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This book grew out of a keen interest in the political culture of
contemporary Russia, whose post-Soviet transition made current
many issues from the late imperial era. The long nineteenth century

now speaks directly to the present and parallels between the late tsarist and
post-Soviet periods abound despite the obvious differences. One of the most
provocative questions that reemerged after the collapse of the Soviet Union
is liberalism’s viability as a political force. During the s, reformers who
referred to themselves as liberals misjudged the effects of economic shock
therapy that they implemented according to a Western “liberal” model, which
reemerged in the late twentieth century as a conservative agenda in its clas-
sical laissez-faire sense. Because of these mismanaged economic reforms,
liberalism became a term of abuse in Russia synonymous with reckless socio-
economic experimentation, rapacious capitalism, rampant corruption, and
political chaos.

None of this was true about Russia’s prerevolutionary liberalism, which
deserves closer examination that is sure to enrich the current debate about
liberalism’s future by exploring the nuances of previous socio-economic
transformations in Russia. This work will attempt to salvage liberal values by
analyzing the liberal development program that evolved in the late Romanov
Empire during a period of similarly destabilizing socio-economic transfor-
mations brought on by the relentless economic development that character-
ized the Western world as a whole in the nineteenth century. By the s,
several states in the new and old worlds had to transform estate-based ad -
ministrative systems into participatory ones, which resulted in the War of
Reform in Mexico, the Civil War in the United States, the Ausgleich out of
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which Austria-Hungary emerged, the unifications of Italy and Germany, and
the Third Republic in France. Russia became part of this wave of reformism
after the embarrassing defeat in the Crimean War (–) uncovered the
Romanov Empire’s socio-economic backwardness. Tsar Alexander II (–
) launched the Great Reforms with the emancipation of the serfs in 
and then restructured the courts, the administrative system, and the military.

As part of the administrative reform, the Russian state created a network
of local self-government units known as zemstvos in .1 Set up on the dis-
trict and provincial levels, they tended to local socio-economic needs such as
schools, clinics, infrastructure, veterinary care, and insurance, but were ex -
plicitly forbidden to involve themselves in political affairs. Popularly elected
and bringing together landowners and peasants, the zemstvos became the
first officially sanctioned experiments in inclusive self-administration.2 In
combination with the other reforms of Alexander II, the zemstvos stimu-
lated the growth of professions as they soaked up doctors, teachers, agrono-
mists, architects, lawyers, and many other specialists. As a middle class began
to develop, the disparate professional groups sought mutual contact and
a framework through which to articulate their aspirations independently
of the state.3 Professional and academic organizations sprang up all over the
Russian Empire.4 Such organizations, together with the zemstvo network and
a renaissance of journalism, became the building blocks of a vibrant extra-
parliamentary civil society.5

The s also spawned a powerful radical revolutionary movement whose
members considered the Great Reforms a diversionary tactic due to their
incomplete nature: the peasants did not receive land into private ownership,
the zemstvo network did not culminate with a proto-parliamentary imperial
zemstvo institution, censorship was eased but not abolished, and the police
system remained intact. The Romanov Empire entered a volatile period as
the state navigated the treacherous current of reforms. Challenges came not
only from revolutionaries, but also from an increasingly influential liberal
component of civil society that saw the Great Reforms as unfinished, but
stopped short of calling for the overthrow of the government. The subject of
this book is this loyal opposition to the state.

The story’s central characters are the thick monthly journal the Herald
of Europe (Vestnik Evropy, –) and the remarkable constellation of
intellectuals who ran it between  and  when this flagship of Russian
liberalism became the most influential social and intellectual journalistic in -
stitution in an empire where literary culture wielded unparalleled influence.
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At the height of its popularity in the s and s, the Herald of Europe
sold around eight thousand monthly copies, but this number does not reflect
family members who read it and access to public library copies. For compar-
ison’s sake, the most popular thick journal in Russia, Notes of the Fatherland
(Otechestvennye zapiski, –), peaked at around ten thousand sub-
scribers before being shut down in , while the most popular newspaper,
Aleksei Suvorin’s New Time (Novoe vremia, –), printed about fifty
thousand daily copies in the s.6 The circulation figures, however, should
not eclipse an understanding of the journal’s influence.

By the mid-nineteenth century in Russia, literary or “thick” journals had
become the main instruments through which society explored and contex-
tualized itself. Virtually every major nineteenth-century Russian novel first
appeared in serialized form. As a result, “collected works” became popular,
lucrative, and painstaking projects that brought together scattered publica-
tions. There were other cultural and intellectual institutions in Russia, such
as the imperial court, the schools and universities, salons, discussion groups
(“circles”), academies of arts and sciences, and theaters, but among these,
the thick journal became a unique cultural nexus because of its breadth. It
recorded, analyzed, and coordinated social, economic, and literary develop-
ments in Russia (and abroad) and then delivered this cultural synthesis to
the reader. In addition to creating reader communities, journals also became
focal points around which intellectuals structured their social and literary
identities. Proximity bred intellectual kinship as contributors exchanged
ideas about books they read as well as lectures and events they attended.
Close personal, artistic, political, and financial support networks fostered the
intellectual survival and growth of several generations of writers.

In Russia, the “community of journals” created a particularly tight and
structured literary world.7 Historian Timofei Granovskii wrote to a friend in
: “With a journal one can do much good, more than with a whole library
of scholarly works which no one reads.”8 Much as they had done with the
genre of the novel, Russians took the European journal tradition and imparted
to it greater cultural influence. Russia’s political system forbade parliamen-
tary activity and social participation in planning reforms and, as a result,
the public’s constrained intellectual energy flowed with greater vigor into the
journals. Literary critic Vissarion Belinskii wrote: “The world of the journals
is the political world in miniature.”9 By the s, the Herald of Europe had
become the champion of liberal issues and without its examination the his-
tory of Russian liberalism remains woefully incomplete.
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Headed by four Petersburg intellectuals—Mikhail Stasiulevich, Aleksandr
Pypin, Konstantin Arsen’ev, and Leonid Slonimskii—the Herald of Europe
and its salon constituted a major constellation on the Romanov Empire’s
intellectual firmament, attracting such luminaries as Ivan Turgenev, Aleksei
Tolstoy, Ivan Goncharov, Vladimir Solovyov, Anton Chekhov, Maksim
Gorky, and even Émile Zola, among many others. The journal became a
communications network with strings that ran far into the provinces and
cultivated the public sphere despite the taboo on public discussion of poli-
tics, not to mention public participation. Although Stasiulevich, Arsen’ev,
and Pypin have attracted scattered attention, no historian has ever examined
the Herald of Europe as a conceptual nexus, although its popularity and in-
fluence made a crucial contribution to the emergence of a public sphere
in Russia. The journal became an essential component of a thriving extra-
parliamentary civil society and its editors were members of zemstvos as well
as numerous professional and academic associations.

At an average length of  pages, each issue of the Herald published
original literary works by Russian and foreign authors and explored liter-
ary issues, diplomatic affairs, artistic trends, the latest scientific discoveries,
emerging sociological and economic theories, and fresh historical research.
Most importantly, however, the Herald’s extensive network of contributors
made it possible to present highly detailed snapshots of local conditions in
the Russian Empire. The journal produced a system of values based neither
on a mode of production, nor a class, neither on the peasant commune, nor
Homo economicus, but on the enlightened individual drawing energy and
meaning from the zemstvo. The journal thereby articulated a moral econ-
omy based on values that grew out of specific local conditions. The Herald
offered a point of contact to Russia’s professional groups and articulated a
vocabulary of self-definition in relation to the state and the peasantry. The
journal itself offered a coordinate plane of liberal loyalties during the period
of post-emancipation socio-economic flux by legitimizing individual initia-
tive via the zemstvos, which middle-class bourgeois identity by itself had con-
sistently failed to do in Russia. Published in the capital and bearing “Europe”
in its title, the journal thus functioned more like a liberal mirror of Russia
than a window to the West.

The Herald of Europe story offers an alternative picture of the late im-
perial intellectual field, which historians have traditionally portrayed as a
battleground between irreconcilable extremes of radicalism and autocracy.
Furthermore, it demonstrates the viability of prerevolutionary liberalism and
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avoids the narrative pitfall that describes Russian history as moving inex-
orably towards the collapse of liberal values in the maelstrom of . Too
many historians have portrayed Russian liberalism as intellectually weak
and politically impotent—an inaccurate and unfair evaluation that this book
challenges.10 Far from being ineffectual and moribund, Russian liberalism
was a dynamic force that affected the economic, social, and cultural aspects
of the Romanov Empire until its collapse. This book contributes to an over-
due but growing historiographical trend that explores the Romanov Empire’s
non-radical political history.

One of the earliest and most persistent characterizations of Russian lib-
eralism by Western historians was that it was statist in its belief that the
government was the only civilizing agent in Russia, which distracted Rus-
sian liberals from issues of individual freedom and administrative non-
intervention.11 The Herald group, on the other hand, believed that society
needed to negotiate its rights with the state. Many Western scholars have
argued that Russian liberalism “developed in relation to Western European
theories” and was “a process of Westernization.”12 Just like its Austrian and
German relatives, Russian liberalism also became a victim of the exception-
alist Sonderweg stigma, a misconception that several scholars of Central
Europe have already challenged.13 This book aims to do the same for Russia.
The Herald of Europe’s history therefore emphasizes the normality of Rus-
sia’s late imperial experience (without losing sight of its uniqueness) and
challenges Russian exceptionalism and the supposedly inherent anti-liberal
component in Russian society and among the intelligentsia.14

Many generalizations and oversimplified judgments have resulted from
equating liberalism with parliamentary democracy and full civil rights and
then projecting this external and idealized model back onto late imperial
Russia. Such a present-based standard of mature liberal democracy has ob -
scured more than it has explained about Russia’s late imperial civil society.
Indeed, although the Herald closely followed European cultural, political,
philosophical, and economic trends, it did not measure Russia with a West-
ern yardstick, nor did it argue for grafting Western liberal ideals onto Russia.
The Herald looked to Russia’s unique local self-government institutions as
the seedbeds of a liberal society.

Many Western scholars have rightly associated Russian liberalism with the
zemstvo movement, but have differed in their evaluation of this symbiosis.
George Fischer argued that Russia’s “opposition liberalism” was inconsistent
and weak in its vacillations between “small deeds” within the zemstvos and
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“crazy dreams” of social justice.15 Richard Pipes argued that Russia had
no effective liberal movement between  and , and that liberalism
was only born with “the zemstvo movement’s loss of its apoliticism.”16 The
Herald materials demonstrate that instead of “apoliticism,” it would be more
accurate to speak of an “extra-parliamentarism” that did not completely
subvert liberal values. They also qualify Pipes’s (and Max Weber’s) assertion
that Russian liberalism was a movement of ideas instead of socioeconomic
interests. Indeed, the Herald of Europe analyzed Russia’s evolving economic
conditions and articulated alternative development strategies. The volume
and depth of economic analysis on the Herald’s pages demonstrates that its
contributors understood what Theodore Von Laue maintained the Russian
liberals had little sense of—“the problems confronting men in charge of gov-
erning the Russian Empire in a competitive world order.”17

Another important historiographic trend has focused on the legal aspects
of liberal thinking. Viktor Leontovitsch’s Geschichte des Liberalismus in Rus-
sland remained for many years an isolated pioneer in the field. An émigré
trained as a lawyer, Leontovitsch focused on how the presence or absence of
legal norms of civic liberty and property ownership conditioned the political,
ideological, and economic developments from the time of Catherine II until
.18 Tracing the evolution of non-political rights, he included Sergei Witte
and Pyotr Stolypin in the liberal lineup. Interest in the legal aspects of Rus-
sian liberalism reemerged in the s with Andrzej Walicki’s examination
of legal neo-Kantians and Gary Hamburg’s biography of Boris Chicherin,
but both books paid little attention to the economic and administrative com-
ponents of liberal thinking that the Herald liberals championed.19

Some Western historians have focused on the religious roots of fin-de-
siècle Russian liberalism, but the Herald group did not belong to this tradi-
tion.20 Indeed, the Herald group never developed a tendency toward what
some historians considered the three predominant currents of non-Marxist
thought in early twentieth-century Russia: new religious consciousness, Chris-
 tian socialism, and idealistic liberalism.21

Both Russian and Western scholars have also explored the experience
of the liberal Constitutional Democratic (Kadet) Party and its leaders during
Russia’s parliamentary period of –. In the process of describing the
Kadet leaders, Terence Emmons outlined the generational fault line of Rus-
sia’s future liberals between the doldrums of the s and the activism of
the s, but this temporal distinction did not hold for the Herald contrib-
utors, who remained consistent in their basic outlook throughout the last
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quarter of the nineteenth century.22 Melissa Stockdale’s characterization of
Pavel Miliukov as a “sociological liberal” who classified liberty as a contin-
gent by-product of social change, instead of an inherent right of individ-
uals, echoes what the Herald group had already articulated in the s.23

Unfortunately, the tendency to project constitutional aspirations and Kadet
politics onto Russian liberalism before  has tended to eclipse its more
prominent components. For example, Vladimir Kitaev attempted to read
constitutionalism into the Herald of Europe although in reality it was a minor
issue.24 The Herald group did not consider constitutionalism to be the foun-
dation of liberalism in Russia, although it certainly did not oppose it.

Finally, the socio-economic component of liberalism has produced the
most confusion, which is where Western and Soviet historiography have
echoed each other most often. Daniel Balmuth’s definition of Russian liber-
alism as a carrier of general humanistic values and a supra-class phenome-
non with “arbitrary” values, as Soviet scholars Pavel Zyrianov and Valentin
Shelokhaev argued, hypnotized Western historiography until the s.25

Gary Hamburg maintained that the Russian nobility’s “politics of structural
political change” gave way to a “politics of economic interest” in the quarter
century before .26 Unfortunately, Hamburg did not include the Herald
of Europe in his excellent study, although the journal acted as a reconciler
of peasant and landed interests and a common platform for joint action.
Leopold Haimson argued that the Russian liberals failed to accommodate
the “dual polarization” of state/society and town/country in Russian society
after .27 The Herald materials suggest, however, that the journal’s socio-
economic program could have bridged the gulf between state and society
on the local level had the revolution of  not redirected public opinion
toward high politics.

In the Soviet Union, Marxist ideology created anomalies in evaluations of
prerevolutionary liberalism. The demarcation that Lenin had drawn between
liberalism and revolutionary democracy continued with minor variations as
Soviet historians pigeon-holed liberalism into the class-based matrix—most
often “gentry” versus “bourgeois.”28 From the s on, however, a number of
works began to explore late imperial social movements in their greater socio-
cultural complexity.29 Nataliia Pirumova’s pioneering but cautious attempt
to examine the movement outside the usual Marxist framework and within
the context of the zemstvos started this trend.30 Nonetheless, the “two liber-
alisms” tradition endured into the late s.31 Almost simultaneously, Vera
Leikina-Svirskaia extended the term intelligentsia to include non-radical
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professionals and social activists.32 Predictably, the debate about whether the
urban bourgeoisie, the intelligentsia, the liberal landed gentry, or industrial
magnates were the real shapers of liberal values reached no conclusive re -
sults. Pirumova updated her study in  by focusing on the intelligentsia’s
role in articulating liberal values.33 She moved even further away from the
Marxist framework, but relegated the Herald to a minor supporting role in
what she interpreted as a phenomenon centered on personal interaction
through correspondence, informal meetings, and salons.

The s witnessed the collapse of ideological constraints and caused a
resurgence of interest in Russian liberalism. Some Russian scholars suggested
that Russian liberalism became a “system of values” in the beginning of the
twentieth century with the emergence of a “new generation of the Russian
intelligentsia.”34 But the Herald materials demonstrate that liberalism reached
its conceptual critical mass at least a decade before the proposed date. Early
post-Soviet efforts to grapple with the liberal legacy have produced portrait
galleries of Russian liberals with minimal analytical synthesis.35 Later attempts
used the lives of liberalism’s chief proponents to avoid treating it in abstract
and theoretical terms, but have also urged further research into the details of
Russian liberalism before attempting to synthesize them.36

Beginning in the s, numerous conferences have brought together
Russian and Western scholars to reexamine the liberal legacy.37 One result-
ing collection of essays overreached in its attempt to find an overarching and
inclusive definition of liberalism from the eighteenth to the early twentieth
century.38 All of the contributors agreed vaguely that the primacy of the indi-
vidual was at the center of liberal values, but the legal, social, economic, and
political repercussions presented a minefield. Another collection tentatively
emphasized a “family of liberalisms” that existed in Europe, which is closer
to the truth in that different political and historical experiences bred differ-
ent liberal programs. Liberalism’s rich journalistic roots and legacy remain
a fallow field, however—something that Russian scholar Boris Itenberg has
consistently urged scholars to examine more closely.39 And the Herald of
Europe is the obvious starting point for such an inquiry.

The interaction between liberalism and journalism not only needs much
more work, but also requires reinterpretation. Without fail, Soviet scholars
treated the Herald of Europe as a “liberal bourgeois” publication, and al -
though short articles about it appeared in every Soviet volume dedicated to
prerevolutionary journalism, they focused on the standard Soviet fare of
“revolutionary waves” and the “liberation movement” in a most tendentious
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way (although some of the factual information therein is useful).40 Louise
McReynolds’s pioneering work in the field of Russian journalism empha-
sized the archaic values and attitudes of the Russian intelligentsia and char-
acterized the process of creating a new public space as “the paradox of
integration and escapism.”41 However, unlike McReynolds’s journalistic lib-
erals, the Herald group was suspicious neither of European liberties, nor of
the inherent inequalities of European capitalism. Instead, the journal blamed
the state’s sluggishness in legislative modernization and socio-economic de -
centralization for producing inequalities. Only Daniel Balmuth’s The Rus-
sian Bulletin, –: A Liberal Voice in Tsarist Russia has examined a
specific publication in depth and explored its effects on civil society.42 Unlike
the Herald, however, the “professors’ newspaper” was Populist in its leanings
and sympathetic to socialism.

A general definition of liberalism in Russia would have to include cham-
pioning freedom of the press, constitutionalism, and the rule of law, but such
a definition is too broad, although it reflects what the Herald group also
championed. A basic problem that unifies much of the historiography of
Russian liberalism on both sides of the Atlantic is the tendency to treat lib-
eral theory and liberal practice independently. The Herald story brings them
together. Covering the “to the people” movement, the Russo-Turkish War of
–, the assassination of Tsar Alexander II, the counter-reforms of
Alexander III, and many other historical milestones, the Herald of Europe
became a liberal lens that refracted the major events of the late imperial era.
Although the Herald liberals steered clear of high politics, they nevertheless
refused to treat the state as an antithesis of the civil society in which they were
all actively involved.

Three works exploring the world of the Herald of Europe appeared in
the s—Viktor Kel’ner’s short biography of Mikhail Stasiulevich, Dmitrii
Balykin’s exploration of Aleksandr Pypin’s scholarship, and Anatolii Alafaev’s
exploration of Herald reformism in the late s and early s. Although
interesting, both biographies explored their subjects in isolation from each
other and contextualized them poorly within Russia’s liberal movement,
while Alafaev examined Herald liberalism through the outdated prism of
Marxist categories.43

An examination of the Herald of Europe as an institution in a non-radical
environment actually enriches our understanding of Russian social philoso-
phy. The journal articulated its program in reaction to two powerful intel-
lectual trends—on the one hand, Populism with its idealization of agrarian
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relations and opposition to capitalism, and on the other, Marxism with its
tendency to idealize industrialization and the working class. The Populists
and Marxists engaged in a fascinating debate about Russia’s development
alternatives in the s, which historians have covered.44 As the Herald con-
sistently argued, however, socio-economic modernization could only suc-
ceed if society participated in it through the zemstvos, which the Populists
considered a tool of the gentry and the Marxists ignored altogether. The
Marxist-Populist fireworks thus obscured the liberal point of view, which
was actually more pragmatic in many ways. Indeed, the Herald bridged the
gulf between bourgeois and democratic liberalism by championing local
issues. Borrowing from both Populists and Marxists, the journal articulated a
vision of socio-economic development that made Herald liberalism unique.

The Herald liberals recognized that they had common origins with the
Populists in the humanistic tradition of Russian literature. Like the Populists,
the Herald liberals were concerned with the peasantry’s interests, but instead
of focusing on distributive justice, the Herald championed the peasants’ legal
status, civil liberties, and greater representation within the zemstvos. The
Herald treated the rural population neither as a collective messiah, nor a
helpless throng, but argued instead for direct local economic empowerment.
Arguing that they had inherited the Populist legacy, the Herald liberals
updated it to fit global socio-economic realities and did not believe that
Russia should remain an agrarian society. The journal accepted capitalism as
an inevitable global process and entertained no utopian schemes to avoid it.

Through its polemics with the Marxists, the journal criticized finance
min ister Sergei Witte’s industrialization program and exposed its costs.
Although the Herald accepted capitalism’s growing pains, it nevertheless
refused to see modernization as a Procrustean bed for the peasantry. Unlike
Witte, the Herald liberals refused to treat the economic sphere as a means to
achieve long-term foreign policy interests. On the contrary, the idea of self-
government and responsibility—versus economic efficiency or raison d’état—
stood at the center of the Herald’s economic views. Through the zemstvo
network, the journal not only focused on the human beings behind modern-
ization’s statistics, but also advocated the acquisition of civic responsibilities
through local self-government instead of the leap of an inexperienced popu-
lation into mass politics. Local socio-economic concerns thus acted as the
catalyst of civic consciousness. The story of the Herald demonstrates that
the central debate during the s concerned not abstract theories, but the
relationship between local self-government institutions and the state during
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economic modernization. Moreover, at a time when Russia was the world’s
largest emerging market, the Herald articulated an economic development
model without the convergent development assumption that all societies
must evolve toward a Western socio-economic and political model.

To sum up, the Herald of Europe avoided the reference points upon which
many Russian liberals (and their biographers) focused: Western models,
natural rights theories, neo-Kantian idealism, Christianity, socialism, and
Marx ism. The journal’s reference frame was neither an estate, nor a class, but
instead the extensive zemstvo network, which distinguished Russian liberal-
ism from its European relatives and is the working definition of liberalism
in this book. The journal evaluated socio-economic progress from the local
point of view, which gave Herald liberalism a specifically Russian flavor, not
that of a foreign import.45 Indeed, the Herald’s lifespan mirrored that of the
zemstvos’—it appeared in , two years after the zemstvos did, and ceased
to exist when the Bolsheviks sealed their fate too in .

There are valuable lessons here for twenty-first century developing econ -
omies and societies in transition. Doubts about liberalism’s viability in post-
Soviet Russia appeared because the “liberals” of the s implemented a
libertarian model of economic reforms that led to popular bewilderment—
hence the visceral aversion to “liberal” values among Russians today.46 As a
result, social indifference became the price of “liberal” pragmatism. Liberals
under Autocracy aims to clarify the differences between late imperial liberal
values and post-Soviet libertarianism.

The book draws on three source bases. The journal articles constitute
the primary sources, which the book’s narrative analyzes and places into
the context of the intellectual trends of the time. Second, archival research,
memoirs, and published correspondence provide the journal’s history and
explain the relationship between its contributors as well as their personal
involvement in local affairs. Memoirs, daily newspapers, other thick jour-
nals, and the economic literature of the period constitute the third compo-
nent, which provides the context of the development debate that unfolded on
the Herald’s pages. The narrative recreates the intellectual world into which
the journal brought the reader and dissolves many artificial boundaries in the
evolution of Russian intellectual history.

The book is divided into three parts of three chapters each. Part  will inte-
grate the biographies of the Herald’s main contributors—founder and chief
editor Mikhail Stasiulevich, de facto counsel and legal specialist Konstantin
Arsen’ev, historian and literary scholar Aleksandr Pypin, and foreign policy
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and economics specialist Leonid Slonimskii. The first three chapters will
explain why these men became liberals, what circumstances brought them
together, and how the era in which they matured shaped their views. Part 
will explore how the journal was founded and why it deserves to be exam-
ined as an institution. The chapters will cover the Herald’s initial conceptual
affinity with Populism, the evolution of its views on the peasantry, its reac-
tion to Russian radicalism, and its eventual separation from Populism—all of
which happened in the context of Russia’s rich nineteenth-century literary
tradition. Part  will explore the journal’s program of economic decentral-
ization through the extension of the rights and responsibilities of local self-
government and the part that this would play in ameliorating moderniza-
tion’s effects. The last chapter will analyze the Herald’s criticism of Marxist
ideology and late imperial modernization and explore the journal’s blueprint
for a humane form of modernization, which resulted in a new definition of
a moral economy that evaluated modernization based on its effects on the
local level.
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No thorough treatment of the Herald of Europe can ignore
the biographies of its founders—their family milieu, childhood,
and formative years. The value of exploring the men’s social back-

grounds, the emotional atmosphere in which they grew up, and the intel-
lectual guidance they received lies not in anticipating adult opinions, but in
providing fuller portraits that, on the one hand, capture the drag of emotional
wounds and social handicaps and, on the other, point out the advantages of
family support and intellectual precocity.

The only common factor that Mikhail Stasiulevich, Aleksandr Pypin, Kon-
 stantin Arsen’ev, and Leonid Slonimskii shared was growing up in middling
social milieus that combined upward mobility with status-consciousness and
anxiety. The differences resided in specific circumstances. For example, Sta-
siulevich’s childhood was unhappy, while Pypin’s was the opposite. Stasiule-
vich’s early days left few clues to indicate that he would become a prominent
intellectual, while Pypin’s natural curiosity and his family’s encouragement of
reading gave him an early start. Nevertheless, Pypin followed a fundamentally
different social philosophy than his famous radical cousin Nikolai Cherny-
shevskii, although the boys grew up in the same household. Arsen’ev’s father
was a prominent Saint Petersburg bureaucrat and professor and this opened
many doors for his son, yet later in life, Arsen’ev envied Stasiulevich’s aca-
demic achievements, although they paled in comparison to Pypin’s. Slonimskii
also grew up in an enlightened family, but he felt that his Jewish roots formed
an insurmountable obstacle to professional achievement and he renounced
them eventually. Pypin, Arsen’ev, and Slonimskii also had in common the
presence of strong and positive role models, while Stasiulevich had none.
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 The Men of the Herald of Europe

From a historical point of view, the Herald liberals’ backgrounds also shed
light on the oases of enlightenment that existed during a period unjustly con-
demned for its regressive policies and stifling control of public opinion. Their
family backgrounds also challenge the artificial “state versus society” charac-
terization of Nicholas’s era inherited from intellectuals such as Belinskii and
Aleksandr Herzen, who oversimplified a rapidly evolving socio-intellectual
environment. The Decembrist Uprising and its wake thus constituted an
exception to an otherwise self-confident empire where liberal ideals seemed
foreign indeed and where literature—long considered the barometer of pub-
lic opinion in Russia—dealt primarily with two issues: defining an individual
sphere and articulating a national ideology. Neither had direct bearing on the
liberal and constitutional values that many people from the West of later
periods projected back onto Russia under Tsar Nicholas I.

Mikhail Stasiulevich:
Imperial Capital, Humble Beginnings, –

Mikhail Matveevich Stasiulevich was born in Saint Petersburg on August ,
, and was baptized at the Church of the Ascension in the Admiralty dis-
trict, a wealthy enclave of the nobility that included the Winter Palace and
many ministries. Eight months before Mikhail’s birth, the unexpected death
of Tsar Alexander I had created the opportunity for the Decembrist Uprising.
Idealistic but logistically unprepared, the young officers who led it did not
stand a chance when the new tsar, Nicholas I, ordered the mutiny crushed
on Senate Square. By the summer of , over a hundred participants were
sentenced to exile in Siberia and on July , the five leaders of the uprising
were hanged. Nicholas’s accession ushered in a conservative age and Saint
Petersburg became a prominent symbol of the era’s contradictions.

A city of , inhabitants when Mikhail was born, Saint Petersburg’s
administrative and cultural center extended from the embankment of Vasil’ev -
skii Island to the Fontanka Canal and along Nevskii Prospekt.1 As one scholar
has eloquently put it, beyond “the enchanted circle and sometimes living
among it, another population toiled and served—a universe of merchants,
lower officials, free and unfree servants, ordinary townspeople, and the den -
izens of the lowest depths of crime, beggary, and prostitution.”2

From its foundation, Peter’s city symbolized enforced enlightenment where
the forces of progress and conservatism, freethinking and censorship, edu-
cation and ignorance were locked in struggle. The evolution of Russia’s



consciousness in the first half of the nineteenth century manifested itself in
Saint Petersburg’s cultural richness. In the process of pursuing Napoleon
into Europe in  and , young Russian officers absorbed the culture of
European capitals, but returned to find Tsar Alexander’s government in -
creasingly wary of reforms. “Now it is unbearable to look upon Petersburg’s
empty life and to listen to the chatter of old men who praise everything
old and condemn any movement forward,” wrote future Decembrist Ivan
Iakushkin after returning from Europe.3 These attitudes did not go unno-
ticed by the authorities. The state had jealously guarded the education of its
subjects since Peter the Great and in the s tried to stem the tide of Euro-
pean ideas. When Saint Petersburg University opened in , its mission
was to inculcate “morality, good service, [and] effort.” In , humanities
professors were accused of paying insufficient attention to Holy Scripture,
undermining public morality with natural law theory, and teaching that only
the natural sciences explain “how things really are.”4 The consequent purges
sparked the search for new means of expression, which the legacy of the
Enlightenment, tenuous and socially limited as it was, had already prepared
by the s. Nevertheless, the daily change of the palace guard, the frequent
military parades and maneuvers, and the enormous open spaces that they
required became part of Petersburg’s neoclassical aura and symbolized a
stable autocracy that most expected to last for centuries.

Like his predecessor, but to a greater degree, Nicholas I interpreted Russia’s
victory over Napoleonic France as the triumph of autocratic stability over the
destructiveness of the French Revolution and its liberal ideals. Petersburg’s
architecture reflected this triumphalism. The Stock Exchange and the famous
columns on the point of Vasil’evskii Island were completed in , the
Admiralty Building in , and the building of the general staff in .
Saint Isaac’s Cathedral was under construction and the Senate and Synod
buildings were completed in , which was also when the famous monu-
mental column to Alexander I appeared on Palace Square. Between  and
, neoclassical ensembles defined the boundaries of Mikhailovskii and
Theater Squares.5 In other words, Mikhail Stasiulevich grew up among the
architectural symbols of autocracy.

After the Decembrists’ failure, Russia’s “window on Europe” became the
home of the “continental gendarme” who continued the pace of the Congress
System that prevented revolutionary eruptions all over the continent. Never-
theless, the impact of German philosophy and Romanticism during the s
and s encouraged creative forces that gained strength in proportion to
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the pressure they experienced from Russian censorship and police surveil-
lance. Private studies, dining rooms, and salons became the epicenters of in -
tellectual debates in which Petersburg’s “second builder” and Russia’s great-
est poet Aleksandr Pushkin also participated.6 In the year of Stasiulevich’s
birth, he was working on Eugene Onegin (finished in ) and composed
“The Confession,” “The Winter Journey,” “The Prophet,” “Deep in Siberian
mines,” and the following stanza on Nicholas’s accession:7

He was made emperor, and right then,
Displayed his flair and drive,
Sent to Siberia a hundred-twenty men
And strung up five.8

The decade in which Mikhail was born was bursting with creative poten-
tial as Russia’s educated society matured intellectually. A few months before
his death in , writer and historian Nikolai Karamzin confided to a
friend: “Without false pride about my profession as a writer, I see myself,
without embarrassment, among our generals and ministers.”9 Karamzin,
who never donned a military or state uniform, was the first to recognize that
literature was a form of service to one’s country. He thereby reinforced a
trend that had already started under Catherine the Great with such writers
as Gavriil Derzhavin, Nikolai Novikov, Aleksandr Radishchev, and Push-
kin himself, who personified Russia’s transition from the Enlightenment to
Romanticism and symbolized Russian individuality in an age of neoclassical
universalism. In , Pushkin voiced his ambivalence towards Petersburg’s
Euclidean perfection and surface gloss:

Capital of pomp and squalor,
Stately jail of souls unfree,
Firmament of greenish pallor,
Frost, and stone, and misery.10

Mikhail’s childhood coincided with the first golden age of Russian litera-
ture when the search for Russianness inspired young minds to move away
from imitating Western examples, culminating in the works of Nikolai Gogol,
Mikhail Lermontov, and, once again, Pushkin. Karamzin published Russia’s
first accessible and popular history in twelve volumes between  and .
Until then, even highly educated Russians knew very little about their history.
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Karamzin was also a leading proponent of purging the literary language of
Slavonic archaisms and bringing Russian closer to its spoken form, an en -
deavor which Pushkin’s poetry perfected. The novel was emerging as the
lead ing literary genre in Europe and three great Russian novelists were Sta-
si ulevich’s contemporaries: Ivan Turgenev was born in , Fyodor Dosto-
ev sky in , and Leo Tolstoy in .

Stasiulevich’s childhood experience, however, was not one of sparkling
salons, theater nights, and extravagant balls. Instead it resembled Dostoev -
sky’s in that both boys’ fathers were military doctors. Matvei Stasiulevich was
a noble with Polish roots, but neither he, nor his wife Nadezhda, owned any
landed property. As a biographer of Dostoevsky has put it, “medicine was an
honorable, but not very honorific profession in Russia” and most army doc-
tors, if they could manage it, kept a private practice on the side to make ends
meet.11 In December , Matvei resigned his commission and became
a district doctor in the small town of Luga south of Saint Petersburg, but soon
abandoned his family forever by moving to the Caucasus. In a letter to a
friend, Stasiulevich admitted many years later that he had experienced much
pain from “what serves as a source of happiness for others—family.”12 His
fragile health precluding a military career, Mikhail entered the Larin Gym-
nasium in  in Saint Petersburg, which offered him a scholarship due to
“his mother’s extreme poverty.”13

The Larin Gymnasium was an experimental institution and the brain-
child of Count Sergei Uvarov, who was Tsar Nicholas’s minister of education.
Located on Vasil’evskii Island, which was Saint Petersburg’s business district,
the gymnasium opened in  and accepted not only children of the nobil-
ity and bureaucrats, but also those of Russian and foreign merchants, a first
for a gymnasium in the capital. Another departure from the norm was that
students could choose to specialize in commercial affairs instead of taking
classical languages, although Mikhail pursued the classical path. The school’s
charter gave priority to the acquisition of Russian over ancient Greek and
Latin and mandated German and French lessons “for practical purposes,
without any grammatical theory, except for some rules for structuring ordi-
nary phrases.” The curriculum was demanding and meticulously structured
from reveille at five a.m. until evening prayer at nine p.m. Tsar Nicholas had
allocated additional funds for the gymnasium and visited it annually to meet
students and professors.14 As one scholar put it, the Larin Gymnasium be -
came proof of Uvarov’s success in “the herculean feat of putting the Russian
gymnasia on a par with the best of Europe.”15
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Mikhail’s seven-year education, which he completed with distinction in
, planted him squarely in Saint Petersburg. While his mother remained
in Luga province until her death, Mikhail eventually gained access to the
capital’s “enchanted circle” as a prominent intellectual, successful publisher,
and distinguished member of the city duma. A self-made man, he rose from
humble beginnings and a failed family—circumstances quite different from
his future colleague Aleksandr Pypin.

Aleksandr Pypin: Talent in the Provinces, –

Aleksandr Nikolaevich Pypin was born on April , , in Saratov, a
provincial town on the Volga River that was the cultural center of the Volga
Germans, whom Catherine the Great had settled in this region. Initially a
military and commercial outpost, by the nineteenth century Saratov had
become a bustling river port located midway between Astrakhan and Kazan.
The town stood on a scenic bluff on the western side of a bend in the river,
and the economy of the region developed so rapidly that by the s Sara-
tov and its hinterland resembled the developed Russian heartland.16 Nikolai
Chernyshevskii once compared his hometown’s administrative structure
with “multilayered Europe” with its “autocratic monarchies, constitutional
monarchies with parliaments, aristocratic and democratic republics.”17

In his memoirs, Aleksandr (Sasha) Pypin wrote that he grew up in an
extended family composed of the Pypin and Chernyshevskii households.
Pypin’s maternal grandmother Pelageia Golubeva, “a severe woman of the
old school,” arranged both of her daughter’s marriages. Her husband, Sasha’s
maternal grandfather, had been the archpriest of Saratov’s Sergiev Church
and his death left the family in dire straits. In order to retain the privileged
position that her husband’s post had guaranteed, Pelageia immediately
announced through the local bishop that her late husband’s position was
open to a talented student from the Penza seminary with the condition that
he marry her eldest daughter Evgeniia. The most promising contender was
Gavriil Chernyshevskii, who soon became part of the family. Pelageia’s sec-
ond goal was to secure serfs, so she married her second daughter Aleksan-
dra to petty nobleman Nikolai Pypin, who owned one soul in the village of
Itkarka about ninety miles from Saratov. The marriage allowed Aleksandra
to purchase nineteen more souls and the tiny village became the supplier of
the household’s basic needs. The family did not have much money and yet,
as Nikolai Chernyshevskii put it, “it had everything it needed,” even though

 The Men of the Herald of Europe



the Pypins alone had eight children.18 By luck or great wisdom, Pelageia
judged well the character of her sons-in-law because by all accounts the new
household coexisted happily.

Born in , Nikolai Chernyshevskii was five years Pypin’s senior, but
despite the difference in age, the cousins played together and Sasha looked up
to Nikolai as to an older brother. Later in life, Nikolai Chernyshevskii wrote
of the household:

In our family during my childhood, there were five mature adult members: my
grandmother, two of her daughters, and the daughters’ husbands . . . It was a
pure Switzerland composed of five cantons. Nobody asserted authority over
any of the other four. Nobody consulted any of the other four when they did
not need their cooperation and did not want their advice. But because of the
closeness of interests and mutual feelings, nobody undertook anything impor-
tant without voluntary consultation with everybody else.19

The adults often left the children to themselves and allowed them to fash-
ion their lives after the models of sound industry that the parents provided.
Gavriil homeschooled Nikolai, gave Sasha lessons in French, and hired a
Volga German to teach both boys his native language while Gavriil taught
Russian to the German tutor in order to save money. The mothers loved
books and the families often read together. The central source of knowledge
was Gavriil’s home library, which the boys used at their discretion. Pypin
recalled that its contents ranged from old religious texts and church and sec-
ular histories, including Karamzin’s magnum opus, to the recent works of
Pushkin and Gogol. In the s, Gavriil subscribed to newspapers and thick
journals such as Notes of the Fatherland (Otechestvennye zapiski, –),
which contained articles by social and literary critics Aleksandr Herzen and
Vissarion Belinskii. The library even attracted the attention of the historian
Nikolai Kostomarov, who would become one of the Herald of Europe’s ear-
liest contributors during his exile to Saratov in .20

Pypin’s father Nikolai was an official in the Saratov Civil Chamber. A petty
noble from Penza province, he grew up in a village and knew the peasant
life well. Although Sasha’s two peasant nannies exposed him to fairytales,
he came to know the real peasant world during the summer harvest seasons
when he and his father traveled to Itkarka. Sasha recalled that his father
treated his serfs very well and the peasants loved and trusted their owner.
After Emancipation, they still asked Nikolai Pypin for advice, “but did not
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always follow it,” and when they came to Saratov they “made themselves at
home” in the family house.

This idyll notwithstanding, serfdom was the fundamental matrix of socio-
economic relations in Russia and its abuses formed an inescapable backdrop
in Saratov. With a population of fifty thousand by the s, the town offered
“frequent examples of the arbitrary use of authority, of class injustice, unbri-
dled privilege, and the terrible cruelties of recruitment for twenty-five years
of degrading military service.”21 Sasha was not ignorant of this darker side
of patriarchal Russia. When they traveled to Itkarka, Nikolai Pypin pointed
out to his son the houses of landlords who had been murdered by their peas-
ants. The boy witnessed punishment by the knout as well as military recruit-
ment and the drunken orgies that preceded the soldiers’ departure. One of
serfdom’s side effects was the popularity among the peasants of wild stories
about freedom in far-off lands of milk and honey.22 The landowners and
police tried to debunk these myths in vain. Sasha witnessed peasant families
departing individually and en masse for the Caucasus or “Odesta” (Odessa)
only to be forcibly returned to their villages by the police.23

Unlike Stasiulevich’s, Pypin’s home became a haven from this grim real-
ity and gave him a secure and even privileged start in life. A biographer wrote
of Nikolai Chernyshevskii that he “grew up with knowledge of two avenues
of service which, as performed by his father and uncle, possessed integrity
and dedication.”24 The same applied to Sasha. Indeed, father Chernyshevskii
and local official (and landowner) Pypin were role models quite unlike the
ones that Gogol described in Dead Souls, which was published in —the
year that Sasha enrolled in the Saratov Gymnasium where those who spe-
cialized in the classics, as Sasha did, automatically received the fourteenth
rank when they entered state service. Of the forty students who started with
him, only eight graduated. Unlike his cousin Nikolai, Pypin actually attended
classes, but complained in his memoirs of apathetic teachers, stifling disci-
pline, and boring classical language sessions. Similar experiences discouraged
so many children that few continued their education at universities, especially
given the impediments of the cost and the journey, but Sasha persevered.

Nikolai Chernyshevskii left Saratov to study in Saint Petersburg in 
and composed his first epistle to his cousin on the road. “Your mind is de-
veloping,” he wrote, “and that is why new interests appear everywhere.”25

In June , eighteen-year-old Nikolai asked his thirteen-year-old cousin
for help with a geometry problem involving the Pythagorean theorem,
which he copiously illustrated in his correspondence.26 In other letters, he
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introduced Sasha to the dilemma of Buridan’s Ass and sent him a class
schedule; urged him to study German and French; sent him Latin phrases
and poems to translate and return for an evaluation; and copied Lermontov’s
poems for him.27

From his letters to family members, it is clear that Nikolai Chernyshevskii
noticed the glaring class differences in Saint Petersburg, where his provincial
roots counted for nothing in the eyes of the capital’s elite. As one biographer
has put it, “the plunge from a socially sheltered and comfortable childhood
into the socially frigid real world of the capital was Chernyshevskii’s first
experience of the cruelty and injustice of the old Russian class system.”28 This
is a slight exaggeration since Nikolai had already witnessed this in Saratov,
but being on the receiving end of condescension makes a big difference, espe-
cially for a precocious teenager. He shared his feelings with Sasha. Petersburg
also brought his country’s backwardness to Nikolai’s attention. In August
, he complained to Sasha that learning had insufficiently rooted itself in
Russia. “Half the members of the Academy of Sciences are foreigners,” he
wrote. Europe had already produced René Descartes, Sir Isaac Newton, and
Gottfried Leibniz, while Russia had nothing to show for her enlightenment
beyond an army of . million soldiers that “threatened Europe as the Huns
and Mongols had done in the Middle Ages.” Chernyshevskii ended the letter
with a plea to his younger cousin:

Let us firmly resolve, with all the strength of our soul, to work together with
others to put an end to this epoch in which learning has been foreign to our
spiritual life, that it may cease to be a borrowed caftan, a sorrowful impersonal
aping for us. Let Russia also contribute what it should to the spiritual life of
the world, as it has contributed and contributes to political life, to enter pow-
erfully, independently, in the role of a savior for humanity in another great
arena of life—learning, as it has already done in the arena of state and political
life. And may this great event be achieved through us, even if only in part. Then
we will not have lived in vain in this world; we may calmly look down upon
our earthly life and peacefully enter life beyond the grave. To contribute not
to the temporary, but to the eternal glory of our state and of humanity—what
can be higher and more desirable than this? Let us ask God that he allocate this
fate to us.29

Chernyshevskii’s biographers have often quoted this passage as the future
revolutionary’s credo but ignored its thirteen-year-old addressee—Nikolai
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would not have composed these lines if he did not believe that they would res-
onate with his cousin. Ironically, the younger Pypin’s career would contribute
much more to Russian learning than Chernyshevskii’s. In , Sasha won a
prize for his essay “On the Influence of the Varangians on the Everyday Life
of the Slavs,” which the district educational committee considered the best of
his peers in “thoughts, expression, detail, and effort.”30 Convinced of Sasha’s
brilliance, Nikolai started an epistolary crusade with requests to enroll him
in Saint Petersburg University. Meanwhile, Nikolai’s long letters introduced
his young protégé to Saint Petersburg years before Sasha actually arrived
there in the summer of  to take his entrance exams.

Konstantin Arsen’ev:
The Silver Spoon of State Service, –

The third member of the Herald group needed no vicarious introduction
to the imperial capital. Konstantin Konstantinovich Arsen’ev was born in
Saint Petersburg on January , , six days before Aleksandr Pushkin
sustained the injuries that would kill him. Unlike his future colleagues, Kon-
stantin came from a well-established Petersburg family. His father Konstantin
Ivanovich Arsen’ev was taught Latin and geography at the Saint Petersburg
Pedagogical Institute. Due to its clarity and readability, his Concise General
Geography () became a standard textbook for the next thirty years, not -
withstanding the bad press it received for mentioning Maximilien Robespierre
in connection with his hometown of Arras. Arsen’ev’s Statistical Description
of the Russian Empire () was even more controversial.31

The elder Arsen’ev was a proponent of Smithian statistics, a trend that
explored a nation’s quality of life and productivity instead of enumerating
facts, as the cameralist school had done. His Description therefore became
the first statistical examination of Russia based on theory. He divided classes
into economically productive (the peasantry) and unproductive (clergy, gen-
try, and bureaucrats) and argued that “the enserfment of the peasants is
a major obstacle to the improvement of agriculture” because the “freedom of
the producer and of trade is the most secure guarantee of the increase of indi-
vidual and social wealth.” Arsen’ev even attacked the military recruitment
system because it diminished the productive labor pool. In a novel approach,
he used statistics to criticize state policies. As a recent scholar has put it, for
Arsen’ev, a statistician “was a rational human being capable of interpreting
nature with or without the state’s approval.”32
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In the process of purging Saint Petersburg University of independent
and critically minded faculty, obscurantist university curator Dmitrii Runich
found in Arsen’ev’s books and his students’ notes traces of “godlessness
and revolutionary ideas” as well as disclosures “of state secrets” (in the form
of financial statistics), which caused his dismissal.33 Under the protections of
Grand Duke Nikolai Pavlovich (the future Nicholas I), however, Arsen’ev
dedicated his energy to the Imperial School of Engineering, Fyodor Dosto-
evsky’s alma mater.34

When his most influential patron became tsar in , Arsen’ev’s career
blossomed. Already a member of the Codification Commission under the
talented Mikhail Speranskii, in  Arsen’ev was made tutor in geography
and statistics to Grand Duke Alexander (the future Alexander II), which
not only brought Arsen’ev into the inner sanctum of the imperial court, but
also granted him unprecedented access to state archives (upon which he
drew for his lectures) and resulted in a long fact-finding trip through the
Russian provinces. He worked closely with Russian poet Vasilii Zhukovskii
(also a tutor) and the editor of the prominent literary journal The Contem-
porary (Sovremennik, –), Pyotr Pletnev, who would play an impor-
tant role in the creation of the Herald of Europe. Contrary to Tsar Nicholas’s
reputation for being anti-liberal, he gathered a remarkable group of progres-
sively minded men to educate his son, which played a large part in paving the
way for the Great Reforms.35

The s witnessed a swell of enthusiasm for statistics all over the Western
world as the Belgian, British, French, and American governments organized
statistics departments.36 Tsar Nicholas also understood the administrative
value of knowledge and welcomed this trend in Russia. It was time, he be -
lieved, to organize an efficient government that was no longer a hostage to
circumstances and forced to rely on ad hoc committees to deal with prob-
lems as they appeared.37 This explains why Nicholas appointed Arsen’ev
to tutor the future “tsar liberator.” By the time the statistics craze peaked,
Arsen’ev was already a champion of policy-oriented quantification. In ,
Tsar Nicholas appointed him to the Council of the Minister of Internal
Affairs and he became a member of the Statistical Division, which collected
data, analyzed it, and made policy recommendations. Arsen’ev was in the
right place at the right time as the ministry quickly rose to political promi-
nence due to the ability of those in power to recognize and utilize the talents
of young career officials. An epicenter of reformism, the ministry’s first move
was to restructure “provincial administration and strengthen its connection
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to the central government.”38 This gargantuan task required the services of
talented statisticians, and Arsen’ev was instrumental in establishing the pro -
vincial statistics committees in .

Arsen’ev hoped that through statistics “the nation and its population
would become known to itself and to the government,” and this belief was
part of his overall commitment to glasnost—the open publication and dis-
cussion of what had previously been a state secret.39 As Grand Duke Alexan-
der’s formal education was reaching its conclusion in , Zhukovskii and
Arsen’ev convinced Tsar Nicholas to send the heir-apparent on a seven-
month tour of his future realm as a necessary introduction to the local diver-
sity of Russia. Upon returning, Arsen’ev was no longer needed at court and
could dedicate his time to family matters and his infant son Konstantin,
although he also continued his geographical and statistical work in the Pro-
visional Statistical Committee from  to . He also published multi-
ple articles and books on eighteenth-century Russian history, including short
histories of the reigns of Catherine I and Peter II.40

In , the elder Arsen’ev played a central role in founding the Russian
Geographical Society, which united people who actively supported peasant
reform.41 As one scholar has argued, the society became “a major instrument
for advancing economic, demographic, and social studies of regions destined
to be touched most directly by the Great Reforms.”42 Arsen’ev’s magnum
opus, the Statistical Essays on Russia, appeared in . He dedicated it to
Grand Duke Alexander with the following words: “To love Russia is the
sacred duty of every Russian, but we can love her consciously and with con-
viction only when we know her, when we have studied her past and present,
and when we have adequately assessed the people’s strength, advantages, and
shortfalls.” He also added that he remembered with what dedication Alexan-
der loved his country and regretted “the various impediments to the free
development of a new and better life for the people.” Arsen’ev’s thinly dis-
guised references to serfdom did not pass the censor’s muster and he ordered
the dedication removed from copies intended for sale to the public.43

The younger Konstantin Arsen’ev thus grew up in a household where
discussion of statistics, geography, and history was a daily affair. Men of state
and prominent intellectuals visited his father, as his correspondence attests.44

However, Arsen’ev fils published nothing about his childhood, although he
admitted that he had “a developed interest in historical reading” when he
entered the School of Jurisprudence in Saint Petersburg, while Arsen’ev’s
memoirs point to this period of his life (–)—not his childhood—as
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a crucial formative period.45 Nevertheless, his family background proved to
be a great advantage in terms of access to the best educational facilities that
Russia had to offer and, unlike Stasiulevich and Pypin, he was in the position
to follow an easy career path into the highest ranks of state service.

Leonid Slonimskii:
Enlightenment in the Jewish Pale, –

The same did not hold for the youngest member of the Herald of Europe
group, Leonid-Ludwig Zinov’evich Slonimskii, who was born in  in
Zhitomir within the Pale of Settlement, beyond which Russian Jews did not
have the right to live. His father Haim Zelig (Zinovii Iakovlevich) Slonimskii
(–) was a perpetually indigent Jewish intellectual, mathematician,
and inventor whose biography, like the elder Arsen’ev’s, provides important
insights into the environment in which Leonid grew up. Indeed, Haim ended
up patriarch of a remarkable family that produced a long line of intellectuals:
Soviet literary scholar Aleksandr Slonimskii (–), American com-
poser and musicologist Nicolas Slonimsky (–), Soviet writer and
Maxim Gorky’s secretary Mikhail Slonimskii (–), and Polish poet
Antoni Słonimski (–) were Haim’s grandsons; Soviet (now Russian)
composer Sergei Slonimskii (b. ) was his great-grandson.46

As a recent scholar has put it, “across the nineteenth century, the Russian
Jews’ physical concentration in the Pale [of Settlement] sustained, and was
sustained by, a distinctive way of life considerably more removed from that
of the surrounding population than was then the case with Jews in Western
Europe.”47 Officially sanctioned legal discrimination preserved Judaism as
a religion as well as a distinct social order in Russia. Late twentieth-century
scholarship has emphasized the leap from “medieval” conditions to the sec-
ular and revolutionary ideologies that circumstances forced upon Russian
Jews. While the European Jews emancipated themselves by integrating, the
argument went, Russian Jews not only remained outsiders in their own coun-
tries, but were also alienated from their European counterparts who moved
along a different historical trajectory.48 More recent scholars have challenged
this oversimplified schema, but none has yet paid attention to Haim Slonim-
skii, a prominent member of the Russian Jewish Enlightenment, or Haskalah.

Born in the Polish town of Białystok in , Haim grew up in a conser-
vative Jewish family. Many years later, he wrote about his childhood experi-
ence: “The Russian language is so foreign to a Jew that he can only learn it
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with the help of another Jew who translates it for him using patois. Having
learned this language, the Jew finds nothing in it about himself or his reli-
gion, if you do not count hostile insinuations.”49 Dedicated to enlightening
his fellow Jews, Haim published all of his books in Hebrew. In , he wrote
The Foundations of Wisdom. After Halley’s Comet appeared in , he pub-
lished an astronomy primer entitled The Comet. In , he finished The
Annals of the Heavens. And in subsequent books, he introduced his readers
to Copernicus, Newton, Kepler, and other scientific giants.

Haim was also a talented inventor. In , the Saint Petersburg Academy
of Sciences awarded him the prestigious Demidov Prize worth , rubles
for a prototype of a calculating machine. In the s, Soviet authorities
claimed that Haim’s  paper on duplex telegraph communications (simul-
taneous messages in both directions) proved that the Russians were pioneers
in the field.50 Soviet writer Mikhail Slonimskii remembered his grandfather as
a “mathematician, astronomer, engineer, polyglot, speaker of almost twenty
foreign languages,” but added that his “hopeless impracticality set him apart.”51

Indeed, Haim repeatedly failed to patent his inventions or to publish his
findings. Judging by the frequency with which his son Leonid moved his
family from one apartment to another, he seems to have inherited his father’s
disregard for financial and practical affairs.52

By the s, Haim became a prominent figure of the Haskalah, which
promoted “the values of enlightened religious tolerance, the importance of
learning the language of the land and earning the trust of the state.”53 The
new Jewish social elite to which the Haskalah gave birth intervened and
negotiated between the state and the community. In Berlin and Warsaw, Haim
published the popular-scientific weekly newspaper Ha-Tsefirah (Dawn, 
and –), which covered politics, literature, and the sciences.54 He
contributed many articles on scientific topics and, in , one of these pro-
posed what has become known as the date-meridian, a line that fixes the Sab-
bath and the holy days for Jews all over the world in reference to Jerusalem
instead of Greenwich.55

Emerging from such an enlightened, albeit financially precarious house-
hold, Leonid began his gymnasium education in Warsaw, but when in 
Haim became the headmaster of the Zhitomir rabbinical seminary and the
censor of Jewish books and newspapers, he brought his son with him and
Leonid completed his education at the Zhitomir Gymnasium. The Zhitomir
rabbinical seminary was one of Tsar Nicholas’s state-sanctioned tools directed
against religious and cultural isolationism. Confident that the Jews could
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acculturate to Russian society, Haim argued in  that although the “state
rabbis” were “not strong enough to spread enlightenment, they were at least
able to check the spread of fanaticism, the first step in preparing enlight-
enment.”56 According to a contemporary, the seminary under Slonimskii
became famous among enlightened Jews and Zhitomir eclipsed Vilna as “a
Mecca” for learning.57 Devoted to the cause of the Haskalah, Haim became
one of the twenty-one “patrons and dignitaries” of the Society for Promot-
ing Enlightenment among Jews in Russia, which was established in  to
provide “material support” for “worthy” intellectual projects.58

In Zhitomir, where Leonid grew up, Jews made up nearly half of the pop-
ulation, and yet local authorities prohibited Jewish residences and businesses
in certain areas of town even though the state imposed certain forms of Jew-
ish integration. Haim attempted to acculturate his children and, in a house-
hold infused with the values of the Haskalah where “the exact sciences were
greatly revered,” his three sons slowly distanced themselves from their tradi-
tions.59 In her memoirs, Leonid’s mother-in-law, Polina Vengerova, wrote:
“Two things, my mother used to say, I know with absolute certainty: my gen-
eration will certainly live and die as Jews should; our grandchildren will live
and die as non-Jews. But I cannot foretell what will happen to our children.”60

Russian Jews faced a difficult choice between acculturation and assimila-
tion by the mid-nineteenth century. The elder Vengerova was right about
her own grandchildren’s fate—Leonid and his wife eventually converted to
Orthodoxy.

Conclusion

The family backgrounds and childhoods of the Herald group demonstrate
that Russian liberals emerged from a variety of social and psychological
backgrounds, which imparted to each individual a certain potential whose
outcome would be determined by future experiences. Stasiulevich’s pov-
erty and broken family became obstacles that he decided to overcome by
the time he entered the gymnasium to which his noble background granted
him access. Pypin’s happy childhood among educated role models promised
intellectual success without determining the path to it. Paradoxically, the
familial intimacy that reigned in the household would also act as an obstacle
to establishing close relationships with acquaintances in the future. Arsen’ev
grew up in a household saturated with academic achievements. Would he
adopt his father’s interests or reject them? And would he follow a secure and
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successful career in state service? Leonid grew up in an enlightened Jewish
family acutely aware of its otherness but willing to acculturate. He could
either use this awareness as a source of creativity or become its victim.

The family backgrounds and childhood experiences of the future Herald
liberals also offer an alternative vision of Russia under Tsar Nicholas I. “It
was characteristic of the Nicholaian system that the police were to educate
the public and the schools to discipline them,” a scholar of educational in-
stitutions has written.61 While the young men’s backgrounds challenge this
assessment of Nicholas’s era, their university experiences thoroughly contra-
dict such an excessively bleak oversimplification.
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While family background and childhood provided the raw
material for the Herald personalities, secondary education guided
their formation by taking them away from the primary social-

izing institutions, which were their homes, and exposing them to peers. The
university years produced a leap in their character formation as the clashing
forces of conformity and competition formed the young men’s emotional
temper, personality traits, habits of mind, and social attitudes. The first sim-
ilarities between the Herald liberals began to appear at this stage of their lives.

Stasiulevich, Pypin, and Arsen’ev studied in Saint Petersburg in the s
and s, a period when Russia was developing an original and humane
literary tradition. Although French socialism and German idealism consti-
tuted the bulk of the youths’ reading at the time, none of the Herald liberals
became Hegelians or socialists. Stasiulevich and Pypin studied history a few
years apart at Saint Petersburg University, while Arsen’ev pursued a legal edu-
 cation at the elite School of Jurisprudence where the curriculum and rules of
conduct intentionally shielded the students from the outside world.

The young men’s experiences also demonstrate that it is an oversimplifi-
cation to call the period of Nicolaevan reaction in the wake of  the “seven
dismal years.” The intellectual currents were much more varied and complex
than is suggested by the philosophical fireworks, socialist dreams, and proto-
revolutionary tendencies that historians regularly associate with the names of
Nikolai Stankevich, Mikhail Petrashevskii, Belinskii, and Herzen. Indeed,
most educated Russians appreciated the expansion of the education system,
new bureaucratic posts within the state, the beautification of cities, and the
flourishing intellectual life. British industrial towns and France’s barricaded
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cities did not appeal to the majority of the educated public. The Russian
Empire seemed to have reached the height of domestic stability and interna-
tional influence, which is why the loss in the Crimean War would become
such a shock.

Instead of discussing Proudhon, Cabet, Fourier, Leroux, Feuerbach, or
Hegel, Stasiulevich and Pypin immersed themselves in purely academic pur-
suits, while Arsen’ev’s personality evolved in a boarding-school bubble. The
intellectual storms that raged around such prominent figures as Belinskii and
Herzen barely affected Stasiulevich. More au courant of these men’s writ-
ings, Pypin recoiled from some of their opinions and, although he lived with
Chernyshevskii, he disagreed with his cousin’s views as they became increas-
ingly politicized in the s. Surprisingly, Arsen’ev, who attended an elite
institution and faced the brightest career prospects, became the most disillu-
sioned with the quality of his education. Coming from a younger generation,
Leonid Slonimskii studied at the Juridical Department of Kiev University
between  and , an even more intellectually stormy period among
students. Nevertheless, his education taught him to approach political econ-
omy, the most divisive subject of his day, dispassionately and analytically.

Indeed, since none of the Herald liberals felt alienated from society, none
sought an escape in small revolutionary circles of soul-mates and none re -
jected Russian culture in favor of anything foreign. Despite different experi-
ences, the Herald men were fairly typical, normal, and well-adjusted members
of Russian educated society, which also points to the native roots of Herald
liberalism.1

Mikhail Stasiulevich:
An Academic in the Making, –

When in August  Mikhail Stasiulevich entered the historical-philological
division of the Philosophy Department at Saint Petersburg University, he
became a witness to the renaissance of Russia’s universities under education
minister Sergei Uvarov. Describing the academic atmosphere of the time, one
historian has written that “a new crop of public-spirited professors forged
closer ties with their surrounding communities through ‘circles,’ consulting
work, and the public lectures that Uvarov mandated as regular features of uni-
versity life.”2 The lectures not only fueled debates, but also turned professors
into prominent figures and popular guests in salons. University enrollments
more than doubled between  and  as Uvarov navigated between his
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goal of creating an enlightened bureaucracy and Tsar Nicholas’s mistrust of
universities as breeding grounds of revolution.

Uvarov convinced the fiscally conservative finance minister Egor Kankrin
to increase the Education Ministry’s budget threefold and used it to raise
salaries and expand university facilities, laboratories, libraries, and presses.3

Uvarov zealously patronized the Academy of Sciences in its work of unearth -
ing and publishing Russia’s archives, and he supported the growing interest
in “scientific” history based on the study of original documents, believing
that this was safer than researching contemporary affairs. He defended his
policies in articles that he commissioned for the Journal of the Ministry of
National Enlightenment (Zhurnal ministerstva narodnogo prosveshcheniia,
–), which he founded in . Turning the page on the persecutions
of faculty of the s, Uvarov encouraged new course offerings. For exam-
ple, beginning in , the director of the Larin Gymnasium, Adam Fischer,
began to lecture on psychology, logic, metaphysics, epistemology, and ethi-
cal philosophy at the university.4 In defense of this curriculum, Uvarov and
Fischer reminded their overly patriotic critics that an education in tune with
Orthodox values did not require the negation of all European ideas.

Beyond the university’s walls, Russian literature experienced the “remark-
able decade” (–). In Moscow, Uvarov allowed historian Timofei
Gra n ovskii to give a series of public lectures in –, which became a
sensation. As one biographer put it, Granovskii preached justice toward
one’s fellow man, intellectual freedom, and a “sense of principle and legal-
ism in government”—a contemporary called the lectures a “political event.”5

Despite Uvarov’s cautious direction—for example, Granovskii was forbid-
den to mention Hegel—the universities nevertheless became the least con-
strained venues for debate.

Throughout the s, Uvarov even supported the publication of the jour-
 nals Notes of the Fatherland and The Contemporary and defended them from
conservative attacks. He believed that both publications were “beneficial to
literature” and represented “the best examples of Russian journalism.”6 He
also believed that they were useful safety valves for criticism of the state’s
reluctance to reform. The editor of The Contemporary, Pyotr Pletnev, even
joined the faculty of Saint Petersburg University in  as a professor of
Russian literature and language and became dean in —a post he retained
until —contributing greatly to its reputation as a center of learning.

As Pletnev put it in a speech commemorating the university’s twenty-fifth
anniversary in —a year after Stasiulevich enrolled—it had finally “won
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over the respect of parents from all estates, so that even the highest state
officials have decided, with full confidence, to educate their children here.”7

This definition of success reflects the importance that Uvarov placed on uni-
versity education as a prerequisite for state service. The university responded
to state requests for specially trained personnel as different ministries spon-
sored university departments.8 Although Uvarov coordinated university en -
roll ments with the needs of the state, this measure was in harmony with
western European practices in a conservative age. Stasiulevich entered an
expanding and confident institution with a highly professional, relatively
young, and progressively minded faculty.

He specialized in classical literature and languages under the renowned
specialist on ancient Greece Mikhail Kutorga, who had traveled to leading
European universities in the s to acquaint himself with the latest achieve-
 ments in classical studies. Kutorga emphasized original sources, trained his
students in historical methods, and rigorously examined the historiography
of his field. To further his students’ training, he organized seminars in his
home.9 Under Kutorga’s guidance, Stasiulevich argued in his senior thesis
that Homer was a “collective persona” and that the language and the orga-
nization of the Iliad and Odyssey proved that their original composition pre-
dated written language in Greece. For this first academic effort, he received a
silver medal.10 Two years later, he defended his master’s thesis, “The Athen-
ian Hegemony,” which he published in .11 His meticulous, disciplined,
and balanced approach to historical documents demonstrated that he had
acquired the habits of intellectual restraint and thorough examination that
were essential to a successful academic career.

Stasiulevich acquired these skills at an auspicious time. In the wake of the
European Revolutions of , the Russian state intensified censorship and
surveillance. The university authorities ordered professors to omit “super-
fluous information” from their lectures, which meant that politically sensitive
phrases and words could damage careers. In , Tsar Nicholas appointed
the more conservative Prince Platon Shirinskii-Shikhmatov in Uvarov’s place.
The new education minister raised tuition, reduced the student body in all
universities, limited enrollment strictly to members of the gentry, and cur-
tailed the universities’ autonomy. In January , Stasiulevich began to teach
history at the Larin Gymnasium while supplementing his income with pri-
vate lessons.

In an environment of growing suspicion and surveillance, Stasiulevich
chose a safe classical subject for his master’s thesis, but his participation in
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an affair involving professor Granovskii exposed him to the complicated
way in which historical research and writing intertwined with politics after
. An admirer of liberal reforms and institutional history, Granovskii
had submitted his doctoral dissertation, titled “The Communes in France,”
to Moscow University in . Although the subject dealt with the Middle
Ages, by  the title had become unacceptable, so Granovskii shifted his
work’s emphasis from the struggles of the communes for independence to
the French monarchy’s centralization policies in the twelfth century. As a
result, the monarchy’s chief theorist, Abbot Suger of Saint Denis, became the
center of Granovskii’s work.

The public defense went well, but the ensuing debate over his sources
and non-academic writing style spilled into the press. In May , Stasiule-
vich published an article in the popular journal Muscovite (Moskvitianin,
–) accusing Granovskii of being insufficiently scholarly because
he had not worked with primary sources. “Abbot Suger,” as the thesis was
renamed, did not fulfill “those demands that scholarship makes of special-
ized, scholarly compositions,” wrote Stasiulevich.12 Granovskii’s students
sprang to his defense and a debate continued for two years until Stasiule-
vich admitted that he had misunderstood Granovskii’s real intention—to
make history accessible to the public. After realizing his mistake, Stasiulevich
became especially respectful of Granovskii and sent him copies of all his
published works.

The crux of the debate concerned, of course, the role of history and the
function of the historian in Russian society. Stasiulevich initially missed the
bigger picture that Granovskii (thirteen years his senior) had grasped and
after the debate became “undoubtedly more engaged over the question of the
nature and function of history, and by implication, the role of the histo-
rian.”13 As one scholar has put it, Granovskii did to history what others were
doing to imaginative literature and literary criticism by turning them “into
a channel for the expression of independent thought and enlightened val-
ues.”14 When Stasiulevich became a professor and gave public lectures him-
self, he followed Granovskii’s example and became a popular public figure
in his own right. Stasiulevich’s ideas about history had come even closer to
Granovskii’s by the time he defended his doctoral dissertation, “Lycurgus of
Athens,” in , in which he argued that emancipating historical charac-
ters from the narrow constraints of philology and treating them in “simple
human terms would show their relevance to readers and make classical his-
tory accessible to a wider audience.”15
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In , Stasiulevich quit the Larin Gymnasium and became a senior lec-
turer (dotsent) in the history of the Middle Ages at Saint Petersburg Univer-
sity. Beyond the university, state suspicions of public opinion sometimes
reached absurd levels. When Nikolai Gogol died in , the local authori-
ties forbade Turgenev to place an obituary in the Saint Petersburg press.
When he succeeded in sneaking it past the censors in Moscow, he was
arrested and eventually exiled. Stasiulevich, however, steered clear of scan-
dal. By , he was an adjunct professor with three independent publi-
cations and a solid scholarly reputation. Although the academic community
was hypersensitive to the social and intellectual turmoil during the last years
of Nicholas’s reign, Stasiulevich’s student life and early professional success
unfolded in the quiet academic sphere that evolved independently of the
philosophical storms that raged in the capital’s salons during the s and
s. Stasiulevich’s conduct demonstrated a penetrating, but reserved and
disciplined worldview independent of peer pressure and the storm and stress
of the intelligentsia’s first philosophical experiments, although the lessons he
carried away from the Granovskii affair would soon bear fruit.

The Granovskii affair taught Stasiulevich another valuable lesson. “Our
journals,” he admitted to a friend at the time, “are not worth participating in.
All scholarly arguments are settled depending on the editor’s personal rela-
tionship to the authors.”16 Instead, Stasiulevich dedicated himself fully to his
studies. The rest, he wrote, was “vanitas vanitatum et omnia vanitas [vanity
of vanities and all is vanity].”17 Nonetheless, negotiating the treacherous
waters of academia became an exercise in both diplomacy and restraint—two
qualities that would serve the future editor well—as Stasiulevich immersed
himself in research and teaching between  and . His experience
reflected a general Russian trend under Tsar Nicholas I of academia acting as
an alternative to politics, fertile soil for the evolution of civil society, and the
root of the Herald’s moderate tone. With Nikolai Chernyshevskii showing
increasing interest in intellectual currents beyond the university and expos-
ing his cousin to them, Aleksandr Pypin’s student years unfolded more dra-
matically than Stasiulevich’s.

Alexander Pypin:
An Independent State of Mind, –

Sasha Pypin completed his education at the Saratov Gymnasium in the inaus-
 picious year of , just when the Ministry of Education curtailed university
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enrollments, so his parents decided that it was best to send Sasha to Kazan
University, instead of Saint Petersburg. In , the university had only 
students, but Pypin admitted in his memoirs that it resembled “a veritable
temple of learning” to a provincial boy.18 The Kazan educational district in -
cluded the enormous territory from Perm and Viatka in the north to Astra -
khan in the south, and the entire Urals region. Students from the Caucasus
and Siberia also attended. Leo Tolstoy finished his studies there the year that
Pypin arrived and the famous Russian mathematician Nikolai Lobachevskii
was assistant district superintendent.

Like Stasiulevich in Saint Petersburg, Sasha joined the Historical-
Philological Department where famous Slavist Viktor Grigorovich taught.
His stimulating lectures attracted Sasha to the subject and since the univer-
sity library was still small at the time, Grigorovich granted his students access
to his personal collection. His enthusiasm was infectious and his knowledge
of the subject was first-hand thanks to Uvarov’s policy of sending professors
abroad.19 Grigorovich had spent two and a half years traveling in “European
Turkey” (the Balkans) and learning Slavic languages and customs, of which
he later published an account. After Grigorovich died in , Pypin described
him as a learned humanist and idealist trapped among administrators and
pseudo-specialists.20 In the s, however, the field of Slavic studies was in
its infancy and Pypin struggled to find his way in the absence of introductory
courses and published materials.

The philosophical parting of ways with his cousin began as a result of
Pypin’s interest in this uncharted territory. In a letter to his parents, Cherny-
shevskii was wildly enthusiastic about new additions to the curriculum of
Kazan University:

It is wonderful that they have added political economy because along with
history . . . it stands in the forefront of all the sciences. Without political econ-
omy it is impossible to take a single step in the academic world. And this is not
just a fad, as some say; no, political-economic questions are now at the fore-
front of theory as well as practice, in other words in the sciences and in affairs
of state.21

His cousin’s enthusiasm notwithstanding, Sasha showed little interest in
political economy and took instead the history of the Church, world history,
French and German, the history of world literature, philosophy, and Slavic
languages.22
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While Sasha studied in Kazan, Nikolai Chernyshevskii continued to bom-
bard the family with letters urging them to transfer Sasha to the capital. Hav-
ing completed his first year at Kazan, Pypin spent the summer of  on the
road with his father traveling through Ukrainian colonies along the Volga. For
the first time, Sasha became conscious of the differences between the Great
and Little Russians—the Ukrainians seemed to possess more self-esteem, he
noticed, and behaved more freely and were cleaner in their appearance.23 At
the end of the summer, Chernyshevskii and Pypin traveled to Kazan to com-
plete the transfer paperwork. They took a boat to Nizhnii Novgorod where
they attended the annual trade fair, then traveled to Moscow, and from there
made their way to Petersburg atop a postal coach where the seats were cheaper.

In the fall of , Sasha was one of four second-year philology students
at Saint Petersburg University. In his memoirs, he described how Uvarovian
classicism came under attack for exposing students to Homer, Thucydides,
and Sophocles. Instead, Shirinskii-Shikhmatov encouraged the study of the
Church Fathers while “republican ideas and pagan mythology were removed
during the teaching of the Greek language.”24 The university administration
canceled all philosophy classes, split the Philosophy Department into History-
Philology and Physics-Mathematics, and sent observers into classrooms to
monitor the content of lectures. Mikhail Kutorga, Stasiulevich’s mentor, had
a reputation for harboring liberal views, so when Pypin attended his lectures,
the superintendent of the Saint Petersburg educational district personally
sat in and occasionally walked up to Kutorga during his lectures and stared
at him, to the latter’s great annoyance.25 As usually happens, Pypin remem-
bered, censorship attracted even greater attention to European affairs among
the students.

Pypin arrived in Saint Petersburg after the police had arrested and sen-
tenced members of the Petrashevtsy group, an informal discussion circle of
idealistic youths that included Fyodor Dostoevsky. Large gatherings in pri-
vate apartments ceased, but liberal views remained popular among the stu-
dents and peddlers continued to sell banned literature, which they carried
around in canvas bags. When Chernyshevskii introduced his cousin to the
works of French utopian socialist Charles Fourier, Pypin found in them too
much “arbitrary fantasy” for his taste. He preferred the “firm and decisive
logic” of Ludwig Feuerbach to the “fantasy of the French socialists.”26

Pypin found the field of Russian literary studies in its infancy, which
forced the students to explore it with minimal guidance. When in  Pypin
decided to write his senior thesis on late eighteenth-century Russian comedy,
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he had to use as his guides Kutorga’s critical approach to original sources and
the exegetic expertise that he had gleaned from seminars on classical philos-
ophy. His thesis met with the highest approval in the form of a gold medal.

In the process of conducting research, Pypin concluded that Russian liter-
ature in the late eighteenth century was an unjustly overlooked contribution
to Russian culture. Aesthetically clumsy, it nevertheless demonstrated “the
consistent upbringing of eighteenth-century society to the acceptance of sci-
ence, literature, and social interests.” The period was essential to understand-
ing the history of “social attitudes and tastes,” he wrote, and argued further
that Belinskii was wrong in condemning this literary period for its failure to
champion the cause of social justice. Pypin’s interest in Russian culture
became a lifelong project of ground-breaking exploration. Belinskii had died
in  largely ignorant of the history of Russia’s social movements, so a “new
group of researchers,” Pypin wrote in his memoirs, took up the task of ex -
ploring them.27 As he joined these pioneers during the “seven dismal years,”
bibliographies and biographical dictionaries were in demand and became
safe forms of academic research that avoided political issues. Pypin became
part of Russia’s first group of literary historians, which also included Alek-
sandr Afanas’ev, Orest Miller, Nikolai Tikhonravov, and Pyotr Pekarskii.28

After they arrived in the capital, Nikolai Chernyshevskii introduced his
cousin to literary historian Irinarkh Vvedenskii, also a native of Saratov,
whose salon had converted Chernyshevskii to Belinskii and Herzen.29 Unlike
his cousin, however, Pypin remained critical of both men’s views, while de -
bates about socialism left him uninterested. He preferred the literary angle of
the discussions and described the salon’s atmosphere as “liberal” but differ-
ent from the philosophical circles of the s and s with their heated
debates about Hegelian philosophy and socialist ideals. The members gos-
siped about the latest literary news, joked about the government’s attempts
to control public life, and “waited for the outcome” of society’s depressed
“intellectual and moral state.”30 While Chernyshevskii clarified his revolu-
tionary ideas under the influence of these gatherings, Pypin saw in them an
opportunity to network with the capital’s intelligentsia, and at one of these
evenings he met the military doctor Gavriil Gorodkov, whose wife’s sister he
would marry several years later.

Pypin’s research into the literatures of the Slavic peoples reinforced his
belief in the value of ethnic self-expression. In his memoirs, he disagreed
with Belinskii’s condemnation of Ukrainian literature for its petty provincial
plots that ignored the more important social problems.31 In Pypin’s opinion,

Formative Years 



any form of literary creativity stimulated national consciousness and con-
tributed to enlightenment, so he welcomed all manifestations of literary
experimentation regardless of their origins.

In October , the Russo-Turkish War broke out and Russia’s initial
military and naval successes forced France and England to join forces with
the Ottoman Empire by , launching the Crimean War. When the British
fleet blockaded Russian ships outside the island fortress of Kronstadt, Pypin
joined the droves of onlookers who traveled there to catch a glimpse of the
British ships in the distance. Pypin’s recollections of this period echo hun-
dreds of others. The glaring inconsistencies between official reports and the
reality described by eyewitnesses undermined public confidence in the gov-
ernment. The appalling conditions at the front and logistical incompetence,
wrote Pypin, “led to the bankruptcy of the old administrative system,” which
had disregarded “public opinion” while sticking to “political principles that
constituted the real calamity of national life.”32 Pypin remembered how a
friend informed him of Sevastopol’s fall with mixed emotions: sadness about
the military defeat and joy about the blow to the autocracy’s reputation.

The Crimean War opened a floodgate of “illegal” literature in the form
of draft proposals and manuscripts, as well as the famous Voices from Russia
anthologies that emanated from Herzen’s free press in London. The pam-
phlets addressed everything from government structure to abuses of power
by local authorities in distant regions of the empire, and the authors included
prominent figures such as Mikhail Pogodin, Timofei Granovskii, Boris Chich -
erin, and Konstantin Kavelin. Belinskii’s famous letter to Gogol “resurfaced”
in hand-written copies. As “an anxious attitude and anxious expectations”
gripped Russian society during the war, Pypin entered the world of Russia’s
leading thick journals, The Contemporary and Notes of the Fatherland.

In a letter to his parents, Pypin described his weekly salon itinerary: Satur-
 days at Slavist Izmail Sreznevskii’s first and then at Roman historian Nikolai
Blagoveshchenskii’s; Fridays at literary historian Aleksandr Nikitenko’s with
Nikolai Chernyshevskii; Thursdays at Notes of the Fatherland editor Andrei
Kraevskii’s; and frequent visits to Contemporary editors Nikolai Nekrasov
and Ivan Panaev.33 The Contemporary network introduced Pypin to writers
Ivan Goncharov, Ivan Turgenev, Leo Tolstoy, and Dmitrii Grigorovich, liter-
 ary critic Aleksandr Druzhinin, and playwright Aleksandr Ostrovskii.

Pypin’s “bibliographic” friends suggested that he publish his thesis on
eighteenth-century comedy in Notes of the Fatherland, but he refused because
he thought it too specialized for a general audience. Instead, in  he
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contributed an article about an obscure eighteenth-century playwright Vladi -
mir Lukin and from then on contributed more pieces on topics that included
medieval Russian translations of stories from A Thousand and One Nights,
traces of Alexander the Great in Russian folklore, Russian fairytales discov-
ered in medieval manuscripts, and apocryphal biblical tales.34 Chernyshev -
skii informed his aunt and uncle in  that their son’s articles had become
topics of conversation in Nikitenko’s salon.35

On Sundays, Chernyshevskii and his young wife Olga hosted a salon of
their own and Pypin, who had moved in with them, was often present at these
gatherings, where he met famous literary critic and radical Nikolai Dobroliu -
bov in . Meanwhile, Chernyshevskii reported to his aunt and uncle that
“Sashenka continues to earn his rights to academic celebrity.”36 Pypin read
Dobroliubov’s articles on the works of Turgenev, Ostrovskii, Dos toevsky, and
Goncharov and appreciated how the critic “immersed himself in these liter-
ary paintings; he believed in them, like reality.”37 However, Pypin disagreed
with Dobroliubov’s demand that writers combat social wrongs. Pypin wit-
nessed the split between the purely artistic and socially oriented directions in
Russian literature that appeared in the s with Turgenev, Druzhinin, and
Vasilii Botkin defending the artistic tendency and Dobroliubov and Cherny-
shevskii defending the social one.38 In his memoirs, Pypin maintained that he
belonged to neither camp and argued that “both ‘directions’ were closely and
organically linked to each other” and that “the key to Russian literature lay in
this organic connection.”39 Simultaneously, he defended the popularizers of
history, such as Nikolai Blagoveshchenskii, who made the classical past acces-
sible to a wider audience. Pypin believed that this was the only way to over-
come popular aversion to state-enforced classicism, which he nonetheless
considered essential to a well-rounded education, believing that knowledge of
ancient history “could become an important tool of social consciousness.”40

By , Pypin was recommending older scholars, such as his colleague,
the literary historian Pekarskii, to the editors of The Contemporary.41 In ,
at the age of twenty-three, Pypin became a corresponding member of the
Imperial Russian Archaeological Society and a full member of the Imperial
Geographic Society. In , he asked the censors for permission to translate
Friedrich Schlosser’s History of the Eighteenth Century and of the Nineteenth
until the Overthrow of the French Empire, which was part of a joint project
with Chernyshevskii under the auspices of The Contemporary, and aimed to
introduce the Russian public to world history by translating and publishing
the most popular Western works on the subject.42 At the same time, Pypin
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defended his master’s thesis, “A Sketch of the Literary History of Old Rus-
sian Novels and Fairytales,” and received half of the prestigious Demidov
Prize, which resulted in a position as lecturer in European literature at Saint
Petersburg University. However, since the ministry had not yet allocated the
funds for the new Department of Western European Literature, it decided to
send Pypin abroad to acquaint him with the latest scholarship and visit the
eastern European regions in whose literatures he would specialize. Cherny-
shevskii wrote to his parents: “Sashenka sees his dream of going abroad
materialize and can consider his career made.”43

During his years at the university, Pypin demonstrated an intellectual re -
serve, scholarly dedication, and academic ambition similar to Stasiulevich’s.
Indeed, Chernyshevskii, who corresponded regularly with the Saratov house-
hold, repeatedly made excuses for his cousin’s poor penmanship due to his
workload and poor sleeping habits.44 Although Pypin was engaged in the cap-
ital’s intellectual circles, he nonetheless remained aloof. One biographer has
even described him as a “reserved, ‘closed’ person, [who] opened up com-
pletely neither to those close to him, nor to his colleagues.”45 Although his
memoirs contain interesting descriptions of his peers, they demonstrate emo-
 tional connections neither to them nor even to Chernyshevskii, who remained
his closest friend. Pypin became a scholar who placed method above conclu-
sions, which allowed him to maintain a healthy distance from the subject mat-
 ter and to minimize the literary and historical preconceptions that must have
pressed in from all sides under the influence of the Slavophile-Westernizer
debate that continued into the s. Parallel to this abstract debate, the evo-
lution of the field of Slavic literatures and languages played a crucial role in
the formation of Russia’s national self-consciousness, with Pypin on the cut-
ting edge of the new discipline. In the process, Pypin developed a cool aca-
demic approach to matters of national consciousness while at the same time
believing them to be crucial to a healthy liberal world view. This same atti-
tude would become a defining characteristic of the Herald of Europe message,
while intellectual engagement combined with emotional sangfroid would
serve Pypin well as the journal’s editor.

Konstantin Arsen’ev:
Integrating into the Elite, –

Konstantin Arsen’ev’s education, unlike Stasiulevich’s and Pypin’s, followed
a state-oriented path. At twelve years of age, he entered one of Russia’s two
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institutions that supplied personnel directly for higher civil service—the
School of Jurisprudence, where famous Russian composer Pyotr Tchaikov -
sky was three years his junior.46 The school’s founder, Prince Pyotr Ol’den-
burgskii, was Tsar Nicholas’s nephew, and had convinced the tsar in 
that “the dearth of educated and informed officials in the chancelleries of the
judicial offices constitutes one of the most important inconveniences that
prevent this part [of the administration] from being brought to the level to
which the emperor would like to raise the entire government.”47 In other
words, the School of Jurisprudence aimed to promote legality and formal
procedure in a bureaucracy otherwise dominated by informal relationships
and local patronage networks.

The school’s  statute articulated its central goal “to train noble youth
for service in the state judiciary” and its graduation list “read like the Who’s
Who of the Russian civil administration,” as one historian has put it. During
 years of existence, it produced twenty-four ministers or their equivalent,
thirty-five appointed and eleven elected members of the State Council, and
seventy-three senators.48 Distinguished lawyer and future contributor to the
Herald Vladimir Stasov graduated in . Arsen’ev studied in distinguished
company.

The school offered a seven-year program with a specialization in law that
prepared students for service in the Ministry of Justice. Enrollment heavily
favored the gentry so that between  and  only six percent of the
graduates came from other estates. The strictly supervised boarding-school
environment socialized the students by limiting their exposure to the out-
side world and since the school was located in the capital, permission to leave
campus was limited and a strict code of conduct applied when students
did so. Parents worked hard to enroll their children although tuition was ten
to fifteen times what universities cost. The school’s classes averaged between
 and  members annually and the best students graduated with the
eleventh state rank automatically and went on salary immediately whether
they had a job or not. This set them apart from their university colleagues
and acted as an effective reward mechanism and a persuasive disciplinary
tool since grades for behavior affected a student’s overall standing.

The demanding curriculum regimented the days from six a.m. until ten
p.m. The school favored a practical education. In Russian language classes,
the students read official proclamations. Greek was not an option, but Latin
was a prerequisite for juridical courses. Since foreign languages were essen-
tial to jurists in a country that took much from Western examples, French
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and German took up one quarter of overall class time. The last three years
offered a broad spectrum of law and related courses, including forensic med-
icine and political economy. Although less demanding than university law
courses, the variety was greater. In addition, the jurists worked with docu-
ments from ministry archives, took procedure courses from professional
bureaucrats, and attended special lectures on contemporary legal problems.

The school pampered its students to compensate for its disciplinary
demands. For example, the jurists’ three-course lunch and two-course din-
ner humbled the average university diet. Frequent music concerts, physical
activity clubs, and the beautifully kept campus compensated for the strictly
controlled environment. Prince Ol’denburgskii was immensely popular. He
frequently inspected the school, visited the infirmary, entertained the students
lavishly, and even gave them spending money anonymously. The school in -
vited successful alumni to meet the students and speak to them regularly and
the graduation ceremonies always attracted high state dignitaries and mem-
bers of the imperial family.49

The school combined character formation with professional training, but
the tie that was supposed to bind the students together was the inculcation of
moral values, which aimed to make of the graduates loyal, efficient, diligent,
and honest bureaucrats. This training encouraged a strong feeling of corpo-
rate loyalty to the school and, as one student remembered, the hazing of the
newcomers forced them “to create such bonds with their classmates that they
would never require outside help.”50 Égalité and fraternité characterized the
relations between the students, although the school’s authorities often tested
this loyalty with internal investigations and punishments.51 As each group of
graduates entered the ranks of the bureaucracy simultaneously, their loyalty
spread across state institutions, but was especially strong within the Ministry
of Justice. In all this, the school was no different from elite educational insti-
tutions elsewhere in Europe.

Unfortunately, when Arsen’ev entered the school in , its director,
Major-General A. P. Iazykov, was in the process of implementing military
discipline, part of which came in the form of marching classes. A purge re -
placed foreign personnel as well as “civilian” Russian professors with officers,
most of whom lacked educational credentials. The sterner regulations came
after it was discovered that one of the members of the Petrashevtsy group,
Vasilii Golovinskii, was a jurist. The state need not have worried, however.
In his memoirs, Arsen’ev argued that his classmates were much less interested
in Saint-Simon and Fourier than the students of the Tsarskoe Selo Lyceum, a
more radically minded institution.
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According to Arsen’ev, the greatest threat to discipline was smoking, which
proves that politics did not penetrate the campus. Although the younger stu-
dents experienced corporal punishment regularly, the administration threat-
ened the upperclassmen only verbally. Arsen’ev’s class was the first to protest
this abuse by refusing to visit the director and inspectors on the eve of grad-
uation in , but this was a few months after Alexander II became tsar
and a thaw was already in the air. According to Arsen’ev, whatever moral
fiber the students acquired came despite the school’s disciplinary policies,
not be cause of them.52

Arsen’ev’s low opinion of its academic standards reflected the school’s
emphasis on obedience and service to the detriment of natural curiosity and
originality of thought. Arsen’ev’s class left the general education stage (the
first four years) with “a poor knowledge of the Latin language, history, and
geography and almost total ignorance of mathematics, physics, and natural
history.” What modern languages the students knew they had picked up at
home, he maintained. “We were treated like boys and we studied like boys,
not like students,” Arsen’ev remembered. Even in the upper classes, there
was little personal communication between the professors and students and
little intellectual guidance. Arsen’ev made an exception for Russian language
and literature professor Nikolai Vyshnegradskii who taught Turgenev’s Hunts-
 man’s Sketches, published in , in which Vyshnegradskii saw a condem-
nation of serfdom. The majority of the legal courses, however, were boring
and incomprehensible, with the exception of forensic medicine and criminal
law, taught by the renowned Saint Petersburg University professor Pyotr
Kalmykov. From these courses, Arsen’ev wrote, the students emerged with
“the heavy feeling of something being wrong with the world around us.”53

The seduction of automatic rank upon graduation forced the students to
preserve the appearance of effort. Arsen’ev’s peers rarely read newspapers and
did not learn about Belinskii until after graduation. The isolation severely
limited their world and confined their goals to state service. Even the Crimean
War made a negligible impact on the students’ lives. “Russia’s power was for
us an axiom beyond any argument,” wrote Arsen’ev. The topic for the final
exam in German was to compare the year  with  and aimed “clearly
to encourage chauvinistic excitement.” The students left the school com-
pletely ignorant of the political situation in the empire and the significance
of Tsar Alexander’s accession.

It did not surprise Arsen’ev that the School of Jurisprudence produced
so few legal scholars, with the exception of the notoriously reactionary
Konstan tin Pobedonostsev. Few successful lawyers and no notable zemstvo
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personalities emerged from its halls. Indeed, another graduate wrote: “From
the School of Jurisprudence we carry away nothing but rank, a diploma list-
ing all of our courses, and a meaningful medal that reads ‘respice finem’
[Give thought to the goal].”54 The feeling of corporate loyalty remained on
the “schoolboy level” and was “artificial” and “false,” wrote Arsen’ev thirty
years later. His class quickly lost its cohesion after graduation. “The state of
our spirits at the time of graduation,” Arsen’ev complained, “resembled most
closely a blank sheet of paper upon which our future life would have to write
one thing or another.”55 Unlike his colleagues Stasiulevich and Pypin, Arsen’ev
ended his student years without the experience necessary for running and
contributing to a journal, although he would make up for this during his
professional career as a lawyer. Compensating for what he saw as Russia’s
under-developed legal culture and worldview would become Arsen’ev’s job
at the Herald of Europe.

Leonid Slonimskii:
From Lawyer to Economist, –

Unlike Konstantin Arsen’ev, Leonid Slonimskii received an excellent legal
education at the Juridical Department of Saint Vladimir University in Kiev
from which he graduated in . Unfortunately, he left no recollections
of his experiences and was reticent about that period of his life. Even his
son Nicolas wrote, “I knew little about my father’s youth and education,
except that he graduated from the University of Kiev.”56 Nevertheless, a re -
construction of his environment strongly suggests that the roots of Slonim-
skii’s interest in economics go back to the men under whom he studied in
Kiev, especially professor Nikolai Bunge (minister of finance, –),
from whom Slonimskii borrowed the core economic concepts that he devel-
oped further on the pages of the Herald of Europe.

When the Juridical Department opened in , its faculty was pre-
dominantly Russian and the curriculum emphasized Russian law. By ,
the faculty had become one of the strongest in the empire due in part to
the influx of former members of the Second Department of His Majesty’s
Chancellery, which was responsible for codifying Russian law under Mikhail
Speranskii’s guidance.57 When Leonid arrived in Kiev in , its population
was in the process of doubling from , in  to , in . The
recovery of the beet sugar industry after Emancipation and the construction
of the Southwestern railroad through town—the train station was completed
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in —attracted laborers and settlers. Self-government and business op -
portunities constantly distracted the juridical faculty, about which the stu-
dents complained bitterly.58 Having been expelled by Nicholas I in , Jews
returned to Kiev under Alexander II and by  the Jewish population had
reached fourteen thousand.59

In the wake of the Great Reforms, the Haskalah movement faced a
dilemma. On the one hand, Russian Jews could enter universities more freely.
On the other, the Haskalah tried to reinvigorate its own institutions of higher
learning, the yeshivas, although the trend among Jewish youths was not in
their favor and Leonid followed the majority who entered Russian universi-
ties.60 When Leonid enrolled in , Saint Vladimir University was enjoy-
ing the blessings of the  University Charter that granted a degree of
self-government to the faculty who elected the rector and the deans. As one
scholar has noted, the university received “three of the choicest gifts in the
bestowal of the autocracy: academic freedom, professional self-government,
and social authority.”61 According to one account, the university administra-
tion under Rector Nikolai Bunge treated the students “genially and benevo-
lently, without formalism and bureaucratic subordination” and most students
completed their studies without problems.62

There were about nine hundred students at the university in the late
s, and the atmosphere was much more democratic than in Saint Peters-
burg when Stasiulevich and Pypin studied there. The juridical and medical
departments were the most popular.63 Leonid’s university years came in
the wake of the Great Reforms, which turned young minds away from the
“philosophical and aesthetic idealism” of the s and s and towards
“socio-cultural and scientific ideals,” as a fellow student put it. Lectures on
political economy became very popular in the s, and the student body
was split between the “radicals,” mostly medical students and science majors,
and the “liberal-progressives,” mostly students of law, history, and mathe-
matics. The two groups regularly organized debates in the university cafe-
teria.64 The academic year lasted seven months and the university authorities
complained that the students attended an average of only ten lectures during
this period.65 In other words, university law students—unlike those at the
School of Jurisprudence—had plenty of free time to pursue extracurricular
interests.

By the time Leonid enrolled, the faculty included luminaries such as crim-
inal law specialist Aleksandr Kistiakovskii and political economist Nikolai
Ziber.66 Only Bunge and Kistiakovskii insisted on monitoring their students’
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progress personally, which earned them great respect.67 Since political econ-
omy was one of the two non-juridical required courses that the University
Statute of  mandated—the other was forensic medicine—the law stu-
dents immersed themselves in the relevant texts.68 While the generation to
which Stasiulevich, Pypin, and Arsen’ev belonged read literature, German
philosophy, literary criticism, and the French socialists, Slonimskii’s peers
devoured Adam Smith, David Ricardo, and Karl Marx, among many others.

Slonimskii’s experience at Saint Vladimir University was that of assimila-
tion. The Jewish students in the late s and early s did not distinguish
themselves from their Ukrainian or Russian counterparts. Jewish students
generally kept their distance from Jewish communities in university towns
and rarely set foot in synagogues, while the first self-organized Jewish stu-
dent groups did not appear until the end of the nineteenth century, long
after the Ukrainians and Poles had organized their own.69 Instead, during the
s Jewish students in Kiev were more likely to belong to the zemlia-
chestva, an informal association of students from the same locality, which
was the dominant form of association life at the time.70

The greatest influence on Leonid was Nikolai Bunge, who joined the law
faculty in  and became full professor of administrative law (politseiskoe
pravo) in  when Slonimskii was in the second year of his studies. Bunge
also lectured on statistics, which he approached as a policy tool in the man-
ner of the elder Arsen’ev, and a recent biographer has even argued that
Bunge was the “pioneer of the sociological direction in Russian statistics.”71

He always introduced his courses on administrative law and statistics with
several lectures on political economy that became so popular that even med-
ical students attended them.72 Bunge believed that monarchy was a suitable
form of government for Russia only as long as it was founded on “legality,
glasnost, and local elections.” Glasnost did not mean a free press, but less in -
trusive censorship and the right to criticize state policies. Much like Mikhail
Katkov and Konstantin Kavelin, Bunge was an Anglophile who believedthat
British institutions of local self-government had prevented the revolutionary
wave from crossing the channel in . Therefore, “self-government of the
community constitutes the real stronghold of monarchies,” he wrote, and by
the s, he had become the “leader of the university’s progressive party.”73

Bunge did not limit his expertise to the lecture hall. He had been a member
of the Rostovtsev (later Panin) Commission that worked out the emancipation
of the serfs. Bunge was also the first Russian economist to examine the peas-
ant question in connection with credit institutions, taxation, passport laws,
and migration. He believed, for example, that since the peasant commune
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was an established and tested institution, it should be allowed to outlive its
utility, but should not be artificially preserved. As a way to pay for Emanci-
pation, Bunge supported an income tax, an idea ahead of its time and one
that the Herald would champion beginning in the s. In , Bunge
established the Kiev branch of the State Bank, which he temporarily headed
in , and in  he helped establish the City of Kiev Mutual Credit Com-
pany and the Kiev Private Commercial Bank, Russia’s first pro vincial joint-
stock bank. A year later, the Kiev Stock Exchange opened with his support
and in  he helped found the Kiev Industrial Bank. In addition, Bunge
served as a member of the municipal duma, but refused to become head
because of his academic responsibilities.74

Bunge incorporated his understanding of finances and Russian business
conditions into his lectures. He urged his students to avoid generalizations
unsupported by facts and to analyze economic dogmas carefully. One of his
students wrote that in a time when grand reform plans carried away youth-
ful minds, “his merciless logic destroyed these seductive constructions, and
they fell to our feet like the broken toys of children.” He appreciated Adam
Smith’s penetrating insights into universal economic laws, but criticized him
for underestimating historical and geographic details. Bunge taught his stu-
dents to approach economics historically and to deal with concrete facts.

As Slonimskii was attending his lectures, Bunge was in the process of
moderating his free-trade opinions, which had become popular among Rus-
sian liberals in the mid-s. He now admitted that moderate state involve-
ment in the market produced a healthy and stable economy. His views
evolved in reaction to the financial crisis of the s: the economic boom of
the late s had been a result of short-term low- and no-interest state cred-
its, but by the early s many banks and joint stock enterprises folded
as the investment bubble burst. After the  European recession, Bunge
supported state-sponsored reforms that prevented mass impoverishment,
eased socio-economic tensions, and thereby deprived socialism of its most
convincing arguments.75 When Leonid Slonimskii began to publish in the
Herald of Europe in the late s, his drew on Bunge’s views. Indeed, this
non-radical and historically conscious “economism” would become the hall-
mark of the Herald’s message.

Conclusion

It would be an overstatement to identify these formative years as the first
steps that the future Herald members took towards each other. However,
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their experiences made it more likely that they would find a common lan-
guage when they did meet. The university years set a certain rhythm and
imparted a tone to their intellectual evolution upon which further experi-
ences would produce no more than variations.

The men of the Herald developed their first character traits at this stage.
While Stasiulevich demonstrated great dedication to his academic calling
and persistence in analyzing classical texts, Pypin took a greater risk when he
entered the fledgling field of Slavic and Russian literatures through which he
had to feel his own way. Nevertheless, both men demonstrated intellectual
discipline and scholarly balance—no abrupt changes of course, no extreme
ideological commitments and animosities, and no fanatical enthusiasms. By
the s, they seemed firmly set on the academic path to scholarly, not rev-
olutionary, achievements that would come in the form of persuasion and
proof, not zealous pamphleteering. The ability to discern shades of gray,
which the pursuit of academic careers encouraged, would become essential
to their editorial duties.

Arsen’ev and Slonimskii took the juridical path at drastically different in -
stitutions. The boarding school environment at the School of Jurisprudence
prepared civil servants and inculcated obedience to authority and corporate
loyalty. The Juridical Department of Saint Vladimir University granted plenty
of freedom to explore the world of ideas. Although Arsen’ev graduated with
a guaranteed job at the Ministry of Justice, thirty years later, he sounded
bitter and disappointed about his education, which fell short of his literary
aspirations. Slonimskii, on the other hand, left no accounts of Saint Vladimir
University, but the courses in political economy that he attended there
formed the foundation upon which he developed his ideas.

As Stasiulevich, Pypin, and Arsen’ev entered their respective professions
in the s, the Russian Empire was undergoing the dramatic economic,
social, and cultural changes brought on by the Great Reforms. Ironically,
the personal experiences that led to the foundation of the Herald of Europe
had much less to do with the general optimism of the era than with career
obstacles and disappointment with the course of Tsar Alexander’s liberal
experiments.
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After graduating, Stasiulevich, Pypin, and Arsen’ev entered the
professional world during the thaw that followed the death of Tsar

Nicholas I in . All three entered promising fields during the
Reform era, but all became disappointed with the rate and extent of the
changes. Stasiulevich and Pypin formed their views in Europe and articu-
lated them from the lectern after returning to Russia. Although both re -
spected European learning, they interpreted their experiences differently.
While Stasi ulevich embraced European intellectual sensibilities wholeheart-
edly and advocated them in Russia, Pypin became aware of the difference in
levels of national consciousness in western and central Europe and returned
to Russia with the intent of raising its own. Both, however, became convinced
that history was more than an academic endeavor—it could be a socially
important and intellectually emancipating activity. State service suffocated
Arsen’ev’s intellectual energy, although he found an outlet for it in the legal
profession that the Judicial Reform of  created. Nevertheless, journalis-
tic writing weaned him from the courtroom, although his experience therein
proved to be a great asset in the world of journalism. Leonid Slonimskii’s
Jewish background barred his intellectual talents from the lecture hall and
state service. Uninterested in the legal profession, he turned to journalism to
express his opinions.

Circumstances interwove the fates of Stasiulevich, Pypin, and Arsen’ev
with the brilliant canvas of the Great Reform era as a backdrop. In the second
half of the s, imaginative literature in Russia blossomed with remarkable
vitality. Ivan Turgenev published Rudin (), A Nest of Gentry (), and
On the Eve (). The young Leo Tolstoy completed the Sevastopol Stories
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(–), while Goncharov finished Oblomov () and Dostoevsky
completed Notes from the House of the Dead (). The journal Notes of the
Fatherland published an unprecedented four thousand copies a month at the
time, while journals such as Library for Reading (Biblioteka dlia chteniia,
–) and the Russian Herald (Russkii vestnik, –) also tried
to keep up with the public’s thirst for cultural and social material. While
Chernyshevskii and the poet Nikolai Nekrasov imparted to the Contempo-
rary an increasingly radical and utilitarian character in the late s, liter-
ary critic and Anglophile Aleksandr Druzhinin attracted less politicized
readers to the Library for Reading, which he intended to act as an arena for
dispassionate literary criticism. The leading moderate journal of the time was
Mikhail Katkov’s Russian Herald.

The s witnessed the first fissures between the relatively affluent gen-
try “fathers” of liberalism, such as Timofei Granovskii and Pavel Annenkov,
and the more radical “sons” who belonged to other estates and became known
as the raznochintsy or “men of different ranks.”1 Turgenev addressed the divide
in his famous Fathers and Children (often mistranslated as “Fathers and
Sons”), which he published in . Chernyshevskii became the most out-
spoken representative of this group and under his guidance, many Russian
youths followed materialism and determinism, glorified biology and physiol-
 ogy, and embraced utilitarian ethics. Ardent champions of social justice, the
younger minds began to comprise the “intelligentsia” and displace the older
and more dispassionate intellectuals.

Liberalism was in its statist phase, which was symbolized by Konstantin
Kavelin’s “Memorandum on the Emancipation of the Peasants in Russia,”
which championed a benevolent monarchy that stood immeasurably higher
than all sectional interests and would remain stable as long as the tsar did
not abuse his power. For Kavelin, the state was the main agent of progress
and the instrument of rational social organization—therefore progressive
members of society could do little more than wait for reformer tsars, but
meanwhile support the liberal bureaucrats that they admired. Chernyshev -
skii published the “Memorandum” in  in The Contemporary, but even
Kavelin’s moderate approach incurred royal displeasure and precipitated
the author’s fall from court favor. The censors called editor Ivan Panaev to
account for the publica tion and threatened the journal with closure, which
dashed Kavelin’s hope that the intelligentsia could work with the autocracy
in the interests of reform.2
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By the s, when the radical intelligentsia began to split from the more
moderate liberals, Nikolai Dobroliubov identified liberalism with oblomov -
shchina—a term denoting a do-nothing approach to life modeled on Gon-
charov’s main character Oblomov. A radical “dictionary” of the early s
defined a liberal as a “man loving freedom, usually a boyar [who enjoys the]
freedom to look through a window without doing anything, then go for a
walk, to the theater, or a ball.”3 Herzen wrote to a friend about the older gen-
eration: “[Such] people are frightened by the responsibility of independence;
their love of moral freedom is satisfied by eternal waiting, eternal aspiration.”4

Such was the ebullient but polarized social world that the future Herald mem-
bers entered in the second half of the s.

Stasiulevich and Pypin:
To Europe and Back, –

In May of , Stasiulevich received permission to travel to Europe in order
to acquaint himself with the “methods and course of history teaching in Italy,
France, England, and Germany.”5 It was nothing short of a grand tour with
the added pleasure of attending lectures at major universities in Switzerland,
Italy, France, Great Britain, and of course the German states. For example, in
Paris Stasiulevich attended the lectures of renowned French historian Jules
Michelet at the Collège de France.

While exploring the Rhine Valley around Kreutznach in the summer of
, Stasiulevich ran into Isaak Utin, a rich baptized Jewish merchant from
Saint Petersburg, who had brought his six sons and daughter to Germany.
Stasiulevich already knew Nikolai Utin, who had been his student. Stasiule-
vich helped Liuba, the daughter, study for her entrance exams, paving the
way for marriage. In Kreuznach he also met D. E. Bernaki, a Russian mer-
chant, thanks to whose subscription to Aleksandr Herzen’s Polar Star (Poli -
arnaia zvezda, –) and The Bell (Kolokol, –) (both illegal
in Russia) Stasiulevich could read about the bureaucratic arbitrariness and
abuse of power that both publications exposed on a regular basis. Under the
combined effect of Germany’s politicized lecture halls, Bernaki’s opinions,
and Herzen’s publications, Stasiulevich decided to prepare a course on the
“modern historical method” that would allow him to touch on contemporary
affairs. “The historical method or the art of writing history are closely con-
nected to the art of making history, i.e. to living politically,” he wrote to a
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friend. In Heidelberg in late , Stasiulevich learned that Saint Petersburg
University had hired and was also sending abroad Aleksandr Pypin, who had
attended some of Stasiulevich’s lectures.

In his memoirs, Pypin remembered happily the post-Crimean thaw and its
welcome penetration of the universities, which coincided with his appoint-
 ment to a yet non-existent Department of Western European Literatures. His
two-year stint in Europe was a result of the university’s inability to pay him in
, and he gladly joined the flood of Russians going abroad. Between 
and , the number of Russians traveling to Europe increased from , to
,.6 Young Russian academics, Pypin would write later, formed “a spe cial
group” whose interests brought them together.7 Nikolai Karamzin’s Letters
of a Russian Traveler was particularly popular among the youth who sought
exposure to the countries they knew only from books, and many experienced
cultural shock upon discovering the real thing. The interest was genuine,
however, and Europe at the time was awash in Russian student-tourists.

In the spring of , Stasiulevich met Pypin and his fellow graduate Boris
Utin in Berlin and the three traveled through the German states together
until they split in Paris. In May , Pypin and Utin crossed the channel to
make their pilgrimage to Aleksandr Herzen’s house in Putney just outside
the British capital, which was a Mecca for progressively minded Russian vis-
itors. When Pypin returned to London a year later, he met literary critics
Pavel Annenkov and Vasilii Botkin as well as Ivan Turgenev in Herzen’s
house. Pypin described the host as “hospitable, kind, like a spoiled Russian
barin [kind landowner],” fluent in many languages and with a great sense
of humor.8 Pypin admitted his great respect for Herzen’s Bell, which he be -
lieved demonstrated Herzen’s “deep love for his motherland.”9 According to
Chernyshevskii, Pypin was completely happy with his European experience
in general and especially about the extension of his stay in .10

In Heidelberg later that year, Pypin met historian Friedrich Christoph
Schlosser, the Russian translation of whose History of the Eighteenth Cen-
tury Pypin and Chernyshevskii had completed together in Petersburg. Pypin
brought a copy of it as a gift for the author. Instead of a simple outcome
of events, Pypin wrote in his memoirs, history was for Schlosser a “moral les-
son and trial of the just and the unjust, a verdict against evil, and a sermon
of elevated, humane demands.” In Schlosser, Pypin wrote, “German history
achieved both high academic standards and social principles.”11 Pypin’s views
were converging with Stasiulevich’s—history could be more than an aca-
demic endeavor.
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In the fall of , Pypin arrived in Prague where he spent several months
befriending the Czech intelligentsia, which was gathering its strength in the
wake of the  defeat. Former Pan-Slavist, professor of Slavonic languages at
the University of Prague, and librarian of the Czech Museum, Vaclav Hanka,
took the young Russian scholar under his wing and introduced him to the
“Czech Conversation” group, which included Slovene philologist Franc Mik -
lošič, poet Pavel Šafárik, historian and politician František Palacký, and writer
Karel Jaromir Erben. Pypin found the atmosphere “very modest, very provin-
cial and patriarchal.”12 The men discussed literature and history over beer and
Wiener schnitzel and were dedicated to cultivating Czech national conscious-
ness through literature, journalism, and education. Hanka insisted that Pypin
attend performances at the “Czech” theater, which took place during the day
in Prague’s main German theater, given the absence of a national stage at the
time. The plays were mainly comedies, but the troupe would occasionally per-
form dramas based on episodes from national history. Pypin realized, how-
ever, that Pan-Slavism would come to nothing when he found out that the
young Czechs “did not have a clue about contemporary Russian literature.”13

Pypin returned to Russia in January of . His European experience may
not have made a Westernizer of him, but it certainly discredited the remnants
of his Slavophilic notions and undermined any chance for the emergence of
isolationist sensibilities in the young scholar. He wrote: “The [Russian] people,
the vast majority of whom was still enserfed, was materially great, but vague
in content, uncultured, unclear, and without rights, and so to make it the
carrier of an elevated ‘national idea’ required a great deal of faith, i.e. a pecu-
liar sort of enthusiasm.”14 He had seen the people up close in his youth and
entertained no illusory notions about its messianic promise. The disillusion-
ment with Slavophilism and Pan-Slavism turned Pypin’s attention to Rus-
sia’s cultural past. Later in life, he would express gratitude to his literature
professors—“the real romantics of the Slavic Renaissance”—who sought the
“national soul” through academic analysis, which often went against the Slav -
o philes’ views.15 While learning from European examples, Russian society
would do even better by exploring its own history, Pypin concluded, and this
attitude would become one of the pillars of Herald liberalism.

While Stasiulevich and Pypin were in Europe, the turmoil of German and
Italian unifications blended cultural nationalism with political ferment and
contributed to the politicization of historical discourse in the universities.
At home, Nikolai Chernyshevskii published a landmark series of articles in
 and  in The Contemporary, which explored French politics under
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Napoleon III and listed the average liberal’s “predictable responses” and
hopes: gradual reform from above; social and political stability through con-
ciliation and compromise; fear of radical measures and revolutionary zeal;
toleration of opposing opinions; respect for the dignity of the individual; and
a belief in the power of enlightened men to exercise influence on social devel-
opment. Most importantly, the liberal understood freedom in a very narrow
and purely formal sense as “an abstract right” and “permission on paper,”
failing to see that a legal right had value only to persons with the material
means to enjoy it. The absence of such means among the overwhelming
majority of the Russian population therefore relegated liberal values to a
small group of people, deprived them of popular support, and doomed them
to impotence. Chernyshevskii’s articles set the tone with which radicals would
criticize liberalism for being half-hearted, ineffectual, and hypocritical.16

Compared to Pypin’s European experiences, his cousin’s writings emphasized
the deepening intellectual rift within the ranks of Russian educated society.

Meanwhile, Stasiulevich married into a family whose members would be -
come prominent in Russia’s revolutionary movement and would eventually
attract the gendarmerie’s attention to Stasiulevich himself. Having studied
under his guidance in Europe and in Petersburg, Liuba fell in love and agreed
to marry Stasiulevich.17 Soon after the wedding in April , the young cou-
ple moved into one of Utin’s properties on  Galernaia Street behind the
Senate and Synod buildings, which would eventually become the head office
of the Herald.18 Nikolai Utin organized Russia’s section in the First Interna-
tional and corresponded with Karl Marx. Together with his brothers Boris
and Evgenii, he would also contribute articles to the Herald of Europe.

Stasiulevich returned from Europe with the firm belief that Russia had to
develop along European lines. Contemporaries recalled that his university
lectures “covered the latest achievements of European scholarship, and the
audience heard them with great attention and interest, and with each lecture
the number of students increased.”19 Stasiulevich also gave public lectures
full of “hints about the true contemporary state of Russia” in Petersburg’s
Passazh, a commercial arcade on Nevskii Prospekt.20 Fellow Petersburg Uni-
versity professor P. V. Ostrogorskii called Stasiulevich a “brilliant lecturer-
popularizer” who “showed us for the first time history’s significance and
explained the profound meaning of civilization.”21 Literary critic Aleksandr
Skabichevskii confirmed Stasiulevich as a “talented popularizer” who “be -
haved himself like a European,” used the language of contemporary scholar-
ship, and knew his subject well.22 What Herzen wrote of his own professors
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applied to Stasiulevich as well: “They took their stand in the lecture-room
not as mere professional savants, but as missionaries of the religion of
humanity.”23

Although Stasiulevich and Pypin came to similar conclusions about Rus-
sia’s future during their European trip, they expressed them in different
ways. Upon returning to Saint Petersburg in , Pypin moved into a new
apartment with Chernyshevskii and his wife next to the university on the Vas -
il’ev skii Island.24 According to contemporaries, Pypin’s lectures were straight-
 forward and scientific without superfluous flourishes or catchy phrases.25

Nothing about his professional career attracted suspicion. Stasiulevich, on
the other hand, had already attracted the attention of the authorities in 
as one of the suspected authors of Nikolai Dobroliubov’s acerbic attack on
the late Nikolai Grech, a conservative journalist, philologist, and peda-
gogue.26 In , the police received reports about the excited popular reac-
tions that Stasiulevich’s unorthodox views on social change and political
sensibilities in Europe elicited, so the Ministry of Interior began to limit his
public appearances. Meanwhile, Pypin reentered the capital’s salon culture
and expanded his connections. He began to visit historian Nikolai Kostom-
arov’s apartment on Tuesdays, spent Thursdays and Saturdays in the com-
pany of Chernyshevskii’s friends, and on Sundays was a guest at Konstantin
Kavelin’s.27

The university atmosphere into which Stasiulevich and Pypin returned
became increasingly radical as the Great Reforms unfolded. As one scholar
has put it, the student movement acquired “fundamental importance in
Russian politics” at the very time that Stasiulevich and Pypin began to teach.28

In order to curb nihilist influences on the student body, the tsarist govern-
ment implemented new university regulations in  that restricted the en -
rollment of raznochintsy, banned unauthorized student assemblies, and placed
student self-help societies under strict supervision. What started as a protest
against these measures soon turned into street demonstrations demanding
political liberties and social justice. Sympathetic to the students’ cause, but
cautious about how they proceeded, Konstantin Kavelin, legal scholar Vlad -
imir Spasovich, Boris Utin, Pypin, and Stasiulevich tried to democratize the
academic atmosphere of Saint Petersburg University.29 When education min-
ister Evfimii Putiatin established a special peer-elected commission to create
new university rules, its members Pypin, Utin, and Stasiulevich tried their
best to retain as much corporate independence for the student body as pos-
sible, but Putiatin, who favored centralized control, personally oversaw the
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new university charter and blocked their initiatives. When the new statute
was ready in September , Pypin became one of fifteen faculty members
who refused to distribute it.

Professors Stasiulevich and Boris Utin found themselves on the opposite
side of the academic barricade from Evgenii and Nikolai Utin, both of whom
took an active part in the student demonstrations. “Precocious, brilliant, and
ambitious,” Nikolai became the most prominent advocate of political de mands
among the students, forming what became known as “Utin’s party.” Agitated
by inflammatory leaflets, to which he contributed, and by his speeches, the
students of Saint Petersburg University took to the streets on September 
and , . Aided by troops, the police dispersed the crowds and arrested
almost three hundred young men, Nikolai and Evgenii Utin among them.
Nikolai spent a month in the Peter and Paul Fortress and then embarked on
a revolutionary career that included the Central Committee of the Land and
Freedom organization and close cooperation withthe Polish insurrectionists
in , which forced him to flee to London and earned him a death sentence
in absentia. In Switzerland, however, Nikolai would oppose the anarchist
extremism and populist maximalism of Mikhail Bakunin, who despised the
influence of Marx’s “army of German Jews” led by the “little Russian Jew
Utin.”30 The family connection did not bode well for Stasiulevich.

When the student disturbances took place, Stasiulevich refused to sup-
port them, believing that any opposition outside the application and petition
system was likely to prove counterproductive. He was equally appalled, how-
ever, when the authorities meted out excessive punishments and tempo-
rarily closed the university in the fall of . When it became clear that all
hopes for further reform and democratization were illusory, Stasiulevich
resigned along with Kavelin, Spasovich, Boris Utin, and Pypin—although
they did so separately to prevent it from appearing as a collective political
statement.31 Pypin justified his decision as a refusal to become an adminis-
trator under Putiatin’s new system.32 Stasiulevich explained his motives in a
letter to his wife: “Only a strong reaction can maintain order under present
conditions; that is why I do not want to become an executioner, and even if
I wanted to, I could not.”33 One student called the resignation a “courageous
civil act” to which “public opinion reacted favorably.”34

When Stasiulevich then tried to join the Military Academy’s history fac-
ulty, Grand Duke Nikolai Mikhailovich, the academy’s head, turned him
away.35 Remarkably, his only academic activity remained to lecture Crown
Prince Nikolai Aleksandrovich on ancient and medieval history. Stasiulevich
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dedicated the rest of his time to writing The History of the Middle Ages
through Its Writers and the Latest Research (–), which covered its
subject matter through chronologically arranged excerpts from original doc-
uments and renowned historians’ commentaries in Stasiulevich’s translation.

Meanwhile, the government prohibited Pypin from reading public lec-
tures. Before resigning, he had intended to give a series of talks on “medieval
Russian literature and false books.” The proposal bounced around state
offices, but none could find any fault with it until the Holy Synod justified its
prohibition by pointing to the “broad nature” of Pypin’s proposal, which
made it “impossible to judge its merits.”36 Pypin soon found himself in finan-
cial straits from which he could only emerge by working more closely with
The Contemporary, though he was wary of its increasingly radical tone. Begin-
ning in , the police placed Pypin under surveillance for being “especially
close” to Chernyshevskii and “facilitating Herzen’s correspondence.”37 While
the Education Ministry sent Pypin on another eight-month European tour to
gather information about Western educational systems, the police opened
his correspondence with Chernyshevskii in which Russia’s educational and
political systems were compared unfavorably to those of Germany.38 When
Chernyshevskii wrote What Is To Be Done? between December  and
April  in his cell at the Peter and Paul Fortress, he sent Pypin the man-
uscript in parts after the censors perused them. Pypin oversaw the novel’s
publication on the pages of The Contemporary and delivered books and
cigars to his cousin in prison.39

Pypin had alternative areas of activity after his resignation. In , he
had been one of the founding members of the Literary Fund, created to sup-
port financially struggling writers and their families, and became a commit-
tee member in .40 He worked closely with writers Nikolai Nekrasov and
Mikhail Saltykov-Shchedrin on The Contemporary’s editorial board, although
the latter left due to disagreements with Pypin’s excessively liberal political
views.41 Between  and , Pypin and Vladimir Spasovich edited and
published the Survey of the History of Slavic Literatures () for which
Pypin received the prestigious Uvarov Prize.42 Throughout this period, he
made numerous appeals to the authorities on his cousin’s behalf, but in vain.
On February , , Chernyshevskii was stripped of his title and property
and condemned to fourteen years of forced labor and permanent exile in
Siberia. In March, he sold his father’s house to Pypin, who then took upon
himself the care and education of his cousin’s children.43 The responsibility
proved to be a burden because Chernyshevskii’s wife Olga could not get
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along with the Pypin family.44 Organizing the publication of Chernyshev -
skii’s works to bring his family some income, Pypin became increasingly sus-
pect in the eyes of the police and even some of his literary colleagues.45

In , Nekrasov made Pypin the deputy chief editor of The Contempo-
rary. According to the more liberal censorship statute of , select thick
journals, The Contemporary among them, could publish without submitting
prior survey copies to the censor’s office. However, in the event that the con-
tents were found to be offensive, the chief editor and deputy editors were
held criminally responsible and the journal received an official warning.46

Nekrasov and Pypin had an agreement that when one of them went abroad,
the other took over responsibility for the journal.47 Pypin was in charge when
the censorship bureau ordered the presses to stop in April  as a result
of economist Iulii Zhukovskii’s criticism of the landed nobility in his arti-
cle “The Question of the Young Generation,” which appeared in the March
issue. The state accused Pypin and Zhukovskii of damaging the “honor and
reputation of the gentry.”48 The accused hired Konstantin Arsen’ev as coun-
sel, who gladly took the case on behalf of people who, as he put it, “faced a
completely groundless accusation.”49 In Pypin’s view, Arsen’ev was the rea-
son that they won their case initially, although a subsequent trial jailed them
for three weeks.50 Years later, Arsen’ev referred to this case as an example of
state “persecution of the radical press,” but it proved to be a blessing in dis-
guise because it introduced him to the members of the future Herald group.51

From their European travels, Stasiulevich and Pypin gathered impressions
of what civil society in the West offered that Russia could emulate. Both were
taken in by the thriving university cultures where politics and academia
mixed. Moreover, the lack of cultural interchange among the Slavic peoples
reinforced Pypin’s determination to become a pioneer in this field. Both men
encountered obstacles to realizing their visions in Russia during the Great
Reforms, however, because academia’s institutional structure proved unable
to accommodate their goals and thus redirected both to journalism, which
demonstrated its importance as a medium of loyal opposition to the state at
this time.

Konstantin Arsen’ev:
Disappointment amid Hope, –

Legal education and legal consciousness in Russia were underdeveloped fac-
ulties in the s.52 As one contemporary argued, the sources of legislation
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were “shrouded in strict chancellery mystery”—the state never justified its
judicial legislation and the press provided no insight into the workings of the
legislative process. However, this began to change in the late s as Tsar
Alexander’s government prepared the judicial reform that aimed to open
up an estate-specific system and allow greater transparency of the judicial
process. During the preparation of the reform, the state actually encouraged
the press to react to its proposals. The School of Jurisprudence from which
Arsen’ev graduated in  gave its graduates a temporary advantage as the
judicial reform created the legal profession that Russia’s educational institu-
tions failed to accommodate in the short term. Although after  enroll-
ments in newly created university law departments increased significantly,
Arsen’ev’s generation filled the temporary gap.53

Arsen’ev joined the Justice Ministry in  when discussion of the judi-
cial reform was in full swing. His introduction to publishing occurred in
, when he became assistant editor of the Justice Ministry Journal (Zhur-
nal Ministerstva iustitsii, –), which covered the reform debate in
depth. His passion for bureaucratic work rapidly ebbed, however, when his
reformist enthusiasm ran up against entrenched bureaucratic interests. As a
result, he became increasingly interested in literary criticism, some of which
he published in Katkov’s Russian Herald, but broke with the journal in 
as it drifted to the right and placed itself in the conservative camp.54 Instead,
Arsen’ev began to publish in Notes of the Fatherland and in the same year
joined a salon of lawyers who discussed judicial reforms. Chief Procurator
and distinguished lawyer Dmitrii Stasov headed this small salon, which also
included Konstantin Kavelin, Vladimir Spasovich, and Boris Utin.55

The student disturbances of September  marked a turning point in
Arsen’ev’s life just as they did for Stasiulevich and Pypin. When Stasov asked
his colleagues at the Justice Ministry to sign a petition asking the tsar to
mitigate the punishments, Arsen’ev did so eagerly, but after rumors of the
petition reached the authorities, the police arrested Stasov and threatened all
signatories with dismissal. Stasov was eventually released, but lost his posi-
tion only to rise to the top of Russia’s new legal profession. Arsen’ev was de -
moted and this convinced him further of the futility of state service, which
ignored and often discouraged intellectual talent and initiative. He wrote in
his diary that despite the spirit of the Great Reforms, many “old bureaucratic
and police tactics remained: unregulated suspicion, the tendency to arrest first
and investigate second, and intolerance of social activism’s slightest tenden-
cies.”56 Increasingly disillusioned with his ministerial post, in  Arsen’ev
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began to share editorial duties at Notes of the Fatherland with established
journalists Andrei Kraevskii and Stepan Dudyshkin and oversaw the journal’s
political news section.57 He published a series of articles in favor of British
constitutionalism and then took over the foreign news section. Disappointed
with the bureaucratic routine at the ministry, Arsen’ev left state service at the
end of  after journalist and literary historian Valentin Korsh offered to
put him in charge of the foreign section at the Saint Petersburg News (Sankt-
Peterburgskie vedomosti, –).

As all progressively minded people, Arsen’ev welcomed the judicial re -
form of . A new hierarchy of independent courts open to all citizens
replaced the old estate courts under gubernatorial control. The reform also
modernized court procedure, shed its purely inquisitorial role, and intro-
duced the adversarial element into court procedure—thereby creating the
legal profession which Arsen’ev joined.58 By , he became a member of
the Saint Petersburg Council of Jurors in which he remained until .59

Arsen’ev made a successful legal career specializing in censorship cases
including Pypin and Zhukovskii’s  trial. Arsen’ev also defended pub-
lisher Aleksei Suvorin against accusations that his book of essays entitled All
Sorts took a dangerous political stand on criminal law and expressed sympa-
thy for state criminals.60 In , Arseniev defended F. F. Pavlenkov—pub-
lisher of some of Dmitrii Pisarev’s posthumous works—against the charge of
disrupting the basic principles of government and confidence in the dignity
of the emperor.61 That year Arsen’ev gave a cautiously optimistic assessment
of censorship in the Russian Empire:

The abolition of preliminary censorship, by lessening press dependence on
arbitrary circumstances and personal whim, made possible the discussion of
subjects that were previously banned for literature. Analysis of government
policies is even now not easy and not without risk, but several years ago the
press could not even consider it. Tutelage over the press exists, of course, but it
has lost its trivial, capricious character: it ponders content but does not hang on
each separate word.62

The shifting of the censorship from bureaucrats to the courts was part of
Russia’s modernization. Although it came with certain drawbacks, the cen-
sorship statute of  allowed the expansion of the publishing industry
whose powerful representatives began to negotiate with the state for greater
concessions.63 Russian publishing blossomed during the thaw of the s
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and Stasiulevich’s Herald of Europe would be one of the newcomers. How-
ever, the torrents of spring hid dangerous terrain and Arsen’ev’s advice
became priceless to the Herald’s editor-in-chief.

The clash between Arsen’ev’s expectation of progressive state policies and
the institutional structure that limited rapid reform within the Justice Min-
istry reflected Stasiulevich’s and Pypin’s experience in academia. Once again,
a liberal was born through frustration with a government that had launched
reforms, but vacillated on their extent. Arsen’ev’s background as a trial lawyer
made him an attractive candidate for the Herald of Europe and explained
why he so carefully expressed himself on its pages.

Leonid Slonimskii:
Journalism as Haven, –

Russian Jews found it impossible to pursue academic careers and very diffi-
cult to enter state service in the late imperial era. The legal profession offered
an outlet, but although Russian papers complained in the s that Jews
made up a disproportionate number of lawyers, this was not the path that
Slonimskii decided to take. He was an academic at heart who “read Tacitus in
the original Latin before going to bed, so that his mind was far away from the
daily concerns of life.”64 Barred from the lecture hall and uninterested in the
legal profession, he decided to educate through journalism and moved to Saint
Petersburg in the s, which his university education permitted him to do.

In the capital, he began to publish in the newly created specialized legal
press such as The Court News (Sudebnyi vestnik), The Court Journal (Sudeb-
nyi zhurnal), and The Journal of Civil and Criminal Justice (Zhurnal grazh-
danskogo i ugolovnogo prava, –). Between  and , he wrote
the political survey section of the conservative Russian World (Russkii mir,
–) and became its deputy editor in . In , he also edited the
journal Word (Slovo). In , Slonimskii published his first article, entitled
“About Forgotten Economists,” in the Herald of Europe, in which he criticized
Marx’s economic theories. He joined the Herald group through Stasiulevich’s
short-lived newspaper Order (Poriadok) whose political section Slonimskii
wrote from  until  when the paper folded.

Although Slonimskii’s first decade after graduation in  was profes-
sionally nomadic, it was personally rewarding. Coming from a distinguished
intellectual background himself, in  he married Faina Vengerova (Wen -
ger off ), who came from an assimilationist family as remarkable as his own.
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Her father Afanasii Vengerov was a prominent banker in Minsk and her
mother Polina (Pauline) left a remarkable record of her life in Rememberings:
The World of a Russian-Jewish Woman in the Nineteenth Century. Polina had
several children who became accomplished in their own right. Faina’s brother
Semyon Vengerov became a noted literary scholar who corresponded with
Turgenev and Tolstoy, edited the collected works of Pushkin, Shakespeare,
and Schiller, and authored the Critico-Biographic Dictionary of Writers. In
, Semyon published one of the first literary biographies of Turgenev.
Faina’s sister Zinaida became a well-known translator of English, French,
German, and Italian literature and a literary scholar in her own right whose
work appeared on the pages of the Herald of Europe and other thick journals.
Isabelle Vengerova became a celebrated piano teacher in the United States
and taught Leonard Bernstein and Samuel Barber.65

Pauline Wengeroff—as her name is rendered in the West—complained of
the generation to which her daughter and son-in-law belonged.

And there came the third generation, afraid of neither God nor the Devil.
Above all, they worshipped their own will and deified it. They burned incense,
erected altars and, without embarrassment, without consideration, burned
offerings to this deity, their own will. It was the tragic fate of this youth to have
been raised without tradition. Our children carried no trace of the memories of
an historic, independent Jewish people. They were strangers to the dirges of
Tisho be-Av—strangers to the site of the grandeur of their past, expressed thrice
daily in the prayers of longing for Zion. They were strangers to the rhythm of
the Jewish holy days, with a joyous festival always following a day of sadness.
This generation found no inspiration anywhere. They became atheists.66

Indeed, Faina joined the droves of Russian Jewish students who enrolled
in the newly opened Saint Petersburg College for Women to study medicine,
a subject that especially attracted females in the s.67 According to her
son, Faina entertained revolutionary beliefs: “The outward indication of her
radicalism was that she wore her hair short, which was regarded as a sign of
‘nihilism’.” However, her medical career was cut short when she fainted after
seeing a cadaver, which also brought on the epileptic fits that stayed with her
for life.68

Leonid and Faina Slonimskii raised their children in the Russian Ortho-
dox faith, which they officially adopted after the birth in  of their first
son Mikhail, who found out that he was of Jewish background only at the age
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of twelve. The children grew up eating pork. Nicolas confirmed suspicions
about his background in  when he consulted his father’s biography in
the Brockhaus and Efron Encyclopedia. The article on Leonid Slonimskii
referred him back to Haim Zelig Slonimskii and when Nicolas confronted his
mother on the issue, “she became furious. ‘It is not true!’ She cried. ‘I am a
Ukrainian, and your father is a Russian Pole.’” “We were racially Jewish,”
wrote Nicolas, “but were baptized at birth to safeguard us from the humilia-
tion that persons of the Jewish faith had to suffer in Czarist Russia. I grew up
with the belief that Jews were an extinct race.”69

The marriage, the birth of his first son Mikhail, and Leonid’s joining the
Herald of Europe coincided with a dark period in the history of the Russian
Jews. In the wake of Tsar Alexander’s assassination on March , , a wave
of pogroms that originated in the Ukrainian town of Elizavetgrad in April
 spread to the rest of the empire and violence continued in places well
into . According to the memoirs of Genrikh Sliozberg, a prominent
Jewish lawyer, even the liberal daily press became helpless in the face of the
approaching “dark storm cloud of Jewish oppression.” This helps explain the
lengths to which Leonid and Faina went to protect their children. Sliozberg
wrote: “The liberal voice lived on, however, in the monthly journals, espe-
cially the Herald of Europe. But its sound became a squeak. The fear of [cen-
sors’] warnings and violent death shackled mouths, froze the ink, and dulled
the quills.”70 The Herald must have appeared to Slonimskii as a safe har-
bor during the first months of Alexander III’s reign. Moreover, Slonimskii’s
choice of journalism as a career is another reminder that it was the primary
form of progressive self-expression and a central institution in the formation
of a civil society in Russia.

Conclusion

By , the stars had come into alignment for the creation of the Herald of
Europe. Three of its four chief editors had become intellectual nomads seek-
ing a platform from which they could articulate their ideas about Russia’s
future. Barred from the lectern, Stasiulevich would create an alternative dais
that reached beyond universities and public lecture halls. Pypin would use
the journal’s pages to answer the eternal question “whither Russia?” But un -
like the Slavophiles, he placed his bet neither on religion, nor the peasantry.
He chose culture instead and turned the Herald of Europe into a tool for Rus-
sia to explore its historical and cultural identity. Arsen’ev would analyze the
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Great Reforms with the meticulous attention to detail that lawyers were
trained to wield. At the same time, the journal would also allow him to
indulge his literary fancies. Slonimskii would eventually turn his intellectual
creativity to the burning question of socio-economic development.

Remarkably, unlike the older liberals of the s and s, all four
members of the Herald group would demonstrate no sentimentality about
their subjects. There would be few traces of hidden polemics with the Slavo -
philes, but also no veneration of Peter the Great. There would be no love for
chivalry and quixoticism and no debates about the individual’s struggle
against the historical dialectic. The Herald liberals had considered and out-
grown these issues during their formative years. The journal spoke with the
calm and yet authoritative voice of adults while it balanced academic in -
tegrity with popular appeal. As the radical message in Russia became louder
and increasingly impatient, Stasiulevich, Pypin, and Arsen’ev preached mod-
eration and gradual reform in the s and formed an island of intellectual
discipline and patience that placed long-term achievements above immedi-
ate wish fulfillment.
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Russia’s Journal Culture

The culture of thick journals was not unique to Russia in the nineteenth cen-
tury. Studies of British literature and journalism have examined how tempo-
ral features of serialization created a Victorian ideological tendency towards
conceptions of sequential and progressive development.1 The publication
format and the responses of contemporary reviewers contributed to the
“anti-closural” Victorian conception of human institutions, such as marriage
and politics. The reader’s sense of “long middles” in serialized novels favored
“processual” thinking over termination.2 Works published in installments,
be they literary, critical, or scientific, created a special interpretive space that
gave readers a greater sense of writing as a process and lessened the distance
between the ongoing experiences of their lives and the fictional processes
that they witnessed on the journals’ pages. While the conventional novel
conjured up images of the solitary reader absorbed in a book, magazine nov-
els were frequently read aloud, while serialization meant that at any given
time readers were at the same point in the novel. In Europe and the United
States, the serialized novel engaged in, rather than retreated from, the great
civic questions of the day.3

Russian journals fulfilled a similar role, but the absence of a political sphere
magnified their influence. After Nicholas I died in  and the Buturlin
Censorship Committee ceased to exist, Russian literary journals proliferated.
The newspaper business also flourished. Between  and , only thirty
new periodicals appeared, but between  and , the number increased
five-fold.4 When Stasiulevich’s Herald of Europe appeared in , it was a
newcomer among equally promising beginners and several well-established
veterans. The literary giants were the highly popular Contemporary and Notes
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of the Fatherland both under Andrei Kraevskii’s direction. In , the Rus-
sian Herald started out as a moderate publication, but within a decade became
the quintessential “establishment” journal under the guidance of its conser-
vative and nationalist editor Mikhail Katkov. Because of his ties to official-
dom, Katkov enjoyed protection and could outbid his competitors for the
leading literary talents of the age: Leo Tolstoy, Fyodor Dostoevsky, Mikhail
Saltykov-Shchedrin, Ivan Turgenev, Aleksei Pisemskii, and Nikolai Leskov,
among others. Katkov’s journal stood on the right of the political spectrum,
while Kraevskii’s Contemporary and Notes of the Fatherland appealed to the
left and also boasted great literary talents such as Tolstoy, Turgenev, Afanasii
Fet, Fyodor Tiutchev, and Apollon Maikov. In London, Aleksandr Herzen
was still publishing the Bell in which he defined his own strain of liberalism.
His correspondence with Nikolai Ogarev, however, demonstrates that they
had subscriptions to the Herald of Europe and followed the articles closely,
although they disagreed with the journal’s overly moderate tone.5

New specialized journals also appeared in the wake of the Great Reforms.
While Pyotr Bartenev’s Russian Archive (Russkii arkhiv, –) reflected
the “establishment” approach in selecting and interpreting historical docu-
ments, Mikhail Semevskii founded Russian Antiquity (Russkaia starina, –
) to compete with Archive by publishing ‘unsanctioned’ literary materials
from the eighteenth century on, especially works that never saw the light
of day due to censorship restrictions. In , Grigorii Blagosvetlov, former
edi tor of the radical Russian Word (Russkoe slovo, –), founded The
Cause (Delo, –), which became the most notable platform for radi-
cal Populism after Dmitrii Pisarev’s death. It published writer Gleb Uspen-
skii and radical social critics Pyotr Tkachev and Pyotr Lavrov, among others.

The field was full of wrecks and hopeful newcomers when Stasiulevich
decided to try his hand at publishing. His attempt, however, proved to be no
ordinary undertaking. The result was a new gravitational force in Russia’s
intellectual field. It was a testament to its founder that in a crowded field
of journals, the Herald of Europe became Russian liberalism’s flagship and a
nucleus around which a dense constellation of intellectuals revolved, from
the eminent writers of the Golden Age to provincial statisticians. However,
the road to prominence was not easy.

Filling the Liberal Niche

The s was a difficult time for the Utin family. As soon as Nikolai emi-
grated for his safety, the police began monitoring his correspondence with
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Stasiulevich, causing the latter to write presciently amid the euphoria of the
Great Reform era: “I will try to arrange my affairs in such a way that I am
ready for anything. To experience the stick from above and jabs from below,
I agree, is very uncomfortable. It appears that a time of reaction has begun; the
only question is how long it will last; I am afraid that there will be enough for
our time. They consider us retrogrades, almost scoundrels from below, and
from above they look upon us as instigators. Decent people—the so-called
party of temperance—who nowadays find themselves between two fanati-
cisms will no doubt move aside and comprise.”6 Stasiulevich was not the only
one searching for non-radical avenues of action during the s, but it was
still too early for critics of the state to organize themselves even informally.
A common denominator was missing. Before agreeing on any platform, the
moderate intelligentsia needed a medium through which to engage all of its
members by focusing and channeling their debates. Filling this niche became
Stasiulevich’s life project and the central role of the Herald of Europe.

Stasiulevich credited Vladimir Spasovich with the idea of founding a jour-
nal, but before moving ahead, he consulted close friends Konstantin Kavelin
and Boris Utin.7 He also relied heavily on the advice of his mentor and friend
Pyotr Pletnev, to whom Gogol and Zhukovskii had turned for advice about
publishing. Pletnev wholeheartedly supported Stasiulevich’s journal idea,
but warned him that publishing was not only unprofitable, but also time-
consuming and stressful. In November , Stasiulevich informed Pletnev
that he had submitted an application to the Chief Department on Press
Affairs for permission to publish a “historical-political” quarterly. He decided
to call it the Herald of Europe in honor of famous writer, critic, and court
historian Nikolai Karamzin, who would have turned one hundred in .8

Karamzin had founded his Herald of Europe in  as a historical and liter-
ary journal that would appeal to and unite Russia’s best minds in the pursuit
of enlightenment and public education. The journal explored intellectual
and political trends in Europe and published prose and poems in translation.
Yet Karam zin also criticized the Russian elite’s proclivity to ape all things
European and warned against remaining in a state of tutelage for too long.
The journal was short-lived—Karamzin stopped publishing it in  and
devoted himself fully to writing the History of the Russian State.9 Sixty years
later, however, Stasiulevich decided to resurrect a journal that looked west
with a curious but analytical eye.

Expecting the Interior Ministry to balk at the proposal, however, Stasiule-
vich decided wisely to emphasize the journal’s historical nature and convinced
accomplished historian Nikolai Kostomarov—who maintained that the title
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was his idea—to join the editorial board.10 Meanwhile, through his connec-
tions Pletnev won over the chairman of the Petersburg Censorship Commit-
tee for Foreign Materials, the poet Fyodor Tiutchev, who interceded with
interior minister Pyotr Valuev. The latter had owed his successful career to
masterly navigating the razor’s edge between reform and autocracy.11 Dur-
ing a personal meeting with Stasiulevich, Valuev informed him that he had
nothing personal against the journal, but that negative rumors circulated
about the editor himself. Referring to the widespread rumors about Valuev’s
own professional indiscretions and abuses of power, Stasiulevich’s answer
was diplomatically insubordinate: “Who cares what bad things are said about
people, Your Highness? They are not only said about me.”12

The London Daily Telegraph correspondent E. J. Dillon, who had spent
decades in Russia and came to know its official (and unofficial) intricacies
well, left a colorful description of what was in store for Stasiulevich:

On no profession in Russia does the nightmare of the Censure inveigh so heav-
ily as upon journalism; an editor’s life in one of the mushroom cities of the Far
West, who is one day short of the letters  and v, another day short of money,
and a few days later on is hurled into eternity by a pistol-shot, is tame in com-
parison with the checkered life of some Russian journalists. To foreigners it is
a mystery how a capitalist can risk his money in such a precarious investment
as a newspaper. Russian journals, however, require but a small capital to start
them, and even that seldom belongs to the editor, who generally begins his
journalistic career with credits, continues it in debt, and frequently ends it in
bankruptcy. So trained are the editors of the latter class of periodicals that they
cut and mutilate the contributions destined for their journals with the same
unerring judgment, the same unbending vigor as the paid official.13

On December , , Stasiulevich received permission to publish a jour-
 nal that was initially to have five sections: critical historical research, analysis
of new books and documents, a survey of historical literature and historical
society proceedings, pedagogical literature, and historical chronology. Kos-
tomarov supervised all materials related to history, while the editorial office
could request foreign publications in unlimited quantities for purposes of
review. In , Stasiulevich received permission to add two more sections:
a survey of foreign literature and a “chronicle of jurisprudence.”14

After the government closed The Contemporary in , Aleksandr Pypin
found himself without a source of steady income while being responsible for
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supporting his own family as well as Chernyshevskii’s. He refused Nekra -
sov’s offer to work for Notes of the Fatherland because Zhukovskii had also
declined it. Pypin then joined the short-lived Contemporary Review (Sovre-
mennoe obozrenie, ), whose program was to “spread serious positivist
knowledge” and encourage “the self-education of man” by exploring “nature,
the history of culture, social development, and the sciences.”15 However,
differences with the editor led to a parting of ways. Pletnev had already rec-
ommended him to Stasiulevich and in  and Pypin published a series
of articles on the Russian Freemasons in the Herald. Stasiulevich became
ecstatic about hiring an experienced editor and writer who had gone through
the “school of the Contemporary” and wrote to his wife that whatever salary
Pypin demanded “the journal would make up for in sales.”16 When she ex -
pressed concern about Pypin’s association with Chernyshevskii, Stasiulevich
assured her that he would not let Pypin determine the journal’s “political
tone.”17 Although Stasiulevich came to depend heavily on Pypin—and always
left him in charge while traveling abroad—Pypin wrote to Saltykov-Shchedrin
in  that he was kept away from the day-to-day editorial work, which
Stasiulevich held entirely in his own hands.18 Stasiulevich even paid Pypin a
very profitable one hundred rubles per printer’s sheet, which provided him
with the steady income that he desperately needed and allowed him to con-
tinue his academic research, which he published on the Herald’s pages. Until
his election to the Academy of Sciences in , Pypin earned his livelihood
from the journal, eventually becoming its resident historian—a role that Sta-
siulevich had originally envisaged for Kostomarov.19

At first, the Herald’s financial situation was shaky. In , it had only
twenty-six subscriptions and in —forty-three. To stay afloat, Stasiulevich
sold some of his personal belongings and reduced his own salary to fifty rubles
per month in . Yet he chose to look on the bright side, and as subscrip-
tions grew steadily he decided to expand the journal and turn it into a lit-
erary and political monthly.20 Stasiulevich redesigned the journal cover into
its signature orange, while the December  issue redefined the Herald’s
mission as the “gradual change and betterment of the social order by way of
perfecting and developing the individual personality, by way of enriching
the people and educating its thoughts.” “Labor, Effort, Knowledge” became
the journal’s motto.21 Stasiulevich’s gamble produced the desired results—by
March , subscriptions reached ,.22

Meanwhile, Stasiulevich organized financial support from the Gintsburg
banking family.23 While making his fortune through a state grant on sales of
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alcohol, Isaak Utin became close with Osip Gintsburg, who had made his
fortune through a monopoly on gold extraction. Utin built an apartment
building in which Osip’s son Goratsii rented a flat. The building is still stand-
ing at  Galernaia Street, behind the Senate and Synod buildings in the heart
of Saint Petersburg. Liuba and Stasiulevich moved into the building after
their marriage and Stasiulevich also maintained his office there. A prominent
Jewish philanthropist who loved playing the role of a liberal, Goratsii soon
became an integral part of Stasiulevich’s circle. By the late s, the Herald
had become the mouthpiece of the loyal opposition that staunchly defended
the Great Reforms and opposed any retreat from their accomplishments.
Unlike the members of the radical intelligentsia, however, Stasiulevich be -
lieved in convincing instead of judging the public and encouraging instead of
threatening the autocracy. Encouraging the emergence of a public sphere,
however, would prove to be a time-consuming affair that required patience
and careful cultivation, a demanding combination, as Stasiulevich would find
out in the increasingly polarized intellectual atmosphere of the s.

The Politics of Nationalism:
The Polish Question

So politicized were the s that the Herald had to articulate its position on
an event that took place before Stasiulevich even founded the journal. The
Polish Uprising of  forced the Russian liberals to choose between their
political convictions and their patriotism. For example, Katkov, the erstwhile
moderate, became aggressively nationalistic:

Let us remember the year , let us also remember that one hundred years
later there was . . . . The conqueror before whom all Europe fell, directed
all of his forces against us. Poland opened the way for him into our land; it
fought against us under his eagles, and together with him was present at the
burning of Moscow.24

The “Polish Question” played an important role in the Herald’s early suc-
cess. In , Katkov denounced Stasiulevich’s journal as a “Masonic broth-
erhood” that not only “inspires and encourages the political significance of
various nationalities” but also acts as a representative of Russia’s “enemies
from within.”25 In his personal correspondence, Stasiulevich admitted that the
 uprising was most untimely as it interrupted the “organic connection”
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of Poland and Russia. Indeed, all the members of the Herald group consid-
ered the uprising counterproductive.26

Five years after the rebellion, the epithet “Polish” remained an accusa-
tion, while most of the people associated with the Herald in its early days
were in one way or another tinged with “Polishness.”27 Stasiulevich’s sur-
name betrayed Polish roots. Contributors Leonid Polonskii, Spasovich, and
Pypin were Polonophiles, and only Kostomarov, a Ukrainian, had earned
a reputation for hating the Poles. His articles about the Time of Troubles,
Cossack hetman Bogdan Khmel’nitskii, and the decline of the Polish state in
the Herald’s early issues were highly critical of the Poles and not only con-
tributed to the journal’s popularity, but also protected it from accusations of
pro-Polish attitudes at a time when these were liabilities.28

The Polish Question resurfaced on the pages of the Herald in the early
s when education minister Tolstoi began to implement Russification
policies in Polish education and Stasiulevich saw an opportunity to continue
his educational crusade by defending the schools.29 However, Stasiulevich’s
enthusiasm for the Prussian system ended when Bismarck launched his Kul-
turkampf in the early s and the journal began to publish articles by histo-
 rian Mikhail Dragomanov in support of Polish rights against both Prussian
and Russian encroachments.30 Nevertheless, Dragomanov condemned both
the Polish rebels and Herzen for supporting them in , while Spasovich
published pro-Polish pieces under his own name, instead of “V. D.”31 Dis-
tinguishing between nationality and ethnicity (narodnost’), Polonskii argued
that only the Finns could rightly claim the status of nationality, which justified
their separate statehood within the empire. The Poles were only an ethnicity
and their attempts to establish a separate state threatened the empire’s exis-
tence directly. Polonskii and Stasiulevich believed that local self-government
and language rights were sufficient to satisfy Polish national yearnings and
the Herald therefore agitated for an educational and judicial reform as well
as the introduction of zemstvos into the western provinces as rapidly as pos-
sible.32 Neither in their articles, nor in their personal correspondence, how-
ever, did any of the Herald men support full Polish independence and they
believed that administrative exclusivity bred separatism.

Stasiulevich hired journalist L. G. Lopatinskii to contribute “Polish letters”
to the journal, while Warsaw joined Berlin, Florence, and Paris in having a
staff correspondent. Lopatinskii drew the readers’ attention to a group of
moderate Poles—the organicists—who argued for reconciliation with Russia,
rejected romantic nationalism and revolutionary conspiracies, and focused
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their attention on their country’s economic and cultural reconstruction. This
moderate party coalesced around the Przegląd Tygodniowy (Weekly Review,
–) that appeared in  and based itself on “the principles of con-
temporary scientific positivism.”33 Stasiulevich even published a few articles
by prominent “Polish pragmatists” in the early s.34 Lopatinskii mean-
while argued for an alliance between the young Polish positivists and the
Russian liberals, but a second official warning in  and Stasiulevich’s cau-
tion prevented this from happening and he opened the journal once again to
Kostomarov’s Polonophobic articles.35

The Polish Question posed a dilemma for the Herald group, as conserva-
tive journalists accused its strain of liberalism of being foreign, even Polish,
and therefore particularly subversive. The Herald group’s resignation from
Petersburg University paralleled their Polish colleagues’ inability to find teach-
ing positions during Tolstoi’s Russification campaign. Both liberal groups
had to prove their patriotism to radical opponents and both were suspected
by the state. However, the respective pro-Russian or pro-Polish stigmas they
carried prevented an alliance, which demonstrated the increasing influence
of public opinion and nationalist sentiment. Pressuring the state was out of
the question, while directing public opinion would demand popularity and
time. Nevertheless, a censor wrote of the Herald in  that a “delicate bou-
quet of Polonism” accompanied its Europeanism.36

The Politics of Literature: The Emergence of Nihilism

Nihilism emerged as a world view in the s when the positivist tradition
escaped from the laboratories and lecture halls and became wedded to polit-
ical sentiments by youths who projected positivist values onto human rela-
tions. Nihilism preached radical skepticism towards all forms of human
activity—religious beliefs, political values, family loyalties, and sexual behav-
ior. Anything that could not withstand scientific proof was targeted as re -
gressive. Although its proponents rarely examined nihilism on its own terms,
it became a crucial catalyst for radical political activity. So influential did this
attitude become by the s that it forced writers to take a stand and further
politicized the journal culture. Stasiulevich took a hard line against nihilism,
which he saw as incompatible with the evolution of civil society.

Although the Herald of Europe became Russia’s leading popular historical
journal by , Stasiulevich understood that literature was the real engine
of success, and in this field, the journal had to compete with heavyweights.
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Nikolai Nekrasov and Mikhail Saltykov-Shchedrin published their works in
Notes of the Fatherland. Dostoevsky and Tolstoy wrote for Katkov’s Russian
Herald. In order to attract contributors, therefore, Stasiulevich began to
attend Saint Petersburg’s salons.

He became a regular at Vladimir Bezobrazov’s weekly “economic dinners,”
during which the guests debated modernization issues.37 Of his friend and
education minister Aleksandr Golovnin’s salon, Stasiulevich wrote that he
was the only one in attendance who was not a member of the State Council.38

At one of these evenings in , Stasiulevich met the poet and playwright
Aleksei Tolstoi, whom he lured away from Katkov’s journal with the prom-
ise of greater profits—five hundred rubles per printer’s sheet, an enormous
sum for the time, but one that Stasiulevich was convinced would pay off.39

Tolstoi was himself the host of a popular salon where Stasiulevich made
the acquaintance of writers Ivan Goncharov and Grigorii Danilevskii, poets
Fyodor Tiutchev and Iakov Polonskii, and literary critic Aleksandr Niki -
tenko.40 When, in , Tolstoi found himself in tough negotiations with a
publisher, Stasiulevich gladly took over the process and defrayed the costs of
publication in exchange for part of the profits. He thereby gained in Tolstoi
a cooperative contributor to the Herald.41 Although they disagreed on poli-
tics, Tolstoi published in the Herald while at the same time criticizing Stasiu -
levich for transforming it into a political platform.42

Ivan Turgenev became an early convert to the Herald’s cause. In ,
he wrote to his friend the poet Aleksandr Fet that the “reappearance of the
Herald of Europe is the most pleasant phenomenon yet.”43 In July of the
following year, he accepted enthusiastically Stasiulevich’s offer to publish on
its pages. He was happy to distance himself from Katkov’s journal, although
he admitted to Herzen that the Russian Herald was the most popular pub-
lication with the Russian public and it paid well.44 The business arrange-
ment turned into a lifelong friendship between them. After Turgenev died in
Paris on August , , Stasiulevich accompanied his body back to Russia
and organized the funeral. The Russian authorities created so many prob-
lems that Stasiulevich wrote to his wife in exasperation: “You would think
I am bringing back the body of Nightingale the Robber [solovei-razboinik
was an epic robber from medieval Russian tales]! A nightingale—yes! A ban-
dit—no!”45 He also prepared and edited Turgenev’s posthumous collection
of works.

The Herald’s prominence brought new risks as Stasiulevich had to navi-
gate carefully between profit and the nihilist controversy that erupted in the
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s. Dmitrii Karakozov’s assassination attempt on Tsar Alexander II on
April , , cast a long shadow on the progressive movement. Katkov de -
clared that “Karakozov’s shot cleared the air” and from that point on his con-
servative journal’s influence increased rapidly.46 Kavelin’s On Nihilism and
Necessary Measures Against It, which he submitted to Tsar Alexander in May
, defended the reforms and the liberal nobility as their most loyal imple-
menters. Kavelin referred to Chernyshevskii’s What Is To Be Done? as the
“nihilists’ cherished reading.”47 The radical revolutionaries were breaking
away from the progressive intellectuals, forcing the thick journals to take a
stand, which they often did through the literary works they published.

Although Stasiulevich went out of his way to attract literary talent, he
ignored writers who had “compromised themselves” as conservatives, such
as Nikolai Leskov and Vasilii Avenarius, whose Plague Stasiulevich refused
to publish because of its overt anti-nihilism.48 Aleksei Tolstoi invited Stasiu -
levich to his house on several occasions to hear Goncharov reading chapters
of his new novel the Precipice. Although it was also anti-nihilist in its criti-
cism of the “new generation” in the character of Mark Volokhov, Stasiule-
vich found it “a delightful thing of the highest caliber. What a great talent!
One scene is better than the next!” and saw in it a love story that would
attract a wide audience.49 He fought hard to convince Goncharov to publish
his novel in the Herald, which came out in five installments in . Stasiu -
levich was convinced of the novel’s success and spared neither money nor
time in his efforts to win Goncharov over from Notes of the Fatherland. He
even had to push the author to finish his work because Goncharov himself
became alarmed at the reaction to Turgenev’s, Leskov’s, and Pisemskii’s works
by the so-called “unofficial, radical” censorship.50

Writing the novel in Bad Kissingen in , Goncharov went through
emotional vicissitudes and only Stasiulevich’s aggressive epistolary encour-
agement kept the writer at work. Goncharov admitted to a friend that Stasiu -
levich “knows how to inspire creativity and very delicately influences [my]
self-esteem with his intelligent, sober, honest criticism.”51 Stasiulevich and
his wife even met Goncharov in Bad Schwalbach in August  to collect
the first chapters in person.52 So nervous was Goncharov about the novel’s
reception that he asked Stasiulevich for permission to print an article defend-
ing it before it even appeared, but Stasiulevich refused. “I am completely
dejected,” Goncharov wrote to Stasiulevich in late , “and of course I
deeply regret deciding to publish it. How happy I would be if circumstances
forced you to close the journal and turn away the Precipice! I am afraid that
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I will become very sick and even worse! Sometimes I just want to abandon
everything and run away!”53

After the novel appeared, the Herald published Evgenii Utin’s critique of
it, in which the author respectfully defended the younger generation and
advanced the thesis that a clique of reactionaries was using the honorable
writers of the older generation to discredit the Russian youth.54 Goncharov
was nobody’s puppet, of course, and his criticism of the nihilists evolved
as he was working on the novel. By presenting both sides of the story in the
Herald, however, Stasiulevich was hedging his bets, but the public reaction
proved his acumen once again—the Precipice caused a tremendous boost in
circulation.55 Utin’s article displeased Goncharov, who complained to Stasiu -
levich about it, reminding him that people were “tearing the journal out of
each others’ hands” to read his novel’s installments anyway.56 Some scholars
have even suggested that Goncharov’s moderate anti-nihilism, which reflected
the Herald’s position on the subject, was the point of departure for Demons
on which Dostoevsky started work in .57

Goncharov’s novel caused a furor. Turgenev found it too long and too out-
dated. Vasilii Botkin described it as a “wordy rhapsody that is nauseatingly
boring.” The Saint Petersburg News welcomed the novel’s final installment
because it was already too long. Notes of the Fatherland accused Goncharov
of obscurantism. Some declared Goncharov’s career over. The Cause pub-
lished a review entitled “Talented Talentlessness,” which read: “The novel,
which does not inspire in the reader progressive thought and progressive
conclusions, could only have been written by a retarded and weak-minded
individual. Never has an intelligent person written a stupid work after ten
years of effort.” Another reviewer of the same paper argued that Precipice
reflected the outdated liberal ideals of the s. The Dawn (Zaria, –
) argued that “the poverty of his world view and paleness of ideals” made
Goncharov a second-rate writer. In a second review, Notes of the Fatherland
condemned the “bile and blind rage, proud conceit and inhumane arrogance”
that inspired the author to denounce “everything that was enlightened in
human beings.”58

Stasiulevich’s gamble paid off handsomely. According to writer Pyotr
Boborykin, “all literate Russia” attacked the novel, but the negative attention
contributed to the Herald’s popularity.59 The Herald published the Precipice
from January to May. In the spring of , the journal had , subscrib -
ers, which by April increased to ,—the “Pillars of Hercules” in the Rus-
sian publishing business, as Stasiulevich put it—and by May  subscriptions
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reached ,.60 Stasiulevich boasted to Goncharov that on the first of every
month people lined up to buy the new issue as if to queue for bread.61 Despite
a short falling-out over Utin’s article, Stasiulevich and Goncharov remained
friends for life and Goncharov made him one of the executors of his will.
According to one contemporary, Stasiulevich was the only person to whom
the “anchorite” Goncharov remained close.62 Members of Stasiulevich’s salon
remembered it as the only place where Goncharov felt perfectly at home
until his last days.63 Tolstoi’s and Goncharov’s contributions significantly
enhanced the journal’s reputation and attracted the playwright Aleksandr
Ostrovskii, poet Iakov Polonskii, and writers Nadezhda Khvoshchinskaia-
Zaionchkovskaia (who published under the name V. Krestovskii), Aleksandr
Levitov, and Nikolai Uspenskii.

Although literature was the Herald’s “investment policy,” Stasiulevich also
attracted talented political analysts. Leonid Polonskii, Evgenii Utin, and
historian Nil Koliupanov became regular contributors. When Nikolai Kruze
was dismissed from his job as a censor in the s, Petersburg’s literati
organized a conspicuous farewell to this social activist and liberal.64 He
would go on to serve on the Petersburg provincial zemstvo board until Tsar
Alexander II dissolved it for insubordination, but Stasiulevich also hired
Kruze as the journal’s specialist on zemstvo questions. On the other hand,
writer Mariia Tsebrikova, who explored women’s rights, only published one
article in  because she proved too radical for Stasiulevich’s taste.65 In the
s, historian Vladimir Ger’e, linguist Iakov Grot, military historian Mod-
est Bogdanovich, historian of literature Aleksandr Veselovskii, and renowned
historian Sergei Solovyov also published in the Herald of Europe.

A descendant of Karamzin, historian Mikhail Pogodin also contributed
in the s, but severed his ties with the journal due to suspicions about
Stasiulevich’s radicalism. Pogodin wrote: “The reappearance of the same
disgusting [political] thoughts makes me suspect that you may have lost your
mind on some issues.”66 Although the Herald continued Karamzin’s legacy,
the journal also criticized his political theories. In , Pypin roundly con-
demned Karamzin’s Memoir of Ancient and Modern Russia (–) as
the product of “stubborn” and “angry” conservatism that unjustly supported
“state absolutism” and opposed emancipation and the freedom of Poland.
Writers Nikolai Strakhov and Fyodor Dostoevsky came to the defense of the
conservative cause, but Pypin continued to argue that the Memoir was an ex -
ception to Karamzin’s Enlightenment-informed world view.67 That same year,
Stasiulevich published an obituary for Aleksandr Herzen, which defended
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him from conservative slander and agreed with Herzen’s criticism of the
Russian autocracy.68 Herzen’s acquaintances and regular correspondents,
Evgenii and Nikolai Utin, had kept Stasiulevich informed of the great exile’s
life in Great Britain. Between Pypin’s work and Stasiulevich’s obituary, the
journal was clearly expressing a liberal attitude.

Stasiulevich himself wrote little for the journal and mostly under pseudo-
nyms. His contributions focused on the debate about secondary education—
professional vs. classical schools.69 He argued that the government should
introduce the Prussian Realschulen curriculum with its stress on modern lan-
guages and the sciences into Russian secondary schools in order to educate
Russian students in the manner of their European counterparts and thereby
broaden the social base of the universities. Looking to the Prussian model,
Stasiulevich sought “to introduce a new system of European life” into Russia.70

However, in , conservative education minister Dmitrii Tolstoi forced
through a classical program meant to reinforce Orthodox values and prevent
the penetration of Western ideas into Russia. The state discouraged further
debate on the issue and Stasiulevich abandoned his crusade.

For many years, Stasiulevich corresponded with Populist philosopher
Pyotr Lavrov, who also knew Pypin from the Petersburg Chess Club of which
both were founding members.71 By the late s, however, Lavrov came
to believe that certain articles and novels placed the journal into the conser-
vative camp along with Katkov’s Russian Herald and Mikhail Pogodin’s
Dawn. He voiced the general Populist criticism of the Herald as a champion
of bourgeois, “Western” values that disparaged the legacy of the s.72

Saltykov-Shchedrin also criticized the Herald for its materialism and West-
ern values.73 When economics professor Illarion Kaufman published “The
Viewpoint of Karl Marx’s Politico-Economic Criticism” in the May 
issue, economist Nikolai Danielson—the first translator of Das Kapital into
Russian—mailed it to Marx who used Herald articles extensively for research
purposes.74

In the late s, the Herald group organized its own salon, which became
known in Petersburg as the “round table.” Every Monday, Stasiulevich and
his wife hosted guests in their home, but by the s, the jour fixe moved to
Saturdays. According to distinguished lawyer Anatolii Koni, a regular con-
tributor to the journal, Stasiulevich’s salon became one of Petersburg’s cul-
tural nuclei at which guests discussed the most important literary, social, and
political questions, criticized the autocracy, and defended civil rights and pop-
 ular education.75 Such openness could only take place in the private sphere.
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No publication was free from tsarist censorship and all unofficial criticism
had to be muted or veiled.

Navigating Success

By , the Herald had become the capital’s most coveted journalistic em -
ployer. It paid well and the atmosphere in the editorial offices was creative
and friendly.76 From the very beginning, Stasiulevich retained the right of
final approval, but collegiality reigned as he relied heavily on his editors’
input. It greatly helped that Stasiulevich had two “highly placed” friends.
Dmitrii Sol’skii, a friend from younger days, became State Comptroller in
, state council member and chairman of the Legal Department in ,
chairman of the National Economy Department in , and eventually state
council chairman between  and .77 Stasiulevich’s more important
insider contact was Aleksandr Golovnin, former liberal education minister
and state council member. As early as , he warned Stasiulevich that edu-
cation minister Tolstoi considered the Herald suspicious. In , he wrote
Stasiulevich that “strong enemies were gathering against the journal.”78

The relationship was symbiotic. In November of , Golovnin appealed
to Stasiulevich to defend the zemstvos against attacks from conservatives
who demanded greater administrative control over the local councils. The
Herald’s December issue came out strongly in defense of zemstvo rights.79

In , Golovnin asked Stasiulevich for information on the state of the
Russian publishing business to be included in a report for the State Council,
which then argued that there was no need to implement extraordinary mea-
sures to control the press.80

The Herald experience demonstrated the tortuous way in which Russian
liberals began to articulate their ideas and define their loyalties by explain-
ing what they did not support or believe. This literary process was bound to
take time and demonstrated how intimately cultural and political sensibili-
ties became intertwined during the Great Reform era. In the competition for
influence over public opinion, the Herald emerged as a bastion of liberal
reformism opposed to the radical “nihilist” and the conservative camps.

By the early s, the Herald had experienced a burst of popularity. A
censor’s report read: “The Herald of Europe has a large number of readers
among educated members of society and the professional class.”81 Sober
business sense and publishing acumen were behind this success, but Stasiu -
levich understood that it was too early to celebrate. He had navigated the
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journal through its rough formative period, but he also knew that promi-
nence brought unwelcome attention from the authorities. Although an
optimist by nature, Stasiulevich was anything but naïve. As Russia moved
along its tortuous reform path, he would have to navigate increasingly tur-
bulent waters. In this, Pypin and Arsen’ev became invaluable first officers.
Navigating the treacherous waters of censorship and politics even strained
Stasiulevich’s close relationship with Pypin sometimes. According to Pypin’s
daughter, in the early s Stasiulevich wanted to cut down on specialized
scholarly articles as the Herald became more popular, but Pypin argued that
the journal owed its readers an “unofficial” interpretation of the Russian past.
However, Stasiulevich remained wary of adopting a political cause openly.82
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The Blessings of Censorship

While the Herald of Europe laid the responsibility for Russia’s growing radi-
calism on government policies, the journal attempted to explore the origins
of civil society through literary and historical studies. The state’s reaction
demonstrated that even the reformist tsar’s government had trouble distin-
guishing between a loyal and radical opposition. Ironically, state censorship
propelled the moderate Herald to the height of its popularity. Meanwhile, the
journal became increasingly popular in the provinces, which demonstrated
the rapid spread of public interest in a non-radical and yet critical interpre-
tation of Russia’s past and present beyond the capitals.

Editorial caution notwithstanding, storm clouds began to gather over
the Herald in its fifth year. In December , the Moscow City Duma sent
Alexander II a note expressing anxiety about rollbacks of the Great Reforms.
Alexander reacted with anger. The Censorship Bureau received an order to
increase its vigilance and turned its attention to the Herald of Europe. Warn-
ings about impending action came from all quarters, including Nekrasov and
Saltykov-Shchedrin. In , the Herald began to publish chapters of Pypin’s
Notes on the Social Movement under Alexander I, from which the censors cut
out ten pages that included Nikolai Novosil’tsev’s constitutional project of
. While the censors found Pypin guilty of searching for liberal strains
of thought among state officials, he believed that the time had come for Rus-
sian historians to “justify” the “men of the s.”1 Stasiulevich, however,
became nervous and admitted in a letter to Pypin that he had lost the “cen-
sor’s scent.”2 When Arsen’ev sent him the manuscript of “The Outcome of
the Court Reform,” he asked Stasiulevich to “pay special attention to it and
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to submit it to [self-] censorship,” but even this could not protect a “marked
journal.”3

Pypin’s research indirectly articulated the Herald’s moderate political views
by clothing them in the language of literary research that barely concealed
the hope that spontaneous social initiative would lead Russia out of “dark-
ness, stagnation, and ignorance.” In search of intellectual progress, Pypin
explored the Decembrists, the Petrashevskii Circle, the Slavophiles, Western -
izers, and Populists. He paid special attention to Herzen and Chernyshevskii.
Infused with positivist optimism, Pypin believed that nations developed in
relation to each other and that the historian’s job was to trace these tangled
trajectories and extract moral lessons from them. Most importantly, he be -
lieved that the study of literature was essential to historical understanding.
For example, Pypin considered Pan-Slavism premature given the level of
ignorance among Russians of the history of other Slavic cultures. He used
literature to gauge a people’s psychology and its intellectual progress. Using
a non-specialized and accessible narrative, Pypin paid special attention to the
development of social consciousness, which made him suspect in the eyes of
the authorities.4

In , the Academy of Sciences decided to make Pypin an adjunct in
the field of Russian philology and history. However, because the Herald
group strongly opposed Count Tolstoi’s “pseudo-classicism,” he and Chief
of Gendarmes Pavel Shuvalov opposed Pypin’s candidacy.5 Conscious of the
overwhelming current against him, Pypin decided to avoid controversy—
Alexander II had already appointed a commission to consider the appoint-
ment—and declined the honor.6

Meanwhile, Spasovich, Evgenii Utin, and Arsen’ev took part in the infa-
mous – Nechaev trial, the latter as a defense lawyer for the eighty-
seven individuals accused of involvement in Sergei Nechaev’s radical terrorist
group known as The People’s Revenge, which stood accused of murdering its
member Ivan Ivanov in . Nechaev himself had escaped abroad leaving
his comrades to face the court. Stasiulevich believed that the Herald owed it
to society to comment on the court proceedings. After careful consideration
of its contents, Arsen’ev published “The Political Trial of –” in the
November  issue.

Arsen’ev argued in his article that political persecution drove the opposi-
tion underground while at the same time encouraging its “gradual subdivi-
sion and degradation.” The socialism of the s emerged as a collective
attitude in response to this disunity and appealed to all people who were
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sympathetic to the sufferings of others. Arsen’ev also argued that trials would
not stifle this natural empathy and that only eliminating the causes that
encouraged radical acts could stem the revolutionary tide. By blocking off
legal paths for helping the downtrodden and then reacting inadequately to
clandestine attempts to do so, the state alienated the youth and made it sus-
ceptible to radical propaganda.7 The censors considered the article suffi-
ciently provocative to submit a report about it to interior minister Aleksandr
Timashev, who forwarded his concerns to Tsar Alexander.

The result was the Herald’s first official warning in November , which
Stasiulevich considered a badge of honor. Kavelin wrote to him: “I think it
will only increase the number of your subscribers.”8 He was right. In ,
the printer sent out , copies of the journal and in  that number rose
to ,. Petersburg had the most subscriptions—between , and ,.9

Moscow consistently brought in about . The provincial orders steadily
grew from , in  to , in . Kherson, Kiev, and Kharkov prov -
inces in Ukraine became the undisputed leaders. Yet the Herald never made
Stasiulevich a fortune and his name never appeared among those of distin-
guished Russian philanthropists.

The journal’s administrative office was located at  Nevskii Prospekt by
the Kazan Bridge on the same block where the Evropa Hotel currently stands.
The editorial offices were in Utin’s building on Galernaia Street where Sta-
siulevich kept appointments every Wednesday. Most of the people who met
him described Stasiulevich as a simple, straightforward, and warm person
who treated novice writers with respect and conducted his correspondence
in a timely fashion.10

Stasiulevich’s Enlightenment Project

As an extension of the Herald’s mission of enlightening through public
discourse, Stasiulevich decided to organize his own printing shop and gain
independence from his six-year relationship with printer F. S. Sushinskii.
Located at number seven on the Second Line of Vasil’evskii Island, where
Shevchenko Square is now located, Stasiulevich’s would become one of Peters-
burg’s largest and best printing companies. Opened in November , by
the end of  it broke even and became profitable the next year. Moreover,
Stasiulevich’s enterprise weathered serious competition from Aleksei Suvorin’s
publishing house, which appeared in .
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E. J. Dillon’s description of censorship in the Russian Empire provides
valuable insight into what Stasiulevich had to endure in the process of estab-
lishing and running his company. The efficacy of the censorship laws de -
pended largely on the state’s exclusive control over printing offices, type
foundries, booksellers’ shops, circulating libraries, and all cognate trades and
callings. None of these establishments could open without special authoriza-
tion. An in-depth inquiry pried into the applicant’s antecedents, “the sins
and backslidings of fathers being visited upon sons and daughters and the
imprudence of the children recoiling upon their parents.” The rest deserves
to be quoted in full:

Every new printing machine, every set of type bought, sold or repaired, every
book or pamphlet destined to be printed, must be first announced to the
authorities, verified by them, next entered in detail in a number of books, and
then sent to the Censure for examination. If a printer gets one of his presses
altered and neglects to notify the fact to the authorities, he is fined five hundred
rubles, besides being visited with other and more serious pains and penalties. If
a journal, having been read by the Censure, is sanctioned for publication, but
the written authorization should happen to be delayed, the printer who dared
to set it up in type and publish it, would be fined three hundred rubles and
imprisoned for three months. A person who sells type, printing presses, hec-
tographs, etc., is in duty bound to look upon the intending purchasers as
against the State, and must, in his own interests, turn them away, unless he
knows them personally, and is in possession of their real names and address.
Nor is this acquaintance considered sufficient to allow of business relations: he
can deal only with authorized printers, and he is exposing himself to a heavy
punishment if he parts with a set of type without having first seen, with his own
eyes, the authorization to the buyers to purchase and keep a printing press. Per-
mission to open a bookshop, a circulating library or a reading-room is more
difficult to obtain than a railway concession.11

With his first major project, Stasiulevich intended to emphasize not only
his business’s profitability, but also the progressive education ideology be -
hind the whole endeavor. In the Herald’s April  issue, Stasiulevich printed
a “Plan of Publication for the ‘Russian Library’”—cheap volumes contain-
ing the works of Russia’s greatest writers and poets: Pushkin, Lermontov,
Gogol, and others. Prominent literary scholars and writers took part in the
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in the preparations: Pypin, bibliographer and biographer Pyotr Efremov,
and writers Nekrasov, Goncharov, Turgenev, Saltykov-Shchedrin, and Pavel
Annen kov.12 Once again, Stasiulevich’s enterprise anticipated and success-
fully competed with Suvorin’s “Inexpensive Library.”

The Russian Library was not a commercial enterprise. Stasiulevich in -
tended it to be affordable. He set the price at seventy-five kopecks per vol-
ume, regardless of how much effort it took to negotiate the copyrights and
each volume’s cost of production. The advertisement for the new series read
that it intended to “share the wealth of our literature with those who have
been condemned by lack of funds to nourish their minds with literature
of suspect quality.”13 The first widely accessible volume of Pushkin’s work
appeared in ten thousand copies in March  and profits from it went
for hunger relief in Samara province.14 The second volume of Lermontov’s
works appeared on bookshelves in May ; Gogol in November of the
same year; Zhukovskii in the winter of ; and Griboedov in June .
Altogether, , volumes sold in twenty months, which Turgenev con-
sidered a great success, especially for a start-up business.15 Yet he wrote of
Stasiulevich in a letter to Annenkov: “His affairs in Russia, as usual, hang
by a hair, yet the hair does not break.”16 The first five volumes completed
the first Russian Library series. Stasiulevich followed through with a second
series: the best of Turgenev’s work appeared in early , Nekrasov’s in
April , Saltykov-Shchedrin’s in May , and Leo Tolstoy’s in Decem-
ber . Every volume, except for Pushkin, came out in five thousand
copies, which Stasiulevich believed would fulfill public demand for literary
works at the time.

Although the Russian Library brought Stasiulevich little profit, the publish-
ing business became a form of enlightenment philanthropy. Kavelin published
The Goals of Psychology () through Stasiulevich’s shop. In , Pypin
and Nekrasov bankrolled the second edition of John Stuart Mill’s Principles
of Political Economy, translated, edited, and with commentary by Cherny-
shevskii, for whom this publication was the only source of income at the
time. In , Stasiulevich printed Herbert Spencer’s Principles of Sociology,
which was later banned from public libraries. Many books dealing with com-
munal landholding came out of Stasiulevich’s shop: A. I. Vasilchikov’s Land
Ownership and Agriculture in Russia and Other European States ( volumes,
) and Iulii Ianson’s Statistical Research into Peasant Allotments and Pay-
ments (). Both books found their way into Karl Marx’s library.17
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The Turgenev Factor

Although Stasiulevich’s publishing business grew and prospered in the s,
the Herald of Europe remained at the forefront of his vision. And one of the
reasons for the journal’s success during this decade was Ivan Turgenev’s
involvement in it, which proved yet again how tightly socio-political sensi-
bilities intertwined with literature in Russia. In the absence of a political
sphere, civil society articulated and negotiated its attitudes through literary
characters, which made the choice of publication venue more than a purely
financial and aesthetic consideration for many writers. So polarized became
public opinion that association with certain journals could tarnish a writer’s
reputation regardless of the quality of his work.

Beginning in , Turgenev published almost exclusively on the pages
of the Herald, which boosted its popularity. As a marketing strategy, Stasiu -
levich usually published Turgenev’s novels in January issues as New Year’s
presents for his readers and an encouragement to subscribe.18 When Stasiu -
levich announced the serial publication of The Torrents of Spring in the
autumn of , subscription reached its high point of just over six thou-
sand. Turgenev’s Huntsman’s Sketches (), which had been banned in the
s, and Virgin Soil () helped maintain the Herald’s popularity. In the
latter, Turgenev portrayed the members of the “going to the people” move-
ment of – as altruistic but misguided youths, instead of the infer-
nal and criminal elements that the official press depicted in its coverage of
their court trials. Although the novel belonged in the anti-nihilist and anti-
socialist tradition, the censorship committee argued about whether to pub-
lish its second half because Turgenev had only demonstrated that socialist
uprisings were premature, but not impossible. The censors who decided in
favor of publication maintained that stopping the presses would only incite
public anger and attract increased interest. Interior minister Timashev sided
with the latter group and the novel’s conclusion appeared as planned in Feb-
ruary .19 The Herald attracted the same criticism for publishing Virgin
Soil as conservative critics directed at Turgenev for being an “isolated West-
erner.” Simultaneously, the Russian radicals saw in him a well-off intellectual
guilty of excessive “liberalism” and “aristocratism.”

Turgenev spent most of his time in Paris in the s where he be-
came friends with George Sand, Prosper Mérimée, Alphonse Lamartine, and
Gustave Flaubert, whose works he translated and published in the Herald
of Europe. After the Franco-Prussian War (–), Flaubert gathered

Publishing as Philanthropy 



around him the young talents Émile Zola, Alphonse Daudet, Edmont de
Goncourt, and Guy de Maupassant, and Turgenev became part of this cir-
cle.20 Before he had made a name for himself in literature, Zola published lit-
erary reviews and criticism, but began to have trouble placing them in the
late s when French editors accused his pen of being “too violent” and his
reviews of carrying “revolutionary methods into literary discussion.”21 When
in  Turgenev suggested to his young colleague that he publish in the
Herald, Zola jumped at the opportunity.22 The Russian censors had trouble
finding fault with his interpretation of French politics.23

Stasiulevich hired Zola as the Herald’s Paris “correspondent” to inform
Russian readers of French literary, artistic, and social events.24 As his friends
described it, from May  until November , Zola “organized his pro-
fessional life around two calendars, the Gregorian and the Julian,” always
bearing in mind Petersburg’s twelve-day lag.25 As one biographer put it, the
“fine commission for a great Russian newspaper” allowed the young writer
to “move into better quarters, begin to fatten out, and gain weight wonder-
fully.”26 Altogether Zola contributed sixty-four “Lettres de Paris” to the Her-
ald of Europe. The contract also stipulated that all of his literary works would
appear in France only after the Herald had published their Russian transla-
tions, the first of which, Abbé Mouret’s Transgression (the fifth installment of
the “Rougon-Macquarts” cycles), appeared in the spring of .27 The novel
combined theology and physiology, the doctrine of natural sin and the idea
of hereditary doom, in the story of a young priest torn between his instincts
and his education. Zola described the plot as “the story of a man neutered by
his early education who recovers his manhood at twenty-five through the
solicitations of nature but fatally sinks back into an impotent state.”28 Zola’s
anticlericalism enraged Russian conservative and religious critics, but found
great favor with readers. Scenes of Political Life under the Second Empire,
which began to appear in the Herald’s January  issue, aimed to expose
the kitsch and broad farce of political life during the Second Republic, but
also introduced Russian readers to a more open political system.

The Herald became so popular when Zola wrote for it that Stasiulevich
published His Excellency Eugène Rougon and Lettres de Paris as books, which
sold out immediately.29 Zola was exceptionally grateful to Stasiulevich and,
through the Herald, to the Russian reading public for giving him the oppor-
tunity to speak his mind when French critics reviled him.30 Stasiulevich hired
Anna Engelgardt, Aleksandr Engelgardt’s wife and one of the first and most
prominent members of the Russian women’s rights movement, to translate
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Zola’s work.31 She stayed on as the journal’s translator until her death in .
By , however, when he became sufficiently famous to make a living by
publishing in his own country, Zola separated from the Herald. His views on
literature drew criticism from, among others, Populist philosopher Nikolai
Mikhailovskii who wrote in Notes of the Fatherland that Zola had substi-
tuted “the science of man” for “strictly defined moral and political ideals.”32

As a counterweight to Zola’s “self-propagandizing,” as Polonskii described it,
Arsen’ev began to publish the Herald’s “Literary Survey” in .

Between Radicals and Conservatives

By the s, the Herald of Europe was firmly in the loyal opposition camp,
but despite its moderate tone, it continued to run afoul of the authorities
throughout the decade. The censors forbid at least one article and one book
from the print shop every year. Meetings with the censors, conducted dur-
ing the last four days of each month, became vital to the journal’s existence.
According to Boborykin, a regular contributor since , Stasiulevich took
the censorship threat so seriously that he refused to accept serialized literary
submissions unless he could read the entire text up front.33 Simultaneously,
the Herald began to articulate its liberal values in opposition to those of the
increasingly radical Populist movement.

Despite Stasiulevich’s caution, in July  the journal received its second
official warning for Pypin’s “Characteristics of Literary Opinions from the s
to the s”—the first article to examine the work of Petrashevskii since the
authorities banned his name from appearing in print (hence the article’s broad
title). Because Pypin concluded that state policies had encouraged revolution-
 ary organizations such as the Petrashevtsy, the censors accused him of justi-
fying “the conspirators of .”34 In the same article, Pypin also compared
Belinskii’s fate to Chernyshevskii’s, which drew criticism from Turgenev, who
saw no connection between the men of the s and those of the s.35 In
, Pypin’s articles on Belinskii became the first attempt to write his biogra-
 phy. Arsen’ev’s article “Transformation of the Legal Statutes” was critical of the
state’s encroachments on the jury system and the censors accused it of “under-
mining trust in the government.”36 Stasiulevich admitted to his wife that he
was at a loss to explain how these articles crossed “the vague line of sedition.”37

Pressure from the censors reached such a degree that in  Turgenev wrote
sarcastically to Fet: “You will be happy when this honest, moderate, monar-
chical publication is closed on charges of radicalism and revolutionism.”38
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After receiving the second warning, Stasiulevich became even more cir-
cumspect and examined every line of text to make sure that nothing could
arouse the censors’ suspicions. Working from eight in the morning until
midnight, Stasiulevich dedicated his life to the journal.39 Even while abroad,
he received daily correspondence and piles of manuscripts. Of censorship’s
arbitrariness, E. J. Dillon wrote: “It is, perhaps, superfluous to remark that
the principles by which Censors are guided in forbidding or permitting lead-
ing articles, stories, etc., are as difficult to discover as those which determined
Buridan’s ass to choose one haystack in preference to the other.”40 Luckily,
the amnesty of  wiped the slate clean of warnings.41

Members of the radical intelligentsia also treated the Herald with suspi-
cion. When in  news reached socialist Pyotr Lavrov in London that his
friends tried to arrange for his articles to appear in the journal to help him
make ends meet, he was outraged. “We upbraid the constitutionalists,” he
wrote, “and suddenly everyone finds out that I am asking them for work: they
will tell everyone, and it will be a scandal.”42 At the time, Lavrov was editor
of the most important Russian émigré socialist periodical, Forward! (Vpered!,
–). Its doctrine of “preparationism,” however, was not the same as
the Herald’s, although both targeted “critically thinking individuals.” Lav -
rov’s book Historical Letters, published in , had offered progressively
thinking Russians an alternative to nihilism and conspiratorial duplicity, but
his fatalistic sense of duty to the masses reinforced by gnawing guilt eventu-
ally forced him into the vanguard of revolutionary socialism, separating him
from the moderate opponents of the tsarist regime, such as the Herald group.

Lavrov and Pypin clashed in  over the publication of Chernyshev -
skii’s revolutionary Prologue in Forward! As soon as Pypin found out about
Lavrov’s intentions, he sent him an angry letter emphasizing the primacy of
family relations over revolutionary interests—Pypin feared that the publica-
tion of this work would further damage Chernyshevskii even in Siberian
exile. However, Lavrov argued that he had to publish Chernyshevskii’s work
before the younger generation forgot about him completely. Such a contri-
bution to the revolutionary movement in Russia would be much more effec-
tive, Lavrov added acrimoniously, than Pypin’s publication of Prologue as a
“literary rarity” twenty years after its composition.43

The Herald condemned radical terrorism openly. On December , ,
members of the radical Land and Freedom group conducted a demonstra-
tion next to Kazan Cathedral in Saint Petersburg. By condemning the event,
Stasiulevich carefully expressed part of the Herald’s political program. He
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had received a letter from Golovnin in which the former education minister
explained the futility of such demonstrations. Stasiulevich published part of
this correspondence in the January  issue.44 Golovnin had argued that
in Russia, revolution, reforms, and progress came only from above. Referring
to the failed “to the people” movement, Golovnin argued that even when
the revolutionaries preached directly to the downtrodden muzhik, that same
muzhik reported them to the police. Impatient revolutionaries only delayed
reforms, which the state was constantly considering and implementing.45

According to Osip Aptekman, one of the leaders of Land and Freedom, the
radical Populists found the Herald attitude both insulting and unfair.46

Fighting a battle on two fronts, the journal defended the zemstvos against
conservative projects to place them under the landed nobility’s supervision,
which Sergei Witte’s uncle Rostislav Fadeev proposed doing in his popular
book Russian Society in the Present and the Future (What Should We Become?)
(). Polonskii proposed instead to unite the zemstvos, the bureaucracy,
and the peasant affairs committees (prisutstvie po krest’ianskim delam) on
the district and provincial levels into one institution. He furthermore sug-
gested that the provincial zemstvos elect three candidates, of which the tsar
would choose one to join the State Council. The latter idea resembled Pyotr
Valuev’s plan and Dmitrii Miliutin’s  administrative reform project.
Nevertheless, the censors forbid the Herald to publish Polonskii’s article.47

Nothing came of the ministers’ project either, because foreign affairs dis-
tracted attention from domestic reforms in the late s.

The Balkans

The Russo-Turkish War of – became the first conflict in the runup
to which public opinion played a decisive role in Russia. The strongest im -
pulse to expansion into southeast Europe was Pan-Slavism, which champi-
oned the creation of a federation of Slavic states under Russian guidance and
attracted mostly conservative thinkers. Through its critique of Pan-Slavism,
the Herald further articulated a socio-economic message that preferred cul-
tural to political influence and domestic reforms to foreign adventures. Pypin
argued that without cultural Pan-Slavism, political aspirations would come
to naught.

On the eve of the war, when Pan-Slavic passions ran high and became syn-
onymous with patriotism, Stasiulevich decided to publish historian Sergei
Solovyov’s Russia and Europe in the First Half of Alexander I’s Reign (),
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which ran counter to the prevalent public opinion in support of Russian
involvement in the Balkans. Solovyov even joked that since the book was
clearly not in the Pan-Slavist camp, Stasiulevich would have to put a picture
of the author without his head on the cover in order to sell the volume. In
fact, it became so popular that it sold out immediately and a German trans-
lation appeared a few months later.48

The Russian press meticulously covered the uprisings against Ottoman
rule in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, and Serbia in the s. Kraevskii’s
Voice (Golos, –) was highly critical of Russia’s involvement in the
Slavic uprisings, but it was an exception. Suvorin’s New Time and V. V.
Komarov’s Russian World—where Leonid Slonimskii worked at the time—
supported General Mikhail Cherniaev’s leadership of the lackluster Serbian
army and defended Russia’s Pan-Slavic goals. By describing the gory details
of Ottoman atrocities, New Time became instrumental in creating a public
mood that the tsar could not ignore without losing face.49

Members of the Herald group were skeptical about Russia’s involvement
in Balkan affairs. Kavelin argued in a letter to Stasiulevich that the govern-
ment would do better by improving the lot of the peasantry than concerning
itself with the Balkan Slavs. Annenkov considered comical the state’s justi-
fication of involvement because of the pressure of public opinion: “All this
noise is no more than the madness of a chained dog that rattles its chain
only as far as its owner has allowed it.” The journal’s “Domestic Survey” for
September  criticized the involvement of the Russian public in foreign
policy issues and its appeal to “religious brotherhood,” which the author
believed could become an excuse for Russian Muslims to support the Turks.
Having read Polonskii’s article, Dostoevsky responded to it in his Diary of
a Writer. The Russian people knew “nothing above Orthodoxy,” he argued,
and therefore attempts to stop the “elemental and organic” movement
threatened the very essence of the Russian nation. The Herald, however,
refused to en gage in a debate with a writer who “does not argue, but only
crosses himself.”50

In November , Polonskii published his programmatic “The Russian
Question in the Southeast of Europe,” wherein he argued that should Russia
annex any Balkan Christian population, it would turn from “a distant brother
into an internal enemy.” Pan-Slavism was not a solution to Russia’s press-
ing internal problems. Furthermore, aggressive policies toward the Ottoman
Empire would alienate Russia from her European neighbors and undermine
the “common European ideals” that Russia shared.51
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Against his ministers’ advice, Alexander II declared war on the Ottoman
Empire in April  and even suspended Kraevskii’s Voice for forty days
because of its opposition to military actions. Newspapers played such an
important role during the war that this led to the appearance of Russia’s first
great journalistic talents—Vasilii Nemirovich-Danchenko, Grigorii Gradov -
skii, and Vladimir Giliarovskii.52 Mindful of the fate of the Voice, the Herald
came out with a lukewarm endorsement of the war in May  by arguing
that the success of the reforms by  meant that Russia was entering the
conflict in better shape than in  or .

Although the Herald supported the Russian army and the overall effort
to force the Ottoman government to implement agricultural reforms on its
territories, the journal stopped short of endorsing Pan-Slavic dreams and
focused instead on the tax burden that the war imposed on the Russian
peasantry and the cultural barriers still separating the Russians from their
Slavic brethren. From the moment that war broke out, Pypin took up the
issue of Pan-Slavism and argued that before leading the Slavs, Russia had to
undergo her own “renovation.” Separating political from cultural Pan-Slavism,
he maintained that cultural understanding and religious tolerance needed to
precede the political unification of the Slavic peoples, which was a goal for
“future historical periods.” He condemned the “stupid chauvinism” of what
he called “ultraslavophilism,” which rested on three demands—the primacy
of Russia, the Russian language, and Orthodoxy. He also refused to see Slavic
unity as a counterbalance to European civilization—Russia could best help
the Slavs by “putting her own affairs in order.” Pypin specifically targeted the
works of historian Vladimir Lamanskii, whom he considered a Pan-Slavist
extremist.53 In the late s, Pypin was willing to accept Slavic unity only as
a process of socio-cultural exploration.

In December , Pypin became a senior member of the Imperial Rus-
sian Geographical Society and his first presentation to the ethnographic
division focused on the southern Slavs.54 Pypin had even prepared a field
expedition to the region, but the political tension in the wake of the war
undermined the trip. Instead, Pypin channeled all of his energy into the His-
tory of Slavic Literatures (–), which Stasiulevich published. The
conservative press condemned the work as overly critical of Pan-Slavism,
while the censor’s bureau cut fourteen pages on constitutional projects out
of the manuscript, but this did not diminish the book’s popularity with
the reading public, while German, French, and Czech translations appeared
within three years.55
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By , Stasiulevich’s printing company was the third largest in Rus-
sia after the Academy of Sciences and “Social Aid” (“Obshchestvennaia
pomoshch’”). The Herald was the third most popular thick journal in the
country after Notes of the Fatherland and The Deed. Monthly subscriptions
in the late s stabilized at about six thousand.56 Stasiulevich’s bookstore,
which abutted the printing shop, sold thousands of Russian books and west-
ern European titles in translation. Despite the difference in social views
between Stasiulevich and Nekrasov, the poet published his major works
through Stasiulevich’s shop: Who Lives Well In Russia, Complete Collection
of Poems (in one volume) and Nekrasov for Russian Children. After Nekra -
sov’s death in , Stasiulevich took upon himself the first posthumous col-
lection of works, which came out in four volumes in .

Stasiulevich’s printing business attracted the progressive intelligentsia in
increasing numbers. As usual, however, the steady increase in popularity also
attracted the censors’ attention. A Ministry of Interior memorandum from
 accused the Herald of two principal faults: first, dwelling on the advan-
tages of a constitutional form of government and supporting further reforms,
and second, criticizing excessive centralization and Russification in Poland
and Ukraine for contributing to ill feeling towards the government and the
Russian nationality. The Herald formulated its defense of local autonomy
and initiative, the keystone of its political program, in administrative as well
as ethnic terms. “Russia, in its civilization’s infantile condition, should not
take upon itself the role of organizing new states,” wrote Stasiulevich.57

The Loris-Melikov “Thaw”

Stasiulevich welcomed the new interior minister Mikhail Loris-Melikov in
, but adopted a wait-and-see attitude regarding the thaw that he initi-
ated, which involved the liberalization of press laws, attempts to negotiate
with the social elite, and willingness to consider public opinion. Between Jan-
uary and May , the Herald published Pavel Annenkov’s memoir “Extra-
ordinary Decade,” which once again brought up the names of Herzen and
Belinskii. On the one hand, the work described the ideological controversies
that had raged among the Russian intelligentsia since the s. On the
other, Annenkov described the rift between radicals Belinskii and Herzen on
the one side and moderate liberals such as himself on the other. The appear-
ance of the memoirs therefore reinforced the Herald’s separation from radi-
cal Populism in the late s, which could not have come at a better time
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on the eve of the regicide. Although Annenkov referred to Herzen only by
the first letter of the Russian spelling of his last name “G,” the censors still
took issue with the author’s exploration of Russian and European socialism.
The memoirs appeared thanks to Annenkov’s personal friendship with the
minister of state domains, Mikhail Ostrovskii, who was a friend of Loris-
Melikov’s predecessor Lev Makov. Still, Stasiulevich and Pypin decided not
to follow up with Annenkov’s biography of Herzen’s close friend Nikolai
Ogarev (who had died in ) in order not to provoke the censors further.58

Arsen’ev welcomed the Loris-Melikov thaw and immediately proposed
that the government create locally elected consultative councils to aid the
governors. He also believed that the zemstvos should elect “experts” to offer
consultation to the State Council on reform projects. Furthermore, he in -
sisted that peasants participate in electing these “well-informed persons.”
The work that lay ahead, Arsen’ev argued, must not only benefit the rural
population, but must involve it too.59

Loris-Melikov’s attempt to split the opposition to the state by favoring
its moderate wing resulted in the creation of the Valuev Commission in
November , which attempted to re-codify the publishing laws. The Inte-
rior Ministry encouraged Russia’s most prominent publishers to participate
in some of the meetings, but, understandably, men who had lived in fear
of the censors’ arbitrary rules were skeptical of the invitation. In the end,
however, influential liberals such as Stasiulevich, Arsen’ev, Anatolii Koni,
historian Vasilii Kliuchevskii, and several Justice Ministry officials partici-
pated.60 Koni described one of these meetings in his memoirs: “The news-
paper and journal editors of the Valuev Commission behaved themselves
without dignity and pusillanimously. Only Stasiulevich spoke and he spoke
to the point.”61 Stasiulevich’s address to the Commission boiled down to two
central theses. First, he argued, Russia’s educated society realized that the
press was under strict supervision and when it intentionally avoided impor-
tant topics, readers assumed that the government was covering something
up. This “absence of glasnost” contributed to the mutual alienation between
the state and its subjects. Second, in order to avoid this situation, the press
demanded nothing more than for the state to treat it “by means of laws and
courts, and to eliminate administrative arbitrariness.”62 In his diary, Valuev
noted that Stasiulevich’s speech was “long and dry,” but that it found favor
with the commission members.63

Reserved in his judgments, Stasiulevich evaluated all new legislation in its
relation to the freedom of the press. When in  Loris-Melikov abolished

Publishing as Philanthropy 



the Third Section (the political gendarmerie), Stasiulevich wrote to Pypin:
“I do not know how Arsen’ev will welcome this day, but he already knows
what I think—’Beware of the Greeks bearing gifts’.”64 In another letter to
Pypin he wrote: “Our own censorship forces us to approach western civiliza-
tion like lackeys, that is, to eavesdrop by western civilization’s door, and to
refrain from discussing what we have heard.”65 The only freedom that the
Russian press enjoyed in the s and s, he believed, was to criticize
the domestic and foreign policies of foreign governments but not its own.66

Stasiulevich understood that criticism of his journal in the conservative press
found favor among state officials, some of whom even commissioned these
articles.

More credulous than Stasiulevich of the Interior Ministry’s liberal ten-
dencies, or perhaps just more optimistic, Konstantin Kavelin saw in Loris-
Melikov’s thaw the promise of a general change of course. He wrote to
Stasiulevich in : “The time of false silence and false alliances has passed
even for us. It is time for each to express his opinion openly, honestly, and
boldly.”67 Kavelin had published a series of articles on the peasant question
and state power in the Herald, which Stasiulevich collected into individual
volumes. More skeptical of the state’s promises, however, he chose to print
Political Ghosts: State Power and Administrative Arbitrariness, One of the
Contemporary Russian Questions () and A Conversation with a Socialist-
Revolutionary () in Behr’s publishing company in Berlin—beyond the
censors’ reach.

Stasiulevich’s skepticism notwithstanding, one of the positive outcomes
of Loris-Melikov’s tenure was permission to publish the daily newspaper
Order, which, although short-lived, became another liberal hub. The edi-
tors were economist Vladimir Bezobrazov, positivist philosopher Evgenii
de Roberti, Kavelin, and Valentin Korsh. By this time, the young economist
Leonid Slonimskii was already a contributor to the Herald. After Korsh left
Order, Slonimskii took over as editor of its foreign section.68 Prominent
lawyer Sergei Muromtsev, Moscow’s de facto liberal opposition leader, was
the daily’s Moscow correspondent.69 Legal writers Vasilii Sobolevskii, Ivan
Durnovo, and Sergei Priklonskii as well as statistician and economist Vasilii
Pokrovskii also contributed articles. Russian philosopher Gregorii Vyrubov
was the Paris correspondent. Ivan Ianzhul and Nikolai Ziber covered British
intellectual life. Émigré revolutionaries S. M. Stepniak-Kravchinskii, N. I.
Dobrovolskii, and S. L. Kliachko were regular contributors too. Turgenev
helped Guy de Maupassant to publish some of his early short stories, such as
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“A Portrait,” in Order.70 Circulation reached five thousand by the end of .
It is a compliment to Order that its very existence irritated Pobedonostsev.71

Meanwhile, the police monitored the meetings of the editors at Stasiulevich’s
home by recruiting one of his servants.72

Through Order, Stasiulevich came face to face with anti-Semitism. Alek-
sei Suvorin and literary critic Viktor Burenin, both of whom had themselves
contributed to the Herald in the s and early s, catered to pedestrian
tastes by explaining social ills in simplistic terms that instigated witch-hunts.
For example, Suvorin repeatedly reminded his readers that the Gintsburg
banking family was behind Stasiulevich’s business and Burenin pointed out
that Stasiulevich’s wife was Jewish. Neither of the critics mentioned the fact
that Suvorin had himself acquired New Time with the help of Jewish bankers
from Warsaw.

In this atmosphere, an experienced legal mind was a welcome addition
to the editorial staff of the Herald, which Konstantin Arsen’ev had officially
joined in the spring of . Already a regular contributor, in  he began
the monthly “Domestic Survey,” which “set the standard for permissible
criticism of the regime.”73 He was the opposite of his predecessor, Leonid
Polonskii—much less self-consciously European and not at all an Anglo -
phile. Stasiulevich never had to restrain Arsen’ev on the issue of liberali-
zation in Russia and he was much better suited to the stricter censorship
conditions that lay ahead. Nevertheless, Arsen’ev consistently condemned
the regime’s encroachments on zemstvo and municipal duma rights. He
protested Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod Konstantin Pobedonostsev’s
heavy-handed treatment of religious minorities such as the Old Believers,
Catholics, and Lutherans. He also warned against “the increasing danger of
clericalism that threatens Russia.”

Arsen’ev brought with him a breadth of interests and experiences. In ,
he became a member of the Shakespeare Society where fellow players, mem-
bers of the Herald circle among them, read critical essays on literary topics.
This increased his literary interests and he began to contribute reviews to
the journal, which Pypin gladly encouraged him to do. Between  and
, Arsen’ev maintained his successful law practice and was among those
who made the new courtroom procedures function. His work as a trial
lawyer gave him first-hand exposure to Russia’s social ills. Between  and
, he lived with his family on an estate half a day’s journey from Peters-
burg, where he was closely involved in rural and peasant affairs as a member
of the zemstvo.74
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Arsen’ev was one of the defense lawyers in the famous  “Trial of the
,” during which members of Land and Freedom answered for establish-
ing revolutionary peasant “colonies,” agitating among religious sectarians,
and fomenting “agrarian terrorism.” Most of the public defenders involved
in this case were also Stasiulevich’s friends. The jury acquitted eighty-eight of
the accused and the rest received light sentences. The Ministry of Interior pub-
 lished the proceedings in its weekly Government Herald (Pravitel’stvennyi
vestnik, –), from which other publications could reprint the infor-
mation. However, Arsen’ev and the other lawyers hired their own stenogra-
phers to record every word of the proceedings, including the speeches of
the accused. Stasiulevich understood, of course, that publishing these in the
journal would lead to certain disaster, but even his publishing house failed to
pull it off. Before the ink dried on The Stenographic Report of the Case of the
Revolutionary Propaganda, the censorship bureau forwarded a copy directly
to interior minister Timashev, who ordered the printing to stop and the
police to confiscate all existing copies. The authorities banned and destroyed
the book in the autumn of , but Stasiulevich managed to salvage a few
unofficial copies. State Comptroller Dmitrii Sol’skii, who received one of
them as a present, wrote to Stasiulevich: “I sincerely thank you, dear friend
Mikhail Matveevich, for sending [me] a non-existent book. Only you can
perform such tricks.”75

Having made a career in the government, Arsen’ev used his extensive con-
tacts among reform-minded bureaucrats to keep the “Domestic Survey” as
current as possible. Intending to cover the twenty-fifth anniversary of Tsar
Alexander II’s rule in , he described to Stasiulevich how he wanted to
approach the event: “My initial thought was the following: not to praise, but
to show that everything that has been done up to now has only prepared and
facilitated further steps forward.”76 This attitude set the tone of the Herald’s
political sensibilities.

Restraint in an Age of Terrorism

In the late s, the Land and Freedom terrorist group unleashed a mas-
sive campaign of assassinations in Russia that aimed to inspire the masses
to overthrow the government by demonstrating the state’s vulnerability.
Russian Populists embraced the agrarian socialist theory that identified the
peasantry, not the working class, as the engine of revolution. Recogniz-
ing some similarities between Populist and liberal grievances, the Herald
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liberals nonetheless argued that no common ground could exist between the
two world views because Populism’s essentialist, anti-urban, and peasant-
centered ideology ran counter to the interests of civil society as the Herald
envisioned it.

The Herald unequivocally condemned Vera Zasulich’s assassination
attempt on the life of Saint Petersburg Governor Fyodor Trepov that took
place on January , . However, the Herald did not condemn the jury’s
acquittal of Zasulich on March  of the same year. The “Domestic Survey”
separated the “act” from the “person” and refused to treat the assassination
attempt itself as a dangerous precedent. In his correspondence, Stasiulevich
even admitted that there was no greater risk for the journal than to sound as
if it in any way condoned “Trepov’s acts.” However, Sergei Kravchinskii’s
murder of Chief of the Gendarmerie and Chief of the Third Department
Nikolai Mezentsov on August , , shocked Stasiulevich. He wrote to a
friend that Russia’s “head cold” had turned into a form of “typhus” with
“severe complications.” This time, the journal took a firm stand on terrorism
and denounced the appearance of “political fanaticism” in the ranks of the
radical movement.77

When the journal condemned Kravchinskii’s act, it became the first pub-
lication to engage an illegal organization in an open debate. The under-
ground publication Land and Freedom (Zemlia i volia, –), which
appeared in , answered the Herald’s condemnation: “These press writ-
ers, in exchange for the reduction of censorship, are ready to become the
state’s political policemen and detectives,” the article read.78 Leonid Polon-
skii blamed the “savage, indecent, and immoral” assassinations on their per-
petrators’ disturbed psychological states.79 In response, editor of Land and
Freedom Dmitrii Klements suggested that his liberal colleague attend a per-
formance of Rossini’s William Tell or Serov’s Judith in order to understand
the passion to achieve freedom that inspired the Populist terrorists against
insurmountable odds.80 In turn, Polonskii sarcastically reminded Klements
that Tell had fought against a foreign occupation and Judith saved a city from
a siege—neither pursued political and social reforms. Furthermore, Polon-
skii argued, history provided many examples of political assassinations sty -
mieing the progress of freedom and order. Every self-respecting European
writer, “even [German Social Democratic leaders] Liebknecht or Bebel,”
would have condemned the murders, argued Polonskii.81 Klements asked in
turn whether the Russian Populists had any other courses of action: “Instead
of bread, the state gives society a stone, instead of a fish—a serpent!” William

Publishing as Philanthropy 



Tell’s legendary status was proof of his act’s nobility. As an example of a suc-
cessful assassination, Klements used Emperor Paul I, whose death inspired
“general exultation.”82

The Populist revolutionaries were not unanimous on the issue of assassi-
nations. Klements himself would later condemn terrorist tactics, and Land
and Freedom split into the People’s Will and the Black Repartition in the
summer of  over the question of terrorism. The radical People’s Will
group took up the revolver and the bomb as its tools, and its most outspoken
theorist, Nikolai Morozov, justified these methods using the example of
Giuseppe Mazzini’s brigades.83 The Populist radicals saw the Russian autoc-
racy as an occupying force and their goal as national liberation. According
to Land and Freedom, there was no time to lose, the bourgeoisie was weak
and before its constitution enslaved the people further even than “gentry
monarchism” already had, a political coup d’état had to liberate “the work-
ing democracy.”84

After the explosion in the Winter Palace on February , , Arsen’ev
continued Polonskii’s condemnation of political terrorism by examining the
results of assassination attempts from the time of Julius Caesar. He noted
that most attempts had failed and that the ones that succeeded often proved
counterproductive. An individual ruler rarely guided historical evolution,
Arsen’ev argued, so eliminating someone even as important as the tsar would
not change the status quo. Echoing Edmund Burke, Arsen’ev argued that
“the order of things has been created over centuries and rests on too many
foundations, which makes it impossible to destroy all of them simultane-
ously, even if the most important one is struck.”85 Arsen’ev was particu-
larly suspicious of agrarian socialism, the goals and impatience of which, he
thought, would do more harm than good.

Socialism was not a newcomer to Russia in the s. Herzen had already
explored its potential, but the debate that began in  after the collapse of
the “to the people” movement had an impatient feel to it. Polonskii wrote an
article supporting Bismarck’s policy of “state socialism,” which eliminated
the destabilizing danger that came from the desire to abolish private property
and enforce common ownership. Members of Land and Freedom, on the
other hand, looked to such popular “proto-socialist” heroes as Pugachev
and Razin. Polonskii reminded the Populists that Pugachev claimed to be
descended from the tsars and reserved for himself autocratic powers. Even
German Socialist Ferdinand Lassalle, he argued, had described peasant up -
risings in Germany as inherently reactionary. Russian agrarian socialism
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pursued vague aims, Polonskii concluded, that “demanded senseless sacri-
fices from the youth for the sake of an unattainable Arcadia.”86

Instead, Polonskii offered an alternative genealogy of liberty and reform -
ism. He traced Russia’s liberal tradition back to the era of Peter the Great
and, more specifically, to economist Ivan Pososhkov (–) and pub-
lisher Nikolai Novikov (–), both of whom maintained that the first
step towards social progress was the abolition of serfdom. Since then, Rus-
sian liberals correctly argued for slow but consistent reforms, Polonskii
wrote. Meanwhile, “twelfth hour” upstarts such as the Populists had the gall
to accuse the liberals of supporting the autocracy while waiting for reforms
to trickle down from the top with “mouths agape.” To discredit the socialists,
Polonskii pointed to the internecine conflict within the First International
between them and the anarchists. In order to demonstrate the validity of
their brand of socialism, Russian Populists argued that their ideals had been
latent in the masses for centuries and that it would take only a spark to ignite
this discontent. According to Polonskii, however, Russia’s peasant culture,
commune and all, was inherently opposed to social leveling and egalitarian-
ism and instead encouraged in its members profoundly “statist” views.87

Responding to Polonskii’s article, Land and Freedom accused the liberals
of applying a double standard—welcoming the progress of human rights in
the West but supporting greater police controls in Russia.88 Klements, who
was also a famous ethnographer (one of many revolutionaries who, hav-
ing been exiled to Siberia, traveled widely and published works on native
Siberian tribes89), chose the following quotation for his response article:
“Woe to you lawyers! For you have taken away the key of knowledge; you
did not enter in yourselves, and those who were entering in, you hindered”
(Luke :). Klements argued that the Russian peasants owed the Emanci-
pation Act to Chernyshevskii and Dobroliubov, both of whom despised
moderate liberals. The Russian people were inherently anarchic, according
to Klements, and this explained the recurring disturbances in the country.
Pugachev may not have been a socialist, but Polonskii’s suggestion that Bis-
marck was, cast serious doubt on his understanding of socialism. Klements
also accused the Herald of vacillating on Marxism because the journal pub-
lished articles both for and against it.90 Where did it really stand? The Herald
was thus forced to choose a position on Marxism at least a decade before its
“official” debate with the legal Marxists began during the s.

Stasiulevich’s choice of novels to publish contributed to the debate with
the Populists. Polonskii published his short story “You Have to Survive” in
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December  under the pseudonym L. Lukianov. The plot involved the rela-
tionship between a corrupt bureaucrat by the name of Sakhanin, his student
son who is desperate to change things but knows not how to proceed, and the
son’s university friend, Gorlitsyn, a radical Populist. During a conversation
between the students, the junior Sakhanin argues that in order to achieve
Populist ideals certain conditions have to be met, such as the transformation
of a semi-feudal autocracy into a constitutional monarchy. He proposes that
the friends make this their initial goal to which Gorlitsyn answers as if recit-
ing the party catechism: “You are bourgeois to the marrow of your bones. . . .
But we have no care for the bourgeoisie’s interests and its settling of accounts
with anyone.”91 When the police arrest the young Sakhanin because of a sus-
picious package he carries—it turns out to be class notes on chemistry—he
writes a note to his father from the detention cell: “Do not worry, I have not
done anything yet; but we can no longer live this way.”92 Polonskii’s short
story described not only the rift between fathers and sons, but between the
sons themselves, and it depicted the basic split between the radical Populists
and the more doubtful and cautious liberal colleagues, each one a Hamlet.
They had similar sources of discontent, but used different strategies to rectify
them, and yet they developed with reference to each other. The plot accurately
reflected the actual relationship between Russian liberals and Populists.

Polonskii believed that broadening social participation could gradually
de-escalate the standoff between the authorities and society and eventually
eliminate the radical opposition. He simultaneously urged the authorities to
avoid punishing the loyal opposition because such indiscriminate demon-
strations of force would only encourage underground forms of opposition.
The censors, however, considered even this cautious call for gradual reform
too radical and cut out the mutinous lines.93 In an attempt at a rapproche-
ment, Polonskii credited the “fanatical and savage” radicals for calling “things
by their real names.”94 Meanwhile, he wrote, the conservatives, into whose
camp the radicals unjustly placed the liberals, were no better in publishing
“outrageous lies that deny everything that is true about Russia,” namely a
passion for social justice among both the people and the intelligentsia.95

Polonskii thus tried to situate the liberals between the radicals and conserva-
tives, which worked well on paper, but not in the real world.

Arsen’ev echoed Polonskii’s thoughts when he criticized the Serbian social-
 ists’ new weekly The Guard. In a sterling example of Aesopian language,
Arsen’ev considered the pursuit of socialist goals premature for Serbia.
“Capital,” against which the Serbian socialists struggled in defense of “labor”
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was, in reality, labor’s closest ally in the struggle for political rights: “In semi-
free and unfree countries, the first, elementary question is the achievement
of political rights through self-government.”96 A more fruitful approach than
socialist romanticism and mythology, Arsen’ev argued, would be to focus
on the Serbian people’s immediate material needs and intellectual enlighten-
ment. In this, the Serbian socialists would find many willing colleagues
among the Serbian liberals. Although the article covered “foreign affairs,” its
basic argument applied to Russia.

In his diaries, however, Arsen’ev admitted that although he was “almost
antagonistic” towards socialism, he sympathized with Chernyshevskii’s argu-
ments and Louis Blanc’s historical works.97 Many liberals felt sympathetic
towards Populist aspirations, and yet their methods and extremist tendencies
created too many obstacles. Stasiulevich wrote to Ger’e that the jury’s acquit-
tal of Zasulich surprised him, but that he would never criticize it openly at
the risk of appearing to defend Trepov’s behavior.98 From their side, Populist
thinkers such as Nikolai Mikhailovskii also vacillated. In , Mikhailovskii
claimed that “the hateful yoke of the bourgeoisie” was “already upon Russia,”99

but a year later suggested that “in the practical struggle, it is insane not to
benefit from alliances, be they accidental and temporary.”100

According to Populist Nikolai Morozov, some Russian liberals sympa-
thized with the underground organizations and were even ready to support
their political—but not social—aims because the common goal was to under-
mine the autocracy.101 In the late s, some zemstvo liberals and radical
Populists even talked of uniting against the state, but this could only happen
if the Populists ceased and condemned terrorist activity. As revolutionary
Populist Vladimir Debogorii-Mokrievich wrote in his memoirs, “the terror-
ists refused this condition and the negotiations produced no results.”102 A. K.
Solovyov’s attempt on Alexander’s life on April , , buried the issue. The
second point of contention was capitalism, which was somewhat ironic since
both camps recognized its deleterious effects on the countryside, yet the
debate about which specific aspects of capitalism were to blame created an
unbridgeable chasm. The Populists criticized state policies for encouraging
private rapacity that inevitably found its way into the village. The liberals
believed that the state’s industrial subsidies undermined cottage industry
and stifled its competitiveness, but accepted capitalism as a long-term boon.
Even after the People’s Will (Narodnaia volia, –) admitted that the
“achievement of the [Populist] aim by the act of  March ” had failed,
the Populists still considered capitalism tantamount to the plague.103
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Thus, on the eve of the regicide, the Herald was firmly ensconced as the
mouthpiece of the loyal opposition to the state. A brief list of regular con-
tributors illustrates the microcosm that Stasiulevich had created around the
journal by . Stasiulevich stood at the center. In the first circle around
him were Pypin and Arsen’ev. In the next were cultural critic Vladimir
Stasov, literary historian and critic Semyon Vengerov, Evgenii Utin, and
writer Aleksandr Stankevich, who contributed important political analysis
and literary criticism. Historians Konstantin Kavelin, Aleksandr Gradovskii,
legal theorist Fyodor Voroponov, and literary critics Viktor Gol’tsev and
Valentin Korsh covered social, literary, and historical issues. Physiologist Igor
Sechenov, botanist Andrei Beketov, embryologist Il’ia Mechnikov, economist
Nikolai Ziber, and sociologist Maksim Kovalevskii contributed their research
and covered the latest scientific developments abroad. By the early s, the
Herald published just over six thousand monthly copies.104 Well-established,
the journal would need all of its editors’ creativity and contacts to weather
the period of counter-reforms, which began with Tsar Alexander III.

The Regicide and Its Aftermath

Arsen’ev called the seventh, and successful, attempt on Tsar Alexander’s life
on March , , a “catastrophe” and reiterated his earlier emphasis on the
insignificance of isolated terrorist actions against individual targets. “An
order of things that has a thousand roots and foundations cannot be under-
mined or detonated—it can be transformed only by consistent and energetic
work of many forces that take into account all the existing conditions and
that the popular masses support, at least passively.”105 Arsen’ev praised Alex -
ander’s reforms, although he was critical of the “reaction” that consistently
waxed and waned between  and . He also argued that repressive
measures could not stamp out terrorism. Every succeeding attempt proved
that terror from above was ineffectual against terror from below. In response
to the Herald and other liberal journals, the People’s Will wrote: “Caught off
guard by the unexpected confusion, [the liberals] started howling in unison
with the conservatives, but they did not know against whom.”106

The Herald group interpreted March  as a catastrophic setback for
Russia’s political development. In an anonymous pamphlet sarcastically en -
titled The Black Repartition of Alexander II’s Reforms, Mikhail Stasiulevich
referred to the new conservative clique—Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod
Konstantin Pobedonostsev, publisher Mikhail Katkov, interior minister Count
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Nikolai Ignat’ev, and education minister Dmitrii Tolstoi.107 Arsen’ev wrote in
January : “The catastrophe of  March put an end to a short, but brilliant,
period of our modern history, and its consequences are still too apparent.”108

Nevertheless, he also hoped that the “insanity of a negligible minority” would
not obstruct the “development of an entire people.”109 Anatolii Koni wrote in
his biography of Count Loris-Melikov: “That fateful day—March , —
delayed by a quarter century the peaceful realization of a constitution.”110

Whatever temporary liberties the Herald may have enjoyed under Loris-
Melikov, they disappeared after the regicide. By August , an Interior
Ministry memorandum accused the Herald of “aiming to replace insufficient
forms of political expression with an increased freedom of the press” and of
encouraging “the dissolution of social support for the state.”111 The conser-
vative head of the Press Department (–), Evgenii Feoktistov, remem-
 bered that the unruliness of the press had rarely achieved such a scale as it did
in the early s and that “the leading role in this belonged to the ‘Herald
of Europe’ of Stasiulevich.”112 The publishing house also ventured perilously
close to trouble. Ianson’s Statistical Research into Peasant Allotments and
Payments rapidly became a banner for intellectuals critical of the conditions
of Emancipation.113

The Censorship Bureau added to the conservative barrage, which forced
Stasiulevich to make weekly trips there to defend his paper Order. Loris-
Melikov’s dismissal from the Interior Ministry after the regicide brought
in N. P. Ignat’ev, who was closer to Pobedonostsev in outlook, and by the
summer of , the press began to feel the weight of increased oversight.
Stasiulevich wrote to Pypin: “[It is like] an uninterrupted series of unbeara-
ble tortures: the feeling makes me want to resort to the bludgeon, not the
court.”114 In January , Ignat’ev closed the paper for forty-five days and
wrote to Pobedonostsev: “I have banned ‘Order’ for a month and a half. Are
you finally satisfied with me?”115 The prohibition came at the worst possi-
ble time: Order had just completed a subscription (,) for the next year,
but as soon as news of the ban spread, many subscribers demanded their
money back. By month’s end, Stasiulevich announced the paper’s closing.
When Vladimir Lenin wrote condescendingly of the Russian liberals’ “smart
attempts to lead the monarch over the desired line, so that he would not
notice it himself,” he was referring to liberal newspapers, such as Order.116

By March of , Arsen’ev was remarking on the depth of the chasm that
had opened between the state and society.117 Nonetheless, some liberals saw
something infernally noble in the Populist acts. Sixteen years old at the time
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of Tsar Alexander’s assassination, Pypin’s daughter wrote that the “heroes of
the First of March grew into grand, light figures.” Pypin himself was “espe-
cially somber” that day, but, she surmised, empathized with the revolution-
aries because they had killed his cousin’s “personal enemy.” Twenty-five
years later, the Herald published the – correspondence between
Count Dmitrii Miliutin and Konstantin Kavelin, who wrote: “As pointless,
aimless, and criminal as are the Populist revolutionaries’ acts, you cannot
deny them character, energy, and inventiveness in the pursuit of their goal.
Whatever you may say, there lives in them a profound discontent that satu-
rates all of Russian society more or less.”118 Although liberal expectations
of state reformism crumbled, liberal arguments acquired weight as arrests
thinned out the radical ranks and encouraged increasing numbers of “sci-
entific” Populist treatises in the s. With practical options for reform
blocked, statisticians returned in increasing numbers to the fields and vil-
lages, while Populist and liberal theoreticians made themselves comfortable
behind their desks. Ironically, the journalistic debate about to begin would
only deepen the chasm between Populist and liberal.
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From Utopia to Cooperation

The Herald group saw no promise for agrarian socialism in Russia and
treated the peasant commune as an economic necessity during the transition
to capitalism, instead of a model of socialist relations as the Populists be-
lieved. Instead of utopian revolution, the liberals championed micro-credit
and colonization programs that would involve the zemstvos and allow the
state to cooperate with civil society. In other words, the Herald shared with
the Populists their concern for the peasantry, but condemned their radical
means of solving Russia’s agrarian problems, of which land shortage had
become the most serious by the s.1

In February , Pypin had sent Alexander II his famous “Memoran-
dum on the N. G. Chernyshevskii Case,” which argued that the accusations
against his cousin were unsubstantiated. The memorandum was highly crit-
ical of socialists, whom Pypin called “idealistic fanatics made up of excited
youths who had found no place for themselves in the complex and tense
relations of the contemporary world.” He accused their leaders of unjustly
co-opting Chernyshevskii’s name to rationalize their actions and referred to
Mikhail Bakunin as a “windbag” and Lavrov as a “crazed philosopher.”2 After
the regicide, Pypin published an article in Order in which he called the mur-
der “a tragic historical event that has shocked the minds of the people.” He
simultaneously defended liberalism against Pan-Slavist Ivan Aksakov who
equated it with nihilism. Pypin also argued that the liberal press expected the
state to “continue reforms, extend self-government, and defend the freedom
of the press.”3 Pypin’s position was not revisionism in the face of a national
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tragedy. It was rather a natural extension of the Herald’s economic approach
to rural problems, which the journal had already begun to articulate in the
s. Herald liberalism evolved through debates about the causes of land
shortage and rural differentiation, peasant resettlement policies, and the
redistribution of the tax burden—concerns that it shared with Populists. No
one could have predicted that these debates would eventually lead to a break
between liberalism and Populism in Russia, but this was the first step in a
slowly unfolding process.

The agrarian question first appeared in the periodical press as a debate
about the shortage of arable land in the s. In , Professor Iulii Ianson
of Saint Petersburg University published his Statistical Researches of Peasant
Allotments and Payments through Stasiulevich’s printing shop, in which he
argued that Emancipation had left the peasantry with too little land while
saddling it with overwhelming redemption payments. Not accusatory in its
tone, the book nevertheless polarized the intelligentsia. The Voice argued
that Ianson’s findings were “scientific, accurate, and correct.”4 On the other
hand, Slavophile Dmitrii Samarin wrote in : “We deny the theory regard-
ing the shortage of land as a principle that is [ . . . ] completely false and alien
to our way of life.”5 Samarin argued that intensive agricultural methods, cot-
tage industry, rented plots, and trade would alleviate the poverty that Ianson
had unjustly blamed on insufficient plot sizes.6 The conservative paper Rus
referred to the book as “our liberals’ famous Koran.”7

The Herald reacted rapidly against what its editors saw as Slavophilic
oversimplifications. Fyodor Voroponov—a justice of the peace, chair of sev-
eral local agricultural committees, and a member of the board of the Peasant
Bank—accused the Slavophiles of grossly underestimating a serious socio-
economic problem that affected millions of peasants. Samarin’s “blank shot,”
argued Voroponov, only confirmed the gravity of the situation and the need
for “decisive measures.”8 Famous Siberian archaeologist Nikolai Iadrintsev
maintained that “shortage of land, which is evident in different provinces of
European Russia, with all its unfortunate consequences, is a widely acknowl-
edged fact.”9 Iadrintsev wrote as an expert on colonization, the causes of
which he linked directly to land hunger west of the Urals. The Herald group
also found evidence of the agrarian crisis in social statistics. Voroponov made
a direct link between increasing peasant death rates and land shortage.10

Arsen’ev found that recruitment commission findings demonstrated alarm-
ing increases in peasants unfit for military service due to sickliness and a gen-
eral “degeneration of the tribe.”11 Critic and bibliographer Arsenii Vvedenskii
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noted that  percent of the empire’s population experienced “physical and
moral degradation.”12

Both the liberals and Populists believed that Emancipation was unfinished
and that the state’s balancing act between intransigence and indecision made
matters worse. However, the liberals and Populists parted company when
it came to methods of redress. The People’s Will and Land and Freedom iden-
tified the state and its officials as agents of backwardness and described the
Russian government as an “iron colossus with clay feet.”13 The Herald group,
on the other hand, detected more shades in the gloomy picture of Russia’s
agricultural conditions and developed an increasingly sophisticated inter-
pretation of them. For example, Arsen’ev added problems of soil depletion
and taxes to the negative effects of land hunger.14 Many writers who published
in the Herald were involved in commissions and boards that dealt with local
problems. For example, in –, Arsen’ev participated in a senatorial
revision of Samara and Saratov provinces, which found increasing socio-
economic differentiation in the villages.15 Kavelin’s “Travel Letters” described
the displacement of the poor peasants by kulaks.16

The poor harvest of  brought the agrarian question to the attention
of the reading public. The paradox of Europe’s breadbasket experiencing a
famine “inspired the working-out of agrarian issues that have been mute
for a while,” Arsen’ev noted.17 Unlike Notes of the Fatherland, the Herald did
not consider the landed nobility responsible for insufficient land allotments
and famines, nor did it treat land ownership as a zero-sum game. Arsen’ev
supported Populist writer Aleksandr Engelgardt’s demand that the state
cooperate with local social forces to facilitate land purchases for the impov-
erished peasants.18 However, eliminating land shortage would not eliminate
the chief problem, but “only facilitate our battle against it,” Arsen’ev re -
minded his readers.19 He proposed selling state allotments, organizing reset-
tlements, and facilitating land purchases through micro-credit institutions.20

Resettlement had become a major issue in the late s. By July , the
Herald maintained that the landless and unemployed proletariat in the Rus-
sian Empire had increased to  to  million persons.21 Nikolai Iadrintsev
argued that the “economic crisis” made resettlement and colonization “attract
special attention.”22 The controversy had started over Prince Aleksandr Vasil -
chikov’s book Land Ownership and Agriculture in Russia and Other Euro-
pean States, which came out of Mikhail Stasiulevich’s print shop in  and
was reprinted in . Vasilchikov’s service in self-government institutions
ingratiated him with the progressive intelligentsia.23 He answered his critics
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on the Herald’s pages by arguing that the state could successfully regulate
agricultural affairs only if it first reorganized two underdeveloped programs:
micro-credits for land purchases and colonization.24

The Herald agreed with the importance of the commune in Russian agri-
culture and defended Vasilchikov against Boris Chicherin and historian
Vladimir Ger’e, who descried socialist tendencies in Vasilchikov’s proposals
that would destabilize the political balance in the empire by undermining the
nobility’s economic position.25 Stasiulevich, however, went a step beyond
Vasilchikov in proposing that the peasants transform the communes into
rural artels or semi-official cooperative associations—the commune could
turn from economic equalizer into the root of cooperative labor. In Novem-
ber , Arsen’ev argued that the second edition of Vasilchikov’s book
was “not only a priceless literary work, but a courageous act” because the
author admitted the problem of land shortage.26 In other words, colonization
could become a solution without infringing on the nobility’s property rights.
Fyodor Voroponov argued that organizing colonization of the steppe regions
should become the state’s priority.27

The Herald consistently proposed making resettlement a legal, controlled,
and rational process instead of something resembling “a national retreat
before an invasion,” as Iadrintsev eloquently put it.28 He also proposed the
closest thing to a program with a simple formula: state and local aid to
migrants, zemstvo aid for purchasing neighboring plots, and short-term
credit in addition to land-purchasing credits.29 Iadrintsev pointed to the
United States, where state-controlled settlement offices distributed land to
newcomers. He also argued for a resettlement and colonization fund that
would help migrants to relocate. These two measures, he believed, would
be more beneficial than land credit and bank loans.30 The zemstvos would
ensure the fair implementation of these policies on the ground. Furthermore,
Iadrintsev saw in colonization the guarantee of Russia’s territorial integrity,
especially in the Far East, where the presence of “European civilization” would
stem the tide of Chinese encroachments.31

Herald articles never called for the redistribution of the gentry’s lands.
Instead, as Iadrintsev argued, colonization would ease capitalism’s “inten-
sive” development by “extensive” means. It would allow the state to avoid the
“disasters and catastrophes” of economic progress “by opening in a timely
fashion the valve of life.”32 The Herald thus proposed a minimalist agricul-
tural improvement program. Both state and society had to help the village
harmonize its functions with those of Russia’s changing economy, but the
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peasants and landowners were not necessarily on opposite sides of the eco-
nomic fence. By synthesizing their interests, state policy could benefit both
groups. Micro- and short-term credit could form the basis of the state’s agri-
cultural policy and indirectly benefit the landowners, many of whom were
also facing bankruptcy.33 The Herald liberals saw the well-being of the upper
classes as a corollary of the peasantry’s well-being, which proved the jour-
nal’s non-estate approach to agricultural issues. Unlike its Western varieties,
liberalism in Russia aimed to champion the interests of all estates and classes.

Social Justice through Tax Reform

While the Herald’s micro-credit and colonization proposals laid the ground-
work for state-society cooperation, the journal’s position on taxes subordi-
nated middle class interests to those of the peasantry. Taxes became a concern
for the Herald after the Russo-Turkish War of – increased their dis-
 proportionate burden on the peasantry. As Voroponov explained, the main
problem with land taxes was that they were geographically “unjust”: highest
in the non-black-earth regions; higher on the Poles than the Russians; low-
est on the black-earth Russian landowners; and higher on the peasants of
western and northern Russia.34 Since restrictions on movement from villages
into factories decreased employment opportunities, Arsen’ev opposed pass-
port fees, which the state required to validate documents allowing the annual
post-harvest migration.35 Without bribes, the process was slow, which con-
strained the movement of labor. Lawyer Anatolii Koni even called the pass-
port system a “brake on the country’s economic development,” not least
because off-season income supplemented the family budget.36

The Herald targeted the soul tax as an “old patch of a different color” on
Russia’s modern garb.37 Arsen’ev, Pypin, and economist Iulii Zhukovskii
all favored decreasing the peasantry’s tax burden by increasing taxes on
industry.38 Zhukovskii proposed distributing the tax burden in the follow-
ing way: / on the peasants and peasant property and / on movable prop-
erty, industry, manufactures, trade, and the professions.39 Leonid Polonskii
proposed a more radical solution: to implement income taxes and taxes on
ranks.40 This sort of redistribution of the tax burden would become one of
the liberal program’s pillars.

The Herald’s position on taxes was a version of “placing the responsibil-
ity on the strong,” that is, on industry and the new professions that it was
breeding. The state finally organized a commission in March , which
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eliminated the soul tax in four consecutive stages in , , , and
.41 Having called for this since the early s, the Herald was ahead of
its time. However, in May  Arsen’ev wrote pessimistically about the
Emancipation’s achievements: “The mass of the people, emancipated in all
other senses, remains enslaved financially and economically, enslaved to
such a degree that it is as if in the past twenty years no reform has taken place
in the sense of eliminating all the sources of tensions between the estates.”42

Calling for cooperation between the zemstvos and the state and a fairer tax
distribution, by the s the Herald was parting ways even with moderate
Populists.

Liberalism as Mature Populism

That the issue of the tiers état never acquired prominence on the Herald’s
pages supports Arsen’ev’s claim that Russian liberalism had little to do with
its Western relatives because its genealogy was rooted not in the bourgeoisie,
the urban classes, and capitalist production, but in what was more prevalent
in Russia—agricultural issues, the peasantry’s social status, and local self-
government. Articulating the Herald’s position towards “legal Populism”—
the non-radical, armchair variety—fell to Aleksandr Pypin, who maintained
throughout the s that Russian liberalism and legal Populism had com-
mon origins. Populism, however, was still a vague phenomenon in terms of
theory, which inspired divergent judgments and attracted different adherents
to it. The conceptual muddle of Populism also inspired Pypin to reexamine
it as a cultural phenomenon.

Pypin’s examination of Populism as a cultural phenomenon exposed a
plethora of opinions and disagreements on the most important socio-
economic group in the Russian Empire—the peasantry. However, despite the
criticism that Pypin directed at the Populists, he did not mean to discredit
them. On the contrary, he tried to eliminate what he believed were artificial
ideological boundaries separating Populist from liberal values and to re -
establish a common ground. He therefore hardly deserves the “anti-Populist
liberal” label that some modern scholars have applied to him.43 His central
concern was that prominent Populist thinkers, such as Vasilii Vorontsov, had
created an artificial distinction between two social theories that had emerged
from the same humanistic literary tradition of the Great Reform era. How-
ever, in the process of defining Populism, Pypin uncovered a real ideological
difference that the liberals could not overlook—the Populists were in essence
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paternalistic in their view of the peasantry even though they idealized it. This
view was incompatible with the Herald’s crusade to empower the peasantry
through greater representation in the zemstvos. According to Pypin, Herald
liberalism was Populism stripped of its idealistic and elitist components,
which is why literary historian Aleksandr Veselovskii was justified in calling
Pypin a “unique and sincere Populist.”44

Pypin applied the term “Populist,” in its broadest sense, to people who were
“especially devoted to the study of rural life and who actively aided the in -
habitants of the countryside.” In a narrower sense, Pypin applied the term to
journalists, literary figures, and researchers of the s and s who took
pride in their exclusive understanding of popular interests.45 In the absence
of conceptual clarity, however, these men ranged all over the political spec-
trum—agrarian socialism, Slavophilism, and conservatism.46 Pypin traced
Populism’s origins to a dual legacy—a liberal-emancipatory tradition (Gogol,
Belinskii, and Herzen) and a mystical-sentimental strain (the Slavophiles)
from which the Populists inherited the idea of self-sufficiency (samobytnost’)
and the intellectual’s moral duty to the people.47 Drawing on a plethora of
preexisting and contradictory currents of thought that it never fully digested,
Populism developed only one general characteristic—it was not statist.

Pypin identified three periods in the evolution of Populist thought. The
first coincided with the preparation and execution of Emancipation, when
social concern for the peasantry took on judicial and economic forms as
it addressed the size of peasant allotments, the fate of the commune, and the
importance of national education.48 Although their passion for justice set
them apart during the s, the Populists could not support their historical
arguments with solid scientific data.49 Nikolai Uspenskii, Aleksandr Levitov,
Fyodor Reshetnikov, Vasilii Sleptsov, and Gleb Uspenskii became the most
influential non-revolutionary Populist writers of this era.50 They distinguished
themselves by fully supporting the reforms and helping the rural population
by spreading education and encouraging local self-government, something
the Herald group considered the pillars of social progress. However, Pypin
also noted that their views did not entirely coincide with the general Popu-
list spirit and, as an example, he used Levitov’s refusal to idealize the rural
lifestyle or to identify in the peasant world view a form of “ready wisdom.”
A strict sense of realism distinguished Levitov and the other writers of his
time from the heady days of people-worship in the s, s, and s.51

Life exposed many of these writers to the realities of the peasant world, and
destroyed the bookish illusions that they entertained as young men. Gleb
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Uspenskii headed a local bank in Samara province; Levitov studied medicine
and became a doctor in a village in Arkhangelsk province; while Reshetnikov
worked as a local court clerk and a scribe in the provincial revenue chancery.
Overall, Pypin evaluated the Populists of the s positively for their prac-
tical dedication and the lack of an “unbridled idealization” of the peasantry
that would characterize their successors.52

Mass participation combined with unrealistic expectations defined the
second period in Populism’s evolution during the s. The “to the people”
movement demonstrated a deep-seated instinct for social justice through
collective effort, in Pypin’s opinion, which finally brought the intelligentsia
into direct contact with the people. In the process of studying rural life, the
intelligenty came to understand the importance of national education. Pypin
was aware that youthful naïveté and many political and socio-economic mis-
conceptions lay behind the movement, yet his optimism pointed beyond the
chaos of mistakes towards the slow process of reinterpretation and reconcil-
iation between educated society and the village. In the context of the s,
Pypin especially praised the realistic work of writers and ethnographers Fil-
lip Nefedov, Nikolai Naumov, Aleksandr Ertel, and Pavel Zasodimskii.53 He
also welcomed the honest and gritty descriptions of rural hardship and the
belief that the intelligentsia could improve the peasants’ lot. Pypin believed,
as did his colleagues, in a mutual process of enlightenment. While education
would bring the peasantry closer to the intelligentsia, the tortuous process
of debunking preconceptions and illusions would bring the intelligentsia
around to the peasant world view, which revolutionary agitation obscured.

The third and final period in Pypin’s scheme included the s and s,
when Populism became variegated and uneven in its ideological shades that
ran the gamut from the folksy Notes of the Fatherland (until ) to the
conservative Rus. While Pypin considered the in-depth studies of rural eco-
nomic life, employment in rural schools, and service in other institutions as
the most constructive Populist activities, he considered completely unpro-
ductive all attempts to ground Populist theory in the worship of “enlightened
rural simplicity.”54 Not only did Pypin consider the Populist ideology of the
s and s mediocre, vague, and incomplete, he criticized the Populists
for denying the applicability of all Western political forms to Russia. Pop-
ulism was embracing a peculiar mix of rural posing and elitist rhetoric that
aspired to intellectual uniqueness and undeserved exclusivity. While some
statisticians were busy studying rural conditions, Populist thinkers such as
such as historian Mikhail Koialovich, writer Nikolai Zlatovratskii, and Pyotr
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Chervinskii (himself a statistician), preached agrarian self-sufficiency and
opposed popular education.55

Populist accusations of the intelligentsia having lost touch with the people
baffled Pypin, who argued that the brightest representatives of the intel-
ligentsia studied popular culture, examined rural conditions, and tried to
improve them. This is why he repeatedly refused to grant the Populists the
privilege of exclusive knowledge of popular thought patterns and sensibili-
ties. Besides, he believed that knowledge of Russian folk ways was at the time
insufficiently developed for anyone to lay claim to it.56

When in his Foundations of Populism () Populist Iosif Kablits (pen
name Iuzov) accused the Russian intelligentsia of forcing foreign customs
upon a peasantry that traditionally based its world view on emotion and feel-
ing, Pypin accused the author of “mysticism.”57 Responding to Pypin’s criti-
cism, the second part of The Foundations of Populism () was even more
relentlessly critical of the intelligentsia, which inspired Slonimskii to describe
Kablits in a Brockhaus and Efron article as an aging romantic living “the illu-
sion of a struggle for past ideals.”58 Moreover, Pypin challenged the idea that
the intelligentsia “owed it” to the people to become involved in its education
because he considered the intelligentsia’s interests inseparable from those of
the population.59 However, only broad social support for state efforts could
solve the problem of popular enlightenment.60 On this point, Pypin antici-
pated a belief prevalent among development economists in the twentieth
century that an educational system is not a luxury but a necessity for suc-
cessful modernization.61

Pypin expected to find a competent theoretical explanation of Populism
in the work of Vasilii Vorontsov, whose writings on rural economic devel-
opment Pypin held in high regard. After graduating from medical school,
Vorontsov had served as a zemstvo doctor for eight years before turning
to economics.62 However, Vorontsov’s series of articles entitled “Attempts to
Create a Foundation for Populism” in Russian Wealth (Russkoe bogatstvo,
–) disappointed Pypin.63 He disagreed, for example, that the “com-
munal form” was “an exclusive characteristic” of the Russian people and
argued instead that commune-based agriculture was a historical stage of
development in almost all communities.64 Unlike Vorontsov, Pypin seriously
doubted the capability of the peasant commune to withstand the evolution of
capitalism in Russia. He admitted that it was still difficult to predict exactly
how “economic conditions and the role of capitalism” would develop in Rus-
sia, but he was convinced that the village could not preserve its self-sufficiency
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or adapt without undergoing significant, and sometimes painful, socio-
economic changes.65

The debate between Pypin and Vorontsov demonstrated how conceptu-
ally distant the liberals and Populists had become by the s. In the field,
a liberal and Populist would have worked side by side, but on paper, they
rarely agreed. Pypin considered Vorontsov’s identification of economic in -
terests as exclusive determinants of social problems (“privileges on the one
hand and oppression on the other”) to be a complete misunderstanding of
social evolution.66 Pypin also disagreed with Vorontsov’s belief that the intel-
ligentsia served the interests of a privileged social minority and followed nar-
row bourgeois teachings.67 In his reply, Vorontsov maintained that like most
critics of Populism, Pypin had turned him into an intentionally grotesque
opponent, which prevented Pypin from logically examining Populist views.68

According to Pypin, Populism’s overall development followed a declining
trajectory from the Emancipation-era scientific and social research and bril-
liant literary descriptions of life in the village to the “dark ages” of the s
and s, during which Populism fell into “self-contented mysticism” and
un justified exclusivity.69 Pypin was not alone in his pessimism about Pop-
ulism’s future. By the s, even Populist thinker Nikolai Mikhailovskii
became nostalgic for the active Populism of the s, when its morals were
consistent with its goals and the dichotomy between moral and effective
activity did not exist.70 In defining itself against the intelligentsia, Populism
abandoned the struggle for what Mikhailovskii (and Pypin) valued most—
individuality.

Pypin identified two major errors in Populist thinking. First, the Populists
paid insufficient attention to the history of the Russian people, which caused
them to make serious mistakes in their evaluations of its course and poten-
tial. Second, they believed that European civilization was “unnecessary and
inapplicable” to Russia. According to Pypin, Populism shared this attitude
with “the worst representatives of obscurantism.”71 However, unlike con-
servatives, Pypin argued, the Populists were interested neither in paternal
monarchism, nor in Orthodoxy, nor in religion.72 The total absence of any
religious justifications for protecting the peasantry’s interests was common
to the Herald liberals and the Populists, which underlines the non-religious
character of progressive thought in the s and the Orthodox Church’s
conspicuous absence from the modernization project.

In general, Pypin characterized Populist ideology as a “mass of theoreti-
cal confusions” without a thorough conceptual grounding. Only theoretical
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clarity and social maturity would enable Populism to achieve the organiza-
tional and logistical force required to establish a constant and close inter-
action between the educated classes and the peasantry.73 The Herald group
believed that such clarity and organization existed in the guise of Russian lib-
eralism, of which they considered themselves the leaders. The central idea
behind Pypin’s arguments was that liberalism was a mature form of Pop-
ulism, which having gown out out of its adolescent solipsism, took account
of the immense complexity of Russia’s socio-economic conditions and tried
to engage them through the zemstvos.

Culture and Praxis beyond Populism

Pypin’s debate with the Populists was more than just an intellectual exercise.
In addition to his writing, his other responsibilities also demonstrated avenues
of action that Russian intellectuals could take to make a difference in the lives
of ordinary people. Pypin had dedicated his life to exploring the genealogy of
Russian liberalism under the guise of academic research. If the topics he re -
searched were to be arranged in historical order, they would appear in the
following sequence: the Freemasons, Decembrism, Slavophilism, Western-
ism, and Populism. In all these, Pypin saw individuals as agents of change
who brought “society into consciousness of its role in national development
and led it through self-activity toward self-government.”74 Reformers accom-
plished results when the state treated them as allies in the cause of popular
enlightenment, which gradually increased the population’s right to govern
itself. Each one of the socio-intellectual movements that Pypin explored
shared in common the absence of state support at their inception and varying
degrees of state censorship and even repression throughout their existence.
The potential for self-development was necessary for liberalism’s evolution
in Russia. Pypin understood liberalism as “the direction of social thought
that tends toward maximum social self-realization, toward the maximum
freedom for personal individuality and personal thought.”75 In Pypin’s eyes,
Alexander I’s advisor Mikhail Speranskii, members of the literary circles of
the s, the Petrashevsty, and the Slavophiles and Westernizers of the
s–s had all been liberals. Russian history was therefore full of exam-
ples worth emulating—from a passive receptacle of reforms, Russian soci-
ety slowly evolved into an active agent of socio-economic evolution. Pypin’s
optimism reflected that of the Herald group in general, while his spectacular
public service record justified his arguments.
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In an  article on Russian folk literature, Pypin wrote that the Russian
scholar’s role should not be exclusively scientific, but that “he must facili-
tate the growth of [enlightenment’s] elementary shoots among the social
masses.”76 A pioneering ethnographer, Pypin championed the study of local
history and folklore by supporting the opening of the Saratov Radishchev
Museum in , and working closely with the Imperial Geographic Society
to support local studies and conferences.77 In , a group of young Pop-
ulists in Siberian exile thanked Pypin for “characterizing the most important
epochs in the social and literary development” of Russian society, and asked
him to publish another volume of collected articles since the first editions
of his books had already become rarities.78 Pypin’s series of articles on the
history of Russian ethnography, which appeared on the pages of the Herald
between  and , appeared through Stasiulevich’s printing house as
The History of Russian Ethnography (), becoming the first systematic
overview of the subject. In  and , he reworked a series of Herald
articles into The History of Russian Literature (–), which examined
literary genres “in the sequence of their historical development, their rela-
tions to each other and to dominant political and social events.”

Pypin’s energy did not diminish in the s. He was in his sixties, his aca-
demic achievements had accumulated, and his intellectual energy reached its
peak and showed no signs of deterioration until his sudden death on Decem-
ber , . He was by then a member of one foreign and eight Russian aca-
demic societies, and an honorary member of two Russian universities, one
museum, two local archival commissions, and the Russian Academy of Sci-
ences, as well as two foreign scientific academies.79 His public service also
extended to education and publishing. In , he joined the Education
Ministry’s commission “on the transformation of middle schools,” where he
opposed excessive emphasis on the learning of classical languages.80 In ,
he cooperated with the Imperial Free Economic Society as it published the
collected works of Ivan Krylov, Aleksandr Pushkin, and Mikhail Lermontov,
and in  participated in the Petersburg Pedagogical Society of Mutual
Aid, which oversaw the publication of affordable educational literature.81

Pypin believed that revolution was antithetical to the Russian national
character and historically counterproductive. Referring to socialist tendencies
as “purely Platonic,” he argued that it was “ridiculous to dream of a socialist
order within the Russian Empire.”82 Marxism, like Nietzsche’s philosophy, was
in his opinion a symptom of decadence and “a mistake, simplification, and
monstrosity” that represented but an “episode” in European development,
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which it was an error to treat as “the ultimate limit of human thought and
artistic creativity, and as guidance.”83 Throughout his career, Pypin defended
the reformist spirit of the s, advocated for further reforms, greater local
autonomy, and more freedom for the arts and sciences. In Pypin’s view, co -
operation between the state, representative institutions, and the press could
achieve all of these goals without bloodshed, while cultural enlightenment
would ensure social stability.84 Neither the Populist, nor the Marxist ideol-
ogy offered a convincing solution to Russia’s challenging socio-economic
growing pains.

Toward a Liberal World View

Pypin’s examination of Populism exposed deeper shades of late imperial
socio-economic thinking than the Populist-Marxist wrangling over the pri-
macy of classes and abstract socio-economic loyalties. Pypin’s visceral dis-
trust of essentialist arguments about agrarian self-sufficiency demonstrated
that Herald “Westernism” had less to do with importing foreign ideals than
with preventing Russia’s socio-economic and cultural isolation from the de -
veloping world—a distinction worth pondering for contemporary Russian
liberals and their opponents. Although the Populists claimed to protect the
peasantry’s traditions from the blind forces of modernization—which antic-
ipated the Third Way movements of the twentieth century—Pypin’s articles
in combination with the Herald’s crusade to extend peasant participation in
local self-government demonstrate that the liberals actually pointed to the
institutions that could make this happen.

Having separated on the issue of radical terrorism, liberalism and Popu -
lism strayed even further apart theoretically. Although there are first-hand
accounts of Populists such as Sergei Iuzhakov and Vasilii Vorontsov mixing
easily in salons with liberals and zemstvo members such as Arsen’ev, such
civil behavior did not indicate a rapprochement.85 Unlike the Populists, the
Herald liberals explored ways for the peasantry to coexist with capitalism and
pointed to the zemstvo as the only viable medium by which Russian educated
society could influence the rural population and create constructive feedback
for the state.

Populists claimed to be the first to formulate difficult questions about
Russia’s socio-economic development strategy. Vorontsov opened his most
famous work, Fates of Capitalism in Russia (), with a deceptively simple
thesis—“Russia’s organization of production is much more complex than the
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Western European”—and dedicated his work to proving Russian capitalism’s
creative impotence and exploitative qualities.86 Because the im poverished
Russian population that constituted the domestic market could not absorb
the products of industry, Vorontsov argued, subsidizing heavy industry was
an economic dead end and imitating the German economy was a danger-
ous project.87 Although this “Jeremiah of Populists” warned of the corrupt-
ing effects of foreign ideas, the Herald materials demonstrate that the Pop-
ulists were by no means the only ones suspicious of transplanting foreign
development models.88

Some scholars have argued that in opposition to the Marxists, the Populists
“passionately defended free will and the right, power, and duty of the individ-
ual” to stand firmly against the objective forces of nature and history.89 The
Herald materials demonstrate that by the s the Populists appeared to the
liberals to be as obscurantist as the Marxists appeared indifferent. By the s,
Pypin was arguing that the liberals fully shared the humane sensibilities that
the Populists claimed as exclusively their own, but that the liberals were the
only ones carrying the torch of conscious and progressive efforts to human-
ize the painful but necessary modernization process. Mikhailovskii described
Pypin’s idée fixe as “the unity of [bourgeois] civilization” and argued that
Pypin belonged to the ranks of “the few bona fide Westernizers we still have
who believe in the unity of European civilization and who have sharpened
their analytical knife primarily by criticizing nationalistic teachings, especially
those of the Slavophiles.”90 In a way, Mikhailovskii was right—as a cultural
historian, Pypin saw through and looked beyond Slavophilic and Populists
tropes—but he was also concerned for the human being behind the statistic.

Some scholars have argued that Populism’s suspicion of constitutional-
ism contributed to its inability to win converts, which set the unfortunate
precedent of counterposing economic to political democracy.91 Economic
democracy, however, was exactly what the Herald group championed when
it called for the delegation of state power to the zemstvos to compensate
for the absence of political rights. In his analysis of Populist theory, Pypin
pointed to its messianic overtones, which created an insurmountable obsta-
cle to constructive activity. The Herald, by contrast, articulated its own socio-
economic development program that justified the pains of modernization
while simultaneously offering the chance to mitigate its worst side effects
through the zemstvos.

When it came to social justice on the pages of the Herald of Europe, the
zemstvo was at the center of the debate. It also happened to be at the center
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of economic and political battles between the ministries, state agencies, and
the estates in the s. The zemstvo was simultaneously the battleground
and the prize. The Herald writers saw no promise for socialism in Russia and
treated the commune as a temporary economic necessity during the transi-
tion to capitalism. They distrusted and argued against enforced moderniza-
tion and envisioned the zemstvo as a negotiating link between rural interests,
the intelligentsia, and the state. Russia’s civil society evolved on the local level
where the zemstvos became hubs of social activity that sent threads through-
out the empire and into the capitals. But these connections only appear if the
observer looks for them, which the Herald makes possible.

The readers of the Herald of Europe opened a window onto a rich world
of local politics that functioned in extra-parliamentary ways. The journal
was therefore a window not so much on the West, although it was also that,
but on the kaleidoscope of local politics and nodes of local civil society in
Russia. It was an information carrier that ran to and from the provinces along
a network of subscribers. The journal soaked up news from the provinces,
which its editors interpreted and then sent back in the form of programmatic
articles. In the process of examining local issues, the Herald group began to
articulate a development program that sought to empower the peasantry
instead of saving it. In reaction to the famine of –, the Herald group
also began to deal with macro-economic issues just as Marxism emerged as
a powerful intellectual force. And in the process of engaging with Marxism,
the Herald articulated its own understanding of Russia’s place in the world
economy without losing sight of modernization’s local effects or Russia’s
uniqueness.
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Economic Development after 

In the second half of the nineteenth century, when “state capitalism” was the
norm and not a contradiction, Europe was enjoying the blessings of a global
market. As John Maynard Keynes wrote of the decades preceding the Great
War:

The inhabitant of London could order by telephone, sipping his morning tea
in bed, the various products of the whole earth—he could at the same time and
by the same means adventure his wealth in the natural resources and new
enterprise of any quarter of the world—he could secure forthwith, if he wished,
cheap and comfortable means of transit to any country or climate without pass-
port or other formality.1

The infrastructure to which Europe owed the second industrial revolu-
tion and the first global market was in large part the result of state-directed
economic development, and Russia was no exception to this pattern. The
Finance Ministry channeled funds into strategic sectors of the economy, and
the volume and direction of these investments formed modernization vec-
tors that functioned within broader fields of state interests determined by
domestic conditions and international factors. The development vectors in
the Russian Empire after the Great Reforms emphasized industry and rail-
ways. Since Emancipation, the Finance Ministry had paid little attention to
the consequences of its policies in the countryside, which the Herald saw
as the main problem in Russia’s economic development. No highly placed
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bureaucrat could have doubted that agriculture was the linchpin of the Rus-
sian economy, yet the state largely ignored its needs.

Many scholars have observed that statistics-gathering by provincial zem-
stvos marked the last third of the nineteenth century and contributed to
social awareness of rural conditions.2 By the s, publishers spared neither
ink, nor paper in printing compendiums of figures about everything from
soil types to macroeconomic trends. Like a victim of thirst, Russian society
gulped down numbers that quantified changes in the Romanov Empire.
When this passion for statistical exploration and rational discovery emerged
during the reign of Nicholas I, it was an effort to gain real control over the
immense space of the Russian Empire by systematizing information.3 By the
last quarter of the nineteenth century, this first step in creating an economic
Cartesian grid turned into a feverish catching-up process. It was a time-
consuming affair and by , Vorontsov still complained that nobody
was able to “paint a full economic picture of Russia.”4 Coming from the man
who published the most comprehensive summary of the zemstvo findings
together with agronomist and statistician Aleksei Fortunatov, this evaluation
demonstrated how much work still lay ahead.5 The enlightenment emanat-
ing from the Imperial Free Economic Society, of which Arsen’ev and Herald
contributor Vladimir Stasov were members, was a drop in the ocean.6 Nev-
ertheless, each book that emerged from the printing presses was like another
word in a rapidly growing vocabulary. Benjamin Disraeli once distinguished
between “lies, damned lies, and statistics,” and if his healthy skepticism held
true for Great Britain in the s, it certainly applied to Russia’s immense
territory too.

Russia’s economic development figures for the period – reflected
the uneven nature of economic development.7 The railroad system became
increasingly important and grew eighteen-fold between  and . Rus-
sia’s banking system underwent rapid changes after  as newly established
joint-stock companies concentrated and mobilized private capital. The finan-
 cial growth statistics demonstrated a great industrial thirst for capital and
energy resources.8 Even the Herald’s choice of novels to publish reflected the
growing importance of the bourgeoisie and banking when in  Bobory -
kin’s Kitai-gorod, which described the rise of a new, dynamic, and enlight-
ened merchant class, appeared in the journal.

Working with late nineteenth-century Russian economic statistics, how-
ever, is a useful exercise in healthy skepticism. Although the absolute figures
demonstrated economic growth, they told only part of a complicated story.9
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Finance Ministry agendas before the s demonstrated three things. First,
having crossed the  threshold, the Russian state had no coherent, long-
term development program and became a hostage of socio-economic cir-
cumstances. Second, when industrialization emerged as the state’s principal
aim by the s, the agrarian question fell from prominence, which jeop-
ardized the gains of the Great Reforms. And third, social issues fell largely
into the background of the development goals. These were all problems that
the Herald consistently emphasized in its articles and surveys.

The Finance Ministry played the central role in planning and implemen-
tation, but the vertical administrative structure of the Russian Empire made
it difficult for the center to appreciate or even stay abreast of local economic
needs. The Herald addressed this problem by supporting zemstvo participa-
tion in economic reforms on the local level. For the first time since Russian
rulers began to implement crash modernization programs, the empire had a
well-established network of local institutions that could provide feedback to
the center and help to implement its directives on the ground. The zemstvos
could act as feelers and nodes of an economic democracy that evaluated mod-
ernization based on local benefits, not exchequer balances. However, none of
the post-Reform finance ministers took advantage of this. On the contrary,
financial policy became increasingly vertical.10 Between the tenures of finance
ministers Mikhail Reitern (–) and Ivan Vyshnegradskii (–),
financial stability and industrialization superseded social issues. Although
Emancipation had aimed at liberating the peasant, it produced unfavorable
short-term effects. Collective financial responsibility, the preservation of the
peasant commune, and limitations on migration all aimed to filter out some
of the worst excesses of capitalization, but they often produced the opposite
effects and, according to most contemporaries and scholars, these artificial
filters allowed the most pernicious forms of financial exploitation to pene-
trate the villages.11

The great regional differences in how successfully rural communities
adapted to the new economic conditions, however, did not negate the over-
all picture of relative rural decline compared to industrial growth. Toward
the end of the nineteenth century, the Romanov Empire was a tapestry of
pre-Emancipation, proto-capitalist, and agrarian-capitalist regional econo -
mies. These changes also negatively affected the landed nobility, which began
to lose property to merchants, businessmen, and sometimes even to wealthy
peasants. Its collective share of land fell from  percent in  to  per-
cent by .12 Such was the economic road to the s, by which time
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the Herald of Europe had already articulated its basic views on the primacy
of local self-government and peasant interests during the transition to an
industrial economy and it would now have to examine this process in depth
in depth in order to engage the Russian Marxists in an informed debate.

The Labor Question

The labor question in Russia did not become a subject of state legislation
until the s. However, the Herald group’s attention to the conditions
and interests of labor in the s demonstrated its foresight and aware-
ness of international socio-economic trends.13 In the s, a wave of strikes
rolled through Russian towns with high concentrations of factories, includ-
ing Saint Petersburg.14 Beyond Russia’s borders, Europe was already strug-
gling with the labor issue, the memory of the  Paris Commune was fresh,
and sections of the First International were operating across the continent.
No Russian intellectual could overlook these facts and their implications,
but unlike the more intransigent First International, the Herald liberals saw
the labor question as yet another area of potential cooperation between state
and society.

Arsen’ev argued by  that Western Europe’s failure to adequately deal
with the agrarian question was the real cause of labor problems, which he
called Western civilization’s “Achilles heel.”15 The Russian liberals, Arsen’ev
believed, had the advantage of preventing the problems that they were wit-
nessing in the West before they appeared in Russia. The Populists made the
same argument after one of their own—Nikolai Danielson—became the first
translator into Russian of Marx’s Capital, which in his view illustrated how
not to modernize. While European socialists were in the process of challeng-
ing the classical liberal laissez-faire, laissez-passer school of thought during
the s, the Herald group supported a form of state socialism as long as it
respected the interests of local self-government.

By the late s, the Herald position on the labor question resembled
in many ways the moderate intelligentsia’s consensus that human beings
deserved better. After an account of Siberian gold mine workers described
the owners’ “inhuman attitude” towards them in , Polonskii warned that
“the inadequacy of the workers’ conditions” and the absence of labor legis-
lation facilitated the spread of socialist ideas and turned working women
and children into “martyrs calling to the state for protection.”16 Not only did
Polonskii argue that there was nothing to fear from state initiatives to better
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workers’ living conditions, but ignoring this problem would lead to social
“strife” and “full economic decline.”17 The censors cut out this section of
Polonskii’s “Domestic Survey,” demonstrating that the Russian state was
aware of the labor problem and sensitive to criticism of its inaction, but as
yet unprepared to tread on the interests of the factory owners.

However, the state was not the only responsible party. Journalist Pavel
Abramov shifted the responsibility for the labor question onto society. “Edu-
cation and the amelioration of workers’ lives,” he wrote, “have so far attracted
insufficient attention from the Russian public.”18 Faithful to the liberal view,
Abramov refused to interpret ignorance, indolence, poor hygiene, and alco-
holism as inherent characteristics of the workers, seeing them instead as re -
sults of illiteracy, low wages, and poor living conditions.19 He thus defined
three problems for the Russian liberals to tackle—education, labor contracts,
and hygiene. Meanwhile, Arsen’ev proposed building cheap, multistoried
apartment houses for workers.20 Articulating the vocabulary of the labor issue
in the s and s, the Herald championed shorter working hours, espe-
cially for women and children; wage increases; better working and living
conditions; universal primary education; evening and vocational schools for
workers; a basic insurance system; and factory inspections.21

True to its title, the Herald of Europe looked to Western European solu-
tions. It urged the Russian government to follow Bismarck’s policy of placing
the labor question “on the broad foundation of ‘state socialism’ according
to Lassalle’s principle.”22 The journal’s foreign review sections, which Leo-
nid Slonimskii took over in , monitored the fate of German socialism.
Arsen’ev welcomed Bunge’s June  laws regulating child labor and estab-
lishing factory inspectors as “a first step towards solving the problem.”23 Much
like the local self-government issue, the labor question also became a battle-
ground between the Finance and Interior Ministries.24 The Herald, how-
ever, argued for a combined state-society effort to tackle labor problems,
which inevitably raised the question of the individual’s role in the process of
modernization. In order to negotiate this relationship, the journal explored
Western economic theory, and Marxism in particular, which was already
polarizing the debate on the labor question in Europe.

Marxism Comes to Russia

When Slonimskii began contributing to the Herald in , he brought to
the economic debate a thorough legal foundation and a broad contextual
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view of Russia’s place in the world economy. Well acquainted with Western
economic theory, Slonimskii examined Russian development alternatives with
reference to prominent European theoreticians. His contributions marked
the moment that the journal fully lifted its head above Russian conditions
and took notice of debates beyond the empire’s borders. Slonimskii became
a regular contributor and editor at the same time as Marxism made its way
into Russia, bringing the spirit of scientific inquiry into sociological ques-
tions that until then had been the bailiwick of literary figures, bureaucrats,
and religious philosophers. Nevertheless, when he could he steered the debate
on socio-economic development away from abstract theory and towards
practical policies that addressed Russia’s specific conditions.

The Westernizers had known of Marx as early as the s. Writer Pavel
Annenkov, a regular contributor to the Herald, was personally acquainted
and corresponded with him. In their turn, Marx and Engels took notice of
events in Russia in the early s and by  Engels was feverishly study-
ing Russian and the basics of other Slavic languages. Early on, he predicted
that the Pan-Slavists would “turn the ancient Slavic communal ownership
into communism and portray the Russian peasants as Communists.”25 In
, Marx examined the economic situation in Russia on the eve of Eman-
cipation—he predicted the disappearance of the landed gentry as a class and
prophesied a “Russian year .”26 From then on, Marx carefully monitored
internal Russian developments, for which purpose economist Nikolai Daniel-
 son regularly sent him books and journals in Russian.

Ironically, it was not Marx the historian (the mind behind The German
Ideology) and not even the revolutionary (the voice of the Manifesto), but
Marx the economist that Russians came to know first with the translation of
Capital in . In a letter, Marx wrote, “My good friends the Russians”
against whom “I had waged a battle for twenty-five years” are “my first bene-
factors.”27 Little did he know that the book was intended to be a how-not-
to manual. Marx even sent the publisher, Nikolai Poliakov, a photograph of
himself as requested. Poliakov presented the translation to the Petersburg
censors and they passed it with the following justification:

As was to be expected, many passages in the book demonstrate the socialist
and antireligious attitudes of the notorious president of the International
society. However, regardless of how strong and cutting Marx’s remarks are
about the treatment of workers by capitalists, the censor does not think that
they will cause great harm because they drown in a mass of abstract, partly
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obscure political-economic argumentation that constitutes the book’s sub-
stance. It can be said with certainty that few people in Russia will read it, and
fewer will understand it.28

How right he was! The censors added that Marx did not accuse any spe-
cific persons or class of capitalism’s excesses, but treated it as a lawful stage
of historical development. The censor further noted that since Marx ana-
lyzed English capitalism almost exclusively, the book was inapplicable to
Russia, “whose development unfolds differently, and where state interfer-
ence limits free competition.”29 The censors correctly interpreted Capital as
economic analysis that neither called for the overthrow of governments, nor
left any room for personal influence on socio-economic development. How-
ever, the censorship committee was unaware that the book was the tip of
an iceberg—a crowning “scientific” justification for a socio-political program
that had preceded it. The censors also underestimated the Russian intelli-
gentsia’s gift for selective interpretation and its tendency to treat every text
as an Aesopian riddle. Simultaneously, the general dearth of native economic
theory made Marxism increasingly popular as it seeped into Russia from
Europe. By , economist Nikolai Ziber, a regular Herald contributor,
had published his dissertation as a separate book entitled D. Ricardo and
K. Marx in Their Socio-Economic Researches. The volume sold well, although
Ziber focused exclusively on the theory of value, not on its revolutionary im -
plications. He saw Marx as a talented economist and follower of the analytic
tradition of Adam Smith and David Ricardo. Revolutionary Marxism had
not yet appeared in Russia when in March , the first Russian edition of
Capital sold out all three thousand copies.

The book’s popularity was a result of two factors. On the one hand, it fell
onto parched intellectual ground. Conservative liberals such as Boris Chich -
erin blamed the stifling atmosphere of Tsar Nicholas I’s regime for pushing
Russian youth toward “senseless propaganda” aimed at destroying a state
that was finally emancipating “twenty million subjects from two hundred
years of slavery.” “Priceless gifts rained onto Russia from above,” he wrote,
“the dawn of a new life was upon us, while on the bottom, serpents born in
the darkness of the previous reign prepared to exterminate this great his-
torical event, to poison the roots of the still small forces growing out of the
ground.”30 The second factor involved the groups that used Marx as anti-
capitalist propaganda, especially on the pages of the Populist Notes of the
Fatherland. In his review of Capital, Mikhailovskii recommended the book
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as “truly educational for the Russian reader,” because it illustrated the pit-
falls of Western capitalist development from which it was not too late to save
Russia.31 Both its enemies and proponents read the book.

In , economist Illarion Kaufman published a review article of the
new translation in the Herald of Europe. His verdict was positive, although he
found fault with how Marx used statistics to support his arguments. Marx
was so happy with the appearance of the first translation that he removed
from the second German edition references to the “Muscovite Herzen,” the
“Russian Kalmyks,” and “the knout.” In the epilogue, he praised Ziber’s dis-
sertation “D. Ricardo’s Theory of Value and Capital,” called Chernyshevskii
a “great Russian scholar and critic,” and quoted parts of Kaufman’s Herald
review article.32

For the book’s tenth anniversary in , economist Iulii Zhukovskii pub-
lished another review of Capital. He wrote highly of Marx’s lively style and
welcomed the departure from Hegel’s assumption that the German state—
with its pseudo-constitutional structure in the s—was the result of “the
Good becoming self-conscious of itself.” Zhukovskii also argued, however,
that Marx had gone too far in applying Hegel’s assumption of inherent and
constant antagonism to the process of production in an attempt to find in
this dialectic the “mystical source of a new Nile.” The metaphysics upon
which Marx had based his economic theory confused readers who were un -
used to “dialectical games,” and the text’s clarity suffered from the endless
repetition of Hegelian steps. Marx could have made his point much clearer
had he stuck to the facts and jettisoned the philosophy.33 Zhukovskii was not
alone in criticizing Marx for disfiguring facts and trends to fit into his a priori
construction—Boris Chicherin and finance minister Nikolai Bunge agreed in
their evaluations.34

The analysis of Marx’s thought in Russia began with criticisms of his
methodology, to which Leonid Slonimskii dedicated the first article that
he published in the Herald in . Slonimskii bemoaned the decomposi-
tion of Ricardian political economy with its “logical order and harmonious
unity” into a methodological free-for-all involving induction, deduction,
direct ob servation, abstraction, economic history, and philosophizing—Marx
was one of the worst “selectionist” offenders and essentially a “literary econ-
omist.”35 Slonimskii’s article was illustrative of Russian economic theory in
its information-gathering stage and still wary of grand theorizing. The Her-
ald argued that Russians would do well to cultivate education and a legal con-
sciousness among the population before engaging in high-stakes economic
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debates. And here again, Slonimskii restated the journal’s central idea that
state and civil society could find plenty of opportunities to cooperate.

Education and Land Ownership

Aware that Russia was only beginning to enter the age of capitalism, the Her-
ald liberals redirected their readers’ attention from Marxism to the national
education system and the clear articulation of land ownership rights as pre-
conditions for economic progress. Indeed, Marxist dialectics and the abstruse
intricacies of “mean value” were still far from Russia’s real economic con-
cerns in the s. Instead, Slonimskii examined Johann von Thünen’s argu-
ment that mass education was a way to reduce socio-economic animosities
by raising the workers’ intellectual and moral levels.36 Slonimskii believed
that this argument could also apply to Russia’s own proletariat as it slowly
emerged out of the peasant masses, which meant educating the peasants
first—a tall order that only cooperation between the state and the zemstvos
could tackle.

It is a compliment to Slonimskii that he began to think along these lines
in the late s, long before concern for national education reached critical
mass in the s and produced its first milestone in The Economic Evalu-
ation of National Education (). Born of a collective effort, the book
argued, based on statistics, that state investments in education were not “acts
of philanthropy,” but a necessity. Economist Aleksandr Chuprov argued in
his chapter that economic development progressed in direct proportion to
professional education.37 Ahead of its time, Slonimskii’s emphasis on the
importance of the human factor in economics formed the nucleus of his idea
of humane modernization, which he would articulate over the next thirty
years.

Throughout the s, while Konstantin Arsen’ev monitored the evolution
of self-government and factory legislation, Slonimskii explored sociological
questions with an eye toward the unspoken assumptions behind European
intellectual trends. Socialism fascinated Slonimskii not as an ideal, but as a
political tool that wise European statesmen used to offset the bourgeoisie by
bringing broader social groups into the process of government. Germany,
Austria-Hungary, and Italy, “the most monarchical governments of Western
Europe,” were also the most tolerant of socialist ideas because their leaders
“directed changes along purely economic lines around the ancient pillars of
political organization,” Slonimskii argued. The landed aristocracy and the
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clergy used socialist rhetoric to wrest from the wealthy bourgeoisie its polit-
ical achievements—hence “Christian” and “conservative” socialism. That the
European monarchies sought support from the poorest classes was not sur-
prising: “The monarchy emerged from the feudal period with a bourgeois
hue; it may emerge from the bourgeois era with a national-socialist shade.”38

Written in , these lines were ominously prophetic.
Some Russian statesmen in the s were already thinking along Euro-

pean lines. Finance minister Nikolai Bunge encouraged the state to ensure a
wide distribution of profits by directing them into production—socialism
“could not be eliminated, only directed.”39 According to Bunge, socialism’s
strength lay in its potential to coordinate and direct all social forces toward
achieving social well-being. Socio-economic stability was a practical affair,
not a scientific endeavor, Bunge argued, and in this, he foreshadowed Eduard
Bernstein’s evolutionary socialism. It is no surprise then that Bunge’s min-
istry spearheaded factory legislation in the s.

In , Slonimskii also began to explore private ownership of land in Rus-
sia, which he approached neither as de facto necessary, nor philosophically
illegitimate, but instead as a historical evolution of the institution of private
property.40 Slonimskii got the inspiration for this approach from German
historical economists Karl Knies, Johann Karl Rodbertus, and Adolph Wag-
ner, whom Sergei Witte also respected for emphasizing the historical relativ-
ity of economic systems.41 Slonimskii gave the historical economists credit
for “relativizing” the property question, but criticized them for leaving its
development to “historical factors, as if that would naturally resolve the land
ownership debate.”42

Slonimskii proposed splitting the concept of land into its spatial compo-
nent (space on which people and things exist) and its financial component
(as a source of revenue). In the first case, land had a political and social char-
acter, whereas the second instance concerned private and economic rights.
The debate about land ownership often took on the form of two monologues,
Slonimskii argued, because proponents of private property saw in their posi-
tion the principle of individual liberty, while those who saw land as a common
human habitat failed to perceive its inherent economic utility.43 By equating
capital and land, European law facilitated the use of land for strictly financial
operations, although agricultural productivity could never compete with re -
turns on capital. Slonimskii proposed “special land-tenure and inheritance
laws [to] regulate ownership by giving significant space to the element of pub-
lic interest.”44 Land speculation in France, Germany, and Austria-Hungary,
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for example, decreased the amount of individually owned land and created
latifundia with which individual farmers could not compete. As a result, they
organized themselves into agricultural associations for pooling together re -
sources—“where the commune’s last traces have disappeared, its pale shadow
was artificially recreated.”45 The European peasantry already had the chance
to establish its private rights to land before resuscitating agricultural societies,
whereas in Russia, Emancipation preserved the commune for tax purposes
without restructuring the legal principles underlying land ownership.46 Slon -
imskii suggested two reforms. First, he pointed to the example of the Amer-
ican Homestead and Exemption Laws that prevented creditors from seizing
farmers’ lands and property essential to labor and survival. Second, he sug-
gested that taxation become a function of peasant income, not property value.47

Slonimskii maintained that by , most Western European economists
agreed that three central problems undermined agriculture. First, the legacy
of Roman law did not distinguish between land ownership and other pri-
vate property. Second, “one-sided individualism” triumphed over common
interests. And third, credit and tax law—especially concerning arrears—had
become outdated.48 Capitalism took advantage of agriculture because the law
did not protect the rural laborer from claims on his property—the creditor
wielded disproportionate power over the debtor. Slonimskii suggested that
in Russia, as in Europe, agricultural law should become an entity unto itself,
like commercial and railway law. The first step in this direction was to peg
agricultural micro-credit to productivity and profits (as commercial and
industrial credit was), not to property. The second step was to prevent the
justice system from becoming a tool in the hands of creditors “armed with
formal documents” who used the courts to strip peasants of their last pos-
sessions. The law had to place human survival above “capital yield,” and the
courts had to consider the circumstances of every case. The “narrowly for-
malistic” interpretation of credit documents was inappropriate in an empire
in which the majority of the population was illiterate.49 It was up to the state
to introduce these changes, Slonimskii believed, for the zemstvos to imple-
ment them, and for local courts to enforce compliance.

At no point did Slonimskii’s proposals threaten the gentry’s land rights.
Nevertheless, he argued that by the mid-s the gentry’s attitude toward
Emancipation had switched from acquiescence to opposition. It had become
abundantly clear to many landowners by this time that the economic foun-
dation had forever disappeared from under their feet and the disgruntled din
from the countryside grew louder in defense of “one-sided estate interests.”50
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Slonimskii accused the gentry of abandoning its natural ally, the peasantry,
although the money economy threatened both. Unlike the German Junkers,
Slonimskii argued, the Russian landed nobility lacked the practical under-
standing of agriculture and was disorganized and impulsive in the pursuit of
its interests. As a result, it pursued contradictory policies defending private
property rights and opposing peasant ownership of land, protecting its pos-
sessions and acting as an ally of commercial interests, demanding gentry
privileges and supporting protective tariffs. Therefore, the artificial antago-
nism of landowner and peasant existed only for those who treated their land
as a guarantee for bank loans or sold commodities (such as timber) for im -
mediate gain. With his articles, Slonimskii reinforced Herald liberalism’s
inclusive loyalties.

Progress and Pluralism

An economic relativist, Slonimskii erred on the side of practice instead of ide-
ology. In , he published a programmatic article about the staunchly pro-
laissez-faire Paris group that centered around the Journal des économistes
and the Collège de France—Paul Leroy-Beaulieu, Gustave de Molinari, Yves
Guyot, and Léon Say—which made it abundantly clear that Russian liberal-
ism would not follow the classical liberal path.51 Slonimskii pointed to bour-
geois, or “trade-industrial,” economists as the party guiltiest of ideological
excesses in treating free competition as a natural law that had permeated
human society since its origins.52 Slonimskii agreed with Molinari’s criticism
of protectionism because it forced men to view “foreigners as competitors
and enemies,” treated economics as a zero-sum process, and fanned “narrow
nationalism.”53 However, Slonimskii disagreed with Molinari’s demand that
the state withdraw from economics completely. Free trade, according to
Slonimskii, was insufficient to guarantee “solidarity between nations and the
unity of enlightened humanity.”54 Moreover, Slonimskii questioned the valid-
 ity of any universal standard of socio-economic evolution along with the
stigma that deviance from it implied.

Slonimskii’s article became a milestone that reemphasized the social ori-
entation of Herald liberalism—some scholars have labeled it “social liberal-
ism”—which envisioned the state as much more than an impartial economic
judge and leveler.55 The review also demonstrated that Slonimskii drew no
cultural line and recognized no gradient between Russia and the West—the
West was itself full of lines and gradients. Unlike Russian conservatives,

 The Emergence of a Liberal Program



Slonimskii did not perceive change as destabilization or irreparable corrup-
tion and eschewed alarmist evaluations of Russia’s economic development.
Most importantly, Slonimskii refused to see economics as the ultimate stan-
dard of human activity on the international as well as the personal level—
there was much more to civilization than its earnings reports and the density
of its railroads.

Between the lines, Slonimskii was searching for new standards with which
to define, evaluate, and justify progress. Furthermore, he began to question
the assumption of convergent economic development with Europe as the
universal model. Could Russia achieve Western production levels without
compromising its cultural values? Marx himself had not been clear on the
issue. In the introduction to the first edition of Capital, he argued that every
developed country showed “the image of its own future” to the less devel-
oped one. Reacting to Iulii Zhukovskii’s review of his work in the Herald,
however, Marx wrote to Notes of the Fatherland in  warning the Russians
not to apply Western European schema to their society.56 When Slonimskii
criticized the ideology of progress, he not only used Marx’s ideas to criti-
cize economic ideology in general, but he also targeted the Finance Ministry,
which aimed to replicate foreign economic achievements without the domes-
tic conditions to do so.

Attempting to define the individual’s place in Russia’s modernization pro -
ject, Slonimskii turned his attention from economics to theories of progress.
He disagreed with the tendency of Victorian anthropologists to theorize
about man’s prehistoric ancestors by examining primitive societies as miss-
ing links in the development of the ape into the European.57 The assump-
tion of convergent evolutionism—that societies evolve upwards towards the
European ideal—alarmed Slonimskii because of its implications in relation
to “backward” social groups or countries. The Anglo-Saxon socio-economic
model was a standard to which even Marx subscribed. Indeed, in his eulogy,
Engels gave Marx credit for extending Darwin’s theory to the study of the
inner dynamics and change in human society.58 Slonimskii did not have to
look far for examples of how social Darwinism, which permeated Victorian
ethnography, turned into practice during the scramble for Africa during the
last quarter of the nineteenth century. Indeed, the British economic historian
J. A. Hobson wrote of the British Empire: “So easily we glide from natural
history to ethics, and find in utility a moral sanction for the race struggle.
Now, Imperialism is nothing but this natural history doctrine regarded from
the standpoint of one’s own nation.”59
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Popular evolutionism was a dangerous underestimation of cultural vari-
ety, Slonimskii believed. And as long as sociology and economics used sub-
jective methods of inquiry, Slonimskii argued, they would produce wildly
inconsistent and impracticable results, whereas David Ricardo’s “objective
analysis of value, labor, and capital” had “helped the workers’ cause immea-
surably more than all the subjective defenders of labor taken together.”60

Slonimskii’s reviews of Russian and foreign ethnographers and sociologists
became the starting point of a major intellectual project to reconceptualize
progress, but denying the assumption of socio-economic convergence de -
manded one of two things: either a new non-Western reference point or a
pluralistic development model. In the late s, Slonimskii began to explore
conceptualizations that would allow backwardness and otherness to balance—
and even cancel—each other out. This new way of looking at things would
show that Russia could progress by tapping into its native potential and
thereby avoid the cultural stigma of falling short of a foreign standard.

Serious social theorizing, Slonimskii believed, demanded a multilayered
analysis of social phenomena and a synthesis of global historical trends.61

Slonimskii agreed with the positivist belief that the intellectual supremacy of
the scientific attitude was the most direct path to social progress, but he did
not share Nikolai Mikhailovskii’s vision of a utopia dominated by rural egal-
itarianism and primitive cooperation. None of the Herald editors believed
that the peasant commune was a higher type of social organization at a lower
stage of evolution, as Mikhailovskii argued, and none wanted to elevate this
particular type of social organization to a higher stage of development. In this,
Slonimskii was completely in harmony with Arsen’ev’s preference for break-
ing down the artificial barrier between the peasant volost’ (a unit of peasant
local self-rule) and the zemstvo by creating an all-estate volost’ and integrat-
ing the peasantry into all administrative structures by further economic de -
centralization of the countryside.

Slonimskii found in American economist Henry George a solid socio-
logical theoretician, and wrote a lengthy review of his Progress and Poverty
(), a study of industrial cycles and potential remedies. Slonimskii wel-
comed George’s exploration of the paradox contained in the book’s title and
agreed with the author’s conclusion that the “struggle for existence” theory
so prevalent in the late nineteenth century was in essence “optimistic fatal-
ism.”62 George postulated that “equality and social justice” comprised the
second condition for progress after association. The root of social inequality
for George was the private ownership of land, which absorbed all surplus
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capital from its laborers and produced unjustified profits for its owners.63

Slonimskii agreed with George’s diagnosis, but considered his solution—to
confiscate land rents and redirect them into state coffers—simplistic because
it assumed that state and society were synonymous.64 Progress must start
instead from an internal social principle, Slonimskii argued, in other words
from the ability to understand one’s capabilities and to develop them accord-
ingly.65 To do so, an active social debate had to explore alternative paths of
socio-economic development, which is what the Herald offered to its readers.

The Zemstvo as Civil Society’s Sanctuary

Having defended the pluralistic approach to socio-economic development
strategies, Slonimskii began to examine the factors that made Russia’s expe-
rience unique and even hinted at the possibility that some of them might
make political progress more promising than in Western Europe. His con-
clusions were remarkably similar to those of Alexis de Tocqueville, who gave
enormous credit for the success of the American political system to the func-
tionality of local self-government. Following Tocqueville’s logic, Russia’s
zemstvos gave cause for an optimistic prognosis for the growth and maturity
of civil society.

As usual, Slonimskii began his examination of Russia from outside by
identifying the two principles of late-nineteenth-century Western political
culture: the blending into one another of state and society on the one hand
and the triumph of individualism on the other. By depriving the individual
of a social network, the second principle reinforced the first. In the economic
sphere, Slonimskii argued, individualism led to the triumph of “rapacious
instincts over the moral and social” ones. His diagnosis of this phenomenon’s
political consequences was creative—the decline of local autonomy, the ex -
treme empowerment of the state mechanism, and state centralization.66 He
wrote:

Without the cultivating influence of self-government, citizens with full rights
represent a very unstable mass, which self-serving and popular leaders direct
from one side to another, sometimes against the real interests of society. With-
out the habit of discussing the local needs of their communities and provinces,
people are that much less likely to practice the delicate calculation and consis-
tency of more abstract questions and goals of national policy. They follow acci-
dental moods that take hold of society and which certain journalists support;
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they fall prey to apparitions of external dangers and conflicts, which the press
inflates in its pursuit of novelty and effect.67

Published in September , these lines had a double meaning. On the
one hand, they were a barely veiled criticism of the land captains whom the
July statutes had introduced to oversee the zemstvos. On a deeper level, how-
ever, Slonimskii was articulating a form of civic participation outside politics
in the Western sense. His views challenged the Russian statists, represented
by the late Konstantin Kavelin, who had argued that Russia’s historical pro -
gress consisted in the gradual dissolution of patriarchal bonds and their re -
placement by the juridical order of the centralized state, which gave more
room for individual freedom, but undermined civil society.68 Like Tocque ville
before him, Slonimskii distrusted the combination of mass politics and exec-
utive centralization. Local self-government was liberty’s real guarantee in his
opinion.

The worst symptom of state centralization and individualism was nation-
alism, which had undergone a great metamorphosis in the late nineteenth
century from popular to state-sponsored, or as Slonimskii put it, “from revo-
 lutionary to conservative and even reactionary.”69 Anticipating J. A. Hobson,
Slonimskii argued that the militancy of modern nationalism fostered a siege
mentality and the conviction that all national interests, especially economic
ones, functioned in a zero-sum field wherein one state’s success became
another’s loss.70 Slonimskii called “mystical” the assumption that the “unity
and organicism” of the state was the highest form of “personality”—an idea
that G. W. F. Hegel had championed and German economist Lorenz Stein
resurrected in the guise of his theory of “organic government,” which equated
the tax-collecting interests of the state with that of the population. Slon-
imskii was suspicious of the extent to which some German economists had
identified state goals with social interests.71

By , Slonimskii had articulated a balance between state involve-
ment in economic affairs and local self-government’s role in balancing its
excesses. He could not have chosen a better time to address these issues, as
the famine of – brought to light all the deficiencies of Russia’s post-
Emancipation economic development and exposed the risks of heavy depen -
dence on a precarious agricultural base while competing in a global market
with other grain producers, such as Canada, Australia, and the United States.
In the de bate about the “agrarian crisis,” which became increasingly impor-
tant during the last quarter of the nineteenth century, the Herald firmly
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maintained that the crisis was real and serious.72 As a result, the journal
raised the in evitable question of why poor harvests led to worse famines
in Russia than in other European states. As a landowner from Penza prov -
ince, Prince Dmitrii Drutskoi-Sokolninskii, argued in his “Articles from the
Countryside,” which the Herald published in the s and early s, that
the problem was not only international prices, but also the peasantry’s indi-
gence brought on by an unreasonable taxes, which the state ploughed into
industrial development.73 Since Russia could not be isolated from the global
market, the state had to find some mechanism to integrate local interests
with global trade patterns. By the late nineteenth century, Russia faced the
classic development problem—trade had integrated it into the global market,
but the overwhelming majority of the population remained peripheral to the
profits from this trade. What could facilitate its incorporation? The Herald’s
examination of the famine would demonstrate in practice that the zemstvo
could become the first and basic link of a complex mechanism of integration
into the world economy.

Challenging the Ideology of Progress 



The Battle for the Zemstvo

It is textbook knowledge that the famine of – marked a milestone
in the evolution of the public sphere in Russia.1 After a series of localized
crop failures in  and , a broader one struck sixteen of Russia’s Euro-
pean provinces in the autumn of .2 Reports about rural conditions rein-
forced the moral imperative to question development policies. As the extent
of the crop failure became apparent towards the end of  and it became
clear that its scale would cause starvation, the din of criticism grew. In its
twenty-fifth year by this time, the Herald of Europe was ready to do battle, for
which it had prepared by cutting its teeth on its critique of Tsar Alexander
III’s counter-reforms.

As long as the state’s economic reforms coincided with political reaction
under Alexander III, the intelligentsia’s dissatisfaction aimed at the whole
without distinguishing its parts. This combination sustained disillusioned
but unvanquished Populist sensibilities and simultaneously provided fertile
soil from which Russian Marxism drew its strength. The volatile mixture of
political conservatism, accelerating economic development, and liberal op -
po sition boiled under reaction’s lid until the famine provided an excuse to
vocalize the discontent and to debate economic policies openly. As the events
of – demonstrated, the state had ignored the enormous potential
that the zemstvos provided to soften the side effects of modernization, which
most people believed was responsible for the conditions that led to the famine.
For the Herald, the famine provided a chance once again to urge the public
and the state to cooperate. Instead of allocating blame, the journal focused on
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famine prevention, but emphasized economic empowerment over political
liberalization. The tragic famine sparked the debate that sharpened liberal-
ism’s language and clarified its aims by questioning the ultimate aim of mod-
ernization and the role of the zemstvo in this process.

Some modern scholars have reevaluated the state’s intentions behind the
zemstvo reform of  by exploring the limited extent to which the govern-
ment allowed or wished to encourage a genuine decentralization or devolu-
tion of power to the local level.3 Economists and statisticians were aware of
the government’s distrust of the zemstvos at the time and the debate slowly
gathered momentum as the nineteenth century drew to a close. At its root
was the fundamental issue of the relationship between local self-government
and modernization. On the one hand, the zemstvos and town councils could
stimulate corporate identity, urban self-confidence, and economic and cul-
tural progress across all sectors of society, including the peasantry. On the
other hand, the state’s strained relationship with local self-government was
often symbolic of the failure, or unwillingness, of the tsarist regime to adapt
to change and to establish an effective rapport with society. The state took the
issue very seriously—the two statutes on local self-government of  and
 comprised  and  articles respectively.

Arsen’ev treated the zemstvo as a barometer of social reactions to state
policies. The weakening of the pulse of zemstvo life in the s was symp-
tomatic of alienation from the state, he argued, which allowed revolutionary
groups to siphon off the energy and talent that should have served local self-
government instead. Russian society and the press became almost indifferent
to the role of local self-government until , when conservative encroach-
ments on it galvanized a counter-reaction.4 The state crowned its infringe-
ment on local autonomy in  with the introduction of the land captains—
centrally appointed officials who monitored and approved zemstvo decisions.
By the Statute of , the government changed the election rules to favor
the gentry, made all administrative posts appointed, and allowed governors
to block zemstvo decisions. Although few instances of actual encroachments
on local self-government took place, the law made administrative arbitrari-
ness possible.

Instead of laying the foundation for a form of economic democracy through
the zemstvos, the state turned them into administrative extensions. In order
to save money, the state had outsourced administrative functions to provin-
cial and urban self-government in  and thereby encouraged the devel-
opment of provincial society, but it also wanted to control local institutions
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and ensure above all that they perceived state obligations as greater priori-
ties than local needs. The center feared the independence of local officials
and subordinated them to appointed representatives and to ministries in the
capital. Since the reign of Peter the Great, in fact, the Petersburg bureaucracy
had developed a rich tradition of centralism when it came to local govern-
ment, which only time or tragic circumstances could alter.

During the s, conservative bureaucrats wanted to turn the zemstvo
into an extension of the imperial administration and turn local administrators
into state agents. Conservative publicists such as Prince Vladimir Meshcher-
skii used the inevitable mistakes and abuses of power by the zemstvos to
justify tighter state control over them.5 Arsen’ev fought tirelessly to draw
his readers’ attention to the legal changes underway and even tended to ide-
alize the original institutions created in  as loci of opposition to the
autocracy. In January , he warned that Russia stood to lose not the “ter-
minally sick and dying” institution that the conservative press portrayed, but
the original  version that was strong and impervious to “modern influ-
ences,” by which Arsen’ev meant radicalism.6 The kind of “opposition to the
autocracy” centered on the zemstvo that Arsen’ev was describing went to
the heart of the unique liberal world view that the Herald group articulated,
with economic activity as its essential component and the zemstvo as the
mechanism for re investing wealth into the communities that generated it in
the first place.

This, however, was not the intention of the Finance Ministry. Although
finance minister Vyshnegradskii’s economic policies led to an unprecedented
industrial boom in the s, they had serious defects. By the last quarter of
the nineteenth century, peasants constituted just over three-quarters of the
empire’s population, while massive agricultural exports maintained a favor-
able trade balance that stabilized and strengthened the ruble. The Finance
Ministry believed that this stability would attract European investments into
Russia’s heavy industry, which survived behind protective tariffs up to that
point. The Ministry expected the peasants to weather the hard times, while
it bought abundant grain cheaply immediately after the harvest and made a
profit by selling it abroad at higher prices. Simultaneously, prohibitive import
tariffs raised the cost of foreign agricultural tools and other agricultural
necessities. Rural taxes subsidized industry, although the peasantry cared
nothing about industrial strength, macroeconomic stability, and competi-
tion on foreign markets, let alone Russia’s place among the elite club of Euro-
pean powers. By the late s, state policy had split the national economy
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in two and made parasitism, not symbiosis, the modus operandi—Russian
industry flourished at the expense of the village.7

What opposition there was to this state of affairs during the s came
from landowners who were also on the losing end of industrial favoritism.
The nobility-dominated State Council became the first defender of zemstvo
autonomy between  and .8 As Russia entered the s, the gentry’s
interests determined zemstvo agendas: financial credit for landowners, whole-
sale grain trade regulations, grain storehouses, stricter punishments for un -
fulfilled labor contracts, and more favorable railroad tariffs. Peasant interests
remained in the background.9 The central issue in the s therefore was not
so much the survival of local self-government, but whose interests it served
and how it did so. The Herald of Europe had opposed all encroachments
on zemstvo independence consistently since the s, and by  began to
bring peasant interests to the forefront and justified its case with economic
arguments. Arsen’ev was ready for the debate that the famine of –
inspired.

The Context: Arsen’ev’s  Liberal Program

The journal’s stand on several important issues in the s deserves a closer
examination in order to explain the attitudes and expectations with which
the Herald approached the events of –. An article in an  issue
of Rus argued that Russian liberalism had no definition or program and that
there was no such thing as a “liberal party.”10 In response, Arsen’ev published
a “liberal program” in the “Domestic Survey” of the Herald’s April  issue,
wherein he listed freedom of the press and freedom of conscience as liberal-
ism’s primary demands. Anticipating right-wing accusations of disloyalty to
the state, he distinguished treachery from opposition and disagreement from
calumny. Personal freedom and the inviolability of the individual were next
in Arsen’ev’s hierarchy—criticism of administrative arbitrariness had been
the Herald’s dominant theme from its inception in .

Progress in popular education formed another aspect of Arsen’ev’s pro-
gram. Referring to the educational counter-reforms of Katkov and education
minister Tolstoi, Arsen’ev favored specialized, professional education.11 He
wrote, “A national school, developing freely and open to all is the first, but by
far not the only, condition of national well-being.”12 He also called for a reor-
ganization of local self-government through the establishment of the all-estate
canton (volost’), a self-government unit below the zemstvo, and the lowering
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of property requirements for zemstvo elections.13 Anticipating accusations
of liberal bias, Arsen’ev added that the liberal press was not blind to the
zemstvos’ mistakes.

The all-estate canton first came up in the early s when Loris-Melikov
established the Kakhanov Commission (–), which proposed the cre-
 ation of new and inclusive administrative units at the village and canton levels.
The Herald wholeheartedly defended the commission’s proposals and the
all-estate canton acquired a central place in Arsen’ev’s “Domestic Surveys,”
in which he argued that the council should become the “center of gravity”
of local self-government. It would answer to the district zemstvo, but also
enjoy a degree of independence.14 Arsen’ev pictured the all-estate canton as
an organic link between rural society and the state, which would act as the
foundation for a harmonious administrative structure resting on a wide pop-
ular base.15 Indeed, some scholars have argued convincingly that the local
canton courts enabled Russian peasants to learn the skills and habits of citi-
zenship.16 The Kakhanov Commission’s conclusions about the councils, how-
 ever, proved unacceptable to Alexander III’s government, which dissolved
the body without implementing any of its proposals.17

Arsen’ev argued further that liberalism aimed to () uphold common
property as a guarantee against rural pauperization through landlessness; ()
transfer more land to peasants with state and local help; () abolish restric-
tions on the colonization of land; () establish small peasant credit institu-
tions; () abolish passport control and collective responsibility for taxes; ()
lower redemption payments where they exceeded the profit from the land;
() abolish the soul tax; and () lower taxes on the peasantry by simultane-
ously raising them on the wealthier groups and cutting unproductive gov-
ernment spending. The liberals also supported a government of laws, to which
end Arsen’ev favored the establishment of an Imperial Council of Represen-
tatives, although he did not clarify whether it was to be legislative or advisory.
He warned, however, that it would take years of trial and error to make the
new administrative bodies function smoothly and efficiently.18

Several assumptions underlay Arsen’ev’s program. His analysis suggested
that the incomplete conceptualization and inconsistent implementation of
the Great Reforms had led to the regicide of . Russian liberalism’s imme-
diate aim was therefore to complete the socio-economic changes that the
Great Reforms had initiated. Although Arsen’ev was quite vague about the
path along which economic development was to proceed, he was convinced
that the victory of gentry, industrial, and urban interests over those of the
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peasantry boded ill for the future—something that the Populists also argued.
The state’s principal aim, Arsen’ev believed, should be to prevent social polar-
ization and to minimize the rural costs of economic progress. Arsen’ev be -
lieved that the Great Reforms had introduced more humane and democratic
principles into imperial administration, but civil and criminal legislation
failed to keep pace with them. Writing immediately after the assassination
of Alexander II, Arsen’ev urged the state to encourage more, not less, civil
participation in administration, which would eradicate the last vestiges of
serfdom in the form of the civic sloth from which political extremists drew
their energy. Only with a complete overhaul of civil and administrative leg-
islation and further reforms of self-government and local authority could the
autocracy reestablish social stability. Arsen’ev denied that the majority of the
population had any revolutionary tendencies.19

The  program was a list of well-intentioned but vague ideals by which
the Herald of Europe stood firmly during Alexander III’s reign. Beginning in
March of , Arsen’ev wrote monthly commentaries on contemporary
events in the journal’s “Domestic Survey,” which examined the problems and
paradoxes of the new legislation pouring out of Saint Petersburg. He covered
changes in zemstvo organization, urban statutes, labor rights, and rural taxes,
which he examined meticulously as he weighed the pros and cons, the shades
and overtones, and the practical results of both imperial and local legislation.
Traces of his program were always behind Arsen’ev’s thorough commentary,
although it is sometimes overwhelmed by exhaustive detail and legalistic lan-
guage. It was not until the famine of –, however, that Arsen’ev crys-
tallized his program’s ideals and made them concrete and practical.

From the moment that Arsen’ev joined the journal in  until , he
contributed  “Domestic Surveys” and  “Social Surveys.” By , he
had dedicated most of the “ [sixteen-page] printer’s sheets” that he had
composed to registering administrative encroachments upon zemstvo rights,
repelling attacks by the conservative press, and systematically propagandiz-
ing the economic and cultural needs of local self-government.20 He saw his
monthly work as “dull and boring” and complained about introducing “lit-
tle that is constructive, new, and original.”21 Indeed, the “Domestic Surveys”
are not page-turners, but they contain the rudiments of the Herald’s liberal
sensibility. Arsen’ev had first-hand knowledge of local self-government. As a
member of the Luga district and Petersburg provincial zemstvos, he pushed
for a four-year elementary school program, the abolition of corporal punish-
ment for peasants, and the right for the zemstvo to petition the state directly
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for agricultural aid. Arsen’ev’s dedication to peasant interests justified the
argument he made to Populist Vasilii Vorontsov that Russian liberals were
different from their western European colleagues who were primarily inter-
ested in defending their class interests.

Arsen’ev was also the link between the provincial and urban intelligentsia
through informal meetings of the “zemstvo circle,” which began in  in
Saint Petersburg and introduced zemstvo members from many provinces
to literary figures, statisticians, and even students. According to contempo-
raries, the gatherings brought together the progressive youth of Saint Peters-
burg. Among the regular visitors were ethnologist Sergei Ol’denburg, liberal
economist and Herald contributor Nikolai Vodovozov, Marxist Pyotr Struve,
scientist Vladimir Vernadskii, and Pypin. The debates concerned local affairs
but avoided politics.22 The liberals, one member remembered, “tried to orga-
nize the youth for work in the zemstvo.”23

When in  the meetings moved to Moscow to avoid surveillance, most
of the Petersburg intelligentsia stopped attending, but Arsen’ev often trav-
eled to the old capital. Far from Petersburg, the members began to address
more immediate concerns such as educational reform, the legal status of the
peasantry, and the possibility for greater inter-zemstvo cooperation. A com-
parison of Arsen’ev’s notes for the “Domestic Surveys” demonstrates that the
debates at the zemstvo gatherings affected his choice of topics.24 He attended
regularly because he believed that only participation in local self-government
could overcome endemic political apathy in Russia.25 The famine of –
, however, finally gave Arsen’ev the excuse to combine his  “pro-
gram” with his personal experiences in local self-government and to artic-
ulate a blueprint of a socio-economic democracy that included all estates
and classes.

The Zemstvos during the Famine

As the harvest failure unfolded in the summer of , the conservative and
liberal press clashed over the legacy of the Great Reforms. During the scram-
ble to assess the damage in their locales, the zemstvos discovered that emer-
gency grain reserves were insufficient to feed the population through the end
of the year, which also meant that there would be no seed for the winter and
spring sowing. Predictably, the responsibility of local self-government became
the central and most divisive issue in the debate between conservatives and
liberals, the latter reiterating once again that the tragedy of the famine could
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become the basis for cooperation between the state and the enormous mobi-
lization of local forces through the zemstvos.

An August  issue of Meshcherskii’s ultra-conservative Citizen (Grazh -
danin, –, –) blamed the zemstvo (and its entire twenty-
five-year history) for frivolously spending money on public schools instead
of preparing emergency grain supplies.26 Arsen’ev responded that only zem-
stvo statistical works could ensure a successful campaign against the crisis.
Modern historians have identified two basic methods to combat famine: tra-
ditional food storage networks and economic incentives to direct grain to the
appropriate locales. The last reform of the relief system statutes in Russia had
taken place in , but by the late s, taxes and redemption payments
on the peasantry prevented the accumulation of grain reserves.27 Arsen’ev
clearly favored the economic approach to famine relief, but he had to re-
mind conservative critics that it was not within the zemstvo’s responsibili-
ties to prohibit or encourage the production and sale of food. It was the
Finance Ministry’s responsibility to lower grain transportation tariffs, al -
though only communication between the zemstvos could create a network
sufficiently informed and efficient to inform the center which locales needed
the grain most.28

The term “famine” first appeared in the Herald’s August  “Domestic
Survey” because Arsen’ev did not think it too early to sound the alarm bells
about mass starvation in the hardest-hit areas.29 Following the Herald’s lead,
the Russian press began to explore the role of the land captains in assessing
local needs and directing the relief effort. In answer to another article in the
Citizen, Arsen’ev argued that the most serious problem was local distribution
of aid to villages and micro-distribution to households and individuals—too
broad a task for the land captains alone. Arsen’ev argued in favor of local,
popularly elected officials who were closer to the peasantry. He believed that
the need for all-estate cantons became especially acute in times of crisis that
necessitated rapid communication.30

Arsen’ev pointed out that the land captains were Interior Ministry ap point -
ees and since the Russian people were distrustful of new faces in general—and
officially sanctioned ones especially—new appointees needed time to acquaint
themselves with the area and win the peasantry’s confidence. Canton-level
officials had an advantage because they already knew their locale and cared
about their policies’ effects on their reputations. Of the appointed land cap-
tains in the provinces in ,  percent were former military men and their
military ethos created tensions with the peasantry. Among land owner land
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captains, many were also uneducated. Locally elected administrators could
easily fill what Arsen’ev believed was a dearth of qualified personnel.31

Arsen’ev also argued that the state should encourage local social initiative
and only punish the misuse of funds and abuses of authority. He welcomed
the increasing number of private relief organizations that had already ap -
peared before the Ministry of Interior officially permitted them in September
. However, state attempts to direct local initiative would be counterpro-
ductive, Arsen’ev warned.32 The experience of the – crop failure
had demonstrated the effectiveness of local initiative functioning with suffi-
cient freedom to encourage individual enthusiasm and energy.33 Reiterating
his support, Arsen’ev wrote in November : “The more varied the sources
of relief, the deeper and wider the aid movement, the more chances of its suc-
cess.”34 Regardless of how large the scale of private relief, however, Arsen’ev
admitted that it could never match what the state could offer through the
zemstvos by increasing their revenues with the implementation of a progres-
sive income tax. In the mid-s, the government’s proposal to withhold
a percentage of all civil servant, non-governmental, estate, and stock-based
organization salaries above two thousand rubles had already met with a
storm of protest in the conservative press and was shelved. Many zemstvos
had supported an all-estate tax since .35 Arsen’ev believed it timely to
resurrect the idea.36

In Count Leo Tolstoy’s plea for private assessments of grain reserves in
every canton, Moscow’s conservative press perceived a conspiracy against the
state’s directing role in the relief effort. Tolstoy did not question the state’s
abilities, Arsen’ev argued, he merely proposed a faster and more efficient
way to estimate local needs. The Moscow News (Moskovskie vedomosti, –
) insisted that peasants would mislead private citizens by giving incor-
rect information. Arsen’ev answered that the speed and efficiency of re lief
were crucial and that good works would only reinforce the state’s efforts, not
impede them. If nothing else, therefore, Tolstoy’s call for “social initiative” was
a welcome antidote to a culture saturated with a tendency to act only when
commanded.37 It is remarkable how similar Arsen’ev’s arguments sound to
the Populist—and even anarchist—call for “spontaneous self-initiative.”38

The crucial difference was of course that Arsen’ev addressed educated mem-
bers of society, not the peasants themselves.

When Tolstoy began opening private soup kitchens and called for their
proliferation, Arsen’ev supported the idea, comparing the kitchens to prac-
tical schools. Most provincial governments had no time to learn how to
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establish them, but individuals could visit privately run soup kitchens, learn
through observing them or working in them, and then transplant the insti-
tutions. Soup kitchens could become hands-on learning centers releasing
threads in all directions. With time, private aid could develop into areas such
as child care, care for the sick and elderly, aid to domestic and cottage indus-
try, and the purchase of cattle and implements. Arsen’ev cautiously added,
however, that having “come out in full support of total freedom for private
aid, we in no way mean to overlook state efforts, which dwarf private initia-
tive ( versus  million rubles).”39 Ever circumspect, Arsen’ev did not want
to give the censors any excuses to descry belittlement of the state’s contribu-
tion to the relief effort.

Arsen’ev supported thorough investigations instead of extraordinary mea-
s ures against crimes committed during the famine. More transparency and
fewer obstacles to uncovering “unpleasant facts” would make the legal sys-
tem function properly, he argued. Dmitrii Samarin had proposed that local
authorities implement obligatory statistics-gathering accompanied by severe
penalties for false information. Arsen’ev proposed employing elected zem-
stvo officials for this task because they would be more effective executing
it out of moral duty rather than obligation. Legal reform had not developed
sufficiently for the state to punish misinformation, which would alienate the
population further and encourage audacious evasions of the law.40

Arsen’ev came out in favor of public works projects, but only as long as
they were voluntary, transparent, and locally based, encouraging peasants
to stay close to their families. Mending local dirt roads would constitute the
priority, since potholes were the most serious impediments to transporting
grain. The tasks had to be of the simplest and non-specialized kind, such as
working with spades and transporting materials. Arsen’ev considered grand
projects, such as building railways, repairing riverbeds, excavating river ports,
and ameliorating soil as too complex and less urgent than repairing local
roads and bridges.41 He admitted, however, that such unreasonable projects
frequently originated in zemstvos themselves as they scrambled to use the
Interior Ministry’s offers to fund public works. The basic idea of public works
was a sound one and had been used to advantage in the past, but the existing
administrative structure provided no apparatus for managing such projects.
As a result, the state had to work out everything from the top down in a very
short time and implement it through regular administrative channels, which
were in the hands of a small group of officials who could not adequately co-
ordinate everything.42 The center’s dependence on ad hoc administrative

Solving the Agrarian Crisis 



appointments was proof of its inability to institutionalize functional admin-
istrative links, which it could have done easily through the zemstvos.

Arsen’ev made an example of the Nizhnii Novgorod Relief Commission’s
exhaustive publications of findings and reports. He wrote, “In a time like this,
the role of the saving hand should not constitute a monopoly, no obstacles
or snares should be placed between the needy and those ready to help.”43 The
Nizhnii relief effort was remarkable for its transparency and demonstrated
the advantages of the provincial authorities, the zemstvos, and private forces
coming together voluntarily at a time of need. Arsen’ev praised Governor
Nikolai Baranov of Nizhnii Novgorod for admitting that he shared his bur-
dens “with comrades, not subordinates.” The Samara provincial government
followed the opposite path, however, by taking into its hands the entire relief
effort and turning the zemstvos into executive outgrowths. As a result, its
achievements lagged far behind Nizhnii’s.44 Cooperation between the state,
the zemstvos, and social initiative was clearly an advantage, Arsen’ev believed.

The Journal as Relief Coordinator

When it came to private involvement in the relief effort, Arsen’ev practiced
what he preached. A large portion of his – personal correspon-
dence deals with the allocation of relief funds that his friends and colleagues
sent to the Herald office in Saint Petersburg. Beginning in December ,
Arsen’ev corresponded regularly with famous Russian mineralogist Vladimir
Vernadskii, who oversaw relief efforts in Tambov province from Moscow,
where he organized regular zemstvo “discussions” and “lunches” and sup-
plied Arsen’ev with minutes that made their way into the “Domestic Sur-
veys.”45 Their man in Tambov was a certain retired V. V. Keller, who traveled
all over Morshansk district and reported to Vernadskii exactly where to send
the funds. In December , Vernadskii and Arsen’ev channeled money into
the district through the Literacy Committee, which organized a commission
to help local preschoolers.46 By January , Keller reported that Boiarovka
village no longer required relief and asked Arsen’ev’s permission to redirect
funds to Lipovka.47 On January , , Vernadskii informed Arsen’ev that
unfortunately, most of the activity at the Literacy Committee revolved around
publishing requests for aid in local papers and constant meetings about how
to phrase the appeals: “It is horrible when you feel how your work is con-
strained and tied down.”48 Better news came from Morshansk district in Feb-
ruary when Keller informed Vernadskii that local landowners had begun to
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hire peasants to do extra work on their estates. The better the operation was
organized, the more people donated, Keller believed: “It seems to me that
there are a lot of good people in Russia and the problem is that they can-
not find each other due to enforced silence and fear.”49 Arsen’ev accepted
all donations: eight rubles from a veterinarian in Kharkov province and ten
rubles from General A. N. Ostrogorskii (which Pypin forwarded), one of
Dmitrii Miliutin’s closest advisors.50 In April , Arsen’ev sent  rubles
to Voronezh province for soup kitchens and the local executor promised
to forward to the Russian News (Russkie vedomosti, –) a detailed
account of the allocation of funds both for transparency and as an advertise-
ment for potential donors.51

Arsen’ev’s direct involvement in the famine relief effort became a testa-
ment to the hands-on attitude characteristic of the Herald group. In this,
he followed in Stasiulevich’s and Pypin’s footsteps. That he was so closely
involved in the day-to-day affairs of famine relief lent his articles not only
emotional depth but also moral integrity. Arsen’ev’s personal correspon-
dence makes clear that he was abreast of what went on in the provinces.
When he composed the “Domestic Survey” for the journal, he drew on his
correspondence as well as his bureaucratic experience to present his read-
ers with a full picture of the relief effort. Few analysts were as qualified as
Arsen’ev to examine its social, economic and political implications.

From Famine to Reform

In the first months of , the debate between the Herald of Europe and
other publications shifted from zemstvo issues to the peasantry’s relations
with the state. Defending the peasants from accusations of excessive depen-
dence on state aid in the News (Novosti, –), Arsen’ev argued that the
peasantry repaid annually not only its redemption debts but also the empire’s
foreign debt, which “the profits of state enterprises” did not cover.52 As a
result, the entire peasant population was indigent, although Russia’s abun-
dant land acted like a sponge that absorbed local poverty by distributing it
equally among its many inhabitants.53

In Arsen’ev’s opinion, the famine had uncovered a systemic problem in
the Russian economy, which only the resurrection of the spirit of the s—
together with long-term and complex legal reforms—could remedy. He de -
scribed the Russian economy as an organism with a chronic illness that had
become acute by –. In such a case, one treated first the aggravated
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condition, that is, the famine, and afterward attacked the source of the initial
weakness—the national economy.54

In its own way, public participation in famine relief constituted a new
“going to the people” movement. This time, however, moral duty manifested
itself in material aid, not calls to revolution. The essential private contribu-
tions were not the small donations, charity balls, or the “annoying solici-
tation lists,” but the quiet, small deeds that demanded personal sacrifices
and took place hourly all over the stricken areas. With a hint of Populism,
Arsen’ev encouraged Russians to abandon the city lifestyle, move into the
rural wilderness, examine the rural population’s needs, and share its suffer-
ing, which would constitute a personal investment in the struggle against
the famine. Thousands of people were doing it quietly, Arsen’ev argued, and
finding their reward and support in no more than the persistent execution of
their moral duty.55

Arsen’ev believed that the crop failure would not have struck with such
force had rural productivity been higher and the population better equipped
to deal with food shortages. This meant that zemstvo influence on economic
life had to increase. At the source of the rural crisis lay not the peasant’s con-
servative nature, Arsen’ev argued, but insufficient knowledge and poverty.
Arsen’ev held up the Moscow provincial zemstvo as an example of how to
spread enlightenment through its Provincial Economic Council and the Pro -
vincial Economic Bureau—both organized in . The agronomic section
introduced peasants to technical novelties in the areas of implements, seed
quality, crops, and grass sowing. The peasants reacted favorably, but had
insufficient funds to follow through.56

By early , specialized studies of the famine’s causes began to appear in
print, some of which proposed reforms. Arsen’ev examined some of these in
detail. He wrote specifically of two major works, The State of Provisions and
the Harvest of  in Nizhnii Novgorod Province, published by the Moscow
and the Nizhnii provincial zemstvos, respectively. According to Arsen’ev,
both works agreed that the peasantry’s general impoverishment began long
before the recent crop failure—unemployment and decreasing wages, the
shrinking of pastures, epizootics, and fires brought on the chronic malady in
Russia’s agricultural sector. How could the state break the vicious cycle?57

In his memoirs, Arsen’ev recorded a zemstvo “lunch” he had attended in the
summer of  in Saint Petersburg that explored agricultural problems and
solutions—“land shortage, the peasants’ legal status, their ignorance and
alienation, and all forms of help within the zemstvo’s powers.”58
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Reorganizing statistics on paper would achieve nothing, Arsen’ev argued
in the summer of , and only active exchanges of opinions among experts
and witnesses would bring results. He maintained that Senate audits would
be useful, but insufficient by themselves. In the immediate wake of the famine,
Arsen’ev sought closure—an event that would allow zemstvo representatives
to exchange opinions about crisis management. To this end, he proposed
a conference in Saint Petersburg for administration and zemstvo officials
from all regions of the empire. The free exchange of ideas would determine
the famine’s causes and work out measures against a similar calam ity in the
future.59 In this, he anticipated the demands of Russia’s “liberation move-
ment” of the late s. Nine addresses from zemstvos asked Nicholas II for
institutionalized consultative zemstvo representation in the capital, which he
curtly refused. This precipitated unsanctioned inter-zemstvo colloquia as a
substitute for the suppressed annual zemstvo conferences—the first and only
one of which took place in Nizhnii Novgorod in the summer of .60

In January , the Interior Ministry ordered a revision of the national
foodstuffs statute by requesting that governors and relief committees articu-
late the most important problems concerning emergency grain supplies.
Which local institutions should oversee the reserves? Who should compute
and maintain grain elevator levels? What was the most effective organiza-
tion of local distribution? How to identify the neediest households? How to
maintain exact household statistics? The ministry even organized provincial
conferences composed of local officials, zemstvo members, and other knowl-
edgeable individuals to discuss these problems. Few government officials
claimed that the state alone could manage local relief and few zemstvo mem-
bers suggested that local self-government could handle the job by itself.61

The conclusions appeared in June  as the “Official Report of the Spe-
cial Committee on Famine Relief,” which admitted that there was a shortage
of local institutions to make and implement decisions—exactly what Arsen’ev
had argued. He further maintained that the typhus epidemic’s rapid and un -
predictable spread in the wake of the famine also demanded functional local
organizations to assess the infection’s initial signs and to organize channels
for outside medical help. However, the report did not go beyond proposing
extraordinary commissions to deal with future crop failures. Arsen’ev argued
instead that crises demanded not extraordinary measures, but elastic bodies
that could immediately increase their cadres in response to pressing needs, a
capability that only local institutions possessed, with their tradition of glasnost
and proximity to the land guaranteeing efficient distribution. Nobody was
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born a zemstvo member, Arsen’ev wrote, but peasants and nobles acquired
this experience through devotion to their locales. The famine had demon-
strated that the key to effective relief lay in attracting fresh, new forces to
local self-governing bodies.62

Arsen’ev further argued that an income tax would ease the burden on the
peasantry. The News led the opposition by arguing that the state already
taxed all property, inheritance, and businesses, so the new excise would fall
on bureaucrats and professionals and would become a tax on intellectual
productivity. The Moscow News doubted that the state could even accurately
calculate private income. Arsen’ev proposed instead to exempt low incomes
from taxes and to take into consideration family size, constancy of employ-
ment, and stable income and to implement progressive tax rates. As for intel-
lectual labor, a tax would apply for its remuneration above a certain sum.
High incomes, Arsen’ev argued, often paid for “needless luxuries, fantasies,
and schemes,” so fixed income from capital and property would be taxed
higher than wages. In other words, the tax system would reward productive
labor. Most western European governments, except for France, already had
this arrangement by the s.63 Supporting a more just distribution of taxes,
Arsen’ev reinforced Herald liberalism’s universal appeal—it did not favor the
“third estate” at the expense of the peasantry.64

Decentralization over Constitutionalism

With the tax proposals, Arsen’ev had restated his  program in richer
economic detail. He looked to the West for examples of how to organize and
implement taxation. He looked to Russia’s own experience with local self-
government to justify a continuing policy of economic decentralization.
Arsen’ev saw clearly the fundamental paradox in center-local relations. Local
self-government could not flourish under state direction, but depended on
the government’s good graces financially. The low economic and cultural
level in rural areas inhibited the growth of civil society, but was the only
genuine source of civic consciousness. The Herald had to negotiate further
delimitations of responsibilities between state and locale. This would not be
easy, but Arsen’ev believed in learning by doing.

As Arsen’ev’s articles demonstrate, the Herald group distinguished itself
by evaluating Russia’s economic development since the s through the lens
of achievements in local self-government, which, Arsen’ev firmly believed,
were crucial components of successful economic development. The economic
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decentralization that he envisioned could even replace the peasant com-
mune. In his detailed examination of famine relief, Arsen’ev not only speci-
fied the socio-economic responsibilities of local self-government, but also
argued for greater cooperation between the state and local self-government
institutions. Furthermore, he supported an imperial zemstvo organization to
exchange ideas and debate broad domestic policies.

Some scholars have pointed to the s as the turning point in the con-
stitutional-reform movement as it tried to gather support from local self-
government, but Arsen’ev’s proposals demonstrate that not all liberals treated
the zemstvos as “seedbeds of democracy” in its parliamentary form.65 Con-
stitutionalism was conspicuously absent from the pages of the Herald be -
cause Russian censorship forbid it, but this does not make the alternative
directions for the growth of civil society that the Herald articulated any
less valuable. Since the zemstvos remained underfunded and the peasantry
poor, financial concerns remained more important than political aspirations.
Arsen’ev’s articles examining the handling of famine relief, which laid down
the rudiments of a zemstvo-centered economic decentralization, demon-
strate the profound economic turn in liberal thinking by the s. The com-
mune, which the Populists and agrarian socialists saw as the foundation of
egalitarianism, and the state as the guarantee of stability, were conspicuously
absent from Arsen’ev’s articles because he conceived of rural autonomy out-
side of both. Nevertheless, Arsen’ev’s thinking about the all-estate canton,
soup kitchens, public works projects, and the redistribution of the tax bur-
den carried Populist overtones, while his participation in unofficial zemstvo
gatherings in both capitals demonstrated that the liberals and Populists could
cooperate on practical matters.

Some scholars have argued that the weakness of the famine relief opera-
tions during – stemmed from the general inadequacy of local admin-
 istration, especially the absence of firm institutional links with the peasant
world, although the state had performed adequately to fill in the gaps.66 The
Herald came to the less sanguine conclusion that the government’s ad hoc
committees and empowered representatives were temporary ploys to sur-
mount fatal flaws of its own making with no intention of repairing them.
Arsen’ev called for the creation of an all-estate canton to further decentralize
the economic administrative system and to make local self-government more
representative and cohesive.

To the readers of the Herald, the dominant debate in the s was there-
fore not about the zemstvo’s political promise, but about economic efficiency
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on the local level. According to Arsen’ev, only local self-government units
could govern effectively, but in order to do so, two things needed to happen.
First, the state had to loosen central control over local self-government and
increase zemstvo responsibilities. And second, the state had to create the
all-estate canton, which would act as a natural guarantee that greater local
responsibility would not become a breeding ground for radicalism and, more
importantly, for irresponsible financial policies. The peasantry’s inherent
traditionalism and common sense would not allow that to happen, Arsen’ev
believed, while socio-economic responsibility would become more optimized
the closer it came to the peasant household. Rural poverty, however, remained
the most serious drag on the promise of self-government, as it made it hos -
tage to incentives from imperial authorities. Rural poverty and the belief in
the general decline of Russian agriculture since Emancipation not only fig-
ured prominently on the journal’s pages, but also played a crucial role in
articulating the Herald’s attitude to the Russian Marxist movement.
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Journal Culture in the s and s

Having achieved its greatest popularity and influence by the s, the Her-
ald of Europe also had to adjust itself to the rapidly changing trends of the
dawning Silver Age of Russian literature and philosophy. After the closing
of Notes of the Fatherland in , the Herald of Europe became Russia’s
most popular thick journal with around seven thousand monthly subscribers
throughout the decade. By the s, it became the standard-bearer for many
intellectuals.1 According to Koni, even Nicholas II read the journal.2 Cherny-
shevskii described the Herald as a “good journal that commands respect from
the majority of the public.”3 Anton Chekhov considered it the “best of the
thick journals.”4 In , even the Populist Russian Wealth, with which Pypin
had argued, praised the Herald’s program of encouraging a “healthy civic
life,” the rule of law, the independence of the courts, and firm guarantees of
individual rights.5 Indeed, the Herald emphasized broad social activism out-
side of parliamentary politics and below the political radar of the censors, the
police, and the Russian radicals.

In , famous physician and writer Nikolai Belogolovyi noted that the
journal’s twenty-fifth anniversary marked “a truly momentous milestone” in
a distinguished commitment to spread general enlightenment in Russia,
especially during the era of the counter-reforms when “beasts roamed freely,
but men sat in fear.” Throughout the s, Belogolovyi argued, the Herald
managed to keep its ideals intact and never compromised, while the reaction -
ary press attacked the journal with greater frequency and increasing support
from the state.6 Indeed, a censor summarized the journal’s political attitude
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throughout the decade as “systematically and irreconcilably opposed to all
state measures to reinforce national principles, the rule of law, and to clear
minds of false and pernicious teachings.”7 The judgment read as a badge of
honor. Describing the journal culture of the late imperial era, Marietta Shagin-
ian noted in her memoirs how the “complex social life” of the time pulsated
on the journals’ pages and “galvanized and fed the imagination.”8 Vladimir
Solovyov’s nephew Sergei remembered how in the s his uncle brought
into their home “the mixed smell of incense, the Vatican, and the Herald of
Europe,” whose articles mitigated all the nationalistic tendencies of Sergei’s
siblings.9 Symbolist poet Konstantin Balmont’s wife Ekaterina remembered
in her memoirs that when her parents locked the book cabinet, she would
immerse herself in the thick journals, the Herald of Europe among them.10

The s and s witnessed the apex of the Herald’s intellectual in-
fluence before the journal’s subscriptions began to decline at the turn of the
century. These two decades also marked personal success for the journal’s
editors. In , Slonimskii took over the journal’s “Foreign Survey” and gave
a series of presentations to the Saint Petersburg Juridical Society on issues of
private property and the peasant commune in  and –.11 Refer-
ring to Slonimskii as the journal’s foreign minister, Stasiulevich nevertheless
had to restrain the enthusiastic young writer: “Engage your opponents as a
traveler engages a barking dog: never argue directly with the barking dog, but
continue to walk quietly and without looking back.”12

Throughout the s, Pypin and Stasiulevich tried to determine the right
balance between mass appeal and enlightenment value. Pypin complained to
literary historian Vsevolod Miller that Stasiulevich was turning down spe-
cialized and lengthy articles in an attempt to make the Herald a popular jour-
nal. However, Pypin admitted in the same letter that “academics would do a
great service if they came closer to their readers.”13 Both men worked hard on
the Russian Library—affordable volumes that aimed to introduce ordinary
Russian readers to famous writers.

The s and s witnessed the unraveling of the ties between social
and literary criticism, whose close relationship had persisted since Belinskii’s
time. More and more intellectual currents separated themselves out of this
tradition as the Silver Age offered new forms of creativity, artistic expression,
and social criticism. The s saw major shifts in Russia’s journal culture.
Katkov’s Russian Herald ceased to be a literary influence by . In ,
Notes of the Fatherland was shut down. Vukol Lavrov established the Mos-
cow monthly Russian Thought (Russkaia Mysl’, –), which moved
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from a conservative toward a moderately liberal position by  under Vic-
tor Goltsev’s editorship. Russian Wealth went from a weak beginning to an
important vehicle of Populist thought, especially after former Notes of the
Fatherland critic Nikolai Mikhailovskii joined its staff in the mid-s and
his anti-modernist views added spice to the journal. In , The Northern
Herald (Severnyi vestnik, –) appeared, but was not yet fulfilling its
role as the first major publication to welcome modernist writers.

In the late s and early s, the Herald of Europe published the first
works of Silver Age poets Zinaida Gippius, Dmitrii Merezhkovskii, and Kon-
stantin Balmont (whose first collection—Under the Northern Sky—also came
out of Stasiulevich’s printing shop). Other names followed—Aleksandr Ertel,
Dmitrii Mamin-Sibiriak, Nikolai Minskii, Konstantin Staniukovich, Aleksei
Apukhtin, and Afanasii Fet. Nonetheless, the Herald continued to publish
journalistic literature, which is mostly forgotten today. One of the more out-
standing writers of this school was Pyotr Boborykin, who produced naturalis-
tic novels copiously. The journal referred to them as “human documents” and
they reflected Stasiulevich’s interest in photographic depictions of contempo-
 rary life. Boborykin had no equals in recording the dominant social and in -
tellectual trends of late imperial Russia. Both Leo Tolstoy and Maksim Gorky
respected his sensitivity for intellectual sensibilities and his attention to detail.
After Turgenev’s death in , Boborykin became the magnet that attracted
readers—every January, the journal would publish the first installment of one
of his novels. In the s, Stasiulevich also began to publish women writ-
ers with increasing frequency: Valentina Dmitrieva, Aleksandra Vinitskaia,
Nataliia Stakhevich, and Nadezhda Khvoshchinskaia-Zaionchkovskaia. In
, Ivan Bunin made his literary debut on the Herald’s pages with his
poem “Songs of the Spring.”14

Unlike Bunin, Vladimir Solovyov came to the journal as an accomplished
poet and thinker. Like the other members of the Herald group, he had also
lost his academic job and the right to speak publicly as a result of an infamous
lecture given in March  that urged the state to amnesty Tsar Alexan-
der’s assassins. Having published in Slavophile journals until the mid-s,
Solov yov joined the liberal camp after reconsidering his world view and
began to submit his poems to Pypin and Stasiulevich in . Many articles
followed and Solovyov became a regular contributor, although he published
in other periodicals as well. His turn to the Herald coincided with Solovyov’s
break with Slavophilism and especially with one the chief proponents of
pochvennichestvo (the back-to-the-soil movement), Nikolai Strakhov. They
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clashed over Nikolai Danilevskii’s Russia and Europe, which Solovyov re -
viewed negatively on the pages of the Herald in .15 Strakhov published
his replies in the Russian Herald and Suvorin’s New Time. The argument
revolved around the validity of the Europe-Russia standoff. In a letter to
Stasiulevich, Solovyov complained that “contemporary quasi-Slavophilism”
had split into the Byzantine, liberal, and “viscerally patriotic” varieties, each of
which was developing in a separate direction.16 Concerned more at this time
with unity, Solovyov no longer shared the Slavophiles’ desire to isolate Rus-
sia from the West, and he found welcome company amid the Herald group.
He respected Pypin and loved to play chess with him. In the process of work-
ing on the Brockhaus and Efron encyclopedia, he also befriended Arsen’ev
and then Slonimskii, becoming godfather to one of his sons in .17

Not all the members of the editorial staff understood Solovyov’s theories,
however. Arsen’ev wrote to Stasiulevich in  regarding one of Solovyov’s
articles: “I have to admit that it is total abracadabra to me. There are only a
few comprehensible phrases at the very end.”18 Solovyov, in his turn, opposed
the “art for art’s sake” movement that was emerging with the first shoots of
Russian symbolism in the s. In , he condemned the “aesthetic sep-
aratism” of Gippius, Merezhkovskii, Balmont, and especially Valerii Briusov.
He even came out in defense of Chernyshevskii’s utilitarian program for liter -
ature, albeit in a less radical form. In articles dedicated to traditional Russian
poets, Solovyov praised Pushkin, Lermontov, and Tiutchev, among others,
for their combination of beauty and the pursuit of truth, which he believed
the new poets separated from each other to their art’s peril. Solovyov’s atti-
tude anticipated and paralleled Leo Tolstoy’s, whose What Is Art? ()
argued similar points, albeit with the greater religious fervor characteristic of
his late works. Nevertheless, the symbolists considered Solovyov their pre-
cursor, although only Slonimskii’s sister-in-law Zinaida openly referred to
Solovyov’s poems themselves as “symbolist.” Pypin argued that Russian lit-
erature as a whole had experienced a period of “decline” in the s and re -
ferred to decadent poetry as “half-witted.” On the Herald’s pages, writer and
literary critic Evgenii Liatskii praised Chekhov’s depictions of simple folk,
but criticized severely his depressing portrayals of the Russian intelligentsia.
He also found Gorky’s “Nietzschean” experiments inferior to his depictions
of the life of simple people and the beauty of nature.19

Solovyov’s work did not find favor with conservatives such as Pobedonos-
tsev who asked writer Evgenii Feoktistov: “What is Vl. Solovyov whoring on
about [bliadoslovit] in the new issue of the ‘Herald of Europe’? When you can,

 The Emergence of a Liberal Program



send me a copy.”20 Solovyov, in his turn, became friends with Stasiulevich
and defended him against conservative attacks: “I do not know of another
man in Russia who deserves more respect than this ‘liberal’.”21 Solovyov even
penned this humorous quatrain to Stasiulevich:

Не болен я и не печален,
Хоть вреден мне климат Москвы;
Он чересчур континентален,—
Здесь нет Галерной и Невы.

[I am not sick and I am not saddened,
Though Moscow’s climate is bad for me;
It is too continental,—
There is no Galernaia or Neva here.]22

Solovyov also published some of his major books through Stasiulevich’s
company: The National Question in Russia (st ed. , nd ed. ), The
Spiritual Foundations of Life (), and Poems (). Stasiulevich wrote
Pypin upon Solovyov’s premature death in : “He is more than a con-
tributor to the journal—and we are not mourning so much the loss of a col-
league as the irreplaceable loss of a person whom everybody loved.”23

By , Stasiulevich’s publishing house was one of the ten largest print-
ing companies in Saint Petersburg. Having turned  in , he remained
in control of the journal de jure, but relied increasingly on his loyal editors
Arsen’ev, Pypin, and Slonimskii, whose ranks enlarged with the arrival of
writer Mikhail Lemke and literary and social historian Mikhail Gershenzon.
The infusion of new blood could not have been more timely because in the
late s Stasiulevich began to lose his eyesight.

By the s, preoccupations with literary questions morphed into an
interest in pedagogical issues that emphasized the formation of human con-
sciousness, so a new generation of journals sprang up to satiate the public’s
interest in psychology and aesthetics. Education (Obrazovanie, –)
regularly printed psychological studies and reviews of psychological and psy-
chiatric literature, including Schopenhauer, Ibsen, Durkheim, Max Nordau,
and Wilhelm Wundt, among others. Authors explored the influence of dreams,
hypnotism, poetry, and the psychology of women, predictions of racial de -
generation manifested in neurosis, pessimism, and suicide. God’s World (Mir
bozhii, –) also had a pedagogic mission that took a more social turn
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when former radical Angel Bogdanovich became its editor in . The most
serious and erudite of these newcomers was the journal of the Moscow Psy-
chological Society, Problems of Philosophy and Psychology (Problemy filosofii
i psikhologii, –). Under Iakov Grot’s editorship, the journal offered
whatever help the broadest forms of learning might give in solving contem-
porary spiritual problems. It introduced Russia to Nietzsche and published
Tolstoy’s controversial What is Art? In , The World of Art (Mir iskusstva,
–) began its short but remarkable career with a mission to revo-
lutionize Russian taste and simultaneously to save Russia’s artistic tradition
from the dead hand of positivist interpretation. Editor Sergei Diaghilev and
contributors Zinaida Gippius and Dmitrii Merezhkovskii determined the
journal’s direction.24

The Herald maintained its weight while these brilliant but short-lived
aberrations in the history of Russian journalism lit up and fizzled out around
it. Sustainable only in the special cultural conditions of the time, the artis-
tic journals were reacting to the empire’s political tradition and the social
problems in its wake. The Herald also tackled this issue but in its own way
by providing a rich tapestry of local news and practical administrative activ-
ity as the answer to Russia’s growing pains. However, the journal’s message
also evolved further during the s as it added to its “preserve the Great
Reform legacy” refrain an ethical justification for the state to encourage local
self-government initiative and for Russians to become involved in it.

The Problem with Protectionism

Although technological, scientific, and economic developments in the nine-
teenth century often eclipsed ethical concerns, the Herald liberals resisted
the positivist tendency to evaluate progress based on scientific and techno-
logical advancements alone. The journal approached Marxism as a critical
tool at best, but never as an ideology that justified sacrifices. In the cauldron
of finance minister Sergei Witte’s industrialization and in reaction to both
Marxism and Populism, the journal produced a socially oriented market
model that welcomed state involvement in directing modernization only
as long as local self-government could mediate its effects by economically
empowering the population on the local level. Unfortunately, historians of
Russian liberalism have overlooked this crucial economic component of
Russian liberalism and have overemphasized its social loyalties and political
ideals (especially constitutionalism).
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Under state protection and with minimal local involvement, Russian cap-
italism evolved with a rapacity witnessed only in European colonies. Although
the Herald liberals criticized the Finance Ministry’s misguided development
policies, especially protectionism, the journal did not target capitalism as a
whole. Instead, Leonid Slonimskii argued that the Finance Ministry’s aping
of the outdated trade balance theory was the main culprit behind rural
poverty. In his view, by the s the Russian state had acquired the role
of a colonial office that profited at the expense of the Russian population.
Obsessed with trade balance sheets, it failed to negotiate the complex balance
between agricultural producers and the global market. Protectionism thus
became Slonimskii’s primary target.

In February , Slonimskii examined the soundness of pursuing a pos-
itive trade balance, which according to the Finance Ministry had grown at an
encouraging rate in  as Russia exported  million rubles worth of goods
and imported only  million.25 Slonimskii concluded from this that if one
were to judge economic welfare by international trade balances then the
famine had enriched Russia. By the same logic, Russia should have made enor-
mous cumulative profits ever since the  import tariff tipped the balance
in favor of exports. Why then, asked Slonimskii, were the results not evident
in the villages? Or were they simply the mirages of financial minds? The very
fact that famine years were very profitable by international trade standards
should have caused suspicion, he noted. If a negative trade balance implied
impoverishment, as protectionists argued, then England and France had been
on the path to insolvency since the s, when their annual im ports consis-
tently began to exceed their exports. Russia, on the other hand, had a positive
annual balance throughout the s, yet it suffered the most when foreigners
“owed” it money. By the end of the nineteenth century, almost all advanced
Western nations ran a negative trade balance. Indeed, despite her positive
trade balances, creditors did not pour their investments into Russia. Was it
possible, he asked, that the trade balance theory had outlived its utility?26

Slonimskii used the sugar industry as an example of how the state achieved
a positive trade balance. Sugar cost  rubles per pood (. kg) in Russia
but only . rubles in London. The state returned the excise duties to pro-
ducers in order to encourage exports. This eliminated competition on the
international market and increased the state’s profit from sales, but eventu-
ally rural taxes covered the difference in the loss from the return of the excise
tax to producers. The protectionist doctrine aimed at preventing a flood of
foreign goods onto the domestic market, while the state’s financial interests
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demanded increased exports and higher revenues. Slonimskii identified this
as the essential dilemma of finance minister Ivan Vyshnegradskii’s economic
policy.27 Slonimskii took the protectionist argument to its logical conclu-
sion—that a predatory sell-off of Russia’s natural resources with no purchases
from abroad would create the greatest trade balance in the world. At the same
time, protectionists would complain of “very poor” trade balances if the rural
population consumed the products of its own labor, bought cheaper domes-
tic and advanced foreign goods, and raised its general standard of living.28

In order to prove that the Finance Ministry’s mercantile ideology had
become obsolete, Slonimskii turned to European critics of protectionism, be -
ginning in the eighteenth century. Slonimskii quoted David Hume: “Nations
suffer material losses not from the outflow of capital to foreigners, but from
the decline of their productivity, their energy, and entrepreneurship.” He
also invoked Jeremy Bentham: “[If a] merchant chooses to send money to
Paris, it is because he thinks it profitable for himself; but the acute politician
finds that one man’s profit is a whole nation’s loss. To interfere with individ-
ual gain is therefore to prevent collective detriment.” Inflated fears and illu-
sory alarms were thus the fabric of protectionism, which treated economics
as a zero-sum game. Slonimskii quoted his contemporary (French politician
and economist) Yves Guyot:

The proponents of protectionism periodically predict the complete ruin of
France caused by imports of American pork, Russian wheat, or English cotton
or metal goods. In the past forty years, the entire industry was expected to dis-
appear, wages to decrease to zero, and the population to emigrate. Fields would
grow fallow and all shops would close. However, none of this has happened.29

Slonimskii concluded that it was time to abandon the “dangerous siren”
that had caused grief under the harmless and deceptive name of “interna-
tional trade balance.” If logic and common sense were helpless in this case,
he concluded, perhaps a more convincing argument would be that Russia
maintained a superb trade balance during the less than excellent year of
.30 The protectionism issue introduced Slonimskii to the latest trends
in European economic thinking, which could not have been more timely,
as Sergei Witte’s rise to the post of finance minister ushered in a massive
industrialization program based on protectionism that was dismissive of the
zemstvos and oblivious to the fate of individuals caught in the grand scheme
of economic modernization. The Herald emerged as their champion.
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A Capital Economy in the Countryside

As one scholar has argued about the evolution of Russian liberalism during
the s, its “defense of individual liberties and cultured creativity [ . . . ]
seemed at best an untimely statement of noble principles and at worst an
expression of the self-interest and uneasy conscience of the privileged.”31 It is
impossible however to apply this characterization to the Herald group be -
cause it emphasized economic activity as the key to social participation.
Moreover, there was always something of John Locke’s distrust of enthusiasm
in the group’s political sensibilities. The Herald liberals were active zemstvo
members who experienced firsthand the pressures under which this institu-
tion evolved in the s. As the gentry and the Finance Ministry faced off
on issues of control over local self-government, the rift created a window for
the Herald cause of increasing the peasantry’s participation in the zemstvos
and enacting a major legal reform to accommodate the capitalization of agri-
cultural productivity.

Witte’s insufficient attention to agricultural problems reflected a broader
shift of public interest from agricultural problems to the promises of indus-
trialization. As Russia’s major dailies analyzed the year , they concen-
trated on industrial and protectionist concerns instead of rural issues. Only
the Russian News placed agricultural concerns on its front page, but wrote
of the danger “of allowing the rural economy to develop naturally.”32 On the
pages of the Herald, Slonimskii focused instead on the peasantry’s legal and
economic conditions. Maintaining that the peasant commune was a remark-
ably protean institution that easily adapted to climatic and socio-economic
circumstances, he argued that the object of agricultural reform was give the
commune the legal and economic incentives to adapt itself to local condi-
tions, to dissolve in some places and evolve in others.33 The Herald argued
that agriculture had to take precedence over industry on the Finance Min-
istry’s agenda.

Witte saw things differently. His first major policies in  concerned
State Bank reform, negotiations with Germany over tariffs, and the prepara-
tion of the monopoly on alcohol. Indeed, during the s the Ministry of
Agriculture was reduced to gathering information on rural conditions while
the Finance Ministry determined the direction of economic policy.34 Witte’s
first agricultural move was a formalistic one: a review of rural statutes. He
supported the law of December , , requiring the approval of a two-
thirds majority for individuals to leave the commune. He also remained a
staunch supporter of the commune as a traditional pillar of socio-political
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stability in Russia. The only issues upon which the dailies agreed were the
need to eliminate restrictions on colonization and the peasantry’s inability to
accept the Peasant Bank’s terms of mortgage.35

In August , Slonimskii suggested a realistic approach to the agrar-
ian question that the state could take without compromising its ideology. His
article took the form of a book review of Sketches of Our Post-Reform Econ-
omy, in which Populist Nikolai Danielson blamed Russia’s agricultural prob-
lems on the capitalization of her agricultural market and the outflow of large
portions of that capital into industry. Slonimskii saw it differently: “Econo-
mists do not notice the constant destructive influence of traditional jurispru-
dence and assign this influence to some conscious, malicious plan that the
industrial class or ‘capitalism’ pursues in modern times.”36

Slonimskii agreed with Danielson that a new production-for-market econ-
omy had established itself in Russia, but he did not see its commercial effects
as the main problem. Instead, he pointed to the judicial confusion it had cre-
ated. Laws that used to apply to consumer classes, roughly one-fifth of the
population, now applied to the peasantry also. The commune now under-
took monetary exchanges and suffered financial penalties. It had to take into
account supply and demand trends, negotiate contracts and orders, and deal
with mortgages and foreclosures. The French and Italian civil codes antici-
pated the legal aspects of agricultural capitalization, including microeconomic
exchanges, loans, and mortgages. In Russia, however, Emancipation left the
old legal apparatus intact.37 Therefore, the problem was not the appearance
of “western European capitalism” in Russia, which Slonimskii considered a
positive development, but the state’s tardiness in updating the legal structure
to accommodate it in the countryside.38

Meanwhile, the first major legal revision that the Finance Ministry under-
took under Witte concerned the passport system, which exerted an enormous
drag on the free movement of labor. In February , Witte and interior
minister Pyotr Durnovo submitted to the State Council a joint project that
aimed to eliminate the anachronistic socio-economic division between the
taxed and un-taxed estates and groups. All classes, with the exception of the
clergy and military, would henceforth pay taxes and receive passports good
for five years (ten years for privileged classes). The State Council partially ful-
filled the Herald expectations for tax reform when it approved the law and
scheduled its implementation for the first day of .39

Witte also passed laws to facilitate colonization. When he justified the
construction of the Trans-Siberian Railroad to Alexander III in , he used
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as one of his arguments for this project that the railway would bring to life
Siberia’s vast lands and decrease land shortage in parts of European Russia.40

Crown Prince Nicholas, who was Chairman of the Siberian Railroad Com-
mittee at the time, took Witte’s position. In addition to solving the land
shortage in central Russia, colonization would also remove troublesome peas-
ants to the empire’s borders, strengthen Russia’s strategic position in the
Far East, and contribute to the Russification of the borderlands. In ,
Witte increased migrant allowances by taking money from the Siberian Rail-
road Fund. He also set up medical and feeding points along the Cheliabinsk-
Tiumen section and sent groups of surveyors beyond the Urals to prepare
land plots for the colonizers.41 Still, all of these changes failed to give Russian
agriculture the full freedom to accommodate itself to the new economic cir-
cumstances, which is something that the Marxist-Populist debate ended up
addressing.

Marxism as Industrialization’s Apologia

The debate about modernization erupted with unprecedented urgency after
the rural catastrophe of –. Writing the intellectual history of the
s, Western historians have focused primarily on the standoff between
the Marxists and the Populists.42 And indeed, the rift between these camps
deepened in the s leading to increased polarization and intellectual
aggression characteristic of ideological battlefields. However, the Marxist-
Populist fireworks obscured the liberal point of view on modernization,
which was no less detailed than the Marxist position and in many ways more
pragmatic than Populist alternatives.

As the debate about Russia’s development alternatives began in the s,
Slonimskii initially accused it of distracting attention from the more impor-
tant issue of the Finance Ministry’s taxation policies, which retarded local
economic development and prevented popular participation in moderni-
zation. The Herald argued for coordinating central modernization projects
with local needs and evaluating success from the bottom up. In the process
of criticizing Marxist ideology, Slonimskii exposed it as an apologia for
forced industrialization. Indeed, non-agrarian Marxism entered Russia on
the coattails of the Witte System. Arguing against the Marxists, Slonimskii
offered a new and practical definition of a moral economy for the twentieth
century, but instead of defining morality in religious terms, he did so in
terms of economic decentralization rooted in local self-government. In other
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words, a moral economy was one that took care of the socio-economic inter-
ests that its participants themselves defined.

Slonimskii first approached Russian Marxism by criticizing Populist Niko-
 lai Danielson’s  book Sketches of Our Post-Reform Communal Economy,
which argued that capitalist production was making inroads into Russia and
had to be stopped. Slonimskii disagreed with Danielson’s argument that cap-
italism alienated peasants from their labor. In his desire to demonstrate the
evils of capitalism as described by Marx, Danielson attributed to Russia’s new
money-based economy all the characteristics of developed capitalism, on
which he blamed every imaginable entrepreneurial and moral abuse. Daniel-
son, Slonimskii concluded, had accurately identified Russia’s economic prob-
 lems since Emancipation, but Marxist theory completely failed to explain
them.43 Slonimskii reminded his readers that serfdom, not capitalism, had
caused Russia’s economic woes. Correcting the historical record became one
of Slonimskii’s projects.44

Indeed, Slonimskii argued, Russia had never had a coherent economic
policy. Instead, personnel changes determined economic tactics and strate-
gies, while protectionism favored specific people, but not social groups, let
alone classes. Slonimskii referred to a brochure by Russian engineer Karl
Weber entitled The Needs of Our National Economy () that pointed to the
resilience of the cottage industry flourishing all over Western Europe, includ-
ing England. In England and Germany, small privately owned mills, weav-
ing, carpentry, and many other cottage forms of production “blossomed next
to large-scale production.”45 In Russia, however, the Populists were wrongly
convinced that the evolution of capitalism was undermining cottage indus-
try. In Saxony, Weber wrote, peasant crafts flourished because the state en -
couraged them, invested in trade schools, and supported basic education. It
was the state’s inattention to cottage industry, not capitalism per se, Slonim-
skii argued, that was undermining the Russian peasantry’s non-agricultural
sources of income. Much as the Finance Ministry lacked a complex program
of reforms, inchoate Russian Marxism lacked a complex vision of Russia’s
socio-economic problems.

In the s, Slonimskii argued, the Romanov Empire resembled a socio-
economic museum whose exhibits ran the gamut from advanced techno-
logi cal urban achievements to villages based on subsistence agriculture.
No single theory could explain how this multiplicity functioned. Marxism,
which was about to flood Russia’s intellectual life in , was for him one
of many schools of economic thought.46 Indeed, most Russian intellectuals
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in the last quarter of the nineteenth century were tolerant of Marxism. For
example, writer and economic historian Vladimir Sviatlovskii wrote, “For
the young mind, Marx is undoubtedly important as a stage. Marx is a
school—a token of the mind, the development and sharpening of one’s social
world view. And, above all, Marx is the emancipation from the constraints
of teleology and pettiness; it is the implementation of a fine understanding
of the materialistic structure of history, law, and sociology.”47 Some of the
brightest stars in Russia’s Silver Age firmament, such as Sergei Bulgakov,
Pyotr Struve, and Mikhail Tugan-Baranovskii, went through a Marxist stage
in their intellectual development. Tugan-Baranovskii wrote: “We need to
go further than Marx, but through Marx, having used all that Marx has
given to us.”48

In , Pyotr Struve published Critical Notes on the Question of Russia’s
Economic Development, in which he welcomed the transition from the natu-
ral to the exchange economy and examined the immense cultural changes
that this entailed. Capitalism facilitated the development of agriculture as well
as industry, he argued, and created an increasingly interconnected market
across the empire. These arguments echoed Witte’s and Dmitrii Mendeleev’s
ideas. In late nineteenth-century Russia, Struve’s “legal” Marxism became
synonymous with capitalism in that it championed industrialization. Unlike
the Populists, against whom he argued in his work, Struve identified the nat-
ural rural economy, not nascent capitalism, as the principal cause of poverty
in Russia. The state’s responsibility in this process was to “clear the soil for
economic progress and soften its social effects.”49

Slonimskii descried in Struve’s work the same economic gullibility he
had criticized throughout the s. He objected to Marxist dialectics that
left little room for individual action and state policy and he argued that Rus-
sian “capitalism” manifested itself in “crude kulachestvo” (a greedy and self-
serving modus operandi) both in the rural and industrial worlds. Despite
Struve’s attempt to debunk Populist economic theories, Slonimskii noticed
that the Russian Marxists themselves had insufficiently articulated their world
view. “Does this not demonstrate,” he asked, “that we are dealing here not
with a scientific debate, but with petty literary sectarianism, which revolves
around a teacher’s words?” Struve’s greatest mistake, according to Slonimskii,
was that he first decided that capitalism would triumph in Russia and then
promised to prove this factually in his “next brochure.”50 The irony of this
reversal was not lost on Slonimskii—Marx and Engels also developed histor-
ical materialism in the s, but published the economic support for it in
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the s. By the s, the Russian Marxists emerged as great supporters
of the Witte System and Slonimskii observed that their economic theories
obscured their ethical aims. He would have agreed with Mikhailovskii’s crit-
icism that their actions were not consistent with their moral goals.51

Slonimskii viewed the s, like the s, as a thaw marked by great in -
tellectual interest in cultural, philosophical, social, and economic questions.
In the beginning of the s, publisher Florentii Pavlenkov successfully sold
twenty thousand copies of a translation of Henry Thomas Buckle’s History of
Civilization in England, the poster child of Victorian materialism, progres-
sivism, and rationalism. Slonimskii also noticed that in the s, as in the
s, the antagonism between materialistic and moral issues, economic and
social interests, and moral and utilitarian ideas came to the fore. Works on
ethics became popular once again: two editions of philologist Vasilii Modes -
tov’s translation of Spinoza’s Ethics, the late Konstantin Kavelin’s The Goals
of Ethics, and Tolstoy’s moral writings. Parallel to this interest in ethics, mate-
 rialism also attracted followers and a new ban on Marx’s Capital increased its
popularity. However, Slonimskii argued, economic materialism in Russia took
a wrong turn under German influence.52 The application of Marxist concepts
to Russia obscured the main lines of Russian development.53

Having challenged the ideology of progress and protectionism in the s,
Slonimskii now began to deconstruct Marxism. His principal criticism of
Capital was that it focused narrowly on industry at the expense of “the pri-
mary importance of land ownership and agriculture”—crucial issues even
in highly industrialized countries. Furthermore, Slonimskii argued, capital
per se was an essential element of exchange economies and had “nothing
in common with capitalism.” Alienation from the means of production was
also hardly a novel phenomenon, he maintained.54 Russian followers of Marx
blindly focused on the primacy of industrial issues and treated his “hypo-
theses as truths and examples as proofs,” which bred scholastic debates about
vocabulary while the useful economic research that rational materialism
should have encouraged on all levels was proceeding only on the zemstvo
level through its statistical committees.55

In , Slonimskii argued that Marx’s “commodity fetishism”—“consum -
erism” in modern terms—obscured the true economic forces behind social
inequalities.56 The “capitalist system” was no system at all, Slonimskii argued,
and joined the growing ranks of Marx’s critics such as Albert Shäffle, Karl
Knies, Adolph Wagner, and Eugen von Böhm-Bawerk.57 Slonimskii echoed
what Mikhailovskii had written about Marxism in :
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The very foundations of economic materialism, repeated as axioms innumer-
able times, still remain unconnected among themselves and untested by facts,
which deserve attention, particularly in a theory that relies upon material and
tangible facts and arrogates to itself the title of being particularly “scientific.”58

This was very different from Georgii Plekhanov’s argument that Marx’s
scientific generalizations were rigorously logical and open to empirical veri-
fication. Plekhanov, sometimes called the father of Russian Marxism, had
argued that Darwin and Marx made complementary contributions to ren-
dering the philosophy of history inseparable from science.59 The connec-
tion between Darwinism and Marxism was not lost on Slonimskii either,
but he viewed Marxism as a variation of Victorian anthropology, which
assumed convergent, not pluralistic, development. Like the Populists, Slon -
imskii directed his most severe criticism at Marx’s philosophy of history.
Unlike the Populists, however, he did not believe that Marx’s analysis of
western European economic processes was basically sound and valuable.60

Behind the debate about Russia’s economic development lay the funda-
mental question about the state’s relationship to its subjects. Writing about
the political side of this rapport was taboo, but the economic repercussions
of a state-enforced modernization that affected the lives of millions begged
questions regarding the state’s responsibilities and the population’s loyalties.
The Herald’s most original contribution to Russian liberalism came in the
form of its evaluation of the Witte System that the Marxist-Populist debate
encouraged. Just like Witte, Slonimskii argued, the Marxists also underesti-
mated modernization’s social price. The “social question does not fit into the
economic value question,” he wrote.61

Russia’s First Marxist Ministry

Slonimskii interrupted his examination of Russian Marxism in May  to
explore Witte’s monetary reforms and the transition to the gold standard,
which allowed him to apply his economic acumen to concrete problems. In
the process, he confirmed his suspicion that Russian Marxism had become
an apologia for forced economic modernization as the Finance Ministry
implemented what Slonimskii defined as a Marxist program.

The Finance Ministry’s policies had been paving the way since the s
for pegging the paper ruble to the value of gold. When Witte began to pro-
mote the gold standard in the spring of , he faced a storm of criticism
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from the press. Brochures predicted that the gold standard would “encour-
age betting on the stock market and pernicious speculative tendencies among
the public” and “benefit the stock markets and our enemies.”62 Slavophile
and Populist voices warned of an “invasion of foreigner entrepreneurs who
will buy up all of Russia.”63 Saint Petersburg University financial law profes-
sor L. V. Kholodkovskii gave a speech before the Imperial Free Economic
Society in which he warned that gold would leak out of Russia to the last
ounce.64

Witte spent the winter of  and the spring of  proving to the State
Council, its various subcommittees, and the public that the financial reform
would not only benefit industry, but also have no negative impact on every-
day consumers and the peasantry. In the State Council, he came up against
members of the gentry who believed that the depreciated paper ruble worked
to their advantage.65 The liberal dailies supported the reform. Only Suvorin’s
New Time published articles both for and against the gold standard.

Slonimskii turned to western European examples and found that France,
Germany, and the United Kingdom kept silver reserves along with gold ones
even though as highly industrialized nations they could afford a monometal-
lic gold-based currency. In Russia, gold coins were too valuable for everyday
rural exchange and the precious metal had a tendency to increase in price.
Slonimskii maintained that only “large-scale industry, bankers, and Russian
Marxists” supported Witte’s reform.66 The crux of Slonimskii’s suggestion
was that any financial reform had to benefit the lowest and the most popu-
lous social groups and to this end he called for a silver-pegged currency to be
disseminated widely among the peasantry. Indeed, as foreign experience had
demonstrated, monetary reform was too important to be left to the Finance
Ministry since the Russian peasantry would eventually have to pay higher
taxes to compensate for the flight of gold reserves.

Slonimskii recognized the shared urgency with which the Finance Min-
istry and the Marxists wanted to overcome socio-economic backwardness.
However, when he examined the enterprises that Witte’s protective tariffs
encouraged he noticed something peculiar—the most lucrative ones belonged
to foreigners who also ran them. The Russian “bourgeoisie” had “no faith in
tomorrow,” no trust in “legally defined rights,” and “lacked access to knowl-
edge and enlightenment.”67

Slonimskii’s central argument was that that modernization from above
could only produce surface gloss. Like a parasite, the Russian bourgeoisie
was feeding off economic development, but was not contributing to it. The
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Russian Marxists were underestimating the cultural components that were
necessary for socially stable capitalist development. The Herald group, on
the other hand, believed that the rural population had to participate in mod-
ernization in order for it to produce long-term economic and cultural bene-
fits. Blind economic forces could not produce all this and there had to be a
conscious agency balancing development, Slonimskii argued. His suspicion
of the bourgeoisie’s guiding role was confirmed when in  a Finance Min-
istry statistical study defined the “middle estate” as persons making no less
than five thousand rubles a year and found that only , men fit this
category.68 In an empire of  million people, the financially defined “bour-
geoisie” thus constituted approximately . percent of the population. This
was clearly not the force behind a socially responsible transition to enlight-
ened capitalism.

Industrial apologists, such as Tugan-Baranovskii, pretended to stand above
ideological constraints, but in doing so reminded Slonimskii of Monsieur
Jourdain from Molière’s Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme, “who spoke prose with-
out knowing it.” Slonimskii constructed his review of The Russian Factory in
the Past and Present around debunking Tugan-Baranovskii’s central Marxist
thesis that existence determined consciousness. The author’s thesis that class-
based antagonism determined reform priorities was simply inapplicable to
contemporary Russia—the bourgeoisie was hardly absorbing the cultural les-
sons of Western capitalism. Slonimskii concluded that Tugan-Baranovskii’s
book contained many interesting facts about Russia’s factories but succumbed
to industrialist ideology masked as Marxism.69

Meanwhile, the poor harvest in the central provinces in  and the con-
sequent malnutrition and cholera outbreaks reinvigorated calls for agricul-
tural reforms in the second half of . The News proposed an income tax,
which the Herald had consistently supported since the s.70 The News also
turned against defenders of the commune, preferring to see it as a “health-
ily flexible” institution capable of adapting to circumstances, which echoed
Slonimskii’s view.71 The Russian News also called for the elimination of in-
direct taxes, the brunt of which fell upon the peasantry, and supported the
income tax.72 New Time was the most outspoken on the peasantry’s plight,
which the paper considered the most important economic issue: “The gentry
has received new privileges, but nothing has been done for the peasants.”73

Although industry was progressing, “almost everything was created by hands
involved in agriculture.”74 The Stock Exchange News (Birzhevye vedomosti,
–, –) called for a complete “reorganization of rural life
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into a capitalist mode, against the commune, and for introducing Russian
agriculture to western European know-how.”75

By , the variety of proposals for agricultural reforms in the press made
the Marxist-Populist debate appear ideological and reductionist and demon-
strated that the real intellectual fault lines in the s concerned the politics
behind the state’s agricultural policies. The papers agreed on one thing, how-
ever. With remarkable unanimity, they wrote off the landed gentry not only
as an economic force, but also as an estate. Preserving the gentry was no
longer an issue because a new money-based elite was emerging in Russia.

The failed harvest of  also made Witte realize that he could no longer
ignore the interests of the countryside. He came to believe, however, that
the main culprit of Russia’s agricultural woes was neither land hunger, nor
the tax burden, but the peasant’s legal status—an argument that Slonimskii
had been developing for a decade and a half. Witte also came to believe that
this legal muddle retarded the development of capitalism. For example, peas-
ant rights to their allotments were different from their rights of possession
over their private property, which led to a form of legal schizophrenia. Iron-
ically, Witte borrowed the idea of turning “a peasant from a half-man into a
man” from Pobedonostsev.76 In a letter to Nicholas II in October , Witte
argued that the peasantry in its current state could not act as a support for
the autocracy and that the peasants’ legal disorder was the “joy of all outspo-
ken and hidden” enemies of the state.77 As a result, Witte’s peasant reform
emphasized the estate’s legal status and education—exactly what the Herald
had championed. Although he demonstrated a learning curve throughout the
s, industrial development and financial reform nevertheless remained
central in the finance minister’s development agenda.

When Slonimskii turned his attention to the state of Russia’s economy in
the wake of peasant uprisings during , he described it with unusual pes-
simism. Wherever Slonimskii turned, he saw “rapacity and speculation, bar-
barity, intellectual darkness” while a national education system still “remained
a question.” The achievements of which Witte’s ministry boasted in its
annual reports did not grow naturally out of the rural population’s develop-
ment, Slonimskii argued. Meanwhile, “optimists of a new type,” meaning
Marxists such as Mikhail Tugan-Baranovskii and Sergei Bulgakov, consoled
“themselves with the thought that out of a national disaster new and more
perfected forms of life will arise.” Russia was becoming an exporter of natu-
ral resources and her “role on the world market could not be considered
respectable.”78 The tone of Slonimskii’s articles reflected the bitter realization
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that Russian Populism had become distracted from the peasantry’s real prob-
lems as it debated abstract problems with the Marxists and even began to
mirror their views.

Slonimskii’s articles dealing with Marxism in the mid-s may con-
fuse the modern reader because instead of dealing with Marxists per se, they
actually targeted Nikolai Mikhailovskii, Nikolai Danielson, and Vasilii Vor -
ontsov, whose Populist theories Pypin was examining concurrently. Slonim-
skii approached Russian Marxism through the prism of Populism, but unlike
Pypin, who tried to trace Populism’s intellectual pedigree, Slonimskii saw it
as a pure reaction to Marxism, which treated capitalism and the peasant
economy as mutually exclusive economic processes.79 So powerful had been
Capital’s influence on the Populists that Slonimskii actually referred to them
as Marxists. In fact, by the mid-s, publishing Marxist articles became so
profitable that even contributors to the Populist periodical Russian Wealth
began declaring their support for Marxism.80 “The defenders of Russia’s
self-sufficiency stand firmly on the foundation of Marx’s teachings, but deny
only the applicability of his philosophic and historical formula to our condi-
tions,” Slonimskii wrote, adding humorously that “capitalist enterprises such
as printing houses” were already producing Populist literature ruminating
“about when capitalism would finally establish itself in Russia.”81

Slonimskii disagreed with Danielson’s claim that the Emancipation Man-
ifesto became a socio-economic divide that brought capitalism to Russia and
allowed it to take over the instrument of the state, ushering in “the beginning
of the end.”82 Slonimskii’s counterargument resembled Tugan-Baranovskii’s
ideas about the relationship between cottage crafts and factory production:83

Industrial production per se is not antagonistic to peasant agriculture; on the
contrary, directly and indirectly it produces an increase in agricultural activity,
facilitates the transition to more intensive systems of production and offers var-
ious side-earnings to peasants and rural communities. The antagonism arises
only when one-sided policies favor large industrial enterprises, which acquire
a predatory, speculative nature as a result; therefore, the key issue is the state’s
economic policy and the level of its accommodation of popular interests. Leg-
islative acts cannot eliminate the capitalist principle, but the conditions and
methods of its manifestation depend on legislation and state power.84

Vasilii Vorontsov, for whose statistical research Slonimskii had great re -
spect, had also assumed the validity of Marx’s arguments in Fates of Capitalism
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in Russia (). This “Populist-Marxist” text, according to Slonimskii,
“pushed all of our economic writing into a doctrinal struggle with phan-
toms” as well as “improvable and unfounded assumptions.”85 Vor ontsov’s
call to reorganize industry along communal principles was utopian. Instead,
Slonimskii argued, the working class in any nation would achieve real results
only by having its enlightened members negotiate better labor conditions.
Instead, by the s, Slonimskii argued, Populism had lost touch with Rus-
sian reality by trapping itself in the “vicious circle” of an ideological struggle
against Marxism.

Slonimskii concluded his battle against the last glimmers of Populism by
addressing the publication in  of a collection of essays in honor of Niko-
lai Mikhailovskii and a separate brochure critical of his social theories by
Nikolai Berdiaev.86 Slonimskii drew a parallel between the Russian intelli-
gentsia’s obsession with Hegel in the beginning of the nineteenth century,
Darwin and Spencer during its middle, and Marx towards its end. “The Pop-
ulists were solving the world’s social problems by referring to Marx and
Engels, correcting Spencer’s sociology, and arguing about subjective ideals
and the struggle for an integrated individuality,” Slonimskii complained.87

Meanwhile, Russian liberalism addressed the practical concerns of the time.
Slonimskii thus reiterated his argument that the source of rural problems

was not capitalism per se but the Finance Ministry’s failure to anticipate the
impact of its policies on the village. Once again, the Herald demonstrated its
non-bourgeois loyalties and showed itself as the champion of the peasantry
ready to engage the state on the issue of real economic reforms. Slonimskii’s
articles also supported Aleksandr Pypin’s claim that Herald liberalism was
mature Populism, while contemporary Populists overlooked the peasantry’s
interests because they were too busy sparring with Marxist abstractions.

The Real Debate of the s:
Modernization and the Zemstvo

The central debate during the s centered on the zemstvo’s role as an ad -
ministrative tool. As a result, it became a battleground of very powerful and
uncompromising interests. The central issue was no longer whether local
self-government was viable, but whose purpose it served. For the liberals,
the zemstvo was an alternative source of civic and economic education. This
was not how the Finance Ministry saw things, however. Witte’s attempts to
simultaneously strong-arm and appease local self-government became an
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integral subplot in the debate about Russian modernization. For Witte, local
self-government was inconvenient because of its opposition to the Finance
Ministry’s plans. He viewed the zemstvos as executive tools and expected
the Finance Ministry to delegate and revoke whatever powers local officials
exercised.88

Witte’s views were on a collision course with Arsen’ev’s argument that
smaller, all-estate cantons could make the local administrative structure more
organic by absorbing the peasants into it en masse. Slonimskii made a paral-
lel argument that endowing them with clear property rights would guarantee
the social stability of this lowest administrative rung by “democratizing” it
economically.89 The problem was that by the s, the zemstvo had become
the nobility’s last stronghold, which explains why Witte was initially dis-
trustful of local self-government.90 Witte wrote that his attempts to curb the
nobility’s privileges and the strength of communal land ownership “aroused
against me all those nobles who hold to the principle that the Russian Empire
exists in order to feed them.”91

The beginning of Witte’s service as finance minister coincided with an
increase in public works projects, many of which were holdovers from the
famine. Throughout his tenure, he tried his best to channel as many funds as
possible into state coffers and to limit expenditure on items not contributing
directly to industry. The zemstvos were already in debt to the state after the
famine and Witte placed a tight rein on further treasury subsidies for pub-
lic projects. In , the Finance Ministry sent provincial officials to super-
vise zemstvo tax assessments. A law passed in  ordered the zemstvos to
deposit most of the funds not used for operating expenses into the imperial
treasury. In , the Finance Ministry drafted Russia’s earliest progressive
tax reform, which proposed to free all rural dwellers from industrial taxes,
thereby depriving the zemstvo of its claims on the handicraft taxes of peas-
ants hiring no outside labor.92

Witte articulated his views on the agrarian problem in his  “Report on
State Revenues and Expenditures.” That poor harvests did not produce such
disastrous results in any other European country, Witte argued, demon-
strated that the Russian peasantry had not developed an economy that could
overcome low yields. Witte said nothing about the tax burden, but pointed
once again to the peasantry’s vague legal status.93 He specifically targeted
such institutions as corporal punishment, incarceration as a component of
tax-collection, and outdated self-government and court institutions.94 Exactly
what he meant by the latter he did not specify. By the turn of the century,
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Witte had developed a broad agricultural reform program based on six
points: () a gradual reform of communal landholding; () the elimination of
collective financial responsibility; () the abolition of corporal punishment;
() limitations of land captains’ powers; () the elimination of the peasantry’s
legal isolation; and () a reorganization of peasant self-government, courts,
and the codification of local laws. Except for the conspicuous absence of an
educational component, which was beyond the Finance Ministry’s compe-
tence anyway, the finance minister’s program was, point for point, the one
that the Herald group had pursued all along. The views of Russia’s progres-
sive bureaucrats and liberals were converging under the pressure of eco-
nomic necessity, but the methods of implementation differed radically. Witte
envisioned his ministry as the engine of reform, while the Herald group
believed that the initiative should belong to the zemstvos.

In , Witte published Autocracy and the Zemstvo, in which he argued
that the principle of local self-government contradicted the monarchical
principle. He vigorously denounced the zemstvo for its costliness and fiscal
irresponsibility. He also prevailed on Nicholas II to replace interior minister
Ivan Goremykin with deputy finance minister Dmitrii Sipiagin, which allowed
the two ministries to “settle in an alliance that seemed to zemstvo leaders to
mark the beginning of a conspiracy against them.” In June , Witte and
Sipiagin produced laws placing a  percent per annum limit on the increase
of zemstvo budgets and removing the zemstvo from the organization of food
relief for which Arsen’ev had argued since .95

Witte clearly understood the authority with which the right to tax and
spend empowered the zemstvo. In the s, the most heated conflicts be -
tween central and local administrations concerned taxation and, in particu-
lar, the right to raise income to provide for education and health care.96 In
Arsen’ev’s scheme, the state and the zemstvos would cooperate in develop-
ing projects. In reality, the Finance Ministry’s financial interests ran against
those of the zemstvos as Witte rushed to industrialize the country.

Meanwhile, Russia’s conservative press identified the zemstvo as the cause
of modernization’s ills in the late s. The Moscow News and the Citi-
zen mounted a relentless crusade against local self-government and blamed
all social ills on the “nomadic intelligentsia of petty administrators.” They
argued that no ministry could supersede “independent social life in the coun-
try,” by which Slonimskii took them to mean not the zemstvos, of course,
but the combination of the gentry, the governors with their bureaucracies,
and the land captains. In response, Slonimskii upheld the liberal formula of
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“self-government, glasnost, and public control.” Since the last two remained
unfulfilled in Russia, he praised the zemstvos for absorbing the country’s
brightest minds from the universities and hiring talented scientists, statisti-
cians, and writers.97 Slonimskii thus articulated an ideal socio-administrative
amalgam for successful modernization—while self-government encouraged
all socio-economic classes to formulate local needs, a responsive and enlight-
ened central administration, aware of foreign economic developments and
intellectual trends, would direct modernization with constant reference to its
effects on the ground. It was a respectable dream.

By , the effects of the general European economic recession finally
reached Russia and the conservative Moscow News and the Citizen turned
against both the liberals and Witte. In a rare show of support for the enlight-
ened bureaucracy, Slonimskii addressed a series of articles by writer Dmitrii
Tsertelev in the Moscow News that blamed the “nomadic petty bureaucratic
intelligentsia” for severing the ties between the people and the tsar.98 In an
editorial article, the Citizen also blamed “the ministries” for stamping out
the last vestiges of independent activity within the empire and concluded
that the zemstvos and juries should be abolished, while governors aided
exclusively by the land captains should take over all local affairs. The conser-
vatives even accused the landed gentry of collaborating with the bureaucrats
by participating in local self-government.99

Slonimskii defended Russia’s “newest” bureaucracy by arguing that each
year the ministries “absorbed the best intelligent minds,” while the majority
of university graduates joined state chanceries. Every ministry, especially
Finance and Agriculture, boasted many honest, bright, experienced, and tal-
ented writers and thinkers who made priceless contributions to their sub-
jects and disseminated crucial practical knowledge among the public.100 It
was best to leave agricultural development policy in their care (as opposed
to the gentry), the countryside to the zemstvos, and justice to the juries,
Slonimskii concluded.

The trickle of economic coverage from the dailies indicated that despite its
economic achievements, Russia remained a traditional autocracy whose poli-
 cies were factors of court preferences. As Witte went on the defensive during
the recession, support for him in the media declined. The Stock Exchange
News all but stopped covering economic issues in  and redirected its
attention to education and foreign affairs.101 The Russian News concentrated
its attention on the industrial crisis and identified two explanations for it: the
influx of foreign capital and the peasantry’s weak purchasing power.102 The
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paper maintained that Russia’s agriculture should depend on private, small-
scale rural production units in the form of the commune, which the paper
now argued was worth preserving.103

In , New Time declared that “free labor” was now the central eco-
nomic issue “because the Russian people feels itself constrained by rusted
fetters on the international market and even at home.” “Give it this freedom,”
the paper demanded, while admitting that agriculture was in a poor state
although the economy was essentially healthy.104 By , Suvorin’s daily
gave up on attempts to influence the Finance Ministry’s industrialization
and financial policies and proposed “raising [the interests of] agriculture
above industry.”105 A debate about the role of the commune took place on the
pages of the News between those who considered it a drag on the peasant
economy and those who saw its positive socio-economic functions.106 Former
Herald staff member Leonid Polonskii, now with the Saint Petersburg News,
attempted to moderate by arguing that the peasants would choose their own
socio-economic institutions.107

By , the poor harvests of  and  and the peasant disturbances
that followed them once again forced the state to consider agricultural re -
forms. However, it went about it in the typical way by setting up two inde-
pendent bodies—the Special Committee on the Needs of Agriculture under
Witte and the Editing Commission on the Question of Peasant Jurisdiction
under interior minister Dmitrii Sipiagin. The commissions worked inde-
pendently of each other and could not escape the ideological predilections of
their parent ministries. In , interior minister Ivan Durnovo had orga-
nized it so that peasant reform was de facto within the Interior Ministry’s
purview, which complicated Witte’s ability to direct the successful agricul-
tural reform that he needed to salvage his career.

In January , Witte submitted a proposal to set up a joint committee
to discuss reforms. All state ministries connected to agriculture, including
Finance, Interior, State Property, Agriculture, and others, would be repre-
sented. Witte admitted in this report that the peasantry’s conditions of life
“improved disproportionately” with the “the development of state needs”
and that “the Russian people’s material and spiritual well being depended
on the state of agriculture.”108 Nicholas approved the creation of the Special
Committee on the Needs of Agriculture under Witte and promised to en -
dorse its decisions personally.109 Although Witte tried to convince Nicholas
to take personal charge of discussing legal reform, as Alexander II had, the
tsar refused.110
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The press welcomed the formation of Witte’s Special Committee on the
Needs of Agriculture. Suvorin’s New Time called the committee’s formation
“a decisive step towards helping agriculture.”111 When New Time closely
monitored its proceedings and suggested that the committee consider the
landed gentry’s problems only within the broader context of agricultural
reform. “Everything that was done for the landowner should also be done for
the peasant,” it demanded.112 State Bank director and long-time contributor
to the Herald A. P. Nikol’skii argued for the abolition of the commune, the
extension of universal civil and criminal rights to the peasantry, and peasant
self-government.113 The Russian News also welcomed the Special Committee,
but wrote that only glasnost and cooperation with “local forces” would guar-
antee its success.114 In a timely volume, Arsen’ev argued in his introduction
to The Small Zemstvo Unit ()—a collection of essays that argued for
the extension of local self-government rights—that the government should
“extend and deepen its connection” with the rural population before under-
taking any reforms. “This is such a simple truth that one feels it before one
understands it,” Arsen’ev pleaded.115

It seemed that state-zemstvo cooperation had become possible when
eighty-two provincial and  district and local committees were established
to report on regional agricultural needs. However, the ministers excluded the
zemstvos from the committees’ inquiries into agrarian problems. The assas-
sination of Dmitrii Sipiagin on April , , resulted in Viacheslav Pleve
becoming interior minister, which boded ill for Witte’s agricultural reform
plans. Had Witte co-opted the zemstvos into his reform plans earlier, their
support could have ensured continuity despite the change of ministers. Sen-
ator and State Council member Fyodor Terner, who contributed articles on
state agrarian policies to the Herald, wrote in his memoirs that “the Witte
committee collected a mass of priceless material regarding the situation of
the peasantry and worked out some problems, but only a few of these were
seen through to their conclusion.”116

As a result, in  the Russian liberals’ attention began to shift from the
zemstvos to forming alternative organizations with broader programs beyond
local self-government.117 The proportion of constitutionalists in the Beseda
circle, the unofficial meetings of liberals and constitutionalists, grew rapidly
at this time. The pressure of the mounting social crisis, government disinter-
est in public opinion, and bureaucratic incompetence mobilized the men of
the s into political opposition, abandoning the gospel of small deeds and
the path of strict legality. Beseda facilitated political communication within
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zemstvo ranks and between zemstvo men and the intelligentsia, which led to
the creation of the Union of Liberation, the Union of Zemstvo Constitution-
alists, and eventually the Constitutional Democratic Party. Beseda was the
group in which a number of prominent zemstvo men took their first steps
outside the zemstvo institutions in seeking the realization of their politi-
cal goals.118 Witte was in a bind. By excluding zemstvo representatives from
direct participation in the committees and appealing directly to the peas-
antry’s interests, he eliminated the local self-government obstacle, but the
payoff was the creation of a liberal backlash that pointed toward .

Witte and the Liberals

While submitting the  budget to the State Council, Witte admitted that
in  rural taxation “had reached its extreme limit” and that increasing it
further would have deleterious effects on the economy.119 This realization
came too late, however, when in August  Tsar Nicholas dismissed Witte
by appointing him chairman of the Council of Ministers. In his new post,
Witte had very little influence over state policy, which was precisely Nicholas’s
intention.

Witte’s dismissal elicited a mixed response in the press. The Stock Exchange
News bemoaned his departure, not least because Witte had left Russia’s rural
problems unresolved.120 Suvorin’s New Time echoed this concern and criti-
cized Witte for “over-developing the state sector.”121 The News wrote, “It is
hard to imagine something greater, brighter, more vibrant, than the eleven
years during which Sergei Iul’evich Witte directed our Finance Ministry.”122

Nevertheless, the paper considered protectionism the leading cause of the
economic crisis that began in .123 The Russian News supported Witte’s
policies and argued that his failures were not entirely his fault and that
“changes were necessary.”124 A month later, the Russian News published a
series of articles condemning the “Witte System” as a whole.125

Arsen’ev argued that Witte’s tenure crowned the twenty-year process of
“the return of government,” which the Great Reforms had temporarily inter-
rupted. The Finance Ministry, he argued, had spearheaded an administrative
crusade with Witte at its helm. Government superseded self-government and
Witte never camouflaged his distrust of the zemstvo. In , his interfer-
ence prevented the expansion of self-government institutions to the empire’s
western provinces. The top-down approach that produced greater profits for
railroads, argued Arsen’ev, was unacceptable when it came to governing a
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country. The zemstvos made possible the network of peasant schools and
recruited an “army of doctors” that had brought modern medicine to the
rural areas. They produced valuable statistical analysis “based on personal
observation” that penetrated into “the depths of local life.” Unfortunately,
Witte’s tenure dismissed and sometimes even undermined these achieve-
ments. Nevertheless, Arsen’ev praised Witte’s Committee on the Needs of
Agriculture and its attention to the peasants’ legal status and spoke highly
of Witte’s educational legacy, although he almost completely ignored rural
schools in favor of middle and higher education.126

In the same issue of the journal, Arsen’ev praised Witte’s specialized educa-
tion in contrast to the “numbing ultra-classicism” that had become a politi-
cal weapon in the s. After Witte’s dismissal a rumor swept through Saint
Petersburg that the Education Ministry would take over all the higher educa-
tion institutions. By preventing competition between schools, Arsen’ev argued,
this would stifle innovation, discourage educational experiments, and stunt
the culture of knowledge in Russia. Only decentralized education wherein
ministries ran their own network of institutions allowed specialization and
competition for students, and Witte had contributed to this phenomenon.127

Slonimskii evaluated Witte’s legacy in early  by reviewing statistics.128

It is rare that a man can paint a picture with numbers, but Slonimskii’s gift
for language enabled him to produce a very bleak canvas of rural conditions.
Between  and , the exchequer annually exceeded its collections by
. million rubles above its  estimates. Instead of coming from the ris-
ing productivity of Russia’s economy, however, the profit came at the peas-
antry’s expense. Indirect taxes increased from three rubles per capita in the
s to five rubles in , so the price of goods such as kerosene, sugar,
tea, coffee, rice, herring, and vodka rose while the price of agricultural com-
modities fell. Protectionism was behind this artificial imbalance.129 Slonim-
skii agreed with the prevailing view among zemstvo representatives that the
center was taking too much from the provinces and leaving little to invest
in basic and professional education. A survey of local demands narrowed
them down to three principle issues: () ending industrial protectionism, ()
easing the tax burden, and () implementing the income tax. “Agriculture,”
Slonimskii concluded, “demanded not privileges, but equal treatment.”130

Overall, Slonimskii was skeptical of bureaucratic reform plans that identified
isolated factors as kernels of the agricultural crisis and he reiterated his belief
that the first step in the variegated process of reform was the elimination of
the peasantry’s “special status.”131 His view coincided with Witte’s.
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Witte summarized his conclusions on the agrarian question in his famous
Memorandum on Peasant Affairs, which the Herald of Finances published in
. Witte agreed with the conclusion of the local committees that the rural
economy would improve once legal reforms “encouraged the development
of economic entrepreneurship and initiative,” while “technical and economic”
measures would have an “insignificant” impact on the rural economy.132

Witte suggested reorganizing rural self-government along an all-estate struc-
ture. While village communities would decide on questions of communally
held land, all-estate cantons would oversee everything else and cooperate
with the zemstvo by acting as its local extensions (albeit under the supervi-
sion of the land captains). The peasant canton court would become the basic
all-estate link in the legal structure.

Although there is no direct proof that Witte read the Herald, his memoirs
prove that he knew Arsen’ev personally.133 Directed by necessity, Witte’s
solution to Russia’s agricultural problems was tactical and only satisfied
Slonimskii’s side of the Herald program. The zemstvo issue, Arsen’ev’s side,
remained an unbridgeable gulf and Stolypin would continue in the Witte
tradition and implement his reforms from the top down. The Herald pro-
gram remained unfulfilled as a whole. The state’s conduct continued to
demonstrate a deep suspicion of the rural masses, and this distrust echoed
the Populist conviction that the peasants were unable to help themselves.
The Herald group, however, believed that the peasantry was capable of artic-
ulating its interests if only given the chance through all-estate cantons and
greater state-zemstvo cooperation.

Modernization and the Individual

Parallel to his examination of Finance Ministry policies and local participa-
tion in modernization, in the late s, Slonimskii also began to question
the validity of associating capitalism exclusively with the “West.” He worked
out a development program at the center of which stood neither Homo eco-
nomi cus, nor the peasant commune, but the individual—a crucial modern
concept that the Witte System neglected. Exploring how the individual nego-
tiated with a modernizing state in the absence of political institutions be-
came the unique contribution that the Herald group made to the Russian
liberal tradition. The Herald approached the individual externally, through
local self-government rights that protected the individual’s socio-economic
interests from the encroachments of Russia’s modernization project, of which
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the Witte System marked the apex. In the process, the Herald defined a per-
sonal sphere of local socio-economic activity that gave the individual room
for self-definition.

Even though by the early twentieth century, Russian Marxists began to
rethink their tenets by contextualizing them historically and geographically,
but Slonimskii argued that even such works as Tugan-Baranovskii’s Sketches
of the Newest History of Political Economy () did not produce a suffi-
ciently practical result. In his pioneering revisionist work, Tugan-Baranovskii
began by explaining that the economic situation of the s had led Marx
to assume that the impoverishment of the working class would increase until
a breaking point, but the nineteenth century had proven him wrong. The
trade-unionist movements proved as valuable for the cause of the working
classes as socialist participation in legislatures and cabinets. Marx’s great-
est contribution to economic theory, Tugan-Baranovskii maintained, was to
explain the concentration of production under capitalism and the social and
political effects this would have. However, Marxist theory did not explain
agricultural production trends and even in relation to industry, it explained
only specific periods in specific places.134

Slonimskii, however, criticized Tugan-Baranovskii for reevaluating too
little in his revisionism—political economy had to go further, abandon its
industrial focus, and look beyond “theories of exchange.” “The foundations
of national economies have little to do with commodity trade,” Slonimskii
argued, “but lie much deeper; they depend first of all on agricultural rela-
tions, which determine a country’s economic life and give the national econ-
omy a general tone regardless of the industrial system.”135 Were Russian
economists to explore rural problems, they would be justified in creating “a
special path” of economic research. It was no longer a question of “rework-
ing, cleaning, and transforming” Marxism, as Tugan-Baranovskii had argued
in his preface.136 Slonimskii argued instead that economic theorists would do
better to start with “the groundwork of economic life—the foundations of
the agricultural economy and landownership relations.”137

A month after Witte’s dismissal from the Finance Ministry, Leonid Slon -
imskii used the publication of Problems of Idealism as an occasion to evalu-
ate his country’s economic achievements and Russian Marxism as a whole.
He wrote the book off as pointless idealistic musings that completely ignored
the economic injustices, judicial abuses, and administrative arbitrariness that
took place in the real world. “The lyrical excesses of idealism are as ground-
less as the sorry theoretical attempts of Marxism,” he wrote. He saw the flight
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to metaphysics as a natural consequence of Marxist idealism, which had lit-
tle to do with positivist sensibilities, let alone materialism. Finance ministers
Reitern and Bunge had already made capitalist development the official state
doctrine and Vyshnegradskii had already crowned the process before the
Russian Marxists even appeared on the scene in the s to “prove that cap-
italism was a reality.” Slonimskii maintained that Russian Marxism was a form
of idealistic apologetics and a Panglossian illusion—a form of metaphysical
idealistic indifference.138 He failed to recognize that, like the Herald liberals
themselves, the contributors to Problems of Idealism were also attempting to
re-articulate the individual freedom and intellectual independence of a flour-
ishing civil society with no political outlets.

Capitalism per se was not the central concern for the Herald liberals. They
focused instead on the Finance Ministry’s development policies. Slonimskii
evaluated the Witte System not from the central point of view, but from the
local level. The increasing “centralization of revenue,” he argued, has left “the
province less civilized and poorer.” The local agricultural committees that
Witte had created to collect information under the auspices of the Commit-
tee on the Needs of Agriculture asked for no special privileges, Slonimskii
argued. They demanded from the center no more than equal treatment in
economic terms—less preference for industry, lower taxes on the peasantry,
and a gradual implementation of an income tax. They demanded the cre-
ation of smaller local self-government units and “the abolition or limitation
of the functions” of the land captains. They demanded that the state grant full
civil rights to the peasants who could still be incarcerated for non-fulfillment
of labor agreements, criminally prosecuted for profligacy and drunkenness,
held in jail on a bread-and-water diet, and corporally punished. Last, but not
least, the committees demanded a broader and more inclusive basic educa-
tion system. In order to galvanize the local initiative and participation nec-
essary for these changes, the state should “open the valves that are repressing
local social forces” and the Russian “provinces will become transformed
within one generation.”139 These words articulately summed up the crux of
the journal’s economic program.

Leonid Slonimskii’s examination of Marxism restated and supplemented
what Konstantin Arsen’ev and Aleksandr Pypin had also argued on the pages
of the Herald. Legal reform was absolutely necessary, but insufficient by
itself. Socially stable and economically successful modernization would pro-
duce long-term results only if the state extended the rights and responsibili-
ties of local self-government and made the Russian population a participant
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in modernization, not a subject of economic experiments. Ideological justifi-
cations for reform—be they Populist, Marxist, or other—had little to do with
reality regardless of the objectivity to which their proponents laid claim. The
social stability that would come with popular participation would compen-
sate for the slower pace of economic development, but would make it less
likely that social backlashes would reverse it or that revolutions would erupt
in its wake.

Theory and Practice:
Mikhail Stasiulevich’s Public Service

The Marxist-Populist debate unfolded at the dawn of the Silver Age of Rus-
sian culture, which witnessed a proliferation of intellectual and religious quests
for social justice. Among the kaleidoscopic variety of alternatives, Mikhail
Stasiulevich chose public service through local self-government and engage-
ment in civil society to improve public well-being and the lot of the average
citizen. Stasiulevich remained level-headed, rational, and cool during this
turbulent period when many Russian intellectuals passionately espoused
Marxism one day, neo-Kantianism the next, and Christian mysticism the
week after. Perhaps the predictable frequency of his trips to the censorship
bureau in Theater Square contributed to his self-discipline and consistency.
Perhaps the responsibility of running a successful publishing business in
an unpredictable environment and a precarious market demanded Job-like
patience and superb diplomatic skills. Whatever it was, Stasiulevich never
saw profits and commerce as ends in themselves. Even Plekhanov wrote of
him: “Stasiulevich deserves great respect as an honest, unselfish, staunch,
and productive person. But the convictions of this honest, unselfish, and pro-
ductive person bear upon them the imprint characteristic of abstract Russian
liberalism, which, according to its very nature, is condemned to complete
debility.”140 Plekhanov severely misjudged Stasiulevich and Herald liberalism
as a whole.

Much like Pypin’s, Stasiulevich’s life also became a testament to what a
Russian liberal could do for his country. From , Stasiulevich was a mem-
ber of the Petersburg City Duma, which elected him deputy chairman in
, although the interior minister prevented the appointment. In the same
year, Stasiulevich became the executive head of the city’s water supply com-
mission and spearheaded the campaign to install water filters. After the water
supply authorities took the case to court, the city won. Although childless,
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Stasiulevich dedicated himself to the cause of education in Saint Petersburg.
From , he was a member of the city educational commission and be -
came its chairman in . At the time, Petersburg had  gymnasia, 
of them for women, but by  there were . Sunday schools increased
from  to  on Stasiulevich’s watch. He explained his dedication in rather
interesting terms in a speech given before the city gymnasia commission on
November , :

Our educated society is on a par with those of European countries, but beneath
the great writers, scientists, and artists, there is an immense chasm. In the West,
enlightenment rests on a broad foundation of national education, while in our
country it represents an oasis in an enormous desert of national ignorance—a
bright spot upon a dark background. It is customary to measure material and
physical conditions based on the mortality rate. If it rises above thirty per thou-
sand, even the healthy become endangered. If, on the contrary, it decreases
below twenty per thousand, then even the sick can find support. The same can
be said about education: where the percentage of illiteracy rises above a certain
level, intellectual death strikes at a young age. [ . . . ] We are only a hair above
countries that we consider uncultured when it comes to national education. In
Russia, the question of national education is gaining ground and may have
already become preeminent.141

Even after he resigned in  as chairman of the city education commis-
sion due to disagreements with the City Duma chairman, he remained an
active member of that body. He was also a member of the Duma’s executive
commission and a representative of the City Duma in the zemstvo of Peters-
burg province. Between  and , Stasiulevich served as an honorary
justice of the peace. He passionately championed civic participation and
believed that every elected member of a local organization must face “the
judgment of his peers if he has been called by them to fulfill a social function
for the city.” He was a member of a commission that allocated stipends to
students and supported orphans (–); chairman and then member
of the Financial Commission (–); chairman of the City Duma elec-
tion reform commission (); city representative to the council on prison
and poverty issues (); member of the commission on buying flour ();
member of the commission on the number of city justice of the peace dis-
tricts (); city representative to the commission on the poor laws ();
member of the special Duma group on the building of the Troitskii Bridge
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(); and member of the board of the Alexander III Shelter (). This list
does not exhaust all the posts he held. On the fiftieth anniversary of Stasiule-
vich’s public service in , Arsen’ev sent him a congratulatory letter, which
demonstrated both Stasiulevich’s achievements and a fellow intellectual’s
gratitude:

You were lucky: you spent the best years of your youth in a university. Unfor-
tunately, you had to leave it too early. But regardless of the reasons, you man-
aged to create a new academic department for yourself—and such a solid one
that despite the storms and problems, it has survived for thirty years. The Her-
ald of Europe’s audience is not as close to you as that of students to their pro-
fessor, but it is undoubtedly wider and has listeners who have been faithful to
you from the very beginning. How much kindness and feeling it has towards
you! You witnessed this during the journal’s twenty-fifth anniversary. In addi-
tion to your professorship, I have always respected your public service with its
struggles and victories. This included immense organizational duties that befall
few other city and zemstvo activists.142

Arsen’ev’s lines show genuine sympathy and respect for half a century of
service to society. The truncated list of Stasiulevich’s responsibilities proves
that Arsen’ev’s awe was well founded. Stasiulevich practiced what his jour-
nal preached—social change through civic involvement instead of abstract
theorizing.143
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Although its popularity and impact noticeably decreased on
the eve of the  revolution, the Herald of Europe left an important

legacy. The journal never questioned Russia’s belonging to Euro-
pean culture and never took the “us versus them” approach to it, although
the editors believed that Russia followed a unique socio-economic evolution.
Focusing its readers’ attention on Russia’s domestic conditions, the Herald
never allowed them to lose sight of the extended family of Western nations
to which Russia belonged and made comparisons to its Western neighbors
without encouraging inferiority complexes. In other words, Herald liberalism
held the promise of non-convergent socio-economic evolution without the
stigma of backwardness.

By analyzing Russia’s socio-economic trends, the role of the state in direct-
 ing modernization, and the part of local self-government in this process, the
Herald of Europe helped its readers to articulate questions about modern-
ization in terms of civic participation that challenged the autocratic model
of state-society relations without undermining social stability. Immersion in
local self-government eliminated the conflict between private and political
life and integrated the individual by allowing him or her to acquire extra-
parliamentary social significance. It is no accident that many Russian liber-
als who became prominent in the Duma era emerged out of the pre-
zemstvo movement. Modernization according to the Herald model encour-
aged Russians to understand themselves through participating in local self-
government—a constructive act that nurtured individuality within a plural-
istic environment.

Contextualizing Russian liberalism in the experiences of its Central Euro-
pean cousins during the age of mass politics sheds valuable light on Herald
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liberalism’s advantages. Having challenged the rights of the crown in favor
of the up-and-coming educated and economically empowered minorities,
Euro pean liberalism led to the appearance of mass politics by the end of the
nineteenth century, which in turn began to threaten liberalism’s core values.
While in England, “piecemeal widening of the franchise . . . slowed and mod-
ulated the arrival of mass politics, making life easier for the liberal-minded,”
liberalism’s experience in Central Europe proved a lot more complicated.1

For example, fin de siècle Austrian liberals experienced a rude awakening
when their Vereine-based vision of civil society proved unrealizable. Mass
politics, it turned out, no longer resembled a club with voluntary member-
ship that enforced universal rules of conduct and ran under an invisible hier-
archy of active and peripheral members. In order to safeguard the purity of
their message, Austrian liberals embraced nationalist rhetoric.2 In Germany,
liberals embraced individualism and elitism that reflected their ambivalence
towards democracy, while the metropolitan ideals that enabled political dif-
ferentiation for German liberals eventually morphed into national chauvin-
ism.3 Herald liberalism’s emphasis on local self-government prevented it
from following the Central European path. Nonetheless, it faced opposition
from a government unable to distinguish between social spontaneity and
subversion, loyal opposition and radicalism.

The censors’ attitude to the journal after  demonstrates the arbitrari-
ness of judgment that hung over the journal. In , a censor wrote that the
Herald of Europe “was in open opposition to the state” and suspiciously sym-
pathetic “to the widest possible autonomy for our borderlands.”4 Four years
later, another censor described the journal’s “extraordinary uprightness and
prudent moderation” in “melancholically dragging one foot” in its efforts
to remind society “of the benefits of social self-government.”5 The attitude
towards the Herald during the s was indicative of the tsarist govern-
ment’s increasing inability to perceive real threats.

In , Pobedonostsev’s protégé Mikhail Solovyov was placed in charge
of the Main Department of the Press and every journal issue’s fate became
more precarious. Pages were repeatedly cut and printing arbitrarily stopped
and then allowed again. Stasiulevich wrote in : “Our journalism now has
to think less about what it says than about what it must not say.”6 The con-
servatives who engineered the fading of Witte’s star around  also cre-
ated problems for the Herald. For example, Anatolii Koni wrote that interior
minister Pleve criticized him face-to-face for cooperating with Stasiulevich.7

Was there no greater threat to social stability than a liberal journal?
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In , the Herald still had only one warning, but this changed after the
governor of Finland, Nikolai Bobrikov, complained to censorship chief Solov -
yov that the Herald supported national aspirations and incited opposition to
the governor’s initiatives in Finland.8 As a result, the Interior Ministry issued
its second official warning to the journal in February , bringing it per-
ilously close to being shut down. Not only did the journal remain afloat,
however, but its two senior editors reached the pinnacle of their academic
and public careers after this second warning, demonstrating that there was
more to Herald liberalism than words. Stasiulevich and Pypin practiced what
they preached not only by participating in local self-government, but also by
achieving professional recognition. However, Stasiulevich’s deteriorating eye-
 sight, and Pypin’s death in , placed increasing responsibility on Arsen’ev’s
shoulders as the Romanov Empire approached the threshold of  that
would mark the bursting forth of mass politics in Russia.

Stasiulevich’s personal reaction to the revolution demonstrated the diffi-
cult position in which the older liberals found themselves. After learning that
all  workers of his printing shop had joined the general strike in Decem-
ber , he wrote: “Where are we headed?! You would think that Russia
wants to end its history by suicide!!”9 In reaction to the violence of , the
Herald also moved to the right, which both Leo Tolstoy and Maksim Gorky
noted.10 However, this did not prevent Gorky from contributing materials to
the journal in  and .

A decade earlier, in , a group of publishers and writers submitted a
petition to Tsar Nicholas II asking for a revision of the censorship statutes.
Although Nikolai Mikhailovskii was the petition’s principal author, Arsen’ev
and Spasovich contributed a “Note on the Changes of the Laws on the Press”
as an appendix, while Stasiulevich became one of the signatories. It took
another ten years and the  revolution before the state finally began to re -
vise the statutes regulating the press. Stasiulevich, Arsen’ev, and Koni joined
Dmitrii Kobeko’s Special Council charged with this revision in . Their
colleagues were ultraconservative Vladimir Meshcherskii, Aleksei Suvorin,
and economist and member of the Black Hundreds Dmitrii Pikhno. The lib-
erals’ minimum program aimed at no more than the substitution of judicial
for administrative control over the press. By this time, however, the more
radical members of the Council already considered Stasiulevich and Arsen’ev
“rightist liberals.”11

The Herald’s popularity declined in the wake of the  revolution to four
thousand monthly subscribers by , when Stasiulevich left the running of
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the journal to Arsen’ev, Slonimskii, and Mikhail Gershenzon.12 The prolifer-
ation of new journals diluted the literary pool from which the editors chose
materials to publish. The very age that the Herald helped to create caused
its popularity to decline as its unique stature slowly evaporated. The liberal
movement, which gathered strength throughout the s as a result of
Witte’s policies, led to inchoate political organizations and groups, most of
which established their own papers, journals, and printing houses, as the
Herald dissolved in the maelstrom of prerevolutionary political activity. The
Herald editors tried to enter the political fray by creating the Poriadok (Order)
Party, but the process never progressed beyond announcements and decla-
rations. The party’s platform of a hereditary constitutional monarchy failed
to reflect increasingly radical popular demands that even the Constitutional
(Kadet) Party satisfied only partially.13

On the eve of the revolution, Stasiulevich tried to make up for the lag in
journal subscriptions with books. The publishing house turned to scientific
and educational literature, the most successful of which was a series of un -
orthodox and provocative textbooks on the history of the Russian Empire
and Western Europe by Nikolai Kareev and Aleksandr Trachevskii. Stasiu-
levich also remained loyal to his old friends. Kavelin’s works came out in
four volumes in , although Stasiulevich understood that the current
“age was not interested in idealism and the highest ethics.”14 When in 
he offered a subscription to Pypin’s History of Russian Literature, only 
people ordered the books.15 There were other non-commercial publications
of works by Kostomarov, Belinskii, Spasovich, Ziber, and Ianzhul, as well as
famous anatomist and surgeon Nikolai Pirogov and poet Aleksei Zhemchuzh-
 nikov. In , Stasiulevich turned to works by younger writers Vladimir
Kuzmin-Karavaev and Nikolai Rusanov and literary historian and sociolo-
gist Razumnik Vasil’evich Ivanov, as well as translations of Pierre-Joseph
Proudhon. However, it was too late for intellectual somersaults. Stasiulevich
and his journal were falling behind the revolutionary times.

The journal’s cautious but practical liberalism, which it adapted to Rus-
sian conditions, sounded increasingly out of tune with the aesthetic solip-
sism, philosophical idealism, Christian mysticism, and Marxist radicalism
that characterized the eve of the  revolution. More disappointing, how-
ever, was the eclipse of the journal’s moderate self-government message by
the increasingly vicious rhetoric, radical demands, and the inevitable counter
reaction that characterized Russia’s parliamentary experiment between 
and . Unlike many schools of thought during and after , the Herald
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liberals never positioned themselves as prophets with moral and national
authority, nor did they see their readers as devout and ardent acolytes. Vic-
tor Frank once described in a metaphor the gentry manors as “cradles of
civilization” in Russia:

[Their] pseudo-classical contours with moulding [sic] on the façade, surrounded
by neglected parks and overgrown ponds, became for Russia what the cities had
been for ancient Greece, the monasteries for medieval Europe, the ‘manses’ of
Presbyterian ministers of Scotland, the Pfarrhäuser for protestant Germany.16

When the Russian gentry (and their manors) lost this influence after the
Great Reforms, the thick journals carried on the civilizing mission. Through
the wide-ranging topics on their pages, they made accessible an immense
repository of intellectual and spiritual treasures. Indeed, the Herald of Europe
consistently drew its readers’ attention to the zemstvos. After , however,
the focus of attention switched to Duma politics, which was ironically a loss
for the cause of local self-government. This caused the abstract liberal ideals
of constitutionalism and civil rights to become increasingly incomprehensi-
ble to the larger population because they no longer dealt with the local issues
that had dominated socio-economic discourse before . In time, perhaps
this comprehension gap could have been closed, but the persistent rift proved
disastrous by .

The Herald editors’ participation in local self-government demonstrated
that this was a necessary component of the Russian liberal’s life-style. In the
absence of political institutions, the Russian liberals could grow not only
internally and intellectually, but also locally. The journal’s set of extra-
parliamentary liberal values provided the individual sufficient room for self-
expression and self-fulfillment on the local level, which is something that
post-Soviet Russian liberals have still not grasped fully. Was this a form of
escapism? It would have been had the Herald of Europe gone no further than
encouraging immersion in local affairs, but the issues it covered also went
well beyond zemstvo politics.

It is misleading to identify Russian liberalism as a doomed reconciliation
project that tried in vain to bring together the late Romanov Empire’s polit-
ical extremes—it never aimed to do so. Vital and resilient, the Herald spread
public enlightenment by exposing its readers to alternative world views and
nurtured civic values by encouraging participation in local self-government.
Ironically, the achievements of —the legalization of political parties and
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the creation of the Duma—redirected public attention from grass-roots pol-
itics to the imperial stage, and the rift once again began to deepen between
political passions in the two capitals and social participation in consolidating
the revolution’s gains on the local level.

Herald liberalism produced an important echo in , which demon-
strated the damage that the revolution did to its legacy, but also the hope
for a resurrection of Herald ideals. In the wake of the revolution of ,
which they saw as an utter failure, seven intellectuals published the result
of their reflections on this event as Vekhi (Milestones) in March . The
authors were Nikolai Berdiaev, Sergei Bulgakov, Mikhail Gershenzon, Bogdan
Kistiakovskii, Pyotr Struve, Semyon Frank, and Aleksandr Izgoev. Mik hail
Gershenzon—an editor of the Herald at this point—articulated the book’s
central argument, which urged the Russian intelligentsia to “admit the theo-
retical and practical primacy of spiritual existence above outward forms of
social existence.” Since the individual’s inner life was “the only creative force
of human existence,” Gershenzon argued, failure to understand this had
undermined the intelligentsia’s attempt to “liberate the people” in .17 The
authors articulated four central propositions: that the revolution of  was
primarily destructive and therefore a failure; that the Russian intelligentsia
(from whose ranks the vekhovtsy extricated themselves by distinguishing
between the intelligentsia and the educated class) was to blame; that the
Russian intelligentsia had lost its national character; and that Russian social-
ism did not go beyond the redistribution of material and spiritual goods. The
conclusion was that in order to prevent further revolutionary cataclysms, the
intelligentsia had to undergo psychological and spiritual catharsis.

Vekhi inspired a broad and powerful reaction in over  articles and
reviews, one of the most prominent of which was Intelligentsiia v Rossii (The
Intelligentsia in Russia), which appeared in .18 The eight contributors
to this collective response were Ivan Petrunkevich, Konstantin Arsen’ev,
Nikolai Gredeskul, Maksim Kovalevskii, Pavel Miliukov, Dmitrii Ovsianiko-
Kuli kovskii, Maksim Slavinskii, and Mikhail Tugan-Baranovskii. Three of
the authors were associated with the Herald of Europe—Arsen’ev, Slavinskii
(who joined the journal’s editorial board in ), and cultural historian and
linguist Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii (who joined in ). While Vekhi saw 
as a total failure and a tragedy leading to catharsis—a “Crimean War” of the
Russian intelligentsia, so to speak—Intelligentsiia v Rossii saw it as the cul-
mination of two century’s worth of struggle and a quantum leap into the next
stage of the liberation movement in Russia.
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The Intelligentsiia authors did not mince words. Arsen’ev argued that
although Vekhi’s sermon aroused curiosity, it failed to stir the passions that
it targeted, neither emerging from a religious trend, nor containing the nec-
essary ingredients to inspire one. Although the Vekhi volume was a welcome
wake-up call to the Russian intelligentsia, Miliukov suggested, intelligenty
should do the exact opposite of what the vekhovtsy recommended. The Rus-
sian educated classes should use all their strength to finish Russia’s politi-
cal structure by “complet[ing] the roof of this ‘spacious’ but incomplete
house.”19

The Vekhi volume was Russia’s elitist and proto-nationalist answer to
the explosion of mass politics in the guise of the revolution of . The
vekhovtsy followed the Austrian and German liberal traditions in breaking
away from mainstream politics in order to safeguard the intellectual and cul-
tural values that Central European liberals also believed mass politics to
threaten. However, instead of treating the Russian intelligentsia as a post-
Reform monstrosity, as the vekhovtsy did, Intelligentsiia v Rossii represented
another stream of liberal thinking when it offered a more historicist view
of the Russian intelligentsia’s evolution, one that that may have strayed,
but also corrected its own trajectory. Instead of abandoning the political
world of “outward forms” for the sake of mystical withdrawal, Intelligentsiia
v Rossii urged political and social engagement even if it came at the expense
of overemphasizing the achievements of  rather than dwelling on its
problems. Politics, after all, is often (as much as nationalism) a function of
inventing constructive traditions.

The term “Duma” appears once in Vekhi and twice in Intelligentsiia v
Rossii, but the absence of any meaningful discussion of the zemstvos in either
work indicates that post- Russian liberalism took an unfortunate turn
towards imperial politics at the expense of focusing on the day-to-day busi-
ness of local self-government. In this sense, Intelligentsiia v Rossii also missed
the mark by overestimating popular support for liberal interpretations of
civil rights and dismissing the grass-roots institutions that could bring these
ideals closer to the Russian people. Post-Soviet liberals repeated this mistake.
In the s, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn was the only prominent intellectual to
propose the resurrection of local self-government to provide a link between
the individual and the nation. While the Yeltsin government was imple-
menting shock therapy reforms and privatizing the spoils of the Soviet econ-
omy under the guidance of the IMF, Solzhenitsyn argued, it squandered the
chance to enable “the democracy of small spaces.” Solzhenitsyn called upon
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the Russian intelligentsia to “become the driving and working force of local
self-government,” just as it had in the late imperial period. He thereby artic-
ulated a grass-roots democratic movement to challenge the top-down reforms
of the Yeltsin era. “If we are not ready to organize ourselves,” he argued, “we
have no one else to blame.”20

 Conclusion
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