepted such a troublesome position,
Golytsin answered: "So as to have one more pleasant recollection.” This aim, at any rate,
he did not achieve. How the last czarist government felt in those hours is attested by
Rodzianko in the following tale: With the first news of the movement of a crowd toward
the Mariinsky Palace, where the Ministry was in session, all the lights in the building were
immediately put out. (The government wanted only one thing-that the revolution should
not notice it.) The rumour, however, proved false; the attack did not take place; and when
the lights were turned on, one of the members of the czarist government was found "to his
own surprise” under the table. What kind of recollections he was accumulating there has
not been established.

But Rodzianko’s own feelings apparently were not at their highest point. After a long
but vain hunt for the government by telephone, the President of the Duma tries again to ring
up Prince Golytsin. The latter answers him: "I beg you not to come to me with anything
further, | have resigned.” Hearing this news, Rodzianko, according to his loyal secretary,
sank heavily in an armchair and covered his face with both hands.

My "God, how horrible! . . . Without a government... Anarchy . . . Blood . . ." and
softly wept. At the expiring of the senile ghost of the czarist power Rodzianko felt unhappy,
desolate, orphaned. How far he was at that moment from the thought that to-morrow he
would have to ” head" a revolution!

The telephone answer of Golytsin is explained by the fact that on the evening of the
27th the Council of Ministers had definitely acknowledged itself incapable of handling the
situation, and proposed to the czar to place at the head of the government a man enjoying
general confidence. The czar answered Golytsin: "In regard to changes in the personal
staff in the present circumstances, | consider that inadmissible. Nicholas.” Just what cir-
cumstances was he waiting for? At the same time the czar demanded that they adopt "the
most decisive measures” for putting down the rebellion. That was easier said than done.

On the next day, the 28th, even the untamable czarina at last loses heart. "Concessions
are necessary,” she telegraphs Nicholas. "The strikes continue; many troops have gone over
to the side of the revolution. Alex.”

It required an insurrection of the whole guard, the entire garrison, to compel this Hessian
zealot of autocracy to agree that concessions are necessary.” Now the czar also begins to
suspect that the “ fat-bellied Rodzianko” had not telegraphed non-sense. Nicholas decides
to join his family. It is possible that he is a little gently pushed from behind by the generals
of the staff, too, who are not feeling quite comfortable.

The czar’s train travelled at first without mishap. Local chiefs and governors came out
as usual to meet him. Far from the revolutionary whirlpool, in his accustomed royal car,
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surrounded by the usual suite, the czar apparently again lost a sense of the close coming
crisis. At three o’clock on the 28th, when the events had already settled his fate, he sent a
telegram to the czarina from Vyazma: “Wonderful weather. Hope you are well and calm.
Many troops sent from the front. With tender love. Niki.” Instead of the concessions, upon
which even he czarina is insisting, the tenderly loving czar is sending troops from the front.
But in spite of that “wonderful weather,” in just a few hours the czar will stand face to
face with the revolutionary storm. His train went as far as the Visher station. The railroad
workers would not let it go farther: “The bridge is damaged.” Most likely this pretext was
invented by the courtiers themselves in order to soften the situation. Nicholas tried to make
his way, or they tried to get him through, by way of Bologoe on the Nikolaevsk railroad;
but here too the workers would not let the train pass. This was far more palpable than all
the Petrograd telegrams. The czar had broken away from headquarters, and could not make
his way to the capital. With its simple railroad “pawns” the revolution had cried “check” to
the king!

The court historian Dubensky, who accompanied the czar in his train, writes in his diary:
“ Everybody realises that this midnight turn at Visher is a historical night . . . To me it
is perfectly clear that the question of a constitution is settled; it will surely be introduced

. Everybody is saying that it is only necessary to strike a bargain with them, with

the members of the Provisional Government.” Facing a lowered semaphore, behind which
mortal danger is thickening, Count Frederiks, Prince Dolgoruky, Count Leuchtenberg, all
of them, all those high lords, are now for a constitution. They no longer think of struggling.
It is only necessary to strike a bargain, that is, try to fool them again as in 1905.

While the train was wandering and finding no road, the czarina was sending the czar
telegram after telegram, appealing to him to return as soon as possible. But her telegrams
came back to her from the office with the inscription in blue pencil: “Whereabouts of the
addressee unknown.” The telegraph clerks were unable to locate the Russian czar.

The regiments marched with music and banners to the Tauride Palace. A company of
the Guards marched under the command of Cyril Vladimirovich, who had quite suddenly,
according to Countess Kleinmichel, developed a revolutionary streak. The sentries disap-
peared. The intimates were abandoning the palace. “Everybody was saving himself who
could,” relates Vyrubova. Bands of revolutionary soldiers wandered about the palace and
with eager curiosity looked over everything. Before they had decided up above what should
be done, the lower ranks were converting the palace of the czar into a museum.

The czar-his location unknown-turns back to Pskov, to the headquarters of the northern
front, commanded by the old General Ruszky. In the czar’s suite one suggestion follows an-
other. The czar procrastinates. He is still reckoning in days and weeks, while the revolution
is keeping its count in minutes.
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The poet Blok characterised the czar during the last months of the monarchy as follows:
“Stubborn, but without will; nervous, but insensitive to everything; distrustful of people,
taut and cautious in speech, he was no longer master of himself. He had ceased to un-
derstand the situation, and did not take one clearly conscious step, but gave himself over
completely into the hands of those whom he himself had placed in power.” And how much
these traits of tautness and lack of will, cautiousness and distrust, were to increase during
the last days of February and first days of March!

Nicholas finally decided to send-and nevertheless evidently did not send-a telegram to
the hated Rodzianko stating that for the salvation of the fatherland he appointed him to
form a new ministry, reserving, however, the ministries of foreign affairs, war and marine
for himself. The czar still hoped to bargain with “them” : the “many troops,” after all, were
on their way to Petrograd.

General Ivanov actually arrived without hindrance at Tsarskoe Selo: evidently the rail-
road workers did not care to come in conflict with the Battalion of St. George. The general
confessed later that he had three or four times found it necessary on the march to use fa-
therly influence with the lower ranks, who were impudent to him: he made them get down
on their knees. Immediately upon the arrival of the “dictator” in Tsarskoe Selo, the local
authorities informed him that an encounter between the Battalion of St. George and the
troops would mean danger to the czar’s family. They were simply afraid for themselves,
and advised the dictator to go back without detraining.

General Ivanov telegraphed to the other “dictator,” Khabalov, in Petrograd ten questions,
to which he received succinct answers: We will quote them in full, for they deserve it:
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Ivanov’s questions’: Khabalov’s replies:

1. How many troops are | 1. | have at my disposal in the Admiralty building four corn
in the order and how companies of the Guard, five squadrons of cavalry and Cossacks,
many are misbehaving? | and two batteries the rest of the troops have gone over to the
revolutionists, or by agreement with them are remaining neutral.
Soldiers are wandering through the towns singly or in bands
disarming officers.

2. Which railroad stations 2. All the stations are in the hands of the revolutionists and stri¢
are guarded? guarded by them.

3. In what parts of the 3. The whole city is in the hands of the revolutionists. The
city is order preserved? | telephone is not working, there is no communication between
different parts of the city.

4. What authorities are | 4. | cannot answer this question?

governing the different
parts of the city?

5. Are all the ministries | 5. The ministers have been arrested by the revolutionists.
functioning properly?
6. What police forces arg 6. None whatever.
at your disposal at the
present moment?

7. What technical and 7. | have none.
supply institutions of the
War Department are now
in your control?

=
<

8. What quantity of 8. There are no provisions my disposal. In the city on February|5
provisions at is at your | there were 5,600,000 pounds of flour in store.

disposal?

9. Have many weapons, | 9. All the artillery establishments are in the hands of the

artillery and military revolutionists.

stores fallen . into the
hands of the mutineers?

10. What military forces | 10. The chief of the Staff of District is in my personal control.
and the staffs are in your| With the other district administrations | have no connections.
control?

Having received this unequivocal illumination as to the situation, General Ivanov “agreed”
to turn back his echelon without detraining to the station “Dno.” [1] . “Thus,” concludes
one of the chief personages of the staff, General Lukomsky, “nothing came of the expedi-
tion of General lvanov with dictatorial powers but a public disgrace.”

That disgrace, incidentally, was a very quiet one, sinking unnoticed in the billowing
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events. The dictator, we may suppose, delivered the provisions to his friends in Petro-
grad, and had a long chat with the czarina. She referred to her self-sacrificing work in the
hospitals, and complained of the ingratitude of the army and the people.

During this time news was arriving at Pskov by way of Moghilev, blacker and blacker.
His Majesty’s own bodyguard, in which every soldier was known by name and coddled
by the royal family, turned up at the State Duma asking permission to arrest those officers
who had refused to take part in the insurrection. Vice-Admiral Kurovsky reported that he
found it impossible to take any measures to put down the insurrection at Kronstadt, since
he could not vouch for the loyalty of a single detachment. Admiral Nepenin telegraphed
that the Baltic Fleet had recognised the Provisional Committee of the State Duma. The
Moscow commander-in-chief, Mrozovsky, telegraphed: “A majority of the troops have
gone over with artillery to the revolutionists. The whole town is therefore in their hands.
The burgomaster and his aide have left the city halkve leftmeans that they fled.

All this was communicated to the czar on the evening of March 1. Deep into the night
they coaxed and argued about a responsible ministry. Finally, at two o’clock in the morning
the czar gave his consent, and those around him drew a sigh of relief. Since they took it for
granted that this would settle the problem of the revolution, an order was issued at the same
time that the troops which had been sent to Petrograd to put down the insurrection should
return to the front. Ruszky hurried at dawn to convey the good news to Rodzianko. But the
czar’s clock was way behind. Rodzianko in the Tauride Palace, already buried under a pile
of democrats, socialists, soldiers, workers’ deputies, replied to Ruszky: “Your proposal is
not enough; it is now a question of the dynasty itself. . . . Everywhere the troops are taking
the side of the Duma, and the people are demanding an abdication in favour of the Heir
with Mikhail Alexandrovich as regent.” Of course. the troops never thought of demanding
either the Heir or Mikhail Alexandrovich. Rodzianko merely attributed to the troops and
the people that slogan upon which the Duma was still hoping to stop the revolution. But
in either case the czar’s concession had come too late: “The anarchy has reached such pro-
portions that | (Rodzianko) was this night compelled to appoint a Provisional Government.
Unfortunately, the edict has come too late. . . .” These majestic words bear witness that
the President of the Duma had succeeded in drying the tears shed over Golytsin. The czar
read the conversation between Rodzianko and Ruszky, and hesitated, read it over again,
and decided to wait. But now the military chiefs had begun to sound the alarm: the matter
concerned them too a little !

General Alexeiev carried out during the hours of that night a sort of plebiscite among
the commanders-in-chief at the fronts. It is a good thing present-day revolutions are ac-
complished with the help of the telegraph, so that the very first impulses and reactions of
those in power are preserved to history on the tape. The conversations of the czarist field-
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marshals on the night of March 1-2 are an incomparable human document. Should the czar
abdicate or not? The commander-in-chief of the western front, General Evert, consented
to give his opinion only after Generals Ruszky and Brussilov had expressed themselves.
The commander-in-chief of the Roumanian front, General Sakharov, demanded that be-
fore he express himself the conclusions of all the other commanders-in-chief should be
communicated to him. After long delays this valiant chieftain announced that his warm
love for the monarch would not permit his soul to reconcile itself with an acceptance of
the “base suggestion”; nevertheless, “with sobs” he advised the czar to abdicate in order
to avoid still viler pretensions.” Adjutant-General Evert quite reasonably explained the ne-
cessity for capitulation: ”I am taking all measures to prevent information as to the present
situation in the capital from penetrating the army, in order to protect it against indubitable
disturbances. No means exist for putting down the revolution in the capitals.“ Grand Duke
Nikolai Nikolajevich on the Caucasian front beseeched the czar on bended knee to adopt
the "supermeasure” and renounce the throne. A similar prayer came from Generals Alex-
eiev and Brussilov and Admiral Nepenin. Ruszky spoke orally to the same effect. The
generals respectfully presented seven revolver barrels to the temple of the adored monarch.
Fearing to let slip the moment for reconciliation with the new power, and no less fearing
their own troops, these military chieftains, accustomed as they were to surrendering posi-
tions, gave the czar and the High Commander-in-Chief a quite unanimous counsel: Retire
without fighting. This was no longer distant Petrograd against which, as it seemed, one
might send troops ; this was the front from which the troops had to be borrowed.

Having listened to this suggestively circumstanced report, the czar decided to abdicate
the throne which he no longer possessed. A telegram to Rodzianko suitable to the occa-
sion was drawn up: "There is no sacrifice that | would not make in the name of the real
welfare and salvation of my native mother Russia. Thus | am ready to abdicate the throne
in favour of my son, and in order that he may remain with me until he is of age, under
the regency of my brother, Mikhail Alexandrovich. Nicholas.” This telegram too, how-
ever, was not despatched, for news came from the capital of the departure for Pskov of
the deputies Guchkov and Shulgin. This offered a new pretext to postpone the decision.
The czar ordered the telegram returned to him. He obviously dreaded to sell too cheap,
and still hoped for comforting news-or more accurately, hoped for a miracle. Nicholas re-
ceived the two deputies at twelve o’clock midnight March 2-8. The miracle did not come,
and it was impossible to evade longer. The czar unexpectedly announced that he could
not part with his son-what vague hopes were then wandering in his head?-and signed an
abdication in favour of his brother. At the same time edicts to the Senate were signed, nam-
ing Prince Lvov President of the Council of Ministers, and Nikolai Nikolaievich Supreme
Commander-in-Chief. The family suspicions of the czarina seemed to have been justified:
the hated "Nikolasha* came back to power along with the conspirators. Guchkov appar-
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ently seriously believed that the revolution would accept the Most August War Chief. The
latter also accepted his appointment in good faith. He even tried for a few days to give
some kind of orders and make appeals for the fulfilment of patriotic duty. However the
revolution painlessly removed him.

In order to preserve the appearance of a free act, the abdication was dated three o’clock
in the afternoon, on the pretence that the original decision of the czar to abdicate had taken
place at that hour. But as a matter of fact that afternoon’s "decision,” which gave the sceptre
to his son and not to his brother, had been taken back in anticipation of a more favourable
turn of the wheel. Of that, however, nobody spoke out loud. The czar made a last effort to
save his face before the hated deputies, who upon their part permitted this falsification of a
historic act-this deceiving of the people. The monarchy retired from the scene preserving
its usual style; and its successors also remained true to themselves. They probably even
regarded their connivance as the magnanimity of a conqueror to the conquered.

Departing a little from the phlegmatic style of his diary, Nicholas writes on March 2:
"This morning Ruszky came and read me a long conversation over the wire with Rodzianko.
According to his words the situation in Petrograd is such that a ministry of the mem-
bers of the State Duma will be powerless to do anything, for it is being opposed by the
social-democratic party in the person of a workers’ committee. My abdication is nec-
essary. Ruszky transmitted this conversation to Alexeiev at headquarters and to all the
commanders-in-chief. Answers arrived at 12.30. To save Russia and keep the army at the
front, |1 decided upon this step. | agreed, and they sent from headquarters the text of an
abdication. In the evening came Guchkov and Shulgin from Petrograd, with whom | talked
it over and gave them the document amended and signed. At 1 o’clock in the morning | left
Pskov with heavy feelings; around me treason, cowardice, deceit.”

The bitterness of Nicholas was, we must confess, not without foundation. It was only
as short a time ago as February 28, that General Alexeiev had telegraphed to all the
commanders-in-chief at the front : ” Upon us all lies a sacred duty before the sovereign and
the fatherland to preserve loyalty to oath and duty in the troops of the active army.” Two
days later Alexeiev appealed to these same commanders-in-chief to violate their "loyalty
to oath and duty.” In all the commanding staff there was not found one man to take action
in behalf of his czar. They all hastened to transfer to the ship of the revolution, firmly
expecting to find comfortable cabins there. Generals and admirals one and all removed
the czarist braid and put on the red ribbon. There was news subsequently of one single
righteous soul, some commander of a corps, who died of heart failure taking the new oath.
But it is not established that his heart failed through injured monarchist feelings, and not
through other causes. The civil officials naturally were not obliged to show more courage
than the military-each one was saving himself as he could.
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But the clock of the monarchy decidedly did not coincide with the revolutionary clocks.
At dawn of March 8, Ruszky was again summoned to the direct wire from the capital:
Rodzianko and Prince Lvov were demanding that he hold up the czar’s abdication, which
had again proved too late. The installation of Alexei, -said the new authorities evasively-
might perhaps be accepted-by whom?-but the installation of Mikhail was absolutely unac-
ceptable. Ruszky with some venom expressed his regret that the deputies of the Duma who
had arrived the night before had not been sufficiently informed as to the aims and purposes
of their journey. But here too the deputies had their justification. "Unexpectedly to us all
there broke out such a soldiers’ rebellion as | never saw the like of,” explained the Lord
Chamberlain to Ruszky, as though he had done nothing all his life but watch soldiers’ re-
bellions. ” To proclaim Mikhail emperor would pour oil on the fire and there would begin
a ruthless extermination of everything that can be exterminated.” How it whirls and shakes
and bends and contorts them all!

The generals silently swallowed this new "vile pretension® of the revolution. Alexeiev
alone slightly relieved his spirit in a telegraphic bulletin to the commanders-in-chief: "The
left parties and the workers’ deputies are exercising a powerful pressure upon the President
of the Duma, and there is no frankness or sincerity in the communications of Rodzianko.”
The only thing lacking to the generals in those hours was sincerity

But at this point the czar again changed his mind. Arriving in Moghilev from Pskov,
he handed to his former chief-of-staff, Alexeiev, for transmission to Petrograd, a sheet of
paper with his consent to the handing over of the sceptre to his son. Evidently he found
this combination in the long run more promising. Alexeiev, according to Denikin’s story,
went away with the telegram and . . . did not send it. He thought that those two manifestos
which had already been published to the army and the country were enough. The discord
arose from the fact that not only the czar and his counsellors, but also the Duma liberals,
were thinking more slowly than the revolution.

Before his final departure from Moghilev on March 8, the czar, already under formal
arrest, wrote an appeal to the troops ending with these words: "Whoever thinks now of
peace, whoever desires it, that man is a traitor to the fatherland, its betrayer.” This was in
the nature of a prompted attempt to snatch out of the hands of liberalism the accusation of
Germanophilism. The attempt had no result : they did not even dare publish the appeal.

Thus ended a reign which had been a continuous chain of ill luck, failure, misfortune,
and evil-doing, from the Khodynka catastrophe during the coronation, through the shooting
of strikers and revolting peasants, the Ruse-Japanese war, the frightful putting-down of the
revolution of 1905, the innumerable executions, punitive expeditions and national pogroms
and ending with the insane and contemptible participation of Russia in the insane and
contemptible world war.
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Upon arriving at Tsarskoe Selo, where he and his family were confined in the palace,
the czar, according to Vyrubova, softly said: "There is no justice among men.“ But those
very words irrefutably testify that historic justice, though it comes late, does exist.

* * *

The similarity of the Romanov couple to the French royal pair of the epoch of the Great
Revolution is very obvious. It has already been remarked in literature, but only in passing
and without drawing inferences. Nevertheless it is not at all accidental, as appears at the
first glance, but offers valuable material for an inference.

Although separated from each other by five quarter centuries, the czar and the king were
at certain moments like two actors playing the same role. A passive, patient, but vindictive
treachery was the distinctive trait of both-with this difference, that in Louis it was disguised
with a dubious kindliness, in Nicholas with affability. They both make the impression of
people who are overburdened by their job, but at the same time unwilling to give up even a
part of those rights of which they are unable to make any use. The diaries of both, similar
in style or lack of style, reveal the same depressing spiritual emptiness.

The Austrian woman and the Hessian German form also a striking symmetry. Both
gueens stand above their kings, not only in physical but also in moral growth. Marie An-
toinette was less pious than Alexandra Feodorovna, and unlike the latter was passionately
fond of pleasures. But both alike scorned the people, could not endure the thought of
concessions, alike mistrusted the courage of their husbands, looking down upon them —
Antoinette with a shade of contempt, Alexandra with pity.

When the authors of memoirs, approaching the Petersburg court of their day, assure
us that Nicholas II, had he been a private individual, would have left a good memory be-
hind him, they merely reproduce the long-ago stereotyped remarks about Louis XVI, not
enriching in the least our knowledge either of history or of human nature.

We have already seen how Prince Lvov became indignant when, at the height of the
tragic events of the first revolution, instead of a depressed czar, he found before him a
"jolly, sprightly little man in a raspberry-coloured shirt.“ Without knowing it, the prince
merely repeated the comment of Governor Morris writing in Washington in 1790 about
Louis:

"What will you have from a creature who, situated as he is, eats and drinks and sleeps
well, and laughs and is as merry a grig as lives ?

When Alexandra Feodorovna, three months before the fall of the monarchy, prophesies:
“All is coming out for the best, the dreams of our Friend mean so much! "she merely
repeats Marie Antoinette, who one month before the overthrow of the royal power wrote :
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“ | feel a liveliness of spirit, and something tells me that we shall soon be happy and safe.”
They both see rainbow dreams as they drown.

Certain elements of similarity of course are accidental, and have the interest only of
historic anecdotes. Infinitely more important are those traits of character which have been
grafted, or more directly imposed, on a person by the mighty force of conditions, and which
throw a sharp light on the interrelation of personality and the objective factors of history.

“He did not know how to wish: that was his chief trait of character,” says a reactionary
French historian of Louis. Those words might have been written of Nicholas: neither of
them knew how to wish, but both knew how to not wish. But what really could be “wished”
by the last representatives of a hopelessly lost historic cause? “ Usually he listened, smiled,
and rarely decided upon anything. His first word was usudgdly Of whom is that written?

Again of Capet. But if this is so, the manners of Nicholas were an absolute plagiarism.
They both go toward the abyss “with the crown pushed down over their eyes.” But would it
after all be easier to go to an abyss, which you cannot escape anyway, with your eyes open?
What difference would it have made, as a matter of fact, if they had pushed the crown way
back on their heads?

Some professional psychologist ought to draw up an anthology of the parallel expres-
sions of Nicholas and Louis, Alexandra and Antoinette, and their courtiers. There would
be no lack of material, and the result would be a highly instructive historic testimony in
favour of the materialist psychology. Similar (of course, far from identical) irritations in
similar conditions call out similar reflexes; the more powerful the irritation, the sooner it
overcomes personal peculiarities. To a tickle, people react differently, but to a red-hot iron,
alike. As a steam-hammer converts a sphere and a cube alike into sheet metal, so under
the blow of too great and inexorable events resistances are smashed and the boundaries of*
individuality” lost.

Louis and Nicholas were the last-born of a dynasty that had lived tumultuously. The
well-known equability of them both, their tranquillity and “gaiety ” in difficult moments,
were the well-bred expression of a meagreness of inner powers, a weakness of the nervous
discharge, poverty of spiritual resources. Moral, castrates, they were absolutely deprived
of imagination and creative force. They had just enough ’brains to feel their own triviality,
and they cherished an envious hostility toward everything gifted and significant. It fell to
them both to rule a country in conditions of deep inner crisis and popular revolutionary
awakening. Both of them fought off the intrusion of new ideas, and the tide of hostile
forces. Indecisiveness, hypocrisy, and lying were in both cases the expression, not so much
of’ personal weakness, as of the complete impossibility of holding fast, to their hereditary
positions.

And how was it with their wives? Alexandra, even more than Antoinette, was lifted
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to the very heights of the dreams of a princess, especially such a rural one as this Hes-
sian, by her marriage with the unlimited despot of a powerful country. Both of them were
filled to the brim with the consciousness of their high mission: Antoinette more frivolously,
Alexandra in a spirit of Protestant bigotry translated into the Slavonic language of the Rus-
sian Church. An unlucky reign and a growing discontent of the people ruthlessly destroyed
the fantastic world which these two enterprising but nevertheless chickenlike heads had
built for themselves. Hence the growing bitterness, the gnawing hostility to an alien people
that would not bow before them; the hatred toward ministers who wanted to give even a
little consideration to that hostile world, to the country; hence their alienation even from
their own court, and their continued irritation against a husband who had not fulfilled the
expectations aroused by him as a bridegroom.

Historians and biographers of the psychological tendency not infrequently seek and
find something purely personal and accidental where great historical forces are refracted
through a personality. This is the same fault of vision as that of the courtiers who consid-
ered the last Russian czar born “unlucky.” He himself believed that he was born under an
unlucky star. In reality his ill-luck flowed from the contradictions between those old aims
which he inherited from his ancestors and the new historic conditions in which he was
placed. When the ancients said that Jupiter first makes mad those who whom he wishes to
destroy, they summed up in superstitious form a profound historic observation. In the say-
ing of Goethe about reason becoming nonsengeriunft wird Unsinri-this same thought
is expressed about the impersonal Jupiter of the historical dialectic, which withdraws “rea-
son ” from historic institutions that have outlived themselves and condemns their defenders
to failure. The scripts for the roles of Romanov and Capet were prescribed by the general
development of the historic drama; only the nuances of interpretation fell to the lot of the
actors. The ill-luck of Nicholas, as of Louis, had its roots not in his personal horoscope,
but in the historical horoscope of the bureaucratic-caste monarchy. They were both, chiefly
and above all, the last-born offspring of absolutism. Their moral insignificance, deriving
from their dynastic epigonism, gave the latter an especially malignant character.

You might object: if Alexander Ill had drunk less he might have lived a good deal
longer, the revolution would have run into a very different make of czar, and no parallel
with Louis XVI would have been possible. Such an objection, however, does not refute in
the least what has been said above. We do not at all pretend to deny the significance of the
personal in the mechanics of the historic process, nor the significance in the personal of the
accidental. We only demand that a historic personality, with all its peculiarities, should not
be taken as a bare list of psychological traits, but as a living reality grown out of definite
social conditions and reacting upon them. As a rose does not lose its fragrance because the
natural scientist points out upon what ingredients of soil and atmosphere it is nourished, so
an exposure of the social roots of a personality does not remove from it either its aroma or
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its foul smell.

The consideration advanced above about a possible long life of Alexander Il is capable
of illuming this very problem from another side. Let us assume that this Alexander Il
had not become mixed up in 1904 in a war with Japan. This would have delayed the first
revolution. For how long? Itis possible that the* revolution of 1905 "-that is, the first test of
strength the first breach in the system of absolutism-would have been a mere introduction
to the second, republican, and the third, proletarian revolution. Upon this question more or
less interesting guesses are possible, but it is indubitable in any case that the revolution did
not result from the character of Nicholas II, and that Alexander 11l would not have solved
its problem. It is enough to remember that nowhere and never was the transition from
the feudal to the bourgeois rgime made without violent disturbances. We saw this only
yesterday in China; to-day we observe it again in India. The most we can say is that this or
that policy of the monarchy, this or that personality o; the monarch, might have hastened
or postponed the revolution and placed a certain imprint on its external course.

With what angry and impotent stubbornness charisma tried to defend itself in those last
months, weeks and days, when it game was hopelessly lost! If Nicholas himself lacked the
will the lack was made up by the czarina. Rasputin was an instrument of the action of a
clique which rabidly fought for self-preservation. Even on this narrow scale the personality
of the czar merges in a group which represents the coagulum of the past and its last con-
vulsion. The" policy "of the upper circles a Tsarskoe Selo, face to face with the revolution,
were but the reflexes of a poisoned and weak beast of prey. If you chase wolf over the
steppe in an automobile, the beast gives out a last and lies down impotent. But attempt to
put a collar on him and he will try to tear you to pieces, or at least wound you And indeed
what else can he do in the circumstances?

The liberals imagined there was something else he might do. Instead of coming to
an agreement with the enfranchised bourgeoisie in good season, and thus preventing the
revolution such is liberalism’s act of accusation against the last czar-Nicholas stubbornly
shrank from concessions, and even in the last days when already under the knife of destiny,
when every minute was to be counted, still kept on procrastinating, bargaining with fate,
and letting slip the last possibilities. This all sounds convincing. But how unfortunate that
liberalism, knowing so accurately how to save the monarchy, did not know how to save
itself!

It would be absurd to maintain that czarism never and in no circumstances made con-
cessions. It made them when they were demanded by the necessity of self-preservation.
After the Crimean defeat, Alexander Il carried out the semi-liberation of the peasants and
a series of liberal reforms in the sphere of land administration, courts, press, educational
institutions, etc. The czar himself expressed the guiding thought of this reformation: to
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free the peasants frombovelest they free themselves frobelow. Under the drive of

the first revolution Nicholas Il granted a semi-constitution. Stolypin scrapped the peasant
communes in order to broaden the arena of the capitalist forces. For czarism, however, all
these reforms had a meaning only in so far as the partial concession preserved the whole-
that is, the foundations of a caste society and the monarchy itself. When the consequences
of the reform began to splash over those boundaries the monarchy inevitably beat a re-
treat. Alexander Il in the second half of his reign stole back the reforms of the first half.
Alexander 11l went still farther on the road of counter-reform. Nicholas Il in October 1905
retreated before the revolution, and then afterward dissolved the Dumas created by it, and
as soon as the revolution grew weak, made his coup d’etat. Throughout three-quarters of a
century-if we begin with the reform of Alexander Il-there developed a struggle of historic
forces, now underground, now in the open, far transcending the personal qualities of the
separate cars, and accomplishing the overthrow of the monarchy. Only within the historic
framework of this process can you find a place for individual cars, their characters, their
“biographies.”

Even the most despotic of autocrats is but little similar to a "free” individuality

laying its arbitrary imprint upon events. He is always the crowned agent of the privileged
classes which are forming society in their own image. When these classes have not yet
fulfilled their mission, then the monarchy is strong and self-confident. Then it has in its
hands a reliable apparatus power and an unlimited choice of executives-because the more
gifted people have not yet gone over into the hostile camp. Then the monarch, either
personally, or through the mediation of a powerful favourite, may become the agent of a
great and progressive historic task. It is quite otherwise when the sun of the old society
is finally declining to the west. The privileged classes are now changed from organisers
of the national life into a parasitic growth; having lost their guiding function, they lose the
consciousness of their mission and all confidence in their powers. Their dissatisfaction with
themselves becomes a dissatisfaction with the monarchy; the dynasty becomes isolated
the circle of people loyal to the death narrows down; their level sinks lower; meanwhile
the dangers grow; new force are pushing up; the monarchy loses its capacity for any kin
of creative initiative; it defends itself, it strikes back, it retreats; its activities acquire the
automatism of mere reflexes. The semi Ascitic despotism of the Romanies did not escape
this fate.

If you take the czarism in its agony, in a vertical section, so to speak, Nicholas is the axis
of a clique which has its roots the hopelessly condemned past. In a horizontal section of the
historic monarchy, Nicholas is the last link in a dynastic chain. His nearest ancestors, who
also in their day were merged in family, caste and bureaucratic collectivity-only a broader
one-tried out various measures and methods of government order to protect the old social
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rgime against the fate advancing upon it. But nevertheless they passed it on to Nicholas a
chaotic empire already carrying the matured revolution in its womb. If he had any choice
left, it was only between different roads to ruin.

Liberalism was dreaming of a monarchy on the British plan. But was parliamentarism
born on the Themes by a peaceful evolution? Was it the fruit of the “free” foresight of a
single monarch? No, it was deposited as the result of a struggle that lasted for ages, and in
which one of the kings left his head at the crossroads.

The historic-psychological contrast mentioned above between the Romanovs and the
Capets can, by the way, be aptly extended to the British royal pair of the epoch of the first
revolution. Charles | revealed fundamentally the same combination of traits with which
memoirists and historians have endowed Louis XVI and Nicholas Il. “Charles, therefore,
remained passive,” writes Montague, “yielded where he could not resist, betrayed how
unwillingly he did so, and reaped no popularity, no confidence.” “ He was not a stupid
man,” says another historian of Charles Stuart, “but he lacked firmness of character. . . .
His evil fate was his wife, Henrietta, a Frenchwoman, sister of Louis, XHturated even
more than Charles with the idea of absolutism.” We will not detail the characteristics of
this third-chronologically first-royal pair to be crushed by a national revolution. We will
merely observe that in England the hatred was concentrated above all on the queen, as a
Frenchwoman and a papist, whom they accused of plotting with Rome, secret connections
with the Irish rebels, and intrigues at the French court.

But England had, at any rate, ages at her disposal. She was the pioneer of bourgeois
civilisation; she was not under the yoke of other nations, but on the contrary held them
more and more under her yoke. She exploited the whole world. This softened the inner
contradictions, accumulated conservatism, promoted an abundance and stability of fatty
deposits in the form of a parasitic caste, in the form of a squirearchy, a monarchy, House
of Lords, and the state church. Thanks to this exclusive historic privilege of development
possessed by bourgeois England, conservatism combined with elasticity passed over from
her institutions into her moral fibre. Various continental Philistines, like the Russian pro-
fessor Miliukov, or the Austro-Marxist Otto Bauer, have not to this day ceased going into
ecstasies over this fact. But exactly at the present moment, when England, hard pressed
throughout the world, is squandering the last resources of her former privileged position,
her conservatism is losing its elasticity, and even in the person of the Labourites is turning
into stark reactionism. In the face of the Indian revolution the “socialist” MacDonald will
find no other methods but those with which Nicholas Il opposed the Russian revolution.
Only a blind man could fail to see that Great Britain is headed for gigantic revolutionary
earthquake shocks, in which the last fragments of her conservatism, her world domination,
her present state machine, will go down without a trace. MacDonnell is preparing these
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shocks no less successfully than did Nicholas Il in time, and no less blindly. So here too, as
we see, is no poor illustration of the problem of the role of the “free” personality in history.

But how could Russia with her belated development, coming along at the tail end of
the European nations, with her meagre economic foundation underfoot, how could she
develop an “elastic conservatism” of social forms-and develop it for the special benefit of
professorial liberalism and its leftward shadow, reformist socialism? Russia was too far
behind. And when world imperialism once took her in its grip, she had to pass through
her political history in. too brief a course. If Nicholas had gone to meet liberalism and
replaced one with Miliukov, the development of events would have differed a little in form,
not in substance. Indeed it was just in this way that Louis behaved in the second stage
of the revolution, summoning Gironde to power: this did not save Louis himself from
guillotine, nor after him the Gironde. The accumulating social contradictions were bound
to break through to the surface, breaking through to carry out their work of purgation.
Before the pressure of the popular masses, who had at last brought into the open arena
their misfortunes, their pains, indentions, passions, hopes, illusions and aims, the high-up
combination the monarchy with liberalism had only an episodic significance. They could
exert, to be sure, an influence on the order of events maybe upon the number of actions, but
not at all upon development of the drama nor its momentous climax.



CHAPTER 7

FIVE DAYS (FEBRUARY 23-27, 1917)

The 23rd of February was International Woman’s Day. The social-democratic circles had
intended to mark this day in a general manner: by meetings, speeches, leaflets. It had not
occurred to anyone that it might become the first day of the revolution. Not a single organ-
isation called for strikes on that day. What is more, even a Bolshevik organisation, and a
most militant one-the Vyborg borough committee, all workers - was opposing strikes. The
temper of the masses, according to Kayurov, one of the leaders in the workers’ district, was
very tense; any strike would threaten to turn into an open fight. But since the Ocommittee
thought, the time unripe for militant action-the party not strong enough and the workers
having too few contacts with the soldiers-they decided not to call for strikes but to pre-
pare for revolutionary action at some indefinite time in the future. Such was the course
followed by the committee on the eve of the 23rd of February, and everyone seemed to
accept it. On the following morning, however, in spite of all directives, the women textile
workers in several factories went on strike, and sent delegates to the metal workers with
an appeal for support. “With reluctance,” writes Kayurov, “the Bolsheviks agreed to this,
and they were followed by the workers Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries. But once
there is a mass strike, one must call everybody into the streets and take the lead.” Such was
Kayurov’s decision, and the Vyborg committee had to agree to it. “The idea of going into
the streets had long been ripening among the workers; only at that moment nobody imag-
ined where it would lead.” Let us keep in mind this testimony of a participant, important
for understanding the mechanics of the events.

It was taken for granted that in case of a demonstration the soldiers would be brought
out into the streets against the workers. What would that lead to? This was wartime; the
authorities were in no mood for joking. On the other hand, “reserve” soldier in wartime is
nothing like an old soldier o the regular army. Is he really so formidable? In revolutionary
circles they had discussed this much, but rather abstractly. For no one, positively no one-
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we can assert this categorically upon the basis of all the data-then thought that February
23 was to mark the beginning of a decisive drive against absolutism The talk was of a
demonstration which had indefinite, but in any case limited, perspectives.

Thus the fact is that the February revolution was begun from below, overcoming the
resistance of its own revolutionary organisations, the initiative being taken of their own
accord by the most oppressed and downtrodden part of the proletariat -the women textile
workers, among them no doubt many soldiers’ wives. The overgrown breadlines had pro-
vided the last stimulus. About 90,000 workers, men and women, were on strike that day.
The fighting mood expressed itself in demonstrations, meetings, encounters with the police.
The movement began in the Vyborg district with its large industrial establishments; thence
it crossed over to the Petersburg side. There were no strikes or demonstrations elsewhere,
according to the testimony of the secret police. On that day detachments of troops were
called in to assist the police-evidently not many of them -but there were no encounters with
them. A mass of women, not all of them workers, flocked to the municipal duma demand-
ing bread. It was like demanding milk from a he-goat. Red banners appeared in different
parts of the city, and inscriptions on them showed that the workers wanted bread, but nei-
ther autocracy nor war. Woman’s Day passed successfully, with enthusiasm and without
victims. But what it concealed in itself, no one had guessed even by nightfall.

On the following day the movement not only fails to diminish, but doubles. About
one-half of the industrial workers of Petrograd are on strike on the 24th of February. The
workers come to the factories in the morning; instead of going to work they hold meetings;
then begin processions toward the centre. New districts and new groups of the population
are drawn into the movement. The slogan “Bread!” is crowded out or obscured by louder
slogans: “Down with autocracy!” “Down with the war!” Continuous demonstrations on
the Nevsky -first compact masses of workmen singing revolutionary songs, later a motley
crowd of city folk interspersed with the blue caps of students. “The promenading crowd
was sympathetically disposed toward us, and soldiers in some of the war-hospitals greeted
us by waving whatever was at hand.” How many clearly realised what was being ushered in
by this sympathetic waving from sick soldiers to demonstrating workers? But the Cossacks
constantly, though without ferocity, kept charging the crowd. Their horses were covered
with foam. The mass of demonstrators would part to let them through, and close up again.
There was no fear in the crowd. “The Cossacks promise not to shoot,” passed from mouth
to mouth. Apparently some of the workers had talks with individual Cossacks. Later,
however, cursing. half-drunken dragoons appeared on the scene. They plunged into the
crowd, began to strike at heads with their lances. The demonstrators summoned all their
strength and stood fast. They won't shoot.“ And in fact they didn't.

A liberal senator was looking at the dead street-cars-or was that on the following day
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and his memory failed him?-some of them with broken windows, some tipped over on the
tracks, and was recalling the July days of 1914 on the eve of the war. "It seemed that the
old attempt was being renewed.” The senator’s eyes did not deceive him; the continuity is
clear. History was picking up the ends of the revolutionary threads broken by the war, and
tying them in a knot.

Throughout the entire day, crowds of people poured from one part of the city to an-
other. They were persistently dispelled by the police, stopped and crowded back by cavalry
detachments and occasionally by infantry. Along with shouts of "Down with the policej’
was heard oftener and oftener a "Hurrahj‘ addressed to the Cossacks. That was significant.
Toward the police the crowd showed ferocious hatred. They routed the mounted police
with whistles, stones, and pieces of ice. In a totally different way the workers approached
the soldiers. Around the barracks, sentinels, patrols and lines of soldiers stood groups of
working men and women exchanging friendly words with the army men. This was a new
stage, due to the growth of the strike and the personal meeting of the worker with the army.
Such a stage is inevitable in every revolution. But it always seems new, and does in fact
occur differently every time: those who have read and written about it do not recognise the
thing when they see it.

In the State Duma that day they were telling how an enormous mass of people had
flooded Znamensky Square and all Nevsky Prospect, and the adjoining streets and that a
totally unprecedented phenomenon was observed: the Cossacks and the regiments with
bands were being greeted by revolutionary and not patriotic crowds with shouts of "Hur-
rahij* To the question, "What does it all mean? the first person accosted in the crowd
answered the deputy: A policeman struck a woman with a knout; the Cossacks stepped
in and drove away the police.” Whether it happened in this way or another, will never be
verified. But the crowd believed that it was so, that this was possible. The belief had not
fallen out of the sky; it arose from previous experience, and was therefore to become an
earnest of victory.

The workers at the Erikson, one of the foremost mills in the Vyborg district, after a
morning meeting came out on the Sampsonievsky Prospect, a whole mass, 2,500 of them,
and in a narrow place ran into the Cossacks. Cutting their way with the breasts of their
horses, the officers first charged through the crowd. Behind them, filling the whole width
of the Prospect galloped the Cossacks. Decisive moment! But the horsemen, cautiously, in
a long ribbon, rode through the corridor just made by the officers. "Some of them smiled,”
Kayurov recalls, "and one of them gave the workers a good wink* This wink was not with-
out meaning. The workers were emboldened with a friendly, not hostile, kind of assurance,
and slightly infected the Cossacks with it. The one who winked found imitators. In spite of
renewed efférts from the officers, the Cossacks, without openly breaking discipline, failed
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to force the crowd to disperse, but flowed through it in streams. This was repeated three
or four times and brought the two sides even closer together. Individual Cossacks began
to reply to the workers’ questions and even to enter into momentary conversations with
them. Of discipline there remained but a thin transparent shell that threatened to break
through any second. The officers hastened to separate their patrol from the workers, and,
abandoning the idea of dispersing them, lined the Cossacks out across the street as a barrier
to prevent the demonstrators from getting to the centre. But even this did not help: stand-
ing stock-still in perfect discipline, the Cossacks did not hinder the workers from "diving“
under their horses. The revolution does not choose its paths: it made its first steps toward
victory under the belly of a Cossack’s horse. A remarkable incident! And remarkable the
eye of its narrator-an eye which took an impression of every bend in the process. No won-
der, for the narrator was a leader; he was at the head of over two thousand men. The eye of
a commander watching for enemy whips and bullets looks sharp.

It seems that the break in the army first appeared among the Cossacks, those age-old
subduers and punishers. This does not mean, however, that the Cossacks were more revo-
lutionary than others. On the contrary, these solid property owners, riding their own horses,
highly valuing their Cossack peculiarities, scorning the plain peasants, mistrustful of the
workers, had many elements of conservatism. But just for this reason the changes caused
by the war were more sharply noticeable in them. Besides, they were always being pulled
around, sent everywhere, driven against the people, kept in suspense-and they were the first
to be put to the test. They were sick of it, and wanted to go home. Therefore they winked:
"Do it, boys, if you know how-we won’t bother youj‘ All these things, however, were
merely very significant symptoms. The army was still the army, it was bound with disci-
pline, and the threads were in the hands of the monarchy. The worker mass was unarmed.
The leaders had not yet thought of the decisive crisis.

On the calendar of the Council of Ministers that day there stood, among other questions,
the question of disorders in the capital. Strikes? Demonstrations? This isn’t the first time.
Everything is provided for. Directions have been issued. Return to the order of business.
And what were the directions? In spite of the fact that on the 23rd and 24th twenty-eight
policemen were beaten up persuasive exactness about the number!-the military commander
of the district, General Khabalov, almost a dictator, Did not resort to shooting. Not from
kind-heartedness: everything was provided for and marked down in advance, even the time
for the shooting.

The revolution caught them unawares only with regard to the exact moment. Generally
speaking, both sides, the revolutionary and the governmental, were carefully preparing for
it, had been preparing for years, had always been preparing. As for the Bolsheviks, all
their activity since 1905 was nothing but preparation for a second revolution. And the
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activities of the government, an enormous share of them, were preparations to .put down
the new revolution. In the fall of 1916 this part of the government’s work had assumed an
aspect of particularly careful planning. A commission under Khabalov’s chairmanship had
completed by the middle of January 1917 a very exact plan for crushing a new insurrection.
The city was divided into six police districts, which in turn were subdivided into rayons.
The commander of the reserve guard units, General Chebykin, was placed at the head of
all the armed forces. Regiments were assigned to different rayons. In each of the six
police districts, the police, the gendarmes and the troops were united under the command
of special staff officers. The Cossack cavalry was at the disposal of Chebykin himself for
larger-scale operations. The order of action was planned as follows: first the police act
alone, then the Cossacks appear on the scene with whips, and only in case of real necessity
the troops go into action with rifles and machine-guns. It was this very plan, developed out
of the experience of 1905, that was put into operation in the February days. The difficulty
lay not in lack of foresight, nor defects of the plan itself, but in the human material. Here
the whole thing threatened to hang fire.

Formally the plan was based on the entire garrison, which comprised one hundred and
fifty thousand soldiers, but in reality only some ten thousand came into the count. Besides
the policemen, numbering three and a half thousand, a firm hope was placed in the military
training schools. This is explained by the make up of the Petrograd garrison which at
that time, consisted almost exclusively of reserve units, primarily of the fourteen reserve
battalions attached to the regiments of the Guard which were then at the front. In addition
to that, the garrison comprised one reserve infantry regiment, a reserve bicycle battalion, a
reserve armoured car division, small units of sappers and artillerymen and two regiments
of Don Cossacks. That was a great many-it was too many. The swollen reserve units were
made up of a human mass which had either escaped training almost entirely, or succeeded
in getting free of it. But for that matter, substantially the same thing was true of the entire
army.

Khabalov meticulously adhered to the plan he had worked out. On the first day, the
23rd, the police operated alone. On the 24th, for the most part the cavalry was led into
the streets, but only to work with whip and lance. The use of infantry and firearms was to
depend on the further development of events. But events came thick and fast.

On the 25th, the strike spread wider. According to the government’s figures, 240,000
workers participated that day. The most backward layers are following up the vanguard.
Already a good number of small establishments are on strike. The streetcars are at a stand.
Business concerns are closed. In the course of the day students of the higher schools join the
strike. By noon tens of thousands of people pour to the Kazan cathedral and the surrounding
streets. Attempts are made to organise street meetings; a series of armed encounters with
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the police occurs. Orators address the crowds around the Alexander IIl monument. The
mounted police open fire. A speaker falls wounded. Shots from the crowd kill a police
inspector, wound the chief of police and several other policemen. Bottles, petards and hand
grenades are thrown at the gendarmes. The war has taught this art. The soldiers show
indifference, at times hostility, to the police. It spreads excitedly through the crowd that
when the police opened fire by the Alexander 111 monument, the Cossacks let go a volley
at the horse "Pharaohs” (such was the nickname of the police) and the latter had to gallop
off. This apparently was not a legend circulated for self-encouragement, since the incident,
although in different versions, is confirmed from several sources.

A worker-Bolshevik, Kayurov, one of the authentic leaders in those days, relates how
at one place, within sight of a detachment of Cossacks, the demonstrators scattered under
the whips of the mounted police, and how he, Kayurov, and several workers with him,
instead of following the fugitives, took off their caps and approached the Cossacks with the
words: "Brothers-Cossacks, help the workers in a struggle for their peaceable demands;
you see how the Pharaohs treat us, hungry workers. Help us! “This consciously humble
manner, those caps in their hands-what an accurate psychological calculation! Inimitable
gesture! The whole history of street fights and revolutionary victories swarms with such
improvisations. But they are drowned without a trace in the abyss of great events-the shell
remains to the historian, the generalisation. "The Cossacks glanced at each other in some
special way, “Kayurov later, near the station gate, the crowd were tossing in their arms a
Cossack continues, "and we were hardly out of the way before they rushed into the fight.”
And a few minutes who before their eyes had slaughtered a police inspector with his sabre.

Soon the police disappear altogether-that is, begin to act secretly. Then the soldiers
appear-bayonets lowered. Anxiously the workers ask them: "Comrades, you haven't come
to help the police¢,* A rude "Move alongj’ for answer. Another attempt ends the same way.
The soldiers are sullen. A worm is gnawing them, and they cannot stand it when a question
hits the very centre of the pain.

Meanwhile disarmament of the Pharaohs becomes a universal slogan. The police are
fierce, implacable, hated and hating foes. To win them over is out of the question. Beat
them up and kill them. It is different with the soldiers: the crowd makes every effort
to avoid hostile encounters with them; on the contrary, seeks ways to dispose them in its
favour, convince, attract, fraternise, merge them in itself. In spite of the auspicious rumours
about the Cossacks, perhaps slightly exaggerated, the crowd’s attitude toward the mounted
men remains cautious. A horseman sits high above the crowd; his soul is separated from
the soul of the demonstrator by the four legs of his beast. A figure at which one must
gaze from below always seems more significant, more threatening. The infantry are beside
one on the pavement-closer, more accessible. The masses try to get near them, look into
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their eyes, surround them with their hot breath. A great role is played by women workers

in relationship between workers and soldiers. They go up to the cordons more boldly
than men, take hold of the rifles, beseech, almost command: "Put down your bayonets-
join us.” The soldiers are excited, ashamed, exchange anxious glances, waver; someone
makes up his mind first, and the bayonets rise guiltily above the shoulders of the advancing
crowd. The barrier is opened, a joyous and grateful "Hurrahj‘ shakes the air. The soldiers
are surrounded. Everywhere arguments, reproaches, appeals the revolution makes another
forward step.

Nicholas from headquarters sent Khabalov a telegraphic command to put an end to
the disorders "tomorrow.” The czar’s will fell in with the next step in Khabalov’s "plan,”
and the telegram served merely as an extra stimulus. To-morrow the troops will say their
say. Isn't it too late? You can't tell yet. The question is posed, but far from answered.
The indulgence of the Cossacks, the wavering of certain infantry lines-these are but much-
promising episodes repeated by the thousand voiced echo of the sensitive street. Enough to
inspire the revolutionary crowd, but too little for victory. Especially since there are episodes
of an opposite kind. In the afternoon a detachment of dragoons, supposedly in response to
revolver shots from the crowd, first opened fire on the demonstrators near Gostinny Dvor.
According to Khabalov’s report to headquarters three were killed and ten wounded. A
serious warning! At the same time Khabalov issued a threat that all workers registered in
the draft would be sent to the front if they did not go to work before the 28th. The general
issued a three-day ultimatum-that is, he gave the revolution more time than it needed to
overthrow Khabalov and the monarchy into the bargain. But that will become known only
after the victory. On the evening of the 25th nobody guessed what the next day had in its
womb.

Let us try to get a clearer idea of the inner logic of the movement. On February 23,
under the flag of "Woman'’s Day,” began the long-ripe and long-withheld uprising of the
Petrograd working masses. The first step of the insurrection was the strike. In the course of
three days it broadened and became practically general. This alone gave assurance to the
masses and carried them forward. Becoming more and more aggressive, the strike merged
with the demonstrations, which were bringing the revolutionary mass face to face with the
troops. This raised the problem as a whole to the higher level where things are solved by
force of arms. The first days brought a number of individual successes, but these were more
symptomatic than substantial.

A revolutionary uprising that spreads over a number of days can develop victoriously
only in case it ascends step by step, and scores one success after another. A pause in its
growth is dangerous; a prolonged marking of time, fatal. But even successes by themselves
are not enough; the masses must know about them in time, and have time to understand
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their value. It is possible to let slip a victory at the very moment when it is within arm’s
reach. This has happened in history.

The first three days were days of uninterrupted increase in the extent and acuteness
of the strife. But for this very reason the movement had arrived at a level where mere
symptomatic successes were not enough. The entire active mass of the people had come
out on the streets. It was settling accounts with the police successfully and easily. In the last
two days the troops had been drawn into the events-on the second day, cavalry, on the third,
the infantry too. They barred the way, pushed and crowded back the masses, sometimes
connived with them, but almost never resorted to firearms. Those in command were slow
to change their plan, partly because they under-estimated what was happening-the faulty
vision of the reaction supplemented that of the leaders of the revolution-partly because they
lacked confidence in the troops. But exactly on the third day, the force of the developing
struggle, as well as the czar's command, made it necessary for the government to send the
troops into action in dead earnest. The workers understood this, especially their advance
ranks; the dragoons had already done some shooting the day before. Both sides now faced
the issue unequivocally.

On the night of the 26th about a hundred people were arrested in different parts of the
city-people belonging to various revolutionary organisations, and among them five mem-
bers of the Petrograd Committee of the Bolsheviks. This also meant that the government
were taking the offensive. What will happen today? In what mood will the workers wake
up after yesterday’s shooting? And most important: what will the troops say? The sun of
February 26 came up in a fog of uncertainty and acute anxiety.

In view of the arrest of the Petrograd Committee, the guidance of the entire work in
the city fell into the hands of the Vyborg rayon. Maybe this was just as well. The upper
leadership in the party was hopelessly slow. Only on the morning of the 25th, the, Bureau
of the Bolshevik Central Committee a last decided to issue a hand bill calling for an all-
Russian General strike. Atthe moment of issue, ifindeed it ever did issue, the general strike
in Petrograd was facing an armed uprising. The leaders were watching the movement from
above; they hesitated, they lagged-in other words, they did not lead. They dragged after the
movement.

The nearer one comes to the factories, the greater the decisiveness. Today however, the
26th, there is anxiety even in the rayons. Hungry, tired, chilled, with a mighty historic
responsibility upon their shoulders, the Vyborg leaders gather outside the city limits, amid
vegetable gardens, to exchange impressions of the day and plan the course . . . of what? Of
a new demonstration? But where will an unarmed demonstration lead, now the government
has decided to go the limit? This question bores into their minds. "One thing seems evident:
the insurrection is dissolving.” Here we recognise the voice of Kayurov, already familiar to
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us, and at first it seems hardly his voice. The barometer falls so low before the storm.

In the hours when hesitation seized even those revolutionises closest to the mass, the
movement itself had gone much farther than its participants realised. Even the day before,
towards evening of the 25th, the Vyborg side was wholly in the hands of the insurrection.
The police stations were wrecked, individual officers had been killed, and the majority had
fled. The city headquarters had completely lost contact with the greater part of the capital.
On the morning of the 26th it became evident that not only the Vyborg side, but also Peski
almost up to Liteiny Prospect, was in control of the insurrection. At least so the police
reports defined the situation. And it was true in a sense, although the revolutionists could
hardly realise it: the police in so many cases abandoned their lairs before there was any
threat from the workers. But even aside from that, ridding the factory districts of the police
could not have decisive significance in the eyes of the workers: the troops had not yet said
their final word. The uprising is "dissolving,“ thought the boldest of the bold. Meanwhile
it was only beginning to develop.

The 26th of February fell on a Sunday; the factories were closed, and this prevented
measuring the strength of the mass pressure in terms of the extent of the strike. Moreover
the workers could not assemble in the factories, as they had done on the preceding days,
and that hindered the demonstrations. In the morning the Nevsky was quiet. In those hours
the czarina telegraphed the czar: "The city is calm.”

But this calmness does not last long. The workers gradually concentrate, and move from
all suburbs to the centre. They are stopped at the bridges. They flock across the ice: it is
only February and the Neva is one solid bridge of ice. The firing at their crowds on the
ice is not enough to stop them. They find the city transformed. Posses, cordons, horse-
patrols everywhere. The approaches to the Nevsky are especially well guarded. Every
now and then shots ring out from ambush. The number of killed and wounded grows.
Ambulances dart here and there. You cannot always tell who is shooting and where the
shots come from. One thing is certain: after their cruel lesson, the police have decided
not to expose themselves again. They shoot from windows, through balcony doors, from
behind columns, from attics. Hypotheses are formed, which easily become legends. They
say that in order to intimidate the demonstrators, many soldiers are disguised in police
uniforms. They say that Protopopov has placed numerous machine-gun nests in the garrets
of houses. A commission created after the revolution did not discover such nests, but this
does not mean that there were none. However, the police on this day occupy a subordinate
place. The troops come decisively into action. They are given strict orders to shoot, and the
soldiers, mostly training squads-that is, non-commissioned officers’ regimental schools-do
shoot. According to the official figures, on this day about forty are killed and as many
wounded, not counting those led or carried away by the crowd. The struggle arrives at a
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decisive stage. Will the mass ebb before the lead and flow back to its suburbs? No, it does
not ebb. It is bound to have its own.

Bureaucratic, bourgeois, liberal Petersburg was in a fright. On that day Rodzianko,
the President of the State Duma, demanded that reliable troops be sent from the front;
later he "reconsidered “ and recommended to the War Minister Belyaev that the crowds be
dispersed, not with lead, but with cold water out of a fire-hose. Belyaev, having consulted
General Khabalov, answered that a dowse of water would produce precisely the opposite
effect "because it excites.” Thus in the liberal and bureaucratic upper circles they discussed
the relative advantages of hot and cold douches for the people in revolt. Police reports for
that day testify that the fire-hose was inadequate: ” In the course of the disorders it was
observed as a general phenomenon, that the rioting mobs showed extreme defiance towards
the military patrols, at whom, when asked to disperse, they threw stones and lumps of ice
dug up from the street. When preliminary shots were fired into the air, the crowd not only
did not disperse but answered these volleys with laughter. Only when loaded cartridges
were fired into the very midst of the crowd, was it found possible to disperse the mob, the
participants, in which, however, would most of them hide in the yards of nearby houses, and
as soon as, the shooting stopped come out again into the street.” This police report shows
that the temperature of the masses had risen very high. To be sure, it is hardly probable
that the crowd would have begun of itself to bombard the troops-even the training squads-
with stones and ice: that would too much contradict the psychology of the insurrectionary
masses, and the wise strategy they had shown with regard to the army. For the sake of
supplementary justification for mass murders, the colours in the report are not exactly what
they were, and are not laid on the way they were, in actual fact. But the essentials are
reported truly and with remarkable vividness: the masses will no longer retreat, they resist
with optimistic brilliance, they stay on the street even after murderous volleys, they cling,
not to their lives, but to the pavement, to stones, to pieces of ice. The crowd is not only
bitter, but audacious. This is because, in spite of the shooting, it keeps its faith in the army.
It counts on victory and intends to have it at any cost.

The pressure of the workers upon the army is increasing countering the pressure from
the side of the authorities. The Petrograd garrison comes into the focus of events. The
expectant period, which has lasted almost three days, during which it was possible for
the main mass of the garrison to keep up friendly neutrality toward the insurrection, has
come to an end. "Shoot the enemy;j‘ the monarchy commands. "Don’t shoot your brothers
and sistersj* cry the workers. And not only that: "Come with usj* Thus in the streets and
squares, by the bridges, at the barrack-gates, is waged a ceaseless struggle now dramatic,
now unnoticeable-but always a desperate struggle, for the heart of the soldier. In this strug-
gle, in these sharp contacts between working men and women and the soldiers, under the
steady crackling of rifles and machine-guns, the fate of the government, of the war, of the
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country, is being decided.

The shooting of demonstrators increased the uncertainty among the leaders. The very
scale of the movement began to seem dangerous. Even at the meeting of the Vyborg com-
mittee the evening of the 26th-that is, twelve hours before the victory-arose discussions as
to whether it was not time to end the strike. This may seem astonishing. But remember, it
is far easier to recognise victory the day after, than the day before. Besides, moods change
frequently under the impact of events and the news of them. Discouragement quickly gives
way to a flow of enthusiasm. Kayurovs and Chugurins have plenty of personal courage,
but at moments a feeling of responsibility for the masses clutches them. Among the rank-
and-file workers there were fewer oscillations. Reports about their moods were made to the
authorities by a well informed agent in the Bolshevik organisation, Shurkanov. "Since the
army units have not opposed the crowd, wrote this provocateur,” and in individual cases
have even taken measures paralysing the initiative of the police officers, the masses have
got a sense of impunity, and now, after two days of unobstructed walking the streets, when
the revolutionary circles have advanced the slogans "Down with war* and "Down with the
autocracyi‘ the people have become convinced that the revolution has begun, that success
is with the masses, that the authorities are powerless to suppress the movement because the
troops are with it, that a decisive victory is near, since the troops will soon openly join the
side of the revolutionary forces, that the movement begun will not subside, but will cease-
lessly grow to a complete victory and a state revolution.” A characterisation remarkable for
compactness and clarity! The report is a most valuable historic document. This did not, of
course, prevent the victorious workers from executing its author.

These provocateurs, whose number was enormous, especially in Petrograd, feared, more
than anyone else did, the victory of the revolution. They followed a policy of their own: in
the Bolshevik conferences Shurkanov defended the most extreme actions; in his reports to
the secret police he suggested the necessity of a decisive resort to firearms. It is possible
that with this aim, Shurkanov tried even to exaggerate the aggressive confidence of the
workers. But in the main he was right events would soon confirm his judgement.

The leaders in both camps guessed and vacillated, for not one of them could estimate a
priori the relation of forces. External indications ceased absolutely to serve as a measure.
Indeed one of the chief features of a revolutionary crisis consists in this sharp contradiction
between the present consciousness and the old forms of social relationship. A new relation
of forces was mysteriously implanting itself in the consciousness of the workers and sol-
diers. It was precisely the government’s offensive, called forth by the previous offensive of
the revolutionary masses, which transformed the new relation of forces from a potential to
an active state. The worker looked thirstily and commandingly into the eyes of the soldier,
and the soldier anxiously and diffidently looked away. This meant that, in a way, the sol-
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dier could no longer answer for himself. The worker approached the soldier more boldly.
The soldier sullenly, but without hostility-guiltily rather-refused to answer. Or sometimes
now more and more often-he answered with pretended severity in order to conceal how
anxiously his heart was beating in his breast. Thus the change was accomplished. The sol-
dier was, clearly shaking off his soldiery. In doing so he could not immediately recognise
himself. The authorities said that the revolution intoxicated the soldier. To the soldier it
seemed, on the contrary, that he was sobering up from the opium of the barracks. Thus the
decisive day was prepared-the 27th of February.

However, on the eve of that day an incident occurred which in spite of its episodic nature
paints with a new colour all the events of the 26th. Towards evening the fourth company
of the Pavlovsky regiment of the Imperial Guard mutinied. In the written report of a police
inspector the cause of the mutiny is categorically stated: “Indignation against the training
squad of the same regiment which, while on duty in the Nevsky, fired on the crowd.” Who
informed the fourth company of this? A record has been accidentally preserved. About
two o’clock in the afternoon, a handful of workers ran up to the barracks of the Pavlovsky
regiment. Interrupting each other, they told about a shooting on the Nevsky. “Tell your
comrades that the Pavlovtsi, too, are shooting at us-we saw soldiers in your uniform on the
Nevsky.” That was a burning reproach, a flaming appeal. “All looked distressed and pale.”

The seed fell not upon the rock. By six o’clock the fourth company had left the barracks
without permission under the command of a non-commissioned officer-Who was he? His
name is drowned forever among hundreds and thousands of equally heroic names- and
marched to the Nevsky to recall its training squad. This was not a mere soldiers’ mutiny
over wormy meat; it was an act of high revolutionary initiative. On their way down, the
company had an encounter with a detachment of mounted police. The soldiers opened
fire. One policeman and one horse were killed; another policeman and another horse were
wounded. The further path of the mutineers in the hurricane of the streets is unknown. The
company returned to the barracks and aroused the entire regiment. But their arms had been
hidden. According to some sources, they nevertheless got hold of thirty rifles. They were
soon surrounded by the Preobrazhentsi. Nineteen Pavlovtsi were arrested and imprisoned
in the fortress; the rest surrendered. According to other information, the officers on that
evening found twenty-one soldiers with rifles missing. A dangerous leak! These twenty-
one soldiers would be seeking allies and defenders all night long. Only the victory of the
revolution could save them. The workers would surely learn from them what had happened.
This was not a bad omen for to-morrow’s battles.

Nabokov, one of the most prominent liberal leaders, whose truthful memoirs seem at
times to be the very diary of his party and of his class, was returning home from a visit
at one o’clock in the morning along the dark and watchful streets. He was “perturbed and
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filled with dark forebodings.” It is possible that at one of the crossings he met a fugitive
Pavlovetz. Both hurried past: they had nothing to say to each other. In the workers’ quarters
and the barracks some kept watch or conferred, others slept the half-sleep of the bivouac,
or dreamed feverishly about to-morrow. Here the fugitive Pavlovetz found shelter.

How scant are the records of the mass fighting in the February days-scant even in com-
parison with the slim records of the October fights. In October the party directed the in-
surrection from day to day; in its articles, proclamations, and reports, at least the external
continuity of the struggle is recorded. Not so in February. The masses had almost no lead-
ership from above. The newspapers were silenced by the strike. Without a look back, the
masses made their own history. To reconstruct a living picture of the things that happened
in the streets, is almost unthinkable. It would be well if we could recreate at least the
general continuity and inner order of events.

The government, which had not yet lost hold of the machinery of power, observed the
events on the whole even less ably than the left parties, which, as we know, were far from
brilliant in this direction. After the “successful” shootings of the 26th, the ministers took
heart for an instant. At dawn of the 27th Protopopov reassuringly reported that, according
to information received, “part of the workers intend to return to work.” But the work-
ers’ never thought of going back to the shops. Yesterday’s shootings and failures had not
discouraged the masses. How explain this? Apparently the losses were out-balanced by
certain gains. Pouring through the streets, colliding with the enemy, pulling at the arms
of soldiers, crawling under horses’ bellies, attacking, scattering, leaving their corpses on
the crossings, grabbing a few firearms, spreading the news, catching at rumours, the insur-
rectionary mass becomes a collective entity with numberless eyes, ears and antennae. At
night, returning home from the arena of struggle to the workers’ quarter, it goes over the
impressions of the day, and sifting away what is petty and accidental, casts its own thought-
ful balance. On the night of the 27th, this balance was practically identical with the report
made to the authorities by the provocateur, Shurkanov.

In the morning the workers streamed again to the factories, and in open meetings re-
solved to continue the struggle. Especially resolute, as always, were the Vyborgtsi. But in
other districts too these morning meetings were enthusiastic. To continue the struggle! But
what would that mean to day? The general strike had issued in revolutionary demonstra-
tions by immense crowds, and the demonstrations had led to a collision with the troops. To
continue the struggle to day would mean to summon an armed insurrection. But nobody
had formulated this summons. It had grown irresistibly out of the events, but it was never
placed on the order of the day by a revolutionary party.

The art of revolutionary leadership in its most critical moments consists nine-tenths in
knowing how to sense the mood of the masses-just as Kayurov detected the movement of
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the Cossacks eyebrow, though on a larger scale. An unexcelled ability to detect the mood of
the masses was Lenin’s great power. But Lenin was not in Petrograd. The legal and semi-
legal “socialistic” staffs, Kerensky, Cheidze, Skobelev, and all those who circled around
them, pronounced warnings and opposed the movement. But even the central Bolshevik
staff, composed of Shliapnikov, Zalutsky and Molotov was amazing in its helplessness
and lack of initiative. In fact, the districts and barracks were left to themselves. The first
proclamation to the army was released only on the 26th by one of the Social Democratic
organisations close to the Bolsheviks. This proclamation, rather hesitant in character-not
even containing an appeal to come over to the people-was distributed throughout all the
city districts on the morning of the 27th. “However,” testifies Yureneyv, the leader of this
organisation, “the tempo of the revolutionary events was such that our slogans were already
lagging behind it. By the time the leaflets had penetrated into the thick of the troops, the
latter had already come over.” As the Bolshevik centre — Shliapnikov, at the demand of
Chugurin one of the best worker-leaders of the February days, finally wrote an appeal to
the soldiers on the morning of the 27th. Was it even published? At best it might have come
in at the finish. It could not possibly have influenced the events of February 27. We must
lay it down as a general rule for those days that the higher the leaders, the further they
lagged behind.

But the insurrection, not yet so named by anyone, took its own place on the order of
the day. All the thoughts of the workers were concentrated on the army. “Don’t you think
we can get them started?” To day haphazard agitation would no longer do. The Vyborg
section staged a meeting near the bar racks of the Moscow regiment. The enterprise proved
a failure. Is it difficult for some officer or sergeant major to work the handle of a machine
gun? The workers were scattered by cruel fire. A similar attempt was made at the barracks
of Reserve regiment. And there too: officers with machine gun interfered between the
workers and soldiers. The leaders of the workers fumed, looked for firearms, demanded
them from the party. And the answer was: “The soldiers have the firearms, go get them.”
That they knew themselves. But how to get them? Isn’t everything going to collapse all at
once to day? Thus came on the critical point of the struggle. Either the machine gun will
wipe out the insurrection, or the insurrection will capture the machine gun.

In his recollections, Shliapnikov, the chief figure in the Petrograd centre of the Bolshe-
viks, tells how he refused the demands of the workers for firearms — or even revolvers —
sending them to the barracks to get them. He wished in this way to avoid bloody clashes
between workers and soldiers, staking everything on agitation-that is, on the conquest of
the soldiers by work and example. We know of no other testimony which confirms or
refutes this statement of a prominent leader of those days-a statement which testifies to
side-stepping rather than foresight. It would be simpler to confess that the leaders had no
firearms.
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There is no doubt that the fate of every revolution at a certain point is decided by a
break in the disposition of the disposition of the army. Against a numerous, disciplined,
well-armed and ably led military force, unarmed or almost unarmed masses of the people
cannot possibly gain a victory. But no deep national crisis can fail to affect the army to
some extent. Thus along with the conditions of a truly popular revolution there develops a
possibility-not, of course, a guarantee-of its victory. However, the going over of the army
to the insurrection does not happen of itself, nor as a result of mere agitation. The army is
heterogeneous, and its antagonistic elements are held together by the terror of discipline.
On the very eve of the decisive hour, the revolutionary soldiers do not know how much
power they have, or what influence they can exert. The working masses, of course, are
also heterogeneous. But they have immeasurably more opportunity for testing their ranks
in the process of preparation for the decisive encounter. Strikes, meetings, demonstrations,
are not only acts in the struggle, but also measures of its force. The whole mass does not
participate in the strike. Not all the strikers are ready to fight. In the sharpest moments
the most daring appear in the streets. The hesitant, the tired, the conservative, sit at home.
Here a revolutionary selection takes place of itself; people are sifted through the sieve of
events. It is otherwise with the army. The revolutionary soldiers-sympathetic, wavering or
antagonistic-are all tied together by a compulsory discipline whose threads are held, up to
the last moment, in the officer’s fist. The soldiers are told off daily into first and second
files, but how are they to be divided into rebellious and obedient?

The psychological moment when the soldiers go over to the revolution is prepared by a
long molecular process, which, like other processes of nature, has its point of climax. But
how determine this point? A military unit may be wholly prepared to join the people, but
may not receive the needed stimulus. The revolutionary leadership does not yet believe in
the possibility of having the army on its side, and lets slip the victory. After this ripened but
unrealised mutiny, a reaction may seize the army. The soldiers lose the hope which flared in
their breasts; they bend their necks again to the yoke of discipline, and in a new encounter
with the workers, especially at a distance, will stand opposed to the insurrection. In this
process there are many elements imponderable or difficult to weigh, many crosscurrents,
collective suggestions and autosuggestions. But out of this complicated web of material
and psychic forces one conclusion emerges with irrefutable clarity: the more the soldiers in
their mass are convinced that the rebels are really rebelling-that this is not a demonstration
after which they will have to go back to the barracks and report, that this is a struggle to
the death, that the people may win if they join them, and that this winning will not only
guarantee impunity, but alleviate the lot of all-the more they realise this, the more willing
they are to turn aside their bayonets, or go over with them to the people. In other words, the
revolutionises can create a break in the soldiers’ mood only if they themselves are actually
ready to seize the victory at any price whatever, even the price of blood. And the highest
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determination never can, or will, remain unarmed.

The critical hour of contact between the pushing crowd and the soldiers who bar their
way has its critical minute. That is when the grey barrier has not yet given way, still
holds together shoulder to shoulder, but already wavers, and the officer, gathering his last
strength of will, gives the command: “Fire!” The cry of the crowd, the yell of terror and
threat, drowns the command, but not wholly. The rifles waver. The crowd pushes. Then
the officer points the barrel of his revolver at the most suspicious soldier. From the decisive
minute now stands out the decisive second. The death of the boldest soldier, to whom the
others have involuntarily looked for guidance, a shot into the crowd by a corporal from the
dead man'’s rifle, and the barrier closes, the guns go off of themselves, scattering the crowd
into the alleys and backyards. But how many times since 1905 it has happened otherwise!
At the critical moment, when the officer is ready to pull the trigger, a shot from the crowd-
which has its Kayurovs and Chugurins-forestalls him. This decides not only the fate of the
street skirmish, but perhaps the whole day, or the whole insurrection.

The task which Shliapnikov set himself of protecting the workers from hostile clashes
with the troops by not giving firearms to the insurrectionists, could not in any case be car-
ried out. Before it came to these clashes with the troops, innumerable clashes had occurred
with the police. The street fighting began with the disarming of the hated Pharaohs, their
revolvers passing into the hands of the rebels. The revolver by itself is a weak, almost
toy-like weapon against the muskets, rifles, machine guns and cannon of the enemy. But
are these weapons genuinely in the hands of the enemy? To settle this question the work-
ers demanded arms. It was a psychological question. But even in an insurrection psychic
processes are inseparable from material ones. The way to the soldier’s rifle leads through
the revolver taken from the Pharaoh.

The feelings of the soldiers in those hours were less active than those of the workers, but
not less deep. Let us recall again that the garrison consisted mainly of reserve battalions
many thousands strong, destined to fill up the ranks of those at the front. These men, most
of them fathers of families, had the prospect of going to the trenches when the war was
lost and the country ruined. They did not want war, they wanted to go home to their farms.
They knew well enough what was going on at court, and had not the slightest feeling of
attachment to the monarchy. They did not want to fight with the Germans, and still less with
the Petrograd workers. They hated the ruling class of the capital, who had been having a
good time during the war. Among them were workers with a revolutionary past, who knew
how to give a generalised expression to all these moods.

To bring the soldiers from a deep but as yet hidden revolutionary discontent to overt
mutinous action-or, at least, first to a mutinous refusal to act-that was the task. On the
third day of the struggle the soldiers totally ceased to be able to maintain a benevolent
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neutrality toward the insurrection. Only accidental fragments of what happened in those
hours along the line of contact between workers and soldiers have come down to us. We
heard how yesterday the workers complained passionately to the Pavlovsky regiment about
the behaviour of its training squad. Such scenes, conversations, reproaches, appeals, were
occurring in every corner of the city. The soldiers had no more time for hesitation. They
were compelled to shoot yesterday, and they would be again to day. The workers will
not surrender or retreat; under fire they are still holding their own. And with them their
women-wives, mothers, sisters, sweethearts. Yes, and this is the very hour they had so
often whispered about: “If only we could all get together ...” And the moment of supreme
agony, in the unbearable fear of the coming day, the choking hatred of those who are
imposing upon them the executioner’s rle, there ring out in the barrack room the first voices
of open indignation, and in those voices-to be for ever nameless-the whole army with relief
and rapture recognises itself. Thus dawned upon the earth the day of destruction of the
Romanov monarchy.

At a morning conference in the home of the indefatigable Kayurov, where over forty
shop and factory representatives had assembled, a majority spoke for continuing the move-
ment. A majority, but not all. Too bad we cannot establish what majority, but in those hours
there was no time for records. Anyway, the decision was belated. The meeting was inter-
rupted by the intoxicating news of the soldiers’ insurrection and the opening of the gaols.
Shurkanov kissed all those present. A kiss of Judas, but not, fortunately, to be followed by
a crucifixion.

One after another, from early morning, the Reserve Guard battalions mutinied before
they were led out of the barracks, continuing what the 4th Company of the Pavlovsky
regiment had begun the day before. In the documents, records, memoirs, this grandiose
event of human history has left but a pale, dim imprint. The oppressed masses, even when
they rise to the very heights of creative action, tell little of themselves and write less. And
the overpowering rapture of the victory later erases memory’s work. Let us take up what
records there are.

The soldiers of the Volynsky regiment were the first to revolt. As early as seven o’clock
in the morning a battalion commander disturbed Khabalov with a telephone call and this
threatening news: the training squad-that is, the unit especially relied on to put down the
insurrection-had refused to march out, its commander was killed, or had shot himself in
front of the troops. The latter version, by the way, was soon rejected. Having burned their
bridges behind them, the \Wolintzi hastened to broaden the base of the insurrection. In that
lay their only salvation. They rushed into the neighbouring barracks of the Litovsky and
Preobrazhensky regiments “calling out” the soldiers, as strikers go from factory to factory
calling out the workers. Some time after, Khabalov received a report that the Volynsky
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regiment had not only refused to surrender their rifles when ordered by the general, but
together with the Litovsky and Preobrazhensky regiments-and what is even more alarming,
“having joined the workers”-had wrecked the barracks of the political police. This meant
that yesterday’s experiment of the Pavlovtsi had not been in vain: the insurrection had
found leaders, and at the same time a plan of action.

In the early hours of the 27th, the workers thought the solution of the problem of the
insurrection infinitely more distant than it really was. It would be truer to say that they saw
the problem as almost entirely ahead of them, when it was really, nine-tenths behind. The
revolutionary pressure of the workers on the barracks fell in with the existing revolutionary
movement of the soldiers to the streets. During the day these two mighty currents united to
wash out clean and carry away the walls, the roof, and later the whole groundwork of the
old structure.

Chugurin was among the first to appear at the Bolshevik headquarters, a rifle in his
hands, a cartridge belt over his shoulder,” all spattered up, but beaming and triumphant.”
Why shouldn’t he beam? Soldiers with rifles in their hands are coming over to us! In some
places the workers had succeeded in uniting with the soldiers, penetrating the barracks and
receiving rifles and cartridges. The Vyborgtsi together with the most daring of the soldiers,
outlined a plan of action: seize the police stations where the armed police have entrenched
themselves; disarm all policemen; free the workers held in the police stations, and the
political prisoners in the gaols; rout the government troops in the city proper; unite with
the still inactive troops and with the workers of other districts.

The Moscow regiment joined the uprising not without inner struggle. Amazing that
there was so little struggle among the regiments. The monarchist command impotently fell
away from the soldier mass, and either hid in the cracks or hastened to change its colours.
“At two o’clock,” remembers Korolev, a worker from the “Arsenal” factory, “when the
Moscow regiment marched out, we armed ourselves.... We took a revolver and rifle apiece,
picked out a group of soldiers who came up some of them asked us to take command and
tell them what to do, and set out for Tikhvinskaia street to shoot up the police station.” The
workers, it seems, did not have a moment’s trouble telling the soldiers “what to do.”

One after another came the joyful reports of victories. Our own armoured cars have
appeared! With red flags flying, they are spreading terror through the districts to all who
have not yet submitted. Now it will no longer be necessary to crawl under the belly of a
Cossack’s horse. The revolution is standing up to its full height.

Toward noon Petrograd again became the field of military action; rifles and machine
guns rang out everywhere. It was not easy to tell who was shooting or where. One thing
was clear: the past and the future were exchanging shots. There was much casual firing;
young boys were shooting off revolvers unexpectedly acquired. The arsenal was wrecked.
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“They say that several tens of thousands of Brownings alone were carried off” From the
burning buildings of the District Court and the police stations pillars of smoke rolled to the
sky. At some points clashes and skirmishes thickened into real battles. On Sampsonievsky
boulevard the workers came up to a barrack occupied by the bicycle men, some of whom
crowded into the gate.” Why don’t you get on the move, comrades?” The soldiers smiled
“not a good smile,” one of the participants testifies and remained silent, while the officers
rudely commanded the workers to move on. The bicyclists, along with the cavalry, proved
to be the most conservative part of, the army in the February, as in the October revolution.
A crowd of workers and revolutionary soldiers soon gathered round the fence. “We must
pull out the suspicious battalion!” Someone reported that the armoured cars had been sent
for; perhaps there was no other way of getting these bicyclists, who had set up the machine
guns. But it is hard for a crowd to wait; it is anxiously impatient, and quite right in its
impatience. Shots rang out from both sides. But the board fence stood in the way, dividing
the soldiers from the revolution. The attackers decided to break down the fence. They
broke down part of it and set fire to the rest. About twenty barracks came into view. The
bicyclists were concentrated in two or three of them. The empty barracks were set fire to at
once. Six years later Kayurov would recall: “The flaming barracks and the wreckage of the
fence around them, the fire of machine guns and rifles, the excited faces of the besiegers,
a truck load of armed revolutionises dashing up, and finally an armoured car arriving with
its gleaming gun mouths, made a memorable and magnificent picture.” This was the old
czarist, feudal, priestly, police Russia burning down, barracks and fences and all, expiring
in fire and smoke, spewing out its soul with the cough of machine-gun shots. No wonder
Kayurov, and tens, hundreds, thousands of Kayurovs, rejoiced! The arriving armoured
car fired several shells at the barracks where the bicyclists and officers were barricaded.
The commander was killed. The officers, tearing off their epaulets and other insignia, fled
through the vegetable gardens adjoining the barracks; the rest gave them selves up. This
was probably the biggest encounter of the day.

The military revolt had meanwhile become epidemic. Only those did not mutiny that
day who did not get around to it. Toward evening the Semenovsky regiment joined in, a
regiment notorious for its brutal putting down of the Moscow uprising of 1905. Eleven
years had not passed in vain. Together with the chasseurs, the Semenovtsi late at night
“called out” the Izmailovtsi, whom the command were holding locked up in their barracks.
This regiment, which on December 3, 1905 had surrounded and arrested the first Petrograd
soviet, was even now considered one of the most backward.

The czarist garrison of the capital, numbering 150,000 soldiers, was dwindling, melting,
disappearing. By night it no longer existed.

After the morning’s news of the revolt of the regiments, Khabalov still tried to offer
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resistance, sending against the revolution a composite regiment of about a thousand men
with the most drastic orders. But the fate of that regiment has become quite a mystery.
“Something impossible begins to happen on that day,” the incomparable Khabalov relates
after the revolution, “. . . the regiment starts, starts under a brave, a resolute officer (mean-
ing Colonel Kutyepov), but ... there are no results.” Companies sent after that regiment
also vanished, leaving no trace. The general began to draw up reserves on Palace Square,
“but there were no cartridges and nowhere to get them.” This is taken from Khabalov’s au-
thentic testimony before the Commission of Inquiry of the Provisional Government. What
became of the punitive regiments? It is not hard to guess that as soon as they marched out
they were drowned in the insurrection. Workers, women, youths, rebel soldiers, swarmed
around Khabalov’s troops on all sides, either considering the regiment their own or striving
to make it so, and did not let them move any way but with the multitude. To fight with
this thick swarming, inexhaustible, all-penetrating mass, which now feared nothing, was as
easy as to fence in dough.

Together with reports of more and more military revolts, came demands for reliable
troops to put down the rebels, to defend the telephone building, the Litovsky Castle, the
Mariinsky Palace, and other even more sacred places. Khabalov demanded by telephone
that loyal troops be sent from Kronstadt, but the commandant replied that he himself feared
for the fortress. Khabalov did not yet know that the insurrection had spread to the neigh-
bouring Garrisons. The general attempted, or pretended to attempt, to convert the Winter
Palace into a redoubt, but the plan was immediately abandoned as unrealisable, and the
last handful of “loyal” troops was transferred to the Admiralty. Here at last the dictator
occupied himself with a most important and urgent business he printed for publication the
last two governmental decrees on the retirement of Protopopov “owing to iliness,” and on
the state of siege in Petrograd. With the latter he really had to hurry, for several hours later
Khabalov’'s army lifted the “siege” and departed from the Admiralty for their homes. It was
due only to ignorance that the revolution had not already on the evening of the 27th arrested
this formidably empowered but not at all formidable general. This was done without any
complications the next day.

Can it be that that was the whole resistance put up by the redoubtable Russian Empire in
the face of mortal danger? Yet that was about all-in spite of its great experience in crushing
the people and its meticulously elaborated plans. When the came to themselves later, the
monarchists explained the case of the February victory of the people by the peculiar char-
acter of the Petrograd garrison. But the whole further course of the revolution refutes this
explanation. True, at the beginning of the fatal year, the camarilla had already suggested
to the czar the advisability of renovating the garrison. The czar had easily allowed himself
to be persuaded that the cavalry of the Guard, considered especially loyal, “had been under
fire long enough” and had earned a rest in its Petrograd barracks. However, after respectful
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representations from the front, the czar agreed that four regiments of the cavalry Guard
should be replaced by three crews of the naval Guard. According to Protopopov’s version,
this replacement was made by the command without the czar's consent, and with treach-
erous design: “. . . The sailors are recruited from among the workers and constitute the
most revolutionary element of’ the forces.” But this is sheer nonsense. The highest officers
of the Guard, and particularly the cavalry, were simply cutting out too good a career for
themselves at the front to want to come back. Besides that, they must have thought with
some dread of the punitive functions to be allotted to them. In these they would be at the
head of troops totally different after their experience at the front from what they used to be
on the parade grounds of the capital. As events at the front soon proved, the horse Guard
at this time no longer differed from the rest of the cavalry, and the naval Guard, which was
transferred to the capital, did not play an active part in the February revolution. The whole
truth is that the fabric of the rgime had completely decayed; there was not a live thread left.

During the 27th of February the crowd liberated without bloodshed from the many gaols
of the capital, all political prisoners-among them the patriotic group of the Military and
Industrial Committee, which had been arrested on the 26th of January, and the members
of the Petrograd Committee of the Bolsheviks, seized by Khabalov forty hours earlier. A
political division occurred immediately outside the prison gates. The Menshevik-patriots
set out for the Duma, where functions and places were to be assigned; the Bolsheviks
marched to the districts, to the workers and soldiers, to finish with them the conquest of
the capital. The enemy must have no time to breathe. A revolution, more than any other
enterprise, has to be carried through to the end.

It is impossible to say who thought of leading the mutinous troops to the Tauride Palace.
This political line of march was dictated by the whole situation. Naturally all the elements
of radicalism not bound up with the masses gravitated toward the Tauride Palace as the cen-
tre of oppositional information. Quite probably these elements, having experienced on the
27th a sudden injection of vital force, became the guides of the mutinous soldiers. This was
an honourable role and now hardly a dangerous one. In view of its location, Potemkin’s
palace was well fitted to be the centre of the revolution. The Tauride' is separated by just
one street from the whole military community, containing the barracks of the Guard and
a series of military institutions. It is true that for many years this part of the city was
considered both by the government and the revolutionises to be the military stronghold of
the monarchy. And so it was. But now everything had changed. The soldiers’ rebellion
had begun in the Guard sector. The mutinous troops had only to cross the street in order
to reach the park of the Tauride Palace, which in turn was only one block from the Neva
River. And beyond the Neva lies the Vyborg district, the very cauldron of the revolution.
The workers need only cross Alexander’s Bridge, or if that is up, walk over the ice of the
river, to reach the Guards’ barracks or the Tauride Palace. Thus the heterogeneous, and



95 FIVE DAYS (FEBRUARY 23-27, 1917)

in its origins contradictory, north east triangle of Petrograd-the Guards, Potemkin’s palace,
and the giant factories-closely interlocked-became the field of action of the revolution.

In the Tauride Palace various centres are already created, or at least sketched out-among
them the field staff of the insurrection. It has no very serious character. The revolutionary
officers-that is, those officers who had somehow or other, even though by mistake, got con-
nected with the revolution in the past, but who have safely slept through the insurrection-
hasten after the victory to call attention to themselves, or upon summons from others arrive
“to serve the revolution.” They survey the situation with profound thought and pessimisti-
cally shake their heads. These tumultuous crowds of soldiers, often unarmed, are totally
unfit for battle. No artillery, no machine guns, no communications, no commanders. One
strong regiment is all the enemy needs! To be sure, just now the revolutionary crowds pre-
vent any planned manoeuvres in the streets. But the workers will go home for the night,
the residents will quiet down, the town will be emptied. If Khabalov were to strike with a
strong regiment at the barracks, he might become master of the situation. This idea, by the
way, will meet us in different versions throughout all the stages of the revolution. “Give
me a strong regiment,” gallant colonels will more than once exclaim to their friends, “and
in two seconds | will clean up all this mess!” And some of them, as we shall see, will make
the attempt. But they will all have to repeat Khabalov’'s words: “The regiment starts, starts’
under a brave officer, but ... there are no results.”

Yes, and how could there be results? The most reliable of all possible forces had been
the police and the gendarmes, and the training squads of certain regiments. But these
proved as pitiful before the assault of the real masses as the Battalion of St. George and
the officers’ training schools were to prove eight months later in October. Where could the
monarchy get that salvation regiment, ready and able to enter a prolonged and desperate
duel with a city of two million? The revolution seems defenceless to these verbally so en-
terprising colonels, because it is still terrifically chaotic. Everywhere aimless movements,
conflicting currents, whirlpools of people, individuals astounded as though suddenly gone
deaf, unfastened trench coats, gesticulating students, soldiers without rifles, rifles without
soldiers, boys firing into the air, a thousand-voiced tumult, hurricanes of wild rumour, false
alarms, false rejoicing. Enough, you would think, to lift a sword over all that chaos, and it
would scatter apart and leave never a trace. But that is a crude error of vision. It is only
seeming chaos. Beneath it is proceeding an irresistible crystallisation of the masses around
new axes. These innumerable crowds have not yet clearly defined what they want, but they
are saturated with an acid hatred of what they do not want. Behind them is an irreparable
historic avalanche. There is no way back. Even if there were someone to scatter them,
they would be gathering again in an hour, and the second flood would be more furious and
bloodier than the first. After the February days the atmosphere of Petrograd becomes so
red hot that every
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hostile military detachment arriving in that mighty forge, or even coming near to it,
scorched by its breath, is transformed, loses confidence, becomes paralysed, and throws
itself upon the mercy of the victor without a struggle. To-morrow General Ivanov, sent
from the front by the czar with a battalion of the. Knights of St. George, will find this
out. In five months the same fate will befall General Kornilov, and in eight months it will
happen to Kerensky.

On the streets in the preceding days the Cossacks had seemed the most open to persua-
sion; it was because they were the most abused. But when it came to the actual insurrection,
the cavalry once more justified its conservative reputation and lagged behind the infantry.
On the 27th, it was still preserving the appearance of watchful neutrality. Though Khabalov
no longer relied upon it, the revolution still feared it.

The fortress of Peter and Paul, which stands on an island in the Neva opposite the
Winter Palace and the palaces of the grand dukes, remained a puzzle. Behind its walls the
garrison of the fortress was, or seemed to be, a little world completely shielded from outside
influences. The fortress had no permanent artillery except for that antiquated cannon which
daily announced the noon, hour to Petrograd. But to day field guns are set up on the walls
and aimed at the bridge. What are they getting ready for? The Tauride staff has worried
all night what to do about the fortress, and in the fortress they were worrying what will the
revolution do with us? By morning the puzzle is solved: “On condition that officers remain
inviolable,” the fortress will surrender to the Tauride Palace. Having analysed the situation-
not so difficult a thing to do-the officers of the fort hastened to forestall the inevitable march
of events.

Towards evening of the 27th, a stream of soldiers, workers, students and miscellaneous
people flows toward the Tauride, Palace. Here they hope to find those who know every-
thing — to get information and instructions. From all sides ammunition is being carried by
armfuls into the palace, and deposited in a room that has been converted into an arsenal. At
nightfall, the revolutionary staff settles down to work. It sends out detachments to guard the
railway stations, and despatches reconnoitring squads wherever danger lurks. The soldiers
carry out eagerly and without a murmur, although very unsystematically, the orders of the
new authorities. But they always demand a written order. The initiative in this probably
came from the fragments of the military staff which had remained with the troops, or from
the military clerks. But they were right; it is necessary to bring order immediately into the
chaos. The staff, as well as the new born Soviet, had as yet no seals. The revolution has
still to fit itself out with the implements of bureaucratic management. In time this will be
done-alas, too well.

The revolution begins a search for enemies. Arrests are made all over the city-“arbitrarily,”
as the liberals will say reproachfully later. But the whole revolution is arbitrary. Streams
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of people are brought into the Tauride under arrest such people as the Chairman of the
State Council, ministers, policemen, secret service men, the “pro-German” countess, whole
broods of gendarme officers. Several statesmen, such as Protopopov, will come of their own
volition to be arrested: it is safer so. “The walls of the chamber which had resounded to
hymns in praise of absolutism, now heard but sobbing and sighs,” the countess will sub-
sequently relate. “An arrested general sank down exhausted on a near-by chair. Several
members of the Duma kindly offered me a cup of tea. Shaken to the depths of his soul, the
general was saying excitedly: Countess, we are witnessing the death of a great country.”

Meanwhile, the great country, which had no intention of dying, marched by these people
of the past, stamping its boots, clanging the butts of its rifles, rending the air with its shouts,
and stepping all over their feet. A revolution is always distinguished by impoliteness,
probably because the ruling classes did not take the trouble in good season to teach the
people fine manners.

The Tauride became the temporary field headquarters, governmental centre, arsenal, and
prison-fortress of the revolution, which had not yet wiped the blood and sweat from its face.
Into this whirlpool some enterprising enemies also made their way. A disguised captain of
gendarmes was accidentally discovered taking down notes in a corner-not for history, but
for the court-martials. The soldiers and workers wanted to end him right there. But people
from the “staff” interfered, and easily led the gendarme out of the crowd. The revolution
was then still good-natured, trustful and kind-hearted. It will become ruthless only after a
long series of treasons, deceits and bloody trials.

The first night of the triumphant revolution was full of alarms. The improvised com-
missars of the railway terminals and other points, most of them chosen haphazard from
the intelligentsia through personal connection, upstarts and chance acquaintances of the
revolution-non-commissioned officers, especially of worker origin, would have been more
useful-got nervous, saw danger on all sides, nagged the soldiers and ceaselessly telephoned
to the Tauride asking for reinforcements. But in the Tauride too they were nervous. They
were telephoning. They were sending out reinforcements which for the most part did not
arrive. “Those who receive orders,” said a member of the Tauride night staff, “do not
execute them; those who act, act without orders.”

The workers’ districts act without orders. The Revolutionary chiefs who have led
out their factories, seized the police stations, “called out” the soldiers and wrecked the
strongholds of the counter-revolution, do not hurry to the Tauride Palace, to the staffs, to
the administrative centres. On the contrary, they jerk their heads in that direction with
irony and distrust: “Those brave boys are getting in early to divide the game they didn’t
kill-before it's even killed.” Worker-Bolsheviks, as well as the best workers of the other
Left parties, spend their days on the streets, their nights in the district headquarters, keep-
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ing in touch with the barracks and preparing to-morrow’s work. On the first night of victory
they continue, and they enlarge, the same work they have been at for the whole five days
and nights. They are the young bones of the revolution, still soft, as all revolutions are in
the first days.

On the 27th, Nabokov, already known to us as a member of the Kadet centre, and at
that time working-a legalised deserter-at General Headquarters, went to his office as usual
and stayed until three o’clock, knowing nothing of the events. Toward evening shots were
heard on the Morskaia. Nabokov listened to them from his apartment. Armoured cars
dashed along, individual soldiers and sailors ran past, sidling along the wall. The respected
liberal observed them from the side windows of his vestibule. “The telephone continued
to function, and my friends, | remember, kept me in touch with what was going on during
the day. At the usual time we went to bed.” This man will soon become one of the inspi-
rators of the revolutionary (!) Provisional Government, occupying the position of General
Administrator. To-morrow an unknown old man will approach him on the street-a book-
keeper, perhaps, or a teacher-bow low and remove his hat, and say to him: “Thank you for
all that you have done for the people.” Nabokov, with modest pride, will relate the incident
himself.

Nevsky Prospect, the main avenue of the city. [Trans.]

Vyborgtsi means the men of the Vyborg district — the workers — just as Pavlovtsi means
men of the Pavlovsky regiment. In the singular, Pavlovets. [Trans.]



CHAPTER 8

WHO LED THE FEBRUARY
INSURRECTION?

Lawyers and journalists belonging to the classes damaged by the revolution wasted a good
deal of ink subsequently trying to prove that what happened in February was essentially a
petticoat rebellion, backed up afterwards by a soldiers’ mutiny and given out for a revolu-
tion. Louis XVI in his day also tried to think that the capture of the Bastille was a rebellion,
but they respectfully explained to him that it was a revolution. Those who lose by a rev-
olution are rarely inclined to call it by its real name. For that name, in spite of the efforts
of spiteful reactionaries, is surrounded in the historic memory of mankind with a halo of
liberation from all shackles and all prejudices. The privileged classes of every age, as also
their lackeys, have always tried to declare the revolution which overthrew them, in contrast
to past revolutions, a mutiny, a riot, a revolt of the rabble. Classes which have outlived
themselves are not distinguished by originality.

Soon after the 27th of February attempts were also made to liken the revolution to the
military coup d’etat of the Young Turks, of which, as we know, they had been dream-
ing not a little in the upper circles of the Russian bourgeoisie. This comparison was so
hopeless, however, that it was seriously opposed even in one of the bourgeois papers.
Tugan-Baranovsky, an economist who had studied Marx in his youth, a Russian variety
of Sombart, wrote on March 10 in the Birzhevoe Vedomosti: “The Turkish revolution con-
sisted in a victorious uprising of the army, prepared and carried out by the leaders of the
army; the soldiers were merely obedient executives of the plans of their officers. But the
regiments of the Guard which on February 27 overthrew the Russian throne, came without
their officers. Not the army but the workers began the insurrection; not the generals but the
soldiers came to the State Duma. The soldiers supported the workers not because they were
obediently fulfilling the commands of their officers, but because . . . they felt themselves
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blood brothers of the workers as a class composed of toilers like themselves. The peasants
and the workers-those are the two social classes which made the Russian revolution.”

These words require neither correction, nor supplement. The further development of
the revolution sufficiently confirmed a reinforced their meaning. In Petrograd the last day
of February was the first day after the victory: a day of raptures, embraces joyful tears,
voluble outpourings; but at the same time a day of final blows at the enemy. Shots were still
crackling in the streets. It was said that Protopopov’s Pharos, not informed of the people’s
victory, were still shooting from the roofs. From below they were firing into attics, false
windows a belfries where the armed phantoms of czarism might still lurking. About four
o’clock they occupied the Admiralty where the last remnants of what was formerly the state
power had taken refuge. Revolutionary organisations and improvised groups were making
arrests throughout the town. The Schlusselburg hard-labour prison was taken without a
shot. More and more regiments were joining the revolution, both in the capital and in the
environs.

The overturn in Moscow was only an echo of the insurrection in Petrograd. The same
moods among the workers and soldiers, but less clearly expressed. A slightly more leftward
tendency among the bourgeoisie. A still greater weakness among revolutionary organisa-
tions than in Petrograd. When events began on the Nerve, the Moscow radical intelligentsia
called a conference on the question what to do, and came to no conclusion. Only on the
27th of February strikes began in shops and factories of Moscow, and then demonstrations.
The officers told the soldiers in the barracks that a rabble was riot in the streets and they
must be put down. “But by this time” relates the soldier Shishilin, “the soldiers understood
word rabble in the opposite sense.” Towards two o’clock there arrived at the building of
the city duma many soldiers of various regiments inquiring how to join the revolution. On
the next day the strikes increased. Crowds flowed toward the duma with flags. A soldier of
an automobile company, Mural, old Bolshevik, an agriculturist, a good-natured and coura-
geous giant, brought to the duma the first complete and disciplined military detachment,
which occupied the wireless station and other points. Eight months later Muralov, will be
in command of the troops of the Moscow military district.

The prisons were opened. The same Muralov was driving an automobile truck filled
with freed political prisoners: a police officer with his hand at his vizor asked the revolu-
tionist whether it was advisable to let out the Jews also. Dzerzhinsky, just liberated from
a hard labour prison and without changing his prison dress, spoke in the duma building
where a soviet of deputies was already formed. The artillerist Dorofeev relates how on
March 1 workers from the Siou candy factory came with banners to the barracks of an
artillery brigade to fraternise with the soldiers, and how many could not contain their joy,
and wept. There were cases of sniping in the town, but in general neither armed encounters
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nor casualties: Petrograd answered for Moscow.

In a series of provincial cities the movement began only on March 1, after the revolution
was already achieved even in Moscow. In Tver the workers went from their work to the
barracks in a procession and having mixed with the soldiers marched through the streets of
the city. At that time they were still singing the “ Marseillaise,” not the “ International.”

In Nizhni-Novgorod thousands of workers gathered round the city duma building, which
in a majority of the cities played the role of the Tauride Palace. After a speech from the
mayor the workers marched off with red banners to free the politicals from the jails. By
evening, eighteen out of the twenty-one military divisions of the garrison had voluntarily
came over to the revolution. In Samara and Saratov meetings were held, soviets of workers’
deputies organised. In Kharkov the chief of police, having gone to the railroad station and
got news of the revolution, stood up in his carriage before an excited crowd and, lifting his
hat, shouted at the top of his lungs: “ Long live the revolution. Hurrah! "The news came
to Ekaterinoslav from Kharkov. At the head of the demonstration strode the assistant chief
of police, carrying in his hand a long sabre as in the grand parades on saints’ days. When
it became finally clear that the monarchy could not rise, they began cautiously to remove
the czar’s portraits from the government institutions and hide them in the attics. Anecdotes
about this, both authentic and imaginary, were much passed around in liberal circles, where
they had not yet lost a taste for the jocular tone when speaking of the revolution. The
workers, and the soldier barracks as well, took the events in a very different way. As
to a series of other provincial cities (Pskov, Orel, Rybinsk, Penza, Kazan, Czaritsyn, and
others), the Chronicle remarks under date of March 2: “News came of the uprising and the
population joined the revolution.” This description, notwithstanding its summary character,
tells with fundamental truth what happened.

News of the revolution trickled into the villages from the near-by cities, partly through
the authorities, but chiefly through the markets, the workers, the soldiers on furlough. The
villages accepted the revolution more slowly and less enthusiastically than the cities, but
felt it no less deeply. For them it was bound up with the question of war and land.

It would be no exaggeration to say that Petrograd achieved the February revolution. The
rest of the country adhered to it. There was no struggle anywhere except in Petrograd.
There were not to be found anywhere in the country any groups of the population, any
parties, institutions, or military units which were ready to put up a fight for the old rgime.
This shows how ill-founded was the belated talk of the reactionaries to the effect that if
there had been cavalry of the Guard in the Petersburg garrison, or if Ivanov had brought a
reliable brigade from the front, the fate of the monarchy would have been different. Neither
at the front nor at the rear was there a brigade or regiment to be found which was prepared
to do battle for Nicholas II.
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The revolution was carried out upon the initiative and by the strength of one city, con-
stituting approximately about 1/75 of the population of the country. You may say, if you
will, that this most gigantic democratic act was achieved in a most undemocratic manner.
The whole country was placed before a fait accompli. The fact that a Constituent Assem-
bly was in prospect does not alter the matter, for the dates and methods of convoking this
national representation were determined by institutions which issued from the victorious
insurrection of Petrograd. This casts a sharp light on the question of the function of demo-
cratic forms in general, and in a revolutionary epoch in particular. Revolutions have always
struck such blows at the judicial fetishism of the popular will, and the blows have been
more ruthless the deeper, bolder and more democratic the revolutions.

It is often said, especially in regard to the great French revolution, that the extreme cen-
tralisation of a monarchy subsequently permits the revolutionary capital to think and act for
the whole country. That explanation is superficial. If revolutions reveal a centralising ten-
dency, this is not in imitation of overthrown monarchies, but in consequence of irresistible
demands of the new society, which cannot reconcile itself to particularism. If the capital
plays as dominating a role in a revolution as though it concentrated in itself the will of the
nation, that is simply because the capital expresses most clearly and thoroughly the funda-
mental tendencies of the new society. The provinces accept the steps taken by the capital
as their own intentions already materialised. In the initiatory role of the centres there is
no violation of democracy, but rather its dynamic realisation. However, the rhythm of this
dynamic has never in great revolutions coincided with the rhythm of formal representative
democracy. The provinces adhere to the activity of the centre, but belatedly. With the swift
development of events characteristic of a revolution this produces sharp crises in revolu-
tionary parliamentarism, which cannot be resolved by the methods of democracy. In all
genuine revolutions the national representation has invariably come into conflict with the
dynamic force of the revolution, whose principal seat has been the capital. It was so in the
seventeenth century in England, in the eighteenth in France, in the twentieth in Russia. The
role of the capital is determined not by the tradition of a bureaucratic centralism, but by
the situation of the leading revolutionary class, whose vanguard is naturally concentrated
in the chief city; this is equally true for the bourgeoisie and the proletariat.

When the February victory was fully confirmed, they began to count up the victims. In
Petrograd they counted 1,443 killed and wounded, 869 of them soldiers, and 60 of these
officers. By comparison with the victims of any battle in the Great Slaughter these figures
are suggestively tiny. The liberal press declared the February revolution bloodless. In
the days of general salubrity and mutual amnesty of the patriotic parties, nobody took
the trouble to establish the truth. Albert Thomas, a friend of everything victorious, even
a victorious insurrection wrote at that time about the “sunniest, most holiday-like, most
bloodless Russian revolution.” To be sure, he was hopeful that this revolution would remain



103 WHO LED THE FEBRUARY INSURRECTION?

at the disposal of the French Bourse. But after all Thomas did not invent this habit. On
the 27th of June 1789, Mirabeau exclaimed: “How fortunate that this great revolution will
succeed without evil-doing an without tears! . . . History has too long been telling us
only of the actions of beasts of prey. . . . We may well hope that we are beginning the
history of human beings.” When all the three estates were united in the National Assembly
the ancestors of Albert Thomas wrote: “The revolution is ended. It has not cost a drop of
blood.” We must acknowledge, however, that at that period blood had really not yet flowed.
Not so in the February days. Nevertheless the legend of a bloodless revolution stubbornly
persisted, answering the need of the liberal bourgeois to make things look as though the
power had come to him of its own accord.

Although the February revolution was far from bloodless still one cannot but be amazed
at the insignificant number of victims, not only at the moment of revolution but still more
in the first period after it. This revolution, we must remember was a paying-back for op-
pression, persecution, taunts, vile blows, suffered by the masses of the Russian people
throughout the ages! The sailors and soldiers did in some places, to be sure take summary
revenge upon the most contemptible torturer in the person of their officers, but the number
of these acts settlement was at first insignificant in comparison with the number of the old
bloody insults. The masses shook off their good-naturedness only a good while later, when
they were convinced that the ruling classes wanted to drag everything back and appropriate
to themselves a revolution not achieved by them, just as they had always appropriated the
good things of life not produced by themselves.

Tugan-Baranovsky is right when he says that the February revolution was accomplished
by workers and peasants-the latter in the person of the soldiers. But there still remains
the great question : Who led the revolution? Who raised the workers to their feet? Who
brought the soldiers into the streets? After the victory these questions became a subject of
party conflict. They were solved most simply by the universal formula: Nobody led the
revolution, it happened of itself. The theory of “ spontaneousness” fell in most opportunely
with the minds not only of all those gentlemen who had yesterday been peacefully govern-
ing, judging, convicting, defending, trading, or commanding, and to-day were hastening
to make up to the revolution, but also of many professional politicians and former revolu-
tionists, who having slept through the revolution wished to think that in this they were not
different from all the rest.

In his curious History of the Russian Disorders, General Denikin, former commander of
the White Army, says of the 27th of February: “On that decisive day there were no leaders,
there were only the elements. In their threatening current there were then visible neither
aims, nor plans, nor slogans.” The learned historian Miliukov delves no deeper than this
general with a passion for letters. Before the revolution the liberal leader had declared every
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thought of revolution a suggestion of the German Staff. But the situation was more compli-
cated after a revolution which had brought the liberals to power. Miliukov’s task was now
not to dishonour the revolution with a Hohenzollern origin, but on the contrary to withhold
the honour of its initiation from revolutionists. Liberalism therefore has whole-heartedly
fathered the theory of a spontaneous and impersonal revolution. Miliukov sympathetically
cites the semi-liberal, semi-socialist Stankevich, a university instructor who became Po-
litical Commissar at the headquarters of the Supreme Command: “The masses moved of
themselves, obeying some unaccountable inner summons . . .” writes Stankevich of the
February days. “With what slogans did the soldiers come out? Who led them when they
conquered Petrograd, when they burned the District Court? Not a political idea, not a revo-
lutionary slogan, not a conspiracy, and not a revolt, but a spontaneous movement suddenly
consuming the entire old power to the last remnant.” Spontaneousness here acquires almost
mystic character.

This same Stankevich offers a piece of testimony in the highest degree valuable: “At the
end of January, | happened in a very intimate circle to meet with Kerensky. . . . To the
possibility of a popular uprising they all took a definitely negative position, fearing lest a
popular mass movement once aroused might get into an extreme leftward channel and this
would create vast difficulties in the conduct of the war.” The views of Kerensky’s circle in
nowise essentially differed from those of the Kadets. The initiative certainly did not come
from there. “The revolution fell like thunder out of the sky,” says the president of the Social
Revolutionary Party, Zenzinov. “Let us be frank : it arrived joyfully unexpected for us too,
revolutionists who had worked for it through long years and waited for it always.”

It was not much better with the Mensheviks. One of the journalists of the bourgeois
emigration tells about his meeting in a tramcar on February 21 with Skobelev, a future
minister of the revolutionary government: "This Social Democrat, one of the leaders of
the movement, told me that the disorders had the character of plundering which it was
necessary to put down. This did not prevent Skobelev from asserting a month later that
he and his friends had made the revolution.” The colours here are probably laid on a little
thick, but fundamentally the position of the legal Social Democrats, the Mensheviks, is
conveyed accurately enough.

Finally, one of the most recent leaders of the left wing of the Social Revolutionaries,
Mstislavsky, who subsequently went over to the Bolsheviks, says of the February uprising:
"The revolution caught us, the party people of those days, like the foolish virgins of the
Bible, napping.” It does not matter how much they resembled the virgins, but it is true they
were all fast asleep.

How was it with the Bolsheviks? This we have in part already seen. The principal
leaders of the underground Bolshevik organisation were at that time three men: the former
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workers Shliapnikov and Zalutsky, and the former student Molotov. Shliapnikov, having
lived for some time abroad and in close association with Lenin, was in a political sense the
most mature and active of these three who constituted the Bureau of the Central Committee.
However, Shliapnikov's own memoirs best of all confirm the fact that the events were too
much for the trio. Up to the very last hour these leaders thought that it was a question of a
revolutionary manifestation, one among many, and not at all of an armed insurrection. Our
friend Kayurov, one of the leaders of the Vyborg section, asserts categorically: "Absolutely
no guiding initiative from the party centres was felt . . . the Petrograd Committee had been
arrested and the representative of the Central Committee, Comrade Shliapnikov, was unable
to give any directives for the coming day.”

The weakness of the underground organisations was a direct result of police raids, which
had given exceptional results amid the patriotic moods at the beginning of the war. Every
organisation, the revolutionary included, has a tendency to fall behind its social basis. The
underground organisation of the Bolsheviks at the beginning of 1917 had not yet recovered
from its oppressed and scattered condition, whereas in the masses the patriotic hysteria had
been abruptly replaced by revolutionary indignation.

In order to get a clear conception of the situation in the sphere of revolutionary lead-
ership it is necessary to remember that the most authoritative revolutionists, the leaders of
the left parties, were abroad, and, some of them, in prison and exile. The more dangerous
a party was to the old rgime, the more cruelly beheaded it appeared at the moment of revo-
lution. The Narodniks had a Duma faction headed by the non-party radical Kerensky. The
official leader of the Social-Revolutionaries, Chernov, was abroad. The Mensheviks had a
party faction in the Duma headed by Cheidze and Skobelev; Martov was abroad; Dan and
Tseretelli, in exile. A considerable number of socialistic intellectuals with a revolutionary
past were grouped around these left factions-Narodnik and Menshevik. This constituted a
kind of political staff, but one which was capable of coming to the front only after the vic-
tory. The Bolsheviks had no Duma faction: their five worker-deputies, in whom the czarist
government had seen the organising centre of the revolution, had been arrested during the
first few months of the war. Lenin was abroad, Zinoviev with him; Kamenev was in exile;
in exile also, the then little known practical leaders : Sverdlov, Rykov, Stalin. The Polish
social-democrat, Dzerzhinsky, who did not yet belong to the Bolsheviks, was at hard labour.
The leaders accidentally present, for the very reason that they had been accustomed to act
under unconditionally authoritative supervisors, did not consider themselves and were not
considered by others capable of playing a guiding role in revolutionary events.

But if the Bolshevik Party could not guarantee the insurrection an authoritative leader-
ship, there is no use talking of other organisations. This fact has strengthened the current
conviction as to the spontaneous character of the February revolution. Nevertheless the
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conviction is deeply mistaken, or at least meaningless.

The struggle in the capital lasted not an hour, or two hours, but five days. The lead-
ers tried to hold it back; the masses answered with increased pressure and marched for-
ward. They had against them the old state, behind whose traditional facade a mighty power
was still assumed to exist, the liberal bourgeoisie with the State Duma, the Land and City
Unions, the military-industrial organisations, academies, universities, a highly developed
press, and finally the two strong socialist parties who put up a patriotic resistance to the
assault from below. In the party of the Bolsheviks the insurrection had its nearest organi-
sation, but a headless organisation with a scattered staff and with weak illegal nuclei. And
nevertheless the revolution, which nobody in those days was expecting, unfolded, and just
when it seemed from above as though the movement was already dying down, with an
abrupt revival, a mighty convulsion, it seized the victory.

Whence came this unexampled force of aggression and self-restraint? It is not enough
to refer to bitter feelings. Bitterness alone is little. The Petersburg workers, no matter how
diluted during the war years with human raw material, had in their past a great revolutionary
experience. In their aggression and self-restraint, in the absence of leadership and in the
face of opposition from above, was revealed a vitally well-founded, although not always
expressed, estimate of forces and a strategic calculation of their own.

On the eve of the war the revolutionary layers of the workers had been following the
Bolsheviks, and leading the masses after them. With the beginning of the war the situ-
ation had sharply changed: conservative groups lifted their heads, dragging after them a
considerable part of the class. The revolutionary elements found themselves isolated, and
guieted down. In the course of the war the situation began to change, at first slowly, but
after the defeats faster and more radically. An active discontent seized the whole working
class. To be sure, it was to an extent patriotically coloured, but it had nothing common with
the calculating and cowardly patriotism of the possessing classes, who were postponing all
domestic questions until after the victory. The war itself, its victims, its horror, its shame
brought not only the old, but also the new layers of workers into conflict with the czarist
rgime. It did this with a new incisiveness and led them to the conclusion: we can no longer
endure it. The conclusion was universal; it welded the masses together and gave them a
mighty dynamic force.

The army had swollen, drawing into itself millions of workers and peasants. Every
individual has his own people among the troops: a son, a husband, a brother, a relative.
The army was no longer insulated, as before the war, from the people. One met with
soldiers now far oftener; saw them off to the front, lived with them when they came home
on leave, chatted with them on the streets and in the tramways about the front, visited them
in the hospitals. The workers’ districts, the barracks, the front, and to an extent the villages
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too, became communicating vessels. The workers would know what the soldiers were
thinking and feeling. They had innumerable conversations about the war, about the people
who were getting rich out of the war, about the generals, government, czar and czarina.
The soldier would say about the war: To hell with it! And the worker would answer about
the government: To hell with it! The soldier would say: Why then do you sit still here in
the centre? The worker would answer: We can’t do anything with bare hands; we stubbed
our toe against the army in 1905. The soldier would reflect: What if we should all start
at once! The worker: That’s it, all at once! Conversations of this kind before the war
were conspirative and carried on by twos; now they were going on everywhere, on every
occasion, and almost openly, at least in the workers’ districts.

The czar’s intelligence service every once in a while took its soundings very success-
fully. Two weeks before the revolution a spy, who signed himself with the name Krestian-
inov, reported a conversation in a tramcar traversing the workers’ suburb. The soldier was
telling how in his regiment eight men were under hard labour because last autumn they
refused to shoot at the workers of the Nobel factory, but shot at the police instead. The
conversation went on quite openly, since in the workers’ districts the police and the spies
preferred to remain unnoticed. ” ' We'll get even with them,’ the soldier concluded.” The
report reads further: "A skilled worker answered him: 'For that it is necessary to organise
so that all will be like one.” The soldier answered: 'Don’t you worry, we've been organ-
ised a long time.. .. They've drunk enough blood. Men are suffering in the trenches and
here they are fattening their bellies ! '... No special disturbance occurred. February 10,
1917. Krestianinov.” Incomparable spy’s epic. "No special disturbance occurred.” They
will occur, and that soon : this tramway conversation signalises their inexorable approach.

The spontaneousness of the insurrection Mstislavsky illustrates with a curious example:
When the ” Union of Officers of February 27, formed just after the revolution, tried to
determine with a questionnaire who first led out the Volynsky regiment, they received seven
answers naming seven initiators of this decisive action. It is very likely, we may add, that
a part of the initiative really did belong to several soldiers, nor is it impossible that the
chief initiator fell in the street fighting, carrying his name with him into oblivion. But that
does not diminish the historic importance of his nameless initiative. Still more important
is another side of the matter which will carry us beyond the walls of the barrack room.
The insurrection of the battalions of the Guard, flaring up a complete surprise to the liberal
and legal socialist circles, was no surprise at all to the workers. Without the insurrection
of the workers the Volynsky regiment, would not have gone into the street. That street
encounter of the workers with the Cossacks, which a lawyer observed from his window
and which he communicated by telephone to the deputy, was to them both an episode in
an impersonal process: a factory locust stumbled against a locust from the barracks. But it
did not seem that way to the Cossack who bad dared wink to the worker, nor to the worker
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who instantly decided that the Cossack had "winked in a friendly manner.” The molecular
interpenetration of the army with the people was going on continuously. The workers
watched the temperature of the army and instantly sensed its approach to the critical mark.
Exactly this was what gave such inconquerable force to the assault of the masses, confident
of victory.

Here we must introduce the pointed remark of a liberal official trying to summarise his
February observations : "It is customary to say that the movement began spontaneously,
the soldiers themselves went into the street. | cannot at all agree with this. After all, what
does the word ’ spontaneously 'mean? ... Spontaneous conception is still more out of
place in sociology than in natural science. Owing to the fact that none of the revolutionary
leaders with a name was able to hang his label on the movement, it becomes not impersonal
but merely nameless.” This formulation of the question, incomparably more serious than
Miliukov's references to German agents and Russian spontaneousness, belongs to a former
Procuror who met the revolution in the position of a czarist senator. It is quite possible that
his experience in the courts permitted Zavadsky to realise that a revolutionary insurrection
cannot arise either at the command of foreign agents, or in the manner of an impersonal
process of nature.

The same author relates two incidents which permitted him to look as through a keyhole
into the laboratory of the revolutionary process. On Friday, February 24, when nobody in
the upper circles as yet expected a revolution in the near future, a tramcar in which a senator
was riding turned off quite unexpectedly, with such a jar that the windows rattled and one
was broken, from the Liteiny into a side street, and there stopped. The conductor told
everybody to get off: "The car isn’'t going any farther.” The passengers objected, scolded,
but got off. "I can still see the face of that unanswering conductor: angrily resolute, a sort
of wolf look.” The movement of the tramways stopped everywhere as far as the eye could
see. That resolute conductor, in whom the liberal official could already catch a glimpse of
the "wolf look,”“ must have been dominated by a high sense of duty in order all by himself
to stop a car containing officials on the streets of imperial Petersburg in time of war. It
was just such conductors who stopped the car of the monarchy and with practically the
same words - this car does not go any farther ! - and who ushered out the bureaucracy,
making no distinction in the rush of business between a general of gendarmes and a liberal
senator. The conductor on the Liteiny boulevard was a conscious factor of history. It had
been necessary to educate him in advance.

During the burning of the District Court a liberal jurist from the circle of that same,
senator started to express in the street his regret that a roomful of judicial decisions and
notarial archives was perishing. An elderly man of sombre aspect dressed as a worker
angrily objected : ” We will be able to divide the houses and the lands ourselves, and
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without your archives.” Probably the episode is rounded out in a literary manner. But there
were plenty of elderly workers like that in the crowd, capable of making the necessary
retort. They themselves had nothing to do with burning the District Court: why burn it?
But at least you could not frighten them with "excesses” of this kind. They were arming
the masses with the necessary ideas not only against the czarist police, but against liberal
jurists who feared most of all lest there should burn up in the fire of the revolution the
notarial deeds of property. Those nameless, austere statesmen of the factory and street did
not fall out of the sky : they had to be educated.

In registering the events of the last days of February the Secret Service also remarked
that the movement was "spontaneous,” that is, had no planned leadership from above; but
they immediately added: "with the generally propagandised condition of the proletariat.”
This appraisal hits the bull's-eye: the professionals of the struggle with the revolution,
before entering the cells vacated by the revolutionists, took a much closer view of what
was happening than the leaders of liberalism.

The mystic doctrine of spontaneousness explains nothing. In order correctly to appraise
the situation and determine the moment for a blow at the enemy, it was necessary that the
masses or their guiding layers should make their examination of historical events and have
their criteria for estimating them. In other words, it was necessary that there should be not
masses in the abstract, but masses of Petrograd workers and Russian workers in general,
who had passed through the revolution of 1905, through the Moscow insurrection of De-
cember 1905, shattered against the Semenovsky Regiment of the Guard. It was necessary
that throughout this mass should be scattered workers who had thought over the experience
of 1905, criticised the constitutional illusions of the liberals and Mensheviks, assimilated
the perspectives of the revolution, meditated hundreds of times about the question of the
army, watched attentively what was going on in its midst-workers capable of making rev-
olutionary inferences from what they observed and communicating them to others. And
finally, it was necessary that there should be in the troops of the garrison itself progressive
soldiers, seized, or at least touched, in the past by revolutionary propaganda.

In every factory, in each guild, in each company, in each tavern, in the military hospital,
at the transfer stations, even in the depopulated villages, the molecular work of revolution-
ary thought was in progress. Everywhere were to be ” What's the news"? and from whom
one awaited the needed words. These leaders had often been left to themselves, had nour-
ished themselves upon fragments of revolutionary generalisations arriving in their bands by
various routes, had studied out by themselves between the lines of the liberal papers what
they needed. Their class instinct was refined by a political criterion, and though they did
not think all their ideas through to the end, nevertheless their thought ceaselessly and stub-
bornly worked its way in a single direction. Elements of experience, criticism, initiative,
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self-sacrifice, seeped down through the mass and created, invisibly to a superficial glance
but no less decisively, an inner mechanics of the revolutionary movement as a conscious
process. To the smug politicians of liberalism and tamed socialism everything that hap-
pens among masses is customarily represented as an instinctive process, no matter whether
they are dealing with an anthill or a beehive. In reality the thought which was drilling
through the thick of the working class was far bolder, more penetrating, more conscious,
than those little ideas by which the educated classes live. Moreover, this thought was more
scientific : not only because it was to a considerable 'degree fertilised with the methods of
Marxism, but still more because it was ever nourishing itself on the living experience of
the masses which were soon to take their place on the revolutionary arena. Thoughts are
scientific if they correspond to an objective process and make it possible to influence that
process and guide it. Were these qualities possessed in the slightest degree by the ideas of
those government circles who were inspired by the Apocalypse and believed in the dreams
of Rasputin? Or maybe the ideas of the liberals were scientifically grounded, who hoped
that a backward Russia, having joined the scrimmage of the capitalist giants, might win
at one and the same time victory and parliamentarism? Or maybe the intellectual life of
those circles of the intelligentsia was scientific, who slavishly adapted themselves to this
liberalism, senile since childhood, protecting their imaginary independence the while with
long-dead metaphors? In truth here was a kingdom of spiritual inertness, spectres, super-
stition and fictions, a kingdom, if you will, of "spontaneousness.” But have we not in that
case a right to turn this liberal philosophy of the February revolution exactly upside down?
Yes, we have a right to say: At the same time that the official society, all that many-storied
superstructure of ruling classes, layers, groups, parties and cliques, lived from day to day
by inertia and automatism, nourishing themselves with the relics of worn-out ideas, deaf to
the inexorable demands of evolution, flattering themselves with phantoms and foreseeing
nothing-at the same time, in the working masses there was (taking place an independent
and deep process of growth, not only of hatred for the rulers, but of critical understanding
of their impotence, an accumulation of experience and creative consciousness which the
revolutionary insurrection and its victory only completed.

To the question, Who led the February revolution? we can then answer definitely
enough: Conscious and tempered workers educated for the most part by the party of Lenin.
But we must here immediately add: This leadership proved sufficient to guarantee the vic-
tory of the insurrection, but it was not adequate to transfer immediately into the hands of
the proletarian vanguard the leadership of the revolution.



CHAPTER 9

THE PARADOX OF THE FEBRUARY
REVOLUTION

The insurrection triumphed. But to whom did it hand over the power snatched from the
monarchy? We come here to the central problem of the February revolution: Why and how
did the power turn up in the hands of the liberal bourgeoisie?

In Duma circles and in bourgeois “society” no significance was attributed to the agi-
tation beginning the 23rd of February. The liberal deputies and patriotic journalists were
assembling in drawing rooms as before, talking over the questions of Trieste and Fiume,
and again confirming Russia’s need of the Dardanelles. When the decree dissolving the
Duma was already signed, a Duma commission was still hastily considering the question
of turning over the food problem to the city administration. Less than twelve hours be-
fore the insurrection of the battalions of the Guard, the Society for Slavic Reciprocity was
peacefully listening to its annual report. “Only when | had returned home on foot from that
meeting,” remembers one of the deputies, “I was struck by some sort of awesome silence
and emptiness in the usually lively streets.” That awesome emptiness was forming around
the old ruling classes and already oppressing the hearts of their future inheritors.

By the 26th the seriousness of the movement had become clear both to the government
and to the liberals. On that day negotiations about a compromise were going on between
the czars ministers and members of the Duma, negotiations from which even subsequently
the liberals never lifted the curtain. Protopopov states in his testimony that the leaders of
the Duma bloc demanded as formerly the naming of new ministers from among people
enjoying social confidence: “This measure perhaps will pacify the people.” But the 26th
created, as we know, a certain stoppage in the development of the revolution, and for a
brief moment the government felt firmer. When Rodzianko called on Golytsin to persuade
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him to resign, the Premier pointed in answer to a portfolio on his desk in which lay the
completed edict dissolving the Duma, with the signature of Nicholas but without a date.
Golytsin put in the date. How could the government decide upon such a step at the moment
of growing pressure from the revolution? Upon this question the ruling bureaucrats long
ago arrived at a firm conviction. “* Whether we have a bloc or not, it is all the same to
the workers’ movement. We can handle that movement by other means, and up till now
the Ministry of the Interior has managed to deal with it.” Thus Goremykin had spoken
in August 1915. On the other hand, the bureaucracy believed that the Duma, in case of its
dissolution, would not venture upon any bold step. Again in August 1915, in discussing the
guestion of dissolving a discontented Duma, the Minister of the Interior, Prince Sherbatov,
had said: “The Duma will hardly venture upon direct disobedience. The vast majority are
after all cowards and are trembling for their hides.” The prince expressed himself none too
nicely, but in the long run correctly. In its struggle with the liberal opposition, then, the
bureaucracy felt plenty of firm ground under its feet.

On the morning of the 27th, the Deputies, alarmed at the mounting events, assembled
at a regular session. The majority learned only here that the Duma had been dissolved.
The news seemed the more surprising as on the very day before they had been carrying on
peace negotiations with the ministers. “And nevertheless,” writes Rodzianko with pride,
“the Duma submitted to the law, still hoping to find a way out of the tangled situation,
and passed no resolution that it would not disperse, or that it would illegally continue its
sessions.” The deputies gathered at a private conference in which they made confessions
of impotence to each other. The moderate liberal Shidlovsky subsequently remembered,
not without a malicious pleasure, a proposal made by an extreme left Kadet, Nekrasov, a
future colleague of Kerensky, “ to establish a military dictatorship handing over the whole
power to a popular general.” At that time a practical attempt at salvation was undertaken
by the leaders of the Progressive Bloc, not present at this private conference of the Duma.
Having summoned the Grand Duke Mikhail to Petrograd, they proposed to him to take
upon himself the dictatorship, to “impel” the personal staff of the government to resign,
and to demand of the czar by direct wire that he “grant” a responsible ministry. In those
hours, when the uprising of the first Guard regiments was beginning, the liberal bourgeoisie
were making a last effort to put down the insurrection with the help of a dynastic dictator,
and at the same time at the expense of the revolution to enter into an agreement with the
monarchy. “The hesitation of the grand duke,” complains Rodzianko, “contributed to the
letting slip of the favourable moment.”

How easily a radical intelligentsia believes whatever it wants to, is testified by a non-
party socialist, Sukhanov, who begins in this period to play a certain political role in the
Tauride Palace. “They told me the fundamental political news of those morning hours of
that unforgettable day,” he relates in his extensive memoirs: “The decree dissolving the
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State Duma had been promulgated, and the Duma had answered with a refusal to disperse,
electing a Provisional Committee.” This is written by a man who hardly ever left the Tau-
ride Palace, and was there continually buttonholing his deputy friends. Miliukov in his
history of the revolution, following Rodzianko, categorically declares: “There was adopted
after a series of hot speeches a resolution not to leave Petrograd, but no resolution that
the State Duma should as an institution not disperse as the legend runs” “Not to disperse”
would have meant to take upon themselves, however belatedly, a certain initiative. “Not to
leave Petrograd” meant to wash their hands of the matter and wait to see which way the
course of events would turn. The credulousness of Sukhanov has, by the way, mitigating
circumstances. The rumour that the Duma had adopted a revolutionary resolution not to
submit to the czars decree was slipped in hurriedly by the Duma journalists in their infor-
mation bulletin, the only paper published at that time owing to the general strike. Since
the insurrection triumphed during that day the deputies were in no hurry to correct this
mistake, being quite willing to sustain the illusions of their “left” friends. They did not in

fact undertake to establish the facts of the matter until they were out of the country. The
episode seems secondary, but it is full of meaning. The revolutionary role of the Duma
on the 27th of February was a complete myth, born of the political credulity of the radi-
cal intelligentsia delighted and frightened by the revolution, distrusting the ability of the
masses to carry the business through, and eager to lean as quickly as possible toward the
enfranchised bourgeoisie.

In the memoirs of the deputies belonging to the Duma majority, there is preserved by
good luck a story of how the Duma did meet the revolution. According to the account
of Prince Mansyrev, one of the right Kadets, among the deputies who assembled in great
numbers on the morning of the 27th there were no members of the prsidium , no lead-
ers of parties, nor heads of the Progressive Bloc: they already knew of the dissolution
and the insurrection and had preferred as long as possible to refrain from showing their
heads. Moreover, at just that time they were, it seems, negotiating with Mikhail about
the dictatorship. “A general consternation and bewilderment prevailed in the Duma,” says
Mansyrev. “Even lively conversations ceased, and in their place were heard sighs and brief
ejaculations like It's come or indeed frank expressions of fear for life.” Thus speaks a very
moderate deputy who sighed the loudest of all. At two o’clock in the afternoon, when the
leaders had found themselves obliged to appear in the Duma, the secretary of the prsidium
brought in the joyful but ill-founded news: “The disorders will soon be put down, because
measures have been taken.” It is possible that by “measures” was meant the negotiations
for a dictatorship, but the Duma was downcast and awaited a decisive word from the leader
of the Prog