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however, 't contaird a paternical element directed apainst Karl Kaatsky's concegtion of
imperiatisn as the cuest of developed ndustrial puwers for an agrartan hiozerland,
Bukharin's bavk The #urld Economy and Imperialism, published in 1918, was an extended
version of the Kommun!st article. The beok, huwever, tends to sackerack bn the muore
categorica! ‘ormulations of the article, Where, for example, the book speaks of the
trends in contemporary capitalist development as horming the ‘prerequisite for
product:on oa a _:..w._..nw uou.cum._.n»___&ﬁ leve:' P 73). the artcle has 'the prerequisite for
an Emﬂ.pwnn_ sosialist on.‘.s:.sw...

This difference in tone ia, in fact, symotomatic of the trajectery of Bukharin's think-
ing, For the integradon af the wor’d economy did not proceed as rapidly as Hi ferding
and Bukharin had envisaged, and, i The Economics of the Transition Pertod (published in
1920), Bukharin hac to confess that the assumptiong that he had harboured orevipusly
bad turned out to be misplaced. The real value of Bukharin's hook to the historian of the
Russian Revolution, then, 15 that it he'ps recarstrace the thinking of Bukharin and his
felivw Bolsheviks at the time they ook power :n 1217, t explains their optimism that
& socialist econorny was within their grasp and their convicton that 2 werld revolution
would come hard on the heels cf the revolution in Rusia.

Jamear D. Whita
Hnireraey n._.‘_..n.-.k.nnm_.u-q

Peter Gatrell, Russie's First World Wur: A Soviel and Econuemic Hiveery.
Harlow: Pearson Longman, 2005, Pp. xx + 318; notes; bibliography; maps;
index. £14.99 (paperback). ISBN 0 582 328187

The study of Russia’s Great War experience waa lorg hampered by a cumbination of
Factors: archival access was limited; ntereat in the subjcot was low, both in the Soviet
Umon and in the West; and histarians who did wrte about the subject nccasionally had
difficulzy fitting the soory into 1 narrative framework other than ‘Prelude to
Revoluton’. Those whko ‘ried, such as Morman Stone and Bruce Lincoln, were
rewarded with multiple citations in the rising tide of Soaks or. the First World War ir,
Europe. As these factors disnpated in the 19905, a sumber of scholars took the opoor-
tunity to write speciziized works or the period, This new literature was well received.
Prige coromittees and book reviewers were clearly :nterested in the period and in the
findings of the new research, but a differenc problem emerged: the memographs ami
journal articles =lther had to assume 2 knowledge of the period that mest ather scholars
simply did not bave or they had to spand a greac deal of effort explaining events or
developments chat shonld have beer. common kmowledge but were not. This Jack of 2
reijanle and celatively comprehensive guide o the period was felt not only among
scholars of Rusean history, but also among com parativists who fucused o other coun-
tries. Among First World War specialists, thers was a great deal of tnuiual urging te
wrlte a book dat established the basic cottours of the war and included the ficits of the
recent research.
Evervone has teason to be pleadec that Peter Gatrel, was tae scholar who took up
thia challenge. His background in social ard ecanomic history, along with his deep imter
sat in all things relatec to the Sirst Warld War in recent years, made Lim the ideal
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Eerson to do se, and this exceilent booi js the resalt, As the tits impli i
mcn...zxu on sozial and econarnic questics, There are mn_.n_.c:._..._.._»: v_“_«mn.“v:“m_“n_w..on”r_u _M.Dr
suciety ard plebeian Moclety, en ctanic minorities, og solijers on refugmes :”a -
woren — 1!l of thern fud:clous, well reycarched and concise, __n each &mn._aanm -
Gatrell demonstrates an ability to synthesize scholarabip in interesting En,su e
The chapters on Russia'y war stonomy are also sharp and we.l a—_ﬂw.cq..nnn_ The:
bad been a tension in the previous literature between those wha stressed nn. o
collapse and thewe, ke Norman Stone, who pointed out the tremendous wnEacog_.En
of a war economy that was able to out-produce Germany in terms of ahells b M»Ennm
3 1916, Garrell resolves this tension by vonsidering many different sectors oﬁ.w_um nn b
ormy ac the same tme. Thus, it was tue (a3 hungry urbanites groused) that, at the M.M”
w.__. the war, peasants saw an influy of cash and dchat gran productior. was Emﬂm_.on_ But
it was also true that this cash rapidly lost vilue, especially in 1918, and that Smwo ,....2.5
few consumer guads to purchase in any case, [t was 3lso rue that manitions deliverie
,tnrcswr catasrophically bad at the start, recovered gver the course of 1915 and _m:mm_
.unm.owa nn"_.._»_us.._._m in 1917, An exczellent ckapter on wartime finance tes together
iﬂﬁ:ﬂn‘ inngyations in taxabon and ATtlemprs to persuade ctizens to purchase war
_X.Emu with the E.m.,..n..:: negotiations with the Allics to provide sver increasing lines of
H”n&m.“ﬁ_”n B_e_wm__ﬂr._swswc&ﬁs government. Gatrel is kesn o suggest in this chapter
5 private banidng sy i i
g hn e banids g systern played s larger role than one might have cxpected
Druspite the explicit focus an social and economlc hi i
&w_n_.au_a:w of pulitical and military develnpments _“uﬁ_“““www:o”“nu““nﬂwmm—ﬂszﬁ
4:-._4 ﬂ_._n reu: of tae buok. Much of the recent scholarship that Gatel! draws s.“:
(including kis awn monograph and articles an popuistion displacement) hay ﬂmns
nasnm:._o..p_ with deeper.ing the political histary of the war, going beyoud n_u_hu.» olitic
party paiitics and the ‘crisis of elites’ to treat the expansion of the political mmE nr_
amuu._&uwmo: of pelitical life, the maturation of Russin nadenalism and the nmn_.r.uc...“.wnm
satist twrn 1y Russiaq political practice. Gatrel] deploys these findir gy wisely, Oue m.r
one rmb_a. be stresses the many intersections between polizical, military, .u.aﬂnh EM
,non_:ondn ru.ﬁod. awer the course of the war, On the cther, he _uo.En out ﬁmnn this very
.Enn.donh.mn-ﬂmdmmu Jecame a political issue in ite gwr. ight during the war, as nrnu;
iovolved in nf,.o war eifert tosk the goverament to task for its failure to no.oan_m.“,hnn ,B_BnH
war wm.o.c..@m_w., Garrzll demonstrates that this fajhure was the result of the fact that the
CeAT 3 ministers were notmally mere interested in preserving their speciahized fiefdoms
_p_.i the »:ﬂcnwwu._n Frinciple than in working togetner, Even the tsar's establishment of
mﬂ,mn,.m., coundi's', in 1233, to ee-crdinats econpcmic, sooial, and military affairs was
p_n.»mE:& in nature, done only to Erevent the formaton of commirtees Qru:.mm of the
cabinet wtructure. Rather than entrust impartant alfaive to notable ¢ tizens outside of
government, the new special zouncls weee all chajred 3y Micholas's ministers. Ag 2
result, the 'bureaucracic principles that had governed Russla’s meobilizatior _..._.E__ far
nc:nn”,:n.m n u.ﬂﬂ_v\ (p. 92). However, these bureaycrat:c principles proved .,En,u_n w
.:3.5« tude of' the war ar te effectively amelinrate the worsening ncu&moa..u acrome the
cmpire. Gatrell strongly sugges:s dhroughout the douvk that even brillians leadersh;
nQﬁ.H_ not have overzame the basic facts af poverty and ‘backwardnes’ in m..a ona:an:.”u
teaim, but his account of wartime politics shows why the tsarist povernment ru_M
Tesponsible for the inevitabls hardships of tar war. ’ & e
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[ expect thar this book will quickly find 4 wide audience. Specialists in the penad
are sure to find much that is new. Historians of Rusaa whao may regret a lack of
famillarity with the war years will Low have a reliabie guide Eurspean historian are
explizitly engaged in the cunclusion, which suggests comparative isaues that the study
has ra.aed. Those Europeanists are likely to use this book a5 the new standard work on
Fusna's war, Finally, the book is shart envughand clear enough to use in undergraduate
classes, The only concern huere i that Gateell does assume a know.edge of intraductory
ceonomics and of basic Russian history: students will need to know what impert
substitation is, what autocracy is and what seroatvas ware, Teachers will need to be
ronfident anout the basic training of their students befgre assigning this work, This
caveat is, of course, oo criticism. Tt ia remnarkable that Gatreil is able to narvate the
complicated social, political and econamic lnstory of Russia’s war cHort as clearly and
sinply a3 he has. Rusiic's Firer World Wer is sure to rernain a foandational text for a long
time 25 a result,

Joshua Sanborn
Lafapetze College

tsrael Getzler, Nikolai Sukbanov: Chronicler af the Russian Revelurion, St
Antany's Series. Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave, 2002, Pp. xix + 226;
illustrationy; appendices; noten; index. £42.50/§64.00 {hardback}. ISBN 0
133 90035 7

This volure 19 an intellectual biography of Mikolai Suknanov, author of ZLupishi v revo-
hutst, the beat memoir acconn: of the 1917 vevolutior. in Ps trograd. A talented publicts:
with Socialist Revolutionary (3R and Mershevik ties, Sukhanor koew the revoludan's
learders and had the knack of always being on the spat. His incessaat note-aking served
as the basia for his seven-vulume 1ccount, which he conmenced in mid- 1918 with recol-
lections still frash. The fortuitous corning tugether of Sukhanov (revolutionary activist
and chronicler) and [srael Getale: (biographer of Left- Menshevik leader fulii Martor and
histerian of the 1921 Kronstadt Rehellicn) yields interesting cesults, Although Getzler
regrets that the disappearance of Suldhancv’s personal papers prevents a full-scale biog-
raphy, the current study admizably fulfils the field’s needs. The auther neatly divides
Sukbanov™s life nto aix compact chapters, sach covering an important phase of his
political cevelopment. Priar 1o 1917, 28 an 3R, Sukhznav took great interest in the
peasantry and wrete favourably about the peasant commune - 2n sutdcok he did not
sbancon ever. during his later Marxist caresr, He espoused socialist unification and,
after the war's autbreak in 1914, wrore tenchant anti-war critiques, which he managed
to publish insice Rusia. No facile prapagandist, Sukkanuy's writing always bore the
starepa of broad learning and intellecwal depth.

The cutbreak of the February Revolution gave Sukhangv g brief oppurtunity for,

real political leadership (of a lef=-centrist tendency), until the return of major
Memahevik SR FHgures puided the Soviet's arientation sharply towarda tae right. By
March, Sukhanov, still in the Soviet Execudve Committes fwhere he would serve
until June 1918), saw his role reduped pritnadly to that of 2 cammentater on and

recarder of avents in which he particigated but did noe shape. Even s, he enjoyed
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considerable status, not least as editor of the inuential Lefe-Menshevik Noraio zhazn',
With the mid-1218 purging of non-Communist parties From the Sovier Executive
Committee ard the closing down of his aewspaper, Sukhanoy et about wriring his
famed memoiry, for which we are all in his debt. At fArat, he retaned ackive Hes with
the Mensheviks and openiy and Eitterly erit.cized Bolshevik jecobiniam and War
Communiam. T 1920, are reaigned from the Mensaevik Party, while userting hua
cantinued support of many Menshevik ideas. After 1921, be scoommodated himself
to the MNew Econamic Palicy, attempted unsuccessfilly to enter the Cormmunist
Party and, like many persons of his approximate background and experience, filled
mud-level positions in Soviet inatitutions, mestly those asociated with sgricubre. By
1928, a3 an alternative to Stalinist forced grain acquisitions ave collectivization — poli-
cics that he characterized as renewed War Camzrumian — he charmpiored the peasant
commune ac 3 basis for socialist agricultuce, His apartment served a5 a kind of opposi-
tiorist salon, wrtl his firsz arest in 1930, A pical series of events followsd:
charges, denia’s, confessions (later partially withdrawn), imprisormoent and exiie,
releass, re-arrest and ultimare fgll ‘disarming’ (& Ja Darkmest at Noon). Aspects of the
latter Getzler characterizes as inexplicable, although he Suggests possible threats
aguinst Sukhanov's loved ones as explanation. Sukhancy was shot in 1940 for reason
and rehabilitated in the early 1990s.

Sukhanov's relatively unbiased outloak on the peasar.try and the cbutching marked
him off frem maost peraons of a Marxist orieatation, whether Menshevik or Eolshevik,
He believed in the possibility of fruitful ecoremic and pe-tical development, under
maderately leftis: guidance, on the nana of co-operation among modernizing elements,
Getzler shares same of these characteristica. For example, he regrets that most Western
cemmantacors about the cconomiv debates ol the 19205 ful 7 mention Suihansv's
argumenta about the peasant commune, which Getzler clearly takes serioualy. Even ao,
the nugaced and tolerant Sukbmaov-Geteler approach sometimes reflects ideologicel
biases. Sukhancy always he'd Marxism to be superics to SR theory in its take on sodiery
and clam, For him, pearants coukd mot be seen 3 the equivalent of the proietariat as a
revolutionary class. Getzler often wends his way deftly trough such conceptual
ohstacles but occasionally not deftly enough, as when he states that, ‘unlike many SR
enthusiasts, Snichancy was no naive utopiar, but bad a healtay rzapect for market forces
and economic interests’ (p. 13). But even early Populiern displayed greater economic
sophistieation than i widely beiieved, and SR neo-Populism focnged heavily an
ectnarcics. Likewise, why ¢riticize, even Indirectly, the SRs for p._.__nmn&w re.bw a 'peas-
anc’ party? Their Fregrammatic and thecretical focus included dhe Feasantry among
other social groups, but even were the ‘accusation’ true, so what? Tn view af the last
century’s experience, how s rthe proletariat & superior revolutionary class?

All of thiy raises a wider issne of the histarlography of the Russian revolutionary
experience. Entirely absenc from Getzler's analysis is the widespread ides setween
-917 and 1921 of Scviet power as real muhi-party radical demecracy. Even the soht
Sinkhanov~Getzler approach constitutes a Marxist and revisionlst Menshevk take on
what happened, The indubltable importance of this approach ia in pert suggested by the
Fact that Sukhanov's carly political orientations and policies played direct roles in what
2ie espoused throughout his career and in what Fappened to him. His firat arrest was in
amocation with the investigations into the so-called 'Prasanc Party’, and he was later
heavily implicated in the eipally fabricated *Menshevik Party affur'. For decades, the
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