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Rubens, Peter Paul

If the Baroque style is thought of as powerful, exuberant,
sensuous, and even explosive, Peter Paul Rubens is its
perfect example in painting. He was able to infuse his
own astounding vitality into his religious or mythological
paintings, portraits, and landscapes. Rubens was a painter
of illimitable resource in invention, and he organized
his complex compositions in vivid, dynamic designs.
Limitations of form and contour are discounted in favour
of a constant flow of movement. His voluptuous women
may not be to the taste of a less vigorous age, but are
related to the full and opulent forms that were the ideal
of womanhood and life in general for both Rubens and
the Baroque period.

By courtesy of the Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna

Rubens, self-portrait, oil painting, c. 1640. in the
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna.

One of the most prolific geniuses of painting, Rubens
was a great Humanist scholar and an important diplomat,
as well as an artist. Although he came to live the life of
a wealthy bourgeois, his art shows strong roots in the
robust life of the Flemish people. Rubens’ laborious life
was well ordered; the creator of so many delightful pagan
mythological feasts went to mass each morning before
proceeding to his studio, where he worked all day. He is
one of the best examples of the well-balanced genius,
who combined passion and science, ardour and reflection.

Rubens studied to emulate the works of Michelangelo,
Raphael, Titian, Tintoretto, Veronese, and Correggio,
as well as those of his contemporaries the Carracci and
Caravaggio. All these influences were fused in his own
highly personal and dramatic style. By no means all of
the canvases attributed to Rubens were painted by him.
He established a huge workshop employing on occasion
a great number of assistants and apprentices. But the
original inventive designs underlying his paintings are his
own.

Although Rubens’ father, Jan, was born a Roman Cath-

olic, his name had appeared on a list of Calvinists as early
as 1566. This accounted for the Rubens’ family exile to
Germany, where Peter Paul was born on June 28, 1577.
Victims of the hysterical religious persecution following
the decapitation in 1568 in Brussels of the freedom-seek-
ing Counts of Egmond and Horn, the Rubens family fled
the wrath of the Spanish rulers of their native Flanders.
Jan Rubens became a diplomatic agent and adviser to
the Protestant Princess Anna of Saxony (d. 1577), sec-
ond wife of the latitudinarian Catholic William the
Silent, who led the resistance to Spanish rule of the
Netherlands. An unfortunate pregnancy revealed the inti-
mate extent of the relationship between this princess of
the house of Orange-Nassau and Rubens’ father. She
obtained clemency from her husband for Jan, but he and
his family were placed under house arrest at Siegen,
a Nassau stronghold in Westphalia. Here Peter Paul
was born, as well as his brother Philip. The Rubens chil-
dren were grounded in the classics by their exiled father,
who was a doctor of both civil and canon law. Jan died
in 1587, after he had been allowed to leave Siegen and
g0 to the German city of Cologne. Rubens’ mother then
thought it prudent to take her four surviving children to
Antwerp, where their father had been an alderman.

Antwerp training. At the age of ten, Peter Paul was
sent with Philip to a Latin school in Antwerp. There the
future painter befriended a contemporary, Balthasar
Moretus, who was to be a future patron and head of the
leading Flemish publishing house, thé Plantin Press. In
1590, shortage of money and the need to provide a dowry
for his sister Blandina forced Rubens’ mother to break
off his formal education and make him a page to the
Countess of Lalaing. Soon tired of courtly life, he was
allowed to become a painter. He was sent first to his
kinsman Tobias Verhaecht, a minor painter of Mannerist
landscapes in the tradition of the more important Ant-
werp painter Joos de Momper. Having quickly learned
the rudiments of his profession, he was apprenticed for
four years to an abler master, Adam van Noort, and
subsequently to Otto van Veen, one of the most distin-
guished of the Antwerp Romanists, a group of Flemish
artists who had gone to Rome to study the art of anti-
quity and the Italian Renaissance. Vaenius, or Venius, as
van Veen called himself, had been in Italy an active ad-
mirer of the proto-Baroque painter from Urbino, Fed-
erico Barocci, as well as of the great masters of the
Florentine-Roman tradition of Renaissance art such as
Michelangelo and Raphael. His culture and vision im-
pressed Rubens, whose earliest independent works are
reputed to have resembled his style.

Italian Period. In May 1600, with two years’ seniority
as a master in the Antwerp Guild of St. Luke, Rubens set
out with Deodatus del Monte, his constant travelling com-
panion and first pupil, for the visual and spiritual adven-
ture of Italy. Reaching Venice in about a month, he had
the good fortune to meet a gentleman in the service of
Vincenzo I Gonzaga, duke of Mantua. He was offered
employment in Mantua, which duchy held one of the
largest and finest collections outside the Vatican of works
by Italian artists. Moreover, Mantua was ideally located
for sightseeing in the northern Italian provinces of Lom-
bardy, Emilia, and the Veneto. During the eight years
that Rubens was to call Vincenzo his lord, he had un-
matched opportunities of fulfilling his expressed intention
“to study at close quarters the works of the ancient and
modern masters, and to improve himself by their exam-
ple in painting.” The Early Renaissance painter Andrea
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Studies
in Rome

Mantegna and the Mannerist architect and painter Giulio
Romano were his admired predecessors in the service of
the Gonzaga family. The abundant achievement in
mural decoration of Giulio Romano, especially, had a
lasting and highly productive effect on him.

Rubens was sent to Rome (1601-02) by the Duke to
paint copies of pictures, and to live under the protection
of Cardinal Montalto. There, through Flemish connec-
tions, he obtained his first public commission to paint
three altarpieces for the crypt chapel of St. Helena in
Sta. Croce in Gerusalemme. In Rome, the Bolognese
painter Annibale Carracci and his assistants were at
work in the gallery of the Palazzo Farnese. Their bold
scale in drawing and working methods decidedly influ-
enced the young Rubens. Through Annibale’s example,
he could apprehend the nobility and energy of design of
Leonardo da Vinci, Raphael, and Michelangelo, the
masters of High Renaissance painting. He assimilated
Venetian colour, light and loose application of paint first
through the works of Tintoretto, then through those of
Veronese, long before he could penetrate the inward
meaning of Titian’s art. His copies, and his reworking of
drawings, offer the most complete conspectus of the
achievement of 16th-century Italian art in a pungently
personal revision.

In 1603 he was entrusted with his first diplomatic mis-
sion, to bring Philip III and the Spanish court costly
presents from Mantua. This mission gave him a first view
of the royal collections in Madrid. Two paintings in the
groups of copies offered to Philip’s favourite, the duke of
Lerma, being rainsodden beyond repair, were promptly
replaced by him with a “Democritus and Heraclitus”
(1603: private collection, England) of his own invention.
His resource and his tact in dealing with the temper-
amental regular Mantuan representative to the Spanish
court raised him in the Duke’s estimation and helped
prepare him for future diplomatic missions. His fruitful
association with the banking patriciate of Genoa, of
whom he was to paint many elegant portraits, began with
his return voyage and his meeting with Nicolo Pallavi-
cino, the Duke of Mantua’s banker, in order to recoup
the extraordinary expenses of the mission.

The only major works he executed for Mantua were the
three pictures finished by Trinity Sunday 1605 for the
Jesuit church of SS. Trinita (“The Baptism of Christ,”
Musée Royal des Beaux-Arts, Antwerp; “The Transfig-
uration,” Musée des Beaux-Arts, Nancy, France; and
“The Gonzaga Family in Adoration of the Trinity,”
Palazzo Ducale, Mantua). In the same year he completed
the “Circumcision” for the high altar of the Jesuit church
in Genoa. Only portraits of court beauties by Rubens
himself were commissioned by the Duke for the Gon-
zaga Gallery itself, of which Rubens was curator. One
of his major achievements while in this position was in-
ducing the Duke to buy for his gallery the “Death of the
Virgin” (c. 1605; Louvre, Paris), a masterpiece by Cara-
vaggio that had been rejected for its excessive realism
by the monks of Sta. Maria della Scala in Rome.

Toward the end of 1605, Rubens obtained leave from
the Duke of Mantua to continue his studies in Rome.
There he shared -a house with his brother Philip, then
librarian to Cardinal Ascanio Colonna, a member of
one of Rome’s most wealthy and powerful families.
Daily contact with Philip, a brilliant student of the famed
Flemish Humanist and Classical scholar Justus Lipsius
(1547-1606), added zest to his personal discovery of the
antique world. They combined their interest in the
antique by collaborating to produce the book Electo-
rum Libri II, published in Antwerp in 1608 by the Plantin
Press. Dealing with Roman social life and customs,
Philip wrote the text, and Peter Paul prepared drawings
for the execution of the engraved illustrations.

During the two years he spent in Rome, Rubens was left
largely undisturbed by the Duke of Mantua. In the sum-
mer of 1607, however, he was asked to accompany the
Gonzaga court to the Italian seaside resort of San Pier
d’Arena, where he continued to paint with splendour por-
traits of the Genoese aristocracy. Chronic arrears in pay-
ment of his salary, and an ambition to establish him-

self as an international, rather than just a Mantuan artist,
motivated him to accept other patronage. He received the
backing of the wealthy Genoese banker to the papacy,
Monsignor Jacopo Serra, who was instrumental in ob-
taining for him the coveted commission for the painting
over the high altar of the Roman church of S. Maria in
Vallicella (popularly known as the Chiesa Nuova, the
New Church). He concurrently painted the altarpiece of
the “Adoration of the Shepherds” for another church of
the Oratorian Order in Fermo. In October of 1608, his
brother summoned him to their mother’s deathbed in
Antwerp. She died before he could reach her.

Return to Antwerp. Soon after his mother’s death
Rubens was “bound with golden fetters” to the service of
the Spanish Habsburg regents of Flanders. Although he
was never to return to Italy, he kept up his Italian con-
tacts. He supplied, for example, cartoons or model draw-
ings for tapestry to Genoese patrons as late as the 1620s.
He always remained an Italophile. Fluent in six lan-
guages, Italian was his favourite for correspondence. The
house that he built for himself, the pride of Antwerp, was
filled with paintings, statuary, cameos, coins, and jewels
from Renaissance and ancient Roman Italy. He built a
private pantheon to house his antiquities. His enthusiasm
for Italian architecture is best expressed in his publica-
tion the Palazzi di Genova. Printed in Antwerp in 1622,
this book of engravings illustrates the great Renaissance
palaces of Genoa. He practiced the spirit of the book’s
preface, which extols Italian design, in the magnificent
new church of the Antwerp Jesuits, St. Charles Borro-
meo, where he was the chief designer, along with the
Flemish architect Pieter Huyssens (1577-1637), of the
facade, tower, and all architectural detail. Rubens was
also the master decorator, and provided oil sketches as
designs for the ceiling paintings on which he was to be
assisted by Anthony Van Dyck (1599-1641) and others.

Settling permanently in Flanders, he married in October
1609, Isabella, daughter of Jan Brandt, a leading Ant-
werp Humanist and lawyer. He became not only the
court portraitist but a major religious painter. His Ba-
roque altarpieces of the “Erection of the Cross” for St.
Walburga’s in Antwerp; “Descent from the Cross” for
Antwerp Cathedral; and “The Miracle of St. Bavon” for
the Cathedral of St. Bavon in the neighbouring city of
Ghent, established Rubens as the leading painter of Flan-
ders and one of the most important in Europe. Because of
his prestige, he was allowed to live in Antwerp, rather
than in Brussels, where the Flemish court was based. He
was also exempt from the regulations of the Antwerp
painters’ guild and thus was free to engage pupils or
collaborators without having them enrolled in this organ-
ization. By 1611 he wrote that he had to refuse more than
100 applicants who wished to become his pupils.

Rubens’ international reputation spread not only be-
cause of the large number of works produced in his
studio but because he reproduced so many of his paint-
ings in prints, which served further to advertise his art.
Many of the large-scale pictures that prolifically issued
from his studio were largely painted by his students and
assistants, although generally certain areas were by the
hand of the master, even if it was only a retouching of the
work. During the period of 1606-07 he used small wood
panels prepared with gesso, a priming substance made of
plaster of paris and glue, to present models to clients or
to instruct engravers, sculptors, tapestry weavers, and
painting assistants. These marvellous exercises in the
painter’s craft are often only inches high and executed in
colour or in tones of grey, brown, and white. Rubens also
evolved his compositions according to the Renaissance
practice of doing preparatory drawings in chalk, char-
coal, or pen and ink.

Diplomatic career. In the period between 1621 and
1630, Rubens was increasingly used as a diplomat by the
Spanish Habsburg rulers. His contact with the leading

political and intellectual personalities of Europe, as well
as his gracious manner, made him the ideal political -

agent. Furthermore, as a painter, he could often act as a
covert diplomat or observer.
His first important diplomatic functions were in connec-
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tion with the attempt of Spain and the Spanish Nether-

lands to renegotiate the Twelve Years’ Truce (1609-21) -

between the Habsburg-controlled area of Flanders and
the independent Dutch Republic to the north. The regent
of Flanders, the Archduke Albert, a Habsburg of the
Austrian line, died in 1621, leaving the renewal of the
truce to his widow, the infanta Isabella, the daughter
of the Habsburg ruler of Spain, Philip II. Rubens became
her adviser and tried unsuccessfully to intercede with the
Dutch. The French ambassador wrote in 1624 from the
Flemish capital of Brussels:
Rubens is here to paint the likeness of the prince of Poland,
by order of the infanta (Archduchess Isabella). I am per-
suaded he will succeed better in this than in his negotiations
for the truce.

War again broke out in the Netherlands between the
predominantly Protestant Dutch and the Catholic Flem-
ish, and continued for the rest of Rubens’ life.

Early in 1622 Rubens was summoned to Paris by Marie
de Médicis, the widow of Henry IV and mother of the
reigning king of France, Louis XIII. This Florentine
princess, whose wedding by proxy Rubens had attended
in Florence in 1600, commissioned him to paint two se-
ries of paintings for two long galleries in her newly con-
structed Luxembourg Palace. One cycle of 21 pictures
representing episodes from Marie’s life now hang in the
Louvre, while the other proposed series of pictures, deal-
ing with the life of Henry IV, was never completed. After
six weeks of discussion and arrangements, Rubens re-
turned to Antwerp, where he worked for two years on
his most artistically important secular commission.

When Rubens returned to Paris in 1625 to install the
Medici pictures, the political atmosphere at court had
changed. Formerly friendly to Spain and the Spanish
Netherlands, France had signed before 1624 treaties with
the Dutch, the Danes, and the English, all hostile to the
Habsburgs. This new French alliance was due to the
influence of Cardinal Richelieu, the powerful adviser to
young Louis XIII. Not without reason, the Cardinal
suspected that Rubens was more spy and agent than artist
during his second Paris visit. Further suspicions were
aroused when Rubens was seen frequenting the company
of the Duke of Buckingham, the favourite of Charles I
of England, who was in Paris for the marriage by proxy
of his master and the youngest daughter of Marie de
Médicis and Henry IV, the princess Henrietta-Maria.
The Duke was an avid art collector. His head was drawn
by Rubens in Paris. He ordered from him an equestrian
portrait (1625; formerly Osterley Park, near London);
and he bought the painter’s famous collection of anti-
quities, with some paintings. This is often considered
more a diplomatic gesture on Rubens’ part to stay in
Buckingham’s graces than an economic necessity. During
their acquaintance in France, Rubens tried to persuade
the Duke that England should enter into an alliance with
the Spanish Netherlands and cease supporting the Dutch.
Since Buckingham was currently engaged in promoting
a war between England and Spain, he was uncommittal;
but through his Flemish-born servant, agent, and painter,
Sir Balthasar Gerbier, a hopeful secret correspondence
was maintained by Rubens until the Duke’s assassination
in 1628. The English-Spanish war proved economically
disastrous for Flanders, since its sea and land trade was
cut off by its neighbours—France, the Dutch Republic,
and the Palatinate of the Rhineland, who were allied with
England. Rubens described Antwerp as “languishing like
a consumptive body, declining little by little.”

The death of Buckingham reopened the way for Rubens
to attempt the negotiation of a peace treaty on behalf
of the sorely tried Spanish Netherlands. Unfortunately,
the minister of Spain, the count of Olivares, persuaded
his master, Philip IV, to make a close pact with France to
reconquer England for Catholicism. In 1628 Rubens
travelled in secret haste to Madrid to plead for peace,
rather than another war between Spain and England.
The Papal Nuncio reported of his arrival:

It is considered certain that Rubens, the Flemish painter, is

the bearer of a negotiation, for we hear that he often confers

in secret with the conde-duque (Count of Olivares), and in a
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manner very different from that which his profession per-
mits. Since he is said to be a great friend of Buckingham,
it is believed that he comes with some peace treaty between
the two crowns. Others think his main object is the truce of
Flanders, and that he had received this commission as one
who enjoys the confidence of all that country.

During nine months in Madrid, besides pleading for a
peace treaty rather than war with England, Rubens paint-
ed royal portraits. He again studied Titian’s master-
pieces and revisited the extensive art collection in the
royal monastery of the Escorial with the gifted young
Spanish painter Diego Velazquez. He eventually was
deemed a suitable envoy by Philip IV and was named
Secretary of the Privy Council of the Spanish Nether-
lands to give him sufficient status for a special peace
mission to England. Rubens hastened across France,
again avoiding the hostile Cardinal Richelieu, to report
to the archduchess Isabella. News awaiting his arrival in
Brussels made his mission even more urgent and difficult:
on April 24, 1629, England had signed a treaty with
France. .

Charles I waived the formalities of exchanging ambas-
sadors and sent for Rubens directly, indicating that he
was most eager to meet a man with such an international
reputation for intellect and artistic genius. He was not
disappointed, and it is to Rubens personally that the
peace treaty of 1630 between England and Spain largely
can be attributed. He was knighted and given an honorary
degree by Cambridge University. “Peace and War” (c.
1630; National Gallery, London) is Rubens’ painted
proclamation of success. He discussed painting with
Charles I, a great connoisseur of the arts and the only
prince to whom Rubens ever vouchsafed a self-portrait
(c. 1625; Windsor Castle). The king commissioned him
to decorate the ceiling of the royal Banqueting House
(1619-22) designed by the court architect Inigo Jones
as a part of the Whitehall Palace complex of buildings in
London. Finished in 1634, the nine huge panels alle-
gorize the reign of James I, the father of Charles I.
Rubens was struck by the beauty and peacefulness of the
English countryside. The “Landscape with St. George”
(1630; Buckingham Palace) incorporated his view of the
River Thames from his lodgings as a background to
King Charles and Queen Henrietta envisaged in mas-
querade as the patron saint of England and the princess he
reputedly rescued from a dragon.

Late years in Flanders. On his return to Flanders in
1630, Rubens was rewarded by the Archduchess with ex-
emption from further missions. “This favour I ob-
tained with more difficulty than any other she ever
granted me,” he was to write. “Now, for three years I
have found peace of mind, having given up every sort of
employment outside my beloved profession.” The peace
Rubens had worked for nearly ten years to achieve, how-
ever, did not last, and for most of the next 20 years
Europe continued to be embroilled in the Thirty Years’
War. In a letter written two years before his death, Rub-
ens explains the figures in his allegorical painting “The
Horrors of War” (1637-38; Pitti Palace, Florence), which
he sold to the Medici in Florence:

that grief-stricken woman clothed in black, with torn veil,

robbed of all her jewels and other ornaments, is the unfortu-

nate Europe, who, for so many years now, has suffered
plunder, outrage, and misery. ’

Having been a widower for four years, he married in
December of 1630 the 16-year-old Hélena Fourment,
whose charms recur frequently among his later figure
subjects. He bought the chiateau (Het Steen) of Elewijt,
in 1635. In his last years, he spent much time there de-
picting the rural life and scenery outside of Antwerp
such as in “The Kermesse” (c. 1636-38; Louvre, Paris).
His long-established interest in landscape painting, early
expressed in drawings of his Roman period, reached its
grandest and most emotionally romantic expression in
such late works as “Landscape with a Rainbow” (c.
1636; Wallace Collection, London) or “Chateau de
Steen” (c. 1635-37; National Gallery, London). Another
long-established interest that he revived at this time was
the planning of civic stagings and decorations designed

Banquet-
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to welcome a dignitary, in this case the Infante Ferd-
inand, who in 1635 succeeded his aunt, the Archduchess
Isabella, as regent of Flanders. Thirty-seven years be-
fore, Rubens had assisted Vaenius in converting the
city of Antwerp into a theatre of celebration to welcome
the Archduchess Isabella as ruler of the Spanish Nether-
lands. Rubens’ major commission during these last years,
however, was to provide for the Infante’s brother, King
Philip IV of Spain, models for about 120 scenes from the
writings of the Roman poet Ovid and other classical
authors to decorate the Torre de la Parada, the royal
hunting lodge near Madrid.

Rubens died at Antwerp on May 30, 1640, when gout,
which had for months troubled his painting arm, reached
his heart.

Achievement. Rubens is one of the most methodically
assimilative, most prodigiously and variously productive
of Western artists. Schooled in the confusing stylistic tra-
ditions of Mannerism in Antwerp, he educated himself to
be heir of the full range of Renaissance art both north
and south of the Alps. His abundant energy fired him to
study and emulate the masters both of antiquity and of
the 16th century in Rome, Venice, and Parma. His
warmth of nature made him responsive to the artistic
revolutions being worked by living artists: to the plein air
study of nature and times of day in the Roman campagna
by the German landscape painter Adam Elsheimer; to
the colour combinations and delicate appreciation of
warm and cool tones vibrant on flesh of the proto-
Baroque Italian artist Federico Barocci; to the emotive
exploitation of strong Tenebrism by Caravaggio; and,
most profoundly and lastingly, to Annibale Carracci’s
impassioned yet strenuously disciplined approach to the
practice of figure composition.

Robust powers of comprehension nourished his limitless
resource in invention. The larger the scale of the under-
taking the more congenial it was to his spirit. The success
of his public performance as master of the greatest studio
organization in Europe since Raphael’s in Rome has ob-
scured for many the personal intensity of his vision as
evinced in such works as his oil sketch for “All Saints”
(Museum Boymans-van Beuningen, Rotterdam) and
in his deeply felt study for the head of St. John in the
Antwerp Cathedral “Descent from the Cross,” as well as
in portraits of his family and friends and in his treatment
of the mood and grandeur of landscape. Not only Sir
Anthony Van Dyck, Jacob Jordaens, and his immediate
following in Flanders but artists at almost every period
have responded to the force of his genius. The architect
and sculptor Gian Lorenzo Bernini, the other seminal
mind of the early Baroque, developed in his Roman
altarpieces figurative ideas and the dramatic handling of
light parallel to Rubens’ work. And in the fulfillment of
the Italian Baroque, the painters Domenico Fetti (c.
1588/9-1623), Giovanni Castiglione (c. 1600?-657?),
and Bernardo Strozzi (1581-1644) are in individual ways
Rubensians. Antoine Watteau (1684-1721), Jean-Hon-
oré Fragonard (1732-1806), Eugéne Delacroix (1798-
1863), and Pierre-Auguste Renoir (1841-1919) are only
the four most distinguished in the long succession of
French painters who were attracted after the late 17th
century to some aspects of his art. Sir Joshua Reynolds
(1723-92), Thomas Gainsborough (1727-88), and John
Constable (1776-1837) are outstanding among his En-
glish admirers. He is a central figure to Western art his-
tory.

His own deepest love as a painter, consummated by his
second visit to Spain, was for the poetry, the control of
glowing colour, and the sheer mastery in handling of oil
paint that excelled in the art of Titian. In these qualities
Rubens himself became supreme, whether with the bril-
liant play of fine brushes over the white reflecting surface
of a small panel, or with masterful gestures often more
than six feet long, sweeping a richly loaded brush across
some huee canvas,

some nuge
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OLDENBOURG,. Peter Paul Rubens (1922), in German; J.s.
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WIJNGAERT, Inventaris der Rubeniaansche Prentkunst (1940);
and the exhibition catalog, E. HAVERKAMP-BEGEMANN (ed.),
Olieverfschetsen van Rubens (1953). They supplement M.
ROOSES, L’oeuvre de P.P. Rubens, 5 vol. (1886-92). Rubens’
letters were edited by R.S. MAGURN, Letters of Peter Paul Ru-
bens (1955); and his diplomacy was the subject of an exhibi-
tion catalog by F. BAUDOUIN, Rubens diplomate (1962).
(MLJ.)

Rugby

Rugby is a football game played with an oval ball by two
teams of 15 or 13 players each, its distinctive features
being: (1) players may use their hands and catch, throw,
or run with the ball (a practice introduced at Rugby
School in the 1820s) in addition to manoeuvring it with
their feet as in association football (soccer); and (2) the
scrum, or scrummage (from “scrimmage,” tussle, con-
fused struggle), a method of putting the ball in play from
a set formation in which eight men on each team—six
in a 13-per-side game—form a closely packed group be-
hind two front rows of three men each, the ball being
thrown onto the ground between them and each team
trying to get possession. Although the ball may be kicked
or carried or passed from player to player by hand or
foot, it may not be passed forward. Permitting players
to run with the ball inevitably made tackling a part
of the game. A tackle occurs when a player carrying the
ball is sent to the ground or is held by one or more oppo-
nents so that he is unable to free himself without delay and
cannot play the ball.

There are two principal types of rugby football: Rugby
Union, which is the amateur game; and Rugby League,
a inainly proiessionai game; ihe chief differences between
the two are described under Rugby League, below. For
the background, origins, and history of these games see
the article FOOTBALL, AMERICAN AND CANADIAN: Early
History. See also ASSOCIATION FOOTBALL (SOCCER).
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RUGBY UNION

History. The formation of the Rugby Football Union,
the governing body of the sport in England, on Jan. 26,
1871, was closely followed by the first match between
England and Scotland, at Edinburgh on March 27 of the
same year, Scotland winning in front of a crowd of 4,000
spectators. At that stage there was no official central
authority for the game in Scotland, but the Scottish Foot-
ball Union—which changed its name to Scottish Rugby
Union in 1924—was formed in 1873. The game had
grown in Scotland, as in England, through the schools
and especially through the numerous public schools
grouped in and around Edinburgh. In Ireland too it was in
academic circles that the first organized Rugby took place.
A club was formed at Trinity College, Dublin, in 1865;
and others soon followed as students continued to play in
their home towns, both during vacations and after they
had finished their university careers. The visit in 1873 of
the Dingle Football Club of Liverpool to play Trinity in
College Park, Dublin, prompted the formation in 1874 of
the Irish Football Union. This body, however, did not
embrace the whole of Ireland; and after a match in Bel-
fast between North of Ireland Football Club and Wander-
ers (from Dublin), a North of Ireland Football Union was
set up, also in 1874, as a rival authority. The two unions
amalgamated in 1879 to form the Irish Rugby Football
Union. With the formation of the Welsh Rugby Union
in 1881, Rugby was established in all four divisions of the
British Isles.

By this time the game had already been started in distant
countries of the British Empire, sometimes through the
influence of the army, sometimes by men who had trav-
elled from Britain to the colonies, sometimes by students
from different corners of the Empire who attended Eng-
lish educational establishments. Thus the Southern Rugby
Football Union, ancestor of the Australian Rugby Foot-
ball Union, was founded as early as 1875. That same year
is generally accepted by the game’s historians as the year
in which Rugby was first played in southern Africa, at
Cape Town. In 1882 a club was formed at the University
of Stellenbosch, and the return of students to their homes
soon led to the establishment of Rugby clubs in other
areas.

The presence of British regiments led to formation of
a club in King William’s Town in 1878; the discovery of
diamonds helped to establish the game in the Kimberley
area between 1883 and 1886; and the gold rush encour-
aged its spread in the region of Johannesburg and Pretoria
by 1888. The first provincial union was that of Western
Province formed in 1883, and the South African Rugby
Football Board was founded at Kimberley in 1889. Mean-
while C.J. Monro, son of the Speaker of the New Zealand
House of Representatives, had returned home from Eng-
land to Nelson, in the South Island of New Zealand, fired
with enthusiasm for the game of Rugby, which he had got
to know while at Christ’s College in London, and in 1870
had organized the first Rugby match ever played in New
Zealand—Nelson Football Club versus Nelson College.
Monro then went to Wellington, in the North Island, and
organized a game between his Nelson players and a
collection of players from Wellington. A Wellington club
was officially formed in 1871, and by 1890 there were
approximately 700 clubs playing Rugby throughout New
Zealand. These were soon organized in various unions,
the first being the Canterbury Rugby Union in 1879, and
the New Zealand Rugby Football Union was founded as
the country’s central authority in 1892. Thus was the
game established in those countries that were destined to
become its most formidable exponents.

Rugby soon also found its way from the British Isles into
France. British businessmen, especially those engaged in
the wine trade, took the game to such Channel ports as Le
Havre, Nantes, and Bordeaux; and students, embassy and
consular officials, and others introduced it to Paris. It has
been written that British residents were playing Rugby in
Paris by 1877, and certainly Rosslyn Park, the London
club, played (and beat) Stade Frangais in Paris in 1893. In
the early days the Union des Sociétés Frangaises de Sports
Athlétiques (USFSA), a multisports organization founded

in 1887, looked after the interests of French Rugby players
and set up competitions for them. In 1919 the Rugby
club broke away from the UsFsA and formed the Féd-
ération Frangaise de Rugby (FFR), to which 173 clubs
affiliated. It was largely through the influence of France
that the game took root in Romania. The contact was
made by Romanian students who discovered the game at
the university in Paris and then went home and formed
clubs of their own. Romanian clubs became affiliated to a
multisports organization in 1912, and the Federatia Ro-
mana de Rugby was founded in 1931. Other continental
European countries took up the game, but none to the
extent of France and Romania.

Before the end of the 19th century, Rugby was played in
many lands outside the European area, besides New Zea-
land, South Africa, and Australia. Immigrants from the
British Isles had established the game in Ontario by
1882; it reached Argentina in the 1880s, thanks largely to
British residents in Buenos Aires and to engineers in-
volved in constructing railways, and the Argentine Rugby
Union was founded in 1899; the local police are believed
to have played Rugby as early as 1880 in Fiji, and the Fiji
Rugby Union dates from 1913; the game was introduced
into Japan in 1899 by Ginnosuke Tanaka, who had dis-
covered it at Cambridge University.

Although Rugby was being played in all these countries
and many others by the early years of the 20th century, it
remained predominantly a game of the British Empire
and Commonwealth. This was reflected in the member-
ship of the International Board (International Rugby
Football Board, established 1886), which for many
years was confined to the four home countries, 6 of its 12
members being English, 2 Scottish, 2 Irish, and 2 Welsh.
This proportion was maintained until 1911, when Eng-
land’s representation was reduced from six to four. In
1948 New Zealand, South Africa, and Australia were
admitted, with one member each, and England’s represen-
tation was reduced from four to two to conform with the
other home countries. In 1958 all seven member countries
were allowed two representatives each.

At the instigation of Germany, some of the other Rugby
countries held a meeting in 1933, and in January 1934
the Fédération Internationale de Rugby Amateur (FIRA)
came into being. Represented at the inaugural meeting
were Germany, France, The Netherlands, Italy, Portu-
gal, Romania, Sweden, Czechoslovakia, and Catalonia.
Membership has expanded since then but has not extended
beyond Europe and the Mediterranean coast. The FIRA con-
stitution requires that every match within its organization
be played in accordance with International Board laws, In
the 1970-71 European season, the centenary of the Rug-
by Football Union, the representatives of 50 countries
throughout the world attended the Centenary Congress at
Cambridge. At that time, England was able to report a
membership of 1,600 clubs with more than 100,000 regu-
lar players. And, to give some examples from less promi-
nent Rugby countries, Japan reported 60,000 players, Fiji
12,000, and Romania 6,500.

The progress of Rugby inside the various countries has
been steady rather than spectacular. An exception to this
norm occurred in France between 1960 and 1970, when
the number of French clubs almost doubled—from 646 to
1,160—and the number of French players increased from
39,000 to 75,000. These increases were attributed largely
to television. France was also involved in one of the two
famous “splits” in the history of the game. Allegations of
professionalism in the French club championship led to
the breaking off of relations between the U.K. and
France, from 1931 to 1939, but the Second World War
prevented the resumption of fixtures until 1947. The other
split directly concerned England alone, although its
effects were felt throughout the Rugby world. This oc-
curred in 1895, when 22 clubs in the North of England
resigned from the RFU because they wanted payment to
their players for “broken time”—i.e., for loss of wages
due to playing the game. The RFU would not agree to such
payment, and the 22 clubs promptly set up the Northern
Union, which evolved into the Rugby League game (see
below Rugby League).

Rugby 5

Inter-
national
organiza-
tions

Disputes
over
profes-
sionalism



6 Rugby

Tries and
goals

On the other hand, the partition of Ireland in 1922 did
not lead to the cancellation of any international Rugby
matches; and Dublin, Belfast, Limerick, and Cork all reg-
ularly contribute players to Ireland’s team for the home
unions’ championship. .

Development of the game. From the general free-for-
all, with hacking (kicking in the shins) and tripping that
existed in the early days, the game was gradually refined
until it reached its present shape. When the first match
between England and Scotland was played in 1871, there
were 20 men on each team, and it was not agreed to
reduce the number to 15 until 1877. Scotland won the
1871 game, scoring the only goal of the match. Scot-
land and England each achieved a try, but it was not
possible to win a match in any other way than by scoring
goals. A try, touching the ball down in the goal area
behind the opponents’ goal line, scored no points but
allowed the player’s team an unimpeded place kick at
goal from a point on the field not further from the
touchline than the try had been scored. In 1875-76 it was
agreed that if the number of goals (field goals) kicked by
each side was the same or if no goal was kicked, the result
would be decided by the number of tries achieved. Thus
was the try (in U.S. and Canadian football, a touchdown),
the scoring of which was to become the chief aim of the
game, for the first time brought into the reckoning. A
further refinement was introduced during the 1886-87
season with the adoption of the Cheltenham College rat-
ing, which had been in force at that college for some 20
years, making three tries equal to one goal. Then in 1905
the modern scoring values were introduced, a try being
worth three points, its subsequent conversion into a goal
providing an additional two points. Dropped goals, at that
stage worth four points, in the 1947-48 season were de-
valued to three. A dropped goal is scored by a dropkick
from the field—i.e., when a player, in play, lets the ball
fall from his hands and kicks it at the first rebound as it
rises so that it goes between the goal posts and above the
crossbar. Three points may also be scored by a successful
free kick or by penalty kick at goal awarded for an in-
fringement of the laws by the opposition. A free kick (a
place kick or dropkick at goal or a punt not at goal but
to gain a territorial advantage) may be taken by a player
catching while stationary a ball kicked or otherwise pro-
pelled by an opponent if he simultaneously calls “mark”;
the kick is taken from behind the mark. A penalty kick
is taken from a mark at the spot of the infringement.

The try in Rugby is the same as the touchdown in U.S.
and Canadian football; while in Rugby a “touchdown” is
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the grounding of the ball behind his own goal line by a
defending player, in the U.S.-Canadian game this is called
a “touchback.”

The two basic set pieces or formations of the game are the
scrum and the line-out. A scrum is formed by the eight
forwards of each side bending forward, binding one an-
other with their arms, and pushing against the opposing
eight forwards similarly bound in three ranks or rows.
The ball is put into the tunnel between the two front rows,
whose members use their feet to try to procure the ball for
their team.

A line-out is the method of bringing the ball back into
play after it has gone out over the touchline (out-of-
bounds). To form a line-out, at least two forwards of each
team line up in single files in a line perpendicular to the
spot where the ball crossed the touchline. A gap or space
is left between the two lines of players, and the ball is
thrown in above this gap so that the forwards of both
teams may try to grab it or otherwise obtain possession of
it for their team.

While the forwards are forming a scrum or a line-out,
the other players, normally divided into two halfbacks,
four three-quarters (the left- and right-centre backs and
left- and right-wing backs), and a fullback, take up
position several yards apart in various formations be-
tween their forwards and their own goal line. For a line-
out the three-quarters stay at least ten yards back, the
idea being that by passing or running or kicking the
ball in the open field they may find a way either of
scoring a try or of dropping a goal.

Besides the scrum and the line-out there is also the loose
maul or ruck. This occurs when, in the open field, the
progress of the ball is temporarily checked—by a player

dropping it, falling over while carrying it, or being held by

an opponent while in possession of it, for instance—and
two or more players gather round and struggle to procure
the ball for their team. The maul or ruck is an especially
profitable source of possession because the opposing de-
fense is unlikely to be as strictly aligned as it is for a
scrum or a line-out.

The game settled into the pattern of big forwards strug-
gling for the ball so that their faster and more agile backs
could pass it and run with it in the hope of scoring goals.
But as players increased in pace through improved fitness,
without a corresponding increase in the size of the field,
the open spaces became fewer, defenses became more
effective, and attacking moves were all too easily stifled.
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Play began to stagnate and to become dull, both for the
player and for the spectator. In order to reverse this trend
and to encourage the return of flowing movement to the
game, ihe Iniernaiionai Board made severai imporiant
changes in the laws in 1964. It was ruled that while a
line-out (putting the ball back in play after it had gone
out-of-bounds) was taking place, each set of three-quar-
ters must remain at least ten yards nearer their own goal
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line than the point of the line-out, thus leaving a clear
no-man’s-land in which attacks could be developed; that
backs must not advance beyond the hindmost foot of
scrums until the ball was out; that forwards must not
advance from a scrum until the ball was out; and that the
team throwing in the ball at a line-out had the right to
determine the shortness of the line-out, thus preventing
opponents from straggling across the field in a defensive
screen. Another change, in 1970, made it illegal for a
player to kick the ball directly over the touchline or side-
line except from within 25 yards of his own goal line.
Thus the player retained the right to kick his way out of
a desperate defensive situation but was dissuaded from
seeking the safety of kicking out-of-bounds from po-
sitions in which he could attack through running and
passing.

Styles of play. When it was customary to have 20 play-
ers a side, they were arranged in the formation of 13
forwards, 3 halfbacks, 1 three-quarter, and 3 fullbacks.
With the reduction of a team to 15 men in 1877, the
normal formation became eight forwards, two halfbacks,
two three-quarters, and three fullbacks. Scotland used the
innovation of three three-quarters in 1881 and was fol-
lowed in this by England and Wales in 1882 and by
Ireland in 1883. Wales used four three-quarters in the
1885-86 season; England, Ireland, and Scotland adopted
this formation in 1893-94. At that time, the two halfbacks
both played close to the scrum, and when the ball came
out it was taken by whichever of them seemed the better
placed to use it. The fixed positions of scrum half and
standoff half were introduced in the early years of the
20th century. i

Overseas the game developed slightly differently, espe-
cially in New Zealand, where they had a scrum with only
two men in the front row instead of the normal three, but
the International Board outlawed this formation in 1932.
New Zealand also considered the first three men to handle
the ball behind the scrum as a halfback and two five-
eighths, whereas in the British Isles the first two were
known as halfbacks. Australia kept the British conception
of two halfbacks but emphasized that one of the centres
would always be considered the inside centre and would
always position himself next to the standoff half. Thus
the Australians looked upon their centres as one inside
centre and one ‘outside centre, whereas in the British Isles
the centres played left and right rather than inside and
outside.

Quite apart from their formations, different countries
developed different styles of play, partly because of the
differences in climate. In Scotland, where the grounds
tended to be wet and muddy, the ball was more often
kicked or dribbled along the ground than in other coun-
tries. While their opponents on wet days dropped the ball
or slipped in trying to pass or to change direction while

- running with the ball, Scotland’s men would put the ball

on the ground and drive it up the field with their boots.
Scotland’s teams, of course, have tried more sophisticated
methods as the game has developed over the years, but
they are still best known for their hard forward play. Irish
teams, too, have made a reputation for uncompromising
forward play. The Welsh, on the other hand, have com-
plemented their tough forward game with clever, elusive
play at halfback. It has been their misfortune that their
grounds and their weather have often been too wet for
full profit to be drawn by their talented halfbacks. Eng-
land, from the early days, established itself as the country
of the orthodox in Rugby and has generally relied on
teamwork and cooperation within well-balanced teams.
New Zealand, as was to be expected from a community
largely devoted to farming, developed big, strong, capable
forwards. Its teams have sometimes used these tough for-
wards as the mainspring of their attack, and at other
periods they have trusted in the hard running of their
backs to make full use of the clean and regular possession
provided by the forwards. When the New Zealanders vis-
ited the British Isles in 1905-06, the brilliance of their
open play was much appreciated; and they won much
acclaim with the same kind of attractive football when, as
the New Zealand Army team, they toured Britain imme-

diately after World War II. But for a period after that
they neglected back play and sought to win matches
through tight forward play and kicking. In the 1950s and
1960s they had a good deal of success with these methods
and with what became known as “second-phase Rugby,”
in which, instead of attacking directly as soon as the ball
had been obtained, they deliberately sought, by running
into a tackle or by accurate kicking, to create loose play.
The theory behind this style was that an attack direct from
a set piece (a scrum or a line-out) was unlikely to succeed
because the defense would be lined up in a set position;
but if the defense could be drawn out of position by an
initial thrust, which might well cause at least one defender
to be pinned on the ground, then the attack had a greater
chance of bearing fruit. This style of play was widely
copied, but the New Zealanders then surprised everyone
by reverting to all-out, flowing, open football on a tour of
the British Isles in 1967, during which they remained
unbeaten in 15 games. While New Zealand has led the
world in these ways, South Africa has pioneered the tech-
niques of scrummaging. While other countries settled for
a scrummage formation of three men in the front row,
two in the second, and three in the back row, the South
Africans discovered that more efficient scrummaging
could be obtained with three in the front row, four in the
second, and one in the back. Their mastery of this forma-
tion was largely responsible for making them the out-
standing Rugby country of the 1930s. At times, the South
Africans, like the New Zealanders, have concentrated on
forward play to the detriment of back play, but the solid
work of their scrum pack over the years has been an
eminently reliable basis from which to proceed. The game
in Australia has remained almost invariably spectacular
and entertaining to watch. The ball has been thrown
about, and running and passing have been carried out at
high speed. The hard grounds and dry climate of the
country have undoubtedly contributed to Australia’s em-
phasis on open Rugby rather than on hard forward play.
Another important reason why Australian teams have
played in this style over the years has been the strength
of the professional Rugby League game in and around
Sydney and Brisbane. In Australia, Rugby Union, an
amateur game, is the poor relation of Rugby League,
and it is felt that Rugby Union players must play at-
tractive football to win and hold public support. Like
the Australians, the French have become famous for their
open attacking Rugby. Here again the influence of the
climate has been considerable, for the game is largely
confined to the southern half of the country where sun-
shine and dry grounds are the rule. But it was not until
shortly before World War I that the French adopted the
fluid style for which they were to become so admired in
later years. A vital influence in the adoption of this
method was exerted on the French by a Welshman, Owen
Roe, who settled in the town of Bayonne and taught the
local club team the intricacies of back play as he had
learned them at Penarth in south Wales. In 1913 Roe’s
Bayonne team not only inflicted a first ever championship
home defeat on the great Bordeaux club but also took
their brilliant three-quarter play up to Paris and there
won the final of the French club championship by 33
points to 8. Such a score immediately attracted attention,
and Bayonne’s style was soon copied by teams in other
parts of the country. In the 1950s, France gave the Rugby
world a lesson in the art of getting a scrum half and loose
forwards to attack in intimate combinations close to their
pack; and in 1958, in particular, they had great success
with peeling, or churning, moves from the back of the
line-out. The ball would be tapped down from the line-
out, and other forwards, often spearheaded by Lucien
Mias, would go hurtling towards their opponents’ goal
line. This method sometimes led directly to tries, and
sometimes tries were scored from a subsequent quick ruck
or scramble for the ball, rather in the manner of the New
Zealanders’ second-phase attack. The most uninhibited
and improvised of all Rugby played at an international
level has been that of the Fiji, who drew a crowd of 42,-
000 to one of their matches when they visited Australia
in 1952. Their play has been the very antithesis of the
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orthodoxy of England. They have simply run and passed
the ball at every possible opportunity, making the job of
planning a defense against them an extremely difficult
task.

Competition. In most Rugby countries a need for com-
petitions was felt at club level early in the game’s develop-
ment, but the club game in England, Scotland, and Wales
remained largely based on friendly matches. England has
had county cup competitions, confined to the clubs with-
in individual county areas, for many years; but these were
knock-out competitions rather than leagues, and it was
not until the 1970s that a national club competition was
set up. A national competition for county, as opposed to
club, teams was started as early as 1889, however, and
there was also a national competition for university
teams. The club game in Scotland had its first official
national competition in the 1970s, and the Scots also
have a competitive interdistrict championship. Wales
similarly developed a national club competition in the
1970s and also has a county championship. Ireland early
developed a comprehensive pattern of league and cup
competitions for clubs, although the competitions are
based on the provinces rather than on the country as a
whole, and many friendly matches are also played. Ire-
land also has a thriving interprovincial championship.

Outside the British Isles, club Rugby was almost univer-
sally based on the league system, often with cup competi-
tion as well. In New Zealand, for instance, competitive
leagues were set up almost as soon as there were sufficient
clubs to make this feasible, and New Zealand club Rugby
has remained highly competitive with interclub leagues
for 15 separate grades of players, from the 15th grade
with its little boys to the top teams of senior clubs. By
the 1970s New Zealand had 28 unions with competitions
for 500 senior clubs and many more junior clubs. Some
clubs were reporting more than 700 playing members
each. New Zealand also developed a keenly contested
interprovincial competition, stimulated by the presenta-
tion in 1902 of the Ranfurly Shield by the Earl of
Ranfurly, Governor General of New Zealand. The
competition for the Shield is run on a challenge basis, the
holders retaining the Shield until beaten by a challenging
provincial union. A similar pattern developed in South
Africa, with local leagues for clubs and a national com-
petition for teams representing provinces. The trophy
awarded to the top province is the Currie Cup, dating
from 1892 and originally presented by Sir Donald Cur-
rie, of the Castle Shipping Line, to the captain of the 1891
British team about to tour South Africa, for presentation
to the South African side that put up the best performance.
It was duly awarded to Griqualand West, which in turn
presented it to the South African Rugby Board as a trophy
for the interprovincial competition. In Australia local club
leagues were established early in the game’s development,
but the institution of a full interprovincial competition re-
mained impractical because Rugby of quality was largely
confined to the two states of New South Wales and Queens-
land. The club game has been differently arranged in
France, where a championship for clubs, with a trophy
called the Bouclier de Brennus, has been organized on a na-
tional basis for many years. The details of this champion-
ship have been varied from time to time, but by 1970 the
regular formula was a First Division divided into eight
groups of clubs with eight clubs in each group. The clubs in
each group played one another at home and away on a
league basis; then the four leading clubs in each group went
forward to form the 32 clubs needed for five knockout
stages. Including this First Division, the French regularly
have had 13 annual national championships at various
levels as well as local and regional club competitions. Like
New Zealand, the French have arranged competitions for
the schoolboy teams of clubs, but they have not followed
the New Zealand pattern of establishing a championship
for representative provincial teams. As a result, although
teams have often been chosen to represent regions, notably
against touring teams from overseas, there has been no
regular representative Rugby that the ambitious French
player might use as a stepping stone between his club
team and France’s national team.

In Rugby, as in cricket, the highest form of competition
is the Test series consisting of two or more games be-
tween representative national teams—i.e., teams made up
of the best players in each country. Also in Rugby, the
four “Home Unions,” England, Scotland, Ireland, and
Wales, are considered as “countries” and their teams as
national teams (teams representing the whole of the Brit-
ish Isles are known as the Lions). Thus the first “inter-
national” match was that between Scotland and En-
gland in 1871. A complete program of matches was
established for England, Scotland, Ireland, and Wales in
the season of 1883-84. This championship has continued
more or less every year since, except during World Wars I
and II. The regular formula has been for each “country”
to play the other once a season, at home one year and
away from home the next. France entered this champion-
ship in the 1909-10 season but had to wait until 1954
before managing to come out on top of the championship
table. Even then, France had to share top place with
England and Wales, and it was not until 1959 that a
French team won it unshared for the first time. In 1970,
however, France beat England 35-13, the biggest number
of points ever scored against England in one match.

On the other side of the world, the first international
activity occurred in 1882, when a team from New South
Wales visited New Zealand. This was, in fact, the first
international Rugby tour made anywhere in the world.
The New South Wales side did not meet a full New
Zealand team, but in 1894 such a match did take place,
New South Wales winning this first Test. The Queensland
state team also visited New Zealand in this period, and
from 1903 onwards the Australian states combined,
whenever possible, to form representative teams for inter-
national matches. Thus, in the strictest sense, the first
Test match between the two countries took place in 1903.
The two countries have continued playing each other
more or less regularly since then. The New Zealanders
have generally been the more successful, but in 1929 the
Australian Wallabies beat New Zealand in three Tests
played in Australia and in 1949 two Tests in New Zealand.
Since 1931 the Tests have been played for the Bledisloe
Cup, presented by Lord Bledisloe, Governor General of
New Zealand.

South Africa’s first international competition occurred
when the British team toured South Africa in 1891, play-
ing 16 matches including three Tests, all of which the
visitors won. Such tours were to become a distinctive
feature of Rugby Union, and other tours of South Africa
by teams from the British Isles followed in 1896, 1903,
and 1910. Meanwhile, a British team, in which England,
Scotland, and Wales were represented, had toured New
Zealand and Australia in 1888. This was the first overseas
tour ever made by a team from the British Isles, and it
established a precedent of tours to Australasia that has
been followed at fairly regular intervals ever since.

Nor was the traffic one-way. The season of 1888-89 was
enlivened by a visit by 26 New Zealanders, the first team
from overseas ever to visit the British Isles, who played 74
matches in the British Isles, 16 in Australia, and 17 in
New Zealand. This team, officially called the New Zea-
land Native Team, became known as the Maori al-
though four of the players were in fact of European stock.
They beat Ireland but lost to England and Wales. This
tour was followed in the 1905-06 British season by a visit
by New Zealand’s fully representative team, known as the
All Blacks, who won 32 of the 33 matches they played on
tour and established New Zealand as one of the two most
powerful Rugby countries in the world. During the fol-
lowing season, a fully representative team from South
Africa, the Springboks, toured Britain for the first time;
and they, together with their successors in 1912-13, who
beat all four home countries and France, made it clear
that they were to be reckoned in the same bracket as New
Zealand. Since then, teams from New Zealand and South
Africa have continued to make tours of the British Isles,
usually including a brief visit to France, at more or less
regular intervals. Australian teams, too, have made simi-
lar tours to Britain, normally, like New Zealand and
South Africa, playing roughly 30 matches on each visit.

Inter-
national
compe-
tition

The All
Blacks and
the
Spring-
boks
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In the 1920s, New Zealand, South Africa, and Australia
settled into the routine of making tours of one another’s
country, the first such tour taking place in 1921, when
South Africa toured New Zealand and Australia. In the
middle years of the 20th century, international matches
between New Zealand and South Africa became recog-
nized as being for the unofficial world championship, and
each found great difficulty in winning on the other’s terri-
tory. An exception to this rule was the 1937 South African
tour of New Zealand, when the South Africans won the
international series 2—1 and also won all their 14 provin-
cial matches there. The South African government’s
policy of apartheid (racial segregation) led to the post-
ponement of New Zealand’s scheduled 1967 tour of
South Africa, the South African prime minister refusing
to allow the New Zealanders to include Maori in their
touring team. When the tour did finally take place in
1970, however, the New Zealanders became the first
multiracial sports team ever to tour South Africa. Anti-
apartheid demonstrations during South Africa’s tour
of the British Isles in the 1969-70 British season caused
unpleasant moments for the tourists; but in general the
national Rugby unions, unlike the national bodies of
many other sports, held firmly to the belief that the
political activities of a country’s government should not
be a reason for refusing to take part in a sport against
players of that country.

The first international team to play in France was the
1905-06 New Zealanders, and England first met France
later the same season in Paris. The French themselves did
not make an overseas tour until 1958, when they went to
South Africa and surprised the Rugby world by becoming
the first international side to win a Test series in South
Africa since the British team of 1896. In 1961 the

French tried their luck in New Zealand for the first time’

but were defeated in all three Tests. France has also
played international Rugby against Romania for many
years, their first meeting having been in 1924, when France
won 59-3. But by 1938 the score was no more than 11-8
to France, and in 1960 Romania beat France for the first
time, the score being 11-5. France’s first match against
Italy was in 1937. Italy and Romania have played interna-
tional matches against each other, and they have also
played frequently against other Rugby countries under
the jurisdiction of the Fédération Internationale de Rugby
Amateur, such as Spain, Czechoslovakia, Poland, and
Germany.

Other countries that have made their presence felt in
international Rugby include Fiji, which regularly plays
against Tonga and which has beaten Australia; Canada,
which has played against major touring teams that have
been on their way to or from Britain or Australasia; Ar-
gentina, which has beaten Wales, Scotland, and Ireland at
Buenos Aires; and the United States, which won the Rug-
by competition at the Olympic Games of 1920 and 1924.

For all-time records of Rugby Union international (or
Test) matches see RELATED ENTRIES under SPORTING
RECORD in the Ready Reference and Index. .

The game. Rugby is played on a rectangular field not
more than 75 yards (68.6 metres) wide; the maximum
distance between the goal lines is 110 yards (100 metres)
and beyond each goal line the end zone, called “in goal,”
extends not more than 25 yards (23 metres). At the centre
of the goal lines are two goal posts 18 feet 6 inches (5.6
metres) apart with a crossbar 10 feet above the ground.

The ball is oval, less pointed than the U.S. and Canadian
football, and is inflated. It is 11 to 11%4 inches (28 to 29
centimetres) long, 24 to 25V inches (61 to 65 centi-
metres) in circumference, and weighs 1324 to 15 ounces.
The outside casing of the ball is usually of leather.

The players wear jerseys, shorts, stockings, and studded
(cleated) boots. They are not allowed to wear protective
harness or shoulder pads. The game is controlled by a
referee assisted by two touch judges, and in international
matches there are two periods of 40 minutes each.

One of the charms of the Rugby Union game is the
infinite variety of its tactics. In a basic orthodox situation,
like a scrum on the right-hand side of the field, the ball
may simply be passed rapidly by hand through the half-

Forwards engaged in a scrummage (Wales-France Rugby
International, Paris, 1970).
Sports lllustrated photograph by Gerry Cranham, © Time Inc.

backs and the centre three-quarters to the left-wing three-
quarter, each man running a few yards before parting
with the ball; the wing may then be able to run past his
immediate opponent by swerving or sidestepping or sim-
ply by using strength and speed; a try will probably be
scored. But the attacking team may already have tried an
orthodox move of this kind and may have discovered that
the opposition is especially strong defensively and also
possesses exceptional speed. In this case, the attacking
team must depart from the orthodox and try to discover a
chink in their opponents’ armour elsewhere. One of the
halfbacks, for instance, might discover that the defence in
his particular sphere is vulnerable to a sudden change of
direction. He may therefore run himself rather than pass
the ball out, and he may decide, after making his initial
breach, that a try is most likely to be scored if he subse-
quently passes the ball not outside to his three-quarters
but inside to his big and heavy forwards, who may be able
to barge their way over the opponents’ goal line.

An attack may also be launched not into the open field
but, for the sake of surprise, on the other side of the set
piece. Instead of passing at all, the halfback may prefer to
test the nerve of the opposing fullback by kicking the ball
high into the air and instructing his teammates to bear
down menacingly upon the opposing fullback as he is
about to try to make the catch. A harassed fullback may
drop the ball, leaving it conveniently placed for an attack-
er to pick up and run off with.

The weather has a big influence on the tactics adopted. If
the day is very wet and the field very muddy and slippery,
a team’s captain may prefer to keep play confined largely
to his forwards rather than to risk seeing one of his half-
backs or three-quarters let the wet ball slip from his hands
in the open field. He may therefore instruct his forwards
not to deliver the ball from a line-out to the scrum half
but to hold on to it and try to make headway in a closely
knit group. Similarly, at a scrum he may order his for-
wards to try to retain the ball and take it up the field at
their feet.

RUGBY LEAGUE

Origin. The Rugby League game was originated by 22
Rugby Football Union clubs in the North of England who
broke away from the parent body because they wanted
their players to be paid for “broken time”—i.e., loss of
wages due to playing the game. The matter first came to a
head in 1893 when the Yorkshire Rugby Union proposed
“that players be allowed compensation for bonefide loss
of time.” The proposal was defeated, but the RFU was
frequently called upon to hold inquiries into alleged acts
of professionalism in the North. When the RFU therefore
proposed some even stricter “laws against professional-
ism,” in 1895, these were rejected by many of the leading
clubs in the counties of Yorkshire and Lancashire, which
then formed “the Northern Union Football Union,” later,
in the 1920s, to become the Rugby Football League.

The main difference between the Rugby League game
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and the Rugby Union game is that Rugby League is large-
ly professional whereas Rugby Union has remained en-
tirely amateur. The two games are played on similar
fields, and the aim in League, as in Union football, is to
score tries and goals. A try in Rugby League, as in Rug-
by Union, is worth three points, but in the League game
every successful kick at goal is worth two points only.
There are only 13 men on a Rugby League team instead
of 15. The two who have been dispensed with are the two
wing forwards, so that a League scrum has three men in
the front row, two in the second, and one in the back.
There are no line-outs in Rugby League; if the ball goes
out of play over the touchline, a scrum is ordered. Nor is
the Union game’s ruck or maul to be found in Rugby
League. When a player is brought down in possession of
the ball, he has to be allowed to stand up face-to-face with
an opponent and attempt to tap the ball back to his own
teammates with his foot.

Development of game. Although it has been played in
other parts of the British Isles, such as south Wales and
the London area, the Rugby League game has established
a firm foothold in Britain only in the three northern coun-
ties of Yorkshire, Lancashire, and Cumberland. In those
areas it is organized into numerous competitions of which
the best known are the Northern Rugby League and the
Rugby League Challenge Cup competition. Both these
are for club teams, the former on a league basis, the lat-
ter a knockout event.

The game has also taken firm root in France, Australia,
and New Zealand. Like Rugby Union, the League game
in France is largely confined to the southern part of the
country, and it has flourished-on a strictly competitive
basis. In Australia the main centres of the game are Syd-
ney and Brisbane, though it is widely played in cities and
towns throughout the country and has a larger following
than has Rugby Union. In New Zealand the game is less
firmly established than Rugby Union, but it is played in
most cities and big towns and notably strongly in Auck-
land and Wellington.

As a largely professional game, requiring a steady intake
of money from gate receipts, Rugby League has been
ahead of Rugby Union in developing along crowd-pleas-
ing lines. The reduction of a team from 15 to 13, with the
removal of wing forwards, for instance, left the field less
cluttered and so more suitable for attractive open play.
Rugby League was also ahead of Rugby Union in intro-
ducing laws to curb the stagnation of repeated kicks over
the touchline.

Competition. Although Rugby League has been played
at strength in no more than four countries, the national
teams of these four, Great Britain, France, Australia, and
New Zealand, have managed to come together from time
to time to play a World Cup tournament. This has provid-
ed the summit of international competition, but there
have also been regular tours somewhat after the manner
of Rugby Union tours, by Australia, for example, in
Great Britain and France and by Great Britain in Austra-
lia and New Zealand. The French have toured Australia
and New Zealand, and the New Zealanders have toured
in Great Britain and France. Great Britain had an excep-
tionally successful tour in Australia and New Zealand in
1970, when they played 24 matches, winning 22, drawing
one, and losing one, with a points record of 753 for and
288 against. They scored 165 tries. i

In less far-ranging international encounters, Great
Britain has settled into a pattern of playing France at
home and away each season, and Australia has had more
or less regular matches against New Zealand. Matches
between Australia and New Zealand are for the Trans-
Tasman Cup, which is retained by the one country until
beaten in a Test series by the other.

A national team has also been raised, though less regi-
larly, to represent Wales. The Welsh team is chosen
chiefly from former Welsh Rugby Union players who
have joined Rugby League clubs in the North of England.
Such players, of course, are eligible for the Great Britain
team; but during periods when there have been sufficient
numbers of them, they have also formed a Welsh team to
play against England or against France. In October 1969

a special triangular tournament was held in England in-
volving the national teams of England, France, and
Wales. The countries finished in that order in the final
table, but later that season Wales had the satisfaction of
beating France 15-11 at Perpignan, becoming the first
Welsh Rugby League team to win in France since 1936.

For records of Rugby League World Cup competition
and Test matches see SPORTING RECORD in the Ready Ref-
erence and Index.
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Rugs and Carpets

The term carpet was used until the 19th century for any
cover made of a thick material, such as a table cover or
wall hanging; since the introduction of machine-made
products, it has been used almost exclusively for a floor
covering. Both in Great Britain and in the U.S. the term
rug is often used for a partial floor covering as distin-
guished from carpet, which is tacked down to the floor
and covers it wall-to-wall. In reference to handmade car-
pets, however, the terms rug and carpet are used inter-
changeably and are so used in this article, which deals
almost exclusively with handmade products. Since such
carpets are not always intended for use on the floor, the
article extends the term rugs and carpets to cover prod-
ucts intended for other uses as well.

Handmade carpets are works of art as well as functional
objects. Indeed, many Oriental carpets have reached such
supreme heights of artistic expression that they have al-
ways been regarded in the East as objects of exceptional
beauty and luxury in the same way as masterpieces of
painting have been in the West. Handmade carpets are
discussed in this article in terms of their elements of
design, material, technique, ornament and imagery, use,
and stylistic characteristics in different periods and cul-
tures.

This article is divided into the following sections:

Elements of design
Field and border designs
Design execution
Colour
Materials and Technique .
Ornament and Imagery
Individual motifs
Symbolism of overall design
Uses of rugs and carpets
Periods and centres of activity
Oriental carpets
Persia
Turkey
The Caucasus
Turkistan
Chinese Turkistan
Egypt
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India
China
‘Western carpets
Spain
France
United Kingdom and Ireland
Scandinavia
Eastern Europe
European folk carpets
North America

ELEMENTS OF DESIGN

Field and border designs. Designs usually consist of
an inner field—the pattern in the centre of the carpet—
and a border. The latter serves, like the cornice on a
building or the frame on a picture, to emphasize the
limits, isolate the field, and sometimes control the implied
movements of the interior pattern. The design of inner
field and border must harmonize pleasingly, yet remain
distinct. :

The border consists of a minimum of three elements: a
main band, which varies greatly in width according to the
size of the rug and the elaborateness of the field design,
and inner and outer guard stripes, decidedly subordinate
bands on either side of the main band. The guard stripes
may be the same on both sides of the main band or be
different. The most common decoration for the field is an
allover pattern, a panel composition, or a medallion sys-
tem. The allover pattern may be of identical repeats
(Figure 1), either juxtaposed or evenly spaced, though
the latter, while common on textiles, is rare on carpets; or
it may be of varied motifs in a unified system (e.g., differ-
ent plant forms of about the same size), but even this
freest type of design almost invariably includes bilaterally
balanced repetitions. The varied motif type of design is
found most typically in formalized representations of the
parks or woods that were a feature of Persian palace
grounds (see Figure 7).

Another type of allover design appears to be entirely
free but is actually organized on systems of scrolling
stems, notably on the east Persian carpets of the 16th and
17th centuries.

The value of panel subdivisions for controlling patterns
had been discovered in a simple rectangular version by
the Upper Paleolithic period (c. 25,000 Bc), and panel
systems have been a basic form of design since 4000 Bc,
when pottery painters were already devising varied sys-
tems. On carpets, the lattice provides the simplest division
of the field, often a diagonal lattice as on an embroidered
carpet found in an excavated tomb (1st century BC to 1st
century AD) at Noin Ula in northern Mongolia; the diag-
onal scheme also appears on Sasanian capitals and in
Coptic tapestries. But a characteristic field design of the
Persian court carpets of the Shah ‘Abbas period, the so-
called Vase pattern, is constructed from the ogee, a motif
that became prominent in Near Eastern textile design in
the 14th century. Simple rectangular panelling—really a
large-scale check—is typical of one style of Spanish rugs
of the 15th and 16th centuries.

By courtesy of the Victoria and Albert Museum, London
S e

Figure 1: Detail of a Persian kilim from Sehna (Sanandaj),
Iran, 19th century. A tapestry-woven wool rug with an allover
identical repeat pattern of béteh (leaf with curling tip) in
rows. In the Victoria and Albert Museum, London. Full size
1.656 X 1.19m,
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Figure 2: Persian silk carpet from Kashan, Iran, late 16th
century. The field is decorated with a central medallion,
surrounded by a wreath of small cartouches and framed by
corresponding cornerpieces. In the National Gallery of Art,
Washington, D.C. 2.41 X 1.65 m.

By courtesy of the National Gallery of Art, Washington, D.C,,
Widener Collection; photograph, Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.

The most frequent medallion composition consists of a Medallion

more or less elaborate medallion superimposed on the
centre of a patterned field and often complemented with
cornerpieces, which are typical quadrants of the cen-
tral medallion (Figure 2). But multiple-medallion sys-
tems also are developed: either a succession or a chain of
medallions on the vertical aXis; two or more forms of
medallions alternating in bands, a scheme typical of the
Turkish (Ushak) carpets of the 16th and 17th centuries;
or systematically spotted medallions that may or may not
be interconnected or that may interlock so that the
scheme logically becomes an elaborate lattice.

Persian carpets of the 15th—~17th century commonly
have multiple-design schemes; that is, composition sys-
tems on two or more “levels.” The simplest is the medal-
lion superimposed on an allover design, but more typical
are subtler inventions such as two- or three-spiral stem
systems, sometimes overlarded with large-scale cloud
bands, all intertwining but each carried independently to
completion. The finer Vase carpets have double or triple
ogival lattices set at different intervals (staggered),
each with its own centre, and tangent motifs that also
serve other functions in the other systems. What at first
sight appears to be a great multiplicity of independent
motifs thus proves on careful examination to be ingen-
iously contrived and firmly controlled.

Occasionally, stripe systems are used, either vertical or
diagonal; but this conception is more natural to shuttle-
woven fabrics, and, when employed in the freer tech-
niques of rug weaving, it is probably an imitation of
textiles.

Design execution. Transferring the design is done in
various ways. It can be transferred to the carpet directly

carpets
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from the mind and hand of the craftsman or indirectly
from a pattern drawn on paper. Using the latter tech-
nique, a rug can be executed directly from the pattern, or
the design can be transferred first to a cartoon. The car-
toon, or talim, is a full-size paper drawing that is squared,
each square representing one knot of a particular colour.
The weaver places the talim behind his loom and trans-
lates the design directly onto the carpet. The cartoon is
used for reproduction of very intricate designs and as
a master pattern for the production of more than one
carpet. Many of the finest Oriental rugs, which achieve a
magnificent effect through wealth of detail, are thought to
have been woven from cartoons drawn by manuscript
illuminators. Such methods of transfer result in unavoid-
able irregularities of pattern that, because they are signs
of the artistic individuality of the craftsman, lend a par-
ticular charm to the handwoven carpet. The major differ-
ence between handmade and machine-made carpets is
that the mechanical transfer of design in the latter creates
a uniformity of pattern, obliterating signs of individual
workmanship.

Colour. From earliest times until the late 19th centu-
ry, only natural dyes were used. Some have come from
vegetables such as madder, indigo, sumac, genista, and
woad; some from minerals such as ochre; and some from
animals, mollusks, and insects. Most have been improved
by the addition of various chemicals, such as alum, which
fix colours in the fibre. Except for dark brown to black
dyes, which have high iron-oxide content that often de-
composes fibres, natural dyes have proved to be excellent;
they have remarkable beauty and subtlety of colour, and
they are durable. Much of the charm of antique carpets
lies in the slightly varying hues and shades obtained with
these natural dyes. In the 19th century, synthetic, aniline
dyes were developed, becoming popular first in Europe
and, after 1860, in the East; but their garish colours and

poor durability were later thought to outweigh the ad-
vantages of brilliance and quick application, and natural
dyes regained favour with many craftsmen. More recent-
ly, synthetic dyes have been improved.

MATERIALS AND TECHNIQUE

Most carpets are made of sheep’s wool, which is dura-
ble, dyes readily, and handles easily. Camel or goat wool
is rarely used. Too dull to make an attractive pile, cot-
ton’s strength and smooth yarn make it an ideal warp (see
below); it is used in the East for the entire foundation or
for the warp only.

Silk is so expensive that its use is restricted; but no other
material produces such luxurious, delicate rugs, display-
ing subtle colour nuances of particular charm in different
lights. Some of the finest 16th- and 17th-century Persian
carpets are entirely of silk. It has never been used for
knotting in Europe; but often since the 15th century it has
augmented wool in the weft of European tapestries.

Linen was used in Egyptian carpets, hemp for the foun-
dations of Indian carpets; and both materials are used in
European carpets. Since around 1820, jute has been used
in the foundation of machine-made carpets.

Knotted pile carpets, combining beauty, durability, and
possibilities for infinite variety, have found greatest fa-
vour as floor coverings. Long ago, weavers first began to
produce pile fabrics or fabrics with a surface made up of
loops of yarn, attempting to combine the advantages of a
woven textile with those of animal fleece. Knotted pile is
constructed on the loom on a foundation of woven yarns,
of which the horizontal yarns are called weft yarns and
the vertical are called warp yarns. Coloured pile yarns,
from which the pattern is obtained, are firmly knotted
around two warp yarns in such a way that their free ends
rise above the woven foundation to form a tufted pile or
thick cushion of yarn ends covering one side of the foun-

(Centre) The Textile Museum Collection, Washington, D.C., gift of Mrs. David B, Karrick, by courtesy of (left) the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, gift of
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Figure 3: Techniques of rug making.

right) the National Rug and Textile Foundation, Washington, D.C., gift of W, Russell Pickering; photographs, Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.
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(Top left) Detail of a Polish carpet, a gold-and-silver brocaded silk rug from Persia, 17th
century. In the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. Full size 3.96 X 1.77 m. (Bottom left)
Englarged section of above showing the contrast between silken knotted pile and areas
brocaded with metal-covered yarns. (Top centre) Detail of a Shirvan wool kilim (tapestry-
woven carpet), southeastern Caucasus (Azerbaijan S.S.R.), late 19th century. In the Textile

Musgum, Washingten, D.C. Full sizg 2,80 X 1,47 m. (B cantra)
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showing slits produced where two colours meet along the vertical, the yarn of each colour
having been returned on the same warp. (Top right) Detail of a wool Soumak carpet, Caucasus,
19th century. In the collection of the National Rug and Textile Foundation, Washington, D.C.
Full size 2.29 X 1.75 m. (Bottom right) Enlarged section of above showing the herringbone

effect created by the Soumak method of brocading.
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dation weave. The knots are worked in rows between
several interlocking, tautly drawn weft yarns that keep
every row of knotted tufts securely in place in the founda-
tion. When a row of knots is tied, it is beaten down
against the preceding rows with a heavy mallet-like comb
so that on the front the pile completely conceals both
warp and weft. When a certain area has been woven, the
pile ends are sheared to an even height. This varies ac-
cording to the character of the rug, being short on the
more aristocratic type and as much as an inch (21 centi-
metres) on some shaggy nomadic rugs.

There are various ways of knotting the pile yarn around
the warp yarn. The Turkish, or Ghiordes, knot is thought
to be the oldest. It is used mainly in Asia Minor, the Cau-
casus, Iran (formerly Persia), and Europe. The Persian,
or Sehna, knot is used principally in Iran, India, China,
and Egypt. The Spanish knot, used mainly in Spain, differs
from the other two types in looping around only one warp
yarn. After the 18th century it became extremely rare.
The kind of knot used affects the delicacy and tightness of
the pile. Knotting each pile yarn by hand is comparable
to setting small pebbles in a mosaic, and expert execution
is vital in achieving a beautiful finished product. Angular-
patterned carpets requiring only a coarsely knotted pile
are easier to produce than curvilinear and finely patterned
ones, which require finer material and a much more dense-
ly knotted pile for clear reproduction of their intricate
designs. Some Chinese carpets have fewer than 20 knots
per square inch (three per square centimetre); certain
Indian ones, more than 2,400. The highest density can be
achieved with the Persian, or Sehna, knot.

Brocading can be added to the pile, heightening its col-
ourfulness. The gold and silver thread in this procedure
lies flat against the woven foundation, giving the appear-
ance of low relief (Figure 3, left). Metal threads, how-
ever, quick-wearing and with diminishing lustre, are less
suitable as floor coverings than as hangings.

Many carpets do not have knotted pile. Called kilims,
they are woven similarly to tapestries. The weft yarns of
a given colour area never cross into another area, and if
the weft yarns of different colour areas are hooked
around adjacent warps rather than around one another or
around warp yarn, small slits are created where different
colours meet (Figure 3, centre). A variation is used in
fully brocaded Soumak carpets in which one or two rows
of coloured pattern weft alternate with an invisible func-
tional weft. Brocading with passes of alternate rows given
a differing direction, or slant, produces a herringbone ef-
fect (Figure 3, right).

Embroidery has rarely been used on floor coverings.
Embroidered rugs are almost exclusively European and
American, except for certain Turkmen kilims and Turk-
ish cicims (ruglike spreads or hangings). Only relatively
strong backings can be used, such as in appliqué work or
embroideries done in designs of counted stitching (the
cross-stitch, and the gros point and petit point of needle-
work) that cover the entire surface.

ORNAMENT AND IMAGERY

Individual motifs. Three main classes of motifs are
used: geometrical; conventional, or stylized; and illustra-
tive, or naturalistic. The geometrical repertoire is built up
from variations and combinations of meanders, poly-
gons, crosses, and stars. Meanders, chiefly for borders,
range from the simple serration employed from earliest
times to fairly complex hooked forms, characteristically
the angular “running wave,” or “Greek key,” which is
also very ancient. Little trefoil (tri-lobed) motifs are
used for guard stripes in the Caucasus, central Iran, and
India. Chief among the polygons employed are the loz-
enge and the octagon. The Maltese cross is frequently
used, as is the gamma cross, or swastika. Purely geometri-
cal stars are usually based on the cross or the octagon.
Many of these motifs, which are rudimentary and very
ancient, may have originated in basket weaving and the
related reed-mat plaiting, for they are natural to both
techniques; but in rug weaving they have survived chiefly
in the work of Central Asia, Asia Minor, and the Cauca-
sus, in both pile-knotted and flat-woven fabrics.
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One of the principal stylized motifs in 16th- and 17th-
century Persian carpets is the so-called arabesque, an
ambiguous term that generally implies an intricate scroll-
ing-vine system. In a common Persian ornamental
scheme, two asymmetrical members cross at an acute
angle, forming a lilylike blossom, and then describe
curves in opposite directions, readily continuing into fur-
ther scroll systems (Figure 4). This highly individual
form was begun in China in the late Chou period (c. 600
BC), notably on a few bronze mirrors and was beautifully
developed during the Han dynasty (206 Bc—-ap 220). It ap-
peared in Persia in the 12th century (on pottery and archi-
tectural stucco ornament), possibly influenced by the
Chinese form.

Directly traceable to China are the cloud knot and cloud
band, or ribbon—both in use by the Han period at least
and with a continuous history thereafter. The cloud knot,
a feature of the Persian court carpets of the time of Shah
‘Abbas, was continued to the end of the 18th century. The
cloud band became important on 16th-century carpets; it
was employed with especial elegance and skill by Persian
designers and perhaps most beautifully in Turkish court
carpets, which owed much to Persian inspiration. The
cloud band and knot motifs moved from Syrian textile
design into Asia Minor with the Ottoman Turkish con-
quest in the 15th century and became typical of one
group of 16th—17th century Turkish carpets.

Palmettes, a second major class of stylized motifs doml-
nant in a considerable range of carpet designs from Asia
Minor to India, originated in Assyrian design as styliza-

By courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, gift of
Mrs, Harry Payne Bingham, 1959; photograph, Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc

Figure 4: Detail of a wool Persian arabesque carpet from
Kerman, Iran, late 16th century. A system of double intersecting
arabesque bands covers the field. In the Metropolitan Museum
of Art, New York. Full size 6.05 X 2.49 m.

Arabesque
carpets
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Figure 5: Detail of a wool Persian carpet from Kurdistan, Iran,
late 18th century. Stylized palmettes dominate the field, which
also includes motifs derived from the Chinese lotus blossom.
In the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. Full size

6.96 X 2.69 m.

By courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York,
gift of Joseph V. McMullan; photograph, Otto E. Nelson

tions of the palm, a symbol of vitalistic power that was
often, if not always, associated with the Moon (Figure
5). Many of the almost uncountable variations that de-
veloped through the centuries continued to refer directly to
the palm. As early as the 1st millennium BC, however,
others derived from the lotus blossom, a complementary
motif connected primarily with the fertility symbolism of
the Sun. Still others involved the pomegranate, another
fertility symbol, utilizing primarily the fruit, while yet an-
other group presented the vitalistic emblem of the vine,
this last design being built on the single leaf. The forms of
these four main types of palmettes found in Oriental rug
designs are directly descended from styles current in tex-
tile designs from the 4th century onward and are often
modified by Chinese influences. The patterns in the 16th
and early 17th centuries were beautifully and realistically
elaborated, and blossoms such as the Chinese peony
sometimes compete with the more stylized lotus. The
lanceolate leaf, often associated with palmettes (especial-
ly in east Persian designs), is generally stylized. The chal-
ice, fan, and half-palmette, all evolved from the palmette
and used in Oriental rugs, were also used in 17th- and
18th-century European designs.

Outstanding among the more naturalistic plants are cy-
presses and blossoming fruit trees, symbolizing life eter-
nal and resurrection, respectively. Willows and jasmine
flowers are prominent in the Shah ‘Abbas Vase carpet
and tulips in Turkish court carpets. Many minor foliate
and floral forms had no specific botanical identification,
though they give a realistic effect (Figure 6). Naturalistic
red or pink roses, rare in Oriental rugs before the 19th
century, were already widespread in European designs by
the mid-16th century. Under European influence, they
appeared in Oriental designs, particularly Persian, in the
later 19th century.

The most important illustrative motifs, other than natu-
ralistic plants, are those connected with the garden and
the hunt: many small songbirds (in Persia, especially the
nightingale); the pheasant (feng-huang), taken over
from China and much favoured in the 16th century; oc-
casionally the peacock; lions and a semi-conventional lion

mask, sometimes used as the centre of a palmette; tigers;
cheetahs; bears; foxes; deer of numerous species; goats,
sometimes picturesquely prancing; the wild ass, a fleet
prey; ferocious-looking Chinese dragons, and the gentle
ch’i-lin, a fantastic equine also imported from China. Fish
sometimes swim in pools or streams or are conventional-
ly paired to suggest a shield, or escutcheon, in the borders
of the carpet. Huntsmen, usually mounted, are the major
human figures, though musicians are also depicted. An-
gels are occasionally present (see Figure 8).

The underlying theme of both the stylized and naturalis-
tic vocabularies is nearly always fertility or abundance.
The great Persian carpet of Ardabil (1539-40; Victoria
and Albert Museum, London), for example, embodies a
huge golden stellate medallion, developed from the multi-
ple-pointed rosette that from time immemorial symbol-
ized the Sun. At its centre are four lotus blossoms floating
on a little gray-blue pool, which represents the source of
rain in the heavens. The medallion thus symbolizes the
two basic vitalizing elements—Sun and water. As proof of
its magical potency, a complex system of tendrils and
blossoms issues from it (see Figure 12).

In Oriental carpet design, a flat surface pattern is always
emphasized, even where small details are plentiful. Euro-
pean designs, however, tend more toward the illusionistic
effects of painting, often using shading and picture-like

By courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York; photograph, Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.

Figure 6: Indian wool floral carpet, Mughal, 17th century.

The field is decorated with an allover pattern of naturalistic
flowering plants. In the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York.
427 X 2.01 m, ' )

Oriental
versus
European
design



compositions and incorporating architectural motifs (a
cornice, for example) and even portraiture. This tenden-
cy is particularly evident in French carpets of the 17th
and 18th centuries.

Symbolism of overall design. In addition to the sym-
bolism inherent in individual motifs incorporated into the
design of the carpet, the total design—indeed, the carpet
itself—can be symbolic, as are some of the earliest Per-
sian designs. The ultimate example is the Spring (or Win-
ter) of Khosrow Carpet made for the audience hall of the
Sasanid palace at Ctesiphon (southeast of Baghdad) in
the 6th century. The carpet has not survived, but, accord-
ing to written records, it represented a formal garden
with watercourses, paths, rectangular beds filled with
flowers, and blossoming shrubs and fruit trees. Yellow
gravel was represented by gold; and the blossoms, fruit,
and birds were worked with pearls and different jewels.
The outer border, representing a meadow, was solid with
emeralds. Made of silk and measuring about 84 feet
square (about 26 metres square), the carpet must have
seemed . overwhelmingly splendid when the great portal
curtains of the hall were drawn back and the sun flooded
the interior.

This dazzling carpet symbolized the divine role of the
king, who regulated the seasons and guaranteed spring’s
return, renewing the earth’s fertility and assuring pros-
perity. On another plane, it represented the Garden of
Eden, a symbol of eternal paradise (the English word
paradise is ultimately derived from the Persian word,
which means “walled park”). With its flowers, birds, and
water, it symbolized deliverance from the harsh desert
and the promise of eternal happiness.

This most sumptuous of fabrics made a profound im-

By courtesy of the Fogg Art Museum, Harvard University,
gift of Joseph V. McMullan; photograph, Otto E. Nelson
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Figure 7: Detail of a wool Persian garden carpet from Kurdistan,
Iran, late 18th century. The pattern, which consists of varied
stylized motifs in a unified system, is based on the design of a
Persian garden. In the Fogg Art Museum, Cambridge, Mass.
Full size 6.9 X 2.4 m.
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pression on everyone, especially the Persians. For centu-
ries it bewitched Persian imagination, becoming a legend
in history, poetry, and art. Vain attempts at emulation
were made by Oriental craftsmen for more than a millen-
nium; and though its realistic depiction has disappeared,
the Garden of Eden concept lingers on in Oriental de-
signs (Figure 7). The garlands, vines, flowers, trees, ani-
mals, and beasts all strive to create a landscape, picturing
hunting scenes or game, lakes with water birds, and often
images of supernatural or celestial beings, such as jinn,
houris (maidens who are among the pleasures of the Mus-
lim paradise), or a gathering of the blissful righteous at a
banquet or dance (Figure 8). Accompanying verses sup-
port the image, lyrically extolling the carpet as a garden,
for example, or a blooming meadow and comparing its
beauty to that of the Garden of Eden.

USES OF RUGS AND CARPETS

Carpets originated in Central and Western Asia as cover-
ings for beaten-earth floors. From time immemorial, car-
pets covered the floors of house and tent as well as
mosque and palace. In the homes of wealthy Eastern
families, floor coverings serve an aesthetic as well as a
practical function. Rugs are often grouped in a tradition-
al arrangement, partly to allow for simultaneous display;
and the carpet’s size and shape is determined by the in-
tended place within that arrangement. There are usually
four carpets. The largest, called mian farsh, usually mea-
suring some 18 feet by 8 feet (5.5 by 2.5 metres), is placed
in the centre. Flanking the mian farsh are two runners, or

By courtesy of the Osterreichisches Museum fur Angewandte
Kunst, Vienna; photographs, Eric Lessing—Magnum

o e

Figure 8: Naturalistic human figure and animal motifs.
Details of a Persian silk hunting carpet from Kashan, Iran,
16th century. In the Osterreichisches Museum fir Angewandte
Kunst, Vienna. Full size 6.93 X 3.23 m. (Top) Winged figures
from the border, possibly jinn or houris, seated amid flowering
stems and birds in paradise. (Bottom) Scene from the field
showing mounted huntsmen attacking a leopard.
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Figure 9: Specialized rugs.

(Left) Cruciform wool tabletop rug made in Cairo for export to Europe, Ottoman, 16th century.
In the Museo d’Arte Sacra, San Gimignano, Italy. 2.60 X 2.30 m. (Right) Wool prayer rug
(namazlik) from Bursa, Turkey, Ottoman, 16th century. The field contains a mihrab, or prayer
niche, with a mosque lamp hanging in the central arch. In the Metropolitan Museum of Art,

New York. 1.68 X 1.27 m.

By courtesy of (right) the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, gift of
J.F. Ballard; photographs, (left) SCALA, New York, (right) Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.

kanarehs, which are mainly used for walking and which
measure some 18 feet by 3 feet (5.5 by 1 metre). The
principal rug, or kellegi, averaging 12 feet by 6 feet (3.7
by 1.8 metres), is placed at one end of the arrangement of
three carpets, so that its length stretches almost complete-
ly across their collective widths.

The intended use sometimes determines both design and
size, as in the prayer rug, or namazlik. Because a Muslim
must carry it everywhere, the prayer rug is relatively
small (Figure 9, right). Design, naturally linked to religi-
ous imagery, is characterized by the mihrab, or prayer
niche (an imitation of the prayer niche in the wall of a
mosque), the apex of which could be pointed toward
Mecca. But other religious properties also appear, such
as hanging lamps, water jugs, or “hand prints” to mark
the place of the worshipper on the rug.

Until mid-17th century, Asian carpets imported into Eu-
rope were considered too precious to serve as permanent
floor coverings. Placed on the floor only on church holi-
days or in an aristocrat’s presence, they were otherwise
used on the wall or to cover tables, benches, and chests;
and, particularly in Italy, they were hung over balconies
as decoration during festivals. Taking this European atti-
tude into account, the Egyptian manufacturers created
several unusual shapes and sizes for the European mar-
ket: square, round, and cruciform carpets, obviously de-
signed for tables rather than floors (Figure 9, left). Dur-
ing the 17th century, covering the entire floor with costly
knotted carpets became fashionable. The mid-20th cen-
tury witnessed a boom in antique-carpet prices that re-
sulted in choicer pieces ending up back on the wall.

Oriental carpets frequently served many uses besides
covering floors. They made handsome curtains, served as
tribute money, and. were frequently gifts of one state to
another. They were used as blankets, canopies, coverings
for tent openings, and tomb covers. They have also made
excellent saddle covers and storage bags for use in tents.
Such modest rugs were always close to the life of the
people, who lavished care on them and into them wove

life-protecting symbols. Other, more bizarre, uses have
included assisting in the demise of Baghdad’s last caliph
—who in 1258 was wrapped in a carpet and beaten to
death—and dramatically enhancing Cleopatra’s intro-
duction to Julius Caesar, when she stepped out of an
unrolled rug. In less well-documented instances, they
have assumed magical properties and taken flight, trans-
porting their owners through the air.

PERIODS AND CENTRES OF ACTIVITY

Floor coverings of plaited rushes have been used at least
since the 4th or 5th millennium Bc, and rush weaving in
the Middle East had reached a high standard by medieval
times.

Oriental carpets. Oriental carpets are those made in
Western and Central Asia, North Africa, and the Cauca-
sus region of Europe. Rug design, in Western Asia at
least, had gone beyond felt and plaited mats before the
1st millennium Bc. A threshold rug represented in a stone
carving (now in the Louvre) from the 8th-century-Bc
Assyrian palace of Khorsabad (in modern Iraq) has an
allover field pattern of quatrefoils (four-leafed motifs),
framed by a lotus border. Other Assyrian carvings of the
period also show patterns that survive in modern design-
ers’ repertories.

Excavation of royal graves, dating from the 5th to the
3rd century BC, at Pazyryk, in the Altai Mountains of
Southern Siberia, has uncovered the oldest known exam-
ples of knotting. The finds include various articles of felt
with appliqué patterns and a superb carpet (Figure 10)
with a woollen pile, knotted with the Ghiordes, or Turk-
ish, knot (Hermitage). The carpet, probably of Persian
origin, measures 6 X 6% feet (1.8 X 2.0 metres). The
central field has a checkerboard design with a floral star
pattern in each square, Of the two wide borders, the inner
one shows a frieze of elk, the outer 6ne a frieze of horse-
men.

Knotting was not necessarily the only or even the most

important method of carpet making. Felt carpets were
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Figure 10: Detail of the wool carpet from the royal graves
at Pazyryk in the Altai Mountains of Southern Siberia, 5th to
3rd century BC. Probably of Persian origin, the rug is knotted
with the Ghiordes, or Turkish, knot. The central field is an
allover checkerboard pattern. The two wide bands of the
fivefold border contain friezes; the outer one has men
mounted on stallions, the inner one grazing elk. In the
Hermitage, Leningrad. 2.0 X 1,8 m.

Novosti Press Agency

used for a long time in Central and East Asia, as indicat-
ed by magnificent 1st-century-AD specimens from Noin
Ula in Northern Mongolia (1st century Bc to the 1st
century AD; in the Hermitage) or those in the ShosG-in
(Japanese Imperial storehouse) in Nara near Osaka (be-
fore the 8th century). The costly rugs with figure motifs
and gold mentioned by Greek and Arab writers may have
been woven or embroidered and were probably exhibited
on the wall as well as on the floor. The large carpet made
in the 6th century for the Sasanid palace in Ctesiphon
(see above Ornament and imagery: Symbolism of overall
design) is the most famous; but other Oriental courts,
such as the caliphate at Baghdad (8th—13th century),
also used valuable carpets.

In the 13th, 14th, and 15th centuries, Asia Minor and
the Caucasus produced coarse, vividly coloured rugs with
stars, polygons, and often patterns of stylized Kific writ-
ing. A special group with simple, highly conventionalized
animal forms was also woven; the most important of
these carpets are represented by seven fragments of
strong, repeating, geometric patterns in bold colours—
red, yellow, and blue—found in the mosque of ‘Al3> ad-
Din at Konya in Anatolia and now in the Museum of
Turkish and Islamic Art, Istanbul. They probably date
from the 13th century. In the Staatliche Museen zu Berlin
and in the Nationalmuseum at Stockholm are two primi-
tive rugs, one, a highly conventionalized dragon-and-
phoenix combat (Figure 11), the other, stylized birds in
a tree. Both of these rugs are probably early-15th-century
Anatolian.

Later, many rugs of finer weave, more delicate pat-
terns, and richer colour—mostly geometric and possibly
from Seljuq looms in Asia Minor—appeared in Europe.
They were depicted by Flemish painters, such as Hans
Memling, Jan van Eyck, and Petrus Christus, with such
skill that the separate knots are sometimes visible. Many
of these designs are repeated in the Bergama district of
Asia Minor and the Southern Caucasus today, a compli-
cation when dating work.

Rugs and Carpets

17

Persia. Little is known about Persian carpet making
before the 15th century, when the art was already ap-
proaching a peak. The Mongol invasion of the 13th cen-
tury had depressed Persia’s artistic life, only partly re-
stored by the renaissance under the Mongol II-Khan dy-
nasty (1256-1353). Although the conquests of Timur
Lenk (died 1405) were in most respects disastrous to
Persia, he favoured artisans and spared them to work on
his great palaces in Turkistan.

Under Timur’s successor, Shah Rokh (died 1447), art
flourished, particularly carpets. Their production exclu-
sively by palace workshops and court-subsidized looms
gave them unity of style; and a sensitive clientele and
lavish royal support guaranteed perfect materials and the
highest skill: sheep were especially bred, dye plantations
were cultivated like flower gardens, and designers and
weavers could win court appointments. These conditions
continued under the Safavids (1501/02-1732).

In the 15th century the art of the book, which had long
been considered the supreme artistic accomplishment and
already had behind it centuries of superb achievement,
reached a degree of elegance and sophistication unknown
either before or since. The bindings, frontispieces, chap-
ter headings, and, in the miniatures themselves, the cano-
pies, panels, brocades, and carpets that furnished the
spaces all received the richest and most elegant pattern-
ing. These beautiful designs were appropriated in various
degrees by the other arts and account in no small measure
for the special character of the court carpets of the peri-
od, the variety of colour, the ingenuity and imaginative
range of pattern schemes, and the superlative draftsman-
ship that is both lucid and expressive.

Among the products inspired by book illumination were
the Medallion carpets of northwest Persia, which consist
of a large centre medallion connected with pendants or
cartuoches on the long axis and with quarter-section de-
signs of the medallion in the corner areas. First used on
ornamental pages and bindings of Persian books, on car-
pets this arrangement provided an effective centre and
allowed several layers of designs to overlap because the

By courtesy of the Staatliche Museen
zu Berlin, Islamisches Museum

Figure 11: Wool carpet with octagons containing a
stylized dragon-and-phoenix combat motif, attributed
to Anatolia, c. early 15th century. In the Staatliche
Museen zu Berlin, 172 X 90 cm.
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medallions could cover multiple vine and flower patterns.
The depiction of the latter motifs is more relaxed than
their medieval rendering, and new motifs (inspired by
painting) such ‘as animals, humans, and landscapes began
to be worked in.

A special court atelier, possibly located in Soltaniyeh,
translated the most gorgeous illuminations into carpets.
Among the 12 or so surviving examples are the world’s
most famous carpets, each a masterpiece of superb de-
sign, majestic size, purity and depth of colour, and perfec-
tion of detail. The best known are two carpets from the
mosque at Ardabil in eastern Azerbaijan, Iran, dated
1539-40. The better, skillfully restored, is now in the
Victoria and Albert Museum (Figure 12); the other, re-
duced in size, is in the Los Angeles County Museum of
Art. An extremely rich, intricate system of stems and
blossoms covers a velvety, glowing indigo field, the whole
dominated by a complex gold-star medallion. A near rival
to the Ardabil weaving is the Anhalt Carpet (possibly
19th century), named after a previous owner, the Duke
of Anhalt, and now in the Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York City. An intricate star medallion dominates a
brilliant yellow field covered with scrolling arabesques
and fluttering cloud bands, framed by a scarlet border.
One of the most beautiful of northwest Persian rugs is the
“animal” carpet, half of which is in Krakéw Cathedral,
Poland, and half in the Musée des Arts Décoratifs. It has
the same glowing scarlet and gold as the Anhalt Carpet
but with more subtle halftones (buff on yellow, gray on
taupe, brown on gray) and represents paradise more pic-
torially. Historically more important, and in beauty a
rival of any, is the great “hunting” carpet in the Museo
Poldi Pezzoli in Milan (Figure 13), inscribed: “It is by
the efforts of Giyath-ud-Din Jami that this renowned car-
pet was brought to such perfection in the year 1521.” A
scarlet and gold medallion dominates a deep blue field,
covered with an angular network of blossoming stems,
across which hunters dash after their prey.

These carpets, in the opinion of many, represent the

supreme achievement in the whole field of carpet design-

ing. Nonetheless, other royal workshops were also pro-
ducing many beautiful rugs. Particularly costly silk car-
pets with figure motifs (such as the silk hunting carpet in
Vienna’s Osterreichisches Museum fiir Angewandte
Kunst; see Figure 8) were woven in Kashan, Persia’s silk
centre. Smaller silk medallion carpets were also made
there during the later 16th century, their designs mostly
variations of the original medallion system. The court
manufacture of Kashan also produced silk carpets with a
decidedly royal style.

The distinctive rugs called Vase carpets (because of the
flower vases in their designs) are generally thought to be
Kerman. The pattern usually consists of several lattice
systems with profuse blossoms and foliage. Many of these
carpets survive as fragments; but only a scant 20 are
intact, the finest of which is in the Victoria and Albert
Museum. The rugs were apparently not for export but for
court and mosque. Woven on a solid double warp, their
boardlike stiffness holds them flat to the floor. In Iran
they are still called “Shah “Abbas” carpets after the mon-
arch of that name. The typically Persian style widely
influenced carpets in Kurdistan and the Caucasus and
also Indian court carpets, as well as embroideries from
Bukhara.

Later in the 17th century, increasing luxury and wealth
demanded the production of so many gold- and silver-
threaded carpets that soon they were available in bazaars
and exported to Europe, where more than 200 have been
found. Some were made in Kashan, but many of the finest
came from Isfahan. With their high-keyed fresh colours
and opulence, they have affinities with European Renais-
sance and Baroque idioms. The Polish nobility ordered
many gold-threaded rugs from Kashan, for Poland and
Persia had close relations in the 17th century. Because
there had been a rug- and silk-weaving industry using
gold thread in 18th-century Poland, these imported Per-
sian rugs, when first exhibited at the Paris exposition in
1878, were considered Polish, especially as nothing quite
like them had at the time been found in Persia itself. They

Figure 12: Wool and silk Persian medallion carpet from the
mosque at Ardabil (Iranian Azerbaijan), probably made in a
workshop at Tabriz, Iran, dated 1529-40. A gold star medallion
is centred on an indigo field of scrolling stems and blossoms.
The medallion symbolizes the Sun; at its centre are four lotus
blossoms in a pool, symbolizing the source of rain. In the
Victoria and Albert Museum, London. 11.51 X 5.33 m.

By courtesy of the Victoria and Albert Museum, London

were accordingly dubbed “tapis Polonais,” or Polish car-
pets, and the name has stuck. The type degenerated in the
later 17th century, materials deteriorating, weaving
coarsening, and designs muddling.

East Persian Herat carpets, which were named after
their centre of production and were characterized by
their combination of a wine-red field and a border of
clear emerald green with touches of golden yellow, be-
came known in Europe as the typical Persian carpet.
Many of the European artists of the period owned them,
and Anthony Van Dyck and “Veivet” Brueghel (Jan the
Elder), in particular, rendered them with complete fideli-
ty in datable paintings. Indian princes also were en-
amoured of them and acquired them by plunder and pur-

Herat
carpets
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probably from Tabriz, Iran, dated 1521.

Rugs and Carpets

Hunters and their prey are positioned symmetrically on a dark blue field covered with
blossoming stems. The central motif is a scarlet and gold medallion; at its centre is an
inscription cartouche signed Giyath-ud-Din Jami. In the Museo Poldi Pezzoli, Milan.

5.70 X 3.65 m.
SCALA, New York

chase alike. Their popularity resulted in mass production
with all its attendant deleterious effects, and the style
finally expired in mediocrity.

Throughout 17th-century Persia, increasing refinement
accompanied slackening inspiration. Silk carpets woven
to surround the sarcophagus of Shah ‘Abbas II (died
1666) in the shrine at Qom (in Central Iran) were the
last really fine achievements in Persian weaving. Even
Orientalists have mistaken their finish for velvet; the
drawing is beautiful, the colour varied, clear, and harmo-
nious. The set is dated and signed by a master artist,
Ni ‘mat Allah of Jtsheqan.

At the end of the 17th century, nomads and town dwell-
ers were still making carpets using dyes developed over
centuries, each group maintaining an unadulterated tradi-
tion. Not made for an impatient Western market, these
humbler rugs of the “low school” are frequently beauti-
fully designed and are of good material and technique. A
great rug industry was developed in western Persia in the
Soltanabad district; and from individual towns come

" beautifully woven rugs such as Sariiks, with their ancient
medallion pattern; Serabands, with their repeating pat-
terns on a ground of silvery rose; and Ferahans, with
their so-called Herati pattern—an allover, rather dense
design with a light-green border on a mordant dye that
leaves the pattern in relief. The earlier Ferahans (two are
known, dated to the end of the 18th century) are on fields
of dark lustrous blue with a delicately drawn open pat-
tern. Later, Ferahans degenerated in colour and material,
and the pattern became clumsy and crowded. “Low
school” rugs maintained their standards down to the later
19th century, when insatiable Western demand ruined
their artistry; but in the 20th century fine weaving in
Persia has been somewhat revived.

Turkey. After the 16th century, Turkish rugs either

followed Persian designs, indeed, were possibly worked
by immigrant Persians and Egyptians, or followed native
traditions. The former, made on court looms, displayed
exquisite cloud bands and feathery, tapering white leaves
on grounds of pale rose relieved by blue and emerald
green. Turkish patterns embellished stately carpets, de-
signed for mosques or noble residences, with rich, harmo-
nious colours and broad, static patterns. They contrast
with the lively, intricate Persian designs, in which prima-
ry, secondary, and tertiary patterns often interact with
one another in subtle dissonances and resolutions.

Turkish styles are best illustrated by the carpets from
Usak in Western Anatolia, in which central star medal-
lions in gold, yellow, and dark blue lie on a field of rich
red. So-called Holbein rugs, similar to Caucasian carpets
(see below), have polygons on a ground of deep red,
dark green, or red and green; they often have green bor-
ders and conventionalized interlacing Kific script. Such a
carpet is depicted in a portrait of Georg Gisze by the
16th-century German painter Hans Holbein the Youn-
ger—hence the name. Similarly, a handsome carpet pat-
tern of interlacing yellow arabesques on a ground of deep
red appears so often in the paintings of the 16th-century
Venetian artist Lorenzo Lotto that they are called Lot-
to rugs. Carpets with a muted deep-red ground of won-
derful intensity, patterned with small medallions, hail,
perhaps, from Bergama. In the 17th century they de-
veloped into a type known as Transylvanian, so called
because so many of them, particularly prayer rugs, were
found in Transylvanian churches. They are nonetheless
purely Turkish, with rich, quiet colour and sturdy de-
signs. The majority are dominated by a fine red, though a
few have faded to the colour of old parchment.

In the 17th century, the “bird carpet,” or White Ushak,
with conventionalized floral motifs suggesting birds, de-
veloped (Figure 14). The few surviving examples are

Usak
carpets

Turkish
“bird
carpets”
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serenely beautiful, with fields of soft ivory and various
discreet colours.

Eighteenth- and 19th-century “low school” rugs from
Asia Minor continued the tradition of blending sober
patterns and luxurious colour. Yiiriik “low school” rugs,
made by nomadic Anatolian peoples like the Kurds, have
attracted collectors because of their wide range of rich
colours and the use of simple patterns, often geometric,
that are organized in bold designs, frequently having a
diagonal rather than a vertical emphasis (Figure 15).
But the chief creations were prayer rugs, more plentiful
among the Turks than among the other faithful. Hand-
some pieces were woven in Anatolia at Melas, Konya,
LAdik, and Kirgehir, Ladik’s being the most brilliant, both
in colour and pattern. The most famous Anatolian pray-
er rugs came from Ghiordes and Kula, mostly in the 18th
and 19th centuries; and in the United States they became
the first passion of the collector. Regions such as Smyrna
(izmir) produced a great number of utility carpets for
the West.

The Caucasus. Fine rugs were woven in the Caucasus
from the earliest times. During Persia’s long political and
cultural dominance, the magnificent carpets produced at
the Persian court furnished models for the more ambi-
tious Caucasian rugs, such as those woven for the local
nobles, or khans. But the Caucasus has its own individual
character; while it borrowed motifs from other areas, it
completely transformed them by a furious vigour of de-
sign unequalled in the textile world. For example, al-

By courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, gift of
Joseph V. McMullan, 1963; photograph, Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.

Figure 15: Wool nomad carpet, either Yarik or Kurdish, from

near the border between Anatolian Turkey and Iran, 19th

century. The geometric pattern of hexagons and lozenges

is diagonal rather than vertical. In the Textile Museum,

Washington, D.C. 1.73 X 1.48 m.

Egel Textile Museum Collection, Washington, D.C.; photograph, Otto E. Nelson—
nc,

though the Dragon carpets of Kuba continue medieval
Persian motifs, the beasts, recognizable in the earliest
Caucasian examples, are later stylized and enclosed in
repeated rhomboid designs (Figure 16). This stylization
process resulted perhaps from the combination of a taste
for abstract design and the poverty of the region. The
dense knotting required for curvilinear, natural designs is
possible only with fine material, which the Caucasians
could not afford. Their rugs, therefore, were of coarse
weave, the Dragon carpets often having fewer than 80
knots per square inch (12 per square centimetre).

The “low-school” rugs are among the most individual Caucasian
and satisfactory. Their patterns are practically all geo- “low-
metric, densely juxtaposed, generally without organic school”
connection and without implied movement; but they are rugs
clear, ingenious, and entirely suitable for floor decora-
tion. More recent examples seem a little dry in colour;
but many of them, such as the rugs woven by the Ka-
zakhs, Sariigs, and other nomads, are sometimes of flam-
ing brilliance; and the older rugs from Dagestan, Kuba
(both west of the Caspian Sea), and Shirvan (on the
borders of Iraq and Iran) are done in beautifully clear,
discreet, and well-balanced tones.

Shirvan kilims, or tapestry rugs, with their broad hori-
zontal stripes, have bold motifs assembled in harmonious
colours.

Another type of flat-stitch carpet, brocaded with a mass
of loose threads at the back, comes from the Shemakha
region (in Azerbaijan). It has mistakenly been called
cashmere because of its superficial resemblance to cash-
mere shawls. The design usually embodies large, beauti-
fully articulated mosaic-tile patterns in rich and sober
colours.

Turkistan. The carpets of western Turkistan (wrongly
called Bokhara carpets) are made by nomadic Turkmen
: 4 R ¥ tribes. Few extant examples are more than 100 vears old,

B SRR SRR EENSY though similar rugs have almost certainly been made for
Figure 14: Wool “bird carpet,” possibly from Ugak, Turkey, centuries. Many older pieces are not intended as floor
17th century. The ivory white ground is patterned with an coverings. Some, called jovals, are bags (about 5 by 3

allover, stylized floral motif reminiscent of a bird. In the .
Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. 4.44 % 2.31 m. feet; 1.5 by 1 metre) for storage in tents. Some are sad-
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dlebags consisting of two squares of about 2 feet (0.6
metre), joined together. There are also long tent bands
(called kibitkas) about 1 foot (0.3 metre) wide and per-
haps 60 yards (55 metres) long, used for decorating large
tents, and rugs (called Tekkes) used as hangings for tent
doorways. Small, squarish rugs and larger ones of about
10 by 7 feet (3 by 2 metres) seem later and were made
perhaps mainly for sale. Turkmen carpets have woollen
warp, weft, and pile, two lires of weft, and either Sehna
or Ghiordes knots. Except for the Baluchi, Turkmen rugs
are characterized by a dark-red colouring and geometric
designs. After the predominant red, the chief colours are
blue, white, and a natural black wool toning pleasantly to
brown. The characteristic design is the octagon, or ele-
phant’s foot, arranged in rows and columns, often with
diamond-shaped figures in between. Door hangings have
cross-shaped panelling, smaller pieces a rectangular dia-
per (allover pattern). Woven end webs and tassels are
used freely as embellishments. Carpets made by Turkmen
tribes are the Tekke, Yomud, Afghan, Sariik, Ersar, Be-
shir, and Baluchi.

Chinese Turkistan. The oldest surviving Chinese
Turkistan rugs date perhaps from the 17th century. Most
have a silk pile and some metal and gilded thread, with
floral, Persian-influenced patterns showing distinct
Chinese treatment. Later carpets are loosely woven with
the Sehna knot and have a wool or, more rarely, silk pile
and a cotton warp. Eighteenth-century examples have
rich, dark colouring, which became brighter in the 19th
century and, at- last, excessively crude. There are two
main types of design. The Medallion carpet usually has
three squarish medallions placed down the centre and,
almost invariably, one border with a conventional
Chinese pattern of foam-crested waves (Figure 17). This
design is generally called Samarkand in the trade, though
the rugs themselves come from Kashgar, Khotan, Yar-
kand (modern Su-fu, Hot’ien, So-ch’e in China’s Sinkiang
region). The Five-blossom carpet has a floral diaper with
groups of five blossoms. The colouring is often red and
orange with a little clear blue.

Egypt. Egyptian carpets used to be called Damascus
carpets but are now termed Mamlik, after the Muslim

The Textile Museum Collection, Washington,
D.C.; photograph, Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.

Figure 16: Detail of a wool Kuba Dragon carpet, probably from
Karabagh or Shirvan in southern Caucasia, 17th century. The
dragon, enclosed in an ogee lattice intersected by palmettes
and blossoms, is derived from Chinese motifs through medieval
Persian models. In the Textile Museum, Washington, D.C.

Full size 5.34 X 2.39 m.
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Figure 17: Chinese. Turkistan three-medallion wool
carpet from Khotan (Hot'ien), Sinkiang Uigur Autonomous
Region, China, 19th century. The top and centre
medallions contain a pomegranate branch and vase
motif. The corner filling is a Turkish form of the Chinese
cloud scroll. The guard stripe has a stylized Chinese
wave pattern, the centre band of the main border a
swastika meander. In the collection of Voitech Blau,
New York. 3.71 X 1.83 m.

In possession of Voitech Blau, New York;
photograph Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.

dynasty (1250-1517) that subsidized their manufacture,
or Cairene rugs after Cairo, the city in which they were
made.

Knotting was thought to have reached Egypt from Asia
Minor, but early Cairene carpets differ from Anatolian
ones: they are knotted with the Persian knot, and their
colours are red, yellow green, and light blue, applied
evenly in inner field and border. Moreover, Egyptian
designs concentrate on the centre, subordinating sur-
rounding motifs. Border designs match rectangular with
square panels. Although filled with plants, the carpet de-
signs seem geometric (Figure 18). The heyday of these
rugs occurred during later Mamliik rule, when there was
extensive export.

India. Carpets are less important in India than else-
where in Asia because the climate makes knotted floor
coverings unsuitable. As an art, carpet weaving was
brought from Persia by the 16th- and 17th-century
Mughal emperors, who subsidized the manufacture of
beautiful rugs with an almost silken sheen. Although In-
dian artistry was influenced by Southern and Eastern
Persian carpets, it maintained a native taste for pictorial
representation (Figure 19). :

The carpets made for the courts of the grand Mughals
were of extravagant and luxurious beauty. Expense was
ignored, and a series of carpets was made with 600 to
1,200 knots per square inch (95 to 190 per square centi-
metre). Special carpets were .of even finer weave, 2,100
knots per square inch (325 per square centimetre; Metro-
politan Museum of Art). For the palace of Shah Jahan

Mughal
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Figure 18: Cairene wool carpet from Egypt, 16th century,
Mamlik period. The field features a star medallion centred in
a geometrically designed ground, covered with stylized forms
of the papyrus and other plants. in the Metropolitan Museum
of Art, New York. 2.41 X 2,17 m.

By courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, gift of George
Blumenthal; photograph, Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.

(died 1666) a set of rugs was made from the most pre-
cious wool, imported from Kashmir and remote Himala-
yan valleys. But because the sources of the art were in
imitation, not in the life roots of the people, these won-
derful fabrics never reached the artistic height that char-
acterized many periods of Persian weaving. Once estab-
lished, the rug industry continued, becoming a jail indus-
try, particularly in the Punjab. Designs degenerated, and
good wool was difficult to obtain. Later Indian carpets
are thus mostly inferior to Persian work.

China. The rugs of China are recognizable by their
characteristic Chinese ornament. Of coarse texture, they
are Sehna-knotted on a cotton warp. The pile is thick,
smooth-surfaced, and “sculptured” so as to form a furrow
at the pattern’s contours. Yellow predominates, some-
times intentionally, sometimes as the result of the fading
of red and orange. Blue and white are commonly used;
but true red, brown, and green are rarely seen.

Some carpets have repeating plant scrolls; others scat-
tered flowers and various Chinese symbols. Frets, or key
designs, often decorate the border.

Peculiar to China are Pillar carpets, designed so that
when wrapped around a pillar the edges will fit together
to form a continuous pattern, usually a coiling dragon
(Figure 20). Small mats and seat covers are also common.
Chinese rugs are virtually impossible to date, since they
vary little with time. Many large carpets have been made
for export in the 20th century.

Western carpets. Spain. Spain’s close ties with Islam
after the 8th century made it quick to accept and produce
knotted carpets. Early examples of the unusual Spanish
knot suggest manufacture as early as the 12th century,
but not until the 15th century do enough examples re-
main to allow grouping of work. Many designs imitate
Anatolian forms (Figure 21); others, with coats of arms
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During the 16th century, Renaissance influence was preva-
lent. The manufacturing centres were Cuenca, Alcaraz,
and possibly Almeria. The knotted carpet lost ground
during the 18th century; and native work, known as Al-

pujarra (after the district), is embroidered or done in un-
cut weft-loop technique.

France. In France, too, the stimulus for the produc-
tion of knotted carpets came from the East; but the de-
signs of the rugs were inspired by contemporary French
decoration rather than Oriental carpet design. Jean For-
tier and Pierre Dupont won fame knotting pieces in the
Hospice de la Savonnerie at Chaillot, which was convert-
ed from a soap factory to a carpet factory in the early
17th century. “Savonnerie” became a mark of distinction
in French carpets, reaching a zenith during the later 17th
century with Louis XIV’s immense order for Versailles.
Combined since 1826 with the Gobelins factory, the firm
still operates. Thick and strong, these carpets consist of a
woollen pile on a mostly linen warp. During the 18th
century and afterward, many tapestry-woven carpets
were made at Aubusson as well as at other tapestry facto-
ries. Even though their production has not been confined
to that city, they are known as Aubusson carpets.

The European concept of carpet design, as distinguished
from the Oriental concept, is most explicit in the Savon-
nerie carpets, in which three-dimensional compositions
complement architecture, and even portraits are repro-
duced (Figure 22). The style of such carpets is best seen
in sketches of rug design made by Charles Le Brun for
Louis XIV (mostly in the Mobilier National in Paris).

United Kingdom and Ireland. The growth of a native
craft in the United Kingdom soon followed on the intro-
duction of carpets from Turkey, though 16th- and 17th-
century intact specimens number only about a dozen.
They are characterized by a hemp warp and weft, medi-
um-fine woollen pile, and the Ghiordes knot. The back-
ground usually is green, and there are so many shades of
the other colours that the entire number of tints is greater
than in Oriental carpets. The designs can be divided into
two groups. In the first are typically English patterns
resembling contemporary embroidery, often with heral-

By courtesy of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, gift of
Mrs, Frederick L. Ames in the name of Frederlck L. Ames

Figure 19: Indian wool pictorial carpet, Mughal, late 16th or
early 17th century. The field design resembles Mughal painted
miniatures, or illuminated manuscrlpts In the Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston. 2.4 X1.5m.
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dic devices and dates. The oldest specimen, dated 1570,
belongs to the Earl of Verulam. In the second group are
many pieces of carpet knotting—called at the time “Tur-
key work”—imitating Oriental designs and made to cover
chairs and stools. As the demand for carpets increased in
the 18th century, factories were established at Padding-
ton, Fulham, and Moorfields, near London, and at Exeter
and Axminster in Devon. Axminster worked on well into

the 19th century, when it merged with the Wilton Royal -

Carpet Factory Ltd. at Wilton, Wiltshire, which still op-
erates. The industry dwindled and almost disappeared
with the advent of mechanization until about 1880. The
craft was revived by the English artist and poet William
Morris. Later in the 19th century, a factory opened in
Donegal, Ireland; and during the 20th century, many
small rugs have been knotted by handicraft societies.

Scandinavia. Scandinavian work is similar in concept
despite national differences of colour and motif. Abun-
dant handmade products include floor coverings, cover-
lets, upholstery for benches, chairs, stools, and pillows.
Techniques dating from the Vikings (and probably im-
ported by them from Turkey) are continued in Swedish
and Finnish rugs, called Rya rugs. Knotted work includes
pieces with pile on either side, many Ghiordes on three
warps, and braided and woven patchwork carpets with
interwoven strips. Geometric designs, rooted in the native
arts, are common, appearing, for example, in opulent
“wedding carpets.” Design was also influenced by Dutch
tapestry flower motifs.

Eastern Europe. Knotted Mazovian rugs of East Prus-
sia show the strongest Oriental influence, though at the

The Textile Museum Collection, Washington,
D.C.; photograph, Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.

Figure 20: Chinese wool Pillar carpet, late 19th century.
When the rug is placed around a pillar, the dragon
becomes continuous, and the animal masks at the top
form a capital. Chinese cloud motifs and Buddhist
symbols cover the field. At the base, a mountain rises
from ocean waves. In the Textile Museum, Washington,
D.C.241 X 1.23 m.
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same time they are deeply rooted in peasant traditions.
Many other textiles untouched by west European influ-
ence, however, came from southeast Poland, the Ukraine,
and southern Russia; some are characterized by ancient
textile motifs (such as simple stripes) and forceful colour
harmonies, others by geometric designs resembling those
of the Orient. Kilims, or tapestry-woven carpets, are com-
mon in those areas, as they are in the Balkans. In Roman-
ia, government promotion and the interest taken by con-
temporary artists in folk idiom have stimulated modern
production during the 20th century.

European folk carpets. Carpet making is so wide-
spread in European folk art that it probably would have
developed even without stimulus from the Orient. The
most varied techniques are represented in these tradi-
tion-bound products the designs of which remained un-
changed for generations. The work includes floor cover-
ings, chest covers and bedcovers, and draperies, most of
modest size (or pieced together) and many made in sets.
The colour scheme is very limited, for even the raw ma-
terials were homemade. Machine-made carpets in the la-
ter 19th century quickly engulfed home products, but a
conscious revival and renewal followed in the 20th cen-
tury.

North America. 'The technique of knotting has not
been used by the Indians, but many tribes have been
making flat-woven floor rugs and blankets since the earli-
est days of their known history. Before sheep were intro-
duced in the 16th century and wool became dominant,
the principal material was cotton, together with various
fibres and dog’s hair. Indian designs are traditionally ab-
stract, making much use of stripes and a zigzag, or “light-
ning,” motif. The colours are black, white, yellow, blue,
tan, and red, the latter often dominant. Among the most
skillful carpet makers are the Pueblo and Navaho tribes.

Rugs were made by the colonists in a variety of tech-
niques: knitting; crocheting; braiding thin strips of mate-
rial into small squares and then sewing them together;
and embroidering on a coarse-woven foundation. Hook-
ing (drawing material through a canvas foundation) be-

The Textile Museum Collection, Washington,
D.C.; photograph, Otto E. Nelson—EB Inc.

Figure 21: Wool carpet from Cuenca, Spain, 17th century,
a Spanish version of the Anatolian Lotto rug. In the Textile
Museum, Washington, D.C. 2.31 X 2.11 m.
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Figure 22: Savonnerie wool carpet made at Chaillot, France, 17th century. A predominately
floral arabesque design covers the field, at either end of which are medallions with landscape
scenes. The centre motif is a Baroque cartouche. In the collection of Mr. and Mrs. Charles B.
Wrightsman, 3.0 X 9.1 m.
Collection of Mr, and Mrs, Charles B. Wrightsman; photograph, the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York

gan around the turn of the 18th century and became very
popular; early examples have crude floral, geometric, or
animal designs and are very colourful. No knotted car-
pets were manufactured by the early settlers. In 1884,
however, a factory established in Milwaukee (and later
moved to New York City) began to weave carpets in
traditional European designs. During the 1890s a branch
of the English Wilton Royal Carpet Factory made Ax-
minsters at Elizabethport, New Jersey; and a few beauti-
ful, flat-woven carpets in French Baroque and Neoclassi-
cal designs were produced around the turn of the century
by a tapestry factory in Williams Bridge, New York. After
this, machine weaving, which began in the U.S. in the
late 1700s, gradually displaced hand weaving.

BIBLIOGRAPHY. For further study in this area the follow-
ing important summaries are recommended: RUDOLF M. RIEF-
STAHL, A Short Bibliography for the Student of Oriental and
Western Hand-knotted Rugs and Carpets (1926); FRIEDRICH
SARRE and HERMANN TRENKWALD, Altorientalische Teppiche,
2 vol. (1926-28; Eng. trans., Old Oriental Carpets, 2 vol.,
1926-29), excellent large plates with exact description and
technical analysis of masterpieces of Oriental rugs and car-
pets, including a comprehensive bibliography; KURT ERDMANN,
Der orientalische Kniipfteppich, 3rd ed. (1965; Eng. trans.,
Oriental Carpets, 2nd ed., 1962), the most important newly
revised discussion of Oriental rugs and carpets with regard to
artistic development—contains the most comprehensive bibli-
ography for all areas of the Oriental carpet, including news-
paper and journal essays, and museum and auction catalogs,
arranged according to subject areas; and Siebenhundert Jahre
Orientteppich (1966; Eng. trans., Seven Hundred Years of
Oriental Carpets, 1970), a posthumous collection of the au-
thor’s articles, presenting material not found in his earlier
works; WILHELM VON BODE and ERNST KUHNEL, Vorderasia-
tische Kniipfteppiche aus alter Zeit, 4th ed. (1955; Eng. trans.,
Antique Rugs from the Near East, 1958), a handbook on the
scientific study of rugs and carpets; ALBERT F. KENDRICK and
C.E.C. TATTERSALL, Hand-woven Carpets, Oriental and Europe-
an, 2 vol. (1922), a monographic treatment of the individual
types, including products after 1800; ARTHUR U. POPE and
PHYLLIS ACKERMAN, The Art of Carpet Making in a Survey of
Persian Art from Prehistoric Times to the Present, 7 vol.
(1938-39), the most comprehensive study of the art of carpet
making in Persia, richly illustrated; CORNELIA B. FARADAY,
European and American Carpets and Rugs (1929), a compre-
hensive study of European and American carpet production,
including native arts and machine-made carpets (very richly
illustrated but without bibliography); C.E.C. TATTERSALL, A
History of British Carpets (1934), an extensive study of car-
pet production in England, including machine-made carpets;
M. 1. MaToRcas, Englich Needlework Carpets, 16th-19th Cen-
turies (1963), a richly illustrated treatise; MADELEINE JARRY,
Manufacture nationale de la Savonnerie (Eng. trans., The
Carpets of the Manufacture de la Savonnerie, 1966) and
The Carpets of Aubusson (1969), two recent studies of
French floor coverings, with ample illustrations.

Rummy Games

Rummy refers to a family of card games whose many
variants make it the best known and most widely played
family of games in the United States, if not in the world.
The basic principle of all Rummy (rum, rhum, romme)
games is to form sets of three or four cards of the same
rank (as four eights, three sixes), or sequences of three or
more cards of the same suit ({ 6-5-4-3, etc.). Some
variants allow only one or the other of these combinations.
In Canasta, for example, sequences are not permitted.

History. Many games of the 17th century, during
which card playing became popular in Europe, included
the principle of building such structures, or melds, before
or during a period of play. The ancient Chinese game of
Mah-Jongg (see BOARD AND TILE GAMES), played with
tiles long before the invention of playing cards and based
on forming matching groups of three and four, is a ven-
erable ancestor of Rummy. The earliest modern form of
Rummy, however, became popular in Mexico in the lat-
ter half of the 19th century as Conquian, from the Span-
ish con quien, “with whom,” a mysterious misnomer since
it was a two-hand rather than a partnership game.

Conquian, better known as Cooncan (or Coon-Can) as
it spread to Texas and the southern United States early in
the 20th century, used the “Spanish pack” of 40 cards—
the regular 52-card pack with tens, nines, and eights re-
moved. The modern game of Panguingue, or Pan as it is
more often called in the many gaming clubs on the Pa-
cific Coast and in southwestern United States, where it
is very popular, uses eight such packs shuffled together to
make it possible for the game to be played by as many as
15 players, although the usual game is for six or seven.
Pan is one of the few games that still follows the princi-
ple of dealing and playing to the right instead of to the
left. Pan also requires that the winner have a hand of 11
matched cards; no discard can be made on the last turn.

In the United States, Cooncan soon developed into
Rum. It is not clear whether this name followed the theme
of “Whiskey” in the game of Whiskey Poker or was
adopted when the game was characterized by an English-
man as “Rum” (“Queer”) Poker. A later variant, however,
introduced as a two-hand game in 1909 in New York by
Elwood Baker, was named Gin with the deliberate inten-
tion of keeping it in the alcoholic beverage family. Be-
cause it seemed desirable to remove card playing from the
same sinful category as drinking, both names were soon
bowdlerized, becoming Rummy and Gin Rummy. Anoth-
er Rummy variant, Canasta, originated in Uruguay in the
late 1940s and quickly became the most popular game in
the clubs of Argentina. In the early 1950s it temporarily
eclipsed Contract Bridge in popularity in the U.S., but
was never more than moderately popular in Europe.
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modern
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Principles and procedures. There are no official rules
for the basic game of Rummy, but the following pro-
cedures are generally observed.

From two to six may play, using a standard deck of 52
cards, with or without jokers. Cards rank: K (high), Q, J,
10, 9 etc., to A, low. In some variants, but not generally
in the basic game, A-K-Q is allowed as a sequence. In
two-hand play, ten cards are dealt to each, face down, one
at a time beginning with the player on dealer’s left and
continuing clockwise. For three or four players, a hand is
seven cards; for five or six players, six cards are dealt.
The remainder of the pack, the stock, is placed face down;
the top card of the stock is faced to begin the talon, or dis-
card pile. Each player in his turn may take the top card
of the discard pile or draw the top card of the stock; he
may then place face up on the table any legal meld of
three cards or more or add (lay off) one or more cards
from his hand that match his own or any other player’s
exposed melds. He ends his turn by discarding one card
face up on the discard pile, except that on the turn when a
player goes out no discard need be made. A player goes
out when he has melded all the cards in his hand. Joker
may be used as any needed card.

The melds, as previously noted, may be sets of three or
four cards of the same rank or sequences of three or more
cards in the same suit or additions of such cards to melds
previously tabled. Melding an entire hand at one turn is
called going rummy and counts double.

The winner of each deal collects from each of the other
players the index value of the cards each still holds in his
hand, even if such cards are matched up. Face cards count
10 each; aces 1 or 11 as previously agreed; jokers, if used,
count 15.

When stock is exhausted, play ends and the hand with
the lowest unmatched count wins. In some games, each
player is permitted an additional turn to take or refuse
the top card of the talon.

A running score is kept and the game ends when any
player reaches the predetermined goal (as 100 points) or
after an agreed number of deals.

Variants. Among the most widely played Rummy
games is 500 Rum, also called Pinochle Rummy, and its
variants including Michigan Rum, Oklahoma, Persian
Rummy, and Canasta and its many derivatives, Samba,
Bolivia, and others. From two to eight may play. With
five players or more, two full packs shuffled together are
used. When two play, each is dealt 13 cards; with three
or more, 7 cards are dealt to each.

At his turn, each player draws the top card of the stock
or any card in the discard pile provided that: (1) he melds
such card at once, and (2) he takes into his hand (to meld
immediately or not, as he pleases) all cards lying above
the one he has drawn. Melds and layoffs are the same as
in the basic game of Rummy, but each player keeps his
melds in front of him, and when the deal ends he receives
credit for their index value minus the value of all cards
remaining in his hand. Aces count 15 if left in hand or if
melded as a set of aces; they count one if melded A-2-3.
Game ends when any player has scored 500 or more. No
bonus is given for winning the game.

In the variant Canasta, two full packs plus four jokers
are used and all jokers and deuces are wild. Each player is
dealt 11 cards. If a player takes the top card of the discard
pile, which he must be able to meld immediately, he must
also take the entire pile. A meld of seven or more cards of
the same rank (sequences cannot be melded) is a natural
Canasta worth 500 points if it contains no wild card, and
a mixed Canasta worth 300 points if it contains at least
four natural cards and one or more wild cards. Each card
is assigned a point value and there is a 100-point bonus
for going out. The game ends when either side’s score is
5,000 or more, the higher score winning.

In Knock Rummy any player, at his turn and after draw-
ing and discarding, may knock (lay down his entire hand)
and declare the total value of his unmatched cards. If his
assumption that he has the lowest total of unmatched
cards proves correct, he collects the difference in counts
from each opponent. If another hand is lower, the low
hand wins from all and collects an extra ten points from
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the knocker. (Some play that knocker must pay double.)
If a player ties for low, he collects from all but the knock-
er, who neither pays nor collects. If two or more other
players tie for low, they divide the winnings.

At first played sporadically as a game between two play-
ers waiting for a fourth at bridge clubs, Gin Rummy
became an American fad in the 1940s. Essentially a com-
petition between two players, it is widely played with two,
three, or four players on two teams. Each plays head-to-
head against one adversary, but the scores made by each
of the players in his individual match are combined, and
the net result is entered as the score of each deal.

Each player is dealt ten cards, and the top card of the
stock is turned face up. Nondealer may take it; if he
refuses, dealer has the opportunity to do so. If both re-
fuse, nondealer draws the top card of the stock. Thereaf-
ter, each player may take the other’s discard or draw
from stock.

Melds are as in basic Rummy. Either player in turn may
knock if the total of his unmatched cards will be ten or
less after he has discarded. (Some play that the rank of
the first up-card determines the number for which a play-
er may knock on that deal, a turned ace requiring com-
pleting “gin” to go out; some play that if a spade is turned
the score of that deal is doubled.)

Opponent of the knocker may lay off any of his un-
matched cards upon the knocker’s melds, thereby reduc-
ing his count. If the knocker wins, he collects the differ-
ence between the total of his and his opponent’s un-
matched cards. If the opponent remains with an equal or
lesser count, he has undercut the knocker and wins the
difference (if any) plus a bonus of 25 points.

If all of the knocker’s cards are matched (after he dis-
cards), he announces “gin” and receives a bonus of 25
points in addition to the total of his opponent’s un-
matched cards. Some play that an opponent cannot lay
off on a gin hand; others permit layoffs to reduce the
loser’s total, but the player who goes gin cannot be under-
cut and is assured at least of his 25 point bonus. Some pay
an additional 25 point bonus for 11-card gin (no discard).

A deal ends with no score when only two cards remain
in the stock and neither player has knocked. First to reach
100 points wins the game and receives, in addition to the
difference in scores, a 25-point bonus. Each player then
adds to his score 25 points for each deal he has won,
called a box. If the loser failed to score, the game is a
shutout, or schneider, and the winner’s total score is dou-
bled.

Some score (Hollywood system) as if three games were
being played simultaneously—each player’s first score is
entered under game one, his second score under game one
and game two, his third and subsequent scores under all
three; if he does not score in game one, his first score is
entered under game two, his second and subsequent
scores under games two and three. Bonuses are scored for
each game independently of the others.

In a four-hand or six-hand game, the winning side must
reach 150 or (by agreement) 200.

BIBLIOGRAPHY. A.H. MOREHEAD, The New Complete Hoyle
(1964) ; C.H. GOREN, Go With the Odd: A Guide to Successful
Gambling (1969); R.L. FREY, According to Hoyle (1970).
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Rural societies differ from urban in many obvious ways,
but it is not easy to define the differences so that they fit
every case. This article will classify as rural societies
those in which the predominant human activities are
those which are involved in the production of foods,
fibres, and raw materials. These field activities require a
relatively high ratio of land per person. To the extent that
a population is engaged in such field activities, it can be
considered rural. A population can be considered urban,
on the other hand, if it is engaged in activities by which
the foods, fibres, minerals, and raw materials from the
field are processed and distributed to their users. These
activities are usually performed in densely settled areas.
Most actual communities display a mixture of the two
kinds of activities, combining rural and urban features
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in varying proportions. This article is divided into the
following sections:

Rural society delineated
Rural relationships
Problems of transition
Rural peoples
Settlement patterns
Rural demography
Age composition
Sex composition
Birth rates and death rates
Kinship structures
Technological and economic influences
Social rank
Organizations
Problems of change
Large farms versus small
The role of planning

RURAL SOCIETY DELINEATED

In industrialized countries, large metropolitan areas usu-
ally consist of one or two very large centres within which
are overlapping groupings of localities of various sizes.
The progression from the centre of the urban area to the
open country usually is uneven: minor concentrations of
centre activities occur here and there between the urban
heart and the rural periphery.

In nonindustrialized countries, the change from city to
countryside is often more abrupt. Within the city itself,
there is likely to be a considerable mixture of urban and

rural elements. While the city dwellers in the nonindus-
trialized country will be chiefly engaged in centre pur-
suits, they may also carry on field activities, such as poul-
try and dairy production and gardening. The city itself in
such societies is usually less urban than the city in an
industrialized society. The nature of transportation and
communication facilities in nonindustrialized societies
has a profound influence on both the urban centre and
the rural hinterland. When there are few such links, the
transition from city to countryside becomes a cultural
and social transition as well. Passage from the city to its
hinterland in societies of low technological development
has been described as passing from the modern world to
one in which people’s actions are governed largely by
tradition.

A difficulty in classifying places as urban or rural is that
governments do not use the same definition, a difficulty
nowhere better demonstrated than by the data on rurality
and urbanity supplied to the United Nations. As shown in
the accompanying Table, which is based on the Demo-
graphic Yearbook 1970 of the United Nations, definitions
of urban area vary from places of 500 inhabitants to
places of 30,000. The United States and Canada profess
to have almost identical urban population ratios, but this
similarity exists because, as shown in the footnotes of the
Table, their definitions of urban area differ. Albania re-
ports all centres with 400 or more inhabitants as urban,
while Czechoslovakia requires that a town have a popula-

Varying
definitions

Urban Population Ratios
key: c—census; e—estimate
continent date total urban urban comments
and country* population population percentage
Africa
South Africa 1970 ¢ 21,448,169 10,280,202 47.9 areas of 500 or more inhabitants and adjoining suburban areas; well-established towns
of fewer than 500 but at least 100 white inhabitants and with specified urban characteristics;
certain ‘“‘rural’’ portions of districts containing metropolitan areas
Burundi 1970 e 3,429,000 120,000 3.5 commune of Bujumbura
Central African Republic 1966 e 1,437,000 392,000 27.3 20 principal centres with a population of over 3,000 mhabltants
Morocco 1971 ¢ 15,379,259 5,403,466 - 35.1 117 urban centres
Asia
Israel 1970 e 3,001,400 2,477,000 82.5 all settlements of more than 2,000 inhabitants, except those in which at least one-third of heads
: of households earn their living from agriculture
Nepal 1961 ¢ 9,412,996 336,222 3.6 cities of 10,000 or more inhabitants in identifiable agglomerations with essentially
urban characteristics
Syria 1970 ¢ 6,292,000 2,740,000 43.5 cities, muhdafazah centres, and mintagat centres
Philippines 1970 e 35,104,000 12,992,000 34.1 Baguio, Cebu, and Quezon cities; all cities and municipalities with a density of at least
1,000 persons per square kilometre (2,600 persons per square mile); administrative centres,
bamos, of at least 2,000 inhabitants; others with specified numbers, density, and contiguity
to larger centres
Japan 1970 ¢ 103,720,060 74,853,337 72.2 urban municipalities usually having 30,000 or more inhabitants and that may include some
rural area as well as urban cluster
Europe
England and Wales 1971 e 48,987,700 38,425,340 78.4 areas classified as urban for local government purposes
The Netherlands 1969 e 12,953,731 10,101,897 78.0 all municipalities with at least one population cluster of 5,000 or more inhabitants and other
municipalities in which not more than 20 percent of the economically active male population
are engaged in agriculture
Portugal 1970 e 9,561,000 3,556,000 37.2 agglomerations of 10,000 or more inhabitants
Albania 1967 ¢ 1,964,738 653,950 33.3 towns and other industrial centres of more than 400 inhabitants
Czechoslovakia 1970 ¢ 14,361,557 7,981,000 55.6 large towns, usually of 5,000 or more inhabitants, having a density of more than 100 persons
per hectare of built-up area and specific urban characteristics; small towns, usually of
2,500 or more inhabitants, having a density of more than 75 persons per square hectare of
. built-up area and specific urban characteristics
North and Central
America
Canada 1966 ¢ 20,014,880 14,726,759 73.6 centres of 1,000 or more, including urbanized fringes of metropolitan areas, other major urban
areas, and those having 10,000 or more inhabitants in the city and its urban fringe
Haiti 1971 ¢ 4,243,926 824,186 19.4 administrative centres of communes
U.S. 1970 ¢ 203,165,573 149,280,769 73.5 places of 2,500 or more inhabitants and densely settled urban fringes of urbanized areas
El Salvador 1970 e 3,533,628 1,350,429 38.2 administrative centres of municipal districts
Oceania .
Australia 1971 ¢ 12,728,461 10,888,636 85.5 cities and towns of 1,000 or more inhabitants and contiguous urban developments
New Guinea 1966 e 1,578,650 74,067 4.7 centres with population of 500 or more but excluding separately located schools, hospitals,
rural settlements, and rural villages regardless of population size
New Zealand 1971 ¢ 2,862,631 2,328,876 81.4 all cities, boroughs, and town districts and designated suburban areas
South Aimerica
Uruguay 1970 ¢ 2,886,000 2,262,000 78.4 cities
Bolivia 1968 e 4,680,000 1,347,100 28.8 administrative centres of departments, provinces, and cantons
Colombia 1970 e 21,363,000 12,732,000 59.6 not indicated
U.S.S.R. 1970 ¢ 241,748,000 136,003,000 56.3 cities and urban-type localities officially designated as such
of which:
Estonian S.S.R. eee 1,357,000 882,000 65.0 cities and urban-type localities officially designated as such
Moldavian S.S.R. 3,572,000 1,131,000 31.7 cities and urban-type localities officially designated as such
*Countries listed include those having the highest and lowest urban population ratios in each continent; for some continents, other countries are included for comparison.
Source: United Nations Demographic Yearbook 1970, official country sources.




Gemein-
schaft and
gesell-
schaft

tion of at least 5,000, that there be a density of more than
100 persons per hectare (40 persons per acre), and that
there be other specific urban characteristics. In Japan,
which is a densely settled country, an area is classed as
urban when it is a municipality having 30,000 or more
inhabitants.

Rural relationships. One way of comparing the dis-
tinctive characteristics of rural and urban personalities
and organizations is by means of ideal, or constructed,
types. Such a type is called ideal because it is a construct
embodying all of the characteristics. of the thing it seeks
to describe in their most concentrated state; it is not a
sample drawn from reality. Probably the most generally
used of these types are those untranslatable concepts of
the German sociologist Ferdinand T6nnies, gemeinschaft
and gesellschaft, sometimes rendered in English as com-
munity and society. The gesellschaft-like organization is
one that has an all-important, functionally specific goal,
such as profit making for a factory or battle winning for
an army. Toward the attainment of its goal it employs all
of its mean and resources, including the relationships
among the human beings who compose it. Organizations
possessing such qualities are sometimes called rational
organizations, and those who efficiently and economical-
ly operate them are said to be rational actors. The polar
opposite of the gesellschaft-like organization is a gemein-
schaft-like entity. Among actual organizations the fami-
ly-sized farm and small peasant community are much
closer to the gemeinschaft pole than to the gesellschaft
pole: they carry on farming as a way of life, viewing its
relationship as ends in themselves rather than as means
to an end. Such an organization is said to be natural
willed; its members are rational minded only to the extent
that they do not embody the gemeinschaft-like character-
istics but instead take on some of the impersonal charac-
teristics of the gesellschaft. Just as actual states and terri-
tories are neither completely rural nor completely urban
but a mixture of both, so organizations and their person-
nel in real life are neither completely gesellschaft-like nor
completely gemeinschaft-like.

Until the time of the Industrial Revolution in the 18th
and 19th centuries, agricultural organizations were al-
most universally gemeinschaft-like; the relationships
within them were either those of kinship or resembled
those of kinship. Extensions of parent—child relationships
were common; thus the feudal lord was a surrogate father
to his vassal, who was a surrogate child to his lord. A
person’s rank was commonly determined by his parent-
age, his sex, and other inborn characteristics, whereas in
gesellschaft-like organizations and societies rank is more
likely to be determined by achievement. In traditional
agricultural societies the resistance to change and to the
adoption of improved practices is generally very great.
There are many explanations for this resistance to
change. A commonly accepted sociological explanation is
that there is a widespread fear that change may result in
starvation. In few societies in which starvation and fam-
ine are common is land treated as a commodity in a
completely rational manner.

Because land is so important for the food supply, its
ownership and transfer becomes hedged about by many
restrictions. In some present-day peasant societies (such
as those in the Yucatan Peninsula of Mexico), food
crops are considered sacred and their use and movement
must be accompanied by proper ritual. These crops lose
their sacred nature once they are sold. Various other
human and nonhuman resources come to be infused with
sentiments that prevent completely rational use. The re-
sistance to change among peasant peoples and their dis-
like of the ambitious individual may stem from the belief
that if any individual accumulates more wealth than his
associates, he must have done so at their expense. The
prevalence of suspicion, distrust, and lack of faith in
people in peasant societies may arise from the common
belief that there is a given sum of wealth and that one
person can become rich only if his associates are deprived
or exploited.

Problems of transition. Some of the problems of rural
societies and rural people are the result of changes that
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are being forced upon them. Everywhere, even in some
rural areas, the old gemeinschaft relationships are giving
way to gesellschaft ones. Whereas the work teams of sim-
ple rural communities have known each other well and
have relationships that are fused with sentiment resulting
from prolonged and intimate associations, the bureaucratic
work teams of rationalized rural and urban societies
know each other in very limited, segmented ways. Work-
ers reveal to each other on the job only a small part of
their total beings. Rural migrants thrust into such organi-
zations find the rational bureaucracy emotionally sterile.
Devices such as management cafeterias and executive ele-
vators are foreign to the worker who has previously
rubbed elbows with his father and others as authority
figures. In Communist countries in which bureaucratic
administration is applied to farming as well as to urban
life, it is not uncommon for authorities in collective
farms to tell their counterparts in the cities that they
should come to the country to experience how difficult
administration can be.

The problems of transition from the old traditional soci-
ety to the new bureaucratic one are not confined to the
developing countries. Only one farm boy out of every ten
growing up in industrial countries, such as the United
States, will have the opportunity to acquire an adequate-
sized commercial farm. If he is one of the nine forced to
leave the land, he must learn to conduct himself in a way
totally different from the way he behaved in his old set-
ting where he was known to everyone. He will have con-
tacts with groups the meaning of which for him will be so
segmented that he will conceal from each individual he
meets far more than he will reveal. He will have to learn
that the anonymity that he despises as cold and sterile is
in reality the only means by which he can have freedom
and privacy in the midst of a dense population. The tenth
boy, who realizes his dream of operating a farm, will also
have to make an adjustment. He will have to understand
and use a bewildering array of new machines, chemical
fertilizers, improved seeds, and new strains of livestock.
If he does not master the constantly changing technology,
he will not be able to stay in business. To the extent that
he values the traditional aspects of farming, he will ac-
cept innovations with some reluctance.

These problems relate to what sociologists call institu-
tionalization. Stable rural societies are usually strongly in-
stitutionalized—that is, they have certain accepted organi-
zational structures and predictable patterns of action and
interaction. In some cases they may even be described as
overinstitutionalized if their norms and goals are so in-
tensely felt by their members thdt deviation from the
norms or failure to achieve the goals is regarded as in-
tolerable. Such overinstitutionalization is found in rigid,
traditional societies that resist social change. Thus, among
the Amish in the United States, a farmer who adapts a
new forbidden practice, such as use of a truck for hauling
or a tractor for draft power, is subjected to the Meidung,
a sanction requiring that none among the Amish, not even

- the members of the person’s family, speak to him. Suicide

or complete loss of memory has resulted from the applica-
tion of this powerful sanction. A society may be underin-
stitutionalized if norms and goals are absent or so loosely
structured that they fail to give direction to the activities
of individuals. Underinstitutionalization is usually found
in rapidly changing societies in which the old norms and

goals are no longer applicable and in which new forms of .

organizational structure have not yet coalesced. Transient
labourers, especially those without family or other similar
bonds, who must work here and there for short periods in
different cultures or societies or conditions, may suffer
from underinstitutionalization. High rates of mental
disturbance and suicide are common in such groups. In
societies experiencing rapid migration from rural villages
to the cities, members may suffer from both overinstitu-
tionalization and underinstitutionalization. In many parts
of India and in numerous African countries, the rural-
bred migrant to the city finds little to guide him in his new
surroundings. When he returns to his village, he is equally
at a loss, for different reasons. Although the problem is
particularly acute in developing countries, it also exists
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for the Southern sharecropper in the United States who
moves to a Northern industrial city and for the large
number of Puerto Ricans who have migrated to New
York.

As a society becomes urbanized and industrialized, the
countryside must increasingly produce food and raw ma-
terials for the urban population. It must do this with
reduced manpower, because the urban areas are populat-
ed with recruits from the countryside who man the city’s
factories. In scarcely any developing country has agricul-
tural production kept pace with urban growth. In the
industrialized West, on the other hand, farm output has
not only been sufficient to feed the-farmers but has been
great enough to take care of the burgeoning cities and
even to supply surpluses, while at the same time the num-
ber of farm workers has decreased. In 1970 only 6.7
percent of the gainfully employed persons in the United
States were engaged in agriculture, forestry, and fisheries.
The typical farmer in the U.S. can produce enough to
supply the needs of his household and 50 or more others.
This situation contrasts strongly with that in the United
States a century earlier or with the present situation in
such countries as India. In India the typical farm worker
produces enough for himself and for three others, two of
whom are in his own household. Most countries fall be-
tween these extremes.

The countryside not only produces food and fibre for
society; it also produces people. The birth rates among
those engaged in rural occupations have historically been
higher than among others. This demographic difference
increases the difficulty of adjusting to modern society
because so few children born to farm life can reasonably
expect to choose farming as a career and because those
who migrate to the cities not only encounter personal
hardship but contribute to the overpopulation there.

RURAL PEOPLES

Settlement patterns. Most of the farm and peasant
peoples of the world have lived in villages until recent
times. Another common settlement pattern is the isolated
holding, found in most parts of Canada and the United
States. After the passage of the Northwest Ordinance of
1785, westward expansion in the U.S. followed the so-
called checkerboard system in which one-mile-square sec-
tions of 640 acres (260 hectares) were homesteaded as
four equal quarter sections of 160 acres (65 hectares)
each. When settlers were free to build their dwellings
wherever they wished, they built along roads and within
reasonable distance of neighbours. When the settler fol-
lowed principles dictated by economic use of energy, he
might build in the middle of his square holding, but in
time the pattern created by such choices gave way, in
more thickly populated areas with improved highways, to
string-along-the-road or line-type settlements resembling
those common in France.

The typical French holding consists of narrow strips; the
house is located at one end of the holding, most frequent-
ly on a road, river, or stream. In Germany, the traditional
settlement, or Gewanndorf, was centred on a core of
houses, barns, churches, and other buildings. Extending
out from this core were small garden plots, then cultivat-
ed lands, then pasturelands, and finally the wastelands
and wooded areas. This pattern fostered cooperation in
the management of common lands and in such activities
as harvesting, seeding, and pasturing. The German exam-
ple influenced villages in England and New England.
Spanish—-Portuguese settlements, especially those de-
veloped in colonies, often centred on a plaza where the
church and other community buildings were located. The
extension of the square plaza resulted in straight streets
and quadrangle blocks, unlike the crooked streets of the
Germanic form.

The automobile and the highway have changed settle-
ment patterns in at least four ways: (1) on the outskirts
of cities, fringe areas have developed that combine rural
and urban characteristics; (2) string-along-the-road de-
velopments have sprung up, inhabited by people who rely
on their automobiles to carry them to the relatively dis-
tant city, resulting sometimes in tentacle-like extensions

of the city into the surrounding country; (3) the expan-
sion of the suburbs has reduced the importance of the
central-city shopping areas as additional shopping areas
have grown up in the outskirts; (4) a hierarchy of centres
and subcentres has emerged as a working interchange
between rural and urban life; these include populated
places of various sizes, from regional centres to towns,
villages, and hamlets, all of which exchange goods and
services with the rural population.

Rural demography. Much information about rural
society is to be found in demographic statistics, such as
sex ratios, age structures, birth rates and death rates. The
United Nations publishes demographic data of interna-
tional scope in its Demographic Yearbook, which, to-
gether with reports of the U.S. Bureau of the Census,
constitutes the basis for the following analysis.

Age composition. The age composition of rural popu-
lations tends to differ from that of urban. Rural-farm
populations have higher concentrations of the young and
lower proportions of those in the most productive ages.
If one draws a chart showing the numbers of individuals
of various ages in a particular population, with the
young ages at the bottom and the old ages at the top, the
chart will be roughly pyramidal in shape. Countries in
which both the birth rate and the death rate are high will
tend to have age pyramids that are very broad at the base
because of the large numbers of children, and taper fairly
rapidly and evenly to a peak because of the comparatively
small number who live to old age. A quite different profile
is presented by such countries as New Zealand or the
United States, where relatively fewer children are born,
relatively few die in infancy, and relatively many live to
old age: the pyramid is not so evenly tapered, being
“pushed outward” by those of working and older ages.
The opposite pattern is common in Latin America and
much of Africa and the Middle East, where the age pyra-
mid has a relatively high proportion of children. In a
number of industrialized countries, the pyramid bulges in
the middle because of the high proportion of persons in
the productive ages of life and older.

Sex composition. The sex composition of a population
is usually given in terms of the number of males per
hundred females. Among newborn infants the ratio is
about 105. It varies in succeeding years because of differ-
ences in the death rate (usually higher among male chil-
dren) and in rates of long-distance out-migration (usually
higher among young males) and of short-distance out-mi-
gration (usually higher among young females). More
males than females die at all ages, except in such coun-
tries as India, where the girl child receives less care. Most
of the differences in sex ratios among countries can usu-
ally be attributed to different migration patterns. Males in
the productive periods of their lives often leave areas of
limited economic opportunity to take work elsewhere.
Malaysia, an area of colonial and plantation industry,
reports a higher sex ratio for the age bracket 15-64 than
it does for the age bracket under 15. Frontier districts,
such as Alaska, report even higher sex ratios. Sex ratios
are generally low in urban areas and high among farming
populations, especially where rural women can find ur-
ban employment. Marriage rates and birth rates are
lower in these areas than they would be if rural women
were available in sufficient numbers to rural men and
urban men in sufficient numbers to urban women.

Birth rates and death rates. Traditional rural societies
have very high birth rates; modern public health tech-
niques have reduced death rates to a degree that has
resulted in rapid population growth in these societies. The
developing countries are now faced with the task of
lowering their birth rates to a level more compatible with
their economic possibilities. One difficulty in doing so is
that the factors governing rural birth rates are often reli-
gious and cultural. The rural Hindu father, for example,
not only wants to have enough children to carry on the
farm work but also needs a male child to take him in his
aging years to the sacred places.

Population is affected by numerous variables. Sex dif-
ferentials, for example, have much to do with the rate of
reproduction, and these, in turn, are related to the rural—
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urban character of a particular area: the more urban an
area, the lower the fertility of the population and, the
more rural an area, the higher the fertility.

Kinship structures. Rural societies also differ from ur-
ban societies in their family structures. Rural families
throughout history have generally been larger and more
extended than urban families. In some cultures they in-
clude several generations of the male line (grandfather,
father, son, and grandson) as well as uncles, aunts, and
cousins. The family in old China and Japan sometimes
extended to 200,000 or 300,000 members. Such families,
known as clans, and other clanlike organizations have
been important in the history of human society and still
constitute the major organizational device for millions.
Family and kinship relationships are closely involved
with the institution of property, the institution of mar-
riage, and basic norms of behaviour such as those govern-
ing the definition of incest. The extended family makes
easier the transfer of property and with it the transfer of
role responsibility from an aging farmer to a younger
family member, particularly when the norms of succes-
sion have been institutionalized as is common in many
peasant societies. Certain privileges and rights are ac-
corded the retiring peasant owner-operator, and certain
duties and responsibilities accompany the assumption of
the role by his successor.

In cultures in which the family is the most important
organizational structure for every facet of life, including
the economic, the norms supporting it are all-prevailing
and are deeply felt. Marriage is typically very strictly
controlled. Relatives within a clan often marry but only
according to the prescriptions of accepted custom. In
most Arab countries, children of two sisters or children
of two brothers may marry. In old Chinese families,
children of siblings of opposite sexes (brother and sister)
could marry. In both cases the rationale behind the mat-
ing norms is the protection of the larger family; the def-
inition of incest varies according to the requirements of
social stability.

The kinship structure of rural societies affects the age at
which men marry and determines what proportion of
them must remain unmarried. If the marriage bond gives
primacy to the male line and is subordinate to the filial
bond, as in the family structure of old China, it is not
necessary to attain economic independence before mar-
riage within the extended family. The father or grand-
father need not worry about any threat to his authority at
the marriage of his son or grandson. In the families of
northwestern Europe, the situation is very different. Re-
luctance to permit a son to marry before the father is
ready to relinquish control of the farm enterprise appears
to delay or prevent marriage there and to be associated
with lower birth rates.

The small nuclear family of northwestern Europe is an
advantageous arrangement in an industrial society, in
which mobility of the labour force is more important
than the rights of property in land. There are wide varia-
tions in the closeness of the relations maintained between
the nuclear family and other relatives such as grandpar-
ents, sisters, brothers, uncles, and aunts. Even when these
relations are intimate, the immediate family is usually
considered to be the married pair and their children.

Technological and economic influences. In the devel-
oping countries, farmers tend to be self-sufficient. Only
a small amount of the produce goes to market, most
of it being retained to support the farmer and his house-
hold. Agriculture in highly mechanized societies pro-
duces much more than can be used by the household.

Increased production in agriculture requires that there be
some surplus income that can be put back into the pro-
ductive process in the form of tools or fertilizer or other
improvements. Farmers may, instead, choose to have
larger families that guarantee a larger work force. This is
particularly true in traditional agricultural societies and is
in part due to the fact that the life cycle of families there
differs from that of families in modern agricultural and
industrial societies. In the life cycle of a given family in
traditional agriculture, a time will come when the ratio
of the young, nonproductive family members to the
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adult producers is very high. Survival then will require
the adults to work harder. This situation will be fol-
lowed by a period during which income will be higher
and directly proportional to the number of workers avail-
able. When the people in the productive enterprise con-
sume an amount just equal to what they produce, eco-
nomic development is almost impossible because gains
are literally eaten up. In societies in which, one way or
another, capital has come to be invested in agriculture,
production may increase without a corresponding need
for manpower, and surplus labour will migrate to the city.
To avoid the creation of new urban slums, many experts
on agricultural development recommend practices that
will increase production without displacing masses of
workers; these include soil technology, improved seeds,
irrigation, and drainage but not large-scale mechaniza-
tion. The effects of mechanization on the use of labour
can be seen in the United States, where less than 6 percent
of the labour force is employed in farming. The tendency
of Western industrialized countries to export their own
patterns and institutions is giving way to the realization
that agricultural techniques must be adapted to the par-
ticular needs of each society if they are to be accepted and
put to profitable use.

Some basic agricultural patterns are set by nature.
Land-use specialists can tell by looking at maps showing
farm population density, along with such other variables
as temperature and precipitation, what is being produced
in a particular area and how. But nature cannot be taken
for granted. In some parts of the world, timber and live-
stock are being produced with little thought for anything
except short-run profit. Sustained yields of forests and
grazing lands require that society take a long view, or the
consequence will be erosion and despoilment.

Social rank. Karl Marx thought of farmers as capital-
ists exercising private and exploitative control over one of
the major means of production—the land. Thomas Jef-
ferson saw in the farmer a free yeoman who, because he
was free and independent, was the mainstay of the repub-
lic. Consistent with Marx’s views, the leaders of the Sovi-
et Union have abolished most private holdings except for
small household plots and have sought to model agricul-
tural management upon that of the factory. Practice in
the West and in areas under Western influence has been in
the direction of breaking up large estates and creating
family-sized enterprises. Under proper conditions, the
family-sized farm has been efficient and progressive,
yielding some of the social and civic benefits anticipated
by Jefferson. To say this is not to deny that farms may be
too small, as often occurs after centuries of equal land
division among sons. An efficient family-sized farm may
be formed by the bringing together of small pieces of
land as well as by the division of large tracts.

The owner-operator of a family-sized farm is both la-
bourer and entrepreneur. Political movements among
farmers sometimes have ties with labour, sometimes with
business, and sometimes they have had Socialistic ten-
dencies.

In areas in which large holdings prevail, the social class
assigned to rural workers is lower than that in which
family-sized holdings are common. Thus, throughout
Latin America the day labourers and sharecroppers on
haciendas form a rural proletariat. The owners of the
land, the managers of agricultural processing plants, and
the store owners form an upper class. In between are the
supervisors, teachers, and other specialists or profession-
als. In India and Pakistan, caste distinctions prevail even
on the family-sized farm. Elsewhere, however, even
where there are distinctions of rank, the categories are
not rigid enough to constitute classes. The Costa Rican
peasant who lives in a floorless rancho, covered only by a
thatched roof, is ranked by his associates lower than the
inhabitant of the casa with a metal roof and a floor; but,
because they may be rather closely related and have a
considerable amount of interaction, they cannot be con-
sidered members of different classes.

In rural society generally, social rank—whether reflect-
ed in caste, class, or estate—is determined more by birth
than is the case in urban society. In the city, symbols of
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Informal
groups

differentiation in rank are omnipresent; they extend from
squalid tenements to magnificent houses. The differences
among the mud houses in a village in Lebanon or be-
tween the rancho and the casa in rural Costa Rica are
much less obvious. One reason for the importance of
class symbols in the city is that everyone in that anony-
mous society looks for all the clues he can find to assign
some sort of identity to the strangers he encounters each
day. Because the city dweller’s rank is dependent upon
achievement, he reveals himself to others through his
dress, speech, grooming, and personal possessions. The
rural dweller, on the other hand, is known to those
among whom he moves, and the rank assigned to him is
beyond his power to change. An interesting analogy to
the striving of the individual in urban life may be seen in
the process by which whole castes in India and Pakistan
attempt to rise together by adopting the norms and life-
styles of those above.

Attempts have been made by governments to abolish
caste and class. In India, where many hereditary privi-
leges have been outlawed and members of lower castes
have been given access to government positions, universi-
ties, and civic life, an individual’s caste remains one of his
most important characteristics. In the Soviet Union, the
Communists set out to build a classless society; but Soviet
social scientists report “intraclass differences” in the in-
comes and levels of living of rural workers in state farms
and collective farms. Some of the differences are attribut-
able to the income from household plots, which are
larger in the collective farms than on the state farms. One
of the most reliable indicators of class differences is the
number of religious icons displayed in the home, the
number decreasing rapidly or vanishing as the class scale
is ascended.

The family-owned farm is a vital force in agriculture
in many parts of the world. The rank of the rural resi-
dent largely depends on his relation to the land. The
owner of land, other things being equal, has the high-
est rank; labourers, especially transient ones, rank low-
est; and the various types of tenants rank in between.
The once-independent yeoman or farm owner is every-
where becoming less independent as agriculture becomes
increasingly industrialized, specialized, and regulated.
The ownership of land, however, still retains its impor-
tance in rural life. Farmers’ and peasants’ movements
seldom demand that ownership of land be abolished.
Even the demands raised in the Mexican Revolution
(1911-17) for communal land tenure represented in real-
ity a demand that the hacendados (large landowners)
return the land to those who had occupied it under a
former system. Most rural uprisings demand more, not
less, private ownership of property for those revolting.

Organizations. Schools, health services, and adult-train-
ing agencies in rural settings tend to be less effective than
those of the city, largely because the per-capita cost is al-
ways greater in an area of low population density. Also, to
the extent that effective service requires highly trained
personnel, rural areas find it difficult to attract them from
urban areas, where supporting agencies are more avail-
able and income greater. To the extent that tradition is
hallowed and certain beliefs and procedures are consid-
ered sacred, the rural agencies may become instruments
for the preservation of custom rather than means of judi-
cious exploration and change.

What rural areas often lack by way of effective formal
organization is partly compensated for by the vitality of
their informal organizations. The division between the
two is not always great. A group that begins by informal-
ly purchasing and jointly owning a grain combine may
grow into a cooperative buying society. Groups orga-
nized informally against horse thievery have been known
to grow into formal farmers’ organizations with some
political power. Work exchange and borrowing is preva-
lent throughout traditional rural society, and much of it
serves a real function without ever becoming formaily
organized. Cooperative neighbourhood activity, usually
work-related, often provides occasion for informal recre-
ation: a barn raising, a harvesting bee, a quilting party
are social occasions fully as much as they are work ses-

sions. Harvest celebrations are common in most coun-
tries, even in highly modernized societies.

People in traditional rural societies are not good at or-
ganizing effective bureaucracies—one of the reasons why
the many hundreds of bloody peasant and farmer revolts
in the past have failed to bring much improvement in the
lot of the agriculturist. Only in recent times, with im-
proved communication and better education, have farm-
ers and peasants begun to play effective political and
economic roles. Organizations of rural young people
have done much to spread knowledge and social aware-
ness in countries as diverse as Japan, Yugoslavia, and the
United States. In addition to socializing and training the
youth in practical affairs, these groups often help to mod-
ernize their elders.

PROBLEMS OF CHANGE

Large farms versus small. If one examines rural and
urban problems from a global point of view, it appears
that cities everywhere are in danger of being swamped by
a flood of migrants from rural areas. Most cities find it
hard to absorb all of the migrants, and the necessary
services are more costly and difficult to supply in the
largest centres than in the smaller ones. Some students of
the problem believe that the trend toward larger and
larger agricultural units, with increasingly heavy traffic
between farm and city, may have to be reversed. In Ja-
pan, the highly mechanized family farm produces most
of the agricultural output, as in the United States, but the
average Japanese farm is only about three acres (1.2 hec-
tares) as compared with about 400 acres in the U.S. It
may be that the future of rural society will conform to
the Japanese rather than the American pattern.

In most Communist countries the Marxist predilection
for large-scale agriculture has led toward the elimination
of rural villages and family farms. Important exceptions
are Poland and Yugoslavia, where peasant opposition and
the fear of food shortages have prevented collectiviza-
tion.

The role of planning. Rural and agricultural planning
is carried on in most societies, in developed as well as in
underdeveloped nations, in countries where agriculture is
socialized and in countries where it is not. Denmark, for
example, plans for specialization in agricultural exports,
India maintains a national ministry for planning, and
Yugoslavia plans in order to support its rural cooperatives.
In the United States, much planning goes on at the na-
tional level in government agencies dealing with farm
credit, soil conservation, fish life and wildlife, wood plots,
irrigated lands, and rural housing. Very often the plan-
ning personnel are not the executive personnel and are
not charged with the authority or responsibility for trans-
forming the plans into action programs. For these rea-
sons, planning is not always consistent nor is it under-
taken with a sense of urgency.

In India there is great emphasis on the need to plan from
the bottom upward and to make planning a two-way
process so that the cultivators themselves can play a part
in it. A most important Indian planning activity is the
establishment between the district centre and the villages
of growth centres in which educational, welfare, market-
ing, and other agencies may be located. This activity is
seen as a means of relating the villages to governmental
and marketing services. Similar institutions are evolving
in many developing societies.

Communist countries make use of the cooperative, the
collective, the state farm, the production brigade, and the
commune as instruments of rural planning. An important
factor in these countries is the power and organization of
the centrally directed party apparatus, which cannot be
matched in such countries as India.

BIBLIOGRAPHY. HENRI MENDRAS, La Fin des paysans:
changement et innovations dans les sociétés rurales francaises
(1970; Eng. trans., The Vanishing Peasant: Innovation and
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French peasants, but the author’s concern is not confined to
France. T. LYNN SMITH and PAUL E. ZOPF, JR., Demography:
Principles and Methods (1970), is a useful source of compar-
ative demographic data. JOEL M. HALPERN, The Changing Vil-
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the author calls the rural revolution, or the increasing linkage -

of urban and rural cultures as revealed in Mexican, Serbian,
Chinese, Russian, and American community studies. CHARLES
P. LOOMIS and J. ALLAN BEEGLE, Rural Sociology: The Strat-
egy of Change (1957), is a general treatment. J. PAUL
LEAGANS and CHARLES P. LOOMIS (eds.), Behavioral Change in
Agriculture: Concepts and Strategies for Influencing Transi-
tion (1971), is a symposium by various authorities. CHARLES
P. LooMIs, Social Systems: Essays on Their Persistence and
Change (1960), presents a framework for analysis of socie-
ties in general, as well as rural societies. G.v. osipov (ed.),
Town, Country and People (1969), is a book by Soviet
scholars dealing with population trends, rural planning, col-
lectives, state farms, village surveys, religion, rural social
structure, and rural sociology in the U.S.S.R. The chapter by
Y.V. ARUTYUNYAN on rural social structure is of particular
interest. WILLIAM T. LIU (ed.), Chinese Society Under Com-
munism (1967), brings together available material on Chinese
rural society. D.G. GADGIL, Planning and Economic Policy in
India (1961), describes the Indian approach to rural planning.

(C.P.L)
Rush, Benjamin
Benjamin Rush, physician, teacher, patriot, and reform-
er, was one of the most versatile and influential figures
among the founders of the United States. Passing his
entire professional -life in Philadelphia, then the larg-
est city and the cultural and political centre of the coun-
try, Rush knew all of his great contemporaries, corre-
sponded with many of them, and, after the death of his
friend Benjamin Franklin, was recognized as the leading
citizen of Philadelphia and a major figure in American
science and letters. An ardent nationalist, he wrote in
1786 that although the War of Independence had come
to an end, the American Revolution had just begun; and
he saw it as his mission “to effect a revolution in our
principles, opinions, and manners so as to accommodate
them” to a truly republican government.

By courtesy of the Independence National
_Historical Park Collection, Philadelphia, Pa.

Rush, oil painting by Charles Willson Peale
(1741-1827), after a painting by Thomas
Sully (1783-1872). In the Independence
National Historical Park Collection,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Rush was born on December 24, 1745 (new style, Janu-
ary 4, 1746), in Byberry township, now part of Philadel-
phia, into a pious Presbyterian family. He was sent to a
private academy and on to the College of New Jersey
at Princeton, from which he graduated in 1760. After a
medical apprenticeship of six years, he sailed for Europe.
He took a medical degree at the University of Edinburgh
in 1768 and then worked in London hospitals and briefly
visited Paris.

Returning home to begin medical practice in 1769, he
was appointed professor of chemistry in the College of
Philadelphia, and in the following year he published his
Syllabus of a Course of Lectures on Chemistry, the first
American textbook in this field. Despite war and political
upheavals, Rush’s practice grew to substantial propor-
tions, partly owing to his literary output. The standard
checklist of early American medical imprints lists 65 pub-
lications under his name, not counting scores of commu-
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nications to newspapers and magazines. The best known
guide to world medical classics (L.T. MORTON, Garrison
and Morton’s Medical Bibliography, 2nd ed., 1954) con-
tains seven entries for Rush, ranging in subject from mili-
tary hygiene and “breakbone fever” to psychiatry. Anoth-
er source of Rush’s professional prestige was the large
number of his private apprentices and students from all
over the country. He taught some 3,000 students during
his tenure, successively, as professor of chemistry, the
theory and practice of medicine, and the institutes of
medicine and clinical medicine in the College of Philadel-
phia and the University of Pennsylvania. After 1790 his
lectures were among the leading cultural attractions of the
city.

As a physician, Rush was a theorist, and a dogmatic one,
rather than a scientific pathologist. Striving for a simple,
unitary explanation of disease, he conjectured that all
diseases are really one—a fever brought on by overstimu-
lation of the blood vessels—and hence subject to a simple
remedy—“depletion” by bloodletting and purges. The
worse the fever, he believed, the more “heroic” the treat-
ment it called for; and in the epidemics of yellow fever
that afflicted Philadelphia in the 1790s his cures were
more dreaded by some than the disease. But in some
measure the equally heroic presence of the doctor himself
made up for his theories. He refused to flee the city when
others did and entered hundreds of sickrooms with a
confident air and the reassuring words, “You have noth-
ing but a yellow fever.”

In psychiatry Rush’s contributions were more enduring.
For many years he laboured among the insane patients at
the Pennsylvania Hospital, advocating humane treatment
for them on the ground that mental disorders were as
subject to healing arts as physical ones; indeed, he held
that insanity often proceeded from physical causes, an
idea that was a long step forward from the old notion that
lunatics are possessed by devils. His Medical Inquiries
and Observations upon the Diseases of the Mind (1812)
was the first and for many years the only American trea-
tise on psychiatry.

Rush was an early and active American patriot. As a
member of the radical provincial conference in June
1776, he drafted a resolution urging independence and was
soon elected to the Continental Congress, signing the Dec-
laration of Independence with other members on -August
2. For a year he served in the field as surgeon general and
physician general of the Middle Department of the Conti-
nental Army, but early in 1778 he resigned because he
considered the military hospitals mismanaged by his supe-
rior, who was supported by General Washington. Rush
went on to question Washington’s military judgment, a
step that he was to regret and one that clouded his reputa-
tion until recent times. He resumed the practice and teach-
ing of medicine and in 1797, by appointment of President
John Adams, took on the duties of treasurer of the U.S.
Mint. He held this office until his death, of typhus, in
Philadelphia on April 19, 1813.

Rush early reflected the humanitarianism of the Enlight-
enment by publishing antislavery tracts, and after the
Revolution he issued a stream of articles and pamphlets
attacking tobacco, “spirituous liquors,” war, oaths, public
punishment of criminals, capital punishment, and the like,
while, on the other hand, he espoused free public schools,
the education of girls, a national university, and life-sav-
ing societies. In later years, however, Rush lost faith in
political and social reforms. He kept up his political
friendships by writing charming letters, some of which
show a capacity to laugh at his own follies. A late tri-
umph of his letter writing was the reconciliation he ef-
fected between former Presidents John Adams and Thom-
as Jefferson. The characterization Rush furnished for
himself among his sketches of the signers of the Declara-
tion of Independence was singularly brief and appropri-
ate: “He aimed well.”

BIBLIOGRAPHY. The standard biography is NATHAN G.
GOODMAN, Benjamin Rush: Physician and Citizen, 1746—-1813
(1934); more recent and very readable is CARL A. BINGER,
Revolutionary Doctor: Benjamin Rush (1746-1813) (1966).
Both contain reference notes and bibliographies. Rush’s sep-
arately published works are listed in ROBERT B. AUSTIN, Early
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American Medical Imprints: A Guide to Works Published
in the United States, 1668-1820 (1961), which must be sup-
plemented by Rush’s nonmedical writings, particularly his
Essays: Literary, Moral & Philosophical (1798), containing
many of his educational and reform proposals. Rush’s lively
and invaluable Autobiography has been admirably edited,
with related materials, by GEORGE wW. CORNER (1948); and his
Letters, touching on every aspect of his life, were edited by
L.H. BUTTERFIELD, 2 vol. (1951). JOHN H. POWELL, Bring Out
Your Dead (1949), is a vivid account of the yellow fever
epidemic of 1793 and Rush’s part therein.

(L.H.Bu.)

Ruskin, John

As a writer, critic, and artist, Ruskin more than anyone
else influenced the public taste of Victorian England, and,
in economic theory, he did much to inspire the opposition
to the philosophy of laissez-faire, or non-interference. He
was one of the first to bring the work of art into relation
with its creation and with the age in which he lived and
one of the first to preach with some effect that a respect
for art must be a part of civilization. He inspired the
artist and writer William Morris to create the Society for
the Protection of Ancient Buildings and preached the
necessity for a National Art Collections Fund a genera-
tion before one was founded. He included visual training
in his educational schemes and made the social condition
of the workman a part of the judgment of the work of art
and of the products of manufacturing on a larger scale. It
is easy and partly true to say that he lost the battle against
the doctrines and practice of Manchester and the political
economists who followed John Bright in advocating lais-
sez-faire; yet many of his words did not fall on stony
ground. No one who has read any of his more important
works seriously will ever be quite free from his influence;
in what he wrote there was always an element of single-
minded nobility. No picture of the Victorian age can be
complete without him.

By courtesy of the Royal Academy of Arts, London
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Ruskin, oil painting by SirJohn Everett Millais, 1853-54.
In a private collection.

Life. Youth. John Ruskin was born in London on
February 8, 1819. His grandfather was gifted, a spend-
thrift, and a little mad, and he finally killed himself. His
parents recognized a dangerous precocity and an un-
stable genius in their child and sheltered him from con-
tact with reality. At the same time, they checked and
restrained him and allowed him little spontaneity of in-
terest or action. The father, John James Ruskin, was a
successful wine merchant. He had a liking for pictures,
and, when he toured England to solicit orders, he saw the
galleries in the great houses. accompanied, in time, by his
son. The Ruskins moved to Herne Hill, on the southern
outskirts of London, when Ruskin was four, and to near-
by Denmark Hill, near Dulwich, when he was 20. His
natural appetite for pictures found satisfaction in the
Dulwich College Picture Gallery, and the pictures exhib-

ited there remained the basis of his thoughts on art long
after he was free to seek wider knowledge.

The Dulwich gallery, constant reading of the Bible with
his mother and of the 18th-century classics with his fa-
ther, and his father’s encouragement of his facile talents
in writing and drawing were the most valuable part of his
education. His father’s interest in art secured him draw-
ing lessons from the watercolorist Copley Fielding.
When he was 14 the family began a series of tours in
Europe, of a conventional kind—northern France, Flan-
ders, the Rhine, the Black Forest, and Switzerland. In the
Alps he found the beauty and sublimity that his imagi-
nation needed, and he justified his love of the Alps by
amateur geologizing and botanizing. Such justification
of his enjoyment was made necessary largely by the in-
tense moral preoccupations of his parents, which had left
their mark on him.

When he was 17 Ruskin fell in love with Adele Domecq,
the daughter of his father’s Spanish partner. The frustra-
tion of this affair seems to have been the effective cause of
a permanent failure to attain emotional maturity, which
left him vulnerable and incomplete.

In 1836 Ruskin went up to Christ Church, Oxford,
where his studies were desultory and his social life was
hampered by his mother’s presence in lodgings nearby.
Nonetheless, he had gotten away from the suburbs and
made friends—chief among them Henry (later Sir Hen-
ry) Acland, who became regius professor of medicine—
who were permanently to enrich his life. He won the
Newdigate prize for poetry in 1839 and, because of a
generous allowance from his father, was able to begin to
collect pictures by J.M.W. Turner.

First visit to Italy. Ruskin’s time at Oxford was inter-
rupted suddenly in the spring of 1840, when he suffered a
hemorrhage, which the doctors considered to be of con-
sumptive origin. They advised that he should winter
abroad, and the family departed for Italy. Ruskin made
many sketches in the course of the long, leisurely journey,
but in Rome, where he made friends with the artist
George Richmond, he began to have a clearer idea of the
difference between amateur and professional work. They
went on to Naples, where he had another attack, but on
the return journey, by Venice through Switzerland, he
regained energy and hope. He found himself able to see
natural beauty in all its gamut—from great mountains to
minute plants—with a new vividness, and he devoted
himself to describing it with artistry.

Ruskin returned to Oxford in the autumn and grad-
uated in the spring of 1842. The Ruskins spent the
summer at Chamonix-Mont-Blanc in the French Alps.
There John began to plan a book in defense of Tur-
ner, whose late style had been exemplified in the pic-
tures that he exhibited in the Royal Academy that year
and that had been laughed at by the critics. Returning to a
new house on Denmark Hill, he began to work seriously
at the National Gallery and at Dulwich and to write the
first draft of what was to become the first volume of
Modern Painters. He set out to examine the “truth to
Nature” of the accepted masters of landscape painting,
always with the glorification of Turner in mind; and in
his description of landscape in Italy and in the Alps he
gave rein to his own capacity for word painting. The
book appeared in May 1843, when Ruskin was just 24. It
had a considerable success, though Turner himself
showed nothing but embarrassment. Ruskin immediately
set to work on a second volume, which had no such
definite scheme as the first and contained even more of
the author’s sensibility—a sensibility that had by then
escaped from Protestant inhibitions in the study of reli-
gious painting.

Second visit to Italy; marriage. In April 1845 Ruskin
set out on a journey that was to mark a new stage in his
development. Together with a valet and an elderly moun-
taineer guide and without his parents, he set forth to
explore northern Italy and found in its medieval architec-
ture and sculpture a romantic beauty he had not known
before. The sketches he made were the best he ever
achieved, and the things he saw were forever imprinted
on his memory; for once he was really happy.
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When he returned to Denmark Hill it was to complete
the second volume of Modern Painters in less congenial
surroundings. It appeared in April 1846. A subsequent
journey to Italy with his parents, to show them the beauties
he had lately discovered, was an anticlimax and led to an
attack of nervous depression. On their return he began to
think of marriage and, with hesitant encouragement from
his parents, became engaged to Euphemia Chalmers (Ef-
fie) Gray, the pretty daughter of Scottish friends of the
family, whom he married in April 1848. He was com-
pletely self-centred and very gifted; she was rather de-
manding, a born social climber, and essentially common-
place. It is not surprising that the marriage (which was
never consummated) was not a success.

After a few months in London, where Effie was deter-
minedly social, in August they visited northern France,
for Ruskin had it in mind to write a book on the essential
qualities of Gothic architecture. By April The Seven
Lamps of Architecture was finished. The book had a
considerable success. It took the fruits of the labours of a
generation of medievalists and gave them a generalized
basis and a moral flavour; and it was extremely well
written. In the autumn of 1849 the young Ruskins went to
Venice for the winter. Ruskin wished to apply the general
principles of The Seven Lamps of Architecture to Vene-
tian architecture and to relate its rise and fall to the
working of moral and spiritual forces. He worked hard;
the first volume of The Stones of Venice duly appeared in
1851. In the course of that year Ruskin was induced to
champion the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood, a group of
young English artists founded in reaction against contem-
porary academic painting, less because he admired them
from the first than because he thought the critics unfair to
them. He befriended the painter and poet Dante Gabriel
Rossetti, who disliked him; established a lasting and hap-
py friendship with the artist Edward Burne-Jones; and
cultivated the company of John Everett Millais, with the
result that the artist and Effie fell in love. As soon as
Millais had been elected a member of the Royal Acade-
my, with an assured future, Effie left Ruskin. In July 1854
she secured an annulment of her marriage on the ground
of her husband’s impotence, and a few months later she
married Millais.

Return to Denmark Hill. Ruskin was back in the old
narrow circle of Denmark Hill. His only escape was to
rather futile teaching at the Working Men’s College (es-
tablished in 1854 by the moral philosopher and Christian
Socialist J.F.D. Maurice, whom he did not like) and in
sitting at the feet of the historian and essayist Thomas
Carlyle, who made him waste a good deal of time on
causes irrelevant to his real interests. The third and
fourth volumes of Modern Painters were written on an
increasingly authoritarian note, and by the middle of
1855 he felt written out. His chief interest was in the
construction of the Oxford Museum of Natural History,
under the aegis of his friend Acland and according to his
own principles of Gothic beauty. He offered to undertake
the sorting and arrangement of the mass of drawings that
Turner had left to the National Gallery, and, from Feb-
ruary 1857 for about a year, this was his chief occupa-
tion. He gave many lectures, less on art pure and simple
than on its implications. In those on The Political Econo-
my of Art (1857)—Ilater retitled 4 Joy for Ever—he
entered economics, with an able and effective disquisition
on economy as “the art of managing labour.”

In 1858, again alone but for a valet and the old guide, he
spent six weeks in Turin, Italy, and recaptured the magic
of the mature Renaissance in the paintings of Paolo Ver-
onese. The fifth volume of Modern Painters (1860),
written in the winter of 1858-59, is largely influenced by
these interests. The volume is extremely disconnected;
and, indeed, Ruskin’s mind was gradually declining into
madness. He fell in love with a hysterical young Irish girl
of good family, Rose La Touche, who, when he first knew
her, was a child of ten; when she was 16 he declared
himself to the parents, who were horrified. Soon after,
Rose fell mentally and physically ill, and the affair
dragged sadly and hectically on until her death in 1875.
During these years, Ruskin became a habitué of Miss
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Bell’s girls’ school at Winnington, Cheshire, where the
company of the children provided a refuge; some of his
books—notably The Ethics of the Dust (1866)—were
developed from talks he gave to her pupils. His only
important work at this time was a set of essays on the
nature of wealth that he wrote in 1860. His views (based
to some extent on those of the reformer and Socialist
Robert Owen) included the theory of social justice and
were utterly contrary to the laissez-faire doctrines of the
time, which derived from the teachings of the Utilitarian
philosopher Jeremy Bentham. The Cornhill Magazine
began to publish the essays, but they roused so much
opposition among its readers that, after the fourth essay,
William Makepeace Thackeray, the distinguished novel-
ist who was its editor, discontinued them. Ruskin published
them as a book under the title Unto This Last (1862).

He was near a breakdown and retired for a time to
Mornex, near Geneva. He returned in time for his fa-
ther’s last illness and death in March 1864 and continued
to live with his aging mother at Denmark Hill. His father
bequeathed Ruskin £120,000, various properties, and a
fine collection of pictures; but he had neither peace of
mind nor strength of purpose left. He wrote no more on
art, except as a part of his social and economic theories,
and when he travelled he was apt to delegate the making
of sketches to artists whom he took with him.

Last years. In 1869 Ruskin was elected the first Slade
professor of fine art at Oxford University, and he had a
great personal success as a lecturer, though his lectures
were diffuse and on many subjects other than art. He gave
the university a collection of prints, photographs, and
drawings for undergraduates to study, and he set up a
drawing school for them. He had a need to address
himself to those of another intellectual class than himself
and, thus, wrote two series of letters to workingmen,
Time and Tide (1867) and a much longer set, Fors
Clavigera (1871-84.) The last was the organ of the Com-
pany of St. George, which he founded in 1871 and en-
dowed with a capital of £10,000. It was intended to carry
out his economic doctrines; every “companion” was to
give it a tenth of his income, and for many years Ruskin
did. Its activities were often ill-judged and were usually
unfortunate; a museum of art at Sheffield was the most
successful. Bouts of illness interrupted work at Oxford
and the publication of Fors; after his mother’s death, in
1871, Ruskin sold the house at Denmark Hill and bought
Brantwood, an ugly residence beautifully situated on
Coniston Water in the Lake District, where he spent
much of his time, with a married cousin to keep house
for him. He began to be obsessed with the idea of the
“Storm-Cloud and Plague-Wind” that were everywhere
defiling natural beauty, and finally in 1878 suffered some
months of acute mania. Early in 1879 he resigned his
professorship, giving as his excuse that the painter James
McNeill Whistler had won a libel action against him for
his intemperate criticism of one of the “Nocturnes.”

His intellectual life was over. He showed improvement
in 1880-81 and even resumed work at Oxford, with gro-
tesque and tragic results. The years that followed were
checkered by attacks of mania; yet it was in these years
that he wrote the most charming of his works, the auto-
biography called Praeterita (1885-89). It offered escape
from the present, and, since he had kept a diary for much
of his life, he had materials to work on. It was never
finished; after a sixth attack of madness, in the summer of
1889, he was incapable of writing anything but his signa-
ture. He died on January 20, 1900, and was buried at
Coniston, Lancashire.

Assessment. It is usual to think of Ruskin as a typical
public figure of Victorian England, the keeper of the
artistic conscience of his country who upheld the pre-
eminence of the Gothic style and demanded its employ-
ment in building and decoration. Nevertheless, acceptance
of Ruskin as a prophet in art was not immediate. Though
the substantive part of his pure art criticism was written
before he was 35, he was considered to be something of
an amateur, a rich dilettante, until after he was 50, in the
1860s. By this time, the Gothic Revival movement, with
roots in the late 18th century, had already become estab-

The
Company
of St.
George



34 Ruskin, John

Limita-
tions of
Ruskin’s
art
criticism

Ruskin’s
aesthetic
principles

lished as a leading current style, independently of his
championship of it. By the last quarter of the 19th centu-
ry, Ruskin’s opinions on art were regarded as almost
infallible; but from the 1860s onward he himself had lost
interest in art criticism for its own sake, and his creative
ideas were now active in political and social economy.

Interests and character. His puritanical conscience nev-
er let him rest easy in the enjoyment of his unearned
wealth: he tried at first to justify his enjoyment of beauty
by theorizing about it, and later, when this no longer
satisfied him, he turned to the study of economic and
social questions.

Ruskin lived an inwardly difficult, lonely life, often pur-
sued and struck at by madness. His interests were wide,
embracing art, such branches of natural science as geolo-
gy, mineralogy, and botany, political science, and eco-
nomic and social studies. Yet the variety of interest was
also symptomatic of a want of concentration that in-
creased with time and caused him, from one hour to the
next, to abandon one kind of study for another. His art
criticism, too, for all its influence and its breadth, is un-
systematic and established on his personal response to
works of art; here his apparent limitations are partly
those of his time, when art criticism and art history—to
which his own writings gave a major impetus—were still
only lightly cultivated fields: he had little knowledge or
appreciation of French, Dutch, or Spanish art or indeed
of any art outside that of Renaissance Italy and of Eng-
land, and he had no sympathy with the Impressionist
movement of his own day.

Style and ideas. Yet John Ruskin was a man of true
originality. His literary style, though it has echoes of the
King James Version of the Bible and of writers such as
Richard Hooker and Dr. Samuel Johnson, is unmistaka-
bly his own; although his ideas might owe something to
the Greek philosopher Plato and more still to the Bible,
he shaped them in his own way. He was a completely
honest and curiously innocent man. As a rich man’s son,
he was free to work at what he liked and generally wrote
easily of what interested him. This amateur quality gives
a characteristic sparkle and zest to his treatment of all his
themes, and they were many. His originality and his intel-
lectual self-indulgence were inextricably mixed with his
psychological weakness. He is the archetype of the man-
ic-depressive, swinging from elation to misery, always
sensitive and always expressive. The narrow religiosity of
his early upbringing, his lack of systematic education,
and his mother’s overanxious care did nothing to give
him the poise and repose that might have helped him to
keep a balance; and two frustrated love affairs and an un-
happy marriage removed any hope of emotional maturity.

But, in spite of these disabilities (and sometimes because
of them), he was able to perceive beauty with an infec-
tious intensity and to express his perception in memora-
ble prose, sometimes made even more cogent by accom-
panying drawings and sketches, for he was a good ama-

" teur draftsman.

What, then, are Ruskin’s essential ideas on art and socie-
ty, and how can they be summarized? It must be remem-
bered first that Ruskin was a follower of the great poet
William Wordsworth in his love of nature and of moun-
tain scenery in particular. Ruskin founded his aesthetic
principles upon truth to nature in landscape painting and
tried to prove his point by contrasting, in Modern Paint-
ers, the sensitive accuracy in this respect of his hero
J.M.W. Tumer, the great landscape painter of the first
part of the 19th century in England, with the conven-
tional generalizations of Claude Lorrain, the great land-
scapist of 17th-century France. He went on to find the
same truthfulness, but now united with religious feeling,
in Gothic architecture. He looked with care at the natural
forms of its decoration, carved with delicate reserve by a
host of anonymous craftsmen. The gesticulation of the
Baroque and its ornaments, such as urns, scrolls, and
obelisks—iorins 1ot found in naiure—seemed ariificiai
and false to him and so, in his view, constituted bad art.
His conception of good art as a storehouse of natural
truth, which also was its source, led to his ideal view of
the workman, whether craftsman or manual labourer, as

a dedicated individual who needed to find fulfillment
through doing work with a valid purpose. Social justice
required the provision of conditions that would allow all
to share with the creative artist the opportunity for work
of this kind, but such conditions were not generally to be
found in the heedless economic expansion of 19th-centu-
ry England. Thus, he was led from criticism and exposi-
tion of art to a concern with social welfare. Yet one
comes back to the fact that he is remembered best in the
world of art.
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Russell, Bertrand

Bertrand Russell had one of the most widely varied and
persistently influential intellects of the 20th century. Dur-
ing most of his active life, a span of three generations,
Russell had at any time more than 40 books in print
ranging over philosophy, mathematics, science, ethics,
sociology, education, history, religion, politics, and po-
lemic. The extent of his influence resulted partly from his
amazing efficiency in applying his intellect (he normally
wrote at the rate of 3,000 largely unaltered words a day),
his memory, and his aristocratic independence and partly
from his deep humanitarian feeling that was the main-
spring of his actions. This feeling expressed itself con-
sistently at the frontier of social change through what he
himself would have called a liberal anarchistic, left-wing,
and skeptical atheist temperament. His first major under-
taking in the field of logic and mathematics had a pro-
found influence upon philosophy in the Western world. In
his middle years his books on morals, politics, education,
pacifism, and other subjects were an illumination and en-
couragement to the rebellious layman. Finally, during the
iast decades of his life (just as he felt himself in danger of
becoming respectable by sheer weight of years), he be-
came an inspiration to idealistic youth throughout the
world in his active opposition to the manufacture of H-
bombs and to the war in Vietnam.
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Bertrand Russell, 1960.
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Early years. Bertrand Arthur William Russell, 3rd
Earl Russell, was born at Trelleck in Monmouthshire on
May 18, 1872, the second son of Viscount Amberley and
his wife Katherine, daughter of the 2nd Baron Stanley of
Alderley. Lord Amberley was the third son of Lord John
Russell, who was twice prime minister and became the
1st Earl Russell.

Katherine Amberley died of diphtheria in 1874, and
Amberley himself died 18 months later. The Amberleys
had very advanced views and had intended to place Ber-
trand and his brother Frank (then aged ten) under the
guardianship of friends who were atheists. But the chil-
dren’s grandparents had no difficulty, given the feeling of
the time, in upsetting the will and getting the two boys
made wards in Chancery, so that they were brought up by
their Russell grandmother, a strict yet politically liberal-
minded Puritan with a rigid personal conscience and ex-
acting standards. Bertrand Russell was educated private-
ly, had little contact with other children, and developed
an intense inner life, full of idealistic feeling and meta-
physical profundities (partly a product, he later theo-
rized, of sublimated sexual desires), all imbued with a
passionate desire for certainty in knowledge. At the age
of 11 he had already begun to have religious doubts, and,
eventually, the skeptical cast of his intelligence prevailed
over his upbringing. He came to disagree with his family
on everything except politics, but he was also able to
accept the disillusionment of finding that logical certainty
was unattainable in empirical matters and to accept as
well the stunning disappointment (when introduced by
his brother at the age of 11 to the delightful certainties of
mathematics) of being told that the axioms of geometry
could not be proved but had to be taken on trust.

This situation set the pattern of Russell’s philosophical
career. He was determined not to be beguiled by human
pretensions to knowledge or by unbacked assumptions
either about the foundations of knowledge or about what
may be said to exist. Henceforth, one of his primary aims
was to inquire, with skeptical and parsimonious intent,
“how much we can be said to know and with what degree
of certainty or doubtfulness.”

He entered Trinity College, Cambridge, in 1890, was at
once recognized as intellectually outstanding, and soon
became a member of the exclusive Society known to out-
siders as “The Apostles.” He was winner of first-class
honours in the Mathematical Tripos (honours examina-
tion) in 1893 and then turned to philosophy, becoming
for several years an Idealist under the influence of the
Cambridge metaphysician J.M.E. McTaggart, and taking
a first-class degree in moral sciences in 1894.

In the same year, against the wishes of his family, he
married Alys Pearsall Smith, the sister of Logan Pearsall
Smith (the author of Trivia) and a Quaker from Phila-
delphia with advanced views. In the next two years he
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lectured in the United States on non-Euclidian geometry,
travelled in Germany to study economics, was introduced
to Marxism by the Social Democrats there, and, as a
result, was appointed first lecturer at the London School
of Economics and Political Science. His first published
book—written from the orthodox liberal point of view
—was German Social Democracy (1896). He remained
a liberal until he joined the Labour Party in 1914. He also
won a fellowship at Trinity with a dissertation entitled
“An Essay on the Foundations of Geometry.”

First philosophical works. In 1898, with Trinity Fel-
low G.E. Moore leading the way, he rebelled against
Idealism and became, broadly, an Empiricist, a Positivist,
and what philosophers would call a physical Realist
(though in everyday matters he was what the layman
would call a Materialist) for the rest of his philosophical
career.

His career may be said to have involved three main
aims, with an underlying premise that the scientific view
of the world is largely the correct view. The most funda-
mental and pervasive aim was the one already men-
tioned: that of paring down to a minimum and to their
simplest expression the pretensions of human knowledge.
This aim manifested itself in such books as An Inquiry
into Meaning and Truth (1940) and his last major work
Human Knowledge, Its Scope and Limits (1948), which
was intended to be a definitive survey. The second aim
involved the linking of logic and mathematics, as in his
first major work, The Principles of Mathematics (1903),
with the object of showing that mathematics can be de-
duced from a very small number of logical principles.
The third aim was analytic: assuming that it is possible to
infer something about the world from the language in
which it is (correctly) described, Russell analyzed that
language down to its minimum requirements—its atomic
facts—in order to avoid unnecessarily postulating the
existence of the objects denoted by descriptive phrases
(such as “The present king of France”). This aim mani-
fested itself in the so-called theory of descriptions, in the
philosophy of Logical Atomism, and in such books as
The Analysis of Matter (1927) and The Analysis of
Mind (1921), the main thesis of which holds that mind
and matter are different “structurings” of the same “neu-
tral” elements.

After an interlude of work on Leibniz (A Critical Ex-
position of the Philosophy of Leibniz [1900]), Rus-
sell embarked upon his major work on logic and mathe-
matics, starting with the first draft of The Principles of
Mathematics (1903) and culminating over a decade later
in the publication of the three volumes of Principia
Mathematica (1910, 1912, and 1913), written in collab-
oration with his friend and former tutor, the philosopher
and mathematician Alfred North Whitehead. This work,
together with Russell’s ancillary work on logic, was im-
mensely influential among logicians for many years, even
though the two authors agreed that they had not com-
pletely fulfilled their purpose of deriving mathematics
from self-evident logical principles.

At the beginning of this decade of work—the hardest in
Russell’s whole life—he underwent what he called a
“mystic illumination,” which in five minutes transformed
him into a pacifist (and a pro-Boer in England’s war
against the Boers of South Africa) and overwhelmed him
with “semi-mystical feelings about beauty.” It was in 1903
that he suddenly fell out of love with his wife Alys
(though the couple did not separate until 1911), Russell
in 1910 having met Lady Ottoline Morrell, a prominent
literary hostess, with whom he developed a long-lasting
relationship.

In 1902 there appeared the popular and, as he later felt,
overwritten essay “The Free Man’s Worship.” In 1907 he
stood unsuccessfully for Parliament, campaigning for
women’s suffrage and free trade. In 1908 he was elected a
fellow of the Royal Society. (Russell’s travels, lecture
tours, professorships, degrees, and prizes, not to mention
the books he wrote, are too numerous for complete listing
in this article.)

Later political and philosophical works. During World
War I his activities as a pacifist resulted in his being fined
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£100 in 1916, being dismissed from his lectureship at
Trinity College, and being imprisoned for six months in
1918. While in prison he wrote his Introduction to Math-
ematical Philosophy (1919) and started reading for his
work The Analysis of Mind (1921).

In 1916 he had met Lady Constance Malleson, a young
and beautiful fellow pacifist. In 1919 he met Dora Black,
with whom he visited China in 1920 and whom he mar-
ried as his second wife in 1921. Russell visited the Soviet
Union in 1920 and, the same year, published The Practice
and Theory of Bolshevism, which was markedly critical
of the regime, stressing its totalitarian nature and predict-
ing and condemning many of the aspects of what was
later to be called Stalinism.

Since the publication of Principia Mathematica, Rus-
sell’s philosophical work had been mainly analytic and as
such was one of the inspirations for the Analytic move-
ment in philosophy, with which, however, Russell himself
eventually lost sympathy. In working out his philoso-
phy of Logical Atomism, he was influenced to some
extent by his pupil Ludwig Wittgenstein, whom he had
first met in 1911, and in particular by the basic doctrine
of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1922),
which held that a proposition is a picture of the facts
that it asserts and must have in a sense the same
structure. Russell continued throughout his life to stress
the importance of structure and indeed used the notion of
similarity of structure in Human Knowledge, Its Scope
and Limits (1948) as a criterion in inferring causal rela-
tionships. But he disagreed with Wittgenstein’s later and
influential Philosophical Investigations (1953).

During the 1920s much of his work was written for the
layman; some of it was vulgarization in the respectable
sense, as in The ABC of Atoms (1923) and The ABC of
Relativity (1925); the rest ranged from What I Believe
(1925) to Marriage and Morals (1929), The Scientific
Outlook (1931), and Education and the Social Order
(1932). All of these highly influential books were written
with barbed wit from a politically, morally, and intellec-
tually left-wing radical and anti-obscurantist point of
view. He also wrote, at the expert’s level, on ethics—
mainly from a Utilitarian standpoint—and on political,
social, and educational philosophy.

In 1927 he and his wife Dora started an experimental
school at Telegraph House, near Petersfield, which was
carried on by Dora after their divorce (in 1935) until
the outbreak of war in 1939 and the permissiveness of
which, though advanced for those days, was somewhat
exaggerated by public gossip.

On his brother’s death in 1931, Russell succeeded to the
title as 3rd earl. In 1934 he published Freedom and
Organization, 1814-1914 and, in 1937, The Amberley
Papers, both written with the help of a research assistant,
Patricia Spence, whom he married in 1936.

As a pacifist, he supported British policy at Munich in
1938, though after war broke out he acknowledged that
Hitler had to be defeated as “a necessary prelude to any-
thing good.” After lectureships in the United States dur-
ing 1938 and 1939, his appointment to a professorship at
City College in New York was annulled by the courts,
one of the grounds being that he was an advocate of
sexual immorality. (See the appendix to his Why [ Am
Not a Christian, 1927, edited by Paul Edwards.) Russell
was temporarily saved from poverty by a five-year con-
tract to lecture at the Barnes Foundation in Pennsylvania,
but this was cancelled in 1943. He used his lectures as a
basis for his History of Western Philosophy (1945),
which became an immediate best seller both in Britain
and in the United States and was his main source of
revenue for many years. In the meantime, on his return to
Britain in 1944, Russell had been appointed lecturer and
fellow of Trinity College.

The next 15 years saw him attain rapidly increasing
fame and respectability, initiated by appearances on the
British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) “Brains Trust”
programs and consolidated by the delivery in 1949 of
the first BBC Reith Lectures, by the receipt in 1949 of
the Order of Merit, and, in 1950, of the Nobel Prize for
Literature.

Political activism. When Human Knowledge, Its Scope
and Limits was published in 1948, it received a respect-
ful but lukewarm reception, partly because the theory
of knowledge was at that time out of fashion and partly
because, since the war, there had been in any case a turn-
ing away from Russell’s ideas. This reception was a sharp
disappointment to Russell, but he was in any case un-
sympathetic to the then current linguistic movement in
philosophy; and (except for the writing of My Philo-
sophical Development [1959] and a few reviews) he be-
gan to divert his attention from philosophy to inter-
national politics. As a result, from about 1952, when
he was divorced from Patricia Spence and married
Edith Finch, an American, he became progressive-
ly less respectable in the eyes of established authority
and more influential in the eyes of the young and left-
wing throughout the world. (During the late 1960s he
would receive more than 1,000 messages and cards at
Christmas, many of them from the Far East.) In 1954 he
made his famous “Man’s Peril” broadcast on the BBC,
condemning the Bikini H-bomb tests; this led to the Rus-
sell-Einstein statement of protest by Nobel scientists, to
the Pugwash Conferences of scientists from both East
and West (Russell was elected president of the first con-
ference in 1957), and, eventually, to the Campaign for
Nuclear Disarmament, launched in 1958, again with Rus-
sell as president. He resigned, however, in 1960 and
formed the more militant Committee of 100 with the
overt aim of inciting mass civil disobedience, and he him-
self with Lady Russell led mass sit-downs in 1961 that
brought them a two-month prison sentence, which was
reduced to seven days, however, on health grounds.

In 1962, at the age of 90, his energy and strength of
purpose were still such that, during the Cuban crisis and
the Sino-Indian border conflict, he intervened with heads
of state and with U Thant of the United Nations. After
the publication of the Warren Report, he chaired the
Who Killed Kennedy Committee. In the meantime, in
order to systematize his work for peace, he had estab-
lished, in 1963, the Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation
and the Atlantic Trust. During the remainder of the ’60s,
he vehemently attacked U.S. policies in Vietnam. With
the help of the French Existentialist Jean-Paul Sartre, the
Yugoslav historian Vladimir Dedijer, the Polish author
Isaac Deutscher, and others, he convened the Internation-
al War Crimes Tribunal.

The last three years of the ’60s saw the publication in
three volumes of one of Russell’s finest works—witty,
candid, absorbing, and beautifully written—his own Au-
tobiography. He died on February 2, 1970, at Plas Pen-
rhyn, near Penrhyndeudraeth in north Wales, his much-
loved home for 15 years.
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Russell, Henry Norris

Henry Norris Russell, U.S. astronomer, helped lay the
foundations of modern astrophysics (the study of the
physics and chemistry of heavenly bodies) and stellar
astronomy. In particular, he developed a graphic way of
showing a relationship between a star’s brightness and its
spectrum that led to many ideas about the evolution of
stars. Russell also devised a means of computing the dis-
tances of binary stars, which are systems of two stars re-
volving around each other. He exerted considerable influ-
ence on the development of 20th-century astronomy,
both in the United States and abroad.

By courtesy of Princeton University
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Henry Norris Russell.

Russell was born on October 25, 1877, in Oyster Bay,
New York, the son of a Presbyterian minister. In 1882, at
the age of five, Russell was shown a rare phenomenon,
the transit of Venus across the Sun’s disk, by his parents,
and his interest in astronomy began. He was educated at
home until the age of 12 and then went to Princeton, first
to the preparatory school and later to the university,
from which he graduated in 1897 with the highest distinc-
tion ever earned to that date by an undergraduate. Russell
then entered the university’s astronomy department to
work under Charles Augustus Young, whom he found to
be “a great teacher as well as a great astronomer.” He
devised a new way of determining the orbits of binary
stars around each other and made some planetary studies,
obtaining his Ph.D. in 1900.

Russell then left Princeton to work at the university
observatories at Cambridge with Arthur Robert Hinks in
determining stellar distances by photography, a technique
then in its infancy. Maintaining his interest in binary
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stars, he published another method of determining orbits,
this time for pairs of stars that could not be directly
observed as such but that from an analysis of their light
by a spectroscope were known to be separate orbiting
bodies, now called spectroscopic binaries. In 1905 Russell
réturned to Princeton as an instructor in astronomy, be-
coming an assistant professor three years later, when he
also married. In 1911 he became professor and director
of the university observatory, and from 1921 he held the
additional appointment of research associate of the Mount
Wilson Observatory. In 1927 his Princeton classmates
of 1897 honoured him by endowing the C.A. Young Re-
search Professorship, to which he was appointed.

At Princeton Russell continued his lifelong study of
binaries, devising a means of calculating masses from
their orbital behaviour and a method of using both orbits
and masses for computing distances. He pioneered the
study of eclipsing variables—that is, binary stars that
appear to move in front of each other as they orbit, thus
undergoing periodic eclipses and so displaying character-
istic variation in brightness. It is a mark of his lifelong
interest that his last scientific paper was on binaries, in
this case those in the two small galaxies that are closest
to our own and known as the Magellanic Clouds.

In his early works on stellar distances, Russell conclud-
ed that there were two main classes of stars, one much
brighter than the other. The Danish astronomer Ejnar
Hertzsprung, sharing this view, found the two classes to
have similar spectra. By plotting luminosity and spectra
in a diagram, Russell showed a definite relationship be-
tween true brightness and type of spectrum. He announced
his results in December 1913, and the important Hertz-
sprung—-Russell diagram was published the next year.
This graphical demonstration of relationships stimulated
Russell to work out his theory of stellar evolution by em-
phasizing the changes of spectrum, mass, and luminosity
that stars undergo in time. In 1929 he summarized his
views in his article “Stellar Evolution” in the 14th edi-
tion of the Encyclopedia Britannica, suggesting that stars
begin as huge cool red bodies and then undergo a con-
tinual shrinkage. At first this contraction causes a rise
in temperature accompanied by a change in colour from
red to yellow, white, and blue; but finally they shrink to
become small cool red bodies. The theory was widely
accepted, but, in the light of later evidence, it was even-
tually replaced.

Russell performed extensive research on spectrum anal-
ysis, by which he applied laboratory techniques to the
study of stellar conditions. This research led him to pos-
tulate the composition of stars—the Russell mixture,
widely accepted by other astrophysicists—which took ac-
count of the great predominance of hydrogen. During
World War I, Russell worked on aircraft navigation; but
otherwise his professional life was concerned with astron-
omy, both at Princeton and as consultant to a number of
American observatories. His broad interests led him to
the wider philosophical problems of cosmic evolution.
His Solar System and Its Origin (1935) proved to be a
pioneering guide for later research. He took seriously the
teaching of astronomy. With two colleagues he helped
prepare a textbook, volume 2 of Astronomy (1927), that,
with an extensive coverage of astrophysics and stellar
astronomy, changed the whole emphasis of the way the
subject was taught. He was also a successful popularizer
of science and for over 40 years regularly published arti-
cles of high quality on the general progress of astronomy.

Holding to a mechanistic view of nature, Russell did not
believe in life after death; but he thought science was
really an ally of morals and religion, giving his views in a
series of lectures, published as Fate and Freedom (1927).
His interests ranged from archaeology to botany, from
ancient history to boating and travelling. Many honours
came to him from universities and academies, both at
home and abroad; and he was, as a contemporary said of
him, the “Dean of American astronomers.” He died in
Princeton, New Jersey, on February 18, 1957.
BIBLIOGRAPHY. Most of Russell’s work was published

in technical periodicals, especially in the Astronomical Jour-
nal and the Astrophysical Journal. The famous and readable
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textbook Astronomy, 2 vol., written in conjunction with RAY-
MOND SMITH DUGAN and JOHN QUINCY STEWART, appeared
in 192627, with a suppl. to vol. 2 in 1938 and a revision of
vol. 1 in 1945. In 1927, his views on science and religion were
published as Fate and Freedom; and in 1935, his stimulating
work, The Solar System and Its Origin. Between March 31,
1900, and August 1943, he published monthly articles on
astronomy in Scientific American and made contributions to
Science. An almost complete bibliography is given in Biogr.
Mem. Natn. Acad. SCl, 32:363-378 (1958), but this should
be read in conjuction with that prov1ded in Blog Mem.
Fellows R. Soc., 3:185-191 (1957).
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Russell, John Russell, 1st Earl

Twice prime minister of Great Britain (1846-52; 1865-
66), Lord John Russell was an aristocratic statesman
whose liberalism was ahead of his time. As leader of
the Whig Party, he pushed for liberal reforms on a broad
front and led the fight for the great Reform Bill of 1832.

By courtesy of the National Portrait Gallery, London

The 1st Earl Russell, painting by F. Grant, 1853.
In the National Portrait Gallery, London.

Lord John Russell was born in London on August 18;
1792, the third son of John Russell, the 6th duke of Bed-
ford. (As the younger son of a peer, he was known for
most of his life as Lord John Russell; he himself was
created earl in 1861.) He thus came of a family that had
long demonstrated its public spirit. The depth of his liber-
alism probably owed much to an untypical education.
Poor health forbade the rigours of an English public
school; and later, his father, who was critical of Oxford
and Cambridge, sent him to the University of Edinburgh,
where he drank deeply of Scottish philosophy. In 1813 he
became a member of Parliament and four years later
made his first important speech—characteristically, an at-
tack on the government’s suspension of the Habeas Cor-
pus Act. In December 1819 Russell took up the cause of
parliamentary reform, making it in the early 1820s not
only his own cause but also that of the Whig Party. When
the Whigs came to power in 1830, he joined the small
ministerial committee that was to draft a reform bill, and
on March 31, 1831, he presented it to the House of Com-
mons. Overnight, he had won a national reputation.

In the 1830s and ’40s, Russell remained the chief pro-
moter of liberal reform in the Whig Party—althongh
never again, perhaps, was this role so glorious as in the
protracted but successful conflict over the passing of the
first Reform Bill. As paymaster general under Charles
Grey, 2nd Earl Grey, during roughly the first half of the

1830s, Russell championed the cause of religious freedom
for both English Dissenters and Irish Catholics. Indeed,
he pursued these aims so zealously that in seeking to
divert some of the wealth of the established Church of
Ireland (which was Protestant) to the Roman Catholics
(who formed the bulk of the population) he frightened
leading Whigs like Lord Stanley (later earl of Derby) out
of the party. In the second half of the 1830s, as home
secretary under Lord Melbourne, Russell, among other
things, democratized the government of large towns (with
the exception of London). He also reduced the number of
criminal offenses liable to capital punishment and began
the system of state inspection and support of public educa-
tion.

Even out of office from 1841 to 1846, when he stood in
opposition to Sir Robert Peel, Russell left his mark. For
in 1845, in advance of his party, he came out in favour of
total free trade, a crucial step in forcing Peel to follow
him. As a result Peel split his party, the Whigs came to
power, and Russell became prime minister.

This administration (1846-52) demonstrated that al-
though Russell’s penchant for advanced ideas was as
strong as ever, his ability to implement them was now
seriously reduced. He was able to establish the ten-hour
day in factory labour (1847) and to found a national
board of public health (1848). But, largely because of
party disunity and weak leadership, he was unable to end
the civil disabilities of the Jews, extend the franchise to
the workers in the cities, or bring peace to the country-
side of Ireland by guaranteeing security of tenure to its
farmers.

In the remaining years of his public career, Russell’s
difficulties increased. Party disunity continued and
brought down his second administration (1865-66) when
he made his last attempt to extend the franchise. But
more significant, in the 1850s the national temper had
changed. An age of reform had given way to a mood of
self-complacency, even of belligerence. This was already
evident in the Ecclesiastical Titles Act of 1851, which
Russell’s government had passed and which in effect was
England’s defiance of the papacy. This mood deepened,
transformed, on the one hand, into an appetite for for-
eign war and, on the other, into boredom with social and
political reform. In such an atmosphere Russell was inev-
itably. overshadowed by the forceful and popular Lord
Palmerston, who seized the forefront of the national
stage in the Crimean War (1854-56). Indeed, for four
years, from 1855 to 1859, Russell retired from public life
and devoted more and more of his time to literature.
Private life had always beckoned to him, as had the life of
a littérateur. Among the English prime ministers, few
wrote so copiously—biography, history, poetry—as Rus-
sell. He accepted an earldom in 1861, and he died at
Pembroke Lodge, Richmond Park, May 28, 1878.

The underlying theme of Russell’s career—his long
tenure of liberal opinion—is frequently ignored or
minimized. But his failings were less evident in the realm
of ideas than in the realm of personality. He was neither a
gifted administrator nor an efficient and commanding
prime minister. More important, he combined in his per-
sonality elements of both rashness and timidity. Although
he came to liberal ideas sooner and held them longer than
did William Ewart Gladstone, he failed where Gladstone
succeeded: in building up a Liberal Party firmly based on
popular support. His rashness often alienated his follow-
ers, and his timidity prevented him from seeking out a
massive popularity in the country at large in order to
drive home his ideas. In a sense a rebel against aristocra-
cy, he found himself constantly frustrated by the great
aristocratic Whigs—remaining in the last analysis, as one
historian has said, their prisoner.

BIBLIOGRAPHY. S. WALPOLE, The Life of Lord John Rus-
sell, 2nd ed., 2 vol. (1889, reprinted 1968), still the definitive
biography (useful but too uncritical); JOHN RUSSELL, Recol-
lections and Suggestions 1813-1873 (1875). autobiography
written in old age; G.p. GoocH (ed.), The Later Correspon-
dence of Lord John Russell, 1840-1878, 2 vol. (1925); B. and
P. RUSSELL, The Amberley Papers, vol. 1 (1937), scenes of
Russell’s family life in later years.
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Russia and the Soviet Union, History of

The term Russia properly refers only to the empire that
occupied approximately the present area of the Soviet
Union in the 18th, 19th, and early 20th centuries. In the
title of this article, however, it is used very loosely to de-
scribe the European part of the Soviet Union from ancient
times as well.

The main divisions of the article are as follows:

1. From the beginnings to ¢. 1700
Prehistory
Exploration and the rise of the Rus
The Khazars
Kiev
Rise of Kiev
Decline of Kiev
Social and political institutions
The lands of Rus
Novgorod
The northwest
The northeast
The southwest
The Mongol period
The Mongol invasion
Tatar rule
The rise of Muscovy
Cultural life and the “Tatar influence”
The post-Sarai period
Rurikid Muscovy
Ivan III
Vasily 111
Ivan IV the Terrible
Boris Godunov
The Time of Troubles
Social and economic conditions
Cultural trends
Romanov Muscovy
Michael Fyodorovich
Aleksey Mikhaylovich
Trends in the 17th century
1I. The 18th century
The reign of Peter I (1689-1725)
Peter’s youth and early reign
The Petrine state
Assessment of Peter’s reign
Peter I's successors (1725-62)
Anna (1730-40)
Elizabeth (1741-62)
The reign of Catherine II the Great (1762-96)
Expansion of the empire
Government administration under Catherine
Education and social change in the 18th century
The reign of Paul I (1796-1801)
II1. Russia from 1801 to 1917
The reigns of Alexander I and Nicholas I
General survey
Government
Social classes
Education and intellectual life
The Russian Empire
Foreign policy
From Alexander II to Nicholas II
Emancipation and reform
Revolutionary activities
Economic and social development
Education and ideas
Russification policies
Foreign policy
The last years of Tsardom
Defeat and disorder
The Dumas
War and the fall of the monarchy
1V. The U.S.S.R. from 1917 to 1939
The governments of 1917
Results of the February (March) Revolution
The October (November) Revolution
The consolidation of the Soviet government
War Communism
The civil war and intervention
The Communist dictatorship
The experiment of War Communism
The New Economic Policy
The policies of the NEP
The politics of succession
Foreign policy during the NEP
Society and culture during the NEP
The Stalin revolution
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The Five-Year Plans
Collectivization
Social and cultural policies
Foreign policy in the “third period”
The purges and the consolidation of Stalinism
The Great Purge
The Stalin constitution
The culture of Stalinism
Soviet foreign policy in the era of collective security
V. The U.S.S.R. since 1939
Prelude to war
World War 1I
Consolidation in eastern Europe
The German offensive
Stalingrad
The advance into Europe
The war alliance
Postwar policy to Stalin’s death
Reconstruction
The return to Stalinism
The Cold War
Far Eastern problems
Stalin’s legacy
The Khrushchev era
The transition
The 20th Party Congress
The rift with China
Economic problems
The Brezhnev-Kosygin era
Collective leadership
Unbinding the economy
Cultural controls
Foreign policy

I. From the beginnings to c. 1700
PREHISTORY

Indo-European and Ural-Altaic peoples have occupied
what is now the European territory of the Union of So-
viet Socialist Republics (U.S.S.R.) since the second mil-
lennium before Christ, but little is known about their
ethnic identity, institutions, and activities. In ancient
times, Greek and Iranian settlements appeared in the
southernmost portions of what is now the Ukrainian
S.S.R. Trading empires of that era seem to have known
and exploited the northern forests, particularly the Per-
mian triangle formed by the Kama and Volga rivers, but
these contacts seem to have had little lasting impact. Be-
tween the 4th and 9th centuries, the Huns, Avars, Goths,
and Magyars passed briefly over the same terrain, but
these transitory occupations also had little influence upon
the East Slavs, who during this time were spreading south
and east from an area between the Elbe River and the
Pripet Marshes. For them, the period of mute prehistory
extends into the 9th century, when, as a result of a dra-
matic penetration into the area from north and south by
north European and Middle Eastern merchant adven-
turers, their society was exposed to new economic, cul-
tural, and political forces.

Exploration and the rise of the Rus. The scanty writ-
ten records tell little of the processes that ensued, but
archaeological evidence—notably, the Oriental coins
found in eastern Europe—indicate that the development
of the East Slavs passed through several stages.

From about 770 to about 830, commercial explorers
began an intensive penetration of the Volga region. From
early bases in the estuaries of the rivers of the eastern
Baltic region, Germanic commercial-military bands,
probably in search of new routes to the East, began to
penetrate territory populated by Finnic and Slavic tribes,
where they found amber, furs, honey, wax, and timber
products, all of which provided generous rewards for the
hardy and fortunate. The indigenous population, unlike
that of western areas where the Vikings were becoming
active, offered little resistance to their incursions, and
there was no significant local authority to negotiate the
balance among trade, tribute, and plunder. From the
south, trading organizations based in northern Iran and
North Africa, seeking the same products, particularly
slaves, became active in the Lower Volga, the Don, and,
to a lesser extent, in the Dnieper region. The history of
the Khazar state (see below The Khazars) is intimately
connected with tpese activities.
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Around 830 commerce appears to have declined in the
Don and Dnieper regions. There was increased activity in
the north Volga, where Scandinavian traders who had
previously operated from bases on Lakes Ladoga and
Onega established a new centre, near Ryazan. Here, in
this period, the first nominal ruler of Rus (called, like the
Khazar emperor, khagan or kagan) is mentioned by Is-
lamic and Western sources. This Volga Rus kaganate
may be considered the first direct political antecedent of
the Kievan state.

Within a few decades, these Rus, together with other
Scandinavian groups operating farther west, extended
their raiding activities down the main river routes toward
Baghdad and Constantinople, reaching the latter in 860.
The Scandinavians involved in these exploits are known
as Varangians; they were adventurers of diverse origins,
often led by princes of warring dynastic clans. One of
these princes, Rurik of Jutland, is considered the progeni-
tor of the dynasty that ruled in various portions of East
Slavic territory until 1598. Evidences of the Varangian
expansion are particularly clear in the coin hoards of
900-930. The number of Oriental coins reaching north-
ern regions, especially Scandinavia, indicates a flourish-
ing trade. Written records tell of Rus raids upon Constan-
tinople and the northern Caucasus in the early 10th cen-
tury.

In the period from about 930 to 1000, the region came
under complete control by Varangians from Novgorod.
This period saw the development of the trade route from
the Baltic to the Black Sea, which established the basis of
the economic life of the Kievan principality and deter-
mined its political and cultural development.

The degree to which the Varangians may be considered
the founders of the Kievan state has been hotly debated
since the 18th century. The debate has from the begin-
ning borne nationalistic overtones. Recent works by Rus-
sians have generally minimized or ignored the role of the
Varangians, while non-Russians have occasionally exag-
gerated it. Whatever the case, the lifeblood of the sprawl-
ing Kievan organism was the commerce organized by the
princes. To be sure, these early princes were not “Swedes”
or “Norwegians” or “Danes”; they thought in categories
not of nation but of clan. But they certainly were not East
Slavs. There is little reason to doubt the predominant
role of the Varangian Rus in the creation of the state to
which they gave their name.

The Khazars. In the mid-7th century, the Khazars, a
nomadic confederation of Turkic and Iranian tribes in
the North Caucasus, rapidly expanded their power, press-
ing the Hunnic Bulgars northward and westward and
confronting Byzantine and Arab power to the south.
Khazar relations with Constantinople became very close
(a son of Emperor Leo III was married to a daugh-
ter of the Khazar Kagan in 731) but could not forestall a
terrible defeat by the Arabs in the Caucasus in 737, at
which time the Khazar capital was destroyed. The centre
of Khazar activities shifted north to a new capital at Itil
on the Lower Volga, and by the end of the century the
Khazars had recovered and surpassed their previous pow-
er. The Khazar state was multinational, based upon the
military might of Turkic and Iranian nomadic horsemen
and the skills of Iranian and Jewish traders. The Khazars
seem to have retained their importance through the 9th
century, in spite of competition from the Rus and the
Hungarians, but were eclipsed in the 10th century.

KIEV

Rise of Kiev. The consecutive history of the first East
Slavic state begins with Prince Svyatoslav (died 972), the
greatest of the Varangian princes. His victorious cam-
paigns against other Varangian centres, the Khazars, and
the Volga Bulgars and his intervention in the Byzantine—-
Danube Bulgar conflicts of 968-971 mark the full hege-
mony of his clan in Rus and the emergence of a new
political force in eastern Europe, similar in some ways to
the princely dynasties of the Piasts in Poland and the
Arpads in Hungary. But Svyatoslav was neither a lawgiv-
er nor an organizer; and on his death he left, in true
Varangian style, only his sword and that which had been

gained by it. The role of architect of the Kievan state fell
to his son Vladimir (c. 980-1015), who established the
dynastic seniority system of his clan as the political struc-
ture by which the scattered territories of Rus were to be
ruled. He also promulgated the first code of law and
invited or permitted the patriarch of Constantinople to
establish an episcopal see in Rus in 988. Vladimir’s reign
inaugurated the golden century of Kievan life, and he has
remained in later tradition a figure of heroic stature.

Vladimir extended the realm to its natural limits (the
watersheds of the Don, Dnieper, Dniester, Neman, West-
ern Dvina, and Upper Volga), destroyed or incorporated
the remnants of competing Varangian organizations, and
established regular relations with neighbouring dynasties.
The successes of his long reign made it possible for the
reign of his son Yaroslav (ruled 1019-54) to produce a
flowering of cultural life. But neither Yaroslav, who gained
control of Kiev only after a bitter struggle against his
brother Svyatopolk (1015-19), nor his successors in
Kiev, however, were able to provide lasting political sta-
bility within the enormous realm. The political history of
Rus is one of clashing separatist and centralizing trends
inherent in the contradiction between local settlement
and colonization, on the one hand, and the hegemony of
the clan elder, ruling from Kiev, on the other. As Vladi-
mir’s 12 sons and innumerable grandsons prospered in
the rapidly developing territories they inherited, they and
their retainers acquired settled interests that conflicted
both with one another and with the interests of unity.
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The Kievan Rus in the 10th and 11th centuries.

The conflicts were not confined to Slavic lands: the
Turkic nomads who moved into the southern steppe in
the 11th century (first the Torks, later the Kipchaks—

also known ag the Polovtsy or Kumans) became involved
in the constant internecine rivalries, and Rurikid and
Turkic princes often fought on both sides. In 1097 repre-
sentatives of the leading branches of the dynasty, together

with their Turkic allies, met at Liubech, north of Kiev,
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and agreed to divide the Kievan territory among them-
selves and their descendants, although, later, Vladimir
Monomakh made a briefly successful attempt (1113-25)
to reunite the land of Rus.

Decline of Kiev. The hegemony of the prince of Kiev
depended upon the cohesion of the clan of Rurik and the
relative importance of the southern trade, both of which
began to decline in the late 11th century. The primary
reason for this decline was a major shift of trade routes in
the eastern Mediterranean, which can conveniently be
associated with the First Crusade (1096-99). The re-es-
tablishment of the traditional east-west routes, together
with other factors, made the route from the Baltic to the
Black Sea superfluous and less profitable. Moreover,
much of the trade that had followed that route now began
moving over land routes through central Europe. At the
same time, conflicts among the Rurikid princes acquired
a more pronounced regional and separatist nature, re-
flecting new patterns in export trade along the northern
and western periphery. Novgorod, in particular, began to
gravitate toward closer relations both with the cities of
the Hanseatic League, which controlled the Baltic trade,
and with the rapidly developing hinterland in Suzdalia,
between the Oka River and the Upper Volga. Smolensk,
Polotsk, and Pskov became increasingly involved in trade
along western land routes, while Galicia and Volhynia
established closer links with Poland and Hungary. The
princes of these areas still. contested the crown of the
“Grand Prince of Kiev and All of Rus,” but the title
became an empty one; when Andrew Bogolyubsky of
Suzdal won Kiev and the title in 1169, he sacked the city
and returned to the Upper Volga, apparently seeing no

~ advantage in establishing himself in the erstwhile capital.

(Roman Mstislavich of Galicia and Volhynia repeated
these actions in 1203.) By the middle of the 12th century,
the major principalities, thanks to the prosperity and col-
onization of the Kievan period, had developed into inde-
pendent political and economic units, some as large as
modern European nation-states.

Social and political institutions. The paucity of evi-
dence about social and political institutions in Kievan
Rus suggests that they were rudimentary. The East Slavs
had no significant tradition of supratribal political orga-
nization before the coming of the Varangians, who them-
selves, until well into the 10th century, had little interest
in institutions more elaborate than those necessary for
the exploitation of their rich, new territory. Nor did the
Varangians soon acquire any attachment to Rus as a
second homeland: archaeology and the sagas agree in
portraying the “East” as a theatre of heroic adventure
and freebootery, not of colonization. The territory of
Rus, moreover, was immense and sparsely settled. The
scattered towns, some probably little more than trading
posts, were separated by large primeval forests and
swamps.

Thus, although the campaigns of Svyatoslav indicate the
extent of the political vacuum that his clan filled, he
construed his domains as a clan possession rather than as
a territorial or national state. His successor Vladimir,
however, seems to have been conscious of one political
element—organized religion—that distinguished both the
contemporary empires and the newly established princi-
palities in Poland and Hungary from his own. The church
provided the concepts of territorial and hierarchical or-
ganization that made states out of tribal territories; its
teachings transformed a charismatic prince into a king
possessing the attributes and responsibilities of a national
leader, judge, and first Christian of the realm.

Once Vladimir had adopted Christianity in 988, his rule
was supported by the propagation of Byzantine notions of
imperial authority, and there is ample evidence that Kievan
princes after him styled themselves as.autocrats in the
Byzantine tradition. The political traditions and condi-
tions of Rus, however, required that the actual workings
of the political system and some of its style be derived
from other sources. The succession system, probably a
vestige of the experience of the Rus kaganate in the Up-
per Volga, was based upon two principles: the indivisi-
bility of the basic territory of Rus (the principalities of
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Kiev, Chernigov, and Pereyaslavl) and the sovereignty of
a whole generation. Seniority passed through an ascension
by stages from elder brother to younger and from the
youngest eligible uncle to the eldest eligible nephew. Such
a system was admirably suited to the needs of the dynasty,
because, by providing a rotating advancement of mem-
bers of the clan through apprenticeships in the various
territories of the realm, it assured control of the key
points of the far-flung trading network by princes who
were subject to traditional sanctions, and it gave them
experience in lands over which they could someday ex-
pect to rule from Kiev. This system served well for a
century after it was given final form by Vladimir and was
revived by Monomakh (Vladimir II, ruled 1113-25),
but it could not survive the decline of Kiev’s importance.

Each of the princes had a retinue composed of boyars
(upper nobility), who gave personal allegiance and mili-
tary service to the prince in return for grants of income
from specified territories. Some of these boyars were orig-
inally Scandinavians—perhaps members of dynasties de-
feated by the Rurikids. Others may have been leading
members of local tribal units. The princes and their reti-
nues drew their most significant revenues from the tribute
or taxes collected annually in kind from the various ter-
ritories and disposed of in the export trade.

Some slaves were apparently employed in princely and
boyar households, but their number was not large. The
main group of dependent peasants consisted of inden-
tured freemen, while most people were apparently free
peasants organized in communes, who paid tribute to the
prince but not to a landlord.

Very little is known of law in this period; it may be
assumed that juridical institutions had not developed on a
broad scale. The earliest law code (1016), called the
“Russian Law,” was one of the “Barbarian” law codes
common throughout Germanic Europe. It dealt primarily
with princely law—that is, with the fines to be imposed by
the prince or his representative in the case of specified
offenses; it was later modified by the inclusion of eccle-
siastical and moral law from Byzantine and Slavic sources.

Soviet scholars have adhered to a rather literal Marxist
view of the nature of the Kievan state, holding that, since
land was in the hands of the boyar class, who exploited
the labour of slaves and peasants, Kievan society should
be termed feudal. The meagre sources indicate, however,
that Kiev experienced nothing like the complex and
highly regulated legal and economic relationships associ-
ated with feudalism in western Europe. Kiev’s political
system existed primarily for and by international trade in
forest products and depended upon a money economy in
which the bulk of the population scarcely participated.
The rich and powerful doubtless exploited the tillers of
the soil. The subsistence agriculture of the forest regions,
however, was not the source of Kiev’s wealth, nor was it
the matrix within which law and politics and history were
made.

Formal culture came to Rus, along with Christianity,
from the multinational Byzantine synthesis, primarily
through South Slavic intermediaries. A native culture,
expressed in a now lost pagan ritual folklore and tradi-
tions in the arts and crafts, existed before the Kievan pe-
riod, and then persisted alongside the formal culture, but
its influence on the latter is conjectural. Authorities often
speak of the imitative nature of Kievan culture, especially
of its literature, and of Kiev’s “silence.” There were no
heresies or great disputes in the Kievan church; Chris-
tianity came to virgin territory, where there were no
native religious or philosophical traditions vital enough
to force a confrontation or synthesis such as occurred
elsewhere. The Kievan achievement, however, was none
the less remarkable: within a few generations, an enor-
mous population was brought within the embrace of
Western culture and introduced to the artistic, philosoph-
ical, and literary treasures of the contemporary Christian
world.

No single one of the regional (or, later, national) cul-
tures, perhaps least of all that of Muscovy, can be called
the heir of Kiev, although all shared the inheritance. The
strands of continuity were everywhere strained, if not

The boyars



42 Russia and the Soviet Union, History of

The
commer-
cial centre
of
Novgorod

broken, in the period after Kiev’s decline. But “Golden
Kiev” was always present, in lore and bookish tradition,
as a source of emulation and renascence.

THE LANDS OF RUS

The decline of Kiev led to the disintegration of Rus into
its component principalities. Regional developments are
so striking in the subsequent period that it has often been
called the Period of Feudal Partition. This is misleading:
“feudal” is hardly more applicable to the widely varying
institutions of this time than to those of the Kievan period.
“Partition” implies a former unity for which there is no
historical evidence. The distinct character and historical
fortunes of each of the major East Slavic regions is clear
even in the Kievan period and has persisted into the 20th
century. The following is a brief coverage of the most
important states.

Novgorod. The town of Novgorod arose in the 9th
century as one of the earliest centres of the exploitation
of the forest hinterland and remained the most important
commercial centre of the Kievan period. The changes of
the latter Kievan period did not diminish Novgorod’s
importance, for it benefitted both from the increased ac-
tivity of the Hanseatic League and from the development
of the Upper Volga region, for which it was a major trade
outlet. Although Novgorod was the, first base of the Ruri-
kids, from which Kiev was repeatedly captured and to
which Kievan princes often returned to recruit Varangian
retinues during their struggles for the Kievan throne, the
princely traditions characteristic of Kiev and other post-
Kievan centres never developed in Novgorod. During the
height of Kiev’s power, Novgorod was usually ruled by
a son of the grand prince rather than by a member of the
“generation of brothers,” who held decidedly less impor-
tant towns. When Kiev declined, Novgorod soon (1136)
declared its independence from princely power, and, al-
though it accepted princely protectors from various
neighbouring dynasties, it remained, until conquered by
Muscovy (Moscow), a sovereign city.

During the 13th century, Novgorod’s burghers easily
found an accommodation with the invading Mongols. In
the Mongol period, its energetic river pirates pushed
farther north and east toward the Urals and even down
the Volga, and Novgorod’s prosperity was generally un-
broken until the commercial revolution of the 16th centu-
ry. Its absorption by the growing principality of Muscovy
in 1478 ended its political independence and changed its
social structure, but Novgorod’s characteristic economic
and cultural life did not end with that catastrophe.

Novgorod is notable for its sociopolitical institutions,
similar in some ways to those of north European towns
but almost unique in East Slavic territory. Novgorod was
governed by an oligarchy of great trading boyar families
who controlled the exploitation of the hinterland. They
chose (from among themselves) a mayor, a military
commander, and a council of aldermen, who controlled
the affairs of the city and its territories. The town itself
was divided into five “ends,” which seem to have corre-
sponded to the “fifths” into which the hinterland was
divided. There was, in addition, a veche (“council”), ap-
parently a kind of town meeting of broad but indetermi-
nate composition, whose decisions, it would appear, were
most often controlled by the oligarchy. A major role in
politics was played by the archbishop, who after 1156
controlled the lands and incomes previously owned by
the Kievan princes and who appears throughout Novgo-
rod’s history as a powerful, often independent figure.

The northwest. During this period, much of the terri-
tory of the principalities of Smolensk, Polotsk, Turov,
and Pinsk was controlled by the grand principality of
Lithuania, which was essentially an international or non-
national formation, led by a foreign dynasty (of east
Lithuanian pagan origins) ruling over predominantly Be-
lorussian and Ukrainian populations. By the 15th centu-
1y, the dynasty had become Slavic in culture (a version of
Belorussian was the official language of the realm), and
at its height under Vytautas (1392-1430) it controlled all
of the old Kievan territory outside of Great Russia prop-
er—that is, most of the present-day Lithuanian, Belorus-

sian, Moldavian, and Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics. In 1385 the grand principality joined the Kingdom of
Poland, and the union was sealed shortly thereafter by
the marriage of Grand Prince Jogaila (JagieHo) to Jad-
wiga, the Polish queen.

The northeast. The region bounded by the Oka and
Volga rivers, later to be the heartland of the grand princi-
pality of Moscow, was settled before the arrival of Slavs
from Novgorod and the Baltic area by a Finnic tribe with
whom the Slavic newcomers intermingled. Rostov, the
earliest princely centre, was from Vladimir’s time includ-
ed in the princely rotation system. In the 12th century, it
became the patrimony of the younger branch of Vladimir
Monomakh’s family (who founded the new princely
centre Vladimir in 1108). Under his son Yury Dolgoru-
ky (1125-57) and grandson Andrew Bogolyubsky
(1157-74), the principality reached a high political and
cultural development, which it retained through much of
the succeeding century. Early in the 13th century, the
principality of Moscow was created as an appanage (roy-
al grant) within the grand principality of Vladimir, and
this new seat grew in importance when Michael Khorob-
rit, brother of Alexander Nevsky, conquered Vladimir
(1248) and made himself prince of both centres. Daniel,
Nevsky’s son and the progenitor of all the later Rurikid
princes of Moscow, had a long and successful reign
(1276-1303), but at his death the principality still em-
braced little more than the territory of the present Mos-
cow oblast (an area of 140 miles [225 kilometres] in
length and width). The beginning of Moscow’s rise to its
later pre-eminence came in the reign of Daniel’s son Ivan
(1328-41), who, by cooperating with Oz Beg, khan of
the Golden Horde, and also by his shrewd purchases
(probably of tax-farming rights), greatly expanded the
influence of his principality.

The southwest. The lands of Galicia and Volhynia
were always ethnically and economically distinct from
the Kievan region proper, as well as from more distant
regions. Agriculture was highly developed, and trade,
particularly in the valuable local salt, tended to take west-
ward and overland routes. Galicia, already a separate
principality by 1100, grew as Kiev declined. Later, Ro-
man Mstislavich of Volhynia (ruled 1199-1205) con-
quered Galicia and united the two principalities. Under
his son Daniel (1202-64), difficulties with the Galician
landed magnates and the interference of the Hungarians
weakened the principality, and it was subjugated in 1240
by the Mongol invasion. Eventually, this region came
under the domination of Lithuania (Volhynia) and
Poland (Galicia).

THE MONGOL PERIOD

The Mongol invasion. In 1223, when the first Mongol
reconnaissance into former Kievan territory led to the
disastrous defeat of a Volhynian—-Galician—Polovtsian
army on the Kalka River, the various Rurikid principali-
ties had for generations been intermittently at war, usu-
ally in complex alliances with equally disunited groups of
Polovtsian clans. Kiev was in ruins, Novgorod was preoc-
cupied with commerce and with its northern neighbours,
Galicia was being torn internally and drawn increasingly
into Polish and Hungarian dynastic affairs, and Vladi-
mir-Suzdal, apparently the leading principality, was un-
able to resist the finely organized and skillful mounted
bowmen of the steppe, the greatest military force of the
age.

Pious tradition, born of the works of monkish annalists
and court panegyrists, has exaggerated both the destruc-
tiveness of the first Mongol conquests and the strength of
the resistance. The Mongols aimed to revive, under a
unified political system, the trade that had traditionally
crossed the central Asian steppe and vitalized the econo-
my of the pastoral nomads. As they moved westward,
they easily gained the collaboration of groups of Turkic
nomads and the predominantly Tranian and Muslim trad-
ers in the towns of the old silk route; they encountered
the greatest resistance in sedentary political centres-and
among land-owning elites. The lands of the Rus presented
numerous similarities with the central Asian areas the
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The empire of the Golden Horde at its greatest extent.
From A. Herrmann, An Historical Atlas of China

Mongols had already conquered. Here, too, a former
commercial empire had fallen apart into an aggregation
of warring principalities. Here, too, ready recruits were
to be found in the Polovtsians, who controlled the lower
Dnieper and Volga and Don, and in the Muslim mer-
chants, who dealt in the towns of the Crimea and the
Upper Volga. These merchants showed the way, first
(1223) to the Crimea and up the Volga to the old centre
of Bolgary, later (1236) to Bolgary a second time, then
to Ryazan, Rostov, and the Suzdalian towns, and still
later (1240) to Kiev and Galicia.

Many of the conquered cities made a striking recovery
and adjustment to the new relationships. Some towns,
such as Kiev, never fully recovered in Mongol times, but
the cities of the Vladimir-Suzdal region clearly pros-
pered. New centres, such as Moscow and Tver, hardly
mentioned in any source before the Mongol period, arose
and flourished in Mongol times.

Thus, the Mongol invasion was not everywhere a catas-
trophe. The local princely dynasties continued un-
changed in their traditional seats; some princes resisted
the new authority and were killed in battle, but no alien
princes ever became established in Slavic territory. Few
Mongols remained west of the Urals after the conquest;
political and fiscal administration was entrusted to the
same Turkic clan leaders and Islamic merchants who had
for generations operated in the area. The whole of the
Novgorodian north remained outside the sphere of direct
Tatar control, although the perspicacious burghers main-
tained correct relations with the khans.

Tatar rule. After a brief attempt to revive the ancient
centres of Bolgary and the Crimea, the Jucids (the family
of Jo6chi, son of Genghis Khan, who inherited the western
portion of his empire) established a new capital, Itil. (It
was moved to “New Sarai,” near present Volgograd c.
1260.) These towns became the commercial and admin-
istrative centres of what was later to be called the “Gold-
en Horde” (the term is probably a Western invention). Its

East Slavic territories were tributaries of an extensive em-"

pire, including, at its height, the Crimea, the Polovtsian
steppe from the Danube to the Ural River, the former
territories of the Bulgar empire (including the fur-rich
Moldavian forests and parts of western Siberia), and in
Asia the former kingdom of Khwarezm, including Ur-
gench, the cultural capital of the Jucids. Control of the
Slavic lands was exercised through the native princes,
some of whom spent much of their time at the Mongol
capital, and through agents charged with overseeing the
activities of the princes and particularly the fiscal levies.
The meagre evidence indicates that the Tatar rulers were,

for the first century at least, more interested in develop-
ing commerce than in despoiling their subjects.

This multinational commercial empire was unstable.
Early in the history of the Horde, the khans of Sarai, who
tended to reflect the interests of the Volga tribes, were
challenged by the tribal princes of the west, whose con-
trol of the Danube, Bug, and Dnieper routes and of the
access to the Crimea gave them considerable political and
economic power. As early as 1260, Nokhai, one of these
western chieftains, showed his independence of Sarai by
establishing his own foreign policy, and toward the end
of the 13th century he seized control of Sarai itself. At his
death, the eastern tribes re-established their control in
Sarai, but in the reign of the great Oz Beg (1314-41), the
high point of Horde power, the west was again ascen-
dant. Oz Beg based his power upon firm control of the
Crimea and had extensive relations with the Genoese and
Venetians, who controlled the main ports there. After the
death of Oz Beg’s son Jani Beg (died 1357), however, the
empire began to reveal serious internal strains. The tribes
of the west paid little heed to the khans who appeared in
dizzying succession in Sarai; the north Russian princes
fell to quarrelling and to manoeuvring for their own
advantage in the ‘internecine politics of the Horde; the
Volga Bulgar region was detached by a dissident Tatar
prince; and the lands of the east were drawn into the orbit
of the Turkic conqueror Timur (Tamerlane).

The Horde’s last cycle of integration and dismemberment
was closely linked with events in Timur’s domains. Tokh-
tamysh, son of a minor Tatar prince, had been unsuc-
cessfully involved in the skirmishes around the throne of
Sarai in the 1370s and had fled to the court of Timur,
with whose aid he returned to Sarai and vanquished the
tribal leaders who had opposed him. Having defeated and
made peace with them, he now turned to defeat Mamai
(1381), who had the previous year been defeated by
Prince Dmitry Donskoy (“of the Don”; grand prince of
Moscow, 1359-89). Mamai’s western tribal allies went
over to Tokhtamysh, and, for a brief time, the major com-
ponents of the tribal structure of the Horde were reunited.
Tokhtamysh successfully attacked Moscow (just as Mamai
had hoped to do) and set about consolidating his gains.
As his power grew, however, Tokhtamysh was drawn into
a struggle with Timur, who had conquered much of Iran,
the south Caucasus, and eastern Anatolia. After a num-
ber of encounters in the northern Caucasus, Timur, who
apparently was intent upon diversion of east—west trade
through his own Transoxanian and North Iranian terri-
tories, set out to destroy Tokhtamysh and the latter’s com-
mercial centres. In 1395 and 1396, Timur’s armies sys-
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tematically - annihilated Sarai, Azov, and Kaffa and
marched through the Lower Volga to the borders of the
Russian principalities. The Horde never recovered; its
subsequent history is a record of struggles among its erst-
while subjects for supremacy and attempts to find some
new modus vivendi that would restore political and com-
mercial stability to the steppe.

The rise of Muscovy. From the beginning of the Tatar
period, the Rurikid princes displayed much disunity. Dur-
ing the reign of the Tatar khan Oz Beg there was a shift
of alignments. The princes of Moscow and their allies,
together with Oz Beg and his Crimean supporters, gener-
ally opposed the princes of Tver, Pskov, and, intermit-
tently, Novgorod. The major punitive measures directed
by Oz Beg against Tver with Muscovite support were a
part of this pattern.

The links forged in the 14th century between Moscow
and the Crimea (and Sarai, while Oz Beg controlled
it) were crucial to Moscow’s later pre-eminence. They
not only afforded Moscow a steady and profitable ex-
port trade for its furs but (because of contacts between
Crimean merchants and Byzantium) also led quite natural-
ly to close relations between the Muscovite hierarchy and
the patriarchate of Constantinople. This special relation-
ship was but one of the reasons for the eventual rise of
Moscow as leader of the Russian lands. Admirably situated
in the northeast, linked with all of the major navigable
river systems and with the steppe, close to the major fur-
producing regions and to the most intensely settled agri-
cultural lands, served by a succession of shrewd and long-
lived princes, Moscow came naturally to a position of
pre-eminence during the 14th century and was best
equipped to enter the struggle for the political inheritance
of the Horde that followed the destruction of its capitals
by Timur.

Cultural life and the “Tatar influence.” Most tradition-
al scholarship has accepted the notions that (1) the Mon-
gol invasion “destroyed” Kievan culture; (2) the Tatar
period was one of “stultification” and “isolation from
the West”; (3) “Russian” culture was deeply influenced
by Golden Horde culture, in particular by “Oriental”
conceptions of despotism. These views do not accord with
the evidence and should probably be discarded.

In the first place, it seems incorrect to say that Kievan
culture was destroyed. In the shift of the cultural centre
of gravity to the numerous regional centres, Kievan tra-
ditions were in the main continued and in some cases (i.e.,
Galician literature, Novgorodian icon painting, Suzdalian
architecture) enjoyed remarkable development.

Similarly, the notions of stultification and isolation from
the West cannot be supported. The enormous Novgorodian
culture sphere, the Upper Dnieper territories that even-
tually came under Lithuanian control, and the principali-
ties of Volhynia and Galicia all had, if anything, closer
contacts with western and central Europe than in the pre-
vious period. Each of these areas, in its own way, acted
as a repository of the Kievan traditions and produced
some features that later were to be incorporated into the
new Muscovite culture.

As to “Tatar influence,” in the areas of religion and in-
tellectual life, it was practically nonexistent. Control of
formal culture by the Orthodox clergy and Muslim divines
and limited contact between the Slavic and Turkic popu-
lations prevented it. There is no evidence that any single
Turkic or Islamic text of religious, philosophical, literary
or scholarly content was translated directly into Slavonic
or any East Slavic vernacular during the period.

Concerning the secular culture of the court and count-
ing house, the situation was radically different. These
spheres were controlled by very pragmatic princes, mer-
chants, and diplomats. Here, Slavs and Tatars elaborated
together an international subculture whose language was
Turkic and whose administrative techniques and chancel-
lery culture were essentially those of the Golden Horde.
Slavic merchants took full part in this culture, and the
princes of Muscovy, in particular, developed their orig-
inal court culture and chancellery practices within its
context. These borrowings, however, were not of a the-
oretical or ideological nature, and to ascribe later despo-

tism—and its theoretical basis—to “Oriental” influence is
to misunderstand the development of Muscovite absolut-
ism. The phenomenon and its justification spring from
other sources (see below).

The post-Sarai period. The collapse of the Golden
Horde saw a growth in the political power of the old
sedentary centres—Muscovy, Lithuania, the Volga Bul-
gar region (which became the khanate of Kazan), and
the Crimea. This growth was accompanied by dynastic
struggles. This period of recovery also saw cooperation
among the emerging dynasties against their internal ene-
mies and toward the stabilization of the steppe.

Even by the end of the 14th century, Moscow’s position
was by no means as dominating as the cartographers’
conventions or the historians’ hindsight make it seem.
Other centres—Lithuania, Tver, Novgorod—were as rich
and powerful as Moscow; many of the areas nominally
subject to the Muscovite princes retained their own dy-
nasties, whose members often broke away and sided with
one of Moscow’s rivals. Only after a series of dynastic
conflicts in the early 15th century did Moscow emerge as
the leader of the Great Russian territory.

The struggle began at the death of Vasily I, a son of
Dmitry Donskoy, in 1425. The succession of his ten-
year-old son Vasily II was challenged by his uncle Yury,
prince of the important Upper Volga commercial town of
Galich. Although the ensuing conflict was conducted in
the name of the right succession to the grand princely
throne, the underlying issues were regional and econom-
ic. After many turns of fortune, Vasily II succeeded, with
the help of Lithuanian and Tatar allies, in establishing his
house permanently as the rulers of Muscovy.

RURIKID MUSCOVY

Ivan III. Ivan III (ruled 1462-1505), known to histo-
ry as the Great, consolidated from a secure throne the
gains his father, Vasily II, had won in the saddle. Al-
though little is known of Ivan, an exceptional intelligence
is apparent behind the consistent and brilliantly effective
military and diplomatic campaigns of his time.

The “gathering of the Russian lands,” as it has tradition-
ally been known, became under Ivan a conscious and
irresistible drive by Moscow to annex all East Slavic
lands, both the Great Russian territories, which had tradi-
tionally had close links with Moscow, and the Belorus-
sian and Ukrainian regions, which had developed under
distinctly different historical and cultural circumstances.
In 1471 Ivan mounted a simultaneous attack upon Nov-
gorod and its Upper Volga colonies, which capitulated
and accepted Moscow’s commercial and political de-
mands. The trading republic, however, retained consider-
able de facto independence and became involved with
the Lithuanian princes in an attempt to resist Moscow.
Ivan, using these dealings as a pretext, attacked again,
and in 1478 Novgorod was absorbed by Moscow. A Mus-
covite governor was installed, and 70 Novgorodian boyar
families were deported and assigned estates elsewhere to
hold in service tenure, being replaced by members of the
Moscow military-service class.

Tver suffered a similar fate. Ivan had agreed with Prince
Michael Borisovich of Tver to conduct foreign relations
in concert and by consultation, but, when the Tverite
complained that Ivan was not consulting him on impor-
tant matters, Ivan attacked him and annexed his lands
(1485). By the end of Ivan’s reign, there were no Great
Russian princes who dared conduct policies unacceptable
to Moscow.

The success of Ivan’s expansion was determined by his
skillful dealings with the Polish—Lithuanian state, which
had expanded down the Dnieper Basin and into Slavic
territories on the south flank of Moscow. After 1450 a
competition developed for control of the numerous
semi-independent principalities of the Dnieper and Upper
Donets regions. In the early 1490s, some minor East
Slavic princes defected from Lithuania to Moscow. The
first phase of the conflict, confined to border skirmishes,
ended in 1494 with a treaty ceding Vyazma to Moscow
and with the marriage of Ivan’s daughter Yelena to Alex-
ander, grand duke of Lithuania. In 1500, on the initiative
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of Lithuanian defectors, Ivan’s armies seized a number of
important border towns; this began a war that ended
somewhat inconclusively in 1503 with a truce that ex-
tended Ivan’s border considerably to the west.

The third major element of Ivan’s foreign policy com-
prised his relations with the various Tatar confederations.
In the 1470s, the Crimean khan Mengli Giray came into
increasing conflict with Khan Ahmed of the Horde and
became interested in an alliance with Moscow against
Ahmed and Lithuania. Ivan, eager to dissolve the con-
nection between Lithuania and the Crimea, but not want-
ing to alienate Ahmed, stalled for time. In 1481, when
Ahmed died, Ivan was able to forge an alliance with the
Nogais, Mengli Giray, and Kazan. The security provided
by this system became the cornerstone of his later pol-
icies. Ivan was the first Muscovite prince to have an inte-
grated foreign policy, but he did not “cast off the Tatar
yoke” as he is traditionally supposed to have done. The
yoke—if such it was—had long since fallen of itself.

In addition to problems of war and diplomacy, Ivan was
faced with a number of challenges from within his own
family and court. In 1472 his eldest brother, Yury, died
childless, and Ivan appropriated his entire estate. This
action antagonized the two eldest surviving brothers, An-
drey and Boris, whose grievances were further increased
by Ivan’s refusal to give them a share of conquered Nov-
gorod. In 1480 they rebelled, at a time when he was
threatened by a Tatar invasion, and only with difficulty
were they persuaded to remain loyal. A more serious
conflict arose (1497-1502) in the form of an open and
murderous struggle among Ivan’s relatives for succession
to the throne. Ivan had originally named as his heir his
grandson Dmitry, son of his deceased son Ivan and the
Moldavian princess Yelena, but a group close to Ivan’s
second wife, Sophia (Zo€) Paleologue, opposed this; her
son Vasily threatened and perhaps attempted an insur-
rection, and Ivan was forced to accept Vasily. Historians
have long pondered the causes of this struggle, in which
most of the strands of Ivan’s politics are brought togeth-
er, but the motives and actions of the prince and his
family remain obscure. For all its obvious achievement,
Ivan’s reign was nevertheless full of conflict and contra-
diction.

Ivan made the first effort on the part of a Muscovite
ruler to become involved in the diplomacy of western
Europe. He and his advisors realized the need for a coun-
terpoise to the Polish-Lithuanian power, while the diplo-
mats of Rome and Vienna were interested in the possibili-
ty of flanking the growing empire of the Ottomans with a
Muscovite-Tatar force. In the 1470s and 80s, there was
an unprecedented traffic between these capitals and Mos-
cow. It was through these channels that Ivan arranged his
marriage to Sophia (Zo€) Paleologue, a niece of the last
Byzantine emperor. Sophia has been credited with consid-
erable influence over Ivan, in particular with urging him
to adopt the Byzantine political style (e.g., autocracy,
state domination of the church, etc.), but in fact she prob-
ably had little influence over Ivan’s policies. His reign
ended on a note of failure, with his overtures to the west
and his brief rapprochement with Lithuania both disrupted
by the intractable territorial and religious conflicts of the
Slavic east and by the opportunism of the local magnates.
Moscow’s situation was worsened after Ivan’s death by
the collapse of the alliance with the Crimean khan Mengli
Giray upon the Khan’s death in 1515, opening a new
period of chaos and readjustment in the steppe.

A similar appraisal must be made of Ivan’s domestic
policies. Although his reign was notable for the annexa-
tion of the rich Novgorodian provinces, for the establish-
ment of a regular bureaucracy and a land-tenure system,
and for certain improvements in agriculture, these
achievements created new problems for his successors.
The system of land grants to military servitors led to a
major struggle over monastic land owning and hastened
the enserfment of the free peasantry in the central lands.
His territorial annexations were to be the seeds of future
administrative and political problems.

Vasily III.  Ivan’s son Vasily, who came to the throne
in 1505, greatly strengthened the monarchy. He com-
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pleted the annexation of Great Russian territories with
the absorption of Pskov (1510) and Ryazan (1521) and
began the advance into non-Great Russian territories

(Smolensk, 1514). He also undertook to limit the scale of
monastic and lay landholdings, as well as the juridical
immunities attached to them. In these measures he relied
upon the growing crops of bureaucrats and service gen-
try, rather than upon the great boyars, whose power sub-
sequently declined.

Faced with a continuing Lithuanian war and with the
breakdown of his father’s Tatar policy, Vasily carefully
temporized in order to avoid uniting his enemies. Once he
had secured peace in the west, he was able to deal directly
with the khan of the Crimean Tatars. In the end, how-
ever, much of what Vasily accomplished was undone by
his failure as a procreator: divorcing his first wife for her
apparent barrenness, he married Yelena Glinskaya, who
bore him only two children—the congenitally retarded
Yury and the sickly Ivan, who was three years old at
Vasily’s death; in 1533.

Ivan IV the Terrible. Vasily had been able to appoint
a regency council composed of his most trusted advisors
and headed by his wife Yelena. The grievances created by
his limitation of landholders’ immunities and his antibo-
yar policies soon found expression in intrigue and opposi-
tion. The bureaucracy he had relied upon could not func-
tion without firm leadership. Although Yelena continued
Vasily’s policies with some success, on her death, in 1538,
various parties of boyars sought to gain control of the
state apparatus; a decade of intrigue followed, during
which affairs of state, when managed at all, went forward
because of the momentum developed by the bureaucracy.
Foreign policy was moribund, in spite of considerable
opportunities presented by the continuing decay of the
khanate of Kazan, and domestic policy vacillated so wild-
ly that scholars cannot agree upon an appraisal of its
main directions.

Toward the end of the 1540s, however, there emerged a
strong coalition of bureaucrats, clergy, and old Musco-
vite boyars. Apparently inspired by a common awareness
of the needs of the state, they ended the debilitating in-
trigues and embarked upon a thoroughgoing program of
reform. The first important step was the re-establishment
of the monarch (for the first time to be officially designat-
ed tsar), accomplished through the coronation of the
16-year-old Ivan in unprecedented solemnity and pomp.
Shortly afterward, he was married to Anastasia Roma-
novna Zakharina, of the leading boyar family.

Although there is a voluminous literature devoted to
Ivan, almost nothing is known of his personality, his
political views, or his methods of rule. There is little
reliable biographical information about him aside from
the facts of his six marriages, his lifelong ill health, and
his mercurial temper. It is not even known when he began
to rule in fact or which of the policies of his reign can be
considered his.

Ivan was doubtless a. puppet in the hands of the leading
politicians long after his coronation. The major reforms
of the middle 1550s, which produced a new law code, a
new military organization, a reform of local government,
and severe restrictions upon the powers of hereditary
landowners (including the monasteries), were probably
the work of the bureaucrats and clergy, their objective
being to modernize and standardize the administration of
the growing state. The immediate goal was to strengthen
the state and military apparatus in connection with major
campaigns (the first undertaken in 1547) against the
khanate of Kazan, and to prepare for the major coloniza-
tion of the new lands that that conquest and others were
expected to secure. Toward the end of the 1550s, Ivan
seems to have gained the support of certain groups op-
posed to these policies and to have seized control of the
government. The issue was evidently foreign policy. The
planned conquest of the Volga and steppe region had
been delayed in execution, and the Kazan campaigns had
been enormously costly. By 1557, when the campaigns
against the Crimea began, there was much opposition in
the highest military circles. Ivan took the dissidents’ part
and for the first time emerged as an independent figure.

Power of
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Ivan was a disastrously bad ruler, in part because no one
had ever anticipated that he would rule. His lifelong ill
health and the idiocy of his brother made it quite natural
for the regency and the politicians to ignore him and to
neglect his education. In his adulthood, he contracted a
painful and incurable bone disease, from which he sought
relief in potions provided by a succession of foreign doc-
tors and quacks and in alcohol. Once he had acquired full
power, he set about destroying those who had ruled dur-
ing the interregnum, as well as the machinery of govern-
ment they had built up.

Ivan’s famous oprichnina, an aggregate of territory to
be separated from the rest of the realm and put under his
immediate control as crown land, established in 1564,
was the device through which he expressed his hatred and
misunderstanding of the established government. As his
private domain, a state within the state, he took into it
predominantly northern and commercial territories that
had enjoyed a special prosperity in preceding decades.
Specific towns and districts all over Russia were included
in the oprichnina, their revenues being assigned to the
maintenance of Ivan’s new court and household. He es-
tablished a new, much simplified officialdom and a court
composed of sycophants and mercenaries, prone to rule
through terror, accompanied by persecution of precisely
those groups that had contributed so much to the mod-
ernization of the state. As trained statesmen and admin-
istrators were replaced by hirelings and cronies, the cen-
tral government and military organization began to dis-
integrate. The destructiveness of the oprichnina was
heightened by Ivan’s involvement in the costly and ulti-
mately disastrous Livonian Wars throughout this period
(indeed, some historians have viewed the oprichnina as
a device for the prosecution of these taxing campaigns).
Even before they had ended, Ivan was forced by the utter
incompetence of his special oprichnina army to reinte-
grate it (1572) with the regular army and to revert, in
theory at least, to the previous institutions of govern-
ment. By the time he died, in 1584, the state that he had
wanted to reclaim from its makers was in ruins.

Boris Godunov. Ivan had murdered his eldest son,
Ivan, in a fit of rage in 1581, and his only legitimate heir,
Fyodor, was an idiot. Power passed to those who were at
Ivan’s deathbed, among whom Boris Godunov, who had
capped a rapid rise in court circles by the cynical mar-
riage of his sister Irina to the pathetic Fyodor, soon
emerged as the leading force. Godunov’s judicious com-
bination of chicanery, vision, and force enabled him to
disarm his most dangerous enemies and to have himself
proclaimed tsar after Fyodor’s death in 1598. His policies
during Fyodor’s reign had been consistently restorative
and conciliatory, and he had apparently succeeded in
repairing much of the damage done to the state in Ivan’s
time. He conducted a cautious and generally successful
foreign policy: the 20 years of his reign were, except for a
short, successful war against Sweden, peaceful. In domes-
tic policy, he returned to the modernizing and standardiz-
ing policies of the mid-century. He reorganized the land-
tenure system, commerce, and taxation.

For a number of his problems Godunov could find no
solution. Chief among these were the depopulation of the
central Muscovite lands and the discontent among small
landholders in the territories recently acquired in the
south and southwest. Added to these problems was the
continuing opposition of the boyars.

In spite of these difficulties and widespread famine
caused by crop failures in 1601-02, Godunov remained
well in control of the situation until the appearance of the
so-called first False Dmitry, a defrocked monk who had
appeared in Poland in 1601 claiming to be the son of
Ivan IV. (The true Dmitry had died during an epileptic
seizure in 1591.) The False Dmitry found some support-
ers in Poland—notably, Jerzy Mniszech, to whose 15-
year-old daughter, Maryna, he became engaged. As the
impostor moved northeast toward Muscovy, he acquired
growing support among the disaffected petty gentry and
Cossacks (peasants who had escaped from serfdom to a
nomadic life) of the regions through which he passed,
and border cities throughout the south opened their gates

to him. Godunov’s troops easily defeated the ragtag
force, which apparently had many secret supporters
among Muscovite boyars, but a few weeks later Godunov
died. The boyars staged a coup against Godunov’s family
and declared Dmitry tsar. The pretender entered Moscow
in triumph, was crowned, and married Maryna Mnisz-
chéwna.

The Time of Troubles. The events of 1606-13 cannot
be captured in a few words. Chaos gripped most of cen-
tral Muscovy; Muscovite boyars, Polish-Lithuanian—
Ukrainian Cossacks, and assorted mobs of adventurers
and desperate citizens were among the chief actors. In
May 1606, a small-scale revolt supported by popular in-
dignation at the foolishly insulting behaviour of Dmitry
and his Polish garrison brought the overthrow and mur-
der of the pretender. The boyars gave the crown to
Prince Vasily Shuysky, a leader of the revolt against
Dmitry, with the understanding that he would respect the
special rights and privileges of the boyars. While the new
tsar had the support of most boyars and of the northern
merchants, he could not, however, end the disorders in the
south or the adventures of the Polish and Swedish kings,
who used Muscovy as a battlefield in their continuing
conflict with each other. In 1608 a number of boyars, led
by the Romanovs, went over to a second False Dmitry,
who had ridden a wave of discontent and freebootery
from the Cossack south into the centre of Muscovy. A
kind of shadow government was formed in the village of
Tushino, 14 kilometres west of Moscow, in which the
boyars and bureaucrats of the Romanov circle took lead-
ing posts. It managed to gain Cossack support and to
manipulate Dmitry’s pretensions while dealing with the
Polish king Sigismund III over terms on which his son
Wiadystaw IV might become tsar. Shuysky, in despera-
tion, turned to Sweden for aid, promising territorial con-
cessions along the Swedish—Muscovite border. At this, the
Polish king invaded Muscovy and besieged Smolensk
(September 1609). The Tushino coalition dissolved, and
Dmitry withdrew to the south. The position of the
Shuysky government deteriorated, and in 1610 the tsar
was deserted by his army and his allies. The boyars
formed a seven-man provisional government with the
aim of installing a Polish tsar. This government proved
unable to settle its affairs and to restore order to the
country. A new insurgent army, financed by northern
merchants and staffed with Swedish troops, marched on
Moscow with the intention of ousting the Polish garrison
and of bringing the various Cossack bands under control.
It nearly gained Moscow but fell apart because its leader-
ship could make no arrangement with the Cossack lead-
ers. A year later, a second force, raised in the same
northern cities and supported by Cossacks who had been
part of the Tushino camp, was able to take possession of
the Kremlin. A call was issued for the election of a new
tsar.

Social and economic conditions. In the flux of social
and economic life in the 15th and 16th centuries, three
interconnected processes may be observed: a steady eco-
nomic growth, mainly from colonization and trade but
also from the productivity of agriculture; an expansion in
the power of the central government; and the encroach-
ment of the nobility upon the lands previously held by the
free peasantry, accompanied by the reduction of the bulk
of the peasantry to serf status.

In the middle of the 15th century, society and the econo-
my were still organized along traditional lines. The land
was sparsely settled. Life for most of the population was
simple and probably close to the subsistence level. Serf-
dom did not yet exist. Most of the peasantry lived on state
lands and paid whatever taxes could be extracted from
them by their prince or his bailiff.

A number of changes occurred in this pattern in the lat-
ter part of the 15th century. Around 1460, measures were
taken to bring the peasantry under more regular control
of the state and the landlord. Peasant registration ap-
peared at this time, and also the requirement spread that
peasants might renounce the tenancy of the land they
were working only at the end of the agricultural cycle, in
the week of St. Yury’s Day (November 26). The growing
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controls upon the peasantry received impetus from the
large-scale deportations and colonizations that accompa-
nied the annexations of Novgorod, Tver, Pskov, and Ry-
azan, when the old nobility were replaced with nobility
owing service to the prince of Muscovy. The nationwide
promulgation of the restriction on movement to St.
Yury’s Day was contained in the law code of 1497, which
added the stipulation that peasants leaving a former situa-
tion must pay the landlord all arrears in addition to a
departure fee. All of the measures, together with the
expansion of the state apparatus for tax gathering and
adjudication of disputes over land and peasants, were
associated with the growing complexity and power of the
central government.

The law code of 1550 repeated the stipulation of 1497
limiting peasant departure, but with much more specific
provisions and stronger sanctions. Other reforms put an
end to local administration by rotating military governors
and limited monastic landholding and the juridical rights
of landlords over their peasants. The events and policies
of the latter half of the reign of Ivan IV destroyed many
of the beneficial results of the reforms. The Livonian Wars
imposed unprecedented burdens on the tax-paying popu-
lation and required such long absences by the landed
nobles that their estates fell into ruin. Ivan’s oprichnina
caused the breakup of the great independent boyar hold-
ings, in which the vitality of the peasant commune had
been preserved, and replaced them with smaller service
estates, often too small to be operated efficiently, whose
masters needed to exploit serf and indentured labour in
order to meet their obligations of service to the grand
prince. These burdens led to the mass flight of the peas-
antry from the central agricultural regions, resulting in
serious economic difficulties and a sharp fiscal crisis. Go-
dunov’s government attempted to deal with the problems
through remission of taxes, avoidance of war, and harsher
measures to keep the peasants on the land; but the coun-
try entered the Time of Troubles weakened by decades of
economic chaos.

Cultural trends. This period also saw the crystalliza-
tion of that complex of forms and ideas that can, for the
first time, be identified as Great Russian culture. There
was a gathering and integration of the Novgorodian,
Tverite, and Suzdalian cultural traditions. Moscow began
to attract the artists, craftsmen, and learned monks who
built the eclectic but “national” churches of Ivan III’s
otherwise Italianate Kremlin and who wrote the revised
national, pro-Muscovite versions of the chronicles that
had been kept in Rostov, Ryazan, and Novgorod. The
regional traditions were not always easily reconciled.

Novgorodian attitudes, in particular, clashed with those ‘

of Muscovy.

The reign of Ivan III saw a marked turning toward the
West. Ivan surrounded himself with Italian and Greek
diplomats and craftsmen. His palace of 1487, his Kremlin
with its Latin inscription over the main gate, and his
churches, the original aspect of which has been altered by
successive russifying restorations, were clearly in the Ital-
ian style, as contemporary foreign visitors noted. His
marriage to Sophia, the niece of the last Byzantine em-
peror, Constantine Palaeologus, had, in addition to its
diplomatic significance, a symbolic function of bringing
Ivan into the circle of Western princes. This was the time
of the “Third Rome” theory, when Muscovy supposedly
regarded itself as the heir of Byzantium and as the spiritu-
al leader of the Orthodox world. It may be that the
church leadership, militantly anti-Roman, thought of itself
in this light. Ivan and many around him viewed the By-
zantine heritage as Western, by contrast with the Otto-
man and Tatar world, and were at pains to associate
Muscovy with Western traditions and interprincely rela-
tions. This striving to be accepted in the Western world
marked most of the changes in regalia and style of Ivan’s
reign, although these were later to be buried in the lore of
Muscovite Byzantinism.

Three significant causes can be discerned for the evolu-
tion of Muscovite culture in the 16th century. The first
was the growth and prosperity of the Great Russian pop-
ulation, united under a stable and increasingly centralized
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monarchy, which produced the conditions for the rise of
a national culture. The second was the diplomatic and
cultural isolation in which Muscovy found itself, particu-
larly in the first half of the 16th century, as a result of
hostile relations with increasingly powerful Lithuania
and Poland, a cause that, more than any other, brought
an end to Ivan III’s westward turn and to the revolution-
ary adjustments of the age of exploration. The third cause
was the resolution of church-state relations, in the course
of which the church submitted to the power of the princes
in politics but gained control over the culture, style, and
ideology of the dynasty, producing the peculiar amal-
gam of nationalistic, autocratic, and Orthodox elements
that became the official culture of high Muscovy. This
new synthesis was reflected in the great undertakings as-
sociated with the name of Metropolitan Makary of Mos-
cow: St. Basil’'s Cathedral in the Kremlin; the encyclo-
pedic Menolog, or calendar of months, which contained
all of the literature, translated and original, permitted
to be read in the churches; and the Illustrated Codex,
a compilation of East Slavic and Greek chronicles in an
official Muscovite version.

ROMANOV MUSCOVY

Michael Fyodorovich. The military drive that finally
expelled the Poles from Moscow led to the election of
Michael, the sickly 16-year-old son of Fyodor Romanov,
as the new tsar. The composition of the coalition that
elected him is not clear, but he evidently represented a
compromise among the Cossacks, the boyars (especially
the Tushino boyars), and the leaders of the northern
army. It would be difficult to imagine circumstances less
favourable for the beginning of the reign of the adoles-
cent monarch and a new ruling coalition. The military
campaigns had left much of the central and southwestern
portions of the country in ruins. In many areas, popula-
tions had fled, land lay fallow, and administration was in
disarray. Significant portions of the Novgorod, Smolensk,
and Ryazan regions were occupied by Swedish and Polish
armies and by sundry insurrectionary forces, who threat-
ened to renew hostilities.

The Romanov government required more than a decade
to establish itself politically and to restore economic and
social order. Few had expected the election of a new tsar
(the fourth in eight years) to bring an end to the turmoil.
But the election of Michael reflected a resolution of polit-
ical forces that permitted the coalition government to
address itself to the problems of reconstruction. Another
cause was the survival of the central bureaucracy; the
civil servants in Moscow had served all successive gov-
ernments without much interruption and were ready to
restore administrative regularity as soon as political or-
der was established. Fortunately, the new government
refrained from involving itself in the Polish—Swedish
conflicts, which reached their height at this period. This
restraint was a most important element in the success of
the 1613 settlement, for the international situation was, if
anything, grimmer than the domestic. Polish—-Swedish
differences permitted Muscovite diplomats to bring the
two countries to separate truces (Poland, 1618; Sweden,
1617); although these left substantial territories under
the control of Poland and Sweden, they provided a need-
ed interlude of peace. The Romanov government wisely
avoided any significant participation in the Thirty Years’
War, in which most European states engaged. At the
death of the Polish king Sigismund III in 1632, Muscovy
made an ill-advised attempt to regain Smolensk that end-
ed in military disaster; but, in 1634, it obtained Wiady-
staw’s formal abjuration of the Polish king’s questionable
claim to the title of tsar.

After the failure of the Smolensk campaign, the govern-
ment refrained from further military involvement with
Poland for nearly a generation. It concentrated instead
upon the extension and fortification of its southern bor-
ders, where the incursions of Crimean Tatars were an
impediment to colonization. Moscow, however, was not
prepared to go to war with the Ottomans, who were the
protectors of the Crimean khan; when in 1637 the Don
Cossacks, Muscovy’s clients, captured the critical port of

Establish-
ment of
the
Romanovs



48 Russia and the Soviet Union, History of

Domina-
tion of
Morozov

Territorial
expansion
in the 17th
century

Azov and appealed to Moscow for aid in holding off a
counterattack, a zemsky sobor, or national assembly (see
below Trends in the 17th century), decided not to inter-
vene, and the port was lost.

Alexis Mikhaylovich. The reign of Michael’s son
Alexis, whom later generations considered the very
model of a benevolent and gentle tsar, began badly. Like
his father, Alexis came to the throne a mere boy. Im-
mediately, the boyar who controlled the government,
Boris Ivanovich Morozov, embarked upon policies that
brought the government to the brink of disaster. Moro-
zov cut government salaries; he also introduced a tax on
salt and a state monopoly of tobacco, the first of which
caused widespread hardship and discontent, while the sec-
ond brought the church’s condemnation. At the same
time, he alienated boyar groups close to the throne by his
interference in his ward’s marriage.

Morozov’s actions exacerbated an already dangerous
situation in the country. The city populations and service
gentry, in particular, were heavily burdened by taxes and
other obligations and were increasingly angry at the
growing wealth and power of the ruling clique. During a
riot in Moscow in May 1648, a mob surrounded the
19-year-old tsar, demanding the execution of Morozov
and the leading officials. Some of the latter were thrown
to the mob, and a brief protective exile was arranged for
Morozov. Morozov’s boyar enemies, who may have abet-
ted the riot, took control of affairs and carried out a series
of reforms. The salt tax and tobacco monopoly were
ended, and a commission was establishéd for the drafting
of a new law code. Serious disorders continued in the
cities of the north, particularly in Pskov and Novgorod,
where force was required to reimpose authority.

In Novgorod, the principal actor in the government’s
interest was the metropolitan Nikon, an energetic and
authoritarian monk who had made influential friends in
Moscow while archimandrite at the Romanov family
church and continued assiduously to cultivate the tsar
and his relations while in Novgorod. In 1652 his solicita-
tions earned him the’patriarchate. Tradition has it that,
before accepting the position, Nikon demanded a declara-
tion of full obedience in religious and moral matters from
the tsar. In the first years of Nikon’s tenure, his relations
with Alexis and the court were good; the patriarch, with
official support, carried out a number of liturgical and
organizational reforms; he surrounded himself with an
impressive bureaucracy modelled upon the state appara-
tus. Relations with the tsar became strained in 1658, how-
ever, and, after he was publicly snubbed by Alexis,
Nikon announced that he was abandoning the patri-
archate. He later held that he had simply gone into tem-
porary seclusion, but his effective power and influence
were at an end.

The main event of Alexis’ reign was the annexation of
the eastern Ukraine. His government had continued the
previous policy of avoiding entanglements in the West
while expanding eastward but could not resist the oppor-
tunity offered, in 1654, when the leader of a Cossack
revolution against Polish rule in the Ukraine appealed to
Moscow for the help he had been unable to obtain from
Sweden and the Turks. Moscow accepted his allegiance
in return for military assistance and thus became in-
volved in a protracted struggle with Poland and Sweden
for the Ukrainian, Belorussian, and Baltic territories. At
first, the war went well, but the differing objectives of the
Ukrainian and Muscovite allies soon revealed them-
selves; when Charles X of Sweden entered the fray
against Poland, Alexis made peace, in 1656; he feared a
strong Sweden as. much as a strong Poland. Muscovite
forces plunged into war with Sweden for the Estonian,
Livonian, and Karelian territories along the Baltic coast.
The situation in the Ukraine became increasingly con-
fused and dangerous for Moscow, and it was necessary to
end the war with Sweden in 1661, even at the cost of
yielding, once again, the Baltic coast.

In the Ukraine, the war took on a new aspect when, in
1664, Peter Doroshenko, a new leader, put himself under
the protection of the Ottomans. The Turks joined in a
number of major military operations, alarming both Po-

land and Moscow sufficiently to bring them to a truce at
Andrusovo (1667). Poland recognized Moscow’s control
over eastern Ukraine and Kiev, while Moscow yielded
most of Belorussia and the Ukraine west of the Dnieper.

The peace did not greatly improve the government’s
position, for the same year saw the beginning of a threat-
ening movement among the Don Cossacks and peasants
of the Volga region, led by Stenka Razin, and a political
battle within the inner circles at court, caused by the
death of Alexis’ wife. After two years, Alexis was mar-
ried to Nataliya Naryshkina. In 1676, however, Alexis
himself died, and Fyodor, a sickly son of his first wife,
Mariya Miloslavskaya, succeeded him. A struggle began
between the rival Naryshkin and Miloslavsky families.
The Naryshkins were exiled, and the Miloslavskys,
with their clients and supporters, took over. In 1682, how-
ever, Fyodor died, and the Naryshkin faction sought to
place his half-brother Peter on the throne instead of Fy-
odor’s full brother, the ailing Ivan. The elite corps of
streltsy (a hereditary military caste) revolted and estab-
lished Ivan’s elder sister Sophia as regent. (For the acces-
sion and reign of Peter the Great, see below II. The 18th
century: The reign of Peter I [1689-17251.)

Trends in the 17th century. Economic reconstruction
was slow, particularly in agriculture and in the old cen-
tral lands, but it was accompanied by a growth of trade
and manufacturing. The state revenues profited from the
expansion eastward beyond the Urals and southward into
the black-soil region. In the north, the port of Archangel
handled the export of forest products and semimanufac-
tures (naval stores, potash) to the English and Dutch,
and its merchants took a leading role in the early exploi-
tation of Siberia. The government itself became deeply
involved in the development of trade and commerce, both
through its monopolistic control of certain areas and
commodities and by its efforts to build up such strategic
industries as metallurgy. The economy grew at unprece-
dented speed during the 17th century. By 1700 Russia
was a leading producer of pig iron and potash, and the
economic base upon which Peter’s military successes
were to depend had been firmly established.

The political recovery of the Russian state after the Time
of Troubles was due largely to the survival of the central
bureaucracy and ruling oligarchy. The lines of subsequent
development were determined by the growth, consolida-
tion, and almost unimpeded self-aggrandizement of these
groups in the 17th century. The expansion of the bureau-
cratic apparatus can be measured in various ways. In 1613
there were 22 prikazes, or departments; by mid-century
there were 80. At the beginning of the period, the juris-
diction of the bureaucracy included primarily fiscal, jurid-
ical, and military matters; by the end of the century, it
also covered industrial, religious, and cultural life. At the
close of the Time of Troubles, the bureaucracy’s func-
tions were exercised by leading boyars and professional
administrators; by Peter’s time, the mercantile class, the
whole of the nobility, and the clergy had become part of
its ubiquitous network. This bureaucracy was the buttress
—indeed, the substance—of an absolute monarchy whose
prerogatives knew no internal bounds.

The ease with which the extension of central authority
overwhelmed all other political and social forces is to be
explained by the frailty of local institutions and by the
absence of independent ecclesiastical or social authority.
The Muscovite administration was extended first into the
devastated areas, where local institutions had been swept
away, and then into new territories that had no significant
political institutions, until it became a standardized and
centralized mechanism powered by the colossal wealth
generated by its own expansion. '

These processes were reflected in the great law code of
1649, the first general codification since 1550, which was
to remain the basis of Russian law until 1833. Its articles
make clear the realities of Muscovite political practice:
the rule of the bureaucrats and the extension of the pow-
ers of the state into all spheres of human activity. It was
based in large measure upon the accumulated ad hoc
decisions of the officials and was intended for their guid-
ance. It made ecclesiastical affairs a matter of state juris-
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diction; it gave legal expression to the practice of serf-
dom; and, in an important new article, it enumerated
crimes “of word and deed” against the “Sovereign”—by
which were to be understood the state and all its agents.

Social development paralleled and was determined by
the developments just described. The great families of
hereditary princes, still rich and powerful at the turn of
the century, were systematically reduced, first through
direct repression by the Romanovs, who feared them, and
later through fiscal and administrative measures. By the
end of the century, only those families that had made new
careers in the state apparatus through service as generals,
ministers, and ambassadors remained at the apex of soci-
ety; they were joined by numerous parvenu families that
had risen in government service. Particularly striking was
the prosperity of the dyak class of professional adminis-
trators, which had become a closed hereditary estate by a
decree of 1640; this class had become a new and powerful
“nobility of the seal” that was to survive into modern
times.

During much of the 17th century, the government was
run, for all practical purposes, by high officials in cooper-
ation with relatives and cronies of the reigning tsar. Nine-
teenth-century historians, eager to find constitutional tra-
ditions in Russia’s past, have stressed the role of the
zemsky sobor—an assembly of dignitaries that from the
time of Ivan IV had been called together when matters of
crucial importance had to be decided. In the period after
1613, it was in almost continuous session for some years.
After 1619, however, the services of these assemblies
were no longer required. It is questionable whether they
ever had, in law or in fact, any power beyond that of a
crowd of military and administrative leaders. They were
summoned by the government, and their composition was
determined by the government.

Cultural life. No period of Russia’s cultural history
has been as full of change, turmoil, creativity, failure,
and sheer destructiveness as the 17th century. Russian
society emerged from the Time of Troubles shattered and
unsure of itself, disoriented and impoverished. This shak-
en society was then subject to wrenching social and eco-
nomic change and strong external influences.

The old culture, in its formal aspects, had been the
culture of the monasteries. Art, literature, architecture,
and music remained, until the end of the 16th century,
traditional, canonical, and orthodox.

The 17th century produced, first among the officials and
boyars, later among the merchants and middle classes, a
new elite that was increasingly interested in European
culture and that had mainly secular interests. Yet the
government of these same officials and boyars worked to
stifle native cultural development, and many of these
merchants and nobles were drawn into movements op-
posed to westernization.

The reasons for this paradoxical development were
three. First, Western culture had reached Muscovy large-
ly through Polish and Roman Catholic mediation, which
rendered it unacceptable to all but those sophisticated
enough to take a very broad view of the events of
the Time of Troubles. In the Ukrainian and Belorussian
territories, the Polish counter-reformation had brought a
national cultural revival. The books and ideas and men
flowing from these lands into Muscovy in the 17th cen-
tury, however, were hardly less suspect than those of
Catholic Poland, and, as these “aliens” acquired a dom-
inant position in Muscovite cultural affairs, resentment
was added to suspicion.

A second reason for the character of Muscovite cultural
development in the 17th century was the preponderant
role of the church and, later, of the state, which took over
at last the assets, liabilities, and responsibilities of the
ecclesiastical establishment. From 1620, when the patri-
arch Philaret pronounced an anathema upon “books of
Lithuanian imprint” (in effect the only secular books in
print for the Russian reader) until the end of the century,
when the government turned to imposing Greek and
“Lithuvanian” (i.e., Ukrainian and Belorussian) views
upon a resisting populace, the state and its ecclesiastical
adjunct had a repressive and stultifying influence.
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Finally, indigenous cultural forces were, for various rea-
sons, unable to assert themselves. They were physically
dispersed, socially diverse, and set at odds by cultural and
political disaffection. The development of a vernacular
literature, which can be seen in the synthetic “folk songs,”
pamphlets, tales, and imitations produced for and by the
growing educated class, remained an underground phe-
nomenon; they were unpublished because of the eccle-
siastical monopoly of the press, and they were anony-
mous out of fear. The promising experiments of a group
of noble writers who worked within the formal Slavonic
tradition were ended by exile and repression. The gay and
expressive architecture and painting of the northern re-
gions, which continued certain Novgorod traditions, fell
victim to official discrimination against this region and its
predominantly Old Believer population.

Despite these negative influences, the court, especially in
the time of Alexis, was a centre of literary and artistic
innovation, and many of the leading men of the realm
were considered cultured and cosmopolitan by Western-
ers who knew them.

The great schism. The contradictions of the age were
reflected in the great schism within the Russian church.
The doctrinal debate began over obscure and petty mat-
ters of ritual, but larger, unarticulated issues were at
stake. Religion in the Time of Troubles had taken two
directions, which were at first closely associated: the ref-
ormation of religious life, (with stress on the pastoral
functions of the clergy and the simplification of the litur-
gy) and the correction and standardization of the canoni-
cal books (which had, over centuries of regional muta-
tion and textual degradation, come to vary widely from
the Greek originals). The government had at first sup-
ported these linked objectives, but the supporters of “Old
Russian piety” fell into opposition to the reforms as they
were officially promulgated. When, in the 1650s, the pa-
triarch Nikon began to enforce the reforms in the parish-
es, where they had been generally ignored, the discontent
developed into a massive religious and regional insurrec-
tion. Towns and parishes of the north were riven by
warring “old” and “new” bishops. The Old Believers were
either crushed by government force, driven to self-de-
struction, or reduced to silent resistance.

In the end, the Western secular culture fostered at the
court and the new religious culture and education, spread
by Ukrainians and Belorussians, who came to dominate
church life, submerged and displaced the disparate begin-
nings of a modern synthesis within native matrices and
cleared the way for Peter’s cultural policies, which erect-
ed a Western facade over the ruins of the native culture.

(ELX.)

II. The 18th century
THE REIGN OF PETER I (1689-1725)

Peter’s youth and early reign. The accession of Peter I
ushered in and established the social, institutional, and
intellectual trends that were to dominate Russia for the
next two centuries. Both Russian and Western historians,
whatever their evaluation of Peter’s reign, have seen it as
one of the most formative periods of Russia’s history.
The seminal nature of the reign owes much to Peter’s own
personality and youth. The child of his father’s second
marriage, Peter was pushed into the background by his
half brother Fyodor and exiled from the Kremlin during
the turbulent years of the regency (1682—89) of his half
sister Sophia. He grew up among children of lesser birth,

- unfettered by court etiquette. Playing at war and organiz-

ing his young friends into an effective military force, he
could manifest his energy, vitality, and curiosity almost
untrammeled. He also came into close contact with the
western Europeans who lived in Moscow; the association
kindled his interest in navigation and the mechanical arts
—at which he became a skilled practitioner—and gave
him the experience of a socially freer and intellectually
more stimulating atmosphere than he might otherwise
have had. He resolved to introduce this more dynamic
and “open” style of life into Russia, a goal he pursued af-
ter the overthrow of Sophia in 1689 and that he erected
into a policy of state after he became sole ruler following
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the death of his mother in 1694. (His half-witted half
brother, Ivan V, remained co-tsar but played no role and
died in 1696.)

Peter’s first political aim was to secure Muscovy’s south-
ern borders against the threat of raids by Crimean Tatars
supported by the Ottoman Empire. For lack of adequate
sea power, his initial attempt in 1695 failed to gain a
foothold on the Sea of Azov. Undaunted, Peter built up a
navy—the first Russian ruler since early Kievan times to
do so—and succeeded in capturing Azov a year later. The
experience convinced him of the necessity of extending
his own technical knowledge and of securing tools and
personnel from the West. To this end Peter travelled to
western Europe, something no Muscovite tsar had ever
done; he spent almost a year in Holland and England
acquiring mechanical and maritime skills, hiring experts
in various fields, purchasing books and scientific curiosi-
ties, and carrying on diplomatic negotiations for a cru-
sade against the Turks. In the course of negotiations with
Poland-Saxony and Denmark, an alliance was formed, not
against Turkey but against Sweden. The alliance led to
the Great Northern War (1700-21), which became Pe-
ter’s major concern for almost the remainder of his reign.

Not only did the war absorb the country’s resources and
energies, but the war’s requirements—defensive at first,
and offensive after Peter’s decisive victory over Charles
XII at Poltava in 1709—determined most domestic poli-
cy measures as well. Only when victory was well in sight
could Peter devote more of his attention to a systematic
overhaul of Russia’s institutions. The hastiness and bru-
tality of steps taken under the stress of war had an effect
on subsequent history. Historians have debated whether
Peter’s legislation was informed by an overall plan based
on more or less clearly formulated theoretical considera-
tions, or whether it was merely a series of ad hoc mea-
sures taken to meet emergencies as they occurred. Prag-
matic elements predominated, no doubt, over theoretical
principles. Yet the struggle against Sweden’s modern mil-
itary machine, together with the prevailing intellectual
climate and administrative practices of Europe, con-
tributed to orient Peter’s thinking.

The Petrine state. Formally, Peter changed the tsar-
dom of Muscovy into the Empire of All Russias, and he
himself received the title of “emperor” from the Senate at
the conclusion of the peace with Sweden (Treaty of Ny-
stad, 1721). The title not only aimed at identifying the
new Russia with European political tradition, it also be-
spoke the new conception of rulership and of political
authority that Peter wanted to implant: that the sovereign
emperor was the head of the state and its first servant, not
the patrimonial owner of the land and “father” of his
subjects (as the tsar had been). Peter stressed the func-
tion of his office rather than that of his person and laid
the groundwork of a modern system of administration.
Institutions and officials were to operate on the basis of
set rules, keep regular hours and records, apply laws and
regulations dispassionately, and have individual and col-
lective responsibility for their acts. Reality, of course,
fell far short of this ideal, because Muscovite traditions
and conditions could not be eradicated so rapidly. Fur-
thermore, there was a great shortage of educated and
reliable persons imbued with such rationality and
efficiency (a problem that bedevilled the imperial govern-
ment until its end). They were mainly to be found in the
military establishment, where officer and noncommis-
sioned ranks acquired the requisite outlook, experience,
and values in the army and navy established by Peter.
The Russian bureaucracy thus acquired a preference for
uniformity and militarism that did not foster respect or
concern for the individual needs of the various regions
and peoples of the far-flung empire.

In the new administration, performance was to be the
major criterion for appointment and promotion. Peter
wanted this principle to apply to the highest offices, start-
ing with that of the emperor himself. As a result of his
bad experience with his own son, Alexis (who fled
abroad, was brought back, and died in prison), Peter
decreed in 1722 that every ruler would appoint his own
successor. He did not have the opportunity to avail him-

self of this right, however, and the matter of regular
succession remained a source of conflict and instability
throughout the 18th century. Peter’s concern for per-
formance lay at the basis of the Table of Ranks (1722),
which served as the framework for the careers of all state
servants (military, civil, court) until the second half of
the 19th century. In it, the hierarchy was divided into 14
categories, or ranks; theoretically one had to begin at the
bottom (14th rank) and proceed upward according to
merit and seniority. Throughout the 18th century the 8th
rank (Ist commissioned officer grade) automatically
conferred hereditary nobility on those who were not no-
ble by birth. In a sense, therefore, the Table of Ranks
opened all offices to merit and thus democratized the
service class; but because service was contingent on good
preparation (i.e., education), it was accessible only to the
few—mnobility and clergy—until later in the 18th century.

The same need for qualified personnel that had brought
about the Table of Ranks also determined Peter’s policies
toward the several social classes of his realm. The tradi-
tional obligation of members of all estates to perform
service to the state, each according to his way of life (i.e.,
the nobleman by serving in the army and administration,
the peasantry and merchants by paying taxes, the clergy
by prayer), was given a modern, rational form by Peter.
Paradoxically, the reform helped to transform the tradi-
tional estates into caste-like groups from which—except in
rare instances of clergy and rich merchants—it became
impossible to escape. The nobility was most directly af-
fected by the change, not only in Peter’s lifetime but un-
der his successors as well. The nobleman’s service obliga-
tion became lifelong, regular, and permanent. The staffs
of military and government institutions were no longer re-
cruited on the basis of regional origin or family ties, but
strictly according to the need of the state and the fitness
of the individual for the specific task at hand. The service-
man was transferred from one assignment, branch, or
locality to another as the state saw fit. The office of
heraldry within the Senate kept the service rosters up to
date and decided on appointments and transfers. Peter
also introduced single inheritance of real estate (1714),
attempting in this way to break the traditional inheritance
pattern that had led to the splintering of estates. In so
doing he hoped to create a professional service nobility
unconnected with the land and totally devoted to the
state; but the resistance the law met in its application
forced its revocation in 1731. He also required the nobili-
ty to be educated as a prerequisite for service. Schooling,
whether at home or in an institution, became a feature of
the nobleman’s way of life. Until the late 18th century,
a nobleman was not considered to have attained his ma-
jority and did not have the right to marry unless he
had passed a government examination in basic subjects.
Schooling was a radical innovation, at first resented and
resisted; but within a generation it was accepted as a
matter of course and became the decisive element in the
status and self-image of the nobility.

The peasantry had been enserfed during the 17th centu-
ry, but the individual peasant had retained his traditional
ties to the village commune and to the land that he
worked. To prevent tax evasion through the formation of
artificial households, Peter introduced a new unit of taxa-
tion, the “soul”’—i.e., a male peasant of working age—
and the lords were made responsible for the collection of
the tax assessed on each of their souls. The peasant thus
became a mere item on the tax roll who could be
moved, sold, or exchanged according to the needs and
whims of his master—whether a private landlord, the
church, or the state. The serf became practically indistin-
guishable from a slave. The noble landlord, on the other
hand, was turned into an agent of the state; he stood in
the path of the peasantry’s traditional personal relation-
ship with the sovereign and thereby contributed to the
sense of alienation that the ordinary Russian felt toward
the new, rational, but remote, Petrine state.

As befitted a secular-minded autocrat who saw his main
task as enlightening and leading his people to “moderni-
ty,” Peter had little regard for the church. He recognized
its value only as an instrument of control and as an agent
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of modern education. When the patriarch died in 1700,
Peter appointed no successor; finally in 1721 he gave the
church a bureaucratic organization: a Holy Synod com-
posed of several appointed hierarchs and a lay representa-
tive of the emperor; the latter, called the chief procura-
tor, came to play the dominant role. Ecclesiastic schools
turned into closed institutions with a narrowly scholastic
curriculum. Membership in the clerical estate became
strictly hereditary; the priesthood was transformed into a
closed caste of government religious servants cut off from
the new secular culture being introduced in Russia and
deprived of their traditional moral authority. One of the
priests’ main tasks was to assist the state in enforcing its
laws, in particular those directed against the Old Believ-
ers, so that the clergy became an instrument of persecu-
tion and oppression. Both on economic and religious
grounds, therefore, the reign of Peter I appeared particu-
larly oppressive to the common people. It seemed unnatu-
ral and contrary to tradition; for many it clearly was the
reign of Antichrist from which one escaped only through
self-immolation (practised by some of the Old Believ-
ers), open rebellion, or flight to the borderlands of the
empire.

Resistance and flight were made possible by Peter’s fail-
ure, despite all his modernizing and rationalizing, to en-
dow the government with effective means of control on
the local level. The noble landlords might have acted as
police agents; but Peter removed them from the local
scene by forcing them into permanent and lifelong ser-
vice. Regular officials were short in number and experi-
ence and could not be easily spared for local administra-
tion. Peter tried to have the officers of the regiments that
were garrisoned in the provinces double as local officials;
but the experiment failed because of the necessities of war
and because regular officers proved incompetent to ad-
minister peasants. The attempts at copying Western
models were also unsuccessful, for the Russian nobility
lacked (and was not allowed to develop) a local corpo-
rate organization that could serve as the foundation for
local self-government.

Peter concentrated his attention almost entirely on the
central administration, an area in which his reforms pro-
vided the basic framework within which the imperial
government was to operate until its fall in 1917. To pros-
ecute the war, the Petrine state had to mobilize all the
resources of the country and to supervise practically every
aspect of national life. This required that the central
executive apparatus be extended and organized along
functional lines. Peter hoped to accomplish this by re-
placing the numerous haphazard prikazy (administrative
departments) with a coherent system of functional and
well-ordered colleges (their number fluctuating around
12 in the course of the century). Each college was headed
by a board for more effective control; it had authority in
a specific area such as foreign affairs, the army, the navy,
commerce, mining, finances, justice, etc. The major prob-
lems of this form of organization proved to be the coordi-
nation, planning, and supervision of the colleges. Peter
endeavoured to cope with these defects pragmatically
through the creation of a Senate, which came to serve as a
privy council as well as an institution of supervision and
control. In addition, he set up a network of espionage
agents (fiskaly), who acted as tax inspectors, investiga-
tors, and personal representatives of the emperor. Inter-
nal security was vested in 1689 in the chancery of the
Preobrazhensky Guards, the tsar’s own military group,
which became a much dreaded organ of political police
and repression. Under different names the police appara-
tus remained a permanent feature of the imperial regime.
The police were also the instrument of the ruler’s per-
sonal intervention, an essential function for the preserva-
tion of the autocracy as a viable political system.

The needs of war, as well as the desire to modernize
Russia, led Peter to promote and expand industry, partic-
ularly mining, naval construction, foundries, glass, and
textiles. The Emperor aimed at maximizing the use of all
potential resources of the country to heighten its power
and further its people’s welfare; these goals were pursued
in mercantilist fashion through discriminatory tariffs,
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state subsidies, and regulation of manufactures. Peter
hoped to involve the rich merchants and the nobility in
economic enterprise and expansion. As a class, however,
the merchants failed to follow his lead; many were Old
Believers who refused to work for the Antichrist. Nor did
Peter’s urban legislation provide the townspeople with
the incentives and freedom necessary to change them into
an entrepreneurial class; as a matter of fact, the munici-
pal reforms were simply means to collect taxes and dues
in kind. As to the nobility, only a few had the necessary
capital to become entrepreneurs, and their time and en-
ergies were completely taken up by their service obliga-
tions. The shortage of capital could be, and in some
specific cases was, overcome by direct government grants.
But the equally serious shortage of labour was not so
easily resolved. Peter permitted the use of servile labour
in mines and manufactures, with the result that thousands
of peasants were moved and forced to work under unfa-
miliar conditions, in new places, at very difficult tasks.
Resentment ran high and the productivity of this forced
labour was very low. Most of the enterprises established
in Peter’s lifetime did not survive him. But the impetus he
had given to Russian industrial development was not alto-
gether lost; it revived with new vigour—under different
policies—in the middle of the 18th century.

Among the important factors in Russia’s economic
development under Peter was the building of St. Peters-
burg (now Leningrad) on the then inhospitable shores
of the Gulf of Finland. Its construction cost an esti-
mated 30,000 lives (lost from disease, undernourishment,
and drowning) and engulfed vast sums of public and
private monies. Nobles who served in the central admin-
istration and at court were required to settle in the new
city and to build townhouses.

The location of the new capital symbolized the shift in
the empire’s political, economic, and cultural centre of
gravity toward western Europe. After two decades of
war, during which the survival of Russia seemed at times
to hang in the balance, Peter emerged victorious. The
Treaty of Nystad gave him control of the Gulf of Finland
and of the eastern shore of the Baltic Sea and put under
his sceptre several provinces having Western constitu-
tions, social structures, and cultural traditions. This ac-
quisition was to create constitutional and administrative
problems for the multinational empire; but in the mean-
time trade and social intercourse with western Europe
became easier, and the icebound peripheral ports of what
is now Murmansk and Archangel were abandoned for the
more convenient harbours of Riga, Revel (now Tallinn),
and the new St. Petersburg. Secure on the Baltic, Russia
could now take an active part in the diplomatic and mili-
tary affairs of the comity of European states, although
sometimes this was to its disadvantage because it became
embroiled in dynastic and political conflicts not involv-
ing its own interests. After 1721 Peter also extended the
borders of the empire in the south along the Caspian Sea
as a result of a successful war against Persia (Treaty of
St. Petersburg, 1732).

The changes that made Peter’s reign the most seminal in
Russian history were not the administration reforms and
the military conquests, significant as those were, but the
transformation in the country’s culture and style of life,
at least among the service nobility. Foreign observers
made much of Peter’s requirement that the nobility shave
off their beards, wear Western clothes, go to dances and
parties, and learn to drink coffee. These were only the
external marks of more profound changes that in a gen-
eration or so were to make the educated Russian noble-
man a member of European polite society. The common
people, especially the peasantry, were not so immediately
and positively affected, although by the end of the 18th
century most peasants, and all inhabitants of towns, had
moved a considerable distance from the values and habits
of their 16th- and 17th-century forebears.

Most important of all, perhaps, the reign of Peter I
marked the beginning of a new period in Russian educa-
tional and cultural life. Peter was the first to introduce
secular education on a significant scale and to make it
compulsory for all state servants. (More significant than
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the limited quantitative results during Peter’s lifetime was
the fact that education eventually became indispensable
to membership in the upper class.) First, Peter tried to
use the church to establish a network of primary schools
for all children of the free classes; this plan failed largely
because the clergy were unable to finance and staff
schools for secular learning. But the specialized technical
schools Peter founded, such as the Naval Academy,
struck roots and provided generations of young men with
the skills necessary for leadership in a modern army and
navy. Although he did not live to see its formal inaugura-
tion, Peter also organized the Academy of Sciences as an
institution for scholarship, research, and instruction at
the higher level. The Academy’s beginnings were quite
modest—German professors lectured in Latin to a hand-
ful or poorly prepared students—and its development
was not free from difficulties; but at the end of the 18th
century it was a leading European centre of science and
enlightenment, preparing and guiding Russia’s scientific
and technological flowering in the 19th century.

Assessment of Peter’s reign. Contemporaries as well as
later historians have given first place among Peter’s ac-
complishments to his conquest of the Baltic provinces and
areas on the Caspian Sea. More important was the fact
that during his reign Russia became a major European
power, in regular intercourse with the major trading pow-
ers and especially with Holland and Great Britain. This
status of European power, however, burdened Russia
with the maintenance of a large and up-to-date military
establishment, which became involved in many costly
conflicts. The weakening of Poland during the Northern
War with Sweden led ultimately to Poland’s partitioning,
which proved a heavy burden for the Russian body so-
cial. Finally, the cultural, religious, and linguistic di-
versity of the empire was increased by the incorporation
of national and social groups that were not easily assimi-
lated. The new institutional forms that Peter introduced
helped to shape a less personal and more modern (i.e.,
routinized and bureaucratized) political authority. This
led to an ambiguous relationship between the autocratic
ruler and his noble servants and also to a sense of aliena-
tion between the common people and the ruler.

Contemporaries and later generations alike shared the
feeling that Peter’s reign had been revolutionary—a radi-
cal and violent break with the centuries old traditions of
Muscovy. To some extent this was the consequence of
Peter’s ruthless manner, his dynamism, his harsh suppres-
sion of all opposition, and his obstinate imposition of his
will. From a historical perspective, Peter’s reign may ap-
pear to have been only the culmination of 17th-century
trends rather than a radical break with the past. But men
are more conscious of changes in manners and customs
than of deeper transformations that require a long time
for their working out. Thus Russia’s cultural Europeani-
zation in the early 18th century produced works of litera-
ture in a new manner, using foreign styles and techniques,
such as the treatises and sermons of Feofan Prokopovich,
Peter’s main assistant in church matters, and the satires
and translations of Prince Antiokh Kantemir, the first
modern Russian poet. These writers, and many anony-
mous ones, praised Peter’s work, stressing its innovative
and necessary character; and the educated elite, reared on
the cultural elements introduced by Peter, perceived his
reign as the birth of modern Russia. This fact in itself
became the source of critical thought and raised the ques-
tion of whether the break with the past was desirable or a
betrayal of the genuinely national patterns of develop-
ment of Russian culture. It appeared that forcible imposi-
tion of foreign elements had led to an alienation between
the elite and the Russian people. This debate as to the
nature and value of the reign of Peter I served as the main
stimulus to a definition of Russian national culture and to
the elaboration of competing political and social philoso-
phies in the 19th century (e.g., those of the Slavophiles
and the westernizers). Peter’s reign has been at the centre
of all debates over Russian history, since any attempt to
define its periods and to assess Russia’s development in
modern times requires a prior judgment of the reign and
work of Peter I.

PETER I'S SUCCESSORS (1725-62)

Peter’s unexpected death in 1725 at the age of 52 left
unresolved two major institutional problems. The first
was the succession to the throne, which remained unset-
tled not only because Peter did not choose his own succes-
sor but also because during the remainder of the century
almost any powerful individual or group could disregard
the choice of the preceding ruler. The second problem
was the lack of firm central direction, planning, and con-
trol of imperial policy; closely related to it was the
question of who would have the determining role in shap-
ing policy (i.e., what would be the nature of the “ruling
circle” and its relationship to the autocrat). The failure to
solve these problems produced a climate of instability
and led to a succession of crises in St. Petersburg and
Moscow that make it difficult to give unity and meaning
to the period from 1725 until the accession of Catherine
the Great in 1762.

Normal and peaceful succession to the throne was

thwarted by a combination of biological accidents and

palace coups. At Peter’s death his chief collaborators,
headed by Prince A.D. Menshikov and with the help of
the guard regiments (the offshoots of the play regiments
of Peter’s youth), put on the throne Peter’s widow—his
second wife, Catherine I, the daughter of a Latvian peas-
ant. Quite naturally, Menshikov ruled in her name. Soon,
however, he was forced to share his power with other
dignitaries of Peter’s reign. A Supreme Privy Council was
established as the central governing body, displacing the
Senate in political influence and administrative signifi-
cance. Catherine I's death in 1727 reopened the question
of succession; Peter’s grandson (the son of Alexis who
had perished in prison) was proclaimed emperor Peter IT
by the Council. An immature youngster, Peter II fell
under the influence of his chamberlain, Prince 1. Dolgo-
ruky, whose family obtained a dominant position in the
Supreme Privy Council and brought about the disgrace
and exile of Menshikov. It looked as if the Dolgorukys
would rule in fact because Peter II was affianced to the
chamberlain’s sister; but Peter’s sudden death in January
1730 crossed the plans of that ambitious family.

Anna (1730-40). Under the leadership of Prince Dmi-
try ‘Golitsyn—scion of an old Muscovite boyar fami-
ly and himself a prominent official under Peter I—the
Supreme Privy Council elected to the throne Anna, dow-
ager duchess of Courland and niece of Peter I (daughter
of his co-tsar, Ivan V). At the same time, Golitsyn tried
to circumscribe Anna’s power by having her accept a set
of conditions that left to the council the decisive voice in
all important matters. This move toward oligarchy was
foiled by top level officials (the generalitet; i.e., those
with the service rank of general or its equivalent), in
alliance with the rank-and-file service nobility. While the
former wanted to be included in the ruling oligarchy
(and Golitsyn seemed to have been ready to concede
them this right), the latter opposed any limitation on the
autocratic power of the sovereign. Indeed, the ordinary
service nobles feared that an oligarchy, however broad its
membership, would shut them off from access to the ruler
and thus limit their opportunity to rise in the hierarchy of
the Table of Ranks.

Anna left most of her authority to be exercised by her
Baltic German favourite, Ernst Johann Biron, who ac-
quired a reputation for corruption, cruelty, tyranny, and
exploitation and who was felt to have set up a police ter-
ror that benefitted the Germans in Russia at the expense
of all loyal and patriotic Russians. Recent scholarship has
modified this image and shown that Biron’s bad reputa-
tion rested on his inflexibility in applying the law and
collecting taxes, rather than on malevolence. The Su-
preme Privy Council was abolished upon Anna’s acces-
sion in 1730, and the functions of coordination, supervi-
sion, and policy planning were vested in a cabinet of
ministers composed of three experienced high officials, all
Russians,

Elizabeth (1741-62). Anna was childless; she ap-
pointed as successor her infant nephew, Ivan Antonovich,
under the regency of his mother, Anna Leopoldovna.
Biron, who had at first retained his influence, was over-
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thrown by Burkhard Christoph, Graf von Miinnich,
who had made his fortune in Russia. The continuing dom-
ination of a few favourites—many of whom were Ger-
mans—much displeased the high officials, whose position
was threatened by the personal caprices of ruler or favour-
ite, and incensed even more the rank and. file of the ser-
vice nobility, who could not obtain rewards or favours
from the sovereign without the approval and help of the
favourites. The malcontents banded together around Peter
I’s daughter, Elizabeth, whose easygoing and open ways
had gained her many friends; she was also popular because
of her Russian outlook, which she emphasized, and be-
cause she shared the aura of her great father. With the
help of the guard regiments and high officers, and with
the financial support of foreign diplomats (in particular
the French envoy), Elizabeth overthrew the infant Ivan
VI and the regent Anna Leopoldovna in 1741. Her 20-
year reign saw the rise of certain trends and patterns in
public life, society, and culture that were to reach their
culmination under Catherine the Great. On the political
plane, the most significant development was the restora-
tion of the Senate to its earlier function of chief policy-
making and supervising body. At the end of her reign
Elizabeth also established a kind of permanent council or
cabinet for planning and coordination—the Special Con-
ference at the Imperial Court.

During this period Peter’s administrative reforms began
to bear fruit. The:Table of Ranks became the framework
for a class of servicemen whose lives were devoted to the
interests of the state. In principle, entry to this class of
officials was open to anyone with the required ability and
education, including the sons of priests and non-Russian
landowners. In fact, however, promotion in the Table of
Ranks was possible only if the individual’s merit and
performance were recognized by the ruler or, more like-
ly, by high officials and dignitaries who had access to the
ruler. The personal element, bolstered by family and
marriage ties, came to play an important role in the
formal system of promotion; most significantly, it deter-
mined the makeup of the very top echelon of the adminis-
trative and military hierarchies (which were interchange-
able), the so-called generalitet. This group constituted an
almost permanent ruling elite, co-opting its own member-
ship and promoting the interests of the families most
directly connected with it; in order to solidify its influence
and function it aimed at bringing as many routine gov-
ernment operations as possible under a system of regula-
tions that would make appeal to the ruler unnecessary.
The latter’s autocratic power could not be infringed how-
ever, because his authority was needed not only to settle
special cases but to promote, protect, and reward mem-
bers of the ruling group and their clients. The greatest
threat to the system was the interference or interposition
of favourites—“accidental people”—and to guard against
this, the oligarchy entered into an alliance with the rank-
and-file service nobles who wanted to join its ranks and
could hope to do so with the help of the dignitaries’
patronage; this alliance permitted successful palace coups
against favourites. The system benefitted both the high
and low nobility; but it worked only with the help of a
strong autocracy in which the ruler could easily fend off
any attempt at limiting his power, as Anna had demon-
strated in 1730. The system worked well enough to allow
the consolidation of Peter’s reforms, some success in for-
eign policy, and a general increase in the power and
wealth of the state, despite the low calibre of the rulers
and the mismanagement of favourites.

The system rested on the availability to all nobles of the
minimum education necessary for entrance and promo-
tion in service; this created a desire to go through rapidly,
or omit altogether, the most arduous- and tedious lower
echelons of the Table of Ranks. As a consequence, cultur-
al policy became a major concern of the government and
the nobility alike; the members of the service class de-
manded that institutions of learning be set up to prepare
the nobility for better careers, skipping the lowest ranks.
The demand was fulfilled in 1731 with the creation of the
Corps of Cadets. In the course of the following decades,
the original corps was expanded and other special institu-
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tions for training the nobility were added. General educa-
tion became accessible to a large stratum of the rank-
and-file nobility with the founding of the University of
Moscow in 1755, although the lack of automatic prefer-
ment for its graduates kept it from being popular among
the wealthier nobles until the end of the century. The
Corps of Cadets and similar public and private institu-
tions also acted as substitutes for the local and family
bonds that had formerly given cohesion to the Muscovite
service class but which Petrine practices had destroyed;
these schools were also the seedbeds for an active intellec-
tual life, and their students played a leading role in
spreading the literature and ideas of western Europe in
court circles and in the high society of the capitals.

The service nobleman was a landlord and serf owner; he
was very poor for a number of reasons, chief among
which were the low productivity of Russian agriculture
and the continual splintering of estates through inheri-
tance. As a rule his estates provided him only with the
minimum necessary for his maintenance in service. But as
long as he remained in service and away from his estates,
he could do little to improve his property. He thus de-
pended on the ruler for additional income, either in the
form of a salary or as grants of land (and serfs) in
reward for service. The salary was not very large, it was
often in kind (furs), and it was paid out rather irregular-
ly; lands and serfs could be obtained only from the ruler,
and most went to favourites, courtiers, or high dignitar-
ies. Service, it is true, provided the nobleman with some
extras such as uniforms, sometimes lodgings, and—most
important—greater accessibility to court, cultural life,
and education for his children. Thus, he remained in
service, took less and less direct interest in his estates and
serfs, and became almost a rootless, permanent service-
man.

Elizabeth’s chief advisor, Pyotr Shuvalov, had the gov-
ernment grant exclusive privileges and monopolies to
some of the nobility, hoping to involve them in the de-
velopment of mining and manufacturing. Shuvalov also
initiated a gradual loosening of state controls over eco-
nomic life in general. He began to dismantle the system
of internal tariffs, so that local trade could develop; he
strengthened the landlord’s control over all the resources
on his estate; and he gave the nobles the right to distill
alcohol.

At the same time, the landlords were obtaining still
greater power over their serfs. The full weight of these
powers fell on the household serfs, whose number in-
creased because their masters used them as domestics and
craftsmen in their town houses to make Western-style
objects with which they surrounded themselves. When
noblemen established factories or secured estates in new-
ly conquered border areas, they transferred their serfs to
them without regard for family or village ties. The opera-
tion of most estates was, in the absence of the landlord,
left to the peasants. This only perpetuated the traditional
patterns of agriculture and made the modemization and
improvement of agricultural productivity impossible.

THE REIGN OF CATHERINE II THE GREAT (1762-96)

Elizabeth, too, was childless, and the throne passed to the
heir she had selected—her nephew the Duke of Holstein,
who became Peter III. Intellectually and temperamental-
ly unfit to rule, Peter III made himself personally unpop-
ular with St. Petersburg society; in addition, he allowed
his entourage (mainly his Holstein relatives and German
officers) to take control of the government. The regular
hierarchy of officials—particularly the Senate—was
pushed into the background; power passed into the hands
of the emperor’s favourites, while a modernized police,
under the personal control of a general who was one of
the emperor’s minions, spread its net over the empire.
The pro-Prussian foreign and military policy pursued by
Peter III (who abruptly ended Russia’s victorious in-
volvement in the Seven Years’ War) and his treatment of
his wife Catherine provoked much resentment. As a
result, the Emperor lost all support in society. It was easy
for Catherine, with the help of the senators, high officials,
and officers of the guard regiments (led by her lover
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Grigory Orlov and his brothers) to overthrow Peter III
on July 9 (June 28, old style), 1762. Thus began the long
and important reign of Catherine II, whom her admiring
contemporaries named “the Great.”

The daughter of a poor German princeling, Catherine
had come to Russia at the age of 15 to be the bride of the
heir presumptive, Peter. She matured in an atmosphere of
intrigue and struggle for power. She developed her mind
by reading contemporary literature, especially the works
of the French Encyclopaedists and of German jurists and
cameralists. When she seized power at the age of 33 she
was intellectually and experientially prepared, as the
more than 30 years of her reign were to show.

The historiography of Catherine’s reign has been domi-
nated by two main approaches: a dramatization and ro-
manticization of her personal life, which was indeed col-
ourful for the number and variety of her lovers; and the
viewpoint of 19th-century liberalism, which took literally
her self-description as a “philosophe on the throne.”
Marxist and Soviet historians, to the extent that they have
dealt with her reign at all, see it primarily in terms of the
pressures put on the state by the serf-owning nobility
faced with the demands of an expanding market econo-
my. In recent years, scholars have come to think of Cath-
erine’s government as working to further the formation
of a modern civil society in which social classes and
groups pursue their own interests rather than serving the
needs of the state exclusively.

Even before she seized power, Catherine wrote that the
task of good government was to promote the general
welfare of the nation by providing for the security of
person and property; to that end, government should op-
erate in a legal and orderly fashion, furthering the inter-
ests of individual subjects and giving groups and classes
as much autonomy in the pursuit of their normal activi-
ties as possible. All the same, Catherine believed that the
autocratic state had important functions; she had no in-
tention of relinquishing or limiting her authority, even
though she was willing to withdraw from those areas of
national life that could be safely administered by an edu-
cated elite.

Expansion of the empire. Catherine’s reign was nota-
ble for imperial expansion. The expansion had been pre-
pared by military and political efforts since the reign of
Peter I; in particular, an important process of incorporat-
ing and settling empty land (especially in the south, cor-
responding roughly to the modern Ukraine) had been
initiated in the reign of Elizabeth. This continued with
the partitions of Poland, in which Catherine played a
leading role, with the result that all eastern Poland and
the former Grand Duchy of Lithuania came under Rus-
sian rule. A disadvantage of this was that Russia became
a partner in the alliance of the three partitioning powers
and had to mind its common border with Prussia. An
additional source of difficulty was that the Roman Catho-
lic Poles, proud of their cultural and political traditions
and resentful of their loss of independence, proved less
easy to assimilate and draw into Russian society than had
the Baltic Germans. Also, the large number of Jews in the
formerly Polish and Lithuanian provinces created special
problems for the imperial government.

Of greater immediate importance for the empire were
the securing of the northern shore of the Black Sea
(Treaty of Kiigiik Kaynarca, 1774), the annexation of
the Crimea (1783), and the expansion into the steppes
beyond the Urals and along the Caspian Sea. This permit-
ted the adequate protection of Russian agricultural settle-
ments in the south and southeast and the establishment of
trade routes through the Black Sea and up the Danube.
On the other hand, these gains involved Russia more and
more in the political and military struggle over the crum-
bling Ottoman Empire in the Balkans (the Treaty of
Kiigiik Kaynarca, for example, allowed intervention on
the pretext of protecting the Christian populations under
Turkish rule). Russian sovereigniy was exiended over
these territories through traditional means of war and
diplomacy, but their incorporation into the Russian poli-
ty and their economic integration showed the hand of
Catherine.

G.A. Potemkin, Catherine’s favourite in the 1770s, may
be considered the chief architect of her imperial policy.
He promoted large-scale foreign colonization and peas-
ant resettlement in the south—with only mediocre suc-
cess so far as agricultural settlements went but with great
success in the foundation and rapid growth of such towns
and ports as Odessa, Kherson, Nikolayev, Taganrog, and
Mariupol (now Zhdanov). Within a generation or two
these became lively cultural centres and major commer-
cial cities for all of southern Russia, contributing to the
reorientation of Russia’s pattern of trade with the de-
velopment of agricultural exports from the Ukraine. Lo-
cal society was transformed on the Russian pattern: the
landlords became imperial service nobles with full con-
trol over their peasants; vast new lands were parcelled out
to prominent officials and made available for purchase by
wealthy Russian nobles, who also received the right to
resettle their own serfs from the central regions. Thus,
serfdom, along with elements of the plantation system,
was extended to still more people and over whole new
provinces. If this expansion benefitted the state and a
small and already wealthy part of the Russian nobility, it
increased the misery and exploitation of the Ukrainian
and Russian peasantries. The traditional military democ-
racies of the Cossack hosts on the Dnieper, Don, Ural,
Kuban, and Volga rivers lost their autonomy and special
privileges; the wealthiér officers became Russian service
nobles, receiving the right to own and settle serfs on their
own lands, while the rank-and-file Cossacks sank to the
level of state peasants with special military obligations.

Integration of the new territories required the absorp-
tion of a large number of non-Russian, non-Christian,
nomadic peoples. The approach of Catherine’s ministers,
which prevailed until the late 19th century, was based on
the idea, taken from Enlightenment writings, that there is
a natural progress of society from primitive hunting and
fishing groups through the stage of nomadism to settled
agriculture, trade, and urbanization. Accordingly, the
government sought to bring the nomadic peoples up to
what it considered to be the Russian peasantry’s higher
way of life; this policy had the advantage also of produc-
ing uniformity in administrative and legal structures.
Catherine’s government was quite willing to let religious,
cultural, or linguistic differences stand, although it did
not feel committed to protect them actively. Inevitably,
however, its effort to change the ways of the nomads
affected their culture and religion and, through these,
their social equilibrium and sense of national identity.
While Catherine’s policy led some peoples to accept
(more or less under duress) changes in their way of life,
thus facilitating the extension of Russian agricultural set-
tlements onto the open steppes, it also gave rise to a new
national self-consciousness and to a growing sense of
identity based on cultural, linguistic, and religious tradi-
tions. These nationalistic sentiments clashed with the out-
look and practices of officials accustomed to thinking in
universal categories. The government found it difficult to
rely upon native elites to operate the institutions it im-
posed on the new territories. Russian officials had to be
sent in, strengthening uniformity and centralization in
contradiction to the professed aim of furthering autono-
my in local affairs. The policy thus defeated its own aims:
it handicapped the economic development of the empire’s
border regions (e.g., in Siberia) and worked against the
social and cultural integration of the natives into the fold
of the dominant Russian culture (although russification
did take place on a significant scale in the case of some
native elites, as in the Caucasus and the Crimea).

Government administration under Catherine. The re-
forms-of local government carried out by Catherine also
contained contradictions. The successors of Peter I had
not solved the problem of local administration. St. Peters-
burg relied on appointed officials, too few in number and
much given to abuse and corruption, and on the informal
contirol exercised by individual landowners and village
communes; but a great peasant rebellion, led by Ye.l
Pugachov in 1773-74, demonstrated the inadequacy of
this system. Taking up suggestions of various officials and
mindful of the information and complaints offered by the
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deputies to the Legislative Commission (1767-68), Cath-
erine shaped the local administration into a structure that
remained in force until the middle of the 19th century
and also served as a foundation for the zemstvos (local
elected councils), established in 1864. The basic pattern
was established by the statute on the provinces of 1775
and complemented by the organization of corporate self-
administration contained in the charters to the nobility
and the towns (1785). Essentially, the reforms divided
the empire’s territory into provinces of roughly equal
population, disregarding historical traditions and eco-
nomic ties; each of these units (guberniya) was put under
the supervision and responsibility of a governor or gover-
nor general acting in the name of the ruler, with the right
of direct communication with him. A governor’s chan-
cery was set up along functional lines (paralleling the
system of colleges) and subordinated to and supervised
by the Senate. The regular provincial administration was
assisted by officials who were elected from among the
nobility for the countryside and from the higher ranks of
townspeople for the cities; these elected officials took care
of routine police matters in their jurisdictions, helped to
enforce orders received from the central authorities, and
assisted in the maintenance of law and the collection of
taxes. Other elected personalities (marshals of the nobili-
ty and heads of city councils) protected the interests of
their respective classes and helped to settle minor con-
flicts without recourse to regular tribunals. This delega-
tion of some administrative functions to the local level
(albeit under the strict control of St. Petersburg) not only
relieved the bureaucracy of much burdensome detail and
multiplied the number of its agents on the local level but
also fostered a sense of responsibility among the active
and cultured members of the local upper classes. On the
other hand, the serfs and the lower classes in the towns
found themselves without anyone to protect their interests.

Catherine made no fundamental changes in the adminis-
tration of the central government. The system of colleges
was retained; but the authority of the presidents increased
at the expense of the boards, initiating an evolution that
culminated in the establishment of monocratic ministries
in 1802. The Senate supervised all branches of adminis-
tration, regulating the orderly flow of business. The Sen-
ate was also involved—albeit indirectly—in coordina-
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tion, mainly because its procurator general, Prince A.
Vyazemsky, held the office for a quarter of a century with
the full trust of the empress. At the same time, the judi-
cial functions of the Senate as a high court of appeal and
administrative review were widened.

The major institutional weakness of the Petrine system
remained—namely, the lack of a body to coordinate the
jurisdictions and resolve the conflicts of the colleges and
to plan policies and control their implementation. A ruler
as energetic, hard-working, and intelligent as Catherine
could perform these tasks almost single-handedly, as had
Peter I; but with the growing complexity of administra-
tion even Catherine felt the need for such a body, if only
to reduce her involvement in every small detail or con-
tested matter and to provide a wider scope for govern-
ment by permanent laws and uniform regulations. Even-
tually, she set up a council of state as a kind of cabinet
but without giving it any specific authority or jurisdiction.

A major need of the empire was an up-to-date code of
laws. The last code, issued in 1649, had become largely
inoperative as a result of Peter’s reforms and the transfor-
mation of society. Peter and his successors had recog-
nized this need by appointing commissions to prepare a
new code; none of the several efforts having reached a
successful conclusion, Catherine tried to tackle the job
again, but in a different manner. In 1767 she convoked a
commission of representatives elected by all classes ex-
cept private serfs. For their guidance she drafted an in-
struction largely inspired by Western political thinkers;
but, far from providing a blueprint for a liberal code, it
emphasized the need for autocracy and strong central
institutions. In its civil part the instruction owed much to,
German political philosophy and natural-law jurispru-
dence, putting the individual’s duties before his rights em-
phasizing the state’s responsibility for the welfare of the
nation, and encouraging the pursuit of material self-inter-
est within the established order. Although not implement-
ed by the commission (which was dissolved in 1768), the
instruction stimulated the modernization of Russian po-
litical and legal thought in the early 19th century.

In her social policy Catherine aimed at steering the
nobility toward cultural interests and economic activity
so as to reduce their dependence on state service. (They
already had been freed from its compulsory character by
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Peter III [February 18, 1762].) To this end she made a
general land survey that fixed clearly and permanently the
boundaries of individual estates, and she granted the no-
bility the exclusive right to exploit both the subsoil and
surface resources of their land and to market the products
of their estates and of their serfs’ labour. The nobles also
obtained a monopoly of ownership of inhabited estates,
which, in fact, restricted ownership of agricultural serfs
to the noble class. Catherine hoped to stimulate agricul-
tural expansion and modernization by providing easy cred-
it and by disseminating the latest techniques and achieve-
ments of Western agriculture through the Free Economic
Society founded in 1765. She also fostered the nobility’s
corporate organization. The Charter to the Nobility, 1785,
gave the corps of nobles in every province the status of a
legal entity. The corporation’s members gathered period-
ically, in the provincial and district capitals, to elect a
marshal of the nobility, who represented their interests
before the governor and the ruler himself; they also elected
a number of officials to administer welfare institutions for
the nobility (schools, orphanages, etc.), to help settle dis-
putes, and to provide guardianships for orphans. The cor-
porate life of the nobles did not develop as well as ex-
pected, however, and the nobility never became the class
it was in Prussia or England; but the charter did foster a
sense of class consciousness and afforded legal security
to the members and their property. The periodic elec-
toral meetings stimulated social intercourse, led to a
livelier cultural life in the provinces, and helped to in-
volve the nobility in local concerns.

Turning the nobility’s interests toward economic activity
brought the return home of many landowners to super-
vise the operation of their estates. Interested in obtaining
greater income, they not only intensified the exploita-
tion of serf labour but also interfered in the traditional
routine of the village by attempting to introduce new
agricultural techniques. In most cases this meant in-
creased regimentation of the serfs. The secularization of
the monasteries and episcopal sees in 1764 had brought a
considerable amount of land into the possession of the
state. To reward her favourites and to encourage the
nobles to economic activity, Catherine gave away large
tracts with many peasants, who now had to work for
ambitious and capricious masters.

Serfdom had never been acceptable to the Russian peas-
ant; it now became particularly burdensome and unjust,
the more so since the lord’s extensive police powers re-
moved his serfs from the state’s protection, and the new
local officials enforced strictly the prohibition against ap-
pealing for relief to the sovereign. There were also the
specific grievances of the Cossacks, whose traditional lib-
erties had been sharply curtailed and their social organi-
zation undermined, and the discontent of the nomadic
peoples forced to accept a new way of life. Peasant mis-
ery erupted in rebellion that engulfed all of eastern Euro-
pean Russia in 1773-74, led by the Cossack Yemelyan
Pugachov. The peasant forces captured a number of
towns and cities before they were finally defeated by
government armies. The revolt demonstrated the inade-
quacy of local controls and was thus partly responsible
for the reform of provincial administration mentioned
above. It also brought the educated elite to a new aware-
ness of the profound alienation of the peasantry from the
culture of St. Petersburg.

The reign of Catherine II was a period of active town
planning and building. The number and size of the urban
centres grew slowly but steadily. Along with new cities in
the south, many old towns were rebuilt and developed.
The renaissance of the old provincial centres was in part
due to the administrative reforms of 1775 and 1785,
which brought an influx of officials and nobles. Along
with them came craftsmen, artisans, and merchants. An
act of Peter III, which permitted peasants to trade in
neighbouring towns without passports or controls at the

gates, gave impetus to the emergence of a class of small
merchants from among the peasantry. This trend re-
ceived support from the administrative reorganization of
the towns and the limited degree of corporate self-admin-

istration granted by the Charter of 1785.

EDUCATION AND SOCIAL CHANGE IN THE 18TH CENTURY

Secular education had been actively propagated by Peter
I. At first it focussed on technical subjects—those directly
related to the prosecution of a war, the building of a
navy, and the running of the government. This was also
the original emphasis of the Academy of Sciences and the
school connected with it. But as education became the
prerequisite for advancement in service and as Western
ways of life spread among the upper classes, the focus of
education gradually broadened. A class of nobles grew up
who were interested in culture for the sake of their own
development, as well as for cutting a good figure in socie-
ty. Beginning in the 1760s the demand for western Euro-
pean artistic and cultural works grew in the salons of St.
Petersburg increasingly. By the 1780s the major classics
of European literature had become easily available in
translation to any educated person. Private boarding and
day schools proliferated, as did the number of tutors
hired by wealthy nobles for their children (and for less
fortunate neighbours and relatives). The Academy of
Sciences took its place among the major academies of
Europe. The University of Moscow and the chief schools
of the military, naval, and civil services had become regu-
lar institutions.

There were also ecclesiastical schools. Paradoxically,
the instruction they gave was almost irrelevant for the
future priest but quite useful for the future official or
scholar; it emphasized the rhetorical arts and logic and
gave a solid foundation in scholastic philosophy, natu-
ral-law doctrine, the classical languages, and mathemat-
ics. The seminaries and theological academies not only
trained future members of the episcopate and officials of
the Holy Synod but also staffed government bureaus on
the middle and higher levels and produced the first native
Russian academics, scholars, and scientists. Russia’s lack
of professional experts in such fields as jurisprudence,
civil and military engineering, astronomy, and geophysics
brought a great influx of foreigners. Peter I imported
large numbers of engineers and technicians from Holland
and England, and the practice continued on a reduced
scale after his death, so that foreign scholars, scientists,
and experts staffed the Academy of Sciences and the
University of Moscow and supplied the requirements of
the state for such purposes as geological surveys. They
brought with them French and German philosophy: the
metaphysics and epistemology of René Descartes and the
natural-law doctrines of the German school of Gottfried
Leibniz, Samuel von Pufendorf, and Christian Wolff.
These emphasized social obligation and the individual’s
dependence on the community. Stressing his duties to the
group, they laid the foundation for a critique of society.
The critique was at first directed against the moral inade-
quacies of individuals—the vain courtier, the super-
ficially westernized fop, the corrupt official—but it soon
broadened into the view that the educated man had an
obligation to help his fellowmen improve themselves. In
the Russian context the class most obviously in need of
improvement was the peasantry. Moral progress, it was
quickly realized, was not possible without material prog-
ress, and this led quite naturally to an advocacy of prac-
tical philanthropy and social action.

German natural-law doctrines furthered the dissemina-
tion of German Pietism, with its emphasis on spiritual
progress and on the need to serve man and the commu-
nity. Similar tendencies underlay the most influential
branch of Freemasonry; the Freemasons devoted them-
selves to disseminating knowledge, relieving hunger, and
caring for orphans and other destitutes. The publisher
Nikolay Novikov carried the Pietist and Masonic mes-
sages to the public in his satirical journals and periodicals
for women and children. All would-be reformers were
concerned about the serf, especially since the Pugachov
revolt had shown the degree of the peasantry’s alienation.
The major writers of Catherine II's reign (including the
cmpicss hersclf, who dabbled in joumnalism and diaina)
produced satires, fables, and comedies of manners at-
tuned to the belief that moral and spiritual progress
would lead to social improvements. A similar approach
was noticeable in education, which stressed the develop-
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ment of moral feeling in the conviction that a good heart
would guide the well-filled head in the proper direction.
This was the context in which the writings of the French
philosophes (e.g., Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Guillaume
Raynal, Claude Helvétius, Paul-Henri Holbach) struck a
response in the Russian educated elite. The Russians had
been prepared by natural-law teachings, Pietism, and
Freemasonry for a more radical criticism of contempo-
rary society looking to the perfectibility of man through
education and social change.

All of these intellectual currents combined to awaken
among educated Russians a sense of national pride and a
feeling that, thanks to the impetus given by Peter I, Rus-
sia had managed to lift itself to the cultural and political
level of a great European state. The educated Russian
was no longer a servile and mute slave of the tsars; he had
made himself into a gentleman, a man of heart and hon-
our, a “true son of the fatherland,” concerned about his
fellow men. Nor was this regarded simply as imitation of
the West; it was the fruit of Russian history, which was
not to be scorned or neglected. A revived interest in
Russian history led to the first important native works of
modern Russian historiography.

The response of the empress and her entourage to these
intellectual developments was ambivalent. The new sense
of national pride and personal dignity enhanced the gov-
ernment’s prestige and was in line with Catherine’s own
aspirations for the nobility. But the spread of these new
interests and ideas was also dangerous, for the moral
criticism of abuses could easily turn into criticism of Rus-
sia’s social and political system. The outbreak of the
French Revolution made Catherine II particularly anx-
ious. She felt that large-scale private philanthropic and
educational activities without government guidance and
control were trespassing on her own prerogatives as an
enlightened autocrat. By the end of the 18th century the
ideal of service to the state, which had underlain the
Russian nobility’s value system, had been transformed
into one of service to the people; this meant the elite’s
separation from the state, which Catherine II could not
accept. A dramatic illustration of Catherine’s concern
occurred after the appearance in 1790 of Aleksandr Rad-
ishchev’s Journey from St. Petersburg to Moscow. A
member of the nobility, Radishchev had returned from
Germany to rise to a prominent position in the govern-
ment service. He depicted social conditions as he saw
them, particularly the dehumanization of the serfs and
the corruption of their masters, warning that these threat-
ened not only the stability of the existing order but also
Russia’s survival as a nation. Incensed by the book, Cath-
erine had Radishchev arrested and banished to Siberia.
He became the first political martyr of the Russian elite;
his book and his fate foreshadowed the antagonism be-
tween the intelligentsia and the government that was to
dominate Russia’s history in the 19th century.

THE REIGN OF PAUL I (1796-1801)

Catherine died in 1796 and was succeeded by her son
Paul. A capricious, somewhat unstable individual, Paul
had a passion for military order that conflicted with the
basic values of the developing civil society; he felt that
the nobility should again become a service class (or with-
draw completely into agriculture) and help the ruler in
implementing his reform program, even at the expense of
its private interests. In trying to re-establish compulsory
state service, he made it more rigid, harsh, and militaris-
tic. He sought to promote the welfare of the serfs, but the
manner of his approach—a decree permitting a maxi-
mum of three days of labour service a week—was clumsy
and high-handed; it did nothing to help the serfs and
angered their lords. Paul also made the same mistake as
his father, Peter III: he wanted to govern with his own
minions, disregarding both tradition and the administra-
tive patterns that had developed during his mother’s 30-
year reign. Paul’s hatred of the French Revolution and of
everything connected with it led him to impose tight cen-
sorship on travel abroad and to prohibit foreign books,
fashions, music, etc. He thereby earned the enmity of
upper society in St. Petersburg. On March 23 (March 11,
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0.S.), 1801, he was murdered by conspirators drawn
from high officials, favourites of Catherine, his own mili-
tary entourage, and officers of the guard regiments. The
accession of his son, Alexander I, inaugurated a new
century and a new period in the history of imperial
Russia. (M.Ra.)

III. Russia from 1801 to 1917
THE REIGNS OF ALEXANDER I AND NICHOLAS I

General survey. When Alexander I came to the throne
in March 1801, Russia was in a state of hostility with
most of Europe, though its armies were not actually
fighting; its only ally was its traditional enemy, Turkey.
The new emperor quickly made peace with both France
and Britain and restored normal relations with Austria.
His hope that he would then be able to concentrate on
internal reform was frustrated by the reopening of war
with Napoleon in 1805. Defeated at Austerlitz, the Rus-
sian armies fought Napoleon in Poland in 1806 and 1807,
with Prussia as an ineffective ally. After the Treaty of
Tilsit (1807), there were five years of peace, ended by
Napoleon’s invasion of Russia in 1812. For further in-
formation see FRENCH REVOLUTIONARY AND NAPOLEONIC
WARS: The Napoleonic Wars, 1801-15. From the west-
ward progress of its arms in the next two years of heavy
fighting, Russia emerged as Europe’s greatest land power
and the first among the continental victors over Napo-
leon. The immense prestige achieved in these campaigns
was maintained until mid-century. During that period,
Russian armies fought only against weaker enemies: Per-
sia in 1826, Turkey in 1828-29, Poland in 1830-31, and
the mountaineers of the Caucasus during the 1830s and
1840s. When Europe was convulsed by revolution in 1848,
Russia alone among the Great Powers was unaffected;
and in the summer of 1849 the Tsar sent troops to crush
the Hungarians in Transylvania. Russia was not loved, but
it was admired and feared. To the upper classes in central
Europe, Nicholas I was the stern defender of monarchical
legitimacy; to democrats all over the world, he was “the
gendarme of Europe” and the chief enemy of liberty. But
the Crimean War (1853-56) showed that this giant had
feet of clay. The vast empire was unable to mobilize,
equip, and transport enough troops to defeat the medium-
sized French and English forces under very mediocre
command. Nicholas died in the bitter knowledge of gen-
eral failure.

Alexander I as a young man had longed to reform his
empire and benefit his subjects. His hopes were disap-
pointed, partly by the sheer inertia, backwardness, and
vastness of his domains but chiefly because Napoleon’s
aggressive enterprises diverted Alexander’s attention to
diplomacy and defense. Russia’s abundant manpower and
scanty financial resources were both consumed in war.
The early years of his reign saw two short periods of
attempted reform. During the first, from 1801 to 1803,
the Tsar took counsel with four intimate friends, who
formed his so-called Unofficial Committee, with the inten-
tion of drafting ambitious reforms. In the period from
1807 to 1812, he had as his chief adviser the liberal Mik-
hail Speransky (g.v.). Both periods produced some valu-
able administrative innovations, but neither initiated any
basic reform. After 1815 Alexander was mainly con-
cerned with grandiose plans for international peace; his
motivation was not merely political but also religious, for
the years of war and national danger had aroused in him
an interest in matters of faith to which, as a pupil of the
18th-century Enlightenment, he had previously been in-
different. While he was thus preoccupied with diplomacy
and religion, Russia was ruled by conservatives, among
whom the brutal but honest Gen. Aleksey Arakcheyev
was outstanding. Victory in war had strengthened those
who upheld the established order, serfdom and all. The
mood was one of intense national pride: Holy Russia had
defeated Napoleon, the Corsican Antichrist, and there-
fore it was not only foolish but also impious to copy for-
eign models. Educated young Russians, who had served in
the army and seen Europe, who read and spoke French
and German and knew contemporary European literature,
felt otherwise. Masonic lodges and secret socieites flour-
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ished in the early 1820s. From their deliberations
emerged a conspiracy to overthrow the government, in-
spired by a variety of ideas: some men looked for a
model to the United States, others to Jacobin France. The
conspirators, known as the Decembrists because they tried
to act in December 1825 when the news of Alexander I's
death became known and there was uncertainty about his
successor, were defeated and arrested; five were executed
and many more sentenced to various terms of imprison-
ment in Siberia. Nicholas I, who succeeded after his elder
brother Constantine had finally refused the throne, was
deeply affected by these events and set himself against
any major political change, though he did not reject the
idea of administrative reform. After the revolutions of
1848 in Europe, his opposition to all change, his suspi-
cion of even mildly liberal ideas, and his insistence on an
obscurantist censorship reached their climax.

The sections that follow cover the development, under

~ Alexander I and Nicholas I, of the machinery of govern-

ment; of social classes and economic forces; of education
and political ideas; of the relations between Russians and
other peoples within the empire; and of Russian foreign
policy.

Government. The discussions of Alexander I's Unoffi-
cial Committee were part of an ongoing debate that was
to remain important until the end of the imperial regime.
This may be called the debate between enlightened oligar-
chy and enlightened autocracy. The proponents of oligar-
chy looked back to a somewhat idealized model of the
reign of Catherine II. They wished greater power to be
placed in the hands of the aristocracy for the purpose of
achieving a certain balance between the monarch and the
social elite, believing that both together were capable
of pursuing policies that would benefit the people as a
whole. Their opponents, of whom the most talented was
the young Count Pavel Stroganov, were against any limi-
tation on the power of the tsar. Whereas the oligarchs
wished to make the Senate an important centre of power
and to have it elected by senior officials and country
nobility, Stroganov maintained that, if this were done, the
sovereign would have “his arms tied, so that he would no
longer be able to carry out the plans which he had in
favour of the nation.” In the event, neither enlightened
oligarchs nor enlightened absolutists had their way: Rus-
sia’s government remained autocratic but reactionary.
Alexander, however, never quite abandoned the idea of
representative institutions. He encouraged Speransky to
prepare in 1809 a draft constitution that included a pyr-
amid of consultative elected bodies and a national assem-
bly with some slight powers of legislation. In 1819 he
asked Nikolay Novosiltsev, a former member of the
Unofficial Committee who had made a brilliant career as
a bureaucrat, to prepare another constitution, which
turned out to be rather similar. Neither was ever imple-
mented, though Alexander took some features of the first
and used them out of their intended context.

In 1802 Alexander instituted eight government depart-
ments, or ministries, of which five were essentially new.
The organization of the departments was substantially
improved in 1811 by Speransky. In the 1820s, the minis-
try of the interior became responsible for public order,
public health, stocks of food, and the development of in-
dustry and agriculture. Inadequate funds and personnel
and the dominant position of the serf-owning nobility in
the countryside greatly limited the effective power of this
ministry. There was no question of a formal council of
ministers, or of anything corresponding to a cabinet, and
there was no prime minister. A committee of ministers
coordinated to some extent the affairs of the different
departments, but its importance depended on  circum-
stances and on individuals. When the tsar was abroad, the
committee was in charge of internal affairs. Aleksey Ar-
akcheyev was for a time secretary of the committee, but
he did not cease to be the strongest man in Russia under
ihe tsar when he ceased {0 hold this formal office. The
committee had a president, but this office did not confer
any significant power or prestige.

Under Nicholas I the committee of ministers continued
to operate, but the individual ministers were responsible

only to the emperor. The centre of power to some extent
shifted into the emperor’s personal chancery, which was
built up into a formidable apparatus. The Third Depart-
ment of the chancery, under Count Aleksandr Bencken-
dorff, was responsible for the security police. Its head was
also chief of gendarmes, and the two offices were later
formally united. The task of the security force was to
obtain information on the state of political opinion and to
track down and repress all political activity that might be
considered dangerous to the regime. The Third Depart-
ment was also considered by the tsar as an instrument of
justice in a broad sense, the defender of all those unjustly
treated by the powerful and rich. Some of the depart-
ment’s reports show that there were officials who took
these duties seriously, but as a whole it showed more tal-
ent for repressing opposition and stifling opinion than for
redressing the grievances of the powerless. This was the
case notwithstanding the fact that the department was
often on the worst of terms with other branches of the
public service.

Russia under Alexander I and Nicholas I was ruled by
its bureaucracy. The efforts of successive sovereigns after
Peter the Great to establish a government service of the
European type had had partial success. The Russian bu-
reaucracy of 1850 combined some features of a central
European bureaucracy of 1750 with some features of
pre-Petrine Russia. One may speak of a “service ethos”
and trace this back to 16th-century Muscovy. But the
foundation of this ethos was, for the great majority of
Russian officials, servile obedience to the tsar and not
service to the state as that phrase was understood in a
country such as Prussia. The notion of the state as some-
thing distinct from and superior to both ruler and ruled
was incomprehensible to most government servants. Rus-
sian bureaucrats were obsessed with rank and status. In-
deed, this was the only incentive that the government
could give, as salaries were very meagre. Rank was not so
much a reward for efficient service as a privilege to be
grasped and jealously guarded. In order to prevent able
persons, especially of humble origin, from rising too
quickly, great emphasis was laid on seniority. There were
exceptions, and outstandingly able, cultured, and humane
men diq, reach the top under Nicholas I, but they were
few.

The rank and file of the bureaucracy was mediocre, but
its numbers steadily increased, perhaps trebling in the
first half of the century. It remained poorly paid. The
government’s poverty was caused by the backward state
of the economy, by the fact that no taxes could be asked
of the nobility, and by the cost of waging wars—not only
the great wars but also the long colonial campaigns in the
Caucasus. Government officials were badly educated.
They lacked not only precise knowledge but also the sort
of basic ethical training that competent officials need.
They were reluctant to make decisions: responsibility was
pushed higher and higher up the hierarchy, until thou-
sands of minor matters ended on the emperor’s desk.
Centralization of responsibility meant slowness of deci-
sion, and delays of many years were not unusual; death
often provided the answer. There were also many anti-
quated, discriminatory, and contradictory laws. Large
categories of the population, such as Jews and members
of heretical Christian sects, suffered from various legal
disabilities. Since not all of those discriminated against
were poor and since many small officials were unable to
support their families, bending or evasion of the law had
its market price, and the needy official had a supplemen-
tary source of income. Corruption of this sort existed on
a mass scale. To a certain extent it was a redeeming fea-
ture of the regime: if there had been less corruption the
government would have been even slower, less efficient,
and more oppressive than it was.

Social classes. No significant changes were made in the
condition of the serfs in the first half of the century.
Alexander I, perhaps from fear of the nobility and with
the memory of his father’s fate in mind, approached the
problem with caution, though with a desire for reform,
but first war and then diplomacy diverted him. His suc-
cessor, Nicholas, disliked serfdom, but there were politi-
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cal hazards in eliminating it. The power of the central
government extended down to the provincial governors
and, more tenuously, down to the ispravnik, or chief
official of the district, of which each province had about
three or four. The ispravnik was elected by the local
nobility. Below the level of the district, the administra-
tion virtually ceased to operate: the sole authority was
the serf owner. If serfdom were to be abolished, some
other authority would have to be put in its place, and the
existing bureaucratic apparatus was plainly inadequate.
The Decembrist conspiracy in 1825 had greatly increased
the tsar’s distrust of the nobility. He was determined to
avoid public discussion of reform, even within the upper
class.

The one important exception to the general picture of
bureaucratic stagnation was the creation of the Ministry
of State Domains, under Gen. Pavel Kiselev. This be-
came an embryonic ministry of agriculture, with au-
thority over peasants who lived on state lands. These
were a little less than half the rural population: in 1858
there were 19,000,000 state peasants and 22,500,000 pri-
vate serfs. Kiselev set up a system of government admin-
istration down to the village level and provided for a
measure of self-government under which the mayor of
the volost (a district grouping several villages or peasant
communes) was elected by male householders. There was
also to be a volost court for judging disputes between
peasants. Kiselev planned to improve medical services,
build schools, establish warehouses for stocks of food in
case of crop failure, and give instruction in methods of
farming. Something was done in all these fields, even if
less than intended and often in-a manner that provoked
hostility or even violent riots; the personnel of the new
ministry was no more competent than the bureaucracy
as a whole. '

Only minor measures were taken to benefit the serfs
on private estates. Opposition to serfdom grew steadily,
however, not only among persons of European outlook
and independent thought, but also among high officials. It
seemed not only unjust but intolerable that in a great
nation men and women could be owned. Serfdom was
also obviously an obstacle to economic development.
Whether serfdom was contrary to the interests of serf
owners is a more complex question. Those who wished
to abolish it argued that it was, since their best hope of
getting the nobility to accept abolition lay in convincing
them that their self-interest required it. Certainly in parts
of southern Russia where the soil was fertile, labour was
plentiful, and potential profits in the grain trade with
Europe were high, a landowner would do better if he
could replace his serfs by paid agricultural labour and
be rid of obligations to those peasants whom he did
not need to employ. In other regions, where the popula-
tion was scanty, serfdom provided the landowner with
an assured labour supply; if it were abolished, he would
have to pay more for his labour force or see it melt
away. In large parts of northern Russia where the land
was poor, many serfs made a living from various
crafts—in cottage industry or even in factories—and
from their wages had to pay dues to their masters. The
abolition of serfdom would deprive the serf owner of this
large income and leave him with only what he could
make from farming and from tenants with rather poor
economic prospects. On balance, it seems likely that the
short-term interests of the great majority of serf owners
favoured the maintenance of serfdom, and, in any case,
there is no doubt that this is what most serf owners
believed.

Industry and trade made slow progress during these
years. In the latter part of the 18th century, Russia had
been, thanks to its Urals mines, one of the main produc-
ers of pig iron. In the next 50 years, it was left far behind
by Great Britain, Germany, and the United States. In
cotton textiles and sugar refining, Russia was more suc-
cessful. Count Ye.F. Kankrin, minister of finance from
1823 to 1844, tried to encourage Russian industry by high
protective tariffs. He also set up schools and specialized
institutes for the advancement of commerce, engineering,
and forestry. Russia’s exports of grain increased substan-
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tially, though its share of total world trade remained
about the same in 1850 as in 1800. The first railways also
appeared; rail traffic between St. Petersburg (now Lenin-
grad) and Moscow was opened in 1851. The road system
remained extremely inadequate, as was demonstrated in
the Crimean War. :

The urban population grew significantly. There were a
few prosperous merchants, well protected by the govern-
ment. Some centres, such as Ivanovo, in central Rus-
sia, with its textile industry, had the beginnings of an
industrial working class. The rest of the inhabitants of the
cities consisted of small tradesmen and artisans, together
with serfs living in town with their owners’ permission
as household servants or casual labourers.

Education and intellectual life. Alexander I's School
Statute (1804) provided for a four-tier system of schools
from- the primary to the university level, intended to be
open to persons of all classes. Under its provisions, sev-
eral new universities were founded, and gymnasiums
(pre-university schools) were established in most provin-
cial capitals. Less was done at the lower levels, for the
usual reason of inadequate funds. In the latter part of
Alexander’s reign, education was supervised by Prince
AN. Golitsyn, head of the ministry of education and
spiritual affairs. In an effort to combat what he believed
to be dangerous irreligious doctrines emanating from
western Europe, Golitsyn encouraged university students
to spy on their professors and on each other; those who
taught unacceptable ideas were frequently dismissed or
threatened with prison. Under Nicholas I there was
some improvement. Count Sergey Uvarov, minister of
education from 1833 to 1849, permitted a much freer
intellectual atmosphere, but he also began the practice of
deliberately excluding children of the lower classes from
the gymnasiums and universities, which was continued
under his successors.

Nevertheless, in increasing numbers the children of
minor officials, small tradesmen, and especially priests,
were acquiring education. Together with the already
Europeanized nobility, they began to form a new cultural
elite. Direct political criticism was prevented by the
censorship of books and periodicals. Petty police inter-
ference made life disagreeable even for writers who
were not much concerned with politics. Aleksandr Push-
kin, Russia’s greatest poet, got into trouble with the po-
lice for his opinions in 1824; he was also a friend of
some leading Decembrists. After 1826 he lived an unhap-
py life in St. Petersburg, tolerated but distrusted by the
authorities, producing magnificent poetry until he met his
death in a duel in 1837. The writers Mikhail Lermontov
and Nikolay Gogol were also objects of suspicion to the
bureaucrats.

The censorship was not always efficient, and some of the
censors were liberal. It became possible to express politi-
cal ideas in the form of philosophical arguments and
literary criticism. Thus, it was partly in intellectual peri-
odicals and partly in discussions in the private houses of
Moscow noblemen that the controversy between “west-
ernizers” and “Slavophiles” developed. It began with the
publication of a “philosophical letter” by Pyotr Chaaday-
ev in the periodical Teleskop in 1836. One of the most
penetrating essays ever written about Russia’s historical
heritage, it argued that Russia belonged neither to West
nor to East, neither to Europe nor to Asia:

Standing alone in the world, we have given nothing to the

world, we have learnt nothing from the world, we have not

added a single idea to the mass of human ideas; we have

made no contribution to the progress of the human spirit, and

everything that has come to us from that spirit, we have dis-

figured. . . . Today we form a gap in the intellectual order.
Nicholas declared that Chaadayev must be mad and gave
orders that he should be confined to his house and regu-
larly visited by a doctor. This humiliating but relatively
mild treatment silenced him.

It is misleading to represent the westernizers as wishing
slavishly to copy all things Western or the Slavophiles as
repudiating Europe and rejecting reform. The chief Slav-
ophiles—Aleksey S. Khomyakov, the brothers Ivan and
Pyotr Kireyevsky, and the brothers Konstantin and Ivan
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Aksakov—were men of deep European culture and bitter
opponents of serfdom. Indeed, as landowners they knew
more about the problems and sufferings of the serfs than
many westernizers. The leading westernizers—Aleksandr
Herzen, Vissarion Belinsky, and Mikhail Bakunin—were
for their part profoundly Russian. Belinsky was ill at ease
with foreigners, and Herzen and Bakunin, despite many
years’ residence in France, Germany, England, and Italy,
remained not only hostile to the world of European bour-
geois liberalism and democracy but also strangely igno-
rant of it.

The difference between westernizers and Slavophiles
was essentially that between doctrinaire radicals and em-
pirical conservatives, a familiar theme in the history of
most European nations. It was the difference between
those who wished to pull the whole political structure
down and replace it by a new building, according to their
own admirable blueprints, and those who preferred to
knock down some parts and repair and refurnish others,
bit by bit. Another basic difference was that the Slavo-
philes were Orthodox Christians and the westernizers
either atheists or, like the historian T.N. Granovsky,
deists with their own personal faith. Belinsky described
the Orthodox Church, in his famous “Letter to Gogol”
(1847) as “the bulwark of the whip and the handmaid of
despotism.” He maintained that the Russian people was
“by its nature a profoundly atheistic people,” and that
they viewed the priesthood with contempt. These were
but half-truths: the church was indeed subject to the
government and upheld autocracy, and priests were often
unpopular; but this did not mean that the peasants and a
large part of the upper and middle classes were not devot-
ed to the Orthodox faith.

The Slavophiles idealized early Russian history. They
believed that there had once been a happy partnership
between tsar and people: the tsar had consulted the peo-
ple through their elected spokesmen in the zemsky sobor.
This had been changed by Peter the Great when he
sought to copy foreign models and interposed an alien
bureaucracy, staffed largely by Germans, between him-
self and his people. The Slavophiles held that Russia
should return to the way from which it had strayed under
Peter. They asked not for a"legislative body of the West-
ern type, still less for parliamentary government, but for
a consultative assembly to advise the emperor. This was
quite unacceptable to Nicholas, who was proud of Peter
the Great and believed himself his political heir. To the
westernizers, on the other hand, Peter the Great was a
symbol of radical change, not of autocracy.

The Russian Empire. Russia in the 19th century was
both a multilingual and a multireligious empire. Only
about half the population were at the same time Russian
by language and Orthodox by religion. The Orthodox
were to some extent privileged in comparison with the
other Christians; all Christians enjoyed a higher status
than Muslims; and the latter were not so disadvantaged as
the Jews. The basis of legitimacy was obedience to the
tsar: Nicholas expected all his subjects to obey him, but
he did not expect non-Russians to become Russians. Ad-
mittedly, he detested the Poles, but that was because they
had been disloyal subjects and revolted against him.

The idea that Russians, as such, should have a status
superior to that of other peoples of the empire was dis-
tasteful to Nicholas. Russian nationalism nevertheless re-
ceived some support from Count Uvarov, who, in his
famous report to the tsar in 1832, proclaimed three
principles as “truly Russian”: autocracy, Orthodoxy, and
the national principle (narodnost). In 1833 Uvarov set
up a new university in Kiev, to be the centre for a policy
of spreading Russian language and culture through the
schools in the western provinces, at the expense of the
Polish. Nicholas approved of this, for the Poles had been
guilty of rebellion. But when the attempt was made to
russify the Germans of the Baltic provinces, he objected.
The Baltic Germans were loyal subjects and provided
admirable officers and officials: they must be allowed to
preserve their German culture and to maintain their cul-
tural and social domination over the Estonians and Lat-
vians. The young Slavophile and landowning nobleman

Yury Samarin, a junior official in Riga, was severely rep-
rimanded by the Emperor for his anti-German activities.

The most revolutionary of the Decembrist leaders, Pav-
el Pestel, had insisted that all non-Russian peoples of the
empire except the Poles should “completely fuse their
nationality with the nationality of the dominant people.”
Another group of Decembrists, however, the Society of
United Slavs, believed in a federation of free Slav peo-
ples, including some of those living under Austrian and
Turkish rule. In 1846 this idea was put forward in a
different form in the Brotherhood of Cyril and Method-
ius, in Kiev. This group, among whose members was the
Ukrainian poet Taras Shevchenko, believed that a federa-
tion of Slav peoples should include the Ukrainians, whom
they claimed were not a part of the Russian nation but a
distinct nationality. The society was crushed by the po-
lice, and Shevchenko was sent as a private soldier to the
Urals; Nicholas himself gave orders that the great poet
should be forbidden to write or draw. But Ukrainian
national consciousness, though still confined to an edu-
cated minority, was growing; and nothing did more to
crystallize Ukrainian as a literary language than Shev-
chenko’s poetry.

During the first half of the century Russia made substan-
tial conquests in Asia. In the Caucasus, the kingdom of
Georgia united voluntarily with Russia in 1801, and other
small Georgian principalities were conquered in the next
years. Persia ceded northern Azerbaijan, including the
peninsula of Baku, in 1813 and the Armenian province of
Erivan (Yerevan) in 1828. The mountain peoples of the
northern Caucasus, however, proved more redoubtable.
The Chechens, led by the Shaykh Shamil, resisted Russian
expeditions from 1834 until 1859, and the Circassians
were not finally crushed until 1864. In the 1840s, Russian
rule was established over the pastoral peoples of Ka-
zakhstan. In the Far East, Russian ships explored the
lower course of the Amur River and discovered the straits
between Sakhalin and the mainland of Asia in 1849. The
Russian-American Company, founded in 1799, con-
trolled part of the coast and islands of Alaska.

Foreign policy. At the beginning of the 19th century,
Russian foreign policy was essentially concentrated on
the three western neighbour countries with which it had
been preoccupied since the 16th: Sweden, Poland, and
Turkey. The policy toward these countries also deter-
mined Russian relations with France, Austria, and Great
Britain.

Russo-Swedish relations were settled during the Napo-
leonic era. When Napoleon met with Alexander at Tilsit,
he gave the latter a free hand to proceed against Sweden.
After two years of war, in which the Russians did not
always fare well, the Swedish government ceded Finland
to the Tsar in 1809. Alexander became grand duke of
Finland, but Finland was not incorporated into the Rus-
sian Empire, and its institutions were fully respected. In
1810, when Napoleon’s former marshal, Bernadotte, was
elected heir to the Swedish throne, he showed no hostility
to Russia. In 1812 he made an agreement recognizing the
Tsar’s position in Finland in return for the promise of
Russian support in his aim to annex Norway from Den-
mark. Bernadotte achieved this in the Treaty of Kiel of
1814, and thereafter the relations between Russia and
Sweden, now a small and peaceful state, were not serious-
ly troubled.

Alexander I, influenced by his Polish friend Prince
Adam Czartoryski, had plans for the liberation and unity
of Poland, which had ceased to exist as a state ih the 18th
century, when it had been partitioned among Russia,
Prussia, and Austria. After his defeat by Napoleon in
1805, he abandoned those plans in favour of an alliance
with Prussia. In 1807 Napoleon established a dependency
called the Grand Duchy of Warsaw and in 1809 increased
its territory at the expense of Austria. Alexander’s at-
tempts to win the Poles to his side in 1811 and to per-
suade Austria to make concessions to them failed; when
Napoleon invaded Russia in 1812, he had 100,000 first-
class Polish troops fighting for him. After Napoleon’s
defeat Alexander was not vindictive. He protected the
Poles against the demands of Russian nationalists who
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wanted revenge, and sought once more to create a large
Polish kingdom comprising the territories annexed by
Russia and Prussia in the partitions of the 18th century.
He was opposed at the Congress of Vienna in 1814-15
by Austria and Britain, and the ensuing kingdom of
Poland, which, though nominally autonomous, was to
be in permanent union with the Russian Empire, con-
sisted of only part of the Prussian and Russian conquests.
Alexander was popular in Poland for a time after 1815.
But real reconciliation between Poles and Russians was
made impossible by their competing claims for the
borderlands, which had belonged to the former Grand
Duchy of Lithuania. The majority of the population of
this region was Belorussian, Ukrainian, or Lithuanian;
its commercial class was Jewish; and its upper classes
and culture were Polish. Neither Russians nor Poles
considered Belorussians, Ukrainians, or Lithuanians to
be nations, entitled to decide their own fates: the question
was whether Lithuania was to be Polish or Russian. Rus-
sians could argue that most of it had been part of “the
Russian land” until the 14th century, and the Poles that it
had been Polish since the 16th. Alexander had some sym-
pathy for the Polish point of view and allowed the Poles
to hope that he would reunite these lands with Poland,
but the effective political forces in Russia were strongly
opposed to any change. The disappointment of Polish
hopes for Lithuania was probably the most important
single cause of the growing tension between Warsaw and
St. Petersburg in the late 1820s, which culminated in the
revolt of the Poles in November 1830 and the war of
1831 between Polish and Russian armies. It ended in the
defeat of the Poles and the exile of thousands of political
leaders and soldiers to western Europe. Poland’s constitu-
tion and, thus, its autonomy were abrogated; and there
began the policy of russification of Poland.

International reactions to the Russo-Polish war were of
some importance. There was much public sympathy for
the Poles in France and Britain, but this had no influence
on Russian actions. On the other hand, the governments
of Prussia and Austria strongly supported Russia. It is
arguable that the cooperation among the three monar-
chies, which continued over the next two decades and was
revived from time to time later in the century, had less to
do with their eloquently proclaimed loyalty to monarchi-
cal government than with their common interest in sup-
pressing the Poles.

Turkey had long been the main object of Russian terri-
torial expansion; through a certain inertia of tradition,
the Turkish policy had become almost automatic. It was
to some extent reinforced by religious motives—by the
romantic desire to liberate Constantinople, the holy city
of Orthodoxy—but more important in the mid-19th cen-
tury was the desire to assure the exit of Russian grain
exports through the Black Sea. During certain periods,
Russia sought to dominate Turkey as a powerful ally:
this was its policy from 1798 to 1806 and again from
1832 to 1853. When this policy was successful, Russia
supported the integrity of the Ottoman Empire and made
no territorial demands. When it was not successful, Rus-
sia sought to undermine Turkey by supporting rebellious
Balkan peoples or, more directly, by war: this was the
case from 1806 to 1812, from 1828 to 1829, and from
1853 to 1856.

The periods of cooperation were more profitable for
Russia than those of conflict. In the first period, a promis-
ing foothold was established in the Ionian Islands, which
had to be abandoned after the Treaty of Tilsit. In the
second period, Russia achieved a great success with the
1833 Treaty of HiinkAr iskelesi, which in effect opened
the Black Sea Straits to Russian warships. It achieved a
more limited but more durable gain by the Straits Con-
vention of 1841, signed by all the Great Powers and by
Turkey, which forbade the passage of foreign warships
through either the Dardanelles or the Bosporus as long
as Turkey was at peace, thus protecting Russia’s position
in the Black Sea unless it was itself at war with Turkey.

In the periods of hostility between Russia and Turkey,
the main object of Russian expansion was the area
later known as Romania—the Danubian principalities of
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Moldavia and Walachia. In 1812 Moldavia was parti-
tioned between Russia and Turkey: the eastern half, un-
der the name of Bessarabia, was annexed to Russia. In the
war of 1828-29, Russian armies marched through the
principalities and afterward remained in occupation until
1834. In 1848 the Russians returned, with Turkish ap-
proval, to suppress the revolution that had broken out
in Bucharest. It appeared to be only a matter of time
before the two Romanian principalities were wholly an-
nexed to Russia. This did not occur, however, because
of Russia’s defeat in the Crimean War.

The Crimean War (1853-56) pitted Russia against
Great Britain, France, and Turkey. It arose from a series
of misunderstandings and diplomatic errors among the
powers in their conflict of interests in the Near East,
particularly over Turkish affairs. It has been called “the
unnecessary war.” The fact that it was fought in the
Crimea was due to Austrian diplomacy. In June 1854 the
Russian government accepted the Austrian demand that
Russian troops be withdrawn from the Danubian princi-
palities, and in August Austrian troops entered. It is argu-
able whether, on balance, the presence of Austrian troops
benefitted Russia by preventing French and British forces
from marching on the Ukraine or whether it damaged
Russia by preventing its troops from marching on Con-
stantinople. The tsar resented the Austrian action as
showing ingratitude toward the power that had saved
Austria from the Hungarian rebels in 1849. When the
British and French were unable to attack in the principal-
ities, they decided to send an expedition to the Crimea to
destroy the Russian naval base at Sevastopol. It was here
that the war dragged out its course. The war showed the
inefficiency of Russia’s top military command and of its
system of transport and supply. The Russian armies, nev-
ertheless, won victories over the Turks in the Caucasus;
and the defense of Sevastopol for nearly a year was a
brilliant achievement.

FROM ALEXANDER II TO NICHOLAS II

Emancipation and reform. Defeat in the Crimea made
Russia’s backwardness clear, and the first step toward
modernization was the abolition of serfdom. It seemed
to the new tsar Alexander II (reigned 1855-81) that
the dangers to public order of dismantling the existing
system, which had deterred Nicholas I from action, were
less than the dangers of leaving things as they were.
As the Tsar said to the nobility of Moscow in March
1856, “it is better to abolish serfdom from above than to
wait until the serfs begin to liberate themselves from
below.” The main work of reform was carried out in the
ministry of the interior, where the most able officials,
headed by the deputy minister Nikolay Milyutin, were
resolved to get the best possible terms for the peasants. In
this they were assisted by a few progressive landowners,
chief among whom was the Slavophile Yury Samarin; but
the bulk of the landowning class was determined, if it
could not prevent abolition of serfdom, to give the freed
peasants as little as possible. The settlement, proclaimed
on March 3 (February 19, old style), 1861, was a com-
promise. Peasants were freed from servile status, and a
procedure was laid down by which they could become
owners of land. The government paid the landowners
compensation and recovered the cost in annual “redemp-
tion payments” from the peasants. The terms were unfa-
vourable to the peasants in many, probably most, cases.
In the north, where land was poor, the price of land on
which the compensation was based was unduly high: in
effect this served to compensate the landowners for the
loss of their serfs and also for the loss of the share that
they had previously enjoyed of the peasants’ earnings
from nonagricultural labour. In the south, where land
was more valuable, the plots given to the peasants were
very small, often less than they had had for their use
when they were serfs.

It is arguable that the main beneficiary of the reform
was neither peasant nor landowner, but the state. A new
apparatus of government was estabished to replace the
authority of the serf owner. From the ispravnik, the chief
official of the district, who in 1862 ceased to be elected by
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the nobility and became an appointed official of the min-
istry of the interior, the official hierachy now stretched
down to the village notary, the most powerful person at
this level, who was assisted by an elder elected by an
assembly of householders. The lowest effective centre of
power was the village commune (obshchina), an institu-
tion of uncertain origin but great antiquity, which had
long had the power to redistribute land for the use of its
members and to determine the crop cycle, but which now
also became responsible for collecting taxes on behalf of
the government.

Further important reforms followed the emancipation.
A new system of elected assemblies at the provincial and
county levels was introduced in 1864. These assemblies,
known as zemstvos, were elected by all classes including
the peasants, although the landowning nobility had a
disproportionately large share of both the votes and the
seats. The zemstvos were empowered to levy taxes and to
spend their funds on schools, public health, roads, and
other social services, but their scope was limited by the
fact that they also had to spend money on some of the
tasks of the central government. In 1864 a major judicial
reform was completed. Russia received a system of law
courts based on European models, with irremovable
judges and a proper system of courts of appeal. Justices
of the peace were instituted for minor offenses; they were
elected by the county zemstvos. A properly organized,
modern legal profession now arose, and it soon achieved
very high standards. The old system of endless delays
and judicial corruption rapidly disappeared. There were,
however, two important gaps in the system: one was that
the ministry of the interior had power, regardless of the
courts, to banish persons whom it regarded as politically
dangerous; the other was that the courts for settling dis-
putes between peasants were maintained and operated on
the basis of peasant custom. Their institution by Kiselev
in the 1840s had been a well-intentioned reform, but their
continuation after emancipation meant that the peasants
were still regarded as something less than full citizens.

During the first years of Alexander II’s reign there was
some demand from a liberal section of the nobility for
representative government at the national level—not for
full parliamentary rule, still less for a democratic suf-
frage, but for some sort of consultative assembly in which
public issues could be debated and which could put be-
fore the Emperor the views of at least the educated sec-
tion of the Russian people. The tsar and his bureaucrats
refused to consider this. The principle of autocracy must
remain sacred. Such was the view not only of bureaucrats
but of such men as Nikolay Milyutin and Yury Samarin,
both of whom rested their hopes for the progressive re-
forms they so ardently desired on the unfettered power of
the Emperor. Their attitude was essentially that of Pavel
Stroganov at the beginning of the century, that the sover-
eign must not have “his arms tied” and so be prevented
from realizing “the plans which he had in favour of the
nation.” The decision against a national assembly in the
early 1860s was a negative event of the greatest impor-
tance: it deprived Russia of the possibility of public polit-
ical education such as that which existed, for example, in
contemporary Prussia, and it deprived the government of
the services of hundreds of talented men.

Revolutionary activities. The emancipation was re-
ceived with bitter disappointment by many peasants as
well as by the radical intellectuals. The serfs’ view of their
relationship to the landowners had been traditionally
summed up in the phrase: “We are yours, but the land is
ours.” Now they were being asked to pay for land that
they felt was theirs by right. During the 1860s small
revolutionary groups began to appear. The outstanding
figure was the socialist writer N.G. Chernyshevsky; the
extent of his involvement in revolutionary action remains
a subject of controversy, but of his influence on genera-
tions of young Russians there can be no doubt. In 1861
and 1862 revolutionary leaflets were distributed in St.
Petersburg, ranging from the demand for a constituent
assembly to a passionate appeal for insurrection. The
Polish uprising of 1863 strengthened the forces of repres-
sion. An unsuccessful attempt on the tsar’s life in 1866

led to a certain predominance, among Alexander’s advis-
ers, of extreme conservatives. Nevertheless, there were
still some valuable reforms to come. In 1870 the main
cities of Russia were given elected municipal government
(on a very narrow franchise), and in 1874 a series of
military reforms was completed by the establishment of
universal military service. This was the work of Dmitry
Milyutin, the brother of Nikolay and like him a liberal,
who was minister of war from 1861 to 1881.

In the 1870s revolutionary activity revived. Its centre
was the university youth, who were increasingly in-
fluenced by a variety of socialist ideas derived from Eu-
rope but adapted to Russian conditions. These young
people saw in the peasantry the main potential for revolu-
tionary action. In 1873 and 1874 hundreds of the youth,
including women, “went to the people,” invading the
countryside and seeking to rouse the peasants with their
speeches. The peasants did not understand, and the police
arrested the young revolutionaries. Some were sentenced
to prison, and hundreds were deported to remote prov-
inces or to Siberia. It became clear that no progress could
be expected from overt action: conspiratorial action was
the only hope. In 1876 a new party was founded that took
the title of Land and Freedom. Some of its members
favoured assassination of prominent officials in reprisal
for the maltreatment of their comrades and also as a
means to pressure the government in order to extract
Western-type political liberties. Experience also had
shown them that while the peasants were physically too
scattered to be an effective force, and in any case too
apathetic, the workers in the new industrial cities offered
a more promising audience. This faction was opposed by
others in the party who deprecated assassination, contin-
ued to pay more attention to peasants than to workers,
and were indifferent to the attainment of political liber-
ties. In 1879 the party split. The politically minded and
terrorist wing took the name People’s Will and made its
aim the assassination of Alexander II. After several un-
successful attempts it achieved its aim on March 13
(March 1, O.S.), 1881, when the tsar was fatally wound-
ed by a bomb while driving through the capital. All the
main leaders of the group were caught by the police, and
five of them were hanged.

Shortly before his death the Tsar had been considering
reforms that would have introduced a few elected repre-
sentatives into the apparatus of government. His succes-
sor, Alexander III (reigned 1881-94), considered these
plans. Under the influence of his former tutor, Konstan-
tin Pobedonostsev (g.v.), the procurator of the Holy
Synod, he decided to reject them and to reaffirm the prin-
ciple of autocracy without change. In 1882 he appointed
Dmitry Tolstoy minister of interior. Tolstoy and Pobe-
donostsev were the moving spirits of the deliberately re-
actionary policies that followed. Education was further
restricted, the work of the zemstvos was hampered, and
the village communes were brought under closer control
in 1889 by the institution of the “land commandant”
(zemsky nachalnik)—an official appointed by the min-
istry of interior, usually a former officer or a local land-
owner, who interfered in all aspects of peasant affairs.
The office of elected justice of the peace was abolished,
and the government was authorized to assume emergency
powers when public order was said to be in danger. By
this time Russian public officials were better paid and
educated, and less addicted to crude corruption, than
they had been in the reign of Nicholas I, but they retained
their arrogant contempt for the public and especially for
the poorer classes. The discriminatory laws against Jews
and members of dissenting Christian sects remained a
source of widespread injustice, hardship, and resentment.

The repressive policies of Dmitry Tolstoy worked for a
time. But the economic development of the following
decades created new social tensions and brought into
existence new social groups, from whom active opposi-
tion once more developed. The zemstvos were in growing
conflict with the central authorities. Even their efforts at
social improvement of a quite unpolitical type met with
obstruction. The ministry of the interior, once the centre
of Russia’s best reformers, now became a stronghold of
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resistance. In the obscurantist view of its leading offi-
cials, only the central government had the right to
care for the public welfare, and zemstvo initiatives were
undesirable usurpations of power. Better that nothing
should be done at all than that it should be done through
the wrong channels. This attitude was manifested in 1891,
when crop failures led to widespread famine and relief
work by zemstvo officials met with government obstruc-
tion. The revival of political activity may be dated from
this year. It was accelerated by the death of Alexander
III in 1894 and the succession of his son Nicholas II
(reigned 1894-1917), who commanded less fear or re-
spect but nevertheless at once antagonized the zemstvo
liberals by publicly describing their aspirations for re-
forms as “senseless dreams.” In the late 1890s moderate
liberalism, aiming at the establishment of a consultative
national assembly, was strong among elected zemstvo
members who were largely members of the landowning
class. A more radical attitude, combining elements of lib-
eralism and socialism, was to be found in the professional
classes of the cities, including many persons employed by
the zemstvos as teachers, doctors, engineers, or statisti-
cians. The growth of an industrial working class provided
a mass basis for socialist movements, and by the end of
the century some interest in politics was beginning to
penetrate even to the peasantry, especially in parts of the
Middle Volga Valley.

Economic and social development. Liberation from
serfdom was a benefit for the peasants that should not be
underrated. The decades that followed brought a growth
of prosperity and self-reliance to at least a substantial
minority. In 1877, when about four-fifths of the land due
to be transferred to the former serfs was actually in their
possession, this “allotment land” constituted about half of
the arable land in 50 provinces of European Russia.
A further one-third of the arable land was still owned by
the nobility, and the rest belonged to a variety of individ-
ual or collective owners. In 1905 substantially more than
half the arable land was in allotment land and another
10 percent belonged to individual peasants or to peasant
associations; the nobility’s share of arable land had fallen
to a little more than 20 percent. Peasant land had in-
creased by more than 40,000,000 hectares between 1877
and 1905, of which more than half had been obtained by
purchase from landowners and the remainder by the com-
pletion of the transfer of allotment land. Peasant pur-
chases had been assisted by loans from the Peasants’
Land Bank, set up by the government in 1882. The
Nobles’ Land Bank, set up in 1885, made loans to land-
owners at more favourable rates of interests; it may have
retarded, but did not prevent, the passage of land from
landowners to peasants. In 1894 the rate of interest
charged by the two banks was equalized.

Though many peasants improved their position, agricul-
ture remained backward, and poverty increased more
rapidly than prosperity. One of the main reasons for this
was the indifference of the government to agriculture.
The government’s economic policy was motivated by the
desire for national and military power. This required the
growth of industry, and great efforts were made to en-
courage it. Agriculture was regarded mainly as a source
of revenue to pay for industry and the armed forces.
Exports of grain made possible imports of raw materials,
and taxes paid by peasants filled the state’s coffers. The
redemption payments were a heavy charge on the peas-
ants’ resources, though a gradual fall in the value of
money appreciably reduced it with the passage of years.
Consumption taxes, especially on sugar, tobacco, match-
es, and oil, affected the peasants, and so did import duties.
In 1894 the government introduced a liquor monopoly
that drew enormous revenues from the peasants, to whom
vodka was a principal solace in a hard life. The tech-
niques and tools of agriculture remained extremely prim-
itive, and farm output low; virtually nothing was done
to instruct peasants in modern methods.

The second main cause of peasant poverty was over-
population. The vast landmass of Russia was, of course,
sparsely populated, but the number of persons employed
in agriculture per unit of arable land, and relative to
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output, was extremely high as compared to western Eu-
rope. There was a vast and increasing surplus of labour in
the Russian villages. Outlets were available in seasonal
migration to the southern provinces, where labour was
needed on the great estates that produced the grain that
Russia exported; and peasants could move permanently
to new land in Siberia, which at the end of the century
was absorbing a yearly influx of 200,000; or they could
find seasonal work in the cities or seek permanent em-
ployment in the growing industrial sector. These: alterna-
tives were not enough to absorb the growing labour sur-
plus, which was most acute in the southern part of central
Russia and in the northern Ukraine, in the provinces of
Kursk and Poltava. Peasants competed with each other to
lease land from the landlords’ estates; this drove rents up;
the existence of the large estates became more and more
resented; and class feeling began to take the form of
political demands for further redistribution of land.

The difficulties of agriculture were also increased by the
inefficiency of the peasant commune, which had the pow-
er to redistribute holdings according to the needs of fami-
lies and to dictate the rotation of crops to all members. In
doing so, it tended to hamper enterprising farmers and
protect the incompetent. In defense of the commune it
was argued that it ensured a living to everyone and stood
for values of solidarity and cooperation that were more
important than mere profit and loss. Russian officials also
found it useful as a means of collecting taxes and keeping
the peasants in order. The 1861 settlement did provide a
procedure by which peasants could leave the commune,
but it was very complicated and was little used. In prac-
tice, the communal system predominated in northern and
central Russia, and individual peasant ownership was
widespread in the Ukraine and in the Polish borderlands.
In 1898, in 50 provinces of European Russia, about 80,-
000,000 hectares of land were under communal tenure,
and about 22,000,000 were under individual tenure.

The dispute over the peasant commune divided the
ranks both of officialdom and of the government’s revolu-
tionary enemies. The ministry of the interior, which
stood for paternalism and public security at all costs,
favoured the commune in the belief that it was a bulwark
of conservatism, of traditional Russian social values, and
of loyalty to the tsar. The Socialist Revolutionaries fa-
voured it because they took the view that the commune
was, at least potentially, the natural unit of a future so-
cialist republic. The ministry of finance,.concerned to
develop capitalism in town and country, objected to the
commune as an obstacle to economic progress; it hoped
to see a prosperous minority of individual farmers as a
basis of a new and more modern type of Russian conser-
vatism. The Social Democrats agreed that the commune
must and should be replaced by capitalist ownership, but
they saw this only as the next stage in the progress toward
a socialist revolution led by urban workers.

The emancipation of the serfs undoubtedly helped capi-
talist development, though this began rather slowly. A
rapid growth of railways came in the 1870s, and in the
same decade the exploitation of petroleum began at Baku
in Azerbaijan. There was also progress in the textile and
sugar industries. Only in the 1890s did the demand for
iron and steel, created by the railway program and by
military needs in general, begin to be satisfied on a large
scale within Russia. By the end of the century there was a
massive metallurgical industry in the Ukraine, based on
the iron ore of Krivoy Rog and the coal of the Donets
Basin. The iron industry of the Urals,