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Michael B. Petrovitch is a specialist in Russian and Balkan
history and has been on the staff of the University of Wis
consin since 1950. He earned his M.A., Ph.D., and certifi
cate of the Russian Institute from Columbia University.
From 1943 to 1946, he served as a research analyst for
the Balkan section of the Offices of Strategic Services;
from 1946 to 1948, he was a fellow in the Rockefeller
Foundation's Russian and Balkans Studies program; and
from 1948 to 1949, he visited Czechoslovakia as a fellow
of the Social Science Research Council. A Ford Founda
tion grant in 1953 enabled him to travel again in the Bal
kans, studying the Greek language and the history of the
area. In 1964, Dr. Petrovitch spent a year teaching at the
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences on an academic exchange
program. In addition to his teaching (which in 1953 won
him the Keauffer Memorial Teaching Award), Dr. Petro
vitch contributes to professional political science journals
and has translated three books of the Yugoslav ex-Com
munist leader Milovan Gelos (Land Without Justice, Con
versations with Stalin, and Gelos: Prince, Bishop, Poet).
A junior-high history textbook entitled The Soviet Union
is Dr. Petrovitch's latest work.

Dr. Petrovitch delivered the lecture printed in this issue
dUring a campus lecture series on the Russian Revolution.

Alexander Kerensky, who served as Minister President of
the Provisional Government of Russia that followed some
300 years of rule by the Romanoff Tsars, held world-wide
attention during the days of revolution in Russia. As a
young lawyer in St. Petersburg, he was persuaded by a
moderate socialist group to become a candidate for the
fourth Duma (Imperial Parliament) in 1912. In 1917,
when the Duma declared itself to be the Russian Provision
al Government, he held first the post of Minister of Justice,
then of Minister of War and Navy, and finally of Minister
President. Although he played a major role in bringing
about unprecedented social and political reforms, his gov
ernment fell when the Bolsheviks seized power. An exile
first in England and France, Alexander Kerens'ky came
to the- United States in 1940. He has continued to write
and lecture on the revolutionary era in Russia and his
own role in it.

The Anniversary Statement by A.lexander Kerensky, ap
pearing in this issue, was prepared for the Overseas Press
Club and was read by its president, Mr. Hal Lehrman, at
the World Affairs Forum Dinner on November 6, 1967.
Kerensky: Past Defeat and Future Hope was written by
David Harrison, editor of the Index, Kalamazoo College
student newspaper, on the occasion of Alexander Keren
sky's two-day visit to the campus in October, 1967.
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What I shall say today is what I have been saying
for fifty years: the movement towards freedom in
Russia is as inevitable as it is irresistible. I am glad
to be making this statement today and not, let us
say, five years ago, because no one would have be
lieved me then. Now this is becoming obvious to
all.

The time has now come to abandon pessimism
in our evaluation of trends in the Soviet Union.
The basic trend is the thrust towards freedom and
this alone is sufficient cause for optimism.

Five years ago it would have appeared beyond
belief that the horrors, the blood, the sacrifices im
posed on the Russian people were but transient
events in their history. Today it should be clear to
all that Russia is not to be measured or judged by
fifty-year spans, but by centuries upon centuries
of her national traditions and her enduring spir
itual heritage.

The time is still distant before the Russian peo
ple can begin to breathe without fear. But this time
will come to pass. Of this there can be no doubt.

Today the youth of Russia is bearing the brunt
of the struggle to accelerate the process of dissolv
ing once and for all the cruel, tragic epoch which
was created by all of us. Yes, we are all respon
sible, for we did not properly appreciate in our
time the society that we were building and the lib
erties that we fought for and, finally, gained. We



wanted to create a new world overnight, a utopia.
We were also fighting in a war that was to end all
wars. And we were impatient. Thus we were
caught in the hands of demagogues who claimed
that they alone could recreate the freedom and the
truth of February which ushered in for Russia a
society based at last on social justice and democ
racy.

It is important for us to remember that in Octo
ber, 1917, the Bolsheviks did not proffer a single
new or original slogan. They promised only a short
cut to the realization of the aims of the February
revolution. They promised that the Soviets of Work
ers', Peasants' and Soldiers' Deputies, once these
were recognized as the only legitimate organs of
power, would better consolidate the gains that had
already been won by the February revolution and
would speed up the program of projected reforms.
They promised land which was already in the pro
cess of being turned over to the peasants. They
promised peace amid already rampant rumors of
negotiations to that end. They promised the con
vocation of the Constituent Assembly for which a
special electoral law had already been drawn up
and for which an election date had already been
set.

But once they seized power and the Constituent
Assembly was convoked, the Bolsheviks bolted the
doors of the assembly hall and silenced the voice

of the Russian people. Only then did it become
clear to everyone that it was not the aim of Lenin
and his collaborators to actualize the goals and
principles of the February revolution but, rather,
to install a totalitarian dictatorship based on an
organized, armed minority.

All this was done in the name of communism.
But where is this communism? Today in the Soviet
Union there exists only state capitalism of the
most primitive sort, preserved by a group which
still maintains itself in power by military and para
military force and still tries to imbue the Russian
people with the dead theories of Marxism, with
meaningless formulas which have long since been
disproved and which can no longer serve any func
tion or purpose. But this can not, and will not, go
on. The movement toward freedom has left its
stamp on every page of Russia's history. It is leav
ing its stamp, again, today. It is as inevitable as
it is irresistible.

For myself, I don't have much longer to be on
this earth. I shall not see the resurrection of liberty
in my land. But you will, and your children will 
of this I am convinced. And when this rebirth of
a radiant, free Russia comes to pass, it will redound
to the benefit of all mankind.

Alexander Kerensky
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Russian Revolution:
Historical View

by Michael B. Petrovich

The Russian revolution of 1917 has been greeted
with joy and hope by some, with fear and trepida
tion by others. Yet regardless of the emotions it
arouses, no one can really doubt its historic sig
nificance. Even today scholars differ as to when to
begin the modern era - whether with the printing
press, the Gutenberg Bible, the fall of Constanti
nople, the discovery of America, or still some other
event. So, too, the future historian will have diffi
culty in choosing between the Russian revolution,
the atom bomb, Sputnik, or still some other event
or discovery as the threshold which divides the
world in which I was born from the world in which
I must die and you will live. Yet this much may be
said now about the 1917 revolution in Russia with
perfect confidence: the world has never been the
same since. Indeed, today, fully one-third of the
world lives under some form of communism, and
an end to that expansion is still not in sight. Truly,
the Bolshevik revolution-the "Great October Rev
olution" as it is officially known in Russia - was
well-described in the title of John Reed's exciting
book, Ten Days that Shook the World. In its im
pact, the Russian revolution surpasses the Ameri
can and certainly equals the French revolution.
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The first thing that I must tell an American au
dience is that there were at least two revolutions in
Russia in 1917 -the February revolution and the
October revolution - and possibly a third. I trust
I shall not confuse anyone unnecessarily if I point
out that the February revolution began on March 8
and the October revolution on November 7. (We
are involved here, of course, with the difference be
tween the Gregorian Calendar and the older Juli
an Calendar, which all of Europe used until Pope
Gregory in 1582, and which Americans used until
1752 because they would have nothing to do with
a Popish calendar. The Russians kept this old cal
endar until 1917 and changed it only after the Bol
sheviks took over.) There were not only these two
revolutions, but there was a third revolution that
is little known: the peasant revolution in Russia 
an event of great magnitude which had little con
tact with anything that was going on in the cities
of Russia.

Why is it essential to realize that there were at
least two if not three Russian revolutions in 1917?
It is sometimes assumed that no matter what one
may think about the Communists, the fact is that
once they came to power they were no worse, and



in some ways better, than the Tsarist-run regime
which they overthrew and succeeded. There is one
serious fallacy in this - the fallacy of the missing
middle - because it was not the Communists that
overthrew the Tsarist regime. The Tsarist regime
was overthrown, not in October by the Bolsheviks,
but nine months earlier by a spontaneous mass
demonstration which had not been organized by
anyone in particular. As a matter of fact, when
Tsar Nicholas II was dethroned, Lenin and many
other Bolshevik leaders were not even in Russia.
Many were in jail and in Siberian exile. Today it is
obvious that they were caught by surprise as much
as most anyone else at the time.

The overthrow of the Romanov Dynasty in Feb
ruary, 1917, brought to the fore a Provisional Gov
ernment, headed at first by Prince Lvov and later
by Alexander Kerensky, then a young radical law
yer of the Labor Party. There was not a single
member of the Communist Party in that first revo
lutionary Russian government, not even when the
Provisional Government came to include almost as
many socialists as it did middle-class liberals. It
was this Provisional Government, the wo:rk of the
first Russian revolution of 1917, that the Commu
nists overthrew in the second Russian revolution
of 1917. Thus, any moral comparisons between the
Tsarist and the Communist regimes which tend to
justify the latter are irrelevant.

Just as a useful aside, it is interesting to re
member that the United States government was
the first government to give diplomatic recognition
to the first revolutionary government of Russia,
and we were the last major power in the world to
give diplomatic recognition to the second revolu
tionary government in Russia - the Communists.
Why were we so quick to support this first revolu
tionary government? For one thing, there was an
emotional response of sympathy by Americans for
a people who had won their independence from a
monarch just as Americans had won their revolu
tion against King George III of England. There
was, however, another more practical reason. That
was, of course, the very important fact: the Rus
sian revolution took place during World War I 
a war in which we participated, along with other
allies in the West. The hope of the Western Allies
was that since the Russians had achieved their
revolution, they would find even more reason to
stay in World War I and see it through to a vic
torious finish.

There is no need to idealize the Provisional Gov
ernment, just as it is unfair to condemn it just be
cause it failed to hold power at all cost. Even as I
am critical of its faults today, with the hindsight
of the historian, I must keep in mind that this gov-

ernment was born unexpectedly in the chaos of
revolution and a world war, and it was allowed to
exist barely nine months before it was violently
overthrown by the Bolsheviks. The Provisional
Government had its problems as its leader, Keren
sky, can tell you from personal experience. Yet I
must say, even as a critic, that it was composed of
decent men, many quite liberal, and some, like
Kerensky, socialists of some kind or another. It was
a middle-of-the-road government and therefore ex
posed to attack from both the reactionary right and
the Bolsheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries of the
left. If Tsarism deserved to be overthrown on mor
al grounds, the same cannot be said for the Provi
sional Government despite its mistakes and fail
ures of the moment. Today the Soviet Union is
celebrating what they call the "Great October Rev
olution." But it is well for us to remember that the
first revolution, the February revolution which
overthrew Tsarism, had nothing to do with com
munism.

Having said this, I must immediately empha
size that I do not wish to accuse the Soviet Com
munists of duplicity, as though they were trying to
take credit for what someone else had accom
plished. True, they did not overthrow the Tsar 
they just murdered him and his whole family, ap
parently through the mistake of a local commissar
who panicked for fear his royal prisoners would be
rescued. Yet the Communists did carry out a revo
lution of their own which dwarfed the first revolu
tion of 1917 in importance in both national and
world-wide impact. What the Bolsheviks accom
plished by their seizure of power in 1917 comes far
closer to being a revolution in the real sense of
the word.

Let us examine that term, "revolution," especial
ly as it applies to our subject. A revolution is, I in
sist, not simply a mass revolt or a political coup
d'etat. In 1789 in France, as the Parisian mob be
gan to march on Versailles, a nobleman came run
ning to King Louis XVI with the news. "Ah, then it
is a revolt!" said the monarch. The perspicacious
nobleman replied in the now classic words, "No,
Sire, it is a revolution." The French revolution was
not accomplished merely by changing the form of
government from a monarchy to a republic and by
chopping off King Louis' head. There was far more
to it than that. Similarly, Russian history is full of
mass rebellions, huge peasant uprisings like that
of Razin, of Bolotnikov, and especially of Pugachev
in 1774-76. Pugachev's rebellion, which was
fought at about the same time as the American rev
olution, was a full-scale war which involved a
greater territory and more men than the American
war. Yet, in the case of all of these peasant rebel-
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lions, their aim was not so much to change the
form of government; indeed, the peasant leader
Pugachev himself posed as the rightful Tsar, Peter
the Third. He was against Catherine the Great but
hardly against Tsarism. His peasant followers
were for better economic conditions, but they had
no program for bringing them about politically.
Their program was simply to kill landlords. Also,
Russian history, especially in the 18th century, is
full of palace revolts in which various cliques of
noble guardsmen overthrew one ruler and set up
another. But these were no revolutions. The only
change they produced was in who occupied the
throne, but the same system continued to prevail.
A revolution, then, is a basic change, a fundamen
tal turnover in the way of life, never simply polit
ical in nature, but even more importantly econom
ic and social. A rebellion, a coup d'etat, a revolt,
may be a momentary event. It can take place over
night - a revolution never.

The February revolution of 1917 is somewhere
in between. It wasn't overnight, but it was given
only about nine months. So it is not a real revolu
tion in this sense of the word. Though it had over
thrown Tsar Nicholas, it really did not bring into
legal existence a new form of government, a repub
lic, but only a Provisional Government. The very
word "provisional" indicates that the men who
formed that government were reluctant to make
basic changes for the time being. Why? Because
Russia was at war. Their idea was to postpone fun
damental changes until after the war or at least un
til a constituent assembly might be convened to de
cide what fundamental changes would be made.
But the people would not wait and neither would
Lenin. Thus, it was Lenin's wing of the Commu
nist Party, the "majority" wing or "Bolsheviki," to
use the Russian word, who, on seizing power, used
that power to create, or at least to proclaim, a
sweeping transformation of not only the political
structure but even more importantly the economic
and social system. It was the Communists, then,
who created a true revolution, after not giving the
Provisional Government a chance to fulfill its own
revolution.

Let me turn to still a larger definition of the word
"revolution" as used in Russian history. In Russian
history, the word "revolution" is not synonymous
with 1917 nor is the term "revolutionary move
ment" synonymous with the Communist Party,
much less with its Bolshevik wing. Far from it. The
revolutionary movement in Russia came long be
fore 1917, long before Lenin, long before Karl
Marx. I might turn to our own history for a paral
lel. It was John Adams who in his late years, while
reflecting on the American revolution in which he
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had had such a leading role, observed that the
American revolution had been accomplished in
men's minds before it was on the battlefield or at
the negotiating table. A few Russians began think
ing about political, economic, and social revolution
in Russia just after the French revolution of 1789.
I might add that the American revolution was not
without its impact in Russia. But it was especially
the French overthrow of the monarchy that in
spired many Russians to think of a constitutional
form of government for themselves, the end of
peasant serfdom, and perhaps even a republic.
Novikov, the Russian Masons, the Decembrists of
1825, the Utopian Socialists such as the Fourierist
Petraskevsky Circle, the rebels of 1848 - like the
young Dostoevsky, for example (who was re
prieved from a death sentence even as he was wait
ing at the stake, blindfolded, to be shot), Herzen,
Chernyshevsky, Bakunin - all these and many
more are the protagonists of the Russian revolu
tion in this larger sense. The Soviet Communists
recognize this and have made every effort to pose
as the lineal descendants and heirs of this earlier
revolutionary movement. And yet these pioneers of
the Russian revolution have little in common with
the communism of Karl Marx or the authoritarian
ism of Lenin. That the Communists took advan
tage of the legacy is true, but it is certainly not true
that the Communist revolution was the fulfillment
of this Russian revolutionary movement. This was
brought to me very soundly the other evening. Per
haps many of you saw the interview of Svetlana
Allilueva - she prefers to be called after her moth
er rather than "Stalina" after her father - when
she was asked by an American interviewer, "When
has Russia ever had freedom of speech?" She an
swered sadly, "That is just the point. They didn't
have it before, they don't have it now." In other
words, the great ideals of this Russian revolution
ary movement were not achieved in 1917 and have
not been achieved yet.

The Communist revolution of 1917 was based
on an ideology that was foreign to Russia - Marx
ism. It sometimes comes as a shock to some Amer
icans that Marxist communism is a pre-eminent
ly Western idea. When I once suggested this in a
broadcast lecture, I made one listener so angry
that he urged my dismissal from the University of
Wisconsin. Yet what is Marxism but a peculiar
blend of Gennan philosophy, French political
ideas, and English classical economics, pedantical
ly put together by its German author in the library
of the British Museum? What could be more West
ern? After all, to call something "Western" is not
necessarily to bestow an honor upon it. The writ
ings of Marx and Engles were known to Russians.
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Das Kapital circulated freely in Russia, in a Rus
sian translation, as early as 1872. It seems to me
that the censors in Russia simply could not believe
that anything dangerous could be lurking in that
woodpile of dry prose. They were wrong. The wood
pile of dry prose made excellent firewood when the
time came for burning. But for many years Marx
failed to enthuse many Russian revolutionaries,
even those who admired him. Indeed, the first Rus
sian Marxist organization was not formed until
1883, the very year of Marx' death.

Why did Marxism come to Russia so late? First
of all, Russian intellectuals believed that Marx'
writings were not applicable to Russia but were
based on Western experience. Furthermore, Marx
ism had as its greatest competitor in Russia a na
tive-style socialism called "Narodnichestvo" or
Populism, an agrarian socialist movement based
on the following main tenets: First, the Populists
believed that the traditional collectivist peasant
commune would provide the nucleus for a peculiar
type of Russian agrarian socialism. Second, they
held that precisely because Russia was economi
cally backward, it could skip capitalism altogether
and go straight from this backward serf economy
of the Middle Ages into modern socialism. Third,
they believed that when the revolution would be
accomplished in Russia, it would be ultimately
through the peasant masses, not by the intellec
tuals. Finally ,the Populists hoped that the upshot
of this revolution would be not another centralized
state order but anarchy - anarchy in its classical
19th-century sense of a free federation of free com
munes. These four views seemed to fit the Russian
scene much better in the 1860's and 1870's as far
as most Russian radicals were concerned. Marxism
was based on the opposite views. First of all, Marx
said that the revolution would come about essen
tially through the urban proletariat, the industrial
workers. Where were those industrial workers in
the 1860's in Russia? There was very little Russian
industry to speak of. Furthermore, Marx said that
the revolution would come about after the develop
ment of capitalism, whereas in the 1860's and
1870's, Russia had a backward economy. Further
more, the Russian Marxists said that the peasant
commune was a reactionary outdated institution
and was actually dissolVing, and that the old state
must be replaced by a new state based upon the
rule of the proletariat.

If Marxism seemed irrelevantto Russians in the
1860's and 1870's, this was not so in the 1880's and
1890's, because Russia was developing in the same
way as the Western nations and catching up. (In
deed, a serious interpretation of modern Russian
history can be based on the idea of Russia catching
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up with the West.) It became apparent that indus
try was rising rapidly in Russia, especially in the
last quarter of the 19th century - that capitalism
was not skipping Russia at all, but that Russian
economic development was following the Western
pattern, only lagging behind. The rise of industry
naturally brought with it an increase in the work
ing class as peasants flocked to the cities in search
of work. It was these workers, said Marx, who
would be the gravediggers of the capitalism that
had produced them. Furthermore, the peasant
commune was dissolving as the liberated serfs of
Russia were trying to become little capitalists on
their own private plots. Once a vast homogeneous
mass, the Russian peasants were being split into
the rich and the poor, the haves and the have-nots,
the freeholders and the sharecroppers. The goal of
those who were succeeding was certainly not so
cialism but more land for themselves.

Marxism seemed not only more relevant to some
Russians in the late 19th century but more appeal
ling as a course of action for people who wanted to
do something more than sit. The 1880's and 1890's
were a period of lethargy, of pessimism, the de
cadence of the fin de siicle, when a kind of hope
lessness took over a large segment of Russian so
ciety. It found its expression, on the one hand, in
rather exotic forms of religiosity that had nothing
to do with the Orthodox Church but rather with
spiritualism. Table-tapping was practiced at the
Imperial Court itself. On the other hand, an erotic
trend appeared in literature, as though, in all this
despair, the only source of vitality was sex. The
peasants were themselves a patient, voiceless
beast, and there was no hope for a vital movement
there. The ideas of the traditional Russian revolu
tionary movement of the preceding generation had
become watered down. The young radicals of yes
teryear had become the respectable liberals, the
bourgeois academicians, and sensible gradualists
of the 1880's and 1890's. In this situation, Marx
ism seemed to many like a shot in the arm, a re
vival of flagging spirits, almost a new religion
which brought with it hope and certainty, a pro
gram of salvation and the goal of a universal broth
erhood.

Meanwhile, the Tsarist government was becom
ing more and more repressive, especially after the
assassination of Tsar Alexander II in March, 1881,
by a group of terrorists, not Communists. It is hard
to imagine a more unenlightened monarch than
his son, Alexander III, or a more reactionary poli
tician than his minister, Pobedonostsev, who dis
trusted and hated all forms of liberal democracy.
At the death of Alexander III in 1894, his son,
Nicholas II, simply followed suit, though being a



dictator ill-suited his own gentle nature.
The 1905 revolution was, or better to say, could

have been, a great turning point in Russian his
tory. It was brought on by economic misery and by
strikes in the cities, famine in the countryside, and
a disastrous war with Japan. The 1905 revolution
could have changed Russia's destiny. Certainly it
had nothing to do with communism. Many Com
munist leaders were either abroad or in jail at the
time. Here was an unorganized, spontaneous mass
rebellion, made worse by Bloody Sunday in Janu
ary, 1905, when a perfectly peacable and unarmed
procession of hymn-singing workers with wives
and children at their sides were shot down in cold
blood by the Tsar's troops. With that bloody deed,
the traditional popular image of the Tsar as the
batiushka, the Little Father, was forever shattered.

The Tsarist government was scared into grant
ing concessions. A parliamentary body known as
the Duma was established. Certain reforms were
undertaken in the agrarian economy, named after
the minister, Stolypin, which were intended to cre
ate an independent class of farmers. A stab was
made at social legislation, at providing education
to the illiterate masses of Russia, and yet everyone
of these moves forward was only half a step and re
luctantly made. The Duma was only half a parlia
ment, not really a responsible parliamentary body
in the Western sense. The Stolypin reforms were
sabotaged by a whole section of the government it
self. The social legislation was slow and niggardly,
and popular education was hard to achieve over
night.

Despite the fact that all these measures went
only halfway or less, Russia was becoming, after
1905, really a more decent place in which to live,
unless, of course, you were a Jew. But even then
the worst massacres or pogroms were over. Post
1905 Russia had a semi-parliamentary system and
life was improving economically for many people.

So why was there another revolution in 1917?
Now we come to one of the most troublesome
problems for any historian or, indeed, for any per
son. What is the cause of anything? Now, in the
physical sciences, the cause of anything lies in the
chain of events which precedes the occurrence and
has a measurable effect upon it. So, the cause of
water turning into steam is applying heat to the
water until it reaches 212°. When a man dies, the
doctor puts down on his death certificate as the
cause of death,coronary thrombosis, cancer, and
so on. A doctor is supposed to know why a man has
died, what has caused his death. Yet in a deeper
sense, nobody knows what is the cause of death.
The doctor does not really say on a death certifi
cate why the man died but just how he came to die,

and that is not really the same thing. To ask why a
man dies is really to ask the larger question, "Why
must all men die?" - or "Why in this universe,
does death exist at all instead of just life eternal?"
The historian is beset by a similar problem when
trying to determine the cause of anything in his
tory. To explain how something happened in his
tory is one thing but to explain why it happened is
another. I am not able to tell you why the Russian
revolution happened. Let others talk about the
wrath of God, the death wish, the evil-man theory,
economic determinism, or progress through vio
lent leaps. These are philosophical questions which
are interesting and important, but not in my prov
ince. Even if I restrict myself to explaining how
the Russian revolution of 1917 happened, there is
a terrible temptation for any college professor, es
pecially, simply to tell all he knows about all the
major events and circumstances prior to the deed.
Historians who do this - and we all do it - may
choose to start with March 8, 1917, or 1914, or
1905, or 1861, or even Adam and Eve. They will
choose this or that in constructing their chain of
events, and there you are with proof positive that
the whole thing was inevitable. The historian is
thus in the position of the Monday morning quar
terback, and anyone can play the game who knows
the rules. But then along comes a philosopher such
as Pascal who asks you to think about his proposi
tion: "If Cleopatra's nose had been a little longer,
all of subsequent history would have been differ
ent." What in any chain of events is the decisive
link?

Now, the traditionally assigned causes of the
Russian revolution, in case any of you are warm
ing up for an examination on the subject, are the
following: You will have to say something about
the economic misery of the workers or peasants.
Then you will have to say something about the dis
satisfaction of the non-Russian nationalities which
comprised practically half of Russia. Then you will
say something about the rise of the revolutionary
underground, and you must certainly say some
thing about the reactionary nature of a govern
ment which did not reform fast enough. And if you
say all these things and perhaps add one or two
things more, you will get your "A." But will you
really know why the Russian revolution of 1917
happened? No one doubts that all these iflgredi
ents existed and are important, but I think I could
give you 'statistical evidence to show that living
conditions were really improving quite markedly
for the vast majority of the people of Russia after
1905. Furthermore, why should subject national
ities rise up in 1917 but not in 1905, or 1817, or
1897? Besides, they are really peripheral, even
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geographically, to the problem of the Russian rev
olution itself. As for the revolutionary under
ground, when hasn't Russia had a revolutionary
underground in the last 200 years? As for the gov
ernment not reforming fast enough, what does
"fast enough" mean? The answer seems to lie in
that popular analogy with the boiling point of wa
ter at 212 0

• But it is not that easy in human affairs
because with humans the boiling point differs from
person to person, indeed from nation to nation and
from time to time.

Moreover, and more important to me, historians
have observed that revolutionary outbreaks do not
take place when things are at their worst and the

pressure is the greatest, but when things are look
ing up and the situation is improving. Let me give
you an example that may seem extremely out of
place to some of you but not to me. Why are the
Negroes in the United States rioting now rather
than 20 or 40 or 60 or 80 years ago when things
were worse for them? Thanks to a whole series of
court decisions and laws, Negroes are in fact freer
today than they have been before. It is also a fact
that many of the riots have not taken place in cit
ies where there is the greatest misery, but in cities
such as Detroit or Milwaukee in which something
constructive is being done to improve conditions.
Furthermore, there seem to be indications that
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some of the rioters do not come from the poorest
and most desperate segments of the Negro popu
lation. So, too, the French revolution took place
not when the Old Regime was at its worst but when
it was relaxing its grip and when conditions were
improving for most Frenchmen. Perhaps what I
am really talking about here can be put into that
very wonderful phrase that was popularized by
Adlai Stevenson, "the revolution of rising expecta
tions." One does not measure revolutions against
some sort of absolute of misery of the population
but what the population feels that it has coming
to it in a given time in history.

I think it is high time for me to lay my cards
on the table. I do not for a moment deny that all
the factors I have listed - economic misery, the
nationalities problem, the strikes, the revolution
ary movement, and still others - are essential to
our understanding of how the Russian revolution
of 1917 happened. Indeed, in my course in Russian
history at the University of Wisconsin, I devote
lecture after lecture to these subjects. But I still
could imagine that even though all these factors
existed, there would have been no revolution in
1917 had it not been for two factors: World War I
and Lenin. Let me explain.

First, about World War 1. William Henry
Chamberlain, who in my opinion is the author of
what is still the best history of the Russian rev
olution, wrote the following: "When Nicholas II
signed the order for the general mobilization of the
Russian army in 1914, he was unconsciously sign
ing his own death warrant." Wars are unpredict
able catalysts. Who would have thought some ten
years ago as we were sending a few military "ob
servers" into Vietnam that this distant jungle war
in a faraway land many Americans hardly knew
existed would some day cost over 100,000 Ameri
can casualties and disrupt the sensitivities of our
whole nation, especially of our youth? Who would
have predicted in 1914 that the assassination of
an Austrian archduke by a Bosnian student in the
town of Sarajevo, which even some professional
historians cannot pronounce correctly today,
would result in the downfall of four empires - the
German Reich, the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the
Ottoman Empire, and the Russian Empire? Wars
bring about unexpected results. World War I
brought horror to all participants, but especially to
the Russians, who were badly prepared to face the
superior might of a technically advanced Ger
many. Let me give you a few statistics on this. The
mobilization schedule of Russia called for
6,600,000 rifles over a three-year period and the
actual need was for 17,700,000 rifles. By January
1, 1917, Russian soldiers had only 12% of the re-

quired 133,000 machine guns that were what the
experts considered a necessity. There were bureau
cratic inefficiency and dishonesty in an industrial
ly backward country facing a technically superior
Germany. Russia was isolated from the Western
Allies. The Germans held the Baltic and the Turks
held the Dardanelles. The use of Murmansk, Arch
angel, and Vladivostok involved all kinds of trans
portation problems. In the campaigns of August,
1914, and the spring of 1915, there was such a loss
of life for the Russians that it shattered the morale
of the army. In a single campaign, the Russians
lost 1,400,000 killed and wounded, and 976,000
prisoners. Eventually World War I was to cost six
to eight million Russian dead, wounded and pris
oners. The peasant soldiers were unused to ma
chinery. They waited in the back trenches for com
rades in the front trenches to die so they could pick
up their guns. Meanwhile, War Minister Poliva
nov declared that Russia must rely on her "im
measurable distances, impassable roads, and the
mercy of St. Nicholas, patron of Holy Russia."

Being a conscientious man, Tsar Nicholas de
cided to take over the military command himself
and left his capital to go to the front at General
Headquarters at Mogilev. He thereby committed
two fatal errors. First, he deliberately took upon
himself and his throne the responsibility for every
disastrous defeat. He could blame it on no generals
after that. Second, he left his government back
home in the hands of a half-hysterical wife, a Ger
man besides, who was herself under the influence
of a sinister and debauched professional holy man
-Gregory Rasputin. The government was so inept
that a middle-of-the-road liberal, Professor Miliu
kov, found it necessary in the middle of the Duma
-the Parliament-to denounce Premier Sturmer,
who unfortunately had a German name, in a
speech in which he listed the Premier's faults and
repeatedly asked, "Is it stupidity or is it treason?"
While Russians were being slaughtered at the
front, back home there were chaos and real hunger
as inefficiency caused a serious bread shortage.

The February revolution began, by our calen
dar, on March 8, 1917, when all the socialist par
ties observed the so-called "Women's Day." As part
of the proceedings, a crowd of women marched,
shouting for bread. The analogy with the women's
march on Versailles which sparked the French
revolution is striking. On that occasion the women
shouted, "We want the baker, the baker's wife, and
the little apprentice boy!" meaning King Louis, Ma
rie Antoinette and the Dauphin. But there was
something new in the Russian revolution. The wo
men and the bread-hungry people were joined by
some 90,000 workers of the Putilov metalworks
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plant that had been locked out after a wage dis
pute on March 7, and they joined the crowds. Out
of this amalgam exploded the February revolution,
with no direction from anyone. After some firing
into the crowds, Tsar Nicholas decided that more
bloodshed was impossible, and he abdicated a
week later, on March 15, in favor of his brother,
the Grand Duke Michael, who in turn, refused to
accept the throne. And so the throne, which had
been founded in 1613 by the Romanov Dynasty,
was left vacant. A Provisional Government of mid
dle-of-the-road politicians was established the next
day with the approval of the Emperor and with an
oath of allegiance from the army. The cost of the
February revolution was very small, relatively
speaking - certainly far, far smaller than the cost
of the American revolution. The best statistics we
have point to a total of 1,315 casualties, of which
53 were officers, 602 soldiers, 73 policemen, 587
citizens. As in the French revolution, where the
events in Paris determined the victory of the revo
lution in the entire country, so once the revolution
was accomplished in Petrograd, the rest of the
country followed suit.

It is not my aim to discuss the history of the Pro
visional Government. But I must point to certain
weaknesses of that government in order to explain
how Lenin's Bolsheviks won. The general problems
faced by the Provisional Government were over
whelming. There was a lack of discipline in the
army, there was an increasing need for controls
over the economy, there were growing demands by
the workers, and there was a disintegration of the
Empire as one non-Russian nationality after anoth
er left in its own revolution. There was increasing
unruliness in the country as a whole. Out of the
revolution came what Russian historians call the
Dvoevlastie, the Dual Power. The Provisional Gov
ernment was the legal government of Russia but
the actual power was in the hands of an organiza
tion of representatives of several different socialist
parties and groups. They called themselves the
Council of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies. I am
sure that even if you don't know one word of Rus
sian, you do know the Russian word for "council,"
even if you don't realize it - Soviet. The word So
viet comes from this Council of Workers' and Sol
diers' Deputies. This body had no legal position
whatever, but it had power. As War Minister Guch
kov wrote to a general at the front on March 22,
1917: "The Provisional Government possesses no
real power and its orders are executed only insofar
as this is permitted by the Soviet of Workers' and
Soldiers' Deputies, which holds in its hands the
most important elements of actual power such as
troops, railroads, postal and telegraph service. It is
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possible to say directly that the Provisional Gov
ernment exists only while this is permitted by the
Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies."

If this is so, why didn't the Soviet take over the
government right away? We have it in the testi
mony of Minister of Agriculture Chernov that
while he was addressing a crowd in the streets, a
sailor in the mob suddenly interrupted him by
shaking his fist at him and shouting, "Why don't
you take power, you son of a bitch, when we give
it to you!" It's a very good question. Why didn't the
Soviets take power?

The answer is, as you might suspect, both sim
ple and complex. Its dominant element is ideolog
ical and this is why some pragmatic Americans
may miss it. By 1917, most Russian socialists had
come to believe that Russia first had to go through
a capitalist and bourgeois republican stage of de
velopment and only after capitalism had run its
course would it be the turn of the socialists. They
saw in the February revolution a Russian analogy
to the French revolution of 1789, and they believed
that especially in as backward a country as Russia,
a socialist victory was a distant prospect. There
fore, let the middle-class Provisional Government
run its own show. The socialists would exert pres
sure from the outside to get certain things done
that were a part of their immediate program and
that was all.

That situation did not last. The Provisional Gov
ernment was too weak. It is ironic to think that
when some of the socialists actually did enter the
Provisional Government, after the May crisis, it
was not to take over but to support the Provisional
Government. And by entering the Provisional Gov
ernment, these particular socialists made the same
mistake that Tsar Nicholas had made when he
went to the front. That is, they assumed a share of
the responsibility for the most unpopular features
of the Provisional Government, whereas Lenin and
the Bolshevik wing of the Russian Social Demo
cratic Labor Party (later known as Communists)
stayed out and therefore could not be blamed for
anything.

Undoubtedly, the most unpopular feature at the
time was the war. The Provisional Government
was committed to staying in the war and seeing it
through - to the great satisfaction of Britain,
France and the United States. Many socialists were
also for staying in the war but for somewhat differ
ent reasons - to save the revolution or to cause a
revolution in Imperialist Germany and Austria.
Here, then, in the decision to continue the war
was, I believe, the fatal error of the Provisional
Government and its socialist supporters.

And now, at last, comes Lenin. On the evening



of April 16, 1917, Lenin arrived at the Finland Sta
tion of Petrograd, in a "sealed" train, courtesy of
the Imperial German High Command. It is of little
use at this point to argue whether he was a Ger
man agent or not. In fact, Lenin thought of the
Germans as his tools. The German High Command
sent Lenin into Russia because he was for ending
the war then and there, and this would have
pleased the German army very much. On the other
hand, Lenin was equally sure that the same forces
that were disintegrating Russia were also distinte
grating Germany and that the Communist revolu
tion was around the corner in Germany as well.
When Lenin came to Russia in April, his message
was contained in his famous April Theses of which
I shall list only two: end the war now, and all pow
er to the Soviets - get rid of the Provisional Gov
ernment. Today it seems incredible that a man
who could count on no more than 130,000 follow
ers - a spit in the ocean of Russia - could have
contemplated a victorious revolution with just his
men. Furthermore, it is hard to conceive today that
Lenin had a hard time convincing his own fellow
Bolsheviks that the time was ripe for seizing pow
er. Even at the last moment, two of his leaders,
Zinoviev and Kamenev, refused to vote for the
Communist uprising.

I cannot leave this subject without bringing into
it one more element - a reactionary general of the
right, Kornilov - because here the historian has
one more bit of proof of how much the extreme
right unwittingly helps the extreme left. It was in
September of 1917 that a Tsarist general still in
the army thought that since all socialists were the
same to him anyway, he would simply dissolve the
Provisional Government and set up a military gov
ernment of his own. So he advanced on the cap
ital with his troops, and he lost. He did what no
body else could do; he united all the socialists 
against himself. Lenin's Communists were espe
cially active in organizing against Kornilov. But if
the military rightists lost with Kornilov's defeat, so
did the Provisional Government, whose weakness
and dependence on the socialists were exposed.
After that, it seemed to Lenin that it would be a
crime to wait. He had a well-knit, disciplined, hard
core organization. It was a very small group as a
political party, but it was a very considerable group
as an organized army.

The insurrection was put in the hands of the
same Military Revolutionary Committee that had
been set up by the Petrograd Soviet to repulse Kor
nilov. Trotsky was placed in charge; Lenin was in
hiding at the time. The prepared uprising was an
open secret. In fact, Kerensky boasted that he
hoped they would come out into the open so the

Communists could be beaten. Meanwhile, the Red
Guards were well armed. Agitators went into the
factories, and the Provisional Government could
not ignore this. The night of November 5, Keren
sky and his colleagues decided to institute proceed
ings against the Military Revolutionary Committee
and to take action against the Bolsheviks - that
is, to arrest whatever leaders they could find. On
the night of November 6, Lenin and Trotsky sent
out their own men to take over the railroad termi
nals, the State Bank, the telephone exchange, the
post office, and so on. The next morning between
10:00 a.m. and 11 :00 a.m. on November 7, Ker
ensky fled the capital in a car prOVided by the
United States embassy. No attempt was made to
stop him. Meanwhile, that same morning, the Mil
itary Revolutionary Committee declared the Provi
sional Government deposed. The declaration was
somewhat premature because Kerensky's col
leagues, the other ministers, were in the Winter
Palace at the time. The Bolsheviks had the war
ship, the Aurora, on the river, right opposite the
Winter Palace. The Winter Palace, ironically
enough, was guarded largely by a women's battal
ion and a cadet corps of practically children. Still
what was left of the government in the Winter Pal
ace refused to surrender. There was still no firing.
The Aurora fired one blank shell at 9: 00 p.m. and
there was a spurt of firing on both sides, but the
Provisional Government was waiting for its rescu
ers. The would-be rescuers came at midnight, No
vember 7 and 8, a non-Bolshevik demonstration of
"democratic" elements under the noted economist,
Professor Prokopovich, who carried a lantern in
one hand and an umbrella in the other. And when
they met the Bolshevik guards in front of the Win
ter Palace, they were told to go home, which they
did. What is known in Russian history books as
the storming of the Winter Palace actually in
volved very little action.

The October revolution was not the fulfillment
of the Russian revolutionary tradition which
sought social justice and freedom. Furthermore,
October, 1917, was not even the fulfillment of Karl
Marx who, especially during the Stalin era, must
have been turning around in his grave in Highgate
Cemetery. Karl Marx once said that "socialism
without democracy is an absurdity." If commu
nism has changed Russia, which indeed it has,
Russia has changed communism even more.
Whatever one may think of Marx, it would be reck
less to regard as the model of communism what
the Russians have done to his theory. In the end,
reality is more powerful than any theory. Even now
reality is changing both the Russians and their
communism - let us hope for the better.
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Kerensky:
Past Defeat

and
Future Hope

by David S. Harrison '70

Alexander Kerensky at 86 displays a clearness of
mind and an optimism towards life that is surpris
ing. He came to Kalamazoo College (October 12
13) as a living monument of the past but left as a
foreteller of the future-"there will never be a third
world war" - and a keen dissector of both the
world he once knew and the world today. Above
all, Alexander Kerensky is a man who has made
history and has been forced by circumstances to
defend his actions of 50 years previous. And he
performed that task quite forcefully and effective
ly during his Thursday evening lecture.

Kerensky masked none of his bitterness against
the Leninist regime that unquestionably altered his
life and the lives of the people of the country he
loves so dearly. He called the movement that put
his government into power and overthrew the Tsar
in February of 1917 a "revolution" because it was
a "spontaneous movement of free people," but clas
sified the Bolshevik takeover in October of that
same year as a "conspiracy, a coup d'etat," but def
initely not a "revolution."
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ObViously feeling that Nikolai Lenin misled the
Russian people, Kerensky stated that Lenin's dic
tatorship of the proletariat was not "free" and was
never intended to be; that if Lenin had told the
Russian people what he really believed (that he
hated the idea of Russian democracy, according to
Kerensky), then Lenin's movement would never
have succeeded because the Russian people are
such great lovers of freedom.

Kerensky marked the beginning of the Russian
democratic movement, under the control of the in
telligentsia, as 1902, although he said that the
question of large and profound social reforms had
been an issue in Russian history since the 18th
century. To Kerensky, a lawyer,a new democratic
Russia was very important. He visited many Rus
sian towns, defending the politically persecuted
and organizing consultation with people of differ
ent classes and parties. He said, "I knew Russia
better than the people who stayed in town and read
books" - an obvious thrust at the Marxist ele
ments.



To the former Russian premier, World War I
was a confrontation of two irreconcilible positions.
It was fought for permanent peace and democracy,
but in the end it accomplished the formation of
totalitarian dictatorship. Kerensky criticized the
Treaty of Versailles as the factor which kept World
War I from being the war to end all wars, labeling
it as even more merciless than the Russo-German
peace of Brest-Litovsk.

Kerensky entertains no notions that any revo
lutionary movement will overthrow the present
Communist regime but said only that the Russian
people "will not forever be enslaved by commu
nism." There is ideological change in the U.S.S.R.
today; the people are more audacious, and they
are beginning to understand the doctrines connect
ed with the teachings of Marxism. He believes that
when the system of teaching the doctrines is bro
ken, the system of government will be broken also.
"The Communist government will not be changed
by fights in the streets but by changing relations
between men in power and men out of power."

No comparative analysis was made by Kerensky
between the effectiveness of his government and
that which has developed in Russia since 1917 ex
cept in his statement that Lenin was a "destructor"
and not a "constructor" of governments. He finds
reason for the continued existence of the totalitar
ian regime in Russia in the fact that the Western
armies during World War II defeated other totali
tarian regimes (Hitler in Germany and Mussolini
in Italy) but acted as Russia's ally.

Alexander Kerensky at 86 stood up well under
the ordeal Kalamazoo College put him through. We
were indeed, as Dr. Moritz put it, "happy to be this
close to one of the great figures in history." One
must marvel at the dynamic, political, capable per
sonality he must have been in his own time.

Dramatie to the end, and quite taken by the re
ception given him by Stetson Chapel full of en
thusiastic students, Kerensky ended his speech
with a plea which has been the credo which he has
set before the world all of his life: "Go forth and be
defenders of freedom, social justice, and peace."
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American and British
Intervention in the
Russian Civil W ar

by Douglass Fiero '62

Revolution and Response

George F. Kennan has said that we would have had
trouble with Russia, though not of the same kind
and intensity as we have had, during these years
in the middle of the twentieth century even if the
Soviet revolution had not occurred in Russia in
1917. But the revolution occurred in Russia in
1917, and that has changed all the world ever
since.

At first we watched, and approved, as the Pro
visional Government overthrew the Tsar and, fi
nally under Kerensky, set out to establish a demo
cratic republic in Russia, that, as Woodrow Wilson
said, would make Russia "a fit partner for a league
of honor,"! that league of honor which was prose
cuting the war against Germany in 1917. Then we
watched, in surprise and pain, as the Bolsheviks
overthrew Kerensky's incipient democracy and
withdrew Russia's forces from the war that was
supposed to make the world safe for democracies.
And then, embittering relations, we, along with the
British, the French, and the Japanese, sent forces
that would support the White armies against the
Reds in the civil war that developed out of the Rus
sian revolution.

Americans must be said to have been naive
about Russia at the time of the First World War.
There had been a few treaties between the two
countries, we had bought Alaska, Theodore Roose
velt had helped to end the war between Russia and
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Japan in 1905, and there had recently been pro
tests in America about the treatment of Jews in
Russia. But we had not been much concerned with
foreign affairs through the whole nineteenth cen
tury.

The British, on the other hand, knew Russia
well. To protect the northern border of India, the
most brilliant jewel of her empire, Britain had con
tested bitterly with Russia for years for influence
in Persia, Afghanistan, and Tibet. To protect her
nearly absolute power on the seas, the key to con
trol and integration of her empire, Britain had suc
cessfully kept Russia from getting access to the
Mediterranean Sea through the straits at Constan
tinople for over a century. There had been a war
between England and Russia in the Crimea in the
1850's, and wars had nearly developed in areas
where the interests of the two empires conflicted
on other occasions throughout the nineteenth cen
tury. The British and Russians, through the "triple
entente" with the French, had become allies before
the First World War, and the British in a treaty of
1915 had agreed to allow Russian control of the
straits after the war. But the British could be ex
pected to respond immediately to any sign that the
power of the old Russian empire had been seized
into new hands.

This difference between the two countries seem
ed to be reflected in the backgrounds and roles of



the two men who came to be the unofficial contacts
between their respective governments and the new
Soviet rulers. The Provisional Government, which
took office when the Tsar was deposed in February,
1917, was accepted readily by the other allied gov
ernments fighting the war against Germany. But
the Soviet government, when it seized power in
November, was not offered official diplomatic con
tacts. "Backdoor" contact was established through
Colonel Raymond Robbins of the American Red
Cross and R. H. Bruce Lockhart, a special but still
"unofficial" emissary from the British government.
Robbins had grown up in the American West,
worked as a miner in the Rocky Mountains, struck
it rich in the Alaskan gold rush, and had run for
senator from Illinois on the Progressive ticket in
1914. He was a vigorous, undogmatic liberal and
a devout Christian.2 He was appointed to the Amer
ican Red Cross Commission sent by the govern
ment in September to show our interest in the first
revolution of 1917. His actions after the Novem
ber revolution were not sponsored by our govern
ment, but we found him useful at first to keep open
a line of communication with the new Soviet gov
ernment. Lockhart, in contrast, was educated in
public schools in England and in universities on
the Continent. He passed the exams for the Con
sular Service, worked at the Foreign Office for a
time, and then was sent to Russia to be the Vice
Consul at Moscow in 1912. The British govern
ment employed him to be its unofficial representa
tive in contact with Trotsky and the Soviet govern
ment after the November revolution.3

Both Robbins and Lockhart were impressed by
the personalities of Lenin and Trotsky and both be
lieved from all they could observe that the new Sov
iet government represented adequate authority
throughout the country to justify working with it
as the legitimate government. Both opposed rec
ommendations other observers from Allied coun
tries were making, that Allied troops should be
sent to intervene in the Russian revolution, al
though Lockhart, sensing finally that intervention
was inevitable, urged at the end of his stay in Rus
sia that as strong a force as possible should be sent
if intervention were to be successful. The reports
of both were mistrusted by elements in their gov
ernments. Both were recalled, and their assump
tions and the policies they recommended, were re
pudiated, as intervention began.

The first fact to keep in mind in considering the
Russian revolution as it would appear in the minds
of authorities in London or Washington, or any of
the other capitals of major nations in the world in
1917 and 1918, is the First World War. Russia was
one of the Allies, with England, France, Italy, Ja-

pan, and now the United States, fighting against
Germany, the Austro-Hungarian Empire, and Tur
key in a war that had lasted three years and would
last one more. The years of 1916 and 1917 saw
British and French attempts to break through the
German lines on the Western front with murder
ous losses and no appreciable result. Then in
March of 1918 the Germans would launch a well
conceived and powerful drive that would blow
through the Allied lines and advance to within 40
miles of Paris. Russia while it was in the war had
kept major German forces occupied on Germany's
eastern front. But now, if Russia pulled out of the
war, as the Soviets when they came to power said
she must, wouldn't the German forces be released
from the east to come west and help their brothers
smash the Allies in France? Russia must be kept
in the war. The Provisional Government of 1917
had agreed to continue Russia's part in the war.
Couldn't the Soviet government after November,
1917, be persuaded or forced to continue the war
against the Germans? At first, it was not so much
that they were Bolsheviks, bearing an ideal that
threatened the overturn of all the governments in
the West, but that they wanted to take Russia out
of the war and release the German armies to come
west, perhaps with provisions from a passive Rus
sia's grain belt and oil fields, that made the new
holders of power in Russia frightening to the Allied
governments.

On November 7, 1917, the Bolsheviks seized
power in Petrograd. The next day they issued the
following proclamation as the new Soviet govern
ment in Russia:

The Workers' and Peasants' Government, created by the
Revolution of October 24-25 [November 6-7, new style] and
supported by the Soviets of Workers' Soldiers' and Peas
ants' Deputies, proposes to all comb~tant peoples and to
their governments to begin immediate negotiations for an
honest democratic peace.4

The new Russian government did not want a
separate peace. It wanted a general peace under a
formula of no annexations of territories by the con
querors, and no payment of indemnities by defeat
ed governments. It hoped, if there were no immedi
ate revolutions in other European countries, that
at least working class peoples would force their
governments to make peace now. And the new gov
ernment desperately needed peace and a "breath
ing space" to establish its power across vast spaces
and throughout the small hamlets of Russia.

R. H. Bruce Lockhart wrote:

. . . The revolution was a revolution for land, bread, and
peace - but above all, for peace. There was only one way
to save Russia from going Bolshevik. That was to allow her
to make peace. It was because he would not make peace
~hat Kerensky went under. It was solely because he prom
Ised to stop the war that Lenin came to the top.5
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Later scholars have agreed. William Chamber
lain comments on the mood of the Petrograd gar
rison. "[It] by the autumn of 1917 was about the
most unwarlike body of men in uniform that could
well have existed . . . But the soldiers of the gar
rison could be aroused to a man in resistance to
any attempt to send them to the front."6

But this situation was intolerable to the Allied
governments supporting their own armies in the
field. Russia would have had to be brought back
into the war.

In December, 1917, the new Soviet government
began negotiations at Brest-Litovsk for a peace
with the Germans. They stopped firing on the east
ern front on December 15. The negotiating contin
ued into the new year. In January, the British
called home George Buchanan, the ambassador
who had attended at the court of the Tsar and then
maintained relations with the Provisional Govern
ment and replaced him with Lockhart. The rumor
spread abroad that Lenin and Trotsky were Ger
man agents sent to bring Russia to such disruption
at home that she would have to capitulate on the
battlefield. As the Brest-Litovsk conferences con
tinued, and as the Germans mounted their great of
fensive in France in 1918, despair in the West
grew. Sir J. D. Rees said on the floor of the House
of Commons: "I firmly believe that the Russian
revolution was organized by the Germans as a part
of their offensive."7

On January 8, 1918, President Wilson made a
speech before Congress in which he offered his
idea of the "Fourteen Points" on which a just peace
might be founded. The impetus for the speech,
which established clear aims for the war and for
the peace beyond the war, surely came from Wil
son's own idealism, as well as from suggestions
made by his advisor Colonel House. But the Bol
shevik's seizure of power in Russia and their threat
to pull out of the war through the Brest-Litovsk ne
gotiations made it especially urgent now that Wil
son define for all men the reasons for fighting and
winning the war and bringing out of it a just peace.
He said:
There is ... a voice calling for these definitions of princi
ple and of purpose which is, it seems to me, more thrilling
and more compelling than any of the many moving voices
with which the troubled air of the world is filled. It is the
voice of the Russian people . .. They call to us to say what
it is that we desire, in what, if in anything, our purpose
and our spirit differ from theirs; and I believe that the peo
ple of the United States would wish me to respond, with
utter simplicity and frankness. Whether their present lead
ers beUeve it or not, it is our heartfelt desire and hope that
some way may be opened whereby we may be privileged to
assist the people of Russia to attain their utmost hope of
liberty and ordered peace . ..8

George Kennan has criticized Wilson for his ig
norance about Russia and her political situation in
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1918. The idea that finding and stating clearly
common war aims would draw the Russians back
into the war against the Germans just did not take
into account the war-weariness of the Russians or
the experience they were undergoing in the strug
gle for power in their own land.9

Meanwhile, the Bolsheviks aggravated the dis
trust between themselves and the democracies in
the West. The first act of this process was to dis
solve the Constituent Assembly, which was made
up of democratically elected members trying to de
fine the best direction for their country in this stage
of the revolution, and in which the Bolsheviks held
only 175 seats out of 707, while the Socialist-Revo
lutionaries, whom they purged from the govern
ment, held 410. A second act was to annul all the
Russian government's debts, including the foreign
loans which had recently been accepted by the Pro
visional Government. to The Bolsheviks also contin
uously produced "revolutionary proclamations to
the peoples" immediately after assuming power.
Calls such as those directed to all Moslems, partic
ularly those in India, to "throw off the robbers and
enslavers of your countries"ll provoked rage
among those who held power in England. In Janu
ary, 1918, Maxim Litvinoff, the Soviets' unofficial
representative in England, appeared at a trade
union conference in Nottingham and said, while
speaking of the Brest-Litovsk negotiations: "Even
if peace does not result from the negotiations, rev
olution in Germany, and, may I hope, somewhere
else - may come within the range of immediate
possibilities."12 "Somewhere else" was taken to
mean England. The speech was attacked as offer
ing intolerable provocation. At the same time, the
British government gave money to anti-Commu
nist elements forming out of the disbanding Rus
sian army in the south of Russia and talked with
the French about sending advisors to help such
troops oppose the Germans.13 The nations which
had been allies were beginning to see one another
as enemies.

Negotiations at Brest-Litovsk continued. The
German terms were hard, and the Soviets did not
want to accept them. Then in February, the Ger
mans made a separate treaty with a non-Commu
nist government in the Ukraine, the "Rada," which
took the Ukraine out of the sphere of Soviet power.
Lenin and Trotsky were furious and considered
withdrawing from the negotiations and even invit
ing the Allies to help them fight off the Germans.
The Soviets withdrew from the talks and refused
to sign a treaty. Immediately the German armies
began rolling again on the eastern front toward
Petrograd. Lockhart and Robbins urged their gov
ernments to support the Soviet government and



get support from it through its engaging the Ger
man forces again. Even as the Soviet Congress rat
ified the treaty of peace with the Germans, Rob
bins was attempting to communicate to the Amer
ican government a list of questions from the Soviet
leaders on the possibility of Allied cooperation with
the Soviets in resisting the Germans.l4 But Lenin,
knowing that if the German armies occupied Rus
sia they might easily overthrow Soviet power there,
could not wait for a reply from the Allies. The trea
ty of Brest-Litovsk was signed March 3, 1918. But
even after this, as late as April of that year, the
Allies' fixed hopes that the Soviet government
might yet fight the Germans could be seen rising
again in a note Arthur James Balfour, the Brtish
Foreign Secretary, scribbled at the bottom of a tel
egram from Russia. "What we must if possible get
them to do is to postpone the anti-bourgeois mil
lenium until they and we have beaten the Ger
mans."1S

Intervention

The Germans controlled access to Russia by the
Baltic and Black Seas in 1917 and early 1918, and
thus the only ports through which the Allies had
been able to ship supplies into Russia were: Vladi
vostok in the Far East and the Sea of Japan, which
was connected to the main centers of Russia by the
long, creaking Trans-Siberian Railway; Archangel
in the north at the White Sea, which became fro
zen and unuseable for six months of each year and
was connected by a railway down to Vologda and
Moscow; and Murmansk, a second port opened in
the north at an inlet from Barents Sea which was
washed by the Gulf Stream and thus remained
warm enough to receive shipping all though the
year, and from which a single track railway ran
down to Petrograd. These three ports, Vladivostok,
Archangel, and Murmansk, also prOVided the only
places through which Allied intervention in Russia
could be undertaken. Russia's railroads had not
functioned well for her during the last years of the
war. Hundreds of thousands of tons of munitions,
medical supplies, and other goods sent by the Al
lies were piled across the dockyards at Archangel
and Vladivostok. The Allies feared that the Ger
mans might seize these supplies, and there was a
rumor that a force of White Finns supported by
Germans was advancing to seize the port of Mur
mansk and the supplies in the north. And then the
Allies discovered that the Bolsheviks were hauling
off, for their own purposes and not to use to fight
the Germans, as much as they could of those sup
plies stored at Archangel. The protection of these
Allied supplies became the first cause for which

intervention of Allied troops in Russia was felt
clearly to be urgent. British Admiral Kemp landed
about 130 Marines at Murmansk on March 6,
1918.16 That was a small start for intervention, but
the troops were accepted easily by the Red Rus
sians at first. At Vladivostok, the Allies decided
that Japan might be asked to send forces to inter
vene and protect the supplies and even finally to
reconstitute an eastern front for the Germans.

On March 16, 1918, Foreign Secretary Arthur
Balfour communicated to the government of the
United States a proposal agreed upon by the prime
ministers and foreign ministers of England,
France, and Italy, at a conference in London:

Since Russia cannot help herself she must be helped by
her friends. But there are only two approaches through
which such help can be supplied: the northern ports of
Russia in Europe and the eastern frontiers of Siberia. Of
these, Siberia is perhaps the most important, and is cer
tainly the most accessible to the available forces of the
Entente Powers. Both from the point of view of man-power
and of tonnage, Japan is in a position to do much more in
Siberia than France, Italy, America and Britain can pos
sibly do in Murmansk or Archangd. It is therefore to Ja
pan that, in the opinion of the Conference, appeal should
be made to aid Russia in her present helpless condition,17

But President Wilson refused to accept this idea
for intervention. With his advisor Colonel House,
he believed that intervention at this time would be
a mistake for the Allies, that it might drive the Rus
sians into the camp of the Germans. Bruce Lock
hart had argued for this view also in communiques
to London, but with little success. Americans con
sidered, further, that the intervention proposed
might provide an opportunity for the Japanese, un
watched, to fulfill their ambition for control of ter
ritories in the Far East even into Siberia. Despite
the pressure of the Allies to permit intervention in
Russia at this time, and some pressure from public
opinion in America, as in the New York Times'
urging that now "Russia must be saved without"
and "inspite of" the Bolsheviks,18 Wilson held out
against intervention until May.

All along the Trans-8iberian Railway there were
camps of prisoners taken by the Russian armies
during the war. Among these were some 60,000
Czechoslovakian soldiers. Their country, which
had been part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire,
had been promised independence after the war by
the Allies; they were good soldiers, and they may
have been deserting to the Allied forces as they
were captured. Now the Allies decided to rearm
them and move them to the Western front to fight
for their country's independence. The Soviets
agreed to let them pass out of Russia. They were
moving along the Trans-Siberian Railway to the
east toward Vladivostok in May, 1918. There was
some maneuvering among the Allies, however,
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once they were started to keep them in Russia: "the
corps should be split, one part of it being directed
to the Pacific and the other to north Russia."19 The
British sent General Poole to Murmansk in the
north to coordinate activities of the Czech troops
they expected to arrive there. The Czech soldiers
were not certain why things were moving so slow
ly. They suspected that the Soviet government
might be trying to keep them from reaching the
Western front, and they had concealed more wea
pons on their trains than the agreement with the
Soviets allowed them. There were over 10,000
Czechs already arrived in Vladivostok, but no boats
had come to pick them up. They were nervous. A
trainload of them came alongside a trainload of
prisoners from Hungary, their natural enemies,
from Chelyabinsk. Words were exchanged, and
one of the Hungarians threw a piece of lead that
struck and mortally wounded a Czech soldier. The
Czechs seized the Hungarian and hanged him.
Soviet soldiers arrived three days later and arrest
ed the Czechs involved. Immediately, the Czech
soldiers attacked and disarmed the Soviet militia
and freed the Czech prisoners. The news spread.
Trotsky issued an order on May 25: "All Soviets on
the railroad lines are instructed, under heavy re
sponsibility, to disarm the Czecho-Slovaks. Every
Czech who is found armed on the railroad is to be
shot."2o The Czechs resisted and spread their forces
to take control of the railroad. Surprisingly quick
ly, within a few days, they controlled the railroad
for 3,000 miles across Siberia, but with only about
40,000 men.

On that May 14th of the incident at Chelya
binsk, Raymond Robbins had come across on the
Trans-Siberian Railway to Vladivostok carrying
letters from the Soviet leaders, hoping to get a
chance to talk to President Wilson and persuade
him to recognize the Soviet government as the true
government of Russia and began trading to restore
the economic health of Russia. Robbins passed
only hours before the Czech outbreak started.
When he got to the United States, his information
and his ideas wer~uspectand the President never
saw him.

The President had been won over to allowing
America's name and troops to be used in interven
tion in Russia. The pressures to convince him had
come from all the other Allied governments and
from his own Secretary of State Lansing, and he
was won over finally by the particular case of the
Czechoslovakian soldiers. Rumor, taken for truth,
had it that the Czechoslovaks were not fighting
Bolsheviks, but were fighting great numbers of
armed prisoners from Germany and Austria who
were free in Siberia. In fact, there were not more

22

than a thousand such prisoners; the Czechs were
fighting only the local Bolshevik forces, and to the
side of the Czechs had rallied the White Russians
throughout the area. Information received had it
that the Czechs were in difficulty, in separated
forces, and that they needed help. Pressure for Wil
son to change his mind continued steadily through
June.

On July 17, after the Czechs had won battles for
a month, President Wilson issued an "aide-mem
oire" to the other Allied governments, which said
in part:
... Military action is admissible in Russia, as the Govern
ment of the United States sees the circumstances, only to
help the Czecho-Slovaks consolidate their forces and get
into successful cooperation with their Slavic kinsmen and
to steady any efforts at self-government or self-defense in
which the Russians themselves may be willing to accept
assistance . .. the Government of the United States . ..
yields, also, to the judgment of the Supreme Command in
the matter of establishing a small force at Murmansk, to
guard the military stores at Kola, and to make it safe for
Russian forces to come together in organized bodies in the
north. But . .. it can go no further . .. It is not in a posi
tion, and has no expectation of being in a position, to take
part in organized intervention in adequate force from
either Vladivostok or Murmansk or Archangel. 2/

The Americans sent three battalions to the north,
and something over 5,000 men to Vladivostok. The
Japanese were to send about 7,000 men in at Vla
divostok, but they sent considerably more. The
British were delighted. They had charge of the
American forces that were to arrive in the north.
They sent some troops of their own for Siberia, and
they sent General Alfred Knox to Vladivostok "to
examine the situation on the spot and to take coun
sel with the pro-Ally Russians."22

George Kennan and others have commented on
the difficulty in making policy from Wilson's aide
memoire. The aide-memoire made assertions about
what was to be done in Russia without answering
certain fundamental questions: If the Czechs
needed help, whom were they fighting? Were they
fighting to remain in Russia, or to ease their way
out of the country? What was to be the relation
ship of Allied forces to the Soviet power in the
country? Who were those "Russians" whose forces
might come together in the north? The first sen
tence of Wilson's aide-memoire read: "The whole
heart of the people of the United States is in the
winning of this war." Wilson gave the word on
which intervention began. He intended that the re
sults of the entry of American forces into Russia
would be to hasten the end of the war in Europe.
But the supplies in the north had, for the most part,
been hauled away by the Bolsheviks. If one gath
ered a force of Russians to fight the Germans in
the north, it would certainly be an anti-Bolshevik
force one had sponsored. It was the Bolsheviks that



the Czechs in Siberia were fighting. And the port of
Vladivostok was perhaps 5,000 miles from the
nearest concentration of German troops. Ambigu
ities in this statement of policy, caused by the lack
of specific facts, would allow various actions to be
begun which the American government did not in
tend, as it did not intend to support military inter
vention against Red Russians in Russia.

Each country among those intervening had
short-range and long-range aims as it sent forces
to Russia. The British wanted first of all to win the
war. An Allied force in Russia might draw to it a
force of Russians that could put pressure on the
Germans. America's consent and American forces
were needed to begin this operation. The British
also had to keep under some control the power that
had made the old Russian empire the main enemy
of Britain in the East for over a century. The
French wanted a revived Russian army to take
pressure off their own home front in 1918. They
also wanted finally a Russia strong but friendly to
French interests, on Germany's eastern flank. The
Japanese wanted at least to appear to give a fair
share of support to their Allies in the war. But, in
fact, the Japanese government, with the army offi
cers having most say in Tokyo, hoped to exploit
economically and perhaps even to gain possession
of territories in eastern Siberia, to get control in
Korea, Manchuria, and Mongolia, and finally to
surround the Pacific there with territories under
Japanese control. 23 The Japanese were supposed to
send 7,000 troops into Siberia, but never agreed
technically to this figure, and finally sent in 70,000
men. The Americans seemed to sense that a new
front against Germany was unlikely to be con
structed in Russia and held back for some time
from approving intervention in Russia. When they
did send troops in, they sent them immediately and
nominally to save the Czechs, but probably also
with a long-range view. As Betty Unterberger has
argued, they were protecting their "traditional for
eign policy in the Far East, ... equal commercial
opportunity for all" by not allowing the Japanese,
who appeared ready to go into Siberia, to go in
alone. 24

At the beginning of August, 1918, the Allied
troops began arriving in the north at Archangel
and in Far Eastern Siberia at Vladivostok. The
Czechs had seized the city of Vladivostok on July
29, and a government friendly to the Allies, under
the old socialist N. V. Chaikovsky, took control of
Archangel in a coup on August 1. The largest part
of the Allied force in the north consisted of Ameri
can soldiers, about 5,000 men forming around the
339th Infantry; mostly Michigan men, they had
trained at Fort Custer and come with no battle ex-

perience to the Russian front. The British General
Poole's small forces had been fighting bitter skirm
ishes in the north against local Soviet troops and
attempting to recruit anti-Bolshevik Russians for
an army in the north. When the Americans arrived
they were supposed - according to Wilson's state
ment of American policy - only to guard supplies,
but the British commander immediately sent them
off in boxcars along the railway and in boats down
the Dvina River, along with British forces, to take
up strategic positions 75 and 100 miles inside
north Russia. They had no experience, they had no
maps or reconnaissance materials, they were sim
ply thrown in to fight. And they fought through the
long winter, each noticing, as one of their number
put it, that November 11, Armistice Day on all oth
er fronts, was only "one of sanguinary battle, when
his dwindling numbers suffered further grievous
losses, and he was sniped at, stormed with shrap
nel, and shaken by high explosive shells,"25 until
they were withdrawn the following summer. The
soldier writes:
This is the Russia of the American soldier - a cluster of
dirty huts, dominated by the severe white church, and, en
circling all, fields and fields of spotless snows; Russia, ter
rible in the grasp of devastating Arctic cold; the squalor
and fulsome filth of the villages; the moujik, his mild eyes,
his patient bearded face - the gray drudgery and gaping
ignorance of his starved life; the little shaggy pony, docile
and uncomplaining in winds, icy as the breath of the
sepulcher . ..

When a platoon hurries out to pick up some sign of the
others, it is caught in the open at Upper Toulgas, pocketed
from the supporting fire of our own lines. There in the
open snow, and denied all cover, the men are trapped like
condemned animals. They flatten on the snow and fire at
an unseen foe that pelts a withering fire from behind trees
three hundred yards on a quartering forward flank; bullets
whip the snow beside them and sweep by in such a storm
that the air whimpers like a tortured living thing. At the
end of three hours, snow clogging in rifle breeches has
frozen solid and they can shoot no more. Then, when it
looks as if all were lost, the last man on the line gets back
to the artillery, but is so winded and funked by his experi
ence that his directions are a confused babble and the ar
tillery ope~s up at the risk of hitting our own men, shrap
nel bursts m front of the platoons, the murdering fire from
the clump of trees slackens, and the officer is able to with
draw his men to a God-given dip in the ground, all that are
left of them, for out on the white snow still stretches a
crumpled drab colored line; some lie very still others
writhe in the agony of grievous or fatal wounds.2~

They did not know why they were sent in, or
why pulled out, but the worst feeling came when
Russians they had rallied to them as allies turned
and went over to the other side. Neither the recruit
ing nor the fighting in the north was very success
ful.

In Siberia, the Japanese drove far across the
land along the railway, filling in ranks behind the
Czechs. The British forces and some French and
Italians moved in after them. The Americans, how
ever, were here under their own commander, Ma-
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jor General William S. Graves. Graves held strictly
to the statement of American policy in Wilson's
aide-memoire, which had been thrust into his
hands as he was given orders at San Francisco. He
would not allow his troops "to take part in organ
ized intervention" and, seeing that the Czechs
could take care of themselves, he kept the Ameri
can troops billeted near Vladivostok at first. His
failure to involve American troops in the fighting
against the Bolsheviks drew sharp criticism from
the Japanese, the White Russians in Siberia who
had organized a government under Admiral Kol
chak, and the British General Knox, who expected
to coordinate British and other Allied efforts with
those of the White Russian commanders. After a
time, agreement was reached whereby American
troops were moved in along the railway to protect
it from attacks, and in this way they came under
the fire of the Bolsheviks, as well as more of the
criticism of other Allied observers for not carrying
out aggressive attacks on the Bolsheviks.27

August and September of 1918 were the most
desperate months the Soviet government in Russia
had yet faced. The Czechs held much of Siberia. A
civil war was on; the White forces were rallying
behind the Allies. Then on August 30, M. S. Urit
sky, chief of the Petrograd secret police, was mur
dered. And on the same night, a young socialist girl
named Dora Kaplan shot and severely wounded
Lenin in a suburb of Moscow. In panic and rage,
now the Bolshevik terror was on. Thousands of
people were arrested and jailed or shot. Bruce
Lockhart was arrested and held in the Kremlin on
charges of being involved in the plot to assassinate
Lenin. On the 31st, a mob of Bolsheviks pressed
into the British embassy where British Captain
Nicholas Cromie was shot and killed. British and
other Allied countries' citizens were arrested in
Moscow and Petrograd. There was evidence that
Lockhart had been in contact with several anti
Bolshevik groups in Russia, but the charges con
cerning the shooting of Lenin, however, were false.
Still, as Lockhart was held in the Kremlin, his
chances of living or dying apparently depended on
Lenin's recovery. When Lenin regained conscious
ness and understood the situation, he is reported to
have said, "Stop the Terror!" He recovered slowly
through September. Finally Lockhart was freed
and exchanged for Maxim Litvinoff, the Soviets'
unofficial representative, whom the British had ar
rested in London.

On October 19, Lockhart returned to London.
There he was received for a long interview with
Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour. He told Balfour
and those directing Britain's Russian policy from
London that unless intervention were swift and
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quite massive, made considerable use of fresh
American troops, and rallied liberal Russians to
support it, intervention would fail. But the British
could not produce the troops immediately, the
Americans would not, and the British finally found
themselves supporting mainly autocratic personal
ities who had raised White Russian forces.

To the Soviets, it was clear that a revolutionary
war was beginning on all fronts in Russia, and.
they were alarmed. It was not clear how difficult
the White Russian generals would find it to get
lasting support from the people, to cooperate ef
fectively with one another, and to get significant
numbers of armed forces from the Allies to fight
in their cause.

It was a brutal war, with killings among the
civilian population committed by both sides. The
Soviets won the war by keeping their enemies'
forces separated and defeating them one by one.
They defeated General Miller's force for the gov
ernment of N. V. Chaikovsky in the north, after
holding the line until the Allies withdrew in the
summer of 1919. They defeated General Yude
nitch, who invaded with a White army from Estho
nia in the northwest toward Petrograd in the fall
of 1919. They had defeated Admiral Kolchak in
Siberia, who had proclaimed himself "Supreme
Ruler in Russia," and captured the capital of his
government at Omsk by the late fall of 1919. And
they had defeated General Denikin in the south of
Russia and the Caucasus by the spring of 1920.

The British heavily underwrote the campaigns
of all of these White armies. The Americans and
other Allies also gave financial support to the
Whites. All the Allied countries had some men
fighting with the White armies in Russia. But after
the Czechs stopped fighting at the end of 1918 and
British led forces left the north in the summer of
1919, Allied troops ceased to be effective as major
elements in the fighting of the civil war.

After the First World War ended, responsibility
for. directing and coordinating Allied efforts in the
Russian civil war shifted to Paris, where the lead
ers of the four Allied powers, Great Britain, the
United States, France, and Italy, consulted to ar
range the Versailles Peace. While the powers had
a ground plan in the Fourteen Points and a con
certed determination to achieve a lasting, "just"
peace throughout Europe, their policy on the war
in Russia - which they could not overlook if they
were to effect peace throughout Europe - was
shifting, fitful, inarticulate, and badly fragmented
by their diverse motives. France wanted at all costs
to continue the intervention. Great Britain's mind
was split: some, including Winston Churchill, who
would become Secretary of State for War in J anu-



ary, 1919, wanted to continue the fighting; some,
including Prime Minister David Lloyd George,
wished for peaceful reconciliation with the Soviet
Russians if it could be arranged. President Wilson,
directing American foreign policy, was preoccu
pied with the terms of the peace settlement, but his
natural inclination, which had been upset so far as
to allow intervention to begin, was to maintain "un
swerving fidelity to the principle of Russian terri
torial integrity and political independence."28 The
Italians would go along here with the most force
ful argument.

Those among Allied political and military lead
ers who would have effected a military solution in
Russia, that is, the overthrow of the Bolshevik gov
ernment by the White armies supported by the Al
lies, knew now, by the time of the armistice in the
West, that it was Bolsheviks they would have to
fight in Russia, not the Germans. They would fight
them now clearly because Bolshevism, not only as
it existed in Russia, but as it threatened to spread
to other countries, seemed to them, after the fall
of the Germans, the principal threat to the civili
zation in Europe and the European empires. The
metaphor all the Allies regularly used in speaking
of Bolshevism described it as a disease. They regu
larly spoke of cutting off the "contagion" of Bolshe
vism. Some were for taking it where it had begun
and killing it there.

The grand plan of these interventionists was to
effect connections between the forces of the Czechs
and Kolchak in Siberia, those of Denikin in the
south, and those of General Miller supported by
General Poole's (subsequently General Ironside's)
in the north. They then would drive in an encir
cling ring around the Red Armies, pressing them
back toward defeat in north-central Russia around
Moscow and Petrograd. But this would have re
quired more force and cooperation than the White
armies could muster. First the Czechs, seeing Ad
miral Kolchak's assumption of power in Siberia as
a kind of restoration of the monarchical tyranny
which they themselves had fought to remove in
Czechoslovakia, and not seeing any reason to con
tinue fighting after the armistice which brought
the new independent status they wanted for their
own country, refused by the end of 1918 to do any
more fighting in Russia. Churchill said that they
became "a source of positive danger"29 in Siberia
because of their hostility to the Omsk government
of Kolchak. (Finally Czech troops did turn a fleeing
Kolchak over to Bolshevik troops, when Kolchak's
army had been routed, February 7, 1920.) After
that summer of early successes by the Czechs and
White troops in 1918, the Bolsheviks rallied, win
ning battles and regaining territory through the

winter and into early 1919. Then they rallied again
in the autumn of 1919 to break efforts to make the
connections between the White armies that might
have allowed the interventionists' plan to have ef
fect.

Meanwhile, efforts for peace with Russia's Bol
shevik government at the Versailles Peace Confer
ence arose and dissipated with the fortunes of the
White armies in Russia and with the currents of
public opinion at home in the Western countries.
Wilson believed that the way to fight Bolshevism
was to establish just systems of government in the
individual nations and international cooperation
through the League of Nations clearly for all to
see. When men had confidence in the governments
and the new world order growing up after the First
World War, they would cease to be attracted to vio
lent revolution and could work within established
orders for justice for themselves. At the beginning
of 1918, proposals were advanced, the "Prinkipo
Proposals," inviting all the "governments" fighting
in Russia to a peace conference under the sponsor
ship of the Versailles powers. In response, the Sov
iets said that they would accept as tentative con
ditions even the partition of Russian territory
among the governments now holding it, and Lenin
thought of this proposal as offering a chance for a
"second" Brest-Litovsk to gain time for the Soviet
government, which he saw as facing extinction if
the intervening forces were strong enough.3o How
ever, none of the White governments of Russia
would accept, and, as they were beginning to win
again on the war's front, the Allies did not press
them to accept the proposals. The idea for a peace
conference was abandoned. By the summer of
1919, Wilson had even been persuaded to join the
Allies in an offer of partial recognition to Kolchak,
since he saw the Siberian government as offering
eventually a better chance for democracy in Russia
than did the Bolshevik government. But by the end
of 1919, Kolchak's and the other White armies
were losing. Lloyd George said of the year 1919:
Personally I would have dealt with the Soviets as the de
facto Government of Russia. So would President Wilson.
But we both agreed that we could not carry to that extent
our colleagues at the Conference nor the public opinion of
our countries which was frightened by Bolshevik violence
and feared its spread . . ,31

The conservative press in England was violent
in its denunciations of the Bolsheviks. In 1919 in
the United States a great "Red Scare" surged up,
after several occurences of strikes and bombings,
and contributed to the spirit that wanted armed in
tervention in Russia continued.32 But Labour and
Liberal opinion in England was generally against
the intervention in Russia, as was liberal opinion
and something of the rising isolationist spirit in the
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United States. Churchill went to the Peace Confer
ence at Versailles early in 1919 to speak for more
vigorous armed intervention. He urged that those
Russians who had committed themselves to fight
with the Allies could not be abandoned to the So
viets and that a force must be recruited interna
tionally to finish off the Soviet system. But, though
his hearers were spellbound throughout his deliv
ery, it was found at the end of his speech that no
country felt that it could afford to commit troops
or that volunteers could be raised to carry out his
plan. Lloyd George's biographer comments on the
Prime Minister's response to Churchill's efforts:

Lloyd George suspected that his Secretary of State for War
was proposing (and planning) a new one, this time against
Bolshevik Russia. He told Riddell so, adding that this
really would cause a revolution. The British people would
never stand it. 33

In the House of Commons, Lloyd George said
further:

... I would rather leave Russia Bolshevik until she sees
her way out of it than see Britain bankrupt. And that is
the surest way to Bolshevism in Britain .. ,34

So finally, without new forces to offer, and with
the sense that offering more forces and financial
support would cost more at home than the unstable
countries after the war could tolerate, when the
White Russian generals proved unable to defeat
Soviet forces with their own troops and the sup
plies the Allies had given them, the Alllies aban
doned intervention.

Intervention ended in 1920. As a military oper
ation it was obviously a failure. Its first proclaimed
intention was to re-establish the eastern front
against the Germans. Because of disagreement
among the Allies, it was begun too late to affect the
Germans very much. The Allies never sent enough
forces to defeat the Bolsheviks.

But was intervention a failure politically? Some
have argued that, in a sense, it was not. Churchill
wrote in 1929:

The Bolsheviks were absorbed during the whole of 1919 in
the conflicts with Kolchak and Denikin. Their energy was
turned upon the internal struggle. A breathing space of
inestimable importance was afforded to the whole line of
newly liberated countries which stood along the Western
borders of Russia. Kolchak and Denikin, and those who
followed them, are dead or scattered. Russia has been fro
zen in an indefinite winter of sub-human doctrine and su
perhuman tyranny. But Finland, Esthonia, Latvia, Lithu
ania, and above all Poland, were able during 1919 to es
tablish the structure of civilized States and to organize the
strength of patriotic armies. By the end of 1920 the "Sani
tary Cordon" which protected Europe from the Bolshevik
infection was formed by living national organisms vigo
rous in themselves, hostile to the disease and immune
through experience against its ravages. In this same peri
od also there first began among the Socialists of France,
Great Britain and Italy those disillusionments which have
steadily developed into the strong repulsions of the pres
ent day,35
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William Chamberlain, in his book on the Rus
sian revolution, has argued for much the same
view. Intervention contained the attention of the
Bolsheviks to internal problems in Russia at a time
when the situation in the Allied countries after the
disruption of the war might have made them most
vulnerable to revolution. ("Containment" and the
"Cordon Sanitaire" obviously make use of that per
sistent metaphor which sees Bolshevism as a viru
lent disease.) Betty Unterberger, in her book on
American intervention in Siberia, even sees the
American involvement in Russia as a successful
move to influence the Japanese not to go in and
stay in Russia. After withdrawing themselves, the
Americans constantly pressured the Japanese to
withdraw, until the Japanese did in 1922. But from
a later, deeper angle we see that the line of inde
pendent countries along Russia's western front
was finally swept into the sphere of Russian pow
er, that the empire England was protecting has dis
solved until she now can take rather disinterested
and independent views of Russia, and that the
Americans would have to fight the Japanese for
power in the Far East finally and then would find
themselves inheriting the interests of the Euro
pean empires which had contested Russia for pow
er in the East. England and America held their
ground, but then the ground faulted and changed
beneath them and they found themselves in a new
world of new relationships between countries. But
one of the continuing entities in that world has
been the Soviet power in Russia. Richard Ullman
has written of the effects of the Allied intervention
of 1918-20 within Russia itself.

If intervention can be said to have had any result at all, it
was that it drove many Russians who were hostile to Bol
shevism to support the Soviet government as a means of
defending Russia against foreign invasion and preventing
the restoration of a reactionary regime. There is, more
over, considerable truth in the often-repeated Soviet alle
gation that the Terror was a direct result of intervention.
The Terror was the product of the wild desperation which
followed the attempt upon Lenin's life and the murder of
Uritsky in ,late August 1918. Much of the desperation was
due to the presence of Allied forces in Siberia and in the
north, and also in the Caucasus and in Transcaspia: the
Bolsheviks were determined that their foreign enemies
should receive no aid from their domestic enemies, and
they struck out blindly against many who were innocent.36

The Soviets clung to power. And this power and
its attendant animosity toward the West have con
tinued to the present day. C. R. M. F. Cruttwell, the
war historian, has told us: "Modern war resembles
the infernal gods of Greece of whom it was written
'they are better at catching than at letting go.' "37

We got out of Russia, then, in 1920 but the conse
quences of the intervention, or the spirits which
provoked and resisted intervention, have clung to
us to the present day.
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good, extensive bibliographies.
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The Effects of the Revolution on
WesternThought and Institutions

by Theodore H. Von Laue

Anniversaries are dedicated to the long view, to
rising above the daily chores and issues, to sum
ming up and taking stock, to peering ahead as
from a high tower that overlooks the momentous
events which are being commemorated and the
intervening half century as well. In the torrent of
world-shaking events, the Bolshevik revolution, so
George Kennan assures us, stands out as the single
most important fact. Yet, obviously, it was only
part of the larger context, and one may consider it
an open question whether it was symptom or cause
-whether it expressed tendencies long in the mak
ing, or, as an original start, gave rise to new ten
dencies. It may indeed have done both.

Whatever conclusions we will draw must re
main uncertain. Events have moved so rapidly in
this century that we cannot yet be sure of their
meaning. Much dust has been kicked up in recent
history; more pollution is daily beinKadded. It will
be a long time before we can see clearly. Mean
while we should take all our views as provisional.

Before giving you any answer on what the ef
fects of the Russian revolution have been, let us
first ask: What exactly was the challenge of the
revolution? The challenge, it would seem, lies not
so much in the events that took place in Russia on
the 7th and 8th of November, 1917, and for a few
days afterwards. These events were relatively mi
nor, limited to the city of Petrograd; and their im
pact throughout Russia remained in doubt for
some time. They implied, to be sure, that Russia
was dropping out of the First World War. Yet in
the long run the military outcome of that war was
hardly affected. Nor does the challenge lie much in
the manner in which the Bolsheviks seized power,
by the conspiracy of a militant minority, well-ap
prenticed in the handling of crowds of exasperat
ed, hungry and miserable people.

The challenge, rather, lay in the creed that this
minority had written on its banners. Their creed,
now labelled Marxism-Leninism, was that they had
begun a world revolution, a triumphant advance,
from an outdated social and economic system
called capitalism which in its imperialist heyday
had unified the world, to a superior global system
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called socialism which was to end forever the ex
ploitation of man by man and all violent conflict
and wars. It was an essential part of this creed
that the transition to socialism was inevitable.
The very laws - the "scientific" laws - of histor
ical development would lead to the overthrow of
the capitalist (or bourgeois) order and usher in a
higher stage. The fact that this revolution had
started in Russia seemed hardly of any importance
at the time; indeed it was contrary to Marx' expec
tation. The chief point was that the revolution, no
matter where begun, would eventually cover the
entire world and unite all mankind, regardless of
race or color or cultural background, into one pros
perous and peaceful global community. Yet it
could not be denied that the men who made this
revolution - Lenin, Trotsky, and their comrades
in-arms - were Russians, and ardently so, and
that the utopian-religious vision of their creed was
steeped in the Russian revolutionary tradition.

In other words, if we turn our magnifying glas
ses on the Bolshevik revolution, we might say that
there was not one, but two aspects to the challenge.
First, there was the challenge of the ideal that
promised liberation within the foreseeable future
from all the evils that had ever afflicted mankind
an ideal backed up by the Communist Party or its
international branch, the Comintern. Second,
there was the challenge of Soviet power - the
might which the Bolsheviks managed to build up
in time from the heritage of the Tsars, the chal
lenge of guns, tanks, and eventually atomic bombs
and their delivery systems. Ideology in this context
counts far less than the bomb. Since, however, Sov
iet power remained relatively insignificant for the
first twenty-odd years after the revolution, let us
concentrate on the first aspect: the ideal and the
propaganda of the Comintern.

If we now look for the effects of that challenge,
we find that they are even more complex. We must
ask: Effects exactly on whom? When we do this,
we discover that there are different groups of indi
viduals and different schools of thought, each re
acting in their own ways to the Bolshevik revolu
tion. This will become obvious if we turn to the
Americans who witnessed the first days of the



revolution. On the one hand, we have John Reed,
the radical from Greenwich Village, active in
American labor protest and a bohemian of sorts,
who embraced the revolution with mind and soul.
For him it was hardly a Russian event; it was
as much an American one, a milestone in the long
but exciting road to a better society. From this ex
hilarating point of view, he wrote his famous ac
count of the Ten Days That Shook the World. On
the other end of the spectrum, you see the Ameri
can ambassador, David Francis, a well-to-do busi
nessman from St. Louis, a politician as mid-west
ern as they came at that time, yet with govern
ment experience under President Cleveland, out
raged by the events that he watched through the
windows of his embassy. Other Americans in Pet
rograd took various intermediary positions. In
short, the Russian revolution struck not one West
ern chord, but many.

Let us have a look now at the chief categories of
reaction in the West, beginning with a conserva
tive, say a well-preserved banker at the height of
success, as he lowers himself into his armchair at
the meeting of the Board of Directors and sudden
ly jumps up, with a furious bellow, for he had sat
down on a thumbtack. That, roughly, was the way
the Bolshevik revolution hit the average Western
conservative. Conservatives are not given to many
words, they dislike theory, and they represent or
der in the way things are done. Change to them is
an inconvenience to be avoided as much as pos
sible; drastic change raises their blood pressure.
To this kind of conservative, the Bolshevik revolu
tion was utterly subversive; its goals were ridicu
lously utopian and its methods, barbaric. If the Bol
sheviks had confined their agitation to Russia, all
might perhaps have been well. Unfortunately, their
revolution was linked up with all the troublemak
ers at home, labor organizers, radicals, socialists,
and with their sympathizers among the liberals.
If power were allowed to fall into the hands of
these people, there would be chaos. Therefore, so
the conservatives argued, the task was to search
out those painful thumbtacks and eliminate them.

Let us take now another type of conservative,
say from a lower middle class background such as
a small shopkeeper, a janitor, a gasoline station
attendant, possibly even a minister of a small
church - the little man, found even among the
rich. To these men, the Bolshevik revolution was
more than a thumbtack; it was a threat to their
way of life and their dearest truths. We might as
well speak of them in the present tense: They are
apt to live on the verge of panic. Change is a per
sonal menace issuing from the super-markets, the
big corporations and Wall Street, from foreign

wars, from Negroes moving into their neighbor
hood, from radicals with seedy looks and flowers
over their ears. To these conservatives, the Bolshe
vik revolution is a permanent world-wide conspir
acy. Some of you may have seen filmstrips, shown
by various right-wing organizations, that trace the
rise of this communist monster. You can watch its
ugly arms stretch out from Red Russia and grab
one country after another and eventually dig its
claws into the heart of the United States. Since this
kind of conservative feels threatened in his very
life, he is willing to take extreme measures, even
contrary to constitutional tradition. He wants to
exterminate all Communists. In his panic he can
hardly tell the difference between a Communist
and President Eisenhower.

There is an even more extreme kind of conserv
ative, found not long ago in Germany and Italy,
and other parts of Europe as well. To him the Bol
shevik revolution was worse than even a conspir
acy; it was the denial of everything that was holy
in life, the Devil Incarnate, ready to strike at your
jugular. He could measure its force by the large
vote the Communists received in his country, and
in his frantic effort to prevail, he would even copy
Communist techniques of organization and agita
tion. Mussolini, whom we may put into this cate
gory of conservatives, knew the Communists well;
he had been a sort of Leninist in his youth. And
when you read Hitler's Mein Kampf, you will find
that much of the Nazi Party was modelled on the
Communist protoype. Fascists and Nazis recruited
their following from among the little people in all
stations of life who were overwhelmed by forces
that they could not understand - by modern in
dustrialism, capitalism, nationalism, world wars,
the competition of the World Market, the Great De
pression, the pressures of global politics. They had
no comprehension of the world in which they lived.
They felt doomed and wanted to escape from
doom. Under these circumstances their panic pro
duced violent anti-Communist creeds. In the spe
cial condition of Italy and Germany after the First
World War, communism thus contributed to the
rise of fascism and national socialism.

Not all Western conservatives, to be sure, were
of this radical persuasion. There is a fourth and
last variant - the enlightened conservative. He
was a realist hardened to the fact that the world is
full of burrs and that it is part of liVing to develop
a thick skin. He was, therefore, able to keep cool
in the face of the Bolshevik revolution. Needless to
~ay, he did not like it; its ideals were nonsense. But
he had confidence that, with proper policy, the non
sense would discredit itself. The Communists rath
er challenged him to search into the sources of
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popular discontent. He might even be grateful, in
a way, to the Communists, for they showed him
where the discontent lay. After having made his
own more realistic analysis, he would introduce his
reforms. This variety of conservative, responsible
in large measure for the rise of the modern welfare
state, flourished where Communist parties never
grew to any size. He could afford to let Communists
playa legal role like any other party, knowing from
experience that in his country Marxism fell on deaf
ears. I am thinking here of the enlightened policies
of men like F.D.R., Eisenhower, many Wall Street
bankers and corporation heads that joined the gov
ernment in Washington, or of the run of Prime
Ministers from Baldwin to Churchill and Eden.

Most of these men, incidentally, were also wil
ling to recognize another result of the Bolshevik
revolution - the existence of the Soviet Union as
a state among other states. In this they were not
too different from the conservative who had sat on
the thumbtack. When he got over his pain, he was
quite willing to do business with a Communist re
gime, provided it offered a reasonable deal (and it
often did).

Let us now go on to the liberals. Let us bypass
here the Victorian liberals who tried to defend the
individual against any interference by state or pub
lic body - they now fill the ranks of the Conserva
tive parties - and concentrate on ~he new liberals
that have come to the fore since the beginning of
the 20th century. The new liberals - and they are
a common breed on American campuses among
people of my generation - are still committed to
the defense of freedom for the individual, but they
also recognize the need for public regulation as a
precondition for freedom. The poor, the sick, and
the uneducated don't stand a chance of freedom
in modern society; therefore, the state and the
community must provide a standard minimum
from which the individual can take off by his own
power, to his own and society's advantage.

To this kind of liberal, the Bolshevik revolution
came like a heavy bittersweet scent - part honey,
part wormwood. They could not but agree, in a gen
eral sense, with the humanitarian values embed
ded in the Bolshevik creed. Though not as utopi
an as the Bolsheviks, they were nevertheless their
fellow travelers in the common aim to make the
world safe for human beings. One might ask, in
deed, who in this respect was whose fellow trav
eller? For historically, the Communists had drawn
their humanism from the common sweetness of
the Western liberal tradition. Yet the liberals were
also repelled by the Communist revolution. The
Communists had no scruples over the use of vio
lence or terror if it suited their needs. They rejected
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the tenderness between ends and means so dear to
the liberal creed. The Bolshevik revolution, there
fore, presented a liberal with a dilemma: Should
he agree with the humanitarian ends of the Bolshe
viks and try to change society with illiberal haste,
or should he reject the brutal impatience of the
Communists and turn callous to human suffering?
It was a cruel dilemma and to this day liberals have
grievously suffered from it.

A worthier variety of liberal has opened his heart
wider to suffering yet without making much prog
ress in abolishing it; he agonizes yet remains im
potent, busy with many small and important tasks
while the big miseries of the world grow bigger. His
only consolation, perhaps, is that nothing, so far,
has been discovered by way of effective solutions
- the world simply has grown over his head. This,
however, won't satisfy the activist temperament.
As a result, there have been many defections from
the liberal camp. Some have rejected the Bolshevik
means and argued that revolution under any cir
cumstances is too heavy a price to pay for the bet
terment of the human condition. "Proceed slowly
and accept a measure of suffering rather than
cause more suffering by drastic means." Thus say
the liberals who are well off and suffer no personal
disadvantages. So they joined the enlightened
conservatives and did their share in building the
modern welfare state.

Quite a few liberals went the other way. They ar
gued that human suffering - inequality, lack of
opportunity, or any kind of human degradation
does not brook any delay. If the liberal means-the
old-fashioned process of consensus-building by the
democratic process - does not rapidly enough end
the misery of the underprivileged, new methods
must be found. Among the new methods, the tech
niques developed by the Communist Party seemed
to be the most promising. Thus thought intellectu
als like Koestler, or Silone (or Alger Hiss and Phil
by, the British master spy) who became fellow
travelers or card-carrying members.

Take the case of Arthur Koestler who has voiced
so well the dilemma of the liberals. He grew up in
the late 1920's and started to work as a journalist
in Germany during the Great Depression. As he
looked around in those years, it seemed that the
traditional world order was sick and hollowed out;
the rules of democracy or capitalist enterprise ob
viously did not work where there were millions of
unemployed and food was dumped into the river
rather than fed to the needy. It was his liberal hu
manitarianism which drove him into the Party. As
Communists, he and other liberals participated in
a number of good causes in the 1930's - above
all, the loyalist defense of the Spanish Republic.



Yet the Spanish Civil War and the subsequent
liquidation of many of the Loyalist heroes by Sta
lin, or later the Nazi-Soviet pact of 1939, disillu
sioned most of them. Deep down they were still lib
erals, and when the conflict between ends and
means in Stalinist Russia became too flagrant,
they remembered their liberal qualms and one by
one defected from the Party.

From their midst rose yet another type of liberal
under the spell of the Bolshevik revolution - the
disillusioned Communist, a man like George Or
well. The books he wrote in his disillusionment
with Communism are well known: Animal Farm
and 1984. In them, the Bolshevik revolution and
all that followed in Soviet Russia appear in horrible
and unhistorical literary distortion. The means
have swallowed up all human ends; all the liberal
democratic vestiges of communism are gone from
the society depicted in 1984. These books have
been very popular among liberals. One may doubt,
however, whether their contribution has been in
the best liberal interest. They have given a fine pre
text to all philistines to pray: Thank the Lord that
we are not like them. They have perhaps made a
reasonable rate of change in our society more dif
ficult. Worse, they have kept many intelligent cit
izens from a more rational and open-minded anal
ysis of the Bolshevik revolution. Too many people,
when they look at the Soviet Union, can see no fur
ther than the Orwellian zoo.

Fortunately, there is another kind of liberal off
setting the Orwells. I have in mind a scholar like
Edward Hallet Carr, the most painstaking Western
historian of the Bolshevik revolution. He, too, be
longs among the liberals disillusioned with West
ern progress. Yet he merely became a more sympa
thetic observer of the Soviet scene. His argument
was: Let us study more carefully the Bolshevik rev
olution as a historical phenomenon before we get
upset by it. Maybe there is no reason for panic.

The liberal attitude, then, if we look at it as a
whole, has uneasily veered back and forth between
sympathy with the goals of the Communist creed
and antipathy to Bolshevik methods. The basic
question posed by the revolution still goes unan
swered: How under modern conditions, particu
larly in the the developing countries of which the
world is so full, can the liberal humanitarian val
ues be carried out in reasonably short time to ben
efit those who live now and want to better them
selves now? The more you press that question, the
more you discomfit the liberals. Their small deeds
are not good enough in the eyes of the impatient
(and who is not impatient nowadays while he is
under thirty?). And their warning that no change
is for the better that oppresses and kills is not like-

ly to impress those who feel oppressed and maimed
by conditions as they are. And thus, liberalism is
in danger of being driven off the stage of history.
The Bolsheviks made short shrift of it in Russia,
where the widespread consensus prerequisite for
liberal institutions never existed. And as I interpret
our own future, liberalism - the deep-seated,
good-natured and expansive penchant for compro
mise-is bowing off the American stage as well, as
Americans fail to retain their traditional consensus
in the face of the novel problems confronting them
on the home front and in international affairs.

Let us next have a look at the effects of the Bol
shevik revolution on the socialists. Socialists, it is
fair to say, have always aimed at a rapid trans
formation of society by means of large-scale public
control of private property; their goal was the im
mediate improvement of the condition of the
masses. The Bolshevik creed was but a page out of
their book. No wonder, then, that many socialists,
particularly those who lived at a distance, looked
at the Bolshevik revolution as the sunrise of a bet
ter world. The Bolsheviks were showing the way
for all to see; their inspiration and courage was a
model to socialists everywhere. Yet as it turned out,
Western socialists had not shed all traces of lib
eralism. They, too, were appalled by the Bolshevik
means; Leninist socialism on close inspection
seemed like a contradiction in terms. The most
sensitive socialists in this respect, perhaps, were
the German Social-Democrats, for they had had
the closest dealings with the Leninists. Their sym
pathies lay with the Mensheviks who held that
Russia as a predominantly peasant country was
not ready for a socialist revolution. A socialist Rus
sia under Lenin would sooner or later be forced to
fall back on the tyrannical methods of the Tsars
( and worse). So they rejected the Bolshevik experi
ment and turned their backs on the Communist In
ternational.

The Bolshevik revolution, in other words, pre
sented the same dilemma to the socialists as to the
liberals. How could a socialist in trying to build a
better world avoid using means that refuted hu
man dignity and caused more suffering than it
cured? Over this dilemma the socialists split as
had the liberals. The run of socialists in England,
France, Germany, or the United States remained
anti-Bolshevik and furnished some of the most ef
fective anti-Bolshevik fighters. They carried with
them much of the Western labor movement. On
the other hand, the Communists succeeded in
weaning away a sizeable portion of the Western
socialist movement and of the trade union move
ment as well. Most of these left-wing socialists
soon called themselves Communists and became
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affiliated with the Communist International. Yet
even they could not escape the dilemma: How far
could they go in compromising their ends by using
Communist means? Under Stalin the means be
came ever more cynical and brutal, and idealist
and humanitarian Communists sooner or later
were purged or defected. What remained, then,
was the hardened Stalinist apparatchik who had
lost touch with the Western socialist ideal and had
become a power tool of the Soviet government. In
short, the effect of the Bolshevik revolution on
Western socialism was highly divisive, and the so
cialist suffered as much as the liberals. Western
socialism, bitterly split between moderates and
Communists, declined as a political force. There is
little left these days of the once proud and power
ful Western socialist movement which had thought
that the future was on its side.

But then, what of the powerful Communist par
ties we see in France and Italy? These parties, tak
en as a whole, bear little resemblance to the Com
munist parties established in Lenin's day. They
owe far less to the Bolshevik revolution than to lo
cal conditions under which political opposition has
no place to go but to the Communist party, the only
popular party not included in the government. Fur
thermore, these parties, to all practical purposes,
have loyally accepted the liberal-democratic frame
work that provides them their opportunity. In form
and content, and increasingly in ideology as well,
these parties have made themselves independent
of the Bolshevik revolution. Their leaders know
that nothing would drive away their supporters
more effectively than an attempt to overthrow the
existing order in Soviet style. The electrical charge
in their ideology, I would add, is rather low these
days. They hold their members far more by con
crete services than by extravagant promises. Even
the Communist parties suffer, in short, from the
decline of ideology in the West.

What has helped to discredit socialism, one might
say, ~as been nothing less than the Bolshevik rev
olution. Too many people have been able to say af
ter taking a long-range view of it: "Well, if the Sov
iet Union is an example of what socialism (or
communism) will do, we will have none of it."
This, alas, is an unfair argument. What happened
in the Soviet Union is not the result of ideology but
of Russian circumstances. The natural conditions
of Russia-poverty, backwardness, hugeness, and
the heritage of the past - have thus far spoiled
any Western political creed, whether Tsarist abso
lutism, Kerensky's liberalism, or Marxist socialism.

Having briefly surveyed the effects of the Rus
sian revolution on the West and its institutions and
ideas, let us come now to more essential points.
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What of the world revolution? What of the over
throw of capitalism and the replacement of the
capitalist order by a world socialist order? What of
the inevitable triumph of communism?

Let us begin by examining what has become of
the world revolution. From my vantage point on
the anniversary tower, it seems that it has come
and gone and made little difference. What I see 
and I confess the view is not as clear as we should
wish it (and that applies also to all those who
might disagree with me) - is a great transforma
tion of the world in the past half-century which has
given political sovereignty, or at least the sem
blance of it, to a large number of peoples who in
1917 lived under colonial rule or some other form
of Western domination. Their present indepen
dence limits, in some basic respects, the power that
Europe and the West once exercised. Yet I do not
see that Moscow as the presumable center of the
Marxist-Leninist world revolution has thereby
profited. To be sure, at the fiftieth anniversary of
its founding, Soviet Russia is a Super Power, The
Other Super Power besides the United States. But
whatever influence in the world it possesses does
not come from the support of these colonial coun
tries that have raised themselves to independence.
Its power still derives from its own efforts at home,
from the development of its own internal re
sources. There is much sympathy, to be sure,
among the liberated colonial peoples for the Soviet
Union and for the Bolshevik revolution as well. But
any Soviet attempt to interfere in their internal af
fairs is bitterly resisted and has led to unpleasant
clashes with the Soviet government. Even where
the native regimes acknowledge a general alle
giance to the Marxist-Leninist world revolution,
Moscow derives little, if any, solid political sup
port. On the contrary. We all know the story of
Tito or Mao or Castro, or of the general tendency
that wherever new Communist regimes spring up,
the children quarrel furiously with the parent re
gime that has given them birth. As somebody has
quipped about world communism: the more it
spreads, the more it fails. The divisive nationalist
ingredient in communism, in short, has proved far
stronger than the international solidarity of the
proletariat. I would go further and say: On the
whole, communism has been less effective in build
ing up areas of international cooperation than the
West. The socialist bloc so-called is but a faint echo
of the economic and political cooperation in the so
called capitalist world.

But more: As for the basic direction in whi.ch the
global winds blow, they still blow from the West,
and sometimes with hurricane force. Where do all
the newly emancipated states of Africa and Asia



look for their model? Where do they learn the tech
niques that, hopefully, will help them to escape
from poverty and backwardness? By preference
they go to Europe or to the United States. And if
they go to Moscow, Prague, or East Berlin as well,
it is because Moscow, Prague, and East Berlin in
turn go to West Berlin, Paris, Rome, London, or the
United States for their inspiration.

The ultimate scource of cultural development in
our world still lies with the West. Even Soviet Rus
sia acknowledges the leadership of the West when,
for instance, it imports an Italian automobile fac
tory and promises to the peoples of Soviet Russia
that they too shall have automobiles like the West
ern people. Even in China where, as Mao claimed,
the East wind is blowing stronger than the West
wind, the West wind has blown in the atomic bomb
and modern physics and many other forms of
Western know-how. As I see it, the Communist
model is very much in retreat all over the world. It
is not communism or socialism or any other ideol
ogy - it is the concrete practical Western know
how that offers an escape from backwardness.

This brings us to the question of the inescapable
triumph of socialism over capitalism. I confess
that these two terms, commonplace as they are,
make little sense to me. Capitalism, as Marx de
fined it, has always been a caricature of economic
reality in the mid-nineteenth century. That reality
has been changed beyond recognition in the inter
vening hundred years. What Moscow persists in
calling "capitalism" is a complex mixture of private
and public enterprise, of little firms, big firms, and
government cooperating in the production of goods
and services. The crucial feature in this sort of
"capitalism" is the fact that the economic and so
cial cooperation proceeds largely spontaneously,
voluntarily, without obvious compulsions. And
that is based on hard work and an intense devotion
of every man's and woman's energies to the job at
hand - qualities which for years the Soviet regime
has been trying to teach its subjects, somewhat
against their wills. That form of economic motiva
tion, which exists quite independently of class, is
by far the most productive the world over, and for
lack of it, all efforts of the Soviet regime to catch
up and to overtake "the leading capitalist coun
tries" in terms of per capita production have so far
failed. Under Stalin, as under Khrushchev, the
Soviet government pledged itself to do better than
the United States in terms of productivity. But it is
always planning to arrive tomorrow where the
United States has left yesterday. At the moment
these slogans are hardly heard any more, for they
are obviously incapable of being fulfilled. Indeed,
the present fast clip of economic growth of the

United States is a profound embarrassment to the
Soviet regime. All its traditional predictions of a
"capitalist" collapse have always been refuted and
never more obviously than at present.

This does not mean that our economic practice
can be applied elsewhere in the world. As Nkru
mah once observed, the capitalist system is too
complex to fit the conditions of Africa. For African
conditions, socialism may be a better and simpler
system. In other words, where there is insufficient
private initiative and know-how, public authority
and the state have to take on a larger burden. But
it is still very doubtful whether this arrangement,
suited in Nkrumah's eyes to simpler rather than
more advanced societies, will prove as effective as
that which prevails in our midst. The public own
ership of a means of production by itself is no
guarantee of greater productivity. On the contrary,
it has of late often proved a disadvantage. Why
else should the Soviet government now permit
greater initiative on the part of collective farmers
and other small producers? If that is the trend in
Soviet Russia and elsewhere in the world, then we
need not take seriously the Marxist dialectics
which argue that the transition from capitalism to
socialism is inevitable.

If then, the developments of the last fifty years
have made mincemeat of Marxist dialectics, what
has become of the ideal of communism? Here, too,
we should be impressed by the amazing ascen
dancy of the West. If one could ask the average
Soviet citizen how he would define communism,
he would most likely give a good description of life
in the West - better, to be sure, than it actually is,
but replete with all the services, comforts, and
gadgets that the majority of people in the United
States now enjoy. It is in the West, above all in the
United States, that the distinction between manual
and intellectual work has been largely obliterated.
It is here that greater social equality prevails. It is
here, I would even argue, that racial equality has
a better chance. Moscow is far more a white man's
capital than Washington, New York, or any Amer
ican metropolis. Our society certainly does not do
well in regard to race relations, but Soviet society
has not even started yet on that thorny road. It has
not yet fully come to grips with one of the most
basic issues of the 20th century, as many black
students at Soviet universities can testify. And it is
here among us that there still flourishes the happy
congruence between spontaneity and social obliga
tion that we call freedom. Soviet writers and poets
in their protest against the government testify to
its absence in Russia.

Whichever way we look, the initiative in basic
respects of progress - of setting the standards of
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human dignity, comfort, and freedom, and imple
menting them as best as every imperfect human
condition permits - remains still with the West.
World leadership, for better or worse, lies more
than ever now in American hands. Soviet space
exploits, spectacular as they are, have affected very
little of the overall balance.

What then are to be our conclusions? Perhaps
we honor best the occasion which judges both our
selves and the Soviet regime if we open our eyes
wide not to our achievements but to our flaws, and
if we become more clear-sighted to the needs and
problems not only of our own country but also of
the global world which the West has created in its
own image in the past 100 years. Let us first then
pay tribute to the fifty-year achievement of the peo
ples of the Soviet Union who have risen to their
present prominence by toil and trouble unmatched
in even the most heroic periods of American devel
opment. By comparison with the American experi
ence, Russian development has a deeply tragic
quality. The human input has been back-breaking
toil, blood, sweat, and tears, and the output in
terms of human rewards has been lean and dis
couraging. The American public owes all inhabi
tants of Soviet Russia, including its ruling party, a
profound debt of plain human compassion.

Furthermore, we owe them, and particularly the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, an acknowl
edgment of complicity. If the Communists are guil
ty of some of the most colossal acts of brutality
committed in recent history, the West too is guilty.
For these acts resulted from necessities not created
by the Bolsheviks, but rather by circumstances be
yond their control and originating in the West.
They were trying to modernize their country after
standards set by the West. Totalitarianism, if
viewed properly, is the result of the imposition of
the Western way of life and of Western power up
on unprepared, or backward, societies. The West
ern impact has been particularly harsh in eastern
Europe and not only on the inhabitants of the Sov
iet Union alone. Eastern Europe has been a seed
bed of strife and tension as Poles, the peoples of
the Baltic states, Czechs, Hungarians, and the in
habitants of the Balkan peninsula can testify. In
asmuch as we ourselves are beneficiaries of the
Western way of life and have helped to set its
standards, we share the responsibility for what
was done there in the name of modernity.

Finally, let us learn to appreciate in our global
pre-eminence the lesson which the Bolshevik revo
lution holds out to us - that there are valid di
mensions of human experience in the world which
we, from our American experience, cannot see.
The rich seldom bother about the conditions of the
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poor unless they have their eyes opened by violence
or revolution. Our society has bothered little about
poverty, humiliation, exclusion, or the price exact
ed for not being part of the elite. We have paid lit
tle enough attention to the victims of our way of
life found in our own midst - the American In
dians are too demoralized and too few to mount a
revolution; and the American Negro has barely
started his. In the world at large we are just begin
ning to explore the full extent of human misery
that is part of the world-wide process of Western
ization. It is the Communists who have kept their
ears closer to the ground than we have, who have
seen long before we did the frustrations and mis
eries which "capitalism" caused. They tried to turn
it to their own advantage, much as ambitious pol
iticians out of power mobilize the racial backlash
in our society. We owe it to the Communist revolu
tion, in short, that there is now a Peace Corps, that
there are Americans who go abroad as technical
advisers, and that the American people through
their government are diverting at least a tiny frac
tion of their huge national income to the use of
those whom modernization has put into a state of
crisis. Yet we still don't do half enough to assist the
victims of all too sudden Westernization, let alone
to comprehend their condition.

We owe it, furthermore, to the Communist revo
lution that we are beginning to recognize our age
as a revolutionary age, the age of the great cultural
confluence, when all cultures of mankind are
thrust together, much against their will, and sub
vert each others' basic values. As members of the
West, we are part of that civilization which has
brought about the global world; the great world
revolution of the twentieth century is of our own
making. And as we help non-Westerners to mod
ernize, we further aid and abet that revolution. Yet
the revolution exceeds our control; we are truly
shooting Niagara. No one has much command
over the future much though he tries. Worse: No
one knows what are the handles, the concepts and
generalizations, that light up the future. And in our
helplessness we must be ready to learn from any·
body, from the patient as well as the impatient,
from the moderate as well as from the e:xtremist,
from the kind as well as the cruel, from John F.
Kennedy as well as from Stalin, from Schweitzer
and Ghandi as well as Hitler. Each can give us a
new insight into the unknown modern world in
which we live and its potentials. We must grow, at
whatever price, a global canopy of knowledge that
encompasses all experiences the world 'round.
Only in this manner can we become, after many
generations and much suffering alas, better citi
zens of the global world that is here to stay.








