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The Most High rules in the kingdom of men and gives it to whomever He
wills, and sets over it the basest of men.
Daniel 4.17.

If My people had heard Me, if Israel had walked in My ways, quickly would I have

humbled their enemies, and upon their oppressors would I have laid My hand...
Psalm 81.12-13.

Righteousness exalts a nation, but sins diminish tribes.
Proverbs 14.35.

Touch not Mine anointed ones.
Psalm 104.15.

Hard is God’s punishment when He takes away reason, it’s the beginning of the end.
Gregory Yefimovich Rasputin (1914).

Russia has become a cupola without a cross.
V.A. Maklakov (December, 1916).

If you don’t want your own Russian authority, you will get a foreign one.
St. Makary, Metropolitan of Moscow (+1926).

The removal of tsar and dynasty during the most monumental war would exacerbate
nearly every governing problem it had been meant to solve.
Stephen Kotkin, Stalin (2014).

The Tsar was the embodiment of the Russian people’s... readiness to submit the life of
the state to the righteousness of God: therefore do the people submit themselves to the
Tsar, because he submits to God... From the day of [the Tsar’s] abdication,
everything began to collapse. It could not have been otherwise. The one who united
everything, who stood guard for the truth, was overthrown...

St. John Maximovich.

Calculating malice did its work: it separated Russia from her tsar, and at that terrible
moment in Pskov he remained abandoned... The terrible abandonment of the Tsar...
But it was not he who abandoned Russia: Russia abandoned him, who loved Russia
more than his own life. Seeing this, and in hope that his self-humiliation would calm
the stormy passions of the people, his Majesty renounced the throne... They rejoiced
who wanted the deposition of the Tsar. The rest were silent. There followed the arrest
of his Majesty and the further developments were inevitable... His Majesty was
killed, Russia was silent.

St. John Maximovich.

These people, while promising everything, will give nothing — instead of peace, civil
war; instead of bread - famine; instead of freedom — robbery, anarchy and murder.
General Alexander Verkhovsky (1917).



The world must be made safe for democracy.
President Woodrow Wilson (1917).

The man who recognizes the revolutionary historic importance of the very fact of the
existence of the Soviet system must also sanction the Red Terror.
Leon Trotsky, Terrorism and Communism (1920).

Priests are to be arrested as counter-revolutionaries and saboteurs, to be shot
mercilessly everywhere. And as many as possible.
Lenin, instruction No.13666/ 2.

Socialism does not mean getting together in a parliament and passing laws. Socialism
means us overthrowing the ruling classes with all the brutality that the proletariat is
capable of deploying in the struggle.

Rosa Luxemburg (1918).

The world war formally ended with the conclusion of the armistice... In fact, however,
everything from that point onward that we have experienced and continue to
experience is a continuation and transformation of the world war.

Peter Struve (1919).

An apparition different from everything that had been seen on earth until then, had
taken the place of Russia. . . . We had before us a state without nation, an army
without country, a religion without God. This government, which was born by

revolution and nourished by terror . . . had declared that between it and society no
good faith could exist in public and private relations, no understanding had to be
respected. . . . That is how there was no more Russia but only an emptiness that
persists in human affairs.

Sir Winston Churchill, The Aftermath (1929).

Turning and turning in the widening gyre

The falcon cannot hear the falconer;

Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;

Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world.

The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere
The ceremony of innocence is drowned;

The best lack all conviction, while the worst

Are full of passionate intensity.

W.B. Yeats, The Second Coming (1919).

By the waters of Leman I sat down and wept . . .

Sweet Thames, run softly till I end my song,

Sweet Thames, run softly, for I speak not loud or long.
But at my back in a cold blast I hear

The rattle of the bones, and chuckle spread from ear to ear.
T.S. Eliot, The Waste Land (1922).




Our children and grandchildren will not be able even to imagine that Russia in which
we once (that is, yesterday) lived, which we did not value and did not understand - all
that might, complexity, wealth and happiness...

Ivan Bunin.

I have come from the apes. But this man affirms that he was created in the image and
likeness of God. But look: what great progress I have made by comparison with the
apes, and how strongly this man has been degraded by comparison with God.
Lunacharsky (about Fr. Alexander Vvedensky).

Terror can be a very effective weapon against a reactionary class that does not want to
leave the scene.
Trotsky.

. Totalitarianism of the Left bred totalitarianism of the Right; Communism and
fascism were the hammer and the anvil on which liberalism was broken to pieces.
Paul Johnson, Modern Times (1998).

The Tsar and Russia are inseparable from each other. If there is no Tsar, there is no
Russia. If there will be no Tsar, there will be no Russia, and the Russian state will
unavoidably veer from the path appointed for it by God. And this is understandable,
for that which God entrusts to His Anointed One cannot be entrusted to the mob. The
tasks of the Russian Tsar laid on him by the Providence of God go far beyond the
bounds of the tasks of the supreme bearer of state power. He is not the head of state
elected by the people and pleasing the people, by whom he is appointed and on whom
he depends. The Russian Tsar is anointed to the kingdom by God and is foreordained
to be the image of God on earth: His work is to do the work of God, to be the expresser
of the will of God, the bearer and preserver of the pan-Christian ideal of earthly life.
Correspondingly the tasks of the Russian Tsar, going far beyond the bound of Russia,
embraced the whole world. The Russian Tsar established peaceful equilibrium in the
relations between the peoples of both hemispheres. He was the defender of the weak
and persecuted, he united by his supreme authority the various tribes and peoples, he
stood on guard for Christian civilization and culture... That is what the mission of
the Russian Orthodox Autocratic Tsar consisted! In these encroachments on the
autocracy of the Russian Orthodox Tsar we see that great sin of Russia people as a
result of which the Lord withdrew His grace from Russia, and Russia perished. And
as long as Russian people do not understand the mission of the Autocratic Russian
Tsar they will not recognize in which consisted and must consist the tasks of the
Autocracy and the God-anointed One, and as long as they do not swear to God to help
the Tsar in accomplishing these tasks, the grace of God will not return to Russia and
there will be no peace upon earth.

Prince Nikolai Davidovich Zhevakov.
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INTRODUCTION

In 1914 the English composer Ralph Vaughan-Williams composed his great
work, “The Lark Ascending”, a piece that is phenomenally popular to the
present day, owing its popularity to its near-perfect evocation of simplicity and
peace.! Before he could finish the work, Vaughan Williams was enrolled in the
British army as an ambulance-driver on the front line in France (he survived the
war and so was able to complete his work). Thus he came to understand, from
his own experience, that history has exceedingly few periods of peace, and that,
generally speaking, “history is hell”, as the writer Douglas Murray says.?

This is true, to a greater or lesser degree, of all epochs and for the privileged
as well as for the poor. But it is most true of the period described in this, the
ninth volume in my series An Essay in Universal History. For this was the age of
the common man, of popular self-government. And “the wars of the peoples
will be more terrible than the wars of kings,” said Winston Churchill in 1901.
Moreover, in the period 1914-25 men’s theories of time and historical development
changed as never before. Only a few years before, in 1905, Einstein had published
his Special Theory of Relativity, which appeared to dispense with the concept
of time altogether, or at any rate make it a less fundamental concept than matter
and energy. Some modern physicists even believe that it does not exist...

At the same time, physics came to have one absolute: light. Thus for
Polchinski the constant speed of light “provides a reference of both space and
time. A light ray always moves at one unit of space per unit of time - a constant
diagonal on any graph of space against time. ‘The direction that light rays
travel is in neither space nor time; we call it “null”. ‘It's on the edge between
space and time,” says Polchinski. “A lot of people have this intuition that in
some sense the existence of these null directions might be more fundamental
than space or time.””?

Now light is a very important reality and symbol in Orthodox theology. It
is the very first creation of God (Genesis 1.3), which by its unchanging value
mirrors or symbolizes the unchanging Creator Himself, Who is above space
and time because He created them. But we can say more than that: the Creator
Himself “dwells in unapproachable Light” (I _Timothy 6.16), and at His
Transfiguration revealed Himself fo be Light in His Divine, Uncreated Energies.
Christ said: “I am the Light of the world”; He is “Light of Light, true God of
true God”. For that reason “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today and
forever” (Hebrews 13.8). He is the unchanging criterion of all things created; it
is against His uncreated Light that all faiths and moralities are measured. And
he has created light with its unchanging properties in relation to everything
that passes to teach us that some things never change...

! Diana Rigg, introducing the BBC4 programme, “The Lark Ascending”.

2 “The Madness of Crowds? Julia Hartly-Brewer meets Douglas Murray”,
https:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=cTviaHRguVU.

3 Polchinski, in Anil Ananthaswamy, “Space against Time”, New Scientist, 15 June, 2013, p. 37.
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Western philosophy began with the writings of two philosophers who said
absolutely contradictory things. On the one hand was Parmenides, who said
that “being is uncreated and imperishable, whole, unique, unwavering, and
complete”. And on the other hand was Heraclitus, who said that “All is flux,
nothing stands still, nothing endures but change”. From the light-filled vantage
point of Christianity, we can say that both were right, but that Parmenides was
more fundamentally right than Heraclitus. Hence the Platonic tradition in
Western philosophy, which sees eternity and the eternal ideas as being logical
prior and morally superior to the ever-changing world of material things. For
everything does indeed change in this material, temporal world. But just as
created light does not change even while time itself charges, so there will come
a time “when time shall be no more” (Revelation 10.6), when there will be no
rush to keep up with the latest fashions and technologies and doctrinal
innovations of men but all will be caught up to be judged forever and without
appeal in the unchanging Light of eternity.

The period 1914-25 turned the world upside down as no other period had
done since the decade that followed the Crucifixion and Resurrection of Christ.
But while Christ’s Resurrection opened the path to mankind from hell to
heaven, the First World War and the Russian Revolution plunged it back into
hell. Its main subject is the destruction of Christian monarchism through the
emergence of anti-Christian Jewish power from the ghettoes of Gentile
civilization onto three summits of power: in Russia as a result of the Bolshevik
victory in Russia in 1917, in Palestine as a result of Lord Balfour’s bestowal of a
Homeland for the Jews there in the same year of 1917, and in America, where
the levers of financial and therefore of political power, the banks, fell into the
hands of Jews committed to the destruction of Russia and the Orthodox
Church...

The book begins with the Russian empire at its peak, about to enter a war
that would decide whether or not it would emerge as the most powerful state
in the world, potentially capable of leading the whole world to a knowledge of
the True God in Orthodoxy. It continues with the defeat of Russia, the Russian
revolution and the disappearance of the very name of Russia from the map of
the world, blotted out by the new state of the Soviet Union. The Russian
revolution was the decisive event of modern times, making possible the rise of
the totalitarian dictators and the biggest bloodlettings in history - the Soviet
Gulag, the Holocaust and the Second World War. If the revolution had not
taken place, Russia would probably have defeated the Germans in the First
World War and become the most powerful nation in Europe - just the outcome
Germany had started the war in order to avert.

It was the war that precipitated the revolution; so if Russia had never
entered the war, the outcome for the world would have been immeasurably
better. As Douglas Smith writes, “Had Russia stayed out of the war, it is hard
to imagine there would have been a revolution, or at least one so violent and
catastrophic. The suffering that would have been avoided is unimaginable.

10



And without the Russian revolution of 1917, it is difficult to conceive of the rise
of Nazi Germany.”#4 But Russia could not have remained honourably out of the
war. It, and the revolution that followed, was her destiny, decreed by God in
punishment for her sins and the sins of the whole of the western world...

However great the political consequences of the Russian revolution, its
profoundest and most destructive results were not political, but religious. The
Soviet Union was the first officially atheist state in history, which came to
power on the ruins of the most Christian state of modern times. The result was
the greatest persecution of the true faith in history, a huge “Orthodox Christian
Holocaust” that has been largely ignored by the “Christian” states of the West
to this day. However, having applauded the death of Orthodox Russia, the rest
of Europe floundered, without coming to any resolution of its own problems.
For there could be no peace and order, let alone true prosperity, until the
problem of Russia was solved. Having lost its gendarme, Europe became de
facto atheist through its tolerance and recognition of the atheist state cursed by
God, and its adherence, to a greater or lesser degree, to the same atheist
ideologies espoused by that state.

Of course, atheism did not begin with the Soviet Union, and did not end
with its fall in 1991. It was prepared by the whole history of western civilization
since the Great Schism of 1054. It was accelerated by horrific developments in
nineteenth-century pseudo-science, notably Darwinism and Freudianism, and
by a Social Darwinist approach to political and social development in most
countries, including the liberal ones.

The official churches of the West contributed to the general loss of faith that
followed the First World War by their inability to explain that war and its evil
consequences. The so-called “problem of evil” was a problem, not so much for
true Christians, as for pseudo-Christians, now the vast majority, who no longer
believed in the main dogmas of the faith and secretly - or not so secretly -
subscribed to the dominant secular - that is, atheist - ideologies, albeit with a
Christian sugar-coating. The most atheist of all the atheist ideologies of the age
was ecumenism, the idea that it does not matter what we believe so long as we are
at peace with each other - and at war with God...

A rational response to the catastrophe would have been to ask: where did
we go wrong? At what point in our history did we leave the true way, and how
do we return to it? However, instead of such a rational, but at the same time
religious striving, what we see is a continuing faith in the state as the solution
to all problems and the purveyor of all human needs.

The state is no longer seen, as in earlier ages, as the servant of a higher and
wider world-view. It is seen as no more than the servant of man’s lowest
instincts, his need to survive and provide a minimum of prosperity - but for
that very reason to be worshipped as higher than any god. This was less true

4 Smith, Rasputin, London: Pan Books, 2016, p. 365.
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of the liberal democracies that dominated the Versailles peace conference of
1919; but the difference between them and the emerging totalitarian regimes
further east was only relative - and fast disappearing. For everywhere the
primitive ideals of materialism and biological determinism were exalted as if
there neither could nor should be anything higher. The state assumed to itself
the right to decree the rules both of public and private morality; and while
priests and lay believers might protest against this or that attitude, in the end
their protests would be brushed aside without the need, generally, for active
persecution. The only major exception was Russia, where, by Satan’s decree,
the old faith and civilization had to be exterminated root and branch...

The world’s first atheist state was no advertisement for atheism: in the first
few years of its existence, it demonstrated itself to be a disaster zone
unprecedented in modern history, a failed state that brought only misery to
itself and its neighbours. And yet the worship of the state not only did not
abate, but seemed to intensify. Thus the Italian communist Antonio Gramcsi
meditated from a Fascist prison cell on “the educative and formative role of the
state. Its aim is always that of creating new and higher types of humanity.”>

And it was not only communists who believed in creating a “new and
higher” type of atheist man, mainly by environmental, but also partially by
eugenicist means carried out by the state in complete defiance of the existence
of God and His laws, and of man’s spiritual nature.

If there was anything higher than the state, it was science, - more precisely,
scientism, - whose white-coated priesthood was well on the way to fulfilling
Dostoyevsky’s prophecy about “half science” in The Devils. If there was a
modern equivalent to the ancient “symphony of powers”, it was between the
atheist state and atheist science. All states agreed that science was above all.
And if for the time being the political leaders appeared to use science rather
than the other way round, there would come a time, a hundred years later,
during the Covid-19 pandemic, when the men in white coats would dictate to
the politicians and the peoples, closing down their economies and cultural and
personal lives, not to mention their churches...

Through the prayers of our Holy Fathers, Lord Jesus Christ, our God, have
mercy on us! Amen.

5 Gramcsi, in Mark Mazower, Dark Continent. Europe’s Twentieth Century, London: Penguin,
1999, p. 88.
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1. THE SERBIAN GOLGOTHA

The First World War was more global in its scope than is generally realized.
In Western Europe there were at least four major fronts. In France and Belgium,
the French and British (and later, the Americans) faced the Germans and the
Austrians. In the Alps and Slovenia, the Austrians faced the Italians. In Eastern
Europe the Russians faced the Germans and the Austrians. In the Balkans, the
Germans, the Austrians and the Bulgarians faced the Serbs, the Romanians, the
French and the British. In the Middle East, major conflicts took place between
the Ottoman Turks and the British at the Dardanelles, in Iraq and in Palestine,
and between the Turks and the Russians in the Caucasus. Smaller colonial wars
took place: in Africa, between the Germans and the British, the South Africans
and the Italians, and, in China and the Pacific, between the Germans and the
Japanese. At sea, there were battles not only in the North Sea and the North
Atlantic, but also in the South Atlantic, the Pacific and the Mediterranean.

The world war elicited other kinds of wars. As Keith Jeffrey writes, “The
forces released by the war simultaneously stiffened imperial rule in Africa (and
Asia) and provoked resistance among indigenous peoples. Viewed globally, as
John lliffe, the historian of Tanganykia (Tanzania) has observed, ‘the First
World War was both the culmination of European imperialism and the
beginning of its decline.” In order to secure victory, ‘colonial powers tightened
control over subject people and increased demands upon them’, but “at the
same time the demands and opportunities of war stimulated political

776

awareness and organization among subject peoples’.

In the slightly (but not very much) longer term, the war elicited the rise of
Fascism and Communism, whose antagonism, it could plausibly be argued, are
even now being played out on the streets of the United States...

And it all began with what was thought would be only a short war between
Austria and Serbia sparked by that shot fired by a Nietzschean student in
Sarajevo...

On August 12 the Austrians launched an infantry offensive. In the third week
of August, the Serbs scored a notable victory on Cer Mountain. “Both sides,”
writes Misha Glenny, “suffered heavy casualties in this opening battle. Almost
30,000 Austrians were wounded and 6-10,000 killed. The Serbs lost some 5-
10,000 men with over 15,000 wounded. But above all the battle of Cer was
significant as the first military success for the Entente...

“In the first three months of the war, the Serbs mounted an astonishing
military operation. The Habsburg forces successfully invaded Serbia in the
middle of September. In November, the final struggle of the campaign, the
battle of Kolubara, began soon after Austro-Hungarian troops occupied
Belgrade. Less than a month later, however, the Serbian army inflicted a second

¢ Jeffrey, 1916, London: Bloomsbury, 2015, pp. 211-212.
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humiliating defeat on the Austrians, pushing them out of Belgrade and
following them into Bosnia and Croatia. For a short period, the Serbs
threatened to conquer Sarajevo.”7

A lull in the fighting now set in as typhus swept through the armies. The
Austrians sued for a separate peace. But in August, 1915 the Serb parliament in
Nis voted to continue the war of liberation; the Austrian overtures were
rejected...

“Serbia’s resources were stretched very thin in 1915, by which stage over
700,000 men had been mobilized for military service, over a sixth of the total
population, and the country was dangerously short of food and military
materiel. After the Allied landings at Gallipoli in April 1915, Berlin had begun
to worry about sustaining their Ottoman ally and began to make plans for a
renewed offensive against Serbia through which the most effective
communication to Turkey ran. Bulgaria was tempted to join the Central Powers
with the promise of Serbian as well as Greek territory, and also part of
Romania, should it come in against the Allies. It was at this point, aiming to
support the Serbs and encourage [neutral] Greece to join the Allies, the French
(followed by the British) began to land forces at Salonika, but this deployment
was far too little and far too late to be of any help to Serbia.”®

In October, the Austrians advanced again, but now stiffened by German
troops under General Mackensen and supported by the Bulgarians from the
East. The Serbs were forced to retreat through Kosovo, and then over the
Albanian and Montenegrin mountains to Durazzo on the Adriatic. Crown
Prince Alexander led the terrible and heroic retreat, known as “the Serbian
Golgotha”, in which tens of thousands began to die. But when he arrived at
Durazzo, the promised Allied help in the form of Italian supplies and
transports was not to be seen... ...

Alexander “trusted Nicholas II and knew him to be a friend. So from his sick
bed he dictated a letter to the Tsar: ‘In hope and faith that on the Adriatic shore
we should receive succour promised by our Allies, and the means to
reorganize, | have led my armies over the Albanian and Montenegrin hills. In
these most grievous circumstances I appeal to Your Imperial Majesty, on whom
I have ever relied as a last hope, and I beseech Your high intervention on our
behalf to save us from sure destruction and to enable us to recoup our strength
and offer yet further resistance to the common enemy. To that end it will be
necessary for the Allied fleet to transport the army to some more secure place,
preferably Salonika. The famished and exhausted troops are in no condition to
march to Valona as designated by the Allied higher command. I hope that this
my appeal may find response from Your Imperial Majesty, whose fatherly love
for the Serbian people has been constant and that You will intervene with the

7 Glenny, The Balkans. 1804-1999, London: Granta, 2000, pp. 316-317.
8 Jeffrey, op. cit., pp. 280-281.
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Allies to save the Serbian Army from a catastrophe which it has not deserved,
a catastrophe otherwise inevitable.’

“No one stirred to save the Serbian Army till the Tsar got busy. The
governments of the West paid little attention to the Serbian exploit, which only
became famous after the war was over. It needed a sharp note from Sazonov to
spur the Allies to activity.

“Tsar Nicholas replied: “With feelings of anguish I have followed the retreat
of the brave Serb troops across Albania and Montenegro. I would like to
express to Your Royal Highness my sincere astonishment at the skill with
which under Your leadership, and in face of such hardships and being greatly
outnumbered by the enemy, attacks have been repelled everywhere and the
army withdrawn. In compliance with my instructions my Foreign Minister has
already appealed repeatedly to the Allied Powers to take steps to insure safe
transport from the Adriatic. Our demands have now been repeated and I have
hope that the glorious troops of Your Highness will be given the possibility to
leave Albania. I firmly believe that Your army will soon recover and be able
once more to take part in the struggle against the common enemy. Victory and
the resurrection of great Serbia will be consolation to You and our brother Serbs
for all they have gone through.””9

The Tsar proved to be a faithful ally. He informed the Entente powers by
telegram that they must immediately evacuate the Serbs, otherwise he would
consider the fall of the Serbs as an act of the greatest immorality and he would
withdraw from the Alliance. This telegram brought prompt action...

As the Serbian Bishop Nikolai (Velimirovi¢) wrote: “Great is our debt to
Russia. The debt of Serbia to Russia, for help to the Serbs in the war of 1914, is
huge - many centuries will not be able to contain it for all following
generations. This is the debt of love, which without thinking goes to its death,
saving its neighbour. “There is no greater love than this, that a man should lay
down his life for his neighbour.” These are the words of Christ. The Russian
Tsar and the Russian people, having taken the decision to enter the war for the
sake of the defence of Serbia, while being unprepared for it, knew that they
were going to certain destruction. The love of the Russians for their Serbian
brothers did not fear death, and did not retreat before it. Can we ever forget
that the Russian Tsar, in subjecting to danger both his children and millions of
his brothers, went to his death for the sake of the Serbian people, for the sake
of its salvation? Can we be silent before Heaven and earth about the fact that
our freedom and statehood were worth more to Russia than to us ourselves?
The Russians in our days repeated the Kosovo tragedy. If the Russian Tsar
Nicholas II had been striving for an earthly kingdom, a kingdom of petty
personal calculations and egoism, he would be sitting to this day on his throne
in Petrograd. But he chose the Heavenly Kingdom, the Kingdom of sacrifice in

9 Stephen Graham, Alexander of Yugoslavia, Yale University Press, 1939, Hamden, Conn.:
Archon Book, 1972, pp. 98-99.
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the name of the Lord, the Kingdom of Gospel spirituality, for which he laid
down his own head, for which his children and millions of his subjects laid
down their heads...”10

The Serbian retreat of 1915, heroic though it was, contained a message that
few Serbs were ready to receive at that time. In 1912 Serbian troops had
conquered Kosovo, and Montenegrin troops - Northern Albania, after
inflicting terrible atrocities on the Albanians. Now, three years later, they were
retreating across the same territory - and the Albanians inflicted revenge. Was
there not an element of Divine justice accompanying this all-too-human
vengeance? For while not formally responsible for the assassination at Sarajevo
in 1914, or of the retreat through Kosovo in 1915, in a deeper sense the Serbs
had been responsible - not solely, but definitely in part - for the terrible cycle
of vengeance that took over the whole region in these years, beginning with the
struggle for Macedonia and continuing with the Balkan Wars and the First
World War. Since the mid-nineteenth century the Serbs had elevated the land
and the battle of Kosovo to a mythic status that hardly accorded with Orthodox
teaching. The true significance of the original Battle of Kosovo lay in Tsar
Lazar’s choice of a Heavenly Kingdom in preference to an earthly kingdom,
heavenly rewards (salvation, Paradise, God’s glory) over earthly ones (lands,
power, vainglory). From the mid-nineteenth century the more nationalist
among the Serbs completely turned round this message to read: the conquest
of the earthly land of Kosovo (and other formerly Serbian lands) is worth any
sacrifice and justifies almost any crime, including even regicide (King
Alexander and his queen in 1903, Archduke Ferdinand in 1914). The Russian
Tsar-Martyr had been more faithful to the true message of Tsar-Martyr Lazar
than the Serbs themselves...

“On January 11 1916, to Greek protests and with the very reluctant
acquiescence of the British and the Italians (who wanted it for themselves), the
French began occupying the Greek island of Corfu to use it as a sanctuary for
the Serbian army. In order to justify yet another infraction of Greek neutrality
the French falsely claimed that the island had been used as a station for
supplying Austrian submarines. By the end of February some 135,000 Serbs
had been evacuated [by dozens of Italian, French and English ships] to the
island, and another 10,000 refugees to Bizerta in the French North African
colony of Tunisia. Once the Serbs had recovered and been resupplied the plan
was to deploy them on the Salonika front. In March 1916 an Allied scheme to
move them to the Greek mainland and thence by train to Salonika was
categorically vetoed by the Greek government, anxious still to retain some
semblance of neutrality, and in the end they were moved by ship directly. By
July over 150,000 Serbs had been concentrated at Salonika...”

10 Victor Salni and Svetlana Avlasovich, “Net bol’she toj liubvi, kak esli kto polozhit dushu
svoiu za drugi svoia” (There is no greater love than that a man should lay down his life for his
friend), http:/ /catacomb.org.ua/modules.php?name=Pages&go=print_page*pid=966.
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Cajoled by the Serbian Prince-Regent Alexander, who travelled to Paris,
London and Rome to garner support for the “Army of the East”, by December,
1916 there were twenty Allied divisions in Salonika, “including Italians, two
Russian brigades and two regiments of the Greek National (Venizelist) Force -
as the city was transformed into an entrenched camp nicknamed the “‘Birdcage’
against a possible Bulgarian attack, with elaborate barbed-wire defences
around a seventy-mile perimeter.”!!

The Army of the East’s offensive was delayed by a massive outbreak of
malaria: “over the whole Salonika campaign... of the 481,262 battlefield
casualties, 162, 517 resulted from malaria.”!? However, ‘with British forces
pinning down Bulgarian and German units in the Struma Valley, [the French
commander-in-chief] Sarrail began his offensive on 12 September, The chief
burden was taken by the Serbs, buoyed up by the prospect of once more setting
foot on their homeland, which they reached on 30 September. Although the
Germans rushed reinforcements to the front, the Allies pushed on during late
October. On 19 November, Serbian and French cavalry entered Monastir
[Bitola], closely followed by French and Russian infantry. Running out of steam
and with extended supply lines, the Allied forces could go no further and the
front stabilized just north of Monastir, where it remained for almost two
years.” 13

They dug in for the winter. The next year America entered the war, and
thousands of Serb, Croat and Slovene immigrants joined the Army of the East.
In June, Alexander signed a Corfu Declaration to the effect that he was fighting
for a free Yugoslav state combining the three peoples, Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes, in one.

In the same month, laying a good foundation for his new Kingdom of the
Serbs, the Croats and the Slovenes, Prince Alexander had “Apis”, the organizer
of both the regicide of 1903 and the assassination in Sarajevo, tried and
executed...

U Jeffrey, op. cit., pp. 289, 291.

12 Jeffrey, op. cit., p. 292.
13 Jeffrey, op. cit., p. 293.
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2. FROM THE MARNE TO THE SOMME

In August, 1914 the Germans began to execute their so-called Schlieffen
Plan, which was to invade Luxembourg and Belgium and then, as Sir Llewellyn
Woodward writes, “make a great enveloping move through Northern France
and bring about a French surrender, or at least a complete French defeat, within
about six weeks. The Germans could then turn against Russia... As to the
intervention of Great Britain, the German authorities at first thought it most
improbable. If Austria acted quickly and decisively, Russia would not
intervene. If neither Russia nor France intervened, Great Britain would not go
to war on behalf of the Serbs. In any case, if the war extended to the five Great
Powers, British intervention would have no effect on the issue. The German
General Staff thought the British Army (whose unexpected appearance in the
way of the German advance was in fact one of the main reasons for the defeat
of the Schlieffen timetable) too small to affect the decision in France; the
Germans did not try to prevent or even to hamper the landing of the British
Expeditionary Force, since they expected to capture it in the general French
débdcle. The war would be over before British naval power could affect the
issue.” 14

In the event, the Germans smashed through French and British defences in
August, and were threatening Paris, but were held at the Battle of the Marne
(September 6-9), which destroyed the Schlieffen Plan. The Plan was foiled by
three factors. First, the Austrians did not act quickly and decisively, but were
defeated by the Serbs at the battle of Cer Mountain. Serbian resistance
continued to be strong, necessitating German intervention to help the
Austrians. Secondly, Russia did intervene - and much more quickly than
purely Russian interests dictated. This led to a major defeat at Tannenberg in
East Prussia - but forced the Germans to withdraw two army corps and one
cavalry division from the Western to the Eastern Front on August 31,
weakening the German offensive in the West at a critical moment. Thirdly, the
British, too, intervened, aroused by reports of German atrocities inflicted on
Belgian civilians. On September 4, the British, French and Russians signed the
Pact of London, each nation promising not to seek a separate peace. Although
the British intervention was neither large nor decisive at this stage of the
conflict, it distracted the Germans from their original course at a critical point
in the battle.

On the Western front the two sides settled into a relatively immobile war of
trenches and barbed wire stretching from the Channel to Switzerland until the
beginning of 1918. Its aim, on the Entente side, was to bleed the enemy to death,
to kill more of them than they killed. But this aim was not fulfilled. In fact, the
reverse happened: “according to the best available totals for wartime military
deaths, some 5.4 million men fighting for the Entente powers and their allies
lost their lives, the overwhelming majority of them killed by the enemy. The
equivalent total for the Central Powers is just over 4 million...”

14 Woodward, Prelude to Modern Europe, 1815-1914, London: Methuen, 1972, pp. 143-144.
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Moreover, “the Central Powers permanently incapacitated 10.3 million enemy
soldiers, while losing only 7.1 million in the same way...” 15

In the spring of 1915 the Germans violated two provisions of the Hague
Convention that they had signed up to: the use of poison gas and the
torpedoing of merchant vessels without prior warning. “The damage done to
Allied shipping by U-boat warfare was limited, but that done to Germany’s
international reputations was huge. In particular, the sinking of the British
passenger liner Lusitania on 7 May 1915 led to outrage in neutral countries -
above all in the United States, as 120 of the 1,200 dead were U.S. citizens...”'®

*

There was one Western politician who did not believe in the war of attrition
- the First Lord of the Admiralty, Winston Churchill. He believed that
technology and machines - airplanes and tanks, of which he was the most
enthusiastic advocate - should be given greater priority, thereby saving men’s
lives. He also thought that another front should be opened further east to
circumvent the trenches.

The Dardanelles in Turkey was chosen because this was of particular
importance to the Russians, for the Ottoman caliph had declared a jihad against
the French, the British and the Russians, and it was through the Dardanelles
that the grain exports vital for the Russian economy passed. So the Russians
were delighted “when the British raised the question of the future of
Constantinople and the Dardanelles at the end of 1914. This was “the highest
prize of the entire war,” Britain’s ambassador announced to the Tsar’s officials.
Control was to be handed to Russia once the war was over, though
Constantinople ought to remain a free port ‘for goods in transit to and from
non-Russian territory’, alongside the concession that “there shall be commercial
freedom for merchant ships passing through the Straits.””!” And so in March
1915 British, French and Australasian (ANZAC) forces tried to break through
the Straits at Gallipoli, which would have opened the way to Constantinople
and the Bosphorus. But they were bloodily defeated (200,000 casualties on both
sides) by the Turks led by Mustafa Kemal, the future Ataturk.

*

The Dardanelles campaign having failed, as Robert Tombs writes, in
December 1915 “a “Western’ strategy for breaking the stalemate was agreed at
a conference of Allied commanders... French, Russians, British, Serbians and
Italians (who had entered the war that May) would launch simultaneous
offensives in the summer of 1916 with the maximum of troops. This would

15 Niall Ferguson, The Pity of War. 1914-1918, London: Penguin, 2012, pp. 294, 296-297.
16 Jurgen Tampke, A Perfidious Distortion of History, London: Scribe, 2018, p. 45.
17 Peter Frankopan, The Silk Roads, London: Bloomsbury, 2015, p. 336.
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force the enemy to fight everywhere at once, ‘wear out’ - ie. kill - their
reserves, and finally overwhelm them. The biggest effort would be a joint
Franco-British attack astride the River Somme. But the Germans struck first,
before ‘the balance of numbers’ deprived them, in the words of their
commander, General von Falkenhayn, ‘of all remaining hope’. He saw no
chance of a military breakthrough, even less of invading ‘the arch-enemy’,
Britain. He decided instead to ‘bleed the French army to death’, destroying
French morale, and forcing the inexperienced British to attack them to help
their ally, thus suffering huge casualties too. France and Britain might then see
the war as hopeless and sue for peace. The chosen killing ground was the
exposed fortress town of Verdun. Beginning on 21 February 1916, the German
and French armies embarked on a vast and hideous mutual slaughter, each
eventually losing over 300,000 men...”

At the Somme on July 1, 1916, continues Tombs, “the British army began the
biggest and bloodiest battle in its history... By the end of the day, there were
19,240 dead and 37, 646 wounded or missing, including 75 percent of all the
officers engaged, among them two generals...

“But the battle was not over in one day: it continued as a four-and-a-half
month campaign with successive British and French offensives, including the
first use of tanks, major use of aircraft and vastly increased artillery. Wrote one
German soldier: “The strain was too immense... the English... surprised us in
a manner never seen before. They came on unstoppably.” German aircraft and
artillery were “as good as eliminated’, units were bled ‘like lemons in a press,’
and lost large numbers of officers and NCOs... The Germans lost heavily due
to their policy of defending every foot of ground and immediately counter-
attacking every British advance - proof that German professionalism could be
as prodigal of men as British amateurism... Total casualties defy the
imagination: some 420,000 British, 200,000 French, 465,000 Germans. From a
strategic viewpoint, the campaign helped to save Verdun and preserve the
French army, and it forced the Germans onto the defensive. The Somme, wrote
one young German officer, had been ‘the muddy grave’ of the German army...

“The Somme, especially its first day, has taken on emblematic meanings.
First, of the inhuman logic of the First World War: huge battles fought not to
capture or liberate countries, or even seize resources or vital strategic
objectives, but to kill enemy soldiers. After the disaster of Gallipoli, no one in
any country would come up with any other way of fighting. The Somme - like
its ghostly twin Verdun - epitomizes the implacable war of attrition...

“The fundamental cause of the carnage... was not military or social, but
political and ideological: few in England, or any other country, were willing to
surrender or even accept semi-defeat. The loss of life increased the
determination to win, to justify the sacrifice. Only when the whole fabric of
society began to unravel in some countries did resolve evaporate.” 18

18 Tombs, The English and their History, New York: Alfred A. Knopfer, 2014, pp. 624, 625, 627.
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For this war was total, involving the whole of society either waging the war
at the front or supporting and provisioning it from the back. It did not involve
small professional armies, as in the eighteenth century: it was truly the people’s
war, symbolized by the fact that (from 1914 in Germany and France, 1916 in
Britain) there was conscription and the enrolment of the whole of the nation-
state. As such, defeat implied the defeat of the whole people, not just of a
government — and this was unacceptable to the nationalist ethos. If there was
any historical precedent, it was the struggle against Napoleon, which was
similarly total and ideological, and similarly threatened the destruction of Holy
Rus’, the last outpost of true religion in the world. Only this time, by God'’s just
judgement, Rus” was destroyed...
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3. THE WAR ON THE RUSSIAN FRONT

On July 31, 1914 the Tsar published his order for general mobilization - the
die was now cast. The Germans declared war the next day, August 1. That was
the feastday inaugurated by the tsar himself commemorating the translation of
the relics of St. Seraphim of Sarov in 1903 - that is, the feast of the great prophet
of the last times, who had foretold both the Great War and how tragically it
would end for the Tsar and for Russia...

On August 1, as Lubov Millar writes, “large patriotic crowds gathered
before the Winter Palace, and when the Emperor and Empress appeared on the
balcony, great and joyful ovations filled the air. When the national anthem was
played, the crowds began to sing enthusiastically.

“In a sitting room behind this balcony waited Grand Duchess Elizabeth,
dressed in her white habit; her face was aglow, her eyes shining. Perhaps,
writes Almedingen, she was thinking, ‘What are revolutionary agents
compared with these loyal crowds? They would lay down their lives for Nicky
and their faith and will win in the struggle.” In a state of exaltation she made
her way from the Winter Palace to the home of Grand Duke Constantine, where
his five sons - already dressed in khaki uniforms - were preparing to leave for
the front. These sons piously received Holy Communion and then went to the
Romanov tombs and to the grave of Blessed Xenia of Petersburg before joining
their troops.”19

“The Tsar’s declaration of war first aroused a spirit of national unity.
Workers’ strikes came to a halt. Socialists united behind the defence of the
fatherland. There were mass arrests of the Bolsheviks and other extremists. The
Duma dissolved itself, declaring on 8 August that it did not want to burden the
government with “unnecessary politics” at a time of war.”?°

Only Lenin, living in Switzerland, and a few other international terrorists
rejected all claims by their homeland on their services and loyalty...

“Before the war,” as Hew Strachan writes, “the incidence of strikes - which
had both soared in number and become increasingly politicized - peaked in
July 1914, and conservatives had warned against war for its ability to stoke
revolution. The actual experience of mobilization suggested that such fears had
been exaggerated: ‘As if by magic the revolutionary disorders had died down
at the announcement of war’. In Petrograd (as St. Petersburg had been
renamed), ‘patriotic fervour had gripped the workmen... They cheered us
enthusiastically as we marched by their factories.” Ninety-six per cent of
reservists reported for duty, a rate not far behind that of France.”?!

19 Lyubov Millar, Grand Duchess Elizabeth of Russia, Redding, Ca.: Nikodemos Publication
Society, 1993, p. 171.

20 Figes, Revolutionary Russia, 1891-1991, London: Pelican, 2014, p. 72.

21 Strachan, The First World War, London: Pocket Books, 2006, p. 141.

23



“But, as in France, public demonstrations of enthusiasm were urban
phenomena, and of all the major armies of 1914 Russia’s was overwhelmingly
made up of peasants... They had crops to harvest and families to feed.
Mobilisation prompted rioting in 49 out of 101 provinces [oblast] in European
and Asiatic Russia.”?*

One of the great tragedies of the war was that the lofty patriotic-religious
mood prevalent at least in some parts of the country at the beginning did not
last, and those who rapturously applauded the Tsar in August, 1914 were
baying for his blood less than three years later...

*

The war, writes S.A. Smith, “had a devastating effect on the [Russian]
empire. Over 14 million men were mobilized; about 67 million people in the
western provinces came under enemy occupation; over 6 million were forcibly
displaced, of whom half a million were Jews expelled from front-line areas. The
eastern front was less static than the western, but neither side was able to make
a decisive breakthrough and offensives proved hugely costly. Perhaps 3.3
million died or were lost without trace - a higher mortality than any other
belligerent power (although Germany had a higher number of counted dead)
- and the total number of casualties reached over 8 million...

“Russian soldiers fought valiantly and generally successfully against Turks
and Austrians, but proved no match for the German army in matters of
organization, discipline, and leadership.”23

This became clear in the very first campaign of the war... On hearing of the
successful German advance into France in August, 1914, Grand-Duke
Nicholas, the commander-in-chief of the Russian armies, reversed the entire
Russian strategic plan and, disregarding the incomplete concentration of his
armies and woeful preparations in general, ordered an advance into East
Prussia. At first he was successful, and the Germans were forced to transfer
troops from the West at a critical stage, with the result that Paris was saved. As
the French General Cherfils remarked in La Guerre de la Déliverance, “The spirit
in which this offensive was undertaken is something which demands the
greatest attention. It was conceived as an intervention, a diversionary
operation, to assist and relieve the French Front. As Russian Commander-in-
Chief, the Grand Duke behaved more like an ally than a Russian and
deliberately sacrificed the interests of his own country to those of France. In
these circumstances his strategy can be termed as ‘anti-national’.”24

22 Strachan, op. cit., p. 141.

23 Smith, The Russian Revolution. A Very Short Introduction, Oxford University Press, 2002, pp.
12-13.

24 Cherfils, in Arséne de Goulévitch, Czarism and Revolution, Hawthorne, Ca.: Omni
Publications, 1962, p. 184. Colonel Dupont, French chief of intelligence, asserted: “Let us render
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Ivan Solonevich asserts that the advance into East Prussia was undertaken
at the personal initiative of the Tsar rather than that of Grand Duke Nicholas.
In any case, the Second Army was destroyed at Tannenburg with the loss of
100,000 prisoners. General Samsonov committed suicide. “But Paris was saved.
Consequently Russia, too, was saved - from everything that Stalin and Hitler
did to her in 1941-45. For if Paris had been taken, France would have been
finished. And then Russia would have been faced by the whole of Germany,
the whole of Austria and the whole of Turkey. And then, perhaps, the matter
would not have ended on the Volga...”?

This was followed, in 1915, by a series of heavy defeats caused mainly by a
continuing catastrophic lack of munitions. On January 31, at the battle of
Bolimow, the Germans used poison gas on a large scale for the first time (three
months later, they also employed it at Ypres on the Western front).® In May,
the ill-equipped Russians lost the battle of Gorlice-Tarnow, south-east of
Krakow in Galicia with 743,000 casualties and 895,000 soldiers taken prisoner.?’
Poland was lost...

However, in the East Turkey was defeated by Russia, which now stood as
the defender of the Armenian, Assyrian and Greek Orthodox Christians, whom
the Turks, under cover of the war, were planning to annihilate.

The Turkish policy of ethnic cleansing “was stirred up by pan-Islamism and
religious fanaticism. Christians were considered infidels (kafir). The call to
Jihad, decreed on 29 November 1914 and instigated and orchestrated for
political ends, was part of the plan” to “combine and sweep over the lands of
Christians and to exterminate them.” “As with the Armenians, eyewitness
accounts tell of the sadistic eye-gouging of Assyrians and the gang rape of their
children on church altars. According to key documents, all this was part of ‘an
Ottoman plan to exterminate Turkey’s Christians.””28

In 1915 Tsar Nicholas ordered the Russo-Turkish frontier to be opened to let
in 375,000 Armenians fleeing from the Turkish murderers. G. Ter-Markarian
writes: “At the very border, in the open air, many tables were set out, at which
Russian officials received the Armenian refugees without any formalities,
giving each member of each family a royal rouble and a special document
giving them the right for one year to set themselves up anywhere in the Russian
Empire with the use of all forms of transport. Starving people were fed from
field kitchens and clothing was handed out to those who needed it. Russian
doctors and nurses gave out medicines and first aid to the sick, wounded and

to our Allies the homage that is their due, for one of the elements of our victory was their
debacle” (in Tuchman, op. cit., pp. 519-520).

25 Solonevich, “Mif o Nikolae II” (The Myth about Nicholas II), 1949.

26 https:/ /en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Battle_of_Boliméw

27 Tampke, op. cit., p. 61.

28 Year of the Assyrian Genocide (1917); Raymond Ibrahim, “ Armenian Genocide Remembrance
Day: Revisiting Islam’s Greatest Slaughter of Christians”, P] Media, April 24, 2019.
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pregnant. In all more than 350,000 Turkish Armenians were let through the
frontier at that time and given asylum and salvation in Russia.”?’

“On January 25 1915,” writes Sebastian Sebag Montefiore, “Nikolasha and
[his chief-of-staff] Yanushkevich ordered a ‘cleansing’ of the entire theatre of
operations through the expulsion of “all Jews and suspect individuals’... The
Jews, who spoke the Germanic Yiddish, were suspected of treason. Nikolasha
took Jewish hostages and executed suspects. Around 500,000 Jews were
expelled in scenes of such desperate misery that even interior minister
Maklakov complained, ‘I'm not Judaeophile but I disapprove’.”30 The irony
was that this took place in the Pale of Settlement, where the Jews had been
confined. But now the Jews were forced to flee eastwards, to the major cities of

Central Russia, where they swelled the ranks of the revolutionaries...

It was not only the Jews who suffered. The state forcibly moved
“approximately a million Russian citizens of German ethnicity, along with
Jews and Muslims too, nationalizing their property, and handing it over to so-
called ‘favored groups’.”31 In June, 1916 the army imposed labour conscription
on the native population of the Caucasus and Central Asia. Until then, the
Ottoman caliph’s call to all Muslims to conduct a holy war against the Allies
had not elicited the feared reaction in Russia. But now there was a major
rebellion of the Muslims, especially in Semirechiye, bordering on China, which
was put down with severity, causing thousands of deaths and the fleeing of
300,000 Kirgiz to China.*? Indeed, “By the beginning of 1917, the total number
of displaced people in the Russian empire alone has been calculated at just over
6 million. Across Russia, there was, in Peter Garrell’s suggestive, resonant

phrase, “a whole empire walking’.”#

The revolutionaries and their liberal supporters were counting on Russia
losing the war and therefore stirred up defeatist sentiments in the population.
This extended even into the Council of Ministers. Thus on June 16, 1915, the
new Minister of War Polivanov, a protégé of Guchkov who had replaced the
loyalist Sukhumlimov, said that the Homeland was in danger. Meanwhile,
voluntary organizations, such as the Zemstvo Union, its partner the Union of
Towns (zemgor) and Guchkov’s Military-Industrial Committee, came into
existence. Led by Prince Lvov, a zemstvo activist since the 1890s, the Zemstvo
Union quickly grew into a huge national infrastructure, an unofficial
government, with 8,000 affiliated institutions, several hundred thousand
employees, and a budget of a billion roubles, partly financed by the public and

29 In 1990 Professor Pavel Nikolayevich Paganucci said: “75 years have passed since 23% of the
whole Armenian population of Turkey was saved by his Majesty. Nobody, now or in the past,
has recalled what he did for the Armenian people. For this saving deed alone he should be
counted among the saints.”

30 Montefiore, The Romanovs, London: Vintage, 2016, p. 581.

31 Douglas Smith, Rasputin, London: Pan Books, 2016, p. 481.

32 Keith Jeffery, 1916, London: Bloomsbury, 2015, pp. 180-190.

3 Jeffery, op. cit., p. 173.
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partly by the state.”?* There was a strong suspicion that they were using the
money they received from the state for anti-state purposes. Certainly, one of
their aims was to “win more influence for themselves and their allies in the
Duma in the wartime regulation of industry. All but three of the ministers of
the First Provisional Government of 1917 (which would be led by Prince Lvov)
would emerge as national leaders through Zemgor or the War Industries
Committee. Through their combined initiatives, these public bodies were able
to form an effective political force. They enjoyed the support of several liberal-
minded ministers...”%

Early in August, 1915, the Tsar announced that he was taking control of the
Russian army as Supreme Commander. There were many good reasons to
remove Nikolasha (he was sent to the Caucasian front), not least the military
defeats in Poland and the chaos of the retreat, including the “ethnic cleansing”
of the Jews. However, there was general outrage among the liberals. Many
thought that this decision was due to Rasputin’s influence, but it was not: the
tsar had had expressed his desire to lead the army as early as July, 1914.36 Even
many of the tsar’s supporters, such as Prime Minister I.L. Goremykin, were
unhappy, because it meant that if things went badly on the battlefield the Tsar
would be blamed as being directly responsible. But “God’s will be done,” wrote
the Tsar to the Tsaritsa after arriving at headquarters. “I feel so calm” - like the
feeling, he said, “after Holy Communion”. He considered this his duty as Tsar,
and told Goremykin that he could not forgive himself for not having placed
himself at the head of the army during the Russo-Japanese War.37

In the same month of August, as Yakoby writes, “at the house of A.L
Konovalov in Moscow, a conference of the leaders of the opposition took place.
It was decided to take immediate decisive steps to seize power. To this end it
was necessary first of all to force the Government to retire and obtain from his
Majesty the appointment of a new ministry under the presidency either of
Rodzianko or Prince Lvov, while giving the portfolio of foreign affairs to
Milyukov, of war to Guchkov, of trade and industry to Konovalov, and of
justice to Maklakov. At the same time, they would have to fight with all their
powers against the decision of his Majesty to take upon himself the Supreme
Command. And if the Monarch remained unbending in his decision, then it
was necessary, for the sake of propaganda, to present this measure in the eyes
of public opinion as unkindness and ingratitude to Great Prince Nicholas
Nikolayevich, and turn him into a national hero who would be constantly
contrasted with the Tsar. A strange turn in the ardent campaign that the
opposition had conducted until then against the Great Prince!”38

3 Orlando Figes, Revolutionary Russia, 1891-1991, London: Pelican, 2014, p. 79.

% Figes, Revolutionary Russia, p. 80.

36 Smith, Rasputin, pp. 429-30. He heard a voice standing in front of an icon of Christ.

37 LP. Yakoby, Imperator Nikolaj 1I i Revoliutsin (Emperor Nicholas II and the Revolution),
Moscow, 2010, p. 83.

38 Yakoby, op. cit., pp. 86-87.
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In fact, taking advantage of the Tsar’s absence at Stavka, the liberals in the
Duma now formed a “progressive bloc” consisting of most of the Duma and
several members of the State Council, which claimed that in order to bring the
war to a successful conclusion, the authorities had to be brought into line with
the demands of “society”. By “society” they meant the social organizations
controlled by them that had come into existence during the war - the Zemstvo
Union, the Union of Cities and the Military-Industrial Committee.

On August 16 a session of the Council of Ministers under the presidency of
the Tsar took place in Tsarskoye Selo, at which the Tsar, under pressure, made
it clear he was not changing his mind...

The debate now heated up. Goremykin and Justice Minister A.S. Khvostov
spoke against the demands of the Moscow conference. But A.D. Samarin, the
over-procurator of the Holy Synod, who believed (falsely) that the Tsar’s
decision had been dictated by Rasputin, insisted on the government’s
capitulation. The leftist ministers - joined now by foreign minister Sazonov -
wanted to force the Tsar to yield under the threat of the collective resignation
of all the ministers. Goremykin wisely and courageously replied that this was
in effect an ultimatum to the Tsar, and that the demand that Nikolasha should
become Supreme Commander was simply the means to carry out a purely
political intrigue against the Tsar.

Goremykin showed that he was a true monarchist, and what the attitude of
all the ministers should have been by declaring: “In my conscience his Majesty
the Tsar is the Anointed of God, the bearer of supreme power. He personifies
Russia. He is 47 years old. It is not since yesterday that he has reigned and
disposed of the destinies of the Russian people. When the will of such a person
is defined and the path of action determined, his subjects must obey, whatever
the consequences. Beyond that, it is the will of God. That is what I think and I
will die with that conviction. I am a man of the old school, for me the command
of his Majesty is law. When there is a catastrophe on the front, his Majesty
considers it the sacred duty of the Russian Tsar to be with the army and either
conquer with them or die. You will not by any arguments dissuade his Majesty
from the step he has decided on. No intrigue or any influence has played any
role in this decision. It remains for us only to bow before the will of our Tsar
and help him...”

Eventually eight ministers sent a collective letter to the Tsar, demanding the
recall of Nikolasha as commander-in-chief, pointing to their disagreement with
Goremykin The Bloc also put forward several political demands: a broad
political amnesty and the return of all political exiles; Polish autonomy;
reconciliation with Finland; the removal of repressive measures against the
Ukrainians and the removal of restrictions on the Jews; equal rights for the
peasants; the reform of zemstvo and city self-administration, etc.
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All these were questions that the Tsar by no means despised. He considered
them “important, state matters, but not vital for the present moment”. He
wanted all attention to be concentrated for the moment on winning the war.39
A very reasonable demand - which the Duma deputies very unreasonably
despised.

The Bloc’s letter to the Tsar ended with the words: “Being in such conditions,
we are losing faith and the possibility of serving you and the Homeland with
the consciousness of being of use.”

Such defeatism bordering on treason tried even the Tsar’s renowned
patience to the limit. On September 16 he summoned the Council of Ministers
to himself at Stavka, tore up their letter in front of their eyes, and said: “This is
child’s play. I do not accept your resignations, and I have faith in Ivan
Longinovich [Goremykin].” For a supposedly weak-willed man, this was a
strong performance by the Tsar...

Already he had ordered the Prime Minister to suspend the Duma (on
September 3 - it did not reconvene until February, 1916). Now he sacked the
ministers who supported the Bloc. As he wrote to his wife on September 22:
“The behaviour of some of the ministers continues to amaze me! After all that
I told them... I thought that they understood me and the fact that I was
seriously explaining what I thought. What matter? - so much the worse for
them! They were afraid to close the Duma - it was done! I came away here and
replaced N, in spite of their advice; the people accepted this move as a natural
thing and understood it as we did. The proof - numbers of telegrams which I
receive from all sides, with the most touching expressions. All this shows me
clearly one thing: that the ministers, always living in town, know terribly little
of what is happening in the country as a whole. Here I can judge correctly the
real mood among the various classes of the people: everything must be done
to bring the war to a victorious ending, and no doubts are expressed on that
score. I was told this officially by all the deputations which I received some
days ago, and so it is all over Russia. Petrograd and Moscow constitute the only
exceptions - two minute points on the map of the fatherland.”40

Paradoxically, in view of the liberals” democratic propaganda, in which they
thought they were imitating Europe, no other parliament in Europe during the
war made such demands on their governments. For all major decisions were
taken in small war cabinets (this was the case in Britain, for example, when
Lloyd George came to power in December, 1916). The tendency was towards a
kind of despotism bypassing the parliamentary status. Only in Autocratic
Russia did the parliamentarians demand more and more of a voice.41

39 Oldenburg, Tsarstvovanie Imperatora Nikolaia II, Belgrade, 1939, vol. II, p. 177.

40 Tsar Nicholas, in Lieven, op. cit., p. 215.

41 Viktor Aksiuchits, “Pervaia Mirovaia - neizbezhnaia ili ne nuzhnaia?” (chast” 2), Rodina,
August 5, 2013.
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Thus the Progressive Bloc led by Guchkov now demanded “a ministry of
trust” and “a government endowed with the country’s trust”. Essentially, it
was an attempt to seize power from the autocrat...

Nor was it just words... In September, 1915, writes G.M. Katkov, “after the
failure of its negotiations with the government, the liberals and radicals felt a
sharp need for a conspiratorial organization whose members would penetrate
all spheres of Russian life. And it seems we must ascribe to the beginning of
September a project for a certain ‘Committee of National Salvation’. The
‘Committee of National Salvation’ signed a very remarkable document that
was found, it is asserted, among the papers of Guchkov (Krasnij Arkhiv, XXVI).
It is headed ‘Disposition No. 1" and dated 8 September 1915.

“In this document it is asserted that two wars were being waged in Russia:
one against the Germans, and the other, no less important, against ‘the inner
enemy’. Victory over the Germans could not be achieved without a prior
victory over the inner enemy (reactionary forces supported by the autocracy).
Those who were conscious of the impossibility of any kind of compromise with
the government were called to form a “headquarters’ in the form of ten people
appointed in recognition of their ‘conscientiousness and firmness of will and
faith that the struggle for the rights of the people must be waged in accordance
with the rules of military centralization and discipline.” The methods of the
struggle for the rights of the people had to be peaceful, but firm and skillful.
Strikes harmful for the war and for the interests of the populace and state were
inadmissible. People who did not submit to the directives of the Committee of
ten would be ‘boycotted’, that is, subjected to ostracism and driven out of
public life. Three people were put forward as the core of the headquarters for
the struggle with ‘the inner enemy’ - Prince Lvov, A. Guchkov, AF.
Kerensky. Guchkov was characterized in this document as the person uniting
in himself the confidence of the army and Moscow - ‘from now not only the

heart, but also the central will of Russia’.”*?

This was clearly the liberal forerunner of Lenin’s “Democratic [in fact,
Despotic] Centralism”... The revolution had begun... And not only from the
“moderate”, liberal left. In August, 1915, while the liberal ministers were trying
to impose their will on the Tsar, thirty-three delegates from various left socialist
parties met in Zimmerwald in Switzerland in an attempt to impose their will
on the whole nation. By this time the patriotic surge that had made Lenin so
isolated the year before had receded and his anti-patriotic defeatism was
becoming popular again. The conference manifesto declared: “The war which
has produced this chaos is the outcome of imperialism, of the attempt on the part of
the capitalist classes of each nation, to foster their greed for profit by the
exploitation of human labor and of the natural treasures of the entire globe.”43

42 Katkov, Fevral’skaia Revoliutsia (The February Revolution), Paris: YMCA Press, 1967, 1984,
pp. 175-176.

4 https:/ /www.marxists.org/history/international /social-
democracy/zimmerwald/manifesto-1915.htm.
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And so Lenin’s call for immediate peace and the turning of the imperialist
war into a civil one was passed, strengthening revolutionary sentiment inside
Russia.

“In the autumn,” writes Robert Massie, “the Tsar brought his son, the
eleven-year-old Tsarevich, to live with him at Army Headquarters. It was a
startling move, not simply because of the boy’s age but also because of his
haemophilia. Yet, Nicholas did not make his decision impetuously. His
reasons, laboriously weighed for months in advance, were both sentimental
and shrewd.

“The Russian army, battered and retreating after a summer of terrible losses,
badly needed a lift in morale. Nicholas himself made constant appearances,
and his presence, embodying the cause of Holy Russia, raised tremendous
enthusiasm among the men who saw him. It was his hope that the appearance
of the Heir at his side, symbolizing the future, would further bolster their
drooping spirits. It was a reasonable hope, and, in fact, wherever Alexis
appeared he became a center of great excitement...”44

The Tsar had always been devoted to the army, and when he heard of the
difficulties in getting supplies to the front, he said: “I can’t get to sleep at all at
night when I think that the army could be starving.”+

The strain was such that the Tsar himself declined in health, becoming
emaciated. “Baroness Sophie Bukshoeveden wondered whether he had
problems with his kidneys. When she put the question to the [future martyr]
Dr. Evgeni Botkin, he confided: “His heart isn’t in order. I'm giving His Majesty
iodine, but that's between you and me.””4¢

Nevertheless, under the Tsar’s command, the fortunes of the Russian armies
revived, and in the autumn of 1915 the Great Retreat was halted.

As Hindenburg, the German commander, wrote: “For our GHQ the end of
1915 was no occasion for the triumphal fanfare we had anticipated. The final
outcome of the year’s fighting was disappointing. The Russian bear had
escaped from the net in which we had hoped to entrap him, bleeding profusely,
but far from mortally wounded, and had slipped away after dealing us the
most terrible blows.”47

44 Massie, Nicholas and Alexandra, London: Indigo, 2000, p. 282.
45 Robert Service, The Last of the Tsars, London: Pan, 2015, p. 13.
46 Service, op. cit., p. 13.

47 Hindenburg, in Goulévitch, op. cit., p. 189.
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The recovery continued into 1916. In May, the Tsar’s armies under Brusilov
launched a successful offensive against the Austrians in Galicia. The Austrians
lost 600,000 killed and 400,000 captured, a shattering defeat which Hindenburg,
who was hastily called to take direct command of the Habsburg forces, called
“the worst crisis the eastern front has known”. In his Memoirs Hindenburg
wrote that “the only solution to relieve a desperate state of affairs” was “a
policy of defence on all fronts, in the absence of some unforeseen and untoward
event”48 - like a revolution... This triumph “resulted not just from excellent
leadership and planning, but they also testified to the improvement in Russia’s
munitions supply by 1916.”%

It would be churlish to deny some of the credit for this rapid turn-around to
the Tsar, the commander-in-chief of the Russian armies - but that is just what
his enemies did...

“The consequences of this victorious operation,” writes Goulévitch, “were
at once manifest on the other theatres of war. To relieve the Austrians in Galicia
the German High Command took over the direction of both armies and placed
them under the sole control of Hindenburg. The [Austrian] offensive in
Lombardy was at once abandoned and seven Austrian divisions withdrawn to
face the Russians. In addition, eighteen German divisions were brought from
the West, where the French and British were strongly attacking on the Somme.
Further reinforcements of four divisions were drafted from the interior as well
as three divisions from Salonica and two Turkish divisions, ill as the latter
could be spared. Lastly, Romania threw in her lot with the Allies...”50

“The news of Romania’s entry into the war, writes Adam Tooze, “’fell like a
bomb. William II completely lost his head, pronounced the war finally lost and
believed we must now ask for peace.” The Habsburg ambassador in Bucharest,
Count Ottokar Czernin, predicted ‘with mathematical certainty the complete
defeat of the Central Powers and their allies if the war were continued any
longer.””51

Unfortunately, the ill-equipped and ill-led Romanian forces did not provide
the fillip to the Allied cause that many had expected. After advancing into
Transylvania (where there were many ethnic Romanians), the Romanians were
thrust back in the west by German and Austrian forces under Falkenhayn and
in the south by Bulgarian and Ottoman forces under von Mackensen. The
government and the shattered remnants of the army reassembled in Moldavia,
while the Germans captured Bucharest on December 6 and helped themselves
to the oil and grain of the southern plains.

48 Hindenburg, in Goulévitch, op. cit., p. 194.

49 Jeffery, 1916, p. 359.

50 Goulévitch, op. cit., pp. 192-193.

51 Tooze, The Deluge: The Great War and the Remaking of Global Order, London: Penguin, 2015, p.
47.
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Nevertheless, writes Sir Winston Churchill, “Few episodes of the Great War
are more impressive than the resuscitation, re-equipment and renewed giant
effort of Russia in 1916. It was the last glorious exertion of the Czar and the
Russian people for victory before both were to sink into the abyss of ruin and
horror. By the summer of 1916 Russia, which eighteen months before had been
almost disarmed, which during 1915 had sustained an unbroken series of
frightful defeats, had actually managed, by her own efforts and the resources
of her allies, to place in the field - organized, armed and equipped - sixty Army
Corps in place of the thirty-five with which she had begun the war. The Trans-
Siberian railway had been doubled over a distance of 6,000 kilometres, as far
east as Lake Baikal. A new railway 1,400 kilometres long, built through the
depth of winter at the cost of unnumbered lives, linked Petrograd with the
perennially ice-free waters of the Murman coast. And by both these channels
munitions from the rising factories of Britain, France and Japan, or procured by
British credit from the United States, were pouring into Russia in broadening
streams. The domestic production of every form of war material had
simultaneously been multiplied many fold.

“The mighty limbs of the giant were armed, the conceptions of his brain
were clear, his heart was still true, but the nerves which could transform
resolve and design into action were but partially developed or non-existent [he
is referring to the enemy within, the Duma and the anti-monarchists]. This
defect, irremediable at the time, fatal in its results, in no way detracts from the
merit or the marvel of the Russian achievement, which will forever stand as the
supreme monument and memorial of the Empire founded by Peter the
Great.”52

By the autumn of 1916 the Russian armies were clearly increasing in
strength. Thus the British military attaché said that Russia’s prospects were
better in the winter of 1916-17 than a year before. This estimate was shared by
Grand Duke Sergius Mikhailovich, who was at Stavka as Inspector-General of
Artillery. As he said to his brother, Grand Duke Alexander: “Go back to your
work and pray that the revolution will not break out this very year. The Army
is in perfect condition; artillery, supplies, engineering, troops - everything is
ready for a decisive offensive in the spring of 1917. This time we will defeat the
Germans and Austrians; on condition, of course, that the rear will not deprive
us of our freedom of action. The Germans can save themselves only if they
manage to provoke revolution from behind...”53

F. Vinberg, a regimental colonel in Riga, wrote: “Already at the end of 1916
and the beginning of 1917 many knew that, insofar as it is possible to calculate
the future, our victories in the spring and summer of 1917 were guaranteed. All
the deficiencies in the material and technical sphere, which had told so strongly
in 1914 and 1915, had been corrected. All our armies had every kind of

52 Churchill, The World Crisis, 1916-1918, vol. 1, pp. 102-103, London, 1929.
53 Grand Duke Sergei, in Lyubov Millar, Grand Duchess Elizabeth of Russia, Redding, Ca.:
Nikodemos Publication Society, 1993, p. 182.
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provisions in abundance. While in the German armies the insufficiency in
everything was felt more strongly every day...”54

“By 1916,” writes David Stevenson, “Russia, exceptionally among the
belligerents, was experiencing a regular boom, with rising growth and a bullish
stock exchange: coal output was up 30 per cent on 1914, chemicals output
doubled, and machinery output trebled. Armaments rode the crest of the wave:
new rifle production rose from 132,844 in 1914 to 733,017 in 1915, and 1,301,433
in 1916; 76mm field guns from 354 to 1,349 to 3721 in these years; 122mm heavy
guns from 78 to 361 to 637; and shell production (of all types) from 104,900 to
9,567,888 to 30,974,678. During the war Russia produced 20,000 field guns,
against 5,625 imported; and by 1917 it was manufacturing all its howitzers and
three-quarters of its heavy artillery. Not only was the shell shortage a thing of
the past, but by spring 1917 Russia was acquiring an unprecedented superiority
in men and materiel.” 55

“The price of this Herculean effort, however, was dislocation of the civilian
economy and a crisis in urban food supply. The very achievement that moved
the balance in the Allies” favour by summer 1916 contained the seeds of later
catastrophe.”56

Fr. Lev Lebedev cites figures showing that military production equalled
production for the non-military economy in 1916, and exceeded it in 1917,
presaging complete collapse in 1918. So if Russia were to win, she had to do it
now, while the military supply situation was still good and the tsar still
ruled...57 The future of Russia and Orthodoxy depended on the tsar remaining
in power - something that, tragically, the Allies understood less well than the
Germans...

54 Vinberg, Krestnij Put’ (The Way of the Cross), Munich, 1920, St. Petersburg, 1997, p. 149.
55 Stevenson, 1914-1918: The History of the First World War, London: Penguin, 2005, p. 237.
56 Stevenson, op. cit., p. 237.

57 Lebedev, Velikorossia (Great Russia), St. Petersburg, 1997, p. 465.
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4. THE PLOTTERS GET TO WORK

As we have seen, a significant proportion of the Duma deputies were not in
fact interested in carrying on the war to final victory under their Sovereign, but
were engaged in plotting to overthrow him.

Some of the plotters were actually considering regicide. Thus Shtormakh
writes: “’In 1915,” recounts the Mason A.F. Kerensky in his memoirs, ‘speaking
at a secret meeting of representatives of the liberal and moderate conservative
majority in the Duma and the State Council, which was discussing the Tsar’s
politics, V.A. Maklakov, who was to the highest degree a conservative liberal,
said that it was possible to avert catastrophe and save Russia only by repeating
the events of March 11, 1801 (the assassination of Paul I).” Kerensky reasons
that the difference in views between him and Maklakov came down only to
timing, for Kerensky himself had come to conclude that killing the Tsar was ‘a
necessity’ ten years earlier. “And besides,” continues Kerensky, ‘Maklakov and
those who thought like him would have wanted that others do it. But I
suggested that, in accepting the idea, one should assume the whole
responsibility for it, and go on to execute it personally’. Kerensky continued to
call for the murder of the Tsar. In his speech at the session of the State Duma in
February, 1917 he called for the “physical removal of the Tsar,” explaining that
they should do to the Tsar ‘what Brutus did in the time of Ancient Rome’.”58

According to Guchkov, they worked out several variants of the seizure of
power. One involved seizing the Tsar in Tsarskoye Selo or Peterhof. Another
involved doing the same at Headquarters. This latter plan would have had to
involve some generals who were members of the military lodge, such as
Alexeyev or Ruzsky. However, this might lead to a schism in the army, which
would undermine its capability for war. So it was decided not to initiate the
generals into the plot - although, as we shall see, they played a very important
role quite independently of Guchkov’s band, prevented loyal military units
from coming to the aid of the Tsar, and themselves demanded his abdication.59

A third plan, worked out by another Mason, Prince D.L. Vyazemsky,
envisaged a military unit taking control of the Tsar’s train between Military
Headquarters and Tsarskoye Selo and forcing him to abdicate in favour of the
Tsarevich. This was the plan eventually adopted.

58 http:/ /rushistory.3dn.ru/forum/4-86-1.

59 Sedova, after arguing that the generals were never initiated into Guchkov’s plot, goes on:

“Finally, nevertheless, Guchkov revealed his plan to Ruzsky. But this took place already after

the coup. On learning of the plot, Ruzsky cried out: ‘Ach, Alexander Ivanovich, if you had told

me about this earlier, I would have joined you.” But Guchkov said: ‘My dear, if I had revealed

the plan, you would have pressed a button, and an adjutant would have come and you would
" (“Ne Tsar’, a Ego Poddanie Otvetsvenny za Fevral'skij Perevorot 1917

have said: Arrest him’.
Goda” (Not the Tsar, but his Subjects were Responsible for the Coup of 1917), Nasha Strana, N
2864, March 14, 2009, p. 4)

35



Yet another plan was to seize the Tsar (on March 1) and exile him abroad.
Guchkov claims that the agreement of some foreign governments to this was
obtained.

The Germans got wind of these plans, and not long before February, 1917
the Bulgarian Ambassador tried to warn the Tsar about them. The Germans,
according to one version of events, were looking to save the Tsar in order to
establish a separate peace with him. But the Tsar, in accordance with his
promise to the Allies, rejected this out of hand.

Yet another plan was worked out by Prince G.E. Lvov. He suggested forcing
the Tsar to abdicate and putting Grand Duke Nicholas Nikolayevich on the
throne in his place, with Guchkov and Lvov as the powers behind the throne.
The Mason A.l. Khatisov, a friend of the Grand Duke, spoke with him and his
wife about this, and they were sympathetic to the idea. Sedova claims that Lvov
actually offered the throne to Nikolasha...60

At a meeting between members of the Duma and some generals in the study
of Rodzyanko in February, 1917 another plot to force the Tsar to abdicate was
formed. The leading roles in this were to be played by Generals Krymov and
Ruzsky and Colonel Rodzyanko, the Duma leader’s son.

Finally, the so-called naval plot was formed, as Shulgin recounts, according
to which the Tsaritsa (and perhaps also the Tsar) was to be invited onto a
warship and taken to England.61

Besides the formal conspirators, there were many others who helped them
by trying to undermine the resolve of the Tsar. Thus “before the February
coup,” writes Yana Sedova, “in the Russian empire there were more and more
attempts on the part of individual people to ‘open the eyes of his Majesty” to
the internal political situation.

“This ‘search for truth’ assumed a particularly massive character in
November, 1916, beginning on November 1, when Great Prince Nicholas
Mikhailovich arrived at Stavka to have a heart-to-heart conversation with his
Majesty...

“Very many considered it their duty to ‘open the eyes of his Majesty’: Grand
Dukes Nicholas and Alexander Mikhailovich, Nicholas Nikolayevich and Paul
Alexandrovich, the ministers Ignatiev and Pokrovsky, Generals Alexeyev and
N.I Ivanov, the ambassadors of allied governments Buchanan and Paléologue,
the president of the Duma M. Rodzyanko, Protopresbyter of the army and navy
G. Shavelsky, the court commandant V.N. Voejkov, the chief representative of
the Red Cross P.M. Kaufmann-Turkestansky, the official A.A. Klopov, the
dentist S.S. Kostritsky...

60 Sedova, op. cit.
61 http:/ /rushistory.3dn.ru/forum/4-86-1.
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“This is far from a complete list. It includes only conversations, but many
addressed his Majesty in letters or tried to influence the Empress (Great Prince
Alexander Mikhailovich both spoke with his Majesty and sent him a very long
letter and spoke with the Empress). ‘It seemed,” wrote Rodzyanko later, ‘that
the whole of Russia was beseeching his Majesty about one and the same thing,
and it was impossible not to understand and pay heed to the pleas of a land
worn out by suffering’.

“But what did “the whole of Russia” ask about? As a rule, about two things:
the removal of “dark powers” and the bestowing of ‘a ministry of confidence’.
The degree to which the boundaries between these two groups was blurred is
evident from the fact that the Duma deputy Protopopov at first considered
himself a candidate for the ‘responsible ministry’, but when his Majesty truly
appointed him a minister, the name of Protopopov immediately appeared in
the ranks of the ‘dark powers’. By the ‘dark powers” was usually understood
Rasputin and his supposed protégés. Few began to think at that time that “the
Rasputin legend” was invented, and not invented in vain.

“It was less evident what the ‘responsible ministry” was. For many this term
had a purely practical meaning and signified the removal from the government
of certain ministers who were not pleasing to the Duma and the appointment
in their place of Milyukov, Rodzyanko and other members of the Duma.

“But the closer it came to the February coup, the more demands there were
in favour of a really responsible ministry, that is, a government which would
be formed by the Duma and would only formally be confirmed by his Majesty.
That a responsible ministry was no longer a real monarchy, but the end of the
Autocracy, was not understood by everyone. Nobody at that time listened to
the words of Scheglovitov: ‘A monarchist who goes with a demand for a
ministry of public confidence is not a monarchist’.

“As for the idea of appointed people with no administrative experience, but
of the Duma, to the government in conditions of war, this was evidently
thought precisely by those people. All these arguments about ‘dark forces” and
‘a ministry of confidence’ first arose in the Duma and were proclaimed from its
tribune. Evidently the beginning of the mass movements towards his Majesty
in November, 1916 were linked with the opening of a Duma session at precisely
that time. These conversations were hardly time to coincide with the opening
of the Duma: rather, they were elicited by the Duma speeches, which were
distributed at the time not only on the pages of newspapers, but also in the
form of leaflets. “We,” wrote Shulgin later, ‘ourselves went mad and made the
whole country mad with the myth about certain geniuses, ‘endowed with
public confidence’, when in fact there were none such...’

“In general, all these conversations were quite similar and usually
irrelevant. Nevertheless, his Majesty always listened attentively to what was
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expressed in them, although by no means all his interlocutors were easy to
listen to.

“Some of them, like many of the Great Princes and Rodzyanko, strove to
impose their point of view and change his political course, demanding a
ministry endowed with confidence or even a responsible ministry. His Majesty
listened to them in silence and thanked them for their ‘advice’.

“Others, like General Alexeyev or S.S. Kostritsky, were under the powerful
impression (not to say influence) of the Duma speeches and political agitation,
which the truly dark forces who had already thought up the February coup
were conducting at the time. Those who gave regular reports to his Majesty
and whom he trusted were subjected to particularly strong pressure. If they
began a heart-to-heart conversation, his Majesty patiently explained to them in
what he did not agree with them and why.

“There existed a third category which, like P.M. Kaufmann, got through to
his Majesty, even though they did not have a report to give, so as to tell him
‘the whole bitter truth’. They did not clearly know what they wanted, and
simply said ‘everything that had built up in their souls’. Usually they began
their speeches with the question: could they speak to him openly (as if his
Majesty would say no to such a question!), and then spoke on the same two
subjects, about the ‘dark powers” and the government, insofar as, by the end of
1916, the same things, generally speaking, had built up in all their souls. The
speech of such a “truth-seeker’ usually ended in such a sad way (Kaufmann just
said: “Allow me: I'll go and kill Grishka!’) that his Majesty had to calm them
down and assure them that ‘everything will work out’.

“One cannot say that his Majesty did not listen to his interlocutors. Some
ministers had to leave their posts precisely because of the conversations. For
example, on November 9, 1916 his Majesty wrote to the Empress that he was
sacking [Prime Minister] Shturmer since nobody trusted that minister: “Every
day I hear more and more about him. We have to take account of that.” And on
the same day he wrote in his diary: ‘My head is tired from all these
conversations’.

“From the beginning everyone noticed his tiredness, and his interlocutors
began more often to foretell revolution to him. Earlier he could say to the
visitor: “But you've gone out of your mind, this is all in your dreams. And when
did you dream it? Almost on the very eve of our victory?! And what are you
frightened of? The rumours of corrupt Petersburg and the babblers in the
Duma, who value, not Russia, but their own interests?” (from the memoirs of
Mamantov). And then the conversation came to an end. But now he had to
reply to the most senseless attacks. And he replied. To the rumours of betrayal
in the entourage of the Empress: “What, in your opinion I'm a traitor?” To the
diagnosis made by the Duma about [Interior Minister] Protopopov: “When did
he begin to go mad? When I appointed him a minister?” To the demand “to
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deserve the confidence of the people”: “‘But is it not that my people has to
deserve my confidence?” However, they did not listen to him...”62

Prince N.D. Zhevakhov, deputy Procurator of the Holy Synod, wrote:
“There was nobody at Headquarters capable of understanding his Majesty’s
profound nature. If not everybody, then a significant majority explained his
Majesty’s religiosity as ‘mysticism’, and the people who supported his faith and
feelings were out of favour... His Majesty was not only alone and had no
spiritual support, but was also in danger, for he was surrounded by people of
other convictions and feelings, cunning and insincere people. On the smooth
and polished background of subordination, where everyone, it would seem,
trembled at the name of the Tsar, and everyone bowed down and crawled in a
servile manner, there was going on behind the scenes a furious battle, the more
terrible in that it was taking place at the front’s forward positions... There was
the struggle with the Germans, here was a struggle between the ‘old” and the
‘new’, between the age-old traditions of generations created by religion, - and
the new tendencies, born from the theory of socialism; between tears and
prayers, and that which found such a vivid expression in the words of
Protopresbyter [George] Shavelsky spoken during a cross procession: This is
no time to be occupied with trivialities.» I could tangibly feel the whole horror
of the situation, the more so in that the war itself seemed to me to be
unnecessary and to be, in itself, the victory of the ‘new’, to which all those who
had incited it were striving without restraint, and behind whom were
lightmindedly going all those who had renounced the old.”

62 Sedova, “’"Razgovory po dusham’ Fevral'skikh Impotentov” (‘Heart-to-heart Conversation
of the February Impotents’), Nasha Strana (Our Country), N 2834, December 29, 2007, p. 7.
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5. THE RASPUTIN FACTOR

In 1914, Archbishop Andrei of Ufa, the future hieromartyr, gave an
important analysis in the journal Den’ (Day) of who, or what, would be the
cause of the catastrophe. He rejected a focus on external enemies, like the Jews
or the Germans, or on particular internal leaders or classes, such as the Tsar or
the nobility. He “insisted that the true danger was domestic and that it was
coming from the most primitive elements of the Russian narod. Russia had
entered a new era, he wrote, that of ‘false prophets and prophecies’, an era
characterized by the decay of the narod itself, even if the country’s leaders, who
had fallen under the ‘hypnosis” of these dangerous figures, had so far failed to
recognize the decay. The blind were leading the blind, he warned, straight off
‘a precipice’. The latest of such false prophets Andrei called “The Traitor’. He
never gave his name, but then there was no need: everyone knew who he was.
Andrei wrote he had known the man a long time (since Rasputin’s arrival in
Kazan, in fact). He was a ‘criminal’, a wolf in sheep’s clothing, and “big-time
charlatan’. This ‘Mister Traitor’ offered him a high position in the world if he
would just answer correctly one simple question: ‘Do you believe in me?’
Andrei refused to answer. Russia was facing a “spiritual catastrophe’. No one
would escape unpunished. The coming ‘dark epoch” would be marked in the
pages of history, and their only hope was to pray to God it “‘would not last
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long’.

It was not so much that Rasputin alone would cause the catastrophe: he was
rather, as a man of the people, the symbol of the people’s true state - possessed,
like society in Dostoyevsky’s The Devils. It was the spiritual degradation of the
people as a whole that would elicit God’s wrath. Nevertheless, the man himself,
on his own and shorn of any symbolic meaning, was an important factor...

*

As of 1914, writes Douglas Smith, “Nicholas had rarely ever taken
Rasputin’s advice on important matters and when he did, it was restricted to
religious affairs. It was not until a year later after Nicholas had assumed
supreme command of the armed forces in 1915 and was away at headquarters
(Stavka) that he showed any willingness, and then reluctantly and rarely to
follow Rasputin’s advice.”®* Montefiore agrees, speaking of “the great myth of
Alexandra’s and Rasputin’s influence” on the Tsar during the great crisis of
July, 1914.65

It is indeed a myth. However, there is no doubt that during the war itself,
Rasputin became more influential and dangerous than before, showering the
Tsar with all kinds of demands from the relatively trivial to major questions of
military strategy, and senior ministerial and hierarchical appointments. Most

63 Smith, Rasputin, pp. 324-325.
64 Smith, Rasputin, p. 364.
65 Montefiore, The Romanovs, p. 571.
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of these demands were mediated through the Tsarina, who believed in his
wisdom at all times and was annoyed by the Tsar’s refusal to carry out all of
them. Her main concern was that the Interior Ministry and police should
protect Rasputin from his ever-growing numbers of enemies... But so corrupt
was even the Interior Ministry that in the spring of 1916, in an unheard-of
scandal, the Interior Minister A.N. Khvostov, was discovered to have
attempted to murder the man he was supposed to protect - Rasputin! Even the
Tsaristsa was forced to admit that this appointment, pushed on an unwilling
Tsar by the Tsaritsa and Rasputin, had been disastrous!66

Voeikov points out that from 1914 Rasputin and the Tsaritsa’s and
Rasputin’s friend Vyrubova “began to take a greater and greater interest in
questions of internal politics”. The Tsaritsa and Rasputin showered the Tsar
with advice. But at the same time, argues Voeikov, the number of appointments
actually made by them were few...67 Bakhanov calculates that there were no
more than eleven... But these few included Prime Ministers, Interior Ministers
and church metropolitans! It is hardly surprising, in those circumstances, that
Rasputin should have been seen around the country as the real ruler of Russia
while the reputation of the Royal Couple suffered because of their refusal to
remove him...

Perhaps the most disastrous appointment of all, since it undermined the
Tsar’s long-standing and deeply felt desire to liberate the Church from the
captivity imposed on it by Peter the Great and his Spiritual Regulation of 1721,
came after the death of Metropolitan Flavian of Kiev in the autumn of 1915. The
man the Tsar chose to fill the vacant post was Metropolitan Vladimir, the first
hierarch of the Church a hero of the 1905 revolution and future first bishop-
martyr of the Russian revolution. At the same time, he appointed a
disreputable Rasputinite called Pitirim to fill the now-vacant see of the capital,
Petrograd. The over-procurator Volzhin “had tried to stop Nicholas by
presenting him with a report highlighting Pitirim’s unacceptable behavior [he
was a homosexual], but the tsar ignored it. He even overrode the established
authority of the Synod to approve such decisions. Nicholas chose to thumb his
nose at tradition, and so provoked the anger of the very men he relied on to
uphold the sanctity of his reign. The anger was such that there was talk among
the clergy in Petrograd and Moscow of breaking from the Synod’s authority
altogether and creating what they called a “free Orthodox church’. Among the
supporters of the idea was [the former, sacked over-procurator] Samarin, who
saw it as a tragic but necessary move...

“The actions of Pitirim sent most churchmen into paroxysms of rage. He
appointed a man by the name of Filaret father superior of the Alexander
Nevsky Lavra in Petrograd. Filaret lived openly with his mistress and started
demanding bribes to use the monastery. Pitirim threw wild parties at the
monastery, some of which Rasputin attended; it was said Rasputin had women

66 Bakhanov, Imperator Nikolaj II, Moscow, 1998, p. 371.
67 Voeikov, op. cit., pp. 50, 143.
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smuggled in through the side gates for the priests’ pleasure. Even more
shocking to Petrograders was Pitirim’s preference for in such matters. He came
to the capital with a handsome young priest name Antony Guriysky, who was,
like Pitirim, a homosexual, and he kept other homosexual men around him,
such as Melkhizedek (Mikhail Paevsky), rector of the Tiflis Seminary, and the
future bishop of Kronstadt, and Ivan Osipenko, Pitirim’s lover and personal
secretary. There was continuing talk of financial improprieties. Rumor had it
that Piirim skimmed money of the sale of burial plots to line his pockets and
pay back Rasputin for his support. The truth of such talk is difficult to
ascertain.” %8

Difficult to verify such stories may well have been, like so much else in the
Rasputin saga. However, one thing is indisputable: the Tsar was impinging on
the canonical rights of the Orthodox Church in an Orthodox state - a sin that
Patriarch Nikon back in the seventeenth century had declared was in essence
an antichristian act. It raised the clear threat that He Who said: “Vengeance is
Mine, I will repay” was about to come hard down not only on the enemies of
the Romanov dynasty, like Guchkov and the Masons, but also on its supposed
friends, like Rasputin, but even on the Royal Couple that had given him so
much leeway to undermine the foundations of the kingdom and the Church...

*

There was “never any military reason,” writes Dominic Lieven, “for Russia
to seek a separate peace between August 1914 and March 1917. Too much
attention is usually paid to the defeats of Tannenburg in 1914 and Gorlice-
Tarnow in 1915. Russia’s military effort in the First World War amounted to
much more than this. If on the whole the Russian army proved inferior to the
German forces, that was usually true of the French and British as well.
Moreover, during the Brusilov offensive in 1916 Russian forces had shown
themselves quite capable of routing large German units. Russian armies
usually showed themselves superior to Austrian forces of comparable size, and
their performance against the Ottomans in 1914-16 was very much superior to
that of British forces operating in Gallipoli, Egypt and Mesopotamia. The
Russian defence industry performed miracles in 1916 and if there were
legitimate doubts as to whether this level of production could be fully
sustained in 1917, the same was true of the war economies of a number of other
belligerents. It is true that Rumania’s defeat necessitated a major redeployment
of troops and supplies to the southern front in the weeks before the revolution
and that this, together with a particularly severe winter, played havoc with
railway movements on the home front. Nevertheless, in military terms there
was absolutely no reason to believe that Russia had lost the war in February
1917.

“Indeed, when one raised one’s eyes from the eastern front and looked at
the Allies” overall position, the probability of Russian victory was very great,

68 Smith, Rasputin, pp. 516-517.
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so long as the home front could hold. Although the British empire was
potentially the most powerful of the Allied states, in 1914-16 France and Russia
had carried the overwhelming burden of the war on land. Not until July 1916
on the Somme were British forces committed en masse against the Germans,
and even then the British armies, though courageous to a fault, lacked proper
training and were commanded by amateur officers and generals who lacked
any experience of controlling masses of men. Even so, in the summer of 1916
the combined impact of the Somme, Verdun and the Brusilov offensive had
brought the Central Powers within sight of collapse. A similar but better
coordinated effort, with British power now peaking, held out excellent
prospects for 1917. Still more to the point, by February 1917 the German
campaign of unrestricted submarine warfare made American involvement in
the war in the immediate future a near certainty: the Allied superiority in
resources would thereby become overwhelming.

“Once stalemate set in on the battlefield in 1914, the First World War became
as much as anything a contest over which belligerent’s home front would
collapse first. This fate befell Russia in large part because even its upper and
middle classes, let alone organized labour, were more hostile to the existing
regime and less integrated into the legal political order than was the case even
in Italy, let alone in France, Germany or Britain in 1914. In addition, opposition
to the regime was less divided along ethnic lines than was the case in Austria-
Hungary, and Russia was more geographically isolated from military and
economic assistance from its allies than was the case with any of the other major
belligerents. Nevertheless, unrest on the domestic front was by no means
confined to Russia. The Italian home front seemed on the verge of collapse after
the defeat of Caporetto in 1917 and the French army suffered major mutinies
that year. In the United Kingdom the attempt to impose conscription in Ireland
made that country ungovernable and led quickly to civil war. In both Germany
and Austria revolution at home played a vital role in 1918, though in contrast
to Russia it is true that revolution followed decisive military defeats and was
set off in part by the correct sense that the war was unwinnable.

“The winter of 1916-17 was decisive not just for the outcome of the First
World War but also for the history of twentieth-century Europe. Events on the
domestic and military fronts were closely connected. In the winter of 1915-16
in both Germany and Austria pressure on civilian food consumption had been
very severe. The winter of 1916-17 proved worse. The conviction of the German
military leadership that the Central Powers” home fronts could not sustain too
much further pressure on this scale was an important factor in their decision to
launch unrestricted submarine warfare in the winter of 1916-17, thereby (so
they hoped) driving Britain out of the war and breaking the Allied blockade.
By this supreme piece of miscalculation and folly the German leadership

43



brought the United States into the war at precisely the moment when the
overthrow of the imperial regime was preparing Russia to leave it...” 69

Russia was therefore not defeated militarily from without, but by revolution
from within, a revolution prepared by Russian and International Masonry and
reinforced by the general loss of respect for, and trust in, the Tsar and his
government caused especially by his failure to get rid of the influence of
Rasputin on the government.

Another cause - although not a decisive cause - of Russia’s defeat was the
massive osses sustained by Russia during the war. Russia’s warrior class, the
pre-revolutionary aristocracy that constituted most of her officers, was almost
completely wiped out in the first two years.70 And in the first year almost all
the old military cadres, from privates to colonels, - that is, the best and the most
loyal to the Tsar - were killed. From 1916, to fill up the losses in the ranks of
the junior and middle commanders, the officer schools were forced to take
9/10ths of their entrance from non-noble estates. These new commanders were
of much lower quality than their predecessors, who had been taught to die for
the Faith and the Fatherland. Especially heavy losses were suffered in the same
period by the military chaplains. The older generation of clergy had enjoyed
considerable spiritual authority among the soldiers. But they were replaced by
less experienced men enjoying less authority.71

The critical factor was not lack of armaments, as in 1915, but a loss of morale
among the rank and file. In general, the appeals of the extreme socialists at the
Zimmerwald conference that the workers of different countries should not
fight each other had not been successful. Patriotic feelings turned out to be
stronger than class loyalties. However, the terrible losses suffered in the war,
the evidence of massive corruption and incompetence in arms deliveries, the
propaganda against the Tsar and Tsarina over Rasputin, and the return of
Bolshevik agitators - all these factors began to take their toll.

S.S. Oldenburg writes that in the autumn of 1916 “the spirit of military
regulations, the spirit of the old tsarist army was strong, even the shadow of
tradition turned out be sufficient to maintain discipline in the eight-million
mass of soldiers”.72

69 Lieven, “Russia, Europe and World War 1”7, in Edward Acton, Vladimir Cherniaev, William
Rosenberg (eds.), A Critical Companion to the Russian Revolution, 1914-1921, Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1997.

70 Arsene de Goulévitch, Czarism and Revolution, Hawthorne, Ca.: Omni Publications, 1962, p.
191; Sergei Vladimirovich Volkov, “Pervaia mirovaia vojna i russkij ofitserskij korpus”, Nasha
Strana, N 2874, August 29, 2009, p. 3.

71 Lebedev, Velikorossia (Great Russia), St. Petersburg, 1999, pp. 463- 464. There were some
notable exceptions, however. One was Hieromonk Alexander (Orlov) of Omsk, who was
greatly admired by the men of his regiment and became a Catacomb Church Confessor,
reposing in 1977.

72 Oldenburg, Tsarstvovanie Imperatora Nikolaia II, Belgrade, 1939, vol. II, p. 210.
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However, more recent authorities paint a darker picture. Stephen Kotkin
claims that in the autumn of 1916 “a clutch of mutinies broke out, including
whole regiments, in Petrograd’s outskirts, where rear units had swelled with
untrained call-ups who fraternized with workers”.” This would explain why
the Petrograd garrison proved to be unfaithful to the tsar during the February
revolution...

According to Stevenson, “Evidence suggests that many soldiers were
convinced by 1915 that they could not beat the Germans, and that by the end
of 1916 they were full of despondency and recrimination against the authorities
who had sent them into war without the wherewithal to win. The evidence that
victory was as remote as ever, despite Brusilov’s initial successes and another
million casualties, produced a still uglier mood. Soldiers’ letters revealed a
deep anxiety about the deteriorating quality and quantity of their provisions
(the daily bread ration was reduced from three pounds to two, and then to one,
during the winter), as well as anger about rocketing inflation and scarcities that
endangered their loved ones” welfare. Many wanted to end the war whatever
the cost, and over twenty mutinies seem to have occurred in October-December
1916 (the first on this scale in any army during the war), some involving whole
regiments, and in each case taking the form of a collective refusal of orders to
attack or to prepare to attack.”74

This was not a situation that one man, even one at the summit of power,
could reverse. For Russia was now that nation of which the prophet cried:
“Alas, sinful nation, a people laden with iniquity, a brood of evildoers, children
who are corrupters! They have forsaken the Lord, they have provoked to anger
the Holy One of Israel, they have turned away backward. Why should you be
stricken again? You will revolt more and more. The whole head is sick, and the
whole heart faints. From the sole of the foot even to the head there is no
soundness in it. But wounds and bruises and putrefying sores. They have not
been closed or bound up, or soothed with ointment. Your country is desolate,
your cities are burned with fire, strangers devour your land in your presence”
(Isaiah 1.4-7).

“The whole head was sick” in Russia: to some degree the Tsar himself,
insofar as he had not acted against Rasputin, but especially the Duma
politicians, who considered themselves the real leaders of the country. And
without their cooperation the Tsar could do little. For real one-man rule had
become almost impossible by 1916. Not only had democratic sentiments spread
everwhere in all the Great Powers: public opinion as expressed in the press was
a force that no ruler could ignore: The sheer complexity of ruling a large,
increasingly differentiated and rapidly industrializing society inevitably
involved a large measure of devolution of power with a corresponding loss of
control from the head if the lower members did not obey him.

73 Kotkin, Stalin. Paradoxes of Power. 1878-1928, London: Penguin, 2014, p. 163.
74 Stevenson, op. cit., p. 218.
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Now Tsar Nicholas was highly educated and intelligent, and probably as
capable of coping with the vast complexity of ruling a twentieth-century
empire as any man. Nor, contrary to the accepted opinion, did he lack
decisiveness or courage. But it is true to say that he found it difficult to impose
his will on his subordinates (with the exception of his wife). He was the most
tactful and merciful of men, and the least inclined, as the Tsarina noticed, to lay
down the law in a masterful fashion. And yet such masterfulness was
sometimes necessary, if not sufficient, and especially at this time. For “to the
lot of the emperor,” according to Baroness Sophia Buksgeveden, the Tsarina’s
lady-in-waiting, “fell a task whose successful execution would have required
the appearance on the throne of Napoleon and Peter the Great in one
person...”75 But the tsar, to his credit, did not have the ruthlessness of those
tyrants. Once the head of the police promised him that there would be no
revolution in Russia for a hundred years if he would permit 50,000 executions.
The Tsar quickly rejected this proposal...

And yet he could manifest firmness, and was by no means as weak-willed
as has been claimed. Thus once, in 1906, Admiral F.V. Dubasov asked him to
have mercy on a terrorist who had tried to kill him. The Tsar replied: “Field
tribunals act independently and independently of me: let them act with all the
strictness of the law. With men who have become bestial there is not, and
cannot be, any other means of struggle. You know me, I am not malicious: I
write to you completely convinced of the rightness of my opinion. It is painful
and hard, but right to say this, that ‘to our shame and gall’” [Stolypin’s words]
only the execution of a few can prevent a sea of blood and has already
prevented it.”76

However, it was not the execution of a few (or even 50,000) revolutionaries
that was the question or the solution ten years later, in the autumn of 1916.
Only in the factories of St. Petersburg was the revolution well-entrenched with
its defeatist programme. The real problem was the the progressive bloc in the
Duma, which professed to want the war continued to a successful end, but
argued that success could be attained, in effect, only by destroying the Russian
autocracy and replacing it by a constitutional monarchy in which the real
power remained in their own hands. What many of them, notably Guchkov,
really hoped for was the defeat of Russia followed by the fall of the monarchy,
which would enable them to assume power. To this end they employed all
kinds of dishonourable, lying means. They concealed from the general public
the improving situation in the army; they insinuated that the Tsar was ruled by
Rasputin, when he was not77; that the Tsarina was pro-German and even a
German spy, which she was not78; that the Tsar’s ministers with German

75 Buksgeveden, Ventsenosnitsa Muchenitsa (The Crown-Bearing Martyr), Moscow, 2010, p. 372.
76 Lebedev, op. cit., p. 430.

77 In fact, the Tsar as often as not ignored Rasputin’s advice. See Oldenburg, op. cit., pp. 190-
191.

78 . This slander can be refuted by many excerpts from the Empress’s diary; and the French
ambassador, Maurice Paléologue, wrote: “{The Empress’s] education and upbringing, her
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names, such as Prime Minister Stiirmer, were Germanophiles, which they were
not.

The Tsar might have survived if had had the support of the Church and the
army. But the Church, though loyal, was hugely discontented by his arranging
the appointment of Pitirim as first-hierarch., and then of Over-Procurator Raev
and of his deputy, Prince Zhevakhov.” Smith comments: “Rasputin had
gained control over the Church [at its highest level, at any rate]. The defeat of
his opponents was complete...”® Not only one, but both pillars of the
Orthodox symphony of powers were shaking...

As for the army, it, as we shall see, had been penetrated at the highest level
by the Masonic plotters against the throne...

mental and moral formation, are completely English;... the basis of her character is completely
Russian ... She loves Russia with a burning love...” (La Russie des Tsars pendant la Grande Guerre
(The Russia of the Tsars during the Great War), vol. V, 1, pp. 249-50.).

79 Smith, Rasputin, p. 549.

80 Smith, Rasputin, p. 550.
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6. STUPIDITY OR TREASON?

In the Duma on November 1, 1916, the leader of the Cadet party, Paul
Milyukov, holding a German newspaper in his hand and reading the words:
“the victory of the court party grouped around the young Tsarina”, uttered his
famously seditious evaluation of the regime’s performance: “Is it stupidity - or
treason?” insinuating that the authorities wanted a separate peace with
Germany. To which some in the auditorium replied: “Treason”, and others:
“Stupidity”. Major-General V.N. Voeikov, who was with the Tsar at the time,
wrote: “The most shocking thing in this most disgusting slander, unheard of in
the annals of history, was that it was based on German newspapers...

“For Germany that was at war with us it was, of course, necessary, on the
eve of the possible victory of Russia and the Allies, to exert every effort and
employ all means to undermine the might of Russia.

“Count P.A. Ignatiev, who was working in our counter-espionage abroad,
cites the words of a German diplomat that one of his agents overheard: “We are
not at all interested to know whether the Russian emperor wants to conclude a
separate peace. What is important to us is that they should believe this rumour,
which weakens the position of Russia and the Allies.” And we must give them
their due: in the given case both our external and our internal enemies showed
no hesitation: one example is the fact that our public figures spread the rumour
coming from Duma circles that supposedly on September 15, 1915 Grand Duke
Ludwig of Hesse, the brother of the Empress, secretly visited Tsarskoye Selo.
To those who objected to this fable they replied: if it was not the Grand Duke,
in any case it was a member of his suite; the mysterious visit was attributed to
the desire of Germany, with the cooperation of the Empress, to conclude a
separate peace with Russia.

“At that time nobody could explain to me whether the leader of the Cadet
party, Miliukov himself, was led by stupidity or treason when he ascended the
tribune of the State Duma, holding in his hands a German newspaper, and
what relations he had with the Germans...”81

Treason was certainly afoot - but among the liberals, masons and socialists,
not in the Royal Family or their entourage. Every attempt by the Tsar to appoint
a Prime Minister who would be able to work with the Duma - first Sturmer
then Protopopov, then Trepov, then Golitsyn - was met by the deputies with a
storm of abuse (they accused Protopopov of being “a Judas”#?). Stirred up by
the plotters, they were making government impossible.

81 Voeikov, So Tsarem i Bez Tsaria (With and Without the Tsar), Moscow, 1995, p. 137. In fact,
two months after the February revolution, Miliukov revealed to his colleagues in the
Provisional Government that he knew (from whom?) that the revolutionary movement was
being financed by the Germans.

82 Smith, Rasputin, p. 563.
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It could therefore be argued that the Tsar should have acted against the
conspirators at least as firmly in 1916-17 as he had against the revolutionaries
in 1905-06.

This was precisely what the Tsaritsa argued in private letters to her
husband: “Show to all, that you are the Master & your will shall be obeyed -
the time of great indulgence & gentleness is over - now comes your reign of
will & power, & obedience...” (December 4, 1916). And again: “Be Peter the
Great, John [Ivan] the Terrible, Emperor Paul - crush them all under you.”
(December 14, 1916). She urged him to prorogue the Duma, remove Trepov
(who had replaced Stiirmer) and send Lvov, Miliukov, Guchkov and Polivanov
to Siberia...

The Tsar did replace Trepov with the last Prime Minister of Russia, Prince
Nikolai Golitsyn. However, even if the Tsar had had the necessary ruthlessness
of character (which, as we have seen, he did not), the days were past when the
banishment of a few conspirators could have saved the situation. Soon even the
generals would rebel against their commander-in-chief, compelling his
abdication. At this point there was nothing that the righteous tsar could do
except place his beloved country in the hands of the All-Just and All-Merciful
God...

“Several days later,” writes I.P. Yakobi, “the former minister of the interior
N.A. Maklakov delivered in the State Council a speech that was murderous for
the opposition. With figures at his finger-tips, the orator demonstrated that the
so renowned ‘social organizations” who were supposed to have supplied the
army instead of the incapable Tsarist Government had in reality done almost
nothing for the war. Thus, for example, the military-industrial committee,
which was ruled by Guchkov, had hardly been able to provide one-and-a-half
percent of all the artillery orders, which had been fulfilled by state factories.
‘The opposition does everything for the war,” said A.N. Maklakov, ‘but for the
war against order; they do everything for victory, but the victory over the
Government. Here, in the rear, they are trying to deceive Russia, but we shall
not betray her. We have served her, we have believed in her and with this
feeling we shall fight and die for her.” ”83

These were prophetic words! For twenty months later Maklakov was to
suffer a martyric death at the hands of the Bolsheviks... Prophetic also was his
prediction in November that the day after parliamentarism triumphed would
come “social revolution... communes... the end of the monarchy and of the
property-owning class and the triumph of the peasant, who will become a
bandit.”#

83 Yakobi, op. cit., p. 123.
8¢ Maklakov, in Dominic Lieven, Nicholas II, London: Pimlico,1993, p. 229.
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We come back to the question why the Tsar did not immediately imprison
the plotters against his throne. Archpriest Lev Lebedev supposes that the Tsar,
too, was tempted to deal with them “simply and speedily. We remember his
words, that “with men who have become bestial there is not, and cannot be, any
other means of struggle” (besides shooting them) and that ‘only the execution of
a few can prevent a sea of blood’. But there appeared before the Tsar at that
time in the persons of Lvov, Rodzyanko, Guchkov, etc. not ‘bestialized’
criminal murderers like the Bolsheviks, but respectable people with good
intentions! Yes, they were in error in thinking that by removing the Tsar from
power they could rule Russia better [than he]. But this was a sincere error, they
thought that they were truly patriots. It would have been wrong to kill such
people! Such people should not even have been sent to Siberia (that is, into
prison). It was necessary to show them that they were mistaken. And how better
to show them than by victory over the external enemy, a victory which was
already in their hands, and would be inevitable in four or five months! The tsar
did not know that his closest generals had already prepared to arrest him and
deprive him of power on February 22, 1917. And the generals did not know
that they were doing this precisely in order that in four or five months’ time
there should be no victory! That had been decided in Bnai-Brith, in other
international Jewish organizations (Russia must not be ‘among the victor-
countries’!). Therefore through the German General Staff (which also did not
know all the plots, but thought only about its own salvation and the salvation
of Germany), and also directly from the banks of Jacob Schiff and others (we
shall name them later) huge sums of money had already gone to the real
murderers of the Tsar and the Fatherland - the Bolsheviks. This was the second
echelon [of plotters], it hid behind the first [the Russian Masons]. It was on them
(and not on the ‘noble patriots’) that the world powers of evil placed their
hopes, for they had no need at all of a transfigured Russia, even if on the
western (‘their’) model. What they needed was that Russia and the Great
Russian people should not exist as such! For they, the powers of evil, knew Great
Russia better (incomparably better!) than the whole of Russian ‘society’
(especially the despised intelligentsia). Did Guchkov know about the planned
murder of the whole of Great Russia? He knew! The Empress accurately called
him ‘cattle’. Kerensky also knew, and also several specially initiated Masons,
who hid this from the overwhelming majority of all the ‘brothers’ - the other
Russian Masons. The specially initiated had already for a long time had secret
links (through Trotsky, M. Gorky and several others) with Lenin and the
Bolsheviks, which the overwhelming majority of the Bolsheviks, too, did not know!

“And what did his Majesty know? He knew that society was eaten up by
Judaeo-Masonry, that in it was error and cowardice and deception. But he did
not know that at the base of the error, in its secret places, was treason. And he
also did not know that treason and cowardice and deception were all around
him, thatis, everywhere throughout the higher command of the army. And what
is the Tsar without an army, without troops?! Then there is the question: could
the Tsar have learned in time about the treachery among the generals? Why
not! Let’s take, for example, Yanushkevich, or Gurko, or Korfa (or all of them
together), whom Sukhomlinov had pointed to as plotters already in 1909 (!). In
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prison, under torture - such torture as they had with Tsars Ivan and Peter - they
would have said everything, given up all the rest...! But then he, Nicholas II,
would have needed to be truly like Ivan IV or Peter I from the beginning - that
is, a satanist and a born murderer (psychologically), not trusting anyone,
suspecting everyone, sparing nobody. It is significant that her Majesty joined to
the names of these Tsars the name of Paul I. That means that she had in mind,
not Satanism and bestiality, but only firmness... But she felt with striking
perspicacity that her husband was ‘suffering for the mistakes of his royal
predecessors’. Which ones?! Just as we said, first of all and mainly for the
‘mistakes’ precisely of Ivan IV and Peter 1. Not to become like them, these
predecessors, to overcome the temptation of replying to evil with evil means - that
was the task of Nicholas II. For not everything is allowed, not all means are good
for the attainment of what would seem to be the most important ends. The
righteousness of God is not attained by diabolic methods. Evil is not conquered
by evil! There was a time when they, including also his Majesty Nicholas II,
suppressed evil by evil! But in accordance with the Providence of God another
time had come, a time to show where the Russian Tsar could himself become a
victim of evil - voluntarily! - and endure evil to the end. Did he believe in Christ
and love Him truly in such a way as to suffer voluntarily like Christ? The same
Divine providential question as was posed for the whole of Great Russia! This was
the final test of faith - through life and through death. If one can live only by killing
and making oneself one with evil and the devil (as those whom one has to kill),
then it would be better not to live! That is the reply of the Tsar and of Great
Russia that he headed! The more so in that it was then a matter of earthly,
historical life. Here, in this life and in this history to die in order to live again in
the eternal and new “history” of the Kingdom of Heaven! For there is no other
way into this Kingdom of Heaven - the Lord left no other. He decreed that it
should be experienced only by this entry... That is what turned out to be His,
God’s will!

“We recall that his Majesty Nicholas II took all his most important decisions
after ardent prayer, having felt the goodwill of God. Therefore now, on
considering earnestly why he then, at the end of 1916 and very beginning of
1917, did not take those measures which his wife so warmly wrote to him
about, we must inescapably admit one thing: he did not have God’s goodwill in
relation to them! Her Majesty’s thought is remarkable in itself, that the Tsar, if
he had to be ruled by anyone, should be ruled only by one who was himself
ruled by God! But there was no such person near the Tsar. Rasputin was not
that person. His Majesty already understood this, but the Tsaritsa did not yet
understand it. In this question he was condescending to her and delicate. But,
as we see, he did not carry out the advice of their ‘Friend’, and did not even
mention him in his replies to his wife. The Tsar entrusted all his heart and his
thoughts to God and was forced to be ruled by Him alone.”#

There is much of value in this hypothesis of Lebedev, but it is too kind to the
Masonic plotters. Yes, they were “sincere” - but so were the Bolsheviks! It

85 Lebedev, Velikorossia (Great Russia), St. Petersburg, 1999, pp. 473-475.
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seems unlikely that the Tsar should have considered the Bolsheviks worthy of
punishment, but the Masons not. More likely is that he thought that acting
against the Masons would bring forward the revolution at precisely the
moment when he wanted peace in the rear of the army. It must be remembered
the Masons controlled the public organizations, like the Military-Industrial
Committee, whose leader was Guchkov, and the zemstva, whose leader was
Prince George Lvov (who also happened to be the leader of Russian Masonry).
These, in spite of their disloyalty, were nevertheless making their contribution
to providing some ammunition for the army and helping the wounded. The
Emperor held the opinion that “in wartime one must not touch the public
organizations” .86

And so it was the war that both created the conditions that made the
revolution possible, and prevented the Tsar from taking the steps that were
necessary in order to crush it...

Many people and historians think that the Russian revolution was the result
of an elemental movement of the masses. This is not true of the February
revolution, which was a carefully hatched plot involving about three hundred
Masons, whose main organizer was Guchkov. What is true is that the majority
of the people, primed by many decades of anti-monarchist propaganda,
accepted, and even rejoiced at, the February revolution, making themselves
thereby worthy of the horrors of the October revolution...

For while the Masonic plot against the Tsar was successful, it succeeded in
eventually bringing to power, not the Masonic plotters, but the Bolsheviks, who
destroyed all the plotters and all their Masonic lodges, forcing the Masons
themselves to flee back to their mother lodges abroad... Thus in October
Kerensky and his Masonic colleagues fled to France, where they set up lodges
under the aegis of the Grand Orient. 87

Most of the plotters later repented of their actions. Thus “in the summer of
1917,” writes F. Vinberg, “in Petrograd and Moscow there circulated from hand
to hand copies of a letter of the Cadet leader Milyukov. In this letter he openly
admitted that he had taken part, as had almost all the members of the State
Duma, in the February coup, in spite of the fact that he understood the danger
of the ‘experiment” he had undertaken. ‘But,” this gentleman cynically admitted
in the letter, “‘we knew that in the spring we were about to see the victory of the
Russian Army. In such a case the prestige and attraction of the Tsar among the
people would again become so strong and tenacious that all our efforts to shake
and overthrow the Throne of the Autocrat would be in vain. That is why we
had to resort to a very quick revolutionary explosion, so as to avert this danger.
However, we hoped that we ourselves would be able to finish the war

86 Sedova, “Ne Tsar’, a Ego Poddanie Otvetsvenny za Febral’skij Perevorot 1917 Goda” (Not
the Tsar, but his Subjects were Responsible for the Coup of 1917), Nasha Strana, N 2864, March
14, 2009, p. 3.

87 G. Katkov, Fevral’skaia Revoliutsia (The February Revolution), Paris, 1984, pp. 175-82.
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triumphantly. It turned out that we were mistaken: all power was quickly torn
out of our hands by the plebs... Our mistake turned out to be fatal for
Russia’...”88

So we must conclude that it was both stupidity and treason that manifested
themselves in the actions of the February plotters. They were undoubtedly
traitors in violating their oath of allegiance to the Tsar. But they were also
stupid because they did not understand that the overthrow of the Tsar would
lead to their own overthrow...

88 F. Vinberg, Krestnij Put’ (The Way of the Cross), Munich, 1920, St. Petersburg, 1997, p. 151.
Milyukov wrote: “In response to your questions, how I look at the revolution we have
accomplished, I want to say that what happened, we certainly did not want. We believed that
power would be concentrated and remain in the hands of the first cabinet, that we would stop
the enormous devastation in the army quickly, if not with our own hands, then with the hands
of the allies, we would achieve victory over Germany, we would pay for the overthrow of the
tsar with only some delay in this victory. We must confess that some, even from our own party,
pointed out to us the possibility of what happened next. Of course, we must acknowledge that
the moral responsibility lies with us.

“You know that we made a firm decision to use the war to carry out a coup soon after the
start of the war, you also know that our army had to go on the offensive, the results of which
would fundamentally stop all hints of discontent and cause an explosion of patriotism in the
country and jubilation. You understand now why I hesitated at the last minute to give my
consent to the coup, you also understand what my inner state should be like at the present
time. History will curse the leaders of the so-called proletarians, but it will also curse us, who
caused the storm.

“What to do now, you ask. I don’t know, that is, inside we all know that the salvation of
Russia lies in the return of the monarchy, we know that all the events of the last two months
clearly prove that the people were not able to accept freedom, that the mass of the population,
not participating in rallies and congresses, were disposed to the monarchy, and that many,
many who voted for a republic did so out of fear. All this is clear, but we cannot admit it.
Recognition is the collapse of the whole business, our whole life, the collapse of the entire
worldview, of which we are representatives.” (Russian Resurrection, Paris, April 17, 1955, p. 3).
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7. THE DEATH OF RASPUTIN

By December, 1916 respect for the throne in Russia had largely vanished,
mainly because of the perceptions, both true and false, of Rasputin’s influence
on the Royal Couple. An air of imminent doom hung over the country. Grand
Duchess Elizabeth Fyodorovna made a last attempt “to convince her sister to
send Rasputin away. She felt she had to open Alexandra’s eyes to the danger
of the situation and the need for quick, decisive action. But Alexandra received
her coldly and would not hear a word of it. Upon leaving, Ella said to her,
‘Remember the fate of Louis XVI and Marie Antoinette.” The following day
Alexandra sent Ella a note instructing her to return to Moscow. Ella tried to
speak to Nicholas but he also refused to see her. Before she left Ella saw
Yusupov. ‘She drove me away like a dog!” she told him through her tears. ‘Poor
Nicky, poor Russia!” She never saw her sister again...

[On December 2,] “at the XIIIth Congress of the Union of United Nobility, a
resolution was passed on the danger of the “dark forces’ [i.e. Rasputin] that had
taken control of the highest levels of the state and the church and called for the
necessity of removing these forces once and for all. Russia, the resolution noted,
was passing through “a threatening historic hour’. It called for a strong, unified
government that enjoyed the confidence of the people and was willing to work
together with all legislative bodies and at the same time recognize its
responsibility to the emperor. The resolution was highly significant in that it
was issued by one of the main pillars of the Romanov regime. Criticism from
the Duma or the press was not surprising, but that the nobility, one of the most
traditional, loyal institutions of the state, was now agitating against the dark
forces showed the extent to which the throne had lost all support. It was
difficult to imagine how much longer the monarchy could survive...”%

Rasputin was killed on December 16, 1916 at the hands of Great Prince
Dmitri Pavlovich Romanov, Prince Felix Yusupov and a right-wing member of
the Duma, Purishkevich. Yusupov lured him to his flat on the pretext of
introducing him to his wife, the beautiful Irina, the Tsar’s niece. He was shot
twice, but neither bullet killed him. Finally he was shot a third time - perhaps
by a British secret agent90 - before being pushed under the ice of the River
Neva.

¥ Douglas Smith, Rasputin, p. 579.

90 See Douglas Smith, Rasputin, pp. 630-634; Michael Smith, A History of Britain’s Secret
Intelligence Service, London: Dialogue; Annabel Venning, “How Britain’s First Spy Chief Ordered
Rasputin’s Murder”, Daily Mail, July 22, 2010, pp. 32-33; Montefiore, The Romanouvs, pp. 606-. It
is also probable, according to Christopher Danziger, that Yusupov had contacts with the SIS
through his Oxford friends, who included Oswald Rayner (“The Prince, the Spy and the Mad
Monk”, Oxford Today, Michaelmas Term, 2016, p. 33). However, John Penycate writes:
“Danzinger quotes an autopsy report saying Rasputin drowned. [However,] Professor Dmitri
Kosorotov of the Russian Imperial Military Medical Academy, who carried out Rasputin’s
autopsy, wrote that he was killed by a bullet to the forehead. You can see the bullet hole in the
photograph of Rasputin’s post-mortem. Kosorotov adds that the three bullets that struck
Rasputin came from three different guns. Felix Yusupov and Vladimir Purishkevich, the
conspirator who was a member of the Duma, described in their memoirs firing the first two
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Yusupov was justified by his close friend, Grand Duchess Elizabeth
Fyodorovna, who said that he had only done his patriotic duty - “you killed a
demon,” she said. (To Yusupov’s parents she wrote: “May the Lord bless the
patriotic exploit of your son”91). Then, as Yusupov himself writes in his
Memoirs, “she informed me that several days after the death of Rasputin the
abbesses of monasteries came to her to tell her about what had happened with
them on the night of the 30th. During the all-night vigil priests had been seized
by an attack of madness, had blasphemed and shouted out in a voice that was
not their own. Nuns had run down the corridors crying like hysterics and
tearing their dresses with indecent movements of the body...”92 It is as if the
demons that had possessed the body of Rasputin now chose to take up their
dwelling in the bodies of his adversaries...

To the Tsar, who did not condone the murder, St. Elizabeth wrote on
December 29: “Crime remains crime, but this one being of a special kind, can
be counted as a duel and it is considered a patriotic act... Maybe nobody has
had the courage to tell you now, that in the streets of the towns people kissed
like at Easter week, sang the hymn in the theatres and all moved by one feeling
- at last the black wall between us and our Emperor is removed.”93

But she was wrong. The black wall was still there and had even become
thicker and darker. For it was quickly realized that if the Tsaritsa remained
alive and defiant, Rasputin’s death solved nothing. She also would have to be
killed - which is what one Grand Duke, Nikolai Mikhailovich, wanted to do.

The disunity of the Romanov family itself was now exposed. Most of the
Romanovs rejoiced at the murder of Rasputin and were determined that his
murderers, who included their relative, Grand Duke Dmitri Pavlovich, should
not be punished, or even put on trial, for their crime. Prime Minister Trepov
supported this view; only the Interior Minister Protopopov wanted them at
least put on trial. The Tsar had been insisting that murder was murder, whether
committed by a grand duke or a peasant; but in the end he resolved the
problem (after a fashion) by treating the main murderers with astonishing
leniency, banishing Great Prince Dmitri to the army in Persia (where he got a
hero’s welcome), and Yusupov - to his estate in the country. In this way, at the
cost of justice, a rebellion by the Romanovs against the Romanov tsar was
avoided...

shots. But not the coup de grace. The former ‘C’ of MI6, Sir John Scarlett (Magdalen, 1966),
assured me that he didn’t - the official line now for a century, but probably true” (“Rasputin
Disputed”, Oxford Today, Trinity term, 2017, p. 6). Keith Jeffrey also rejects the idea that the
British secret service was involved: “Rayner’s involvement, if he was present at all, can only
have been as an acquaintance of Yusupov’s, and perhaps as an enthusiastic if misguided
participant in the scheme to rid Russia of a turbulent priest” (1916, p. 341). However, according
to a recent joint British and Russian police investigation, the gun that killed him was British...

91 Yusupov, Memuary (Memoirs), Moscow, 1998, p. 235.

92 Yusupov, op. cit., p. 230.

93 Alexander Bokhanov, Manfred Knodt, Vladimir Oustimenko, Zinaida Peregudova, Lyubov
Tyutyunnik, The Romanovs, London: Leppi, 1993, p. 237.
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The situation was both unresolved and unprecedented. As the Duma
Deputy V.A. Maklakov said in his report on Rasputin on December 27, 1916:
“Now there is taking place in the minds and souls of the Russian people the
most terrible revolution that has ever happened in history. It is not a revolution
- it is a catastrophe: the whole, ages-old world-view, faith in the tsar and in the
righteousness of his power, in the idea of its Divine establishment. And this
catastrophic revolution has been created in the hidden depths of the soul, not
by any evil-intentioned revolutionaries, but by the power itself, drawn by some
kind of fate.... This will not be a political revolution that could proceed in a
systematic manner, but a revolution of oppression and revenge by the dark
lower classes, that could not fail to be elemental, convulsive and chaotic.”94

And truly: the death of Rasputin was followed, only weeks later, by the
abdication of the Tsar and the revolution, as he had predicted. Was this a
coincidence? Or can we discern a deeper meaning in this “coincidence” created
by Divine Providence?

The murder of Rasputin, when he had already so deeply undermined the
authority of the Tsar, suited the anti-tsarist plotters well. “It was truly a master
stroke,” according to Yakobi: “to impel a ‘representative of the people’
[Purishkevich] and a relative of the Royal Family [Yusupov] to the crime:
counting on the impunity of the murderers, the plotters arranged a pan-
national demonstration of the open rebellion by the upper classes and the
helplessness of the government. “If Miliukov’s speech was the first blow and
the tolling of the bell for the revolution, Prince Yusupov’s shot was the second
blow on the bell. The third and final one had to sound out in Pskov, as a signal
for the dark forces to tear apart unhappy Russia, covered in blood...”%

It could be argued that the causes of the fall of the Second and Third Romes
were similar: in each case, the imperial power gained a supremacy over the
ecclesiastical power that was uncanonical and harmful to both Church and
State, allowing foreign enemies to conquer it. In the case of Nicholas II the issue
is less simple in that his instincts were by no means tyrannical, he was a pious
Orthodox Christian who wanted to reform Church-State relations at a future
Sobor in the direction of increasing the independence of the Church. He cannot
be compared in his relation to the Church with, say, Peter the Great or
Catherine the Great or even Nicholas I. Nevertheless, in his refusal to listen to
the Church’s pleas to remove the false “elder” Rasputin, who was allowed to
interfere with Church appointments at the highest level, he undermined the
authority of both Church and State, and their mutual relations, in a manner
that contributed materially to the success of the revolution.

94 Maklakov, in D.P. Anashkin, “The Real Rasputin?: A Look at His Admirers’ Revisionist
History”, Orthodox Life, May 4, 2017;.Firsov, op. cit., p. 484.
9 Yakobi, op. cit., p. 128.
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As we have seen, the peasant’s faith in the Autocracy and the Church (for
the two were closely linked in their eyes) had declined sharply from the
abortive revolution of 1905; the peasant riots and manor-burnings then had
shown that their religiosity and loyalty could no longer be taken for granted. It
is not that the peasants suddenly became democrats or constitutional
monarchists. On the contrary. At that time they believed religiously in Tsarism.
But they also heard and believed the rumours about Rasputin, which offended
their religious sensibilities. For they passionately believed that the Tsar, being
the Anointed of God, should rule and should not himself be ruled by any
favourite or “friend”, whether he was a noble or a peasant.

The matter was made worse by the murder of Rasputin, which, according
to the great singer F.I. Shaliapin, “strengthened the people’s belief in the
presence at the court of treason [the supposed pro-German activities of the
Tsarina and Rasputin]: it had been noticed and avenged by the murder. And
since that was the case - everything they said about Rasputin was true!”96

Which did not speak well for the Tsar, whose authority declined still
further... As in the Time of Troubles, the people wondered whether the Tsar in
power at the time was a real authority. And as for the Church authorities who
told them to obey the powers that be, they were also under critical scrutiny...
The Tsar’s detractors were wrong in much of what they said about him, but
one cannot deny that they had reason to criticize for weakness in listening to
his wife and not expelling Rasputin - and then not bringing his murderers to
trial. The result was the decay of tsarist power and prestige, which so
weakened the restraints on violence and lawlessness that what Durnovo called
“the unconscious socialism” of the peasants erupted, together with a disrespect
for authorities in general.

“Rasputin,” writes Radzinsky perceptively, “is a key to understanding both
the soul and the brutality of the Russia that came after him. He was a precursor
of the millions of peasants who, with religious consciousness in their souls,
would nevertheless tear down churches, and who, with a dream of the reign of
Love and Justice, would murder, rape, and flood the country with blood, in the
end destroying themselves...”97

“[Deputy Minister of the Interior] Gurko,” writes Douglas Smith, “wrote
there were two extremes battling inside Rasputin’s soul: one seeking the
monastery, the other ready to burn down the village. Kokovstov said Rasputin
could one minute make the sign of the cross and the next strangle his neighbor
with a smile on his face.”*® This was of course not literally true of Rasputin -
but it was close to the truth in relation to the peasantry, as the revolution was
soon to show, with its millions both of God-haters and of martyrs for Christ.

96 Firsov, op. cit., p. 480.
97 Radzinsky, Rasputin, p. 501.
98 Smith, Rasputin, London: Pan, 2017, p. 441.
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Thus Rasputin was indeed a symbol of the state of the peasantry in the last
days of the empire. Though basically Orthodox and monarchist, it was infected
with spiritual diseases that manifested themselves in the apostasy, lust,
violence and sheer demon-possession of so many peasants and workers during
the revolution. The support of the peasants kept the monarchy alive just as
Rasputin kept the tsarevich alive, stopping the flow of blood that represented
the ebbing spiritual strength of the dynasty. But it was not the tsar or any
monarchist party or leader that the peasants supported and voted for in
November, 1917, but the terrorist Bolsheviks and Social Revolutionaries...

However, while Rasputin lost grace and the majority of Russians descended
into the madness of socialism and Bolshevism, it was a different story for the
royal family. The Empress had put her trust in a demonized charlatan, and the
Emperor, to prevent her “hysterics”, as he told Stolypin, went along with the
deception, thereby repeating the story of the fall of Adam and Eve in the
Garden. For such sins, as was revealed to Metropolitan Makary of Moscow in
a vision, they suffered exile, humiliation and deprivation in 1917, and violent
death in 1918. But inwardly they had remained pure and faithful to God, and
so were finally counted worthy of the crown of martyrdom. And so, while the
dynasty was cut off, “the child,” the Tsarevich Alexei, the future of the dynasty,
“who was to rule all nations with a rod of iron” and over whom Rasputin
appeared to have had such power, “was caught up to God and His throne”
(Revelation 12.5)...
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8. APOCALYPTIC VISIONS

On February 21, 1917, just before the February revolution, a 14-year-old
Kievan novice, Olga Zosimovna Boiko, fell into a deep trance lasting for forty
days during which many mysteries were revealed to her. She saw the
following: “In blinding light on an indescribably wonderful throne sat the
Saviour, and next to Him on His right hand - our sovereign, surrounded by
angels. His Majesty was in full royal regalia: a radiant white robe, a crown, with
a sceptre in his hand. And I heard the martyrs talking amongst themselves,
rejoicing that the last times had come and that their number would be
increased. They said that they would be tormented for the name of Christ and
for refusing to accept the seal [of the Antichrist], and that the churches and
monasteries would soon be destroyed, and those living in the monasteries
would be driven out, and that not only the clergy and monastics would be
tortured, but also all those who did not want to receive ‘the seal’ and would
stand for the name of Christ, for the Faith and the Church.”%®

So the coming age was to be an apocalyptic struggle against the Antichrist,
an age of martyrdom for Christ’s sake - and the Tsar would be among the
martyrs.

More was revealed a few weeks later, on March 2, the very day of the Tsar’s
abdication, when the Mother of God appeared to the peasant woman Eudocia
Adrianovna and said to her: “Go to the village of Kolomenskoye; there you will
find a big, black icon. Take it and make it beautiful, and let people pray in front
of it.” Eudocia found the icon at 3 o’clock, the precise hour of the abdication.
Miraculously it renewed itself, and showed itself to be the “Reigning” icon of
the Mother of God, the same that had led the Russian armies into war with
Napoleon. On it she was depicted sitting on a royal throne dressed in a dark
red robe and bearing the orb and sceptre of the Orthodox Tsars, as if to show
that the sceptre of rule of the Russian land had passed from earthly rulers to
the Queen of Heaven...100

So the Orthodox Autocracy, as symbolized by the orb and sceptre, had not
been destroyed, but was being held “in safe keeping”, as it were, by the Queen
of Heaven, until the earth should again be counted worthy of it...101

99 Letter of Sergius Nilus, 6 August, 1917; in V. Gubanov, Tsar’ Nikolai II-ij i Novie Mucheniki
(Tsar Nicholas II and the New Martyrs), Moscow, 2000, p. 121.

100 It is also said that during the siege of the Moscow Kremlin in October, 1917, the Mother of
God ordered the “Reigning” icon to be taken in procession seven times round the Kremlin, and
then it would be saved. However, it was taken round only once... (Monk Epiphany (Chernov),
Tserkov” Katakombnaia na Zemle Rossijskoj (The Catacomb Church in the Russian Land), Old
Woking, 1980 (MS), http:/ /www.vs-radoste.narod.ru/photoalbum09.html)

101 However, both the facts about the appearance of the icon and its theological interpretation
are disputed. See M. Babkin, “2 (15) marta 1917 g.: iavlenie ikony “Derzhavnoj’ i otrechenie ot
prestola imperatora Nikolaia II” (March 2/15, 1917: the appearance of the “Reigning’ icon and
Emperor Nicholas II's abdication from the throne), Posev, March, 2009, pp. 21-24.
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A third vision was given in this year to Metropolitan Makary (Parvitsky) of
Moscow, who alone in the Church's hierarchy had refused to accept the
Provisional Government and was removed in March, 1917: "I saw a field. The
Saviour was walking along a path. I went after Him, crying,

"Lord, I am following you!'

"Finally we approached an immense arch adorned with stars. At the
threshold of the arch the Saviour turned to me and said again:

"Follow me!'

And He went into a wondrous garden, and I remained at the threshold and
awoke. Soon I fell asleep again and saw myself standing in the same arch, and
with the Saviour stood Tsar Nicholas. The Saviour said to the Tsar:

"You see in My hands two cups: one which is bitter for your people and the
other sweet for you.'

"The Tsar fell to his knees and for a long time begged the Lord to allow him
to drink the bitter cup together with his people. The Lord did not agree for a
long time, but the Tsar begged importunately. Then the Saviour drew out of
the bitter cup a large glowing coal and laid it in the palm of the Tsar's hand.
The Tsar began to move the coal from hand to hand and at the same time his
body began to grow light, until it had become completely bright, like some
radiant spirit. At this I again woke up.

“Falling asleep yet again, I saw an immense field covered with flowers. In
the middle of the field stood the Tsar, surrounded by a multitude of people,
and with his hands he was distributing manna to them. An invisible voice said
at this moment:

""The Tsar has taken the guilt of the Russian people upon himself, and the
Russian people is forgiven."

But how could the Russian people could be forgiven through the Tsar? Some
people believe that this is a heretical thought. However, A.Ya. Yakovitsky has
expressed the following interpretation. The aim of the Provisional Government
was to have elections to the Constituent Assembly, which would finally have
rejected the monarchical principle. But this would also have brought the
anathema of the Zemsky Sobor of 1613 upon the whole of Russia, because the
anathema invoked a curse on the Russian land if it ever rejected Tsar Michael
Romanov and his descendants. Now according to Yakovitsky, the vision of
Metropolitan Makary demonstrates that through his martyric patience the Tsar
obtained from the Lord that the Constituent Assembly should not come to pass
(it was dissolved by the Bolsheviks in January, 1918). Moreover, his
distributing manna to the people is a symbol of the distribution of the Holy
Gifts of the Eucharist. So the Church hierarchy, while it wavered in its loyalty
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in 1917, did not finally reject monarchism, and so did not come under anathema
and was able to continue feeding the people spiritually. By taking upon himself
the sin of the removal of the autocracy, the Tsar saved his people from falling
as whole, with the Church, under the 1613 anathema.

However, for their betrayal of the Tsar, the people still had to suffer...
Returning to the Reigning icon, Yakovitsky writes: “Through innumerable
sufferings, blood and tears, and after repentance, the Russian people will be
forgiven and Royal power, preserved by the Queen of Heaven herself, will
undoubtedly be returned to Russia. Otherwise, why should the Most Holy
Mother of God have preserved this Power?”192 “With this it is impossible to
disagree. The sin committed can be purified only by blood. But so that the very
possibility of redemption should arise, some other people had to receive power
over the people that had sinned, as Nebuchadnezzar received this power over
the Jewish people (as witnessed by the Prophet Jeremiah), or Baty over the
Russian people (the first to speak of this after the destruction was the council
of bishops of the Kiev metropolia)... Otherwise, the sufferings caused by
fraternal blood-letting would only deepen the wrath of God...”103

So redemption could be given to the Russian people only if they expiated
their sin through the sufferings of martyrdom and repentance, and provided
that they did not reject the Orthodox Autocracy in principle. The Tsar laid the
foundation to this redemption by his petition before the throne of the Almighty.
The New Martyrs built on this foundation through their martyric sufferings.

And yet redemption, as revealed in the restoration of the Orthodox
Autocracy, has not yet come. And that because the third element - the
repentance of the whole people - has not yet taken place.

In the same fateful year of 1917 Elder Nektary of Optina prophesied: "Now
his Majesty is not his own man, he is suffering such humiliation for his
mistakes. 1918 will be still worse. His Majesty and all his family will be killed,
tortured. One pious girl had a vision: Jesus Christ was sitting on a throne, while
around Him were the twelve apostles, and terrible torments and groans
resounded from the earth. And the Apostle Peter asked Christ:

""O Lord, when will these torments cease?'

"And Jesus Christ replied: 'I give them until 1922. If the people do not repent,
do not come to their senses, then they will all perish in this way.'

"Then before the throne of God there stood our Tsar wearing the crown of a
great-martyr. Yes, this tsar will be a great-martyr. Recently, he has redeemed

102 Yakovitsky, in S. Fomin (ed.), Rossia pered Vtorym Prishestviem (Russia before the Second
Coming), Moscow, 2003, p. 235.
103 Yakovitsky, “Sergianstvo: mif ili real’nost’”, Vernost’ (Fidelity), N 100, January, 2008.
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his life, and if people do not turn to God, then not only Russia, but the whole
of Europe will collapse..." 104

Within twenty years, the whole of Europe had collapsed, as a result of the
Second World War, the greatest war in human history.

*

Having described three true, God-given visions of 1917, it will not be out of
place to mention a false, satanic vision that was nevertheless to play an
important role in Church life later in the century.

In 1917, on the thirteenth day of the month of May, and for six months
thereafter the Virgin Mary supposedly appeared to three shepherd girls in
Fatima, Portugal. The girls were entrusted with “three secrets”, the second of
which is the most important. This supposedly revealed that, in order to avoid
terrible calamities in the world and the persecution of the Catholic Church, the
Virgin will ask for the consecration of Russia to her Immaculate Heart. If her
request is granted, Russia will be converted, and there will be peace. If not, then
she [Russia] will spread her errors throughout the world, causing wars and
persecution of the Church. “The good will be martyred, the Holy Father will
have much to suffer, various nations will be annihilated. In the end, my
Immaculate Heart will triumph. The Holy Father will consecrate Russia to me,
and she shall be converted, and a period of peace will be granted to the world.”

Now from the point of view of the Orthodox Saints and Holy Fathers, these
visions and revelations are clear examples of demonic deception and not to be
trusted. In May, 1917 it was not difficult to see that Russia was descending into
chaos, and the devil used the opportunity to try and persuade people that the
chaos could be averted only through the submission of Russia to his tool, the
Catholic Church. Not surprisingly, the Vatican seized on these “revelations”
and in 1930 pronounced them worthy of trust; and every Pope since then has
been committed to belief in the Fatima phenomenon.

The present leadership of the Moscow Patriarchate, by its desperate
attempts to unite with the Pope, thereby making possible the Vatican’s
centuries-old dream, supported by false prophecies, of conquering Russia, has
become perhaps the main obstacle to the redemption of Russia through the
restoration of the Orthodox Autocracy.

104 I. Kontsevich, Optina Pustyn’ i ee Vremia (Optina Desert and its Time), Jordanville, N.Y.:
Holy Trinity Monastery, 1977.
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8. KERENSKY TAKES THE LEAD

“At the end of 1916, Prince Vladimir A. Obolensky asked Guchkov about
the rumours of a forthcoming coup. Obolensky wrote, ‘Guchkov began to relate
to me all the facts of the conspiracy and to name its main participants... I
realized I had fallen into the very nest of the conspiracy. The Chairman of the
Duma, Rodzianko, Guchkov and Alexeev were at the head of it. Others such as
General Ruzsky and even A.A. Stolypin, brother of Peter Arkadievich Stolypin,
took part in it.””1%5

The Masons began to execute their plans in January, 1917. Amidst rumours
of palace coups, “the public organizations systematically boycotted all those in
whom they saw supporters of the tsar, almost literally following the principles
laid out in Disposition No.1 of the mysterious Committee of National
Salvation...

“But the Disposition was written in 1915, when the liberals still hoped to
incline the tsar to carry out the demands of the Duma and the public
organizations. But now, in 1917, Prince Lvov supposed that there was nothing
more to talk about. In a speech which he had intended to deliver at the
December (1916) congress of the Zemstvo Union (the congress was banned by
the police), Prince Lvov wrote: “‘What we wanted to say eye-to-eye to the leader
of the Russian people fifteen months ago, has not become the common cry of
the whole people... Do we have to name the names of the secret sorcerers and
magicians of our state administration and dwell on the feelings of annoyance,
disdain and hatred? It is not these feelings that point the way to our salvation.
Let us leave that which is despised and hated. The fatherland is in peril. From
the State Council and the State Duma to the last hut, all feelings are identical...
The old state ulcer of dissension between the authorities and society has
covered, as with leprosy, the whole country without sparing the tsar’s palaces,
while the country prays for healing and suffers...”

“At the end Prince Lvov gave practical instructions to his supporters:
‘Abandon any further attempts to carry out cooperative work with the present
authorities! They are doomed to failure, they will only distance us from our
aim. Do not entertain illusions! Turn away from figments of the imagination!
There is no authority... The country needs a monarch protected by a
government that is responsible before the country and the Duma.’...

“The refusal of the leader of the public organizations to make any attempt to
come to an agreement with the government led to rumours of a palace coup
being spread aloud in the army and throughout the country They began to take
hold of the minds of society, and especially the intelligentsia and semi-
intelligentsia. Even among the members of the Royal Family patriotism no
longer mean faithfulness to the ruling monarch. Murder, rebellion and
trampling on the emperor and his wife was glorified throughout the country

105 The Romanov Royal Martyrs, p. 215.
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as an exploit, an act of patriotic self-sacrifice comparable to the miracle of the
dragon, the exploit of St. George, when he liberated the country from a
shameful slavery...

“As the end of the prerogatives of the Fourth Duma approached, Rodzyanko
started a campaign to put off the proroguing of the Duma until the end of the
war, referring to the order established in the Allied countries whereby elections
were generally put off until the end of military operations.”!%

*

On January 19, there began in Petrograd an Allied Conference including 50
representatives of England, France and Italy (the English delegation was led by
Lord Milner, now in the war cabinet), who had made the long journey from
London via Murmansk to plan a combined Allied strategy for the coming
year.'”” The senior British soldier at the conference, Henry Wilson, “learned
that there was much talk of revolution, even, as he noted in his diary, to the
extent of Russian officials speaking openly about “the advisability of murdering
the Tsar & the Empress or the Empress alone & so on. An extraordinary state
of affairs...””1% Indeed; and after meeting with Guchkov, who was president of
the Military-Industrial Committee, Prince George Lvov, president of the State
Duma Rodzyanko, General Polivanov (who had been dismissed from his post
as Minister of War in March), Sazonov, the English ambassador Buchanan, the
Cadet leader P.N. Miliukov and others, the mission was emboldened to present
the following demands to the Tsar:

(i) The introduction into the Staff of the Supreme Commander of allied
representatives with the right of a deciding vote.

(i)  The renewal of the command staff of all the armies on the indications
of the heads of the Entente.

(iii) The introduction of a constitution with a responsible ministry.

The Tsar replied to these demands, which amounted to a demand that he
renounce both his autocratic powers and his powers as Commander-in-Chief
of the Russian armies, as follows:

(i) “The introduction of allied representatives is unnecessary, for I am
not suggesting the introduction of my representatives into the allied
armies with the right of a deciding vote.”

(i)  “Also unnecessary. My armies are fighting with greater success than
the armies of my allies.”

(iii) “The act of internal administration belongs to the discretion of the
Monarch and does not require the indications of the allies.”

106 Katkov, Fevral’skaia Revoliutsia, pp. 224-225, 227.
107 Gubanov, Nikolaj 11 i Novie Mucheniki, Moscow, 2000, p. 802.
108 Keith Jeffrey, 1916, London: Pimlico, 2017, p. 356.

64



When this truthful and courageous reply was made known to the plotters,
they assembled in the English Embassy and decided: “To abandon the lawful
path and step out on the path of revolution”.

As Miliukov explained: “We knew that in the spring there would be
victories for the Russian Army. In that case the prestige and glamour of the
Tsar among the people would become so strong that Il our efforts to shake and
overthrow the Throne of the Autocrat would be in vain. That is why we had to
resort to a very speedy revolutionary explosion, so as to avert this danger.” 109

Thus “the English Embassy,” wrote Princess Paley, “on the orders of Lloyd
George, became a nest of propaganda. The liberals, and Prince Lvov, Miliukov,
Rodzyanko, Maklakov, etc., used to meet there constantly. It was in the English
embassy that the decision was taken to abandon legal paths and step out on the
path of revolution.”110

The English ambassador was “devoted” personally to the Tsar. But, as Great
Duke Alexander Mikhailovich wrote, he was with the plotters: “The most
grievous thing that I got to know was that the British ambassador at the
Imperial Court, Sir George Buchanan, had countenanced the plotters: he
fancied that such conduct would be the best way to protect the Allies” interests
and that the succeeding Russian liberal government would lead Russia from
victory to victory. He realized his mistake no longer than twenty-four hours
after the triumph of the revolution...”!!!

Elena Ilyina writes: “In his report in Paris on April 8, 1917, the worker in
French intelligence Captain de Maleisy said: “A prominent organizer [of the
plot] was the British ambassador, Sir George Buchanan, who supervised it all
from above with Guchkov. During the revolution Russian agents serving the
English handed out packets of roubles to the soldiers, inciting them to put on
revolutionary cockades.” A participant in the plot, Prince Vladimir Obolensky,
confirmed in his memoirs that many meetings took place in Buchanan’s
house.”112

On January 27, on the basis of reports from the Petrograd Okhrana, the
members of a working group of Guchkov’s Military-Industrial Committee that
served as a link with the revolutionary workers” organizations, were arrested.
The documents seized left no doubt about the revolutionary character of the

109 Miliukov, in Tatyana Groyan, Tsariu Nebesnomu i Zemnomu Vernij (Faithful to the Heavenly
and Earthly King), Moscow, 1996, p. XCIV. Cf. Armis (a Duma delegate), “Skrytaia Byl'” (The
Hidden Story), Prizyv” (Summons), N 50, Spring, 1920; in Vinberg, op. cit., pp. 165-166.

110 Paley, Souvenir de Russie, 1916-1919, p. 33.

11 Alexander Bokhanov, Manfred Knodt, Vladimir Oustimenko, Zinaida Peregudova, Lyobov
Tyutynnik, The Romanovs, London: Leppi Publications, 1993, p.282.

112 Jlyina, “Nikolaj II privel stranu k porogu pobedy v Pervoj Mirovoj Vojne” (Nicholas II
brought his country to the verge of victory in the First World War), https://3a-
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working committee... But the new Prime Minister, Prince Golitsyn, softened
the sentences of the plotters. 113

And so “the sessions of the workers in the Committee continued. However,
the Okhrana department lost its informers from the workers” group.”114

At the beginning of February the Tsar summoned N.A. Maklakov and
entrusted him with composing a manifesto for the prorogation of the Duma -
in case it should step out on the path of open revolution.115

For, as he said to the former governor of Mogilev in early February: “I know
that the situation is very alarming, and I have been advised to dissolve the State
Duma... But I can’t do this... In the military respect we are stronger than ever
before. Soon, in the spring, will come the offensive and I believe that God will
give us victory, and then moods will change...”116

*

The real leader of the disturbances in Petrograd in February was Alexander
Kerensky, whose real name was Aaron Kirbits.!'” “Kerensky was very familiar
with the many different layers of revolutionary and opposition movements. As
early as 1915, the Okhrana mentioned Kerensky as a man leader of the
revolutionary underground, ‘recently beginning to play a dominant role’, as
well as being a leader of the Social Revolutionary Party. He also played a
leading role in the Petrograd Bolshevik organizations. Kerensky was one of the
loudest enemies of the monarchy and Nicholas II, and travelled across Russia
meeting with revolutionaries, teaching them that ‘a criminal and inept
government cannot fight an external enemy,” victory only being possible after
the establishment of a Constituent Assembly.

“In January 1917, Kerensky stated that “We need a revolution, even if it

means defeat at the front’.”!8

When the State Duma reassembled on February 14/27, Kerensky
proclaimed his aim openly: “The historical task of the Russian people at the
present time is the task of annihilating the medieval regime immediately, at
whatever cost... How is it possible to fight by lawful means against those
whom the law itself has turned into a weapon of mockery against the people?...
There is only one way with the violators of the law - their physical
removal.”119

113 Oldenburg, Tsarstvovanie Imperatora Nikolaia II, Belgrade, 1939, vol. II, p. 233.

114 Sedova, “Ne Tsar...”, p. 3.

115 Oldenburg, op. cit.,, vol. II, p. 233. On February 10, in his last report to the Duma,
Rodzyanko said that “the country had finally lost faith in the present government”.
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Unlike most of the bourgeois plotters, Kerensky envisioned the complete
destruction of the monarchy, not a replacement of the autocracy with a
constitutional monarchy. On this same day, the Bolsheviks called on the
workers of St. Petersburg to protest against the State Duma, the failure of which
reassured the authorities that the opposition and revolutionaries were not
capable of a powerful performance.

“The following day, however, Kerensky began an aggressive campaign in
the Duma, calling for the overthrow of the monarchy, signaling to the
revolutionary forces that it is ‘now or never’. So the protagonist of the
revolution at the start of the unrest in Petrograd was Kerensky rather than the
Progressive Bloc. In this way, the workers and residents of St. Petersburg did
not go out with slogans of protecting the Duma or of revolution, but rather
under the banner of hunger, with the revolutionary underground directed by
Kerensky.

“Using the slogan ‘Bread” was a strong move by the conspirators, since
marching with revolutionary slogans would have meant immediate dispersal
by troops. However, it was a much more difficult matter to require troops to
disperse "hungry” women and children asking for bread.

“The Social Democrats ensured a supply of flour to the garrison soldiers to
prevent their taking part in a suppression of the insurrection. Social Democrat
B.V. Avilov recalled that in those eventful February days they had several
thousand pounds of bread and scores of wagon-cars worth of flour.

“The Bolsheviks and Kerensky cooperated for the organization of a strike by
the Putilov factory, which was to be the catalyst for the events in St. Petersburg.
On 22 February, a group of workers from the Putilov factory came to Kerensky
letting him know a political movement was beginning at the factory, which
would have far reaching consequences. On that same day, the Vyborg district
Bolsheviks came out in support of the Putilovites and decided to organize a
stroke on the 234 in the Narva and Vyborg districts, in solidarity with the
Putilovites.

“Historian S.V. Kolyaev writes that the Bolsheviks “at the very least initiated
the outpouring of workers into the streets.” It should be noted that in February
1917, the Putilov factory was administered by the [Masonic] Chief Artillery
Directorate General A.A. Manikovsky, who after the October Revolution joined
the Red Army, making its connection with the Bolsheviks in February 1917
something that can be considered almost proved. At the same time,
Manikovsky was in very close relations with Guchkov and Kerensky. This all,
taken together, suggests joint actions on behalf of Kerensky and the Bolsheviks
in the organization of the riots, carried out through an intermediary, General
Manikovsky. In this way, Guchkov and Kerensky, in spite of their external
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difference, shared a general plan for a coup d’état, calling for the overthrow of
the throne of Emperor Nicholas II.”12

And yet loyal patriots still existed. Thus on February 21, two days before the
start of the revolution, Bishop Agapit of Yekaterinoslav together with members
of the Yekaterinoslav section of the Union of the Russian People, headed by
their president, Obraztsov, wrote to the chancellery of the Over-Procurator:
“The gates of hell will not prevail over the Church of Christ, but the destiny of
Orthodoxy in our fatherland is indissolubly bound up with the destiny of the
Tsarist Autocracy. Remembering on the Sunday of Orthodoxy the merits of the
Russian Hierarchs before the Church and the State, we in a filial spirit dare to
turn to your Eminence and other first-hierarchs of the Russian Church: by your
unanimous blessings and counsels in the spirit of peace and love, strengthen
his Most Autocratic Majesty to defend the Sacred rights of the Autocracy,
entrusted to him by God through the voice of the people and the blessing of the
Church, against which those same rebels who are encroaching against our Holy
Orthodox Church are now encroaching.”121

120 The Romanov Royal Martyrs, pp. 222-223.
121 Tatyana Groyan, Tsariu Nebesnomu i Zemnomu Vernij (Faithful to the Heavenly and Earthly
King), Moscow, 1996, pp. CXX-CXXI.
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9. THE FEBRUARY REVOLUTION

The Tsar stayed in Tsarskoye Selo until February 22, when he was
summoned urgently to Stavka by General Alexeyev. This surprised the Tsar,
who did not see the need for it and wanted to stay close to the capital. It was
clearly part of the plot - as Baroness Sophia Bukshoeveden points out, it was
precisely in the next eight days, when the Tsar was away at the front, that the
revolution took place...122

“In the middle of 1916,” writes Fr. Lev Lebedev, “the Masons had
designated February 22, 1917 for the revolution in Russia. But on this day his
Majesty was still at Tsarksoye Selo, having arrived there more than a month
before from Headquarters, and only at 2 o’clock on the 22nd did he leave again
for Mogilev. Therefore everything had to be put back for one day and begin on
February 23.123 By that time special trains loaded with provisions had been
deliberately stopped on the approaches to Petrograd on the excuse of heavy
snow drifts, which immediately elicited a severe shortage of bread, an increase
in prices and the famous “tails’ - long queues for bread. The population began
to worry, provocateurs strengthened the anxiety with rumours about the
approach of inevitable famine, catastrophe, etc. But it turned out that the
military authorities had reserves of food... that would allow Petrograd to hold
out until the end of the snow falls.124 Therefore into the affair at this moment
there stepped a second very important factor in the plot - the soldiers of the
reserve formations, who were in the capital waiting to be sent off to the front.
There were about 200,000 of them, and they since the end of 1916 had been
receiving 25 roubles a day (a substantial boost to the revolutionary agitation

122 Buxhoeveden, Ventsenosnitsa Muchenitsa (The Crown-Bearing Martyr), Moscow, 2011, p.
390.

123 There is conflicting evidence on this point. Sedova writes: “Later Guchkov said that the
coup was planned for March-April, 1917. However his comrades in the plot were more sincere.
In Yekaterinoslav, where Rodzyanko’s estate was situated, there came rumours from his,
Rodzyanko’s house that the abdication of the Tsar was appointed for December 6, 1917. At the
beginning of 1917 Tereshchenko declared in Kiev that the coup, during which the abdication
was supposed to take place, was appointed for February 8” (Sedova, “Ne Tsar’.., p. 3). (V.M.)
124 On February 24 the Petrograd commandant Khabalov posted notices on the walls (with
glue that didn’t work) saying there was no need to worry: there was more than half a million
pounds of flour in the city, enough to feed it for twelve days, and deliveries were continuing
without interruption (L.P. Yakoby, Imperator Nikolaj II i Revoliutsia (Emperor Nicholas II and the
Revolution), Moscow, 2010, p. 151). As Voeikov wrote: “From February 25 the city’s public
administration had begun to appoint its representatives to take part in the distribution of food
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pounds of flour, so that fears about a lack of bread were completely unfounded” (op. cit., p.
161). However, already in November, 1917 Prince Vladimir Mikhailovich Volkonsky, former
vice-president of the Duma and assistant to the Minister of the Interior Protopopov had told
Baroness Sophia Bukshoeveden that the administration of the transport of food was so bad that
there could be hunger riots in the city (Bukshoeveden, op. cit., pp. 387-388). And Lubov Millar
writes: “While bread lines in Petrograd got longer, trainloads of wheat and rye stood rotting
all along the Great Siberian Railway line; the same was true in the southwestern part of Russia.
Even so, there was enough bread to feed the capital” (Grand Duchess Elizabeth of Russia,
Richfield, N.Y.: Nikodemos Orthodox Publication Society, 2009, p. 35). (V.M.).
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that had been constantly carried out among them) from a secret ‘revolutionary
fund’. Most important of all, they did not want to be sent to the front. They
were reservists, family men, who had earlier received a postponement of their
call-up, as well as new recruits from the workers, who had been under the
influence of propaganda for a long time. His Majesty had long ago been
informed of the unreliability of the soldiers of the Petrograd garrison and had
ordered General Alexeyev to introduce guards units, including cavalry, into
the capital. However, Alexeyev had not carried out the order, referring to the fact
that, according to the information supplied by the commandant of the
Petrograd garrison General Khabalov, all the barracks in the capital were filled
to overflowing, and there was nowhere to put the guardsmen!... In sum, against
200,000 unreliable reservists who were ready to rebel, the capital of the Empire
could hardly number 10,000 soldiers - mainly junkers and cadets from other
military schools - who were faithful to his Majesty. The only Cossack regiment
from the reserves was by that time also on the side of the revolution. The
plotters were also successful in gaining the appointment of General Khabalov
to the post of commandant of the capital and district. He was an inexperienced
and extremely indecisive man. Had Generals Khan-Hussein of Nakhichevan or
Count Keller been in his place, everything might have turned out
differently.”125

While men had their reasons for transferring the starting date of the
revolution to February 23, Divine Providence, which is over all, ordained this
date in order to point to three highly significant “coincidences”. The first was
the coincidence of the beginning of the revolution with the first new feast of the
godless socialists, International Women’s Day. The second was its coincidence
with the beginning of Diocletian’s Great Persecution of 303, the greatest
persecution in Christian history. And the third was its coincidence with the
Jewish feast of Purim.

“International Women’s Day” was the revolutionary feast of the women-
internationalists. It was established on March 8, 1910 on the initiative of Clara
Tsetkin at a socialist conference in Copenhagen. At first it was conceived as the
feast of the woman revolutionary, and not simply of women.

Orlando Figes writes: “8 March (23 February in the old Russian calendar) -
was International Women’s Day, an important day in the socialist calendar. By
midday of that day in 1917 there were tens of thousands of mainly women
congregating on the Nevsky Prospekt, the principal avenue in the centre of the
Russian capital, Petrograd, and banners started to appear.

“The slogans on the banners were patriotic but also made forceful demands
for change: ‘Feed the children of the defenders of the motherland,” read one;

125 Lebedev, op. cit., p. 477.
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another said: ‘Supplement the ration of soldiers” families, defenders of freedom
and the people’s peace.’

“The crowds of demonstrators were varied. The city’s governor, AP Balk,
said they consisted of ‘ladies from society, lots more peasant women, student
girls and, compared with earlier demonstrations, not many workers’. The
revolution was begun by women, not male workers.

“In the afternoon the mood began to change as female textile workers from
the Vyborg side of the city came out on strike in protest against shortages of
bread. Joined by their menfolk, they swelled the crowds on the Nevsky, where
there were calls of ‘Bread!” and ‘Down with the tsar!” By the end of the
afternoon, 100,000 workers had come out on strike, and there were clashes with
police as the workers tried to cross the Liteiny Bridge, connecting the Vyborg
side with the city centre. Most were dispersed by the police but several
thousand crossed the ice-packed river Neva (a risky thing to do at -5C) and
some, angered by the fighting, began to loot the shops on their way to the
Nevsky.

“Balk’s Cossacks struggled to clear the crowds on the Nevsky. They would
ride up to the demonstrators, only to stop short and retreat. Later it emerged
that they were mostly young reservists who had no experience of dealing with
crowds. By an oversight they had not been supplied with the whips used by
Cossacks to disperse civilian crowds. This weakness emboldened the workers
to come out in even greater numbers in the following days.

“On 24 February as many as 150,000 workers had taken to the streets. They
marched from the industrial areas, crossed the bridges, and occupied the
Nevksy, looting shops, and overturning trams and carriages. There were fights
with the police and Cossacks on the bridges. By mid-afternoon the crowds on
the Nevsky had been swollen by students, shopkeepers, office workers and
spectators. Balk described the crowds as ‘consisting of the ordinary people’.

“Historians have long argued about whether these demonstrations were
spontaneous or organised by revolutionaries. My own view is that they were
more spontaneous than organised but that they had an internal organisation of
their own in the form of unnamed members of the crowd who shouted out
directions. Then there was the political topography of Petrograd - defined by
the bridges, the Nevsky, Znamenskaya Square, the Tauride Palace, or seat of
the Duma - that set the movements of the crowds.

“On 24 February Znamenskaya Square became the focus of attention, as a
large rally amassed there in the afternoon. The huge equestrian statue of
Alexander III - a symbol of immovable autocracy popularly nicknamed ‘the
Hippopotamus’ - was conquered by revolutionary orators, who made their
speeches from it, calling for the downfall of the monarchy. Few in the vast
crowd could hear what they were saying, but it did not matter: the people knew
what they wanted to hear and the mere sight of this act of free speech - in full
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view of the police - was enough to confirm in their minds that a ‘revolution’
was taking place. Later that evening, after the crowds had finally dispersed, the
police found the word ‘Hippopotamus’ engraved on the plinth of the statue.”12¢

“On February 23,” writes Lebedev, “at a command, 30,000 (according to
other data, 90,000) workers went on strike with the slogans ‘Bread!” and ‘Down
with the War!” The police had difficulty in dispersing their demonstrations. On
February 24 up to 170,000 workers poured out onto the streets of Petrograd.
Their slogans were: ‘Down with the Tsarist Government!’, ‘Long Live the
Provisional Government!” (although it did not exist yet!) and ‘Down with the
War!”. About 40,000 gathered in Nevsky Prospekt. The police and the soldiers
pushed them away, but they went into the side streets, smashed shop windows,
robbed the shops, stopped trams, and already sang the ‘Marseillaise” and ‘Rise,
Stand up, Working People!” However, Protopopov reported to her Majesty in
Tsarskoye that the disorders were elicited only by a lack of bread. In the
opinion of many ministers, everything had begun with a chance ‘women’s
rebellion” in the queues. They did not know, or simply were frightened to know,
that a previously organized revolution had begun. The Cossacks did nothing,
protecting the demonstrators. On February 25 already 250,000 people were on
strike! In their hands they held a Bolshevik leaflet ("... All under the red flag of
the revolution. Down with the Tsarist monarchy. Long live the Democratic
Republic... Long live the Socialist International’.) At a meeting at the Moscow
station the police constable Krylov hurled himself at a demonstrator in order
to snatch a red flag from him, and was killed... by a Cossack! The crowd lifted
the murderer on their shoulders. In various places they were beating,
disarming and killing policemen. At the Trubochny factory Lieutenant Hesse
shot an agitator, and those who had assembled, throwing away their red flags
and banners, ran away. The same happened in the evening on Nevsky, where
the demonstrators opened fire on the soldiers and police, and in reply the
soldiers shot into the crowd (several people were immediately killed), who
then ran away. The speeches of the workers, as we see, were the work of the
hands of the second echelon of the revolution (the social democrats). But it is
also evident that without the soldiers it would not have worked for either the
first or the second echelon...

“On the evening of the same February 25, a Saturday, his Majesty sent
Khabalov a personal telegram: ‘I order you to stop the disturbances in the
capital tomorrow, disturbances that are inadmissible in the serious time of war
against Germany and Austria. Nicholas.” Khabalov panicked. Although
everything indicated that there was no need to panic, decisive action even by
those insignificant forces that were faithful and reliable, that is, firing against
the rebels, could have stopped everything in its tracks. The Duma decreed that
their session should stop immediately. But the deputies remained and
continued to gather in the building of the Tauride palace.

126 Figes, “The women’s protest that sparked the Russian Revolution” The Guardian, March 8,
2017.
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“On February 26, a Sunday, it was peaceful in the morning and Khabalov
hastened to tell his Majesty about this. What lengths does fear for themselves
and for their position or career take people to!... On that day the newspapers
did not come out, and at midday demonstrations began again and the Fourth
company of the reserve battalion of the Pavlovsky regiment mutinied. It was
suppressed, and the mutineers arrested. It was difficult to incite soldiers to
rebel, even those like the Petrograd reservists. They replied to the worker-
agitators: “You'll go to your homes, but we’ll get shot!"... The plotters
understood that the troops could be aroused only by some kind of exceptional
act, after which it would no longer be possible for them to go back. Such an act
could only be a serious military crime - a murder... The heart of the Tsar sensed
the disaster. On the evening of the 26th he noted in his diary: “This morning
during the service I felt a sharp pain in my chest... I could hardly stand and my
forehead was covered with drops of sweat.” On that day Rodzyanko sent the
Tsar a telegram in which, after describing the disorders in the capital, the
clashes of military units and the firing, he affirmed: ‘It is necessary immediately
to entrust a person enjoying the confidence of the country (!) to form a new
government. There must be no delay. Delay is like death. I beseech God that at
this hour responsibility may not fall on the Crown-bearer.” A liar and a
hypocrite, Rodzyanko had more than once very bombastically expressed his
‘devotion’ to his Majesty, while at the same time preparing a plot against him.
He immediately sent copies of this telegram to the commanders of the fronts -
Brusilov and Ruzsky, asking them to support his demand for a ‘new
government’ and a ‘person’ with the confidence of the country before his
Majesty. They replied: “task accomplished’.”!?’

The change in slogans from “Bread and Peace” to “New Government” was
significant. For it meant a change from simply sympathizing with suffering
people to a potential act of treason. However, it appears that the soldiers were
not yet republicans... “Colonel N.I. Artabalevsky writes: “The shooters and all
the other military officials decided and approved the slogan with which they
opposed the old government: “Tsar, new government, war to victory”. With
this, we went to the Duma. With difficulty we made our way into the Catherine
Hall. Everything was jam-packed with the most disparate public. Rodzianko
immediately came to us and delivered a short speech with a call to order, to
which they answered, ‘Hurray!” and a toast ‘to the first citizen of Russia’.
Having learned from me the slogan with which we came, he visibly brightened
his face. I snuck into the room next to the one in which the Executive Committee
of the State Duma was sitting. Then a member of the Duma approached me:
tall, with a black beard, exquisitely dressed. I could not find out who it was. He
told me that Emperor Nicholas II would probably be forced to hand over the

127 Lebedev, op. cit. This telegram, writes Yakoby, “was very cleverly written. Its jerky,
emotional phrases were bound to elicit in the Tsar increasing anxiety, the fear of responsibility
and a desire to transfer this responsibility on him whose name was clearly insinuated -
Rodzianko himself.

“However the Duma president himself feared an open rift with legality and preferred to
receive power from the hands of the Sovereign rather than ‘by the will of the people’” (op. cit.,
p- 154)
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throne to his son, Tsarevitch Alexei, and for his juvenile caretaker to be
Empress Alexandra Fedorovna, and the regent will be Grand Duke Mikhail
Alexandrovich.

“At that moment, Milyukov intervened in the conversation. I did not think
that he would make such a repulsive impression on me - a sly, two-faced fox.
The eyes that ran around the pince-nez glasses did not inspire me with any
confidence. Cunningly looking at me, then around, he was interested to find
out from me about the attitude of the shooters towards Grand Duke Mikhail
Alexandrovich. I answered him that I did not understand the question. If the
sovereign finds it necessary to transfer his throne to another, then our duty is
to serve the new sovereign. Miliukov did not answer this, and, smiling
unpleasantly, withdrew from me.

“It is clear from these memoirs of Artabalevsky that the slogan with which
the army took to the streets, “Tsar, new government, war to victory” was similar
to the requirements of Rodzianko and the Duma. It was the external
monarchism of the latter that deceived the troops, who believed that they were
in favour of the tsar and the people against the traitors in the old government.
But from the same passage one can see how the Duma opposition, in this case
in the person of Miliukov, was ready to change the monarchist slogans that
were used to deceive the army when they were no longer needed. Rodzianko,
in this case, was used by conspirators in the dark. He overshadowed those
oppositionists with a monarchist screen, who sought to overthrow the
monarchy as such, and not specifically Nicholas II. With this “‘monarchism’
Rodzianko misled those who wished for the overthrow of Nicholas I and for a
‘responsible ministry” but who were against the overthrow of the monarchy. It
is this deception that explains the fact that the Generals of the Stavka supported
Rodzianko’s betrayal of the tsar with such zeal: the preservation of the throne

in exchange for a ‘responsible ministry’.” 28

Lebedev continues the story: “On the night from the 26th to the 27th in the
Reserve battalion of the Light-Guards of the Volhynia regiment (the regiment
itself was at the front), the under-officer of the Second Company Kirpichnikov
(a student, the son of a professor) convinced the soldiers “to rise up against the
autocracy’, and gained their promise to follow his orders. The whole night the
same agitation was going on in other companies. By the morning, when
Captain Lashkevich came into the barracks, they told him that the soldiers had
decided not to fire at the people any more. Lashkevich hurled himself at under-
officer Markov, who had made this declaration, and was immediately killed.
After this the Volhynians under the command of Kirpichnikov went to the
reserves of the Preobrazhensky regiment. There they killed the colonel. The
rebels understood that now they could escape punishment (and at the same
time, being sent to the front) only if they would all act as a group, together (there
was no going back). The “professional” revolutionaries strengthened them in
their feelings. The Volhynians and Preobrazhenskys were joined on the same

128 The Romanov Royal Martyrs, pp. 225-226.
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morning of the 27th by a company of the Lithuanian regiment, the sappers, a
part of the Moscow regiment (reservists, of course). The officers saved
themselves from being killed, they started firing and ran. The workers united
with the soldiers. Music was playing. They stormed the police units and the
‘Kresty’ prison, from which they freed all those under arrest, including recently
imprisoned members of the ‘Working Group’ of the Military-Industrial
Committee [headed by Guchkov], who had fulfilled the task of being the link
between the Masonic “headquarters” and the revolutionary parties, and first of
all - the Bolsheviks. They burned the building of the District Court. The appeal
sounded: ‘Everyone to the State Duma’. And a huge crowd rolled into the
Tauride palace, sacked it, ran amok in the halls, but did not touch the Duma
deputies. But the Duma delegates, having received on the same day an order
from his Majesty to prorogue the Duma until April, did not disperse, but
decided to form a Provisional Committee of the State Duma “to instil order in the
capital and to liaise with public organizations and institutions’.129 The
Committee was joined by the whole membership of the bureau of the
‘Progressive Bloc” and Kerensky and Chkeidze (the first joining up of the first
and second echelons). Immediately, in the Tauride palace, at the same time, only
in different rooms, revolutionaries of the second echelon, crawling out of the
underground and from the prisons, formed the Executive Committee of the
Soviet of Workers” Deputies (which later added “and of Soldiers’ to its name).
The Soviet was headed by Alexandrovich, Sukhanov (Gimmer) and Steklov
(Nakhamkes), and all the rest (97%) were Jews who had never been either
workers or soldiers. Immediately the Executive Committee sent invitations round
the factories for deputies to the Congress of Soviets, which was appointed to
meet at 7 o’ clock in the evening, and organized ‘requisitions” of supplies from
the warehouses and shops for ‘the revolutionary army’, so that the Tauride
Palace immediately became the provisioning point for the rebels (the Provisional
Committee of the Duma had not managed to think about that!).

“The authorities panicked. Khabalov hastily gathered a unit of 1000 men
under the command of Colonel A.P. Kutepov, but with these forces he was not
able to get through to the centre of the uprising. Then soldiers faithful to his
Majesty, not more than 1500-2000 men (!) gathered in the evening on Palace
Square in front of the Winter Palace. With them were the Minister of War
Belyaev, and Generals Khabalov, Balk and Zankevich. Khabalov telegraphed
the Tsar that he could not carry out his instructions. He was joined by Grand
Duke Cyril Vladimirovich, who declared that the situation was hopeless. Then,
during the night, there arrived Grand Duke Michael Alexandrovich, the
(younger) brother of the Tsar, who said that the soldiers would have to be taken
out of the Palace since he “did not want the soldiers to fire at the people from
the House of the Romanovs’. And he suggested telegraphing the Tsar to ask
him to appoint Prince Lvov as the new President of the Council of

129 It was at this point, writes Yakoby, that “the Duma openly took the side of the rebellion”
(op. cit., p. 155) (V.M).
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Ministers...130 The completely bewildered generals were moved to the
Admiralty, and the soldiers began to disperse. On the afternoon of the 28th
their remnants left the Admiralty at the demand of the Minister of the Navy
and, laying down their weapons, dispersed. One should point out that many
members of the Imperial House behaved very unworthily in those days. They
even discussed a plan for a “palace coup’ (to overthrow his Majesty and ‘seat’
one of the Great Princes on the throne). And some of the Great Princes directly
joined the revolution. There were still some members of the Council of
Ministers and the State Council in the Mariinsky Palace. They advised
Protopopov (who was especially hated by “society’) to say that he was ill, which
he did. Prince Golitsyn telegraphed the Tsar with a request that he be retired
and that he grant a ‘responsible ministry’. His Majesty replied that he was
appointing a new leader of the Petrograd garrison, and gave an order for the
movement of troops against Petrograd. He gave Golitsyn all rights in civil
administration since he considered ‘changes in the personal composition (of
the government) to be inadmissible in the given circumstances’. His Majesty
was very far from a ‘non-resistance to evil’ Tolstoyan! On the same day, the
27th, he gave an order to send a whole group of military units that were brave
and faithful to the Fatherland from all three fronts to Petrograd, and told
everyone that on the 28th he would personally go to the capital. At the same
time his Majesty ordered General N.I. Ivanov to move on Petrograd
immediately with a group of 700 Georgievsky cavalrymen, which he did the
next day. At that time, on February 27, the ministers and courtiers, gathering
together for the last time, suddenly received the news that an armed crowd was
heading for the Mariinsky Palace. They decided to disperse! They dispersed
forever! The crowd came and began to sack and loot the Mariinsky.

130 Michael arrived on the scene at 5 p.m. At 9 Rodzianko asked him to become dictator. He
refused. At 10.30 he telegraphed the Tsar proposing that he make Lvov prime minister. The
Tsar refused, confirming Golitsyn as head of the civil administration (Montefiore, The
Romanovs, p. 619).

Grand Duke Michael had “phoned Duma chairman Mikhail Rodzyanko from his residence
in Gatchina on 10 March in despair about the Petrograd situation. Rodzyanko could offer him
no comfort. The two of them agreed to meet in the capital for a discussion in front of witnesses,
and Rodzyanko laid bare what he thought was the minimum that urgently had to be done and
advised Mikhail to cable his brother and tell him that he was standing on the edge of an abyss.
Nicholas hd to accept the need to transfer Alexandra to his palace at Livadia by the Black Sea
so that people could see that she no longer influenced public policy. At the same time he should
permit the State Duma to announce the intention to form a ‘responsible government’.

“Rodzyanko wrote to plead with Nicholas to get rid of his government and appoint a new
one, warning that, if Protopopov remained in office, there would be trouble on the streets.
Golitsyn, chairman of the Council of Ministers, gave eager support to Rodzyanko, and they
both urged the emperor to recognize the urgency of the situation. A cabinet had to be formed
that might command broader political backing, and the idea was proposed that either Prince
Lvov or Rodzyanko himself should head it. Grand Duke Mikhail called Alexeev on the direct
line, begging him to contact Golitsyn and put the same case to Nicholas. Although Alexeev was
suffering from a fever at the time, he found the strength to leave his bed and seek an audience,
and he pleaded with Nicholas along the lines that Rodzyanko and Golitsyn had asked.
Nicholas heard him out but refused to change his position: he had made up his mind [correctly]
that people were out to deceive him or were themselves deceived. He left Rodzyanko’s
telegram without an answer. He did, though, write to Golitsyn stating briskly that a change of
government was inappropriate in the current situation...”230 (V.M.)
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“It was all over with the government of Russia. On the evening of the 27th,
as has been noted, there took place the first session of the Soviet of Workers’
Deputies, who elected Chkheidze as their president. They also elected a
‘literary commission’ and ordered the publication of the Soviet's Izvestia. At
that point, on the night from the 27th to the 28th, the Provisional Committee of
the State Duma began to try and persuade Rodzyanko ‘to take power into his
hands’, since, in the words of Miliukov, ‘the leaders of the army were in cahoots
with him’. 15 minutes of tormented waiting passed. Finally, Rodzyanko
agreed. The Provisional Committee proclaimed itself to be the “power’ of
Russia. But..., as became clear, with the prior agreement of the Soviet's
Executive Committee! From that moment all the members of the Provisional
Government, that is, the first ‘echelon’, would be led by the leaders of the
Soviet, that is, the second ‘echelon’ of the revolution, although few knew about
that.

“On February 28th the uprising spread to the suburbs of Petrograd. In
Kronstadt drunken soldiers killed Admiral Viren and tens of officers. In
Tsarkoye Selo the troops who were guarding the Family of his Majesty [under
the command of Grand Duke Cyril Vladimirovich] declared that they were
‘neutral’.

“At 6 o'clock in the morning of February 28, 1917 Rodzyanko twice
telegraphed General Alexeyev in Headquarters. The first telegram informed
him that “power has passed to the Provisional Committee’, while the second
said that this new power, ‘with the support of the troops and with the
sympathy of the population” would soon instill complete order and ‘re-
establish the activity of the government institutions’. It was all a lie!”131

A little before this, at 3 a.m., Grand Duke Michael “was driven with a
military escort to the Winter Palace, only just escaping the revolutionaries by
accelerating away. At the palace he found General Khabalov and a thousand
loyal troops, but ordered them not to defend the palace...”132

It was during the night of February 27-28 that the February revolution
reached its first climax. When the government led by Golitsyn collapsed, and
as long as the Tsar and General Ivanov were still on their way to Petrograd,
Rodzyanko could have seized power as being the leader of the Duma, the only
other lawful organ of power in the city. But he hesitated; and while the Duma
deputies wasted time on speeches, precious time was lost. Meanwhile, in room
number 12 of the same building, the Tauride palace, in which the Duma was
meeting, a new, completely illegal organ of power, the Soviet of Workers” and
Soldiers” deputies, was being formed. On hearing of this, writes Yakoby, “the
group of Rodzyanko and Milyukov entered into negotiations with the leaders
of the Soviet, and at exactly midnight these negotiations led to the creation of

131 Lebedev, op. cit., pp. 478-481.
132 Montefiore, op. cit., p. 618.
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an executive committee of the State Duma, on which power was temporarily
conferred.

“This committee seemed quite moderate in its composition, although
representatives of the rightist parties were not admitted into it, and the
representatives of the leftists - Kerensky and Chkeidze - were given a very
prominent role. In essence, this was the most complete capitulation of the
‘bourgeois’ elements of the revolution before the representatives of the
proletariat. Never in their wildest dreams had Rodzyanko and those who
thought like him gone further than a constitutional monarchy ruled by the
highest financial circles and headed by a Sovereign playing only a decorative
role. That noisy and disheveled monster that suddenly jumped from room
number 12 like a demon from a box finally confused the irreconcilable
opponents of ‘tsarism’...”133

For at that point, continues Yakobi, “Rodzyanko suggested to the socialists
of the Soviet that they take power completely themselves. A pitiful recognition
of helplessness, a complete capitulation of the bourgeois elements before the
fist of the Second International, which was preparing the way for Bolshevism!
But the Soviet refused. The ‘bourgeoisie had started the revolution, they
themselves were obliged to dig the grave in which their hopes would be buried.

“The Soviet used the same methods for exerting pressure on the Duma
committee as had been applied by the opposition to terrorize the Tsarist
Government - frighten them with the spectre of bloodshed: but Chkeidze and
the other agents of Bolshevism played their game more decisively than
Rodzyanko. The slightest attempt at resistance was suppressed with the aid of
an artificially elicited disturbance of the mob in the street.”134

On March 1 the composition of the Provisional Committee was announced.
It contained two leaders of the Soviet: Kerensky and Chkeidze, together with
Rodzyanko, Shulgin, Miliukov, Konovalov, Dmitriukov, Rzhevsky,
Shidlosvksy, Nekrasov, Lvov.135

On the same day Grand Duke Paul Alexandrovich composed and signed a
manifesto in the name of the Tsar giving a constitution. (This was the same date
on which Tsar Alexander II had been killed after signing a similar document!)
He sent it to the Tsaritsa for her signature, but she refused, for no signature
could take the place of the Tsar’s in such an act. He then sent it to Grand Dukes
Michael Alexandrovich and Cyril Vladimirovich, who both signed it. It was
then sent to Miliukov, who glanced at it and then stuffed it carelessly into his
portfolio, saying: “That’s an interesting document”...136

133 Yakoby, op. cit., pp. 159-160.
134 Yakoby, op. cit., p. 173.
135 Yakoby, op. cit., p. 180.
136 Yakoby, op. cit., pp. 159-160.
136 Yakoby, op. cit., p. 170.

78



10. THE ABDICATION OF TSAR NICHOLAS

However, all was not lost yet: the Master of the House had not yet appeared
on the scene... On February 28, the Tsar, having sent Ivanov to crush the
revolution in Petrograd, set off by train from Army Headquarters to his family
in Tsarskoye Selo. He had been delayed several critical hours by the open
disobedience of Quarter-master General Lukomsky, who tried to make him
stay at Headquarters.137 Then, in accordance with Guchkov’s plan, the train
was stopped first at Malaya Vishera, then at Dno. This was supposedly because
the stations further down the line were in the hands of the rebels. 138 The
Russian word “Dno” means “bottom” or “abyss” - it was precisely at this spot
that Imperial Russia reached the bottom of her historical path, and Orthodox
Russia stood at the edge of the abyss...

Lebedev continues: “Movement along the railway lines was already
controlled by the appointee of the Masons and revolutionary Bublikov (a
former assistant of the Minister of Communications). Incidentally, he later
admitted: ‘One disciplined division from the front would have been sufficient
to put down the rebellion’. But Alexeyev, Brusilov and Ruzsky did not allow
even one division as far as Petrograd, as we shall now see! It was decided to
direct the Tsar’s train to Pskov, so as then to attempt to get through to
Tsarskoye Selo via Pskov. The Tsar hoped that the whole situation could be put
right by General Ivanov, who at that moment was moving towards Tsarskoye
Selo by another route. So everything was arranged so that his Majesty should
be in Pskov, where the Headquarters of the Commander of the Northern Front,
General Ruzsky, was. The Tsar was very much counting on him. Not knowing
that he was one of the main traitors... It has to be said again that this lack of
knowledge was not the result of bad work on the part of the police. The Masons
had done their conspiring well. Moreover, it did not enter the heads either of
the police or of his Majesty that fighting generals, commanders of fronts, the
highest ranks in the army, ‘the most noble gentlemen” from the Duma, the
ministries and institutions could be plotters!...

“On March 1 there arrived at the Duma new military units, or their
deputations, with declarations of fidelity to ‘the new power’. At4 o’clock in the
afternoon there arrived Grand Duke Cyril Vladimirovich at the head of the
Guards Naval Squadron.139 He told Rodzyanko that he was at his disposal...

“On the same March 1 the Soviet of Workers” and Soldiers” Deputies issued
the famous ‘Order No. 1’ to the army, signed by the Mason N.D. Sokolov. Its
essence was that soldiers’” committees should be elected by the troops and that

137 Yakoby, op. cit., p. 166.

138 “The plotters had earlier prepared a group to seize the train from among the reserve
Guards units in the so-called Arakcheev barracks in Novgorod province. That is why the train
had to be stopped nearer these barracks, and not in Pskov” (Sedova, “Ne Tsar...”, p. 4).

139 According to Bukshoeveden, he withdrew his men to Petrograd from the garrison at the
Alexandrovsky palace in Tsarskoye Selo, where the Royal Family was, on the morning of
March 2 (op. cit., p. 408). (V.M.)
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only those orders of the Military Commission of the State Duma should be
carried out which did not contradict the orders of the Soviet (!), and that all the
weapons of the army should be at the disposal and under the control of the
company and battalion elected committees and in no circumstances were “to be
given to the officers, even at their demand’. Saluting and addressing [officers]
by their titles were also rescinded. This was the beginning of the collapse of the
Russian army. After the departure of his Majesty from Stavka General
Alexeyev at 1.15 a.m. on March 1, without the knowledge of the Tsar, sent
General Ivanov telegram No. 1833, which for some reason he dated February
28, in which he held Ivanov back from decisive actions by referring to “private
information’ to the effect that ‘complete calm had arrived’ in Petrograd, that
the appeal of the Provisional Government spoke about “the inviolability of the
monarchical principle in Russia’, and that everyone was awaiting the arrival of
His Majesty in order to end the matter through peace, negotiations and the
averting of ‘civil war’. Similar telegrams with completely false information
were sent at the same time to all the chief commanders (including Ruzsky). The
source of this lie was the Masonic ‘headquarters’ of Guchkov. ‘Brother’
Alexeyev could not fail to believe the ‘brothers” from the capital, moreover he
passionately wanted to believe, since only in this could there be a ‘justification’
of his treacherous actions.”

Meanwhile, writes the Brotherhood of the Protecting Veil of the Mother of
God, “England and France, having betrayed their duty as allies, even before
the abdication of his Majesty Nicholas II, supported the revolution and
officially declared on March 1/14 through their ambassadors that they were
‘entering into business relations with the Provisional Executive Committee of
the State Duma, as being the expression of the true will of the people and the
only lawful temporary government of Russia’.

“Prime Minister Lloyd George in the British parliament welcomed ‘with a
feeling of the most lively joy” the overthrow of the Russian Tsar and openly
admitted: “The British government is sure that these events mark the beginning
of a new epoch in the history of the world, being the first victory of the
principles for which we began the war’; “loud cries of approval resounded from
all around’. Commenting on this declaration, the English newspaper Daily
News characterized the February revolution as ‘the greatest of all victories
sustained by the Allies up to now... This coup is an incomparably more
important event that the victory on the front’...”

Lebedev continues: “General Ivanov slowly, but surely moved towards the
capital. The railwaymen were forced, under threat of court martial, to carry out
his demands. At the stations, where he was met by revolutionary troops, he
acted simply - by commanding them: ‘On your knees!” They immediately
carried out the command, casting their weapons on the ground...”140

140 Lebedev, op. cit., pp. 477-482.
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However, Ivanov got no further than Vyritsa, from where he was
summoned to Mogilev after the abdication of the Tsar.141

“Meanwhile, continues Lebedev, “the Tsar arrived in Pskov. On the evening
of March 1, 1917 there took place between him and General Ruzsky a very long
and difficult conversation. N.V. Ruzsky, who thought the same about the
situation in the capital as Alexeyev, on the instructions of Rodzyanko kept
saying unashamedly to the members of the royal suite: ‘It remains only to cast
ourselves on the mercy of the conquerors’, supposing that ‘the conquerors’ were the
Masonic ‘Progressive Bloc” of the State Duma... Unexpectedly for Nicholas II,
Ruzsky ‘heatedly” began to demonstrate to him the necessity of a ‘responsible
ministry’.142 His Majesty calmly objected: ‘I am responsible before God and Russia
for everything that has happened and will happen; it does not matter whether the
ministers will be responsible before the Duma and the State Council. If I see
that what the ministers are doing is not for the good of Russia, I will never be
able to agree with them, comforting myself with the thought that the matter is
out of my hands.” The Tsar went on to go through the qualities of all the main
actors of the Duma and the “Bloc’, showing that none of them had the necessary
qualities to rule the country. However, all this was not simply an argument on
political questions between two uninvolved people. From time to time in the
course of this strange conversation his Majesty received witnesses to the fact
that this was the position not only of Ruzsky, but also of Alexeyev. The latter
sent a panicky telegram from Headquarters about the necessity immediately of
bestowing ‘a responsible ministry’ and even sent him the text of a royal
manifesto composed by him to this effect! Besides, it turned out that his Majesty
could not even communicate with anyone by direct line! The Tsar sent Voeikov
(the palace commandant) to telegraph his reply to Alexeyev. Voeikov
demanded access to the telegraph apparatus from General Davydov (also a
traitor from Ruzsky’s headquarters). Ruzsky heard the conversation and
declared that it was impossible to hand over the apparatus. Voeikov said that
he was only carrying out ‘the command of his Majesty’. Ruzsky said that ‘he
would not take such an insult (?!), since he, Ruzsky, was the commander-in-
chief here, and his Majesty’s communications could not take place through his
headquarters without his, Ruzsky’s, knowledge, and that at the present
worrying time he, Ruzsky would not allow Voeikov to use the apparatus at all!
The Tsar understood that practically speaking he was already separated from the
levers and threads of power. The members of his suite also understood this. One
of them recalled that the behaviour and words of Ruzsky (on casting
themselves ‘on the mercy of the conquerors’) ‘undoubtedly indicated that not
only the Duma and Petrograd, but also the higher commanders at the front

141 Buksgevden, op. cit., p. 408. According to Norman Lowe, Ivanov and his troops “were
stopped because railway workers had torn up the tracks, when the soldiers learned what had
happened in Petrograd” (Mastering Twentieth-Century Russian History, Houndmill: Palgrave,
2002, p. 82).

142 “’One must accept the formula ‘the monarch reigns but the government rules’, explained
Ruzsky. This, explained the emperor, was incomprehensible to him, and he would need to be
differently educated, born again. He could not take decisions against his conscience.”
(Montefiore, The Romanovs, p. 619). (V.M.)
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were acting in complete agreement and had decided to carry out a coup. We were
only perplexed when this took place.”143 It began “to take place” already in
1915, but the final decision was taken by Alexeyev and Ruzsky during a
telephone conversation they had with each other on the night from February 28
to March 1.1. Solonevich later wrote that ‘of all the weak points in the Russian
State construction the heights of the army represented the weakest point. And all
the plans of his Majesty Emperor Nicholas Alexandrovich were shattered
precisely at this point’.

“In view of the exceptional and extraordinary importance of the matter, we
must once again ask ourselves: why was it precisely this point in the
‘construction’ that turned out to be the weakest? And once again we reply:
because it was eaten up from within by the rust of Masonry, its propaganda.
Then there is one more question: how did this become possible in the Russian
Imperial army? And again the reply: only because, since the time of Peter I,
through the implanting of Masonry into Russia, the ideological idol of ‘service
to Russia and the Fatherland” was raised in the consciousness of the nobility,
and in particular the serving, military nobility, above the concept of service to
God and the Tsar, as was demanded by the direct, spiritual-mystical meaning of
the Oath given by the soldiers personally, not to some abstraction, but to a given,
concrete Sovereign before God! The emperors of the 19th century did not pay due
attention to this danger, or were not able to destroy this idol-worship. In truth,
the last of them, his Majesty Nicholas II, was now paying in full for this,
‘suffering for the mistakes of his predecessors’.

“Seeing the extreme danger of the situation, at 0.20 a.m. on the night from
March 1 to March 2 the Tsar sent this telegram to General Ivanov, who had
already reached Tsarskoye Selo: ‘I ask you to undertake no measures before my
arrival and your report to me.” It is possible that, delighted at this text, Ruzsky,
behind the back of his Majesty, on his own authority and against the will of the
Tsar, immediately rescinded the sending of soldiers of the Northern Front to
support Ivanov and ordered them to return the military echelons which had
already been sent to Petrograd. At the same time Alexeyev from Headquarters,
in the name of his Majesty, but without his knowledge and agreement, ordered all the
units of the South-Western and Western fronts that had earlier been sent to
Petrograd to return and stop the loading of those who had only just begun to
load. The faithful officers of the Preobrazhensky regiment recalled with pain
how they had had to submit to this command. They did not know that this was
not the command of the Tsar, but that Alexeyev had deceived them!”

“At 2 am., now on 2 March,” writes Montefiore, “Nicholas agreed to
appoint Rodzianko prime minister, while he retained autocratic power. Then
he went to bed. Ruzsky informed Rodzianko, who replied at 3.30 a.m., ‘It’s
obvious neither his Majesty nor you realize what’s going on here...there is no

143 As we have seen, however, Guchkov claimed that the generals were not initiated into the
plot, but acted independently. Sedova agrees with this assessment, as, it would seem, did
Oldenburg. (V.M.)
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return to the past. The threatening demands for an abdication in favour of the
son with Michael Alexandrovich as regent are becoming quite definite.” '** In
the course of that evening the bewhiskered gents of the Duma, who wished to
preserve the monarchy, and the leather-capped Marxists of the Petrograd
Soviet, who wanted a republic, had compromised to form a Provisional
Government - and seek Nicholas’s abdication in favour of Alexei. The new
premier was Prince Lvov, with Kerensky as justice minister. Now that they
knew Nicholas was in Pskov, the Dumas sent two members, Guchkov and
Vasily Shulgin, to procure his abdication. They set off immediately.”145

However, as Lebedev writes,”Rodzianko again, without any gnawing of
conscience, lied to Alexeyev and Ruzsky that the Provisional Government had
complete control of the situation, that ‘everybody obeyed him (i.e. Rodzianko)
alone’...'"*¢ He was hiding the fact that ‘everyone’ (that is, the Soviet first of all)
was frightened, as of fire, of the return of the Tsar to the capital! For they were
not sure even of the mutinous reservists, and if even only one warlike unit
(even if only a division) were to arrive from the front - that would the end for
them all and for the revolution! We can see what the real position of the
Provisional Government was from the fact that already on March 1 the Soviet
had expelled it from its spacious accommodation in the Tauris palace, which it
occupied itself, into less spacious rooms, and refused Rodzianko a train to go
to negotiate with the Tsar. So Rodzianko was compelled to beg. The Soviet gave
him two soldiers to go to the post, since on the road the ‘ruler of Russia’”, whom
everyone supposedly obeyed, might be attacked or completely beaten up...
One of the main leaders of the Soviet in those days was Sukhanov (Himmer).
In his notes he conveyed an accurate general picture of the state of things. It
turns out that the “progressivists’ of the Duma on that very night of March 1 in
a humiliating way begged Himmer, Nakhamkes and Alexandrovich to allow
them to create a ‘government’. Himmer wrote: ‘The next word was mine. I
noted either we could restrain the masses or nobody could. The real power,
therefore, was with us or with nobody. There was only one way out: agree to
our conditions and accept them as the government programme.” And the
Provisional Committee (the future ‘government’) agreed! Even Guchkov (!)
refused to take part in such a government. He joined it later, when the

144 During the conversation between Ruzsky and Rodzianko, Rodzianko said: “It is obvious
that His Majesty and you have not taken what is happening here into account. One of the most
terrible revolutions has begun, which it will not be so easy to overcome... The people’s passions
are so inflamed that it will hardly be possible to contain them, troops are completely
demoralized - they not only disobey but murder their officers; hatred of Her Majesty the
Empress has reached extremes. To avoid bloodshed, we were forced to imprison all the
ministers except for War and Navy, in the Peter and Paul Fortress. I very much fear that I will
meet the same fate, because protests are directed against any whose demands are more
moderate or limited. I consider it necessary to inform you that what you have proposed is
already insufficient and that the dynastic question has been raised point-blank.” (The Romanov
Royal Martyrs, pp. 231-232). (V.M.)

145 Montefiore, op. cit., pp. 619-620. The Duma was terrified of the mob. So “the gods of the
revolution needed a sacrifice. That sacrifice had to be the Tsar” (Yakobi, op. cit., p. 174).

146 Rodzianko’s vainglorious remark was proved to be wrong by the fact that when the
Provisional Government was constituted, he himself was not part of it! (V.M.)
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Bolsheviks allowed them to play a little at a certain self-sufficiency and supposed
‘independence’ before the public.

“... But Rodzianko lied and deceived the generals, since it was his direct
responsibility before the “senior brothers” by all means not to allow the arrival
of military units and the Tsar into Petrograd at that moment!

“At10.15 a.m. on March 2 Alexeyev on his own initiative sent to all the front-
commanders and other major military leaders a telegram in which, conveying
what Rodzianko was saying about the necessity of the abdication of his Majesty
for the sake of the salvation of the Monarchy, Russia and the army, and for victory
over the external foe, he added personally on his own part..: ‘It appears that the
situation does not allow any other resolution.” By 2.30 on March 2 the replies of the
commanders had been received. Grand Duke Nicholas Nikolayevich replied,
referring to the ‘fateful situation”: ‘I, as a faithful subject (?!), consider it
necessary, in accordance with the duty of the oath and in accordance with the
spirit of the oath, to beseech Your Imperial Majesty on my knees’ (... to abdicate).
General Brusilov (the future Bolshevik ‘inspector of cavalry’) also replied that
without the abdication ‘Russia will collapse’. General Evert expressed the
opinion that ‘it is impossible to count on the army in its present composition
for the suppression of disorders’. This was not true! The army as a whole, and
some units in particular, was devoted to his Majesty. Masonic and
revolutionary propaganda was indeed being carried out in it, but it did not
have the necessary success as long as the Tsar remained at the head of his Army.
General Sakharov, while reviling the Duma for all he was worth (‘a thieving
band of men... which has taken advantage of a propitious moment’),
nevertheless, ‘sobbing, was forced to say that abdication was the most painless
way out’... To these replies Alexeyev appended his own opinion, which was
also in favour of the abdication of the Tsar. Only the commander of the Guards
Cavalry, General Khan-Hussein of Nakhichevan (a Muslim) remained faithful
to the Russian Orthodox Autocrat! ‘I beseech you not to refuse to lay at the feet
of His Majesty the boundless devotion of the Guards Cavalry and our readiness
to die for our adored Monarch’, was his reply to Alexeyev. But the latter did not
pass on this reply to the Tsar in Pskov. They also did not tell him that Admiral
Rusin in Headquarters had more or less accused Alexeyev and his assistant
General Lukomsky of “treason” when they had suggested that the admiral sign
the text of a general telegram to his Majesty in the name of all the commanders
expressing the opinion that abdication was necessary. Then Rusin voluntarily
refused to serve the enemies of Russia and resigned his post. So at that time
there were still leaders who were completely faithful to the Tsar, and not only
traitors like Alexeyev, Lukomsky, Ruzsky and Danilov, or like Generals
Brusilov, Polivanov, Manikovsky, Bonch-Bruyevich, Klembovsky, Gatovsky,
Boldyrev and others, who tried to please the Bolsheviks. At 10 a.m. on March 2
his Majesty was speaking to Ruzsky about the abdication: ‘If it is necessary that
I should step aside for the good of Russia, I am ready, but I am afraid that the
people will not understand this’... At this point they brought the text of
Alexeyev’s telegram to the commanders. It was decided to wait for the replies.
By 3 p.m. the replies had arrived from Headquarters. Ruzsky, accompanied by
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Danilov and Savich, came with the text of the telegram to his Majesty’s carriage.
The Tsar, as Danilov recalled, ‘seemed calm, but was paler than usual: it was
evident that he had passed most of the night without sleep. He was dressed in
a dark blue Circassian coat, with a dagger in a silver sheath in his belt.” Having
sat down at the table, his Majesty began to listen to Ruzsky. He informed him
of the events of the past hours and handed the Tsar the replies of the
commanders. The Tsar read them. Ruzsky, ‘emphasizing each word’, began to
expound his own opinion, which consisted in the fact that his Majesty had to
act as the generals advised him. The Tsar asked the opinion of those present.
Danilov and Savich said the same as Ruzsky. ‘A deathly silence ensued,” wrote
Danilov. ‘His Majesty was visibly perturbed. Several times he unconsciously
looked at the firmly drawn window of the carriage.” His Majesty’s widowed
mother, Empress Maria Fyodorovna, later, from the words of her son, affirmed
that Ruzsky had even dared to say: “Well, decide.”” 147

“Nicholas was shaken. His face paled. He stood up, went to the window of
the car, opened it, and stuck out his head. In the car absolute quiet reigned. No
one spoke, and most, recognizing how critical this moment was for all of
Russian history, breathed with difficulty.

“If Nicholas disregarded the condition of the political leaders in St.
Petersburg and of his generals, what could be accomplished afterward? The
army and even his faithful guard had deserted. And even if he found faithful
troops who would support him, the only option would be military
confrontation with the rebels. That, in fact, essentially signified a civil war in
the midst of the war with Germany, who sould wholeheartedly rejoice in this
development. Such a thing must not be permitted. It would mean handing
Russia over to her enemies. Furthermore, such immediate and almost
unanimous judgement from all the generals showed that his abdication had
already been discussed in detail, and that they had already decided to demand
it at the first opportunity...

“Turning back to those present, Nicholas said:
“’Are you sure - can you promise - that my abdication will benefit Russia?’

“"Your Majesty, it is the only thing to save Russia at the present crisis,” they
replied.

“Then he stated with a steady and clear voice:
“’For the sake of the well-being, peace, and salvation of Russia, which I

passionately love, I am prepared to abdicate from the throne in favour of my
son. I ask you all to serve him truly and sincerely.’

147 Lebedev, op. cit., pp. 481-486.
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“As soon as he finished this sentence, he made the sign of the Cross. At 3.00
PM Nicholas signed the official document of his abdication and transfer of
power to his son.” 148

In the night of March 14-15 the Duma’s Provisional Committee “had chosen
two of its members, Alexander Guchkov and Vasily Shulgin, to travel by rail to
Pskov and call upon Nicholas to abdicate. The journey took them seven hours,
being frequently disrupted by troops who crowded every station on the way.
Guchkov and Shulgin reached their destination at 10 p.m. on 15 March 1917.
By that time the entire political environment had changed in Petrograd because
the Provisional Committee, meeting early in the afternoon, threw its lot in with
the revolution and established a Provisional Government with Georgi Lvov as
minister-chairman. The new cabinet declared freedom of the press,
organization and assembly while committing itself to holding elections to a
Constituent Assembly on the basis of universal adult suffrage. Ministers felt
that Russia’s performance in the Great War would benefit from the revolution
that they headed. They were convinced that Nicholas’s removal would allow
them to rally patriotic support. Obviously it would ease the situation if he could
be persuaded to step down without a struggle - and this sharpened the
importance of the mission that Guchkov and Shulgin were carrying out.”14°

Before they arrived, Nicholas had a conversation with the Tsarevich’s
doctor, Feodorov, who confirmed that his haemophilia was incurable, what
that would mean for his carrying out of his duties, and the fact that he would
never be allowed to leave Russia. So by the time Guchkov and Shulgin arrived,
the Tsar had decided to keep Alexei with himself and abdicate in favour, not of
his son, but of his brother Michael, which was not in accordance with Tsar
Paul’s Basic Laws, but was in accordance with what historically had been
considered to be within the autocrat’s rights.

On their arrival holding the text of the manifesto they had composed,
Guchkov and Shulgin “found that it was not necessary. The Tsar gave them
his. And they had to admit with shame how much more powerful, spiritual
and majestic in its simplicity was the manifesto written by the Tsar than their
talentless composition.150 They begged the Tsar to appoint Prince Lvov as
President of the Council of Ministers and General L.G. Kornilov as Commander
of the Petrograd military district. The Tsar signed the necessary orders. These
were the last appointments made by the Tsar.

148 The Romanov Royal Martyrs, pp. 232, 233.

149 Service, The Last Tsar, p. 25.

150 Shulgin wrote: “How pitiful seemed to me the sketch that we had brought him... It is too
late to guess whether his Majesty could have not abdicated. Taking into account the position
that General Ruzsky and General Alexeyev held, the possibility of resistance was excluded: his
Majesty’s orders were no longer passed on, the telegrams of those faithful to him were not
communicated to him... In abdicating, his Majesty at least retained the possibility of appealing
to the people with his own last word” (in S.S. Oldenburg, Tsarstvovanie Imperatora Nikolaia 11
(The Reign of Emperor Nicholas II), Belgrade, 1939, vol. 2, p. 253). (V.M.)
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“Seeing themselves as the controllers of the destinies and rulers of Russia,
Guchkov and Shulgin both arrived in a concealed manner, bewildered,
unshaven, in noticeably dirty collars, and departed with all the papers they had
been given in a conspiratorial manner, looking around them and concealing
themselves from ‘the people’ whom they thought to rule... Thieves and
robbers! Guchkov’s plan had been carried out, while as for Guchkov himself -
what a boundlessly pitiful situation did this very clever Mason find himself in,
he who had worked for so many years to dig a hole under Tsar Nicholas II!

“Nicholas II's manifesto declared: ‘During the days of the great struggle
against the external foe which, in the space of almost three years, has been
striving to enslave our Native Land, it has pleased the Lord God to send down
upon Russia a new and difficult trial. The national disturbances that have
begun within the country threaten to reflect disastrously upon the further
conduct of the stubborn war. The fate of Russia, the honour of our heroic army,
the well-being of the people, the entire future of our precious Fatherland
demand that the war be carried out to a victorious conclusion, come what may.
The cruel foe is exerting what remains of his strength, and nor far distant is the
hour when our valiant army with our glorious allies will be able to break the
foe completely. In these decisive days in the life of Russia, We have considered
it a duty of conscience to make it easy for Our people to bring about a tight-
knit union and cohesion of all our national strength, in order that victory might
be the more quickly attained, and, in agreement with the State Duma We have
concluded that it would be a good thing to abdicate the Throne of the Russian
State and to remove Supreme Power from Ourselves. Not desiring to be
separated from Our beloved Son, We transfer Our legacy to Our Brother Grand
Duke Michael Alexandrovich, and bless Him to ascend the Throne of the
Russian State. We command Our Brother to conduct State affairs fully and in
inviolable unity with the representatives of those men who hold legislative
office, upon those principles which they shall establish, swearing an inviolable
oath to that effect. In the name of our ardently beloved Native Land We call
upon all faithful sons of the Fatherland to fulfil their sacred duty before it, by
submitting to the Tsar during the difficult moment of universal trials, and,
aiding Him, together with the representatives of he people, to lead the Russian
State out upon the path of victory, well-being and glory. May the Lord God
help Russia. Pskov. 2 March, 15.00 hours. 1917. Nicholas.” Countersigned by
the Minister of the Court Count Fredericks.151

Nicholas came out with this revised manifesto at 11.40 p.m. However, “so
that it might not be said that he had acted under pressure he pre-timed the
manifesto at 3 p.m. the same day. Guchkov and Shulgin received what they
wanted. According to Alexander Kerensky,... the news was immediately
communicated that night by a direct line to Petrograd. Nicholas also wrote a

151 Lebedev’s text has been slightly altered to include the whole text of the manifesto (V.M.).
For more on the text of the manifesto, and proof that it was written by the Tsar himself, see
“Manifest ob otrechenii i oktiabrskij perevorot: Kniaz’ Nikolai Davydovich Zhevakov” (1874-
1939)”, http:/ /www.zhevakhov.info/?p=465.
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letter to Prince Georgi Lvov putting his security into his hands. It was over. The
emperor of all Russia had stepped down from the throne without a fight... At
1.45 a.m. on [3/]16 March 1917, he sent the following telegram to his brother
Mikhail: ‘Petrograd. To His Highness - [ hope to see you soon. Nicky.” This was
the first time that anyone had addressed the Grand Duke in that way.”!>?

As Lebedev writes, the Tsar also asked the new Emperor’s forgiveness “that
he “had not been able to warn” him. But this telegram did not reach its addressee.

“Then the train set off. Left on his own, in his personal compartment, the
Tsar prayed for a long time by the light only of a lampada that burned in front
of an icon. Then he sat down and wrote in his diary: “At one in the morning I
left Pskov greatly affected by all that had come to pass. All around me I see
treason, cowardice, and deceit.’

“This is the condition that reigned at that time in “society’, and especially in
democratic, Duma society, in the highest army circles, in a definite part of the
workers and reservists of Petrograd...”153

*

The autocrat, according to the Orthodox understanding, can rule only in
partnership or “symphony” with the Church. Moreover, the leaders of neither
Church nor State can rule if the people rejects them; for in Deuteronomy 17.14
the Lord had laid it down as one of the conditions of the creation of a God-
pleasing monarchy that the people should want a God-pleasing king.154 In
view of this, the Tsar, who very well understood the true meaning of the
autocracy, could not continue to rule if the Church and people did not want it.
Just as it takes two willing partners to make a marriage, so it takes a head and
a body who are willing to work with each other to make a Christian state. The
bridegroom in this case was willing and worthy, but the bride was not...

In an important address entitled “Tsar and Patriarch”, P.S. Lopukhin
approaches this question by noting that the Tsar’s role was one of service,
service in the Church and for the Church. And its purpose was to bring people
to the Church and keep them there, in conditions maximally conducive to their
salvation. But if the people of the Church, in their great majority, cease to

152 Service, The Last Tsar, pp. 27-28.

153 Lebedev, op. cit., pp. 488-489.

154 As Lev Alexandrovich Tikhomirov writes: "Without establishing a kingdom, Moses
foresaw it and pointed it out in advance to Israel... It was precisely Moses who pointed out in
advance the two conditions for the emergence of monarchical power: it was necessary, first,
that the people itself should recognize its necessity, and secondly, that the people itself should
not elect the king over itself, but should present this to the Lord. Moreover, Moses indicated a
leadership for the king himself: 'when he shall sit upon the throne of his kingdom, he must...
fulfil all the words of this law'." (Monarkhicheskaia Gosudarstvennost’” (Monarchical Statehood),
St. Petersburg, 1992, pp. 127-129).
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understand the Tsar’s role in that way, then he becomes literally of no service
to them.

“The understanding of, and love and desire for, the “tsar’s service’ began to
wane in Russia. Sympathy began to be elicited, by contrast, by the bases of the
rationalist West European state, which was separated from the Church, from
the religious world-view. The idea of the democratic state liberated from all
obligation in relation to God, the Church and the spiritual state of the people
began to become attractive. The movement in this direction in the Russian
people was long-standing and stubborn, and it had already a long time ago
begun to elicit profound alarm, for this movement was not so much “political’
as spiritual and psychological: the so-called Russian ‘liberation” and then
‘revolutionary movement’ was mainly, with rare and uncharacteristic
exceptions, an a-religious and anti-religious movement.

“It was precisely this that elicited profound alarm in the hearts of St.
Seraphim, Fr. John of Kronstadt, Dostoyevsky and Metropolitan Anthony...

“This movement developed inexorably, and finally there came the day when
his Majesty understood that he was alone in his “service of the Tsar’...

“The Orthodox Tsar has authority in order that there should be a Christian
state, so that there should be a Christian-minded environment. The Tsar bears
his tsarist service for this end.

“When the desire for a Christian state and environment is quenched in the
people, the Orthodox monarchy loses both the presupposition and the aim of
its existence, for nobody can be forced to become a Christian. The Tsar needs
Christians, not trembling slaves.

“In the life of a people and of a man there are periods of spiritual darkening,
of ‘stony lack of feeling’, but this does not mean that the man has become
completely stony: the days of temptation and darkness pass, and he is again
resurrected. When a people is overcome by passions, it is the duty of the
authorities by severe means to sober it up and wake it up. And this must be
done with decisive vividness, and it is healing, just as a thunderstorm is
healing.

“But this can only be done when the blindness is not deep and when he who
is punished and woken up understands the righteousness of the punishment.
Thus one peasant reproached a landowner, asking why he had not begun to
struggle against the pogroms with a machine-gun. “Well, and what would
have happened them?” “We would have come to our senses! But now we are
drunk and we burn and beat each other.”

“But when the spiritual illness has penetrated even into the subconscious,
then the application of force will seem to be violence, and not just retribution,
then the sick people will not longer be capable of being healed. Then it will be
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in the state in which was the sinner whom the Apostle Paul ‘delivered to Satan
for the tormenting of the flesh, so that his spirit may be saved’ (I Corinthians
5.5).

“At the moment of his abdication his Majesty felt himself to be profoundly
alone, and around him was ‘cowardice, baseness and treason’, and to the
question how he could have abdicated from his tsarist service, it is necessary
to reply: he did this because we abdicated from his tsarist service, from his
sacred and sanctified authority...”155

Vladimir Lavrov writes: “The headquarters, the senior generals and the
commanders of the fronts, the State Duma, all the parties from the Octobrists
to the Bolsheviks, and the Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church, joined the
side of the revolution, while the noble and monarchist public organizations as
it were died out...” 3¢

As St. John Maximovich put it: “Calculating malice did its work: it separated
Russia from her tsar, and at that terrible moment in Pskov he remained
abandoned... The terrible abandonment of the Tsar... But it was not he who
abandoned Russia: Russia abandoned him, who loved Russia more than his
own life. Seeing this, and in hope that his self-humiliation would calm the
stormy passions of the people, his Majesty renounced the throne... They
rejoiced who wanted the deposition of the Tsar. The rest were silent. There
followed the arrest of his Majesty and the further developments were
inevitable... His Majesty was killed, Russia was silent...”

These explanations of why the Tsar abdicated agree with each other and are
essentially true. But we can go still further and deeper. Michael Nazarov argues
that the Tsar, seeing that it was impossible to stem the tide of apostasy at that
time, offered himself as a sacrifice for the enlightenment of future generations,
in accordance with the revelation given to Metropolitan Makary (see above):
“His Majesty Nicholas II very profoundly felt the meaning of his service as tsar.
His tragedy consisted in the fact that at the governmental level of the crisis
fewer and fewer co-workers were appearing who would combine in
themselves administrative abilities, spiritual discernment and devotion. “All
around me are betrayal and cowardice and deception’, wrote his Majesty in his
diary on the day of the abdication... Therefore, in the conditions of almost
complete betrayal, his humble refusal to fight for power was dictated not only
by a striving to avoid civil war, which would have weakened the country
before the external enemy. This rejection of power was in some way similar to
Christ’s refusal to fight for His life before His crucifixion - for the sake of the
future salvation of men. Perhaps his Majesty Nicholas II, the most Orthodox of
all the Romanovs, intuitively felt that there was already no other way for Russia

155 Lopukhin, “Tsar’ i Patriarkh” (Tsar and Patriarch), Pravoslavnij Put’ (The Orthodox Way),
Jordanville, 1951, pp. 103-104.
156 Lavrov, “Mozhno li dostoverno govorit’ ob otrechenii Nikolaia II?” (Can one truly speak of
the abdication of Nicholas II).
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to be saved - except the path of self-sacrifice for the enlightenment of descendants,
hoping on the help and the will of God...”157 For by sacrificing himself in this
way, as Metropolitan Anastasy (Gribanovsky) writes, “he saved and preserved
for future generations the idea of the Orthodox Tsar, the Anointed of God, for
whom power is an unmercenary ascetic service to God and men for the
affirmation of goodness, righteousness and peace on earth”.158

From this point of view it was the will of God that the Tsar abdicate, even
though it meant disaster for the Russian people, just as it was the will of God
that Christ be crucified, even though it meant the destruction of the Jewish
people. Hence the words of Eldress Paraskeva (Pasha) of Sarov (+1915), who
had foretold the Tsar’s destiny during the Sarov Days: “Your Majesty, descend
from the throne yourselt”.159 On the one hand, his abdication was wrong both
in the sense that it meant “the removal of him who restrains” the coming of the
Antichrist (I Thessalonians 2.7) But on the other hand, it was right and
inevitable in a mystical, eschatological sense, in that it preserved the Autocracy
pure and unimpaired, ready for the time when the bride would awake from
her profound sleep and return with penitence and joy to her bridegroom... 160
As Blessed Duniushka of Ussuruisk (+1918) said: “The Tsar will leave the
nation, which shouldn’t be, but this has been foretold to him from Above. This
is his destiny. There is no way that he can evade it...”161

*

In recent times the question has arisen: did the Tsar in fact abdicate?

It has been argued that Tsar Nicholas” abdication had no legal force. First, it
would have to have been confirmed by the Senate.!®> Again, as Michael Nazarov
points out, the Basic Laws of the Russian Empire, which had been drawn up by
Tsar Paul I, “do not foresee the abdication of a reigning Emperor (‘from a
religious... point of view the abdication of the Monarch, the Anointed of God,
is contrary to the act of His Sacred Coronation and Anointing; it would be
possible only by means of monastic tonsure” [N. Korevo]). Still less did his
Majesty have the right to abdicate for his son in favour of his brother; while his
brother Michael Alexandrovich had the right neither to ascend the Throne
during the lifetime of the adolescent Tsarevich Alexis, nor to be crowned, since
he was married to a divorced woman, nor to transfer power to the Provisional

157 Nazarov, Kto Naslednik Rossijskogo Prestola? (Who is the Heir of the Russian Throne?),
Moscow, 1996, pp. 72-73. Italics mine (V.M.).

158 Gribanovsky, in S. Fomin and T. Fomina, Rossia pered Vtorym Prishestviem (Russia before
the Second Coming), Moscow, 1994, vol. 1I, p. 137.

159 N. Gubanov (ed.), Nikolai 1I-ij i Novie Mucheniki, St. Petersburg, 2000, p. 70.

160 On hearing the news of the abdication, the Tsar’s earthly bride wrote to him: “I fully
understand your action, my own hero... I know that you could not sign against what you swore
at your coronation. We know each other through and through - need no words.”

161 http:/ /www.geocities.com/kitezhgrad/ prophets/duniushka.html.

162 Lavrov, op. cit.
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government, nor refer the resolution of the question of the fate of the monarchy
to the future Constituent Assembly.

“Even if the monarch had been installed by the will of such an Assembly,
‘this would have abolished the Orthodox legitimizing principle of the Basic
Laws’, so that these acts would have been ‘juridically non-existent’163...
‘Grand Duke Michael Alexandrovich... performed only an act in which he
expressed his personal opinions and abdication, which had an obligatory force
for nobody. Thereby he estranged himself from the succession in accordance
with the Basic Laws, which juridically in his eyes did not exist, in spite of the
fact that he had earlier, in his capacity as Grand Duke on the day of his coming
of age, sworn allegiance to the decrees of the Basic Laws on the inheritance of
the Throne and the order of the Family Institution’.

“It goes without saying that his Majesty did not expect such a step from his
brother, a step which placed the very monarchical order under question...”164

There are also strong reasons for believing that the supposed original of the
manifesto, discovered in 1929, is not the original, but a fake...

This is a somewhat academic, legalistic question in that there can be no
doubt that, if not de jure at any rate de facto, the abdication did take place. And
it was believed to have taken place by such well-placed witnesses as the
Dowager-Empress Maria Fyodorovna, Tsaritsa Alexandra Fyodorovna and Fr.
Afanasy Beliaev, the Tsar’s confessor. Moreover, as we have seen, the Tsar
addressed his brother as the Tsar in the early morning of March 3/16, which
strongly suggests that he recognized he, Nicholas, was no longer tsar...
Nevertheless, this debate highlights the very important fact that, as Lavrov
points out, “while de facto Nicholas II ceased to be tsar after the February
revolution, in a mystical and deeply juridical sense he remained the Russian
tsar and died as the Tsar...”!%

163 M.V. Zyzykin, Tsarskaia Viast’, Sophia, 1924. (V.M.)
164 Nazarov, op. cit., p. 68.
165 Lavrov, op. cit.
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11. THE REASONS FOR THE ABDICATION

Why did the Tsar abdicate?

A very important factor, according to Fr. Sergei Chechanichev, was the fact
that his family was completely at the mercy of the revolutionaries. Still more
important was the impossibility of calling on any substantial forces to execute
his decisions, which were consistently ignored.

“The affirmation,” writes Chechanichev, “that in Pskov or in Mogilev there
were armies or people faithful to his Majesty to whom he could turn, is
unproven. There were no faithful people. There was not even anybody to
whom he could turn, for everyone had either betrayed him, or indifferently
stepped aside, or were simply cowards. As his Majesty noted in his Diary:
‘Around me are betrayal, cowardice and deception.” “Around me” meant that
there did not exist even chinks allowing a choice of ‘free expression of will’.
The revolutionaries had surrounded his Majesty very reliably...

“Nor should his Majesty have been obliged to address anybody. In the army
there was one’s duty before the Sovereign. They had given oaths of allegiance.
It was they who were obliged to address him, not he them.”166

Yana Sedova goes back to the similar crisis of October, 1905. “His Majesty
wrote that he had to choose between two paths: a dictatorship and a
constitution. A dictatorship, in his words, would give a short ‘breathing space’,
after which he would “again have to act by force within a few months; but this
would cost rivers of blood and in the end would lead inexorably to the present
situation, that is, the power’s authority would have been demonstrated, but the
result would remain the same and reforms could not be achieved in the future’.
So as to escape this closed circle, his Majesty preferred to give a constitution
with which he was not in sympathy.

“These words about a ‘breathing-space” after which he would again have to
act by force could perhaps have been applied now [in 1917]. In view of the
solitude in which his Majesty found himself in 1917, the suppression of the
revolution would have been the cure, not of the illness, but of its symptoms, a
temporary anaesthesia - and, moreover, for a very short time.”167

“By contrast with Peter I, Tsar Nicholas II of course was not inclined to walk
over other people’s bodies. But he, too, was able, in case of necessity, to act
firmly and send troops to put down the rebellious city. He could have acted in
this way to defend the throne, order and the monarchical principle as a whole.
But now he saw how much hatred there was against himself, and that the

166 Chechanichev, “Tajna Molchania Gosudaria” (The Mystery of the Tsar’s Silence), Russkaia
Narodnaia Linia, May 19, 2020.

167 Sedova, “Pochemu Gosudar’ ne mog ne otrech’sa?” (Why his Majesty could not avoid
abdication), Nasha Strana, March 6, 2010, N 2887, p. 2.

93



February revolution was as it were directed only personally against him. He
did not want to shed the blood of his subjects to defend, not so much his throne,
as himself on the throne...”168

Archpriest Lev Lebedev agrees that the Tsar agreed to abdicate because he
believed that the general dissatisfaction with his personal rule could be
assuaged by his personal departure from the scene. But he never saw in this the
renunciation of the Monarchy and its replacement by a republic, but only the
transfer of power from himself to another member of the Dynasty - his son,
under the regency of his brother. This, he thought, would placate the army and
therefore ensure victory against Germany.

The Tsar wrote in his diary-entry for March 2: “My abdication is necessary.
Ruzsky transmitted this conversation [with Rodzianko] to the Staff HQ, and
Alexeyev to all the commanders-in-chief of the fronts. The replies from all
arrived at 2:05. The essence is that that for the sake of the salvation of Russia
and keeping the army at the front quiet, I must resolve on this step. I agreed.
From the Staff HQ they sent the draft of a manifesto. In the evening there
arrived from Petrograd Guchkov and Shulgin. I discussed and transmitted to
them the signed and edited manifesto. At one in the morning I left Pskov
greatly affected by all that had come to pass. All around me I see treason,
cowardice, and deceit.”

Commenting on these words, Fr. Lev writes: “The Tsar was convinced that
this treason was personally directed to him, and not to the Monarchy, not to
Russia! The generals were sincerely convinced of the same: they supposed that
in betraying the Tsar they were not betraying the Monarchy and the
Fatherland, but were even serving them, acting for their true good!... But
betrayal and treason to God’s Anointed is treason to everything that is headed
by him. The Masonic consciousness of the generals, drunk on their supposed
‘real power’ over the army, could not rise even to the level of this simple
spiritual truth! And meanwhile the traitors had already been betrayed, the
deceivers deceived! Already on the following day, March 3, General Alexeyev,
having received more detailed information on what was happening in
Petrograd, exclaimed: ‘I shall never forgive myself that I believed in the sincerity
of certain people, obeyed them and sent the telegram to the commanders-in-
chief on the question of the abdication of his Majesty from the Throne!... In a
similar way General Ruzsky quickly “lost faith in the new government’ and, as
was written about him, ‘suffered great moral torments’ concerning his
conversation with the Tsar, and the days March 1 and 2, “until the end of his
life’ (his end came in October, 1918, when the Bolsheviks finished off Ruzsky
in the Northern Caucasus). But we should not be moved by these belated
‘sufferings’” and ‘recovery of sight” of the generals (and also of some of the Great
Princes). They did not have to possess information, nor be particularly

168 Sedova, “Ataka na Gosudaria Sprava” (An Attack on his Majesty from the Right), Nasha
Strana, September 5, 2009.
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clairvoyant or wise; they simply had to be faithful to their oath - and nothing
more!..

“... At that time, March 1-2, 1917, the question was placed before the Tsar,
his consciousness and his conscience in the following way: the revolution in
Petrograd is being carried out under monarchical banners: society, the people
(Russia!) are standing for the preservation of tsarist power, for the planned
carrying on of the war to victory, but this is being hindered only by one thing
- general dissatisfaction personally with Nicholas II, general distrust of his
personal leadership, so that if he, for the sake of the good and the victory of
Russia, were to depart, he would save both the Homeland and the Dynasty!

“Convinced, as were his generals, that everything was like that, his Majesty,
who never suffered from love of power (he could be powerful, but not power-
loving!), after 3 o’clock in the afternoon of March 2, 1917, immediately sent two
telegrams - to Rodzyanko in Petrograd and to Alexeyev in Mogilev. In the first
he said: ‘There is no sacrifice that I would not undertake in the name of the real good
of our native Mother Russia. For that reason I am ready to renounce the Throne
in favour of My Son, in order that he should remain with Me until his coming
of age, under the regency of My brother, Michael Alexandrovich’. The telegram
to Headquarters proclaimed: ‘In the name of the good of our ardently beloved
Russia, her calm and salvation, I am ready to renounce the Throne in favour of
My Son. I ask everyone to serve Him faithfully and unhypocritically.” His
Majesty said, as it were between the lines: ‘Not as you have served Me...’
Ruzsky, Danilov and Savich went away with the texts of the telegrams.

“On learning about this, Voeikov ran into the Tsar’s carriage: ‘Can it be
true... that You have signed the abdication?” The Tsar gave him the telegrams
lying on the table with the replies of the commanders-in-chief, and said: “What
was left for me to do, when they have all betrayed Me? And first of all -
Nikolasha (Grand Duke Nicholas Nikolayevich)... Read!"”169

As in 1905, so in 1917, probably the single most important factor influencing
the Tsar’s decision was the attitude of his uncle and the former Supreme
Commander of the Armed Forces, Grand Duke Nicholas Nikolayevich
Romanov, “Nikolasha” as he was known in the family. It was indeed the case
that there was very little he could do in view of the treason of the generals and
Nikolasha.170 He could probably continue to defy the will of the social and
political élite, as he had done more than once in the past - but not the
generals... As S.S. Oldenburg writes: “One can speculate whether his Majesty
could have not abdicated. With the position taken by General Ruzsky and

169 Lebedev, op. cit., pp. 486-488; Voeikov, op. cit., p. 212; Mark Steinberg and Vladimir
Khrustalev, The Fall of the Romanovs, Yale University Press, 1995, pp. 89-90, citing State Archive
of the Russian Federation, document £.601, op. 1, d. 2102, 1.1-2.

170 Nikolasha was blessed by Metropolitan Platon, Exarch of Georgia to ask the Tsar to
abdicate. See N.K. Talberg, “K sorokaletiu pagubnogo evlogianskogo raskola” (On the Fortieth
Anniversary of the Destructive Eulogian Schism”), Pravoslavnij Put’ (The Orthodox Way),
Jordanville, 1966, p. 36; Groyan, op. cit., p. CLXI, note.
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General Alexeyev, the possibility of resistance was excluded: the commands of
his Majesty were not delivered, the telegrams of those who were loyal to him
were not communicated to him. Moreover, they could have announced the
abdication without his will: Prince Mark of Baden announced the abdication of
the German emperor (9.11.1918) when the Kaiser had by no means abdicated!
His Majesty at least retained the possibility of addressing the people with his
own last word... His Majesty did not believe that his opponents could cope
with the situation. For that reason, to the last moment he tried to keep the
steering wheel in his own hands. When that possibility had disappeared - it
was clear that he was in captivity - his Majesty wanted at least to do all he
could to make the task of his successors easier... Only he did not want to
entrust his son to them: he knew that the youthful monarch could not abdicate,
and to remove him they might use other, bloody methods. His Majesty gave
his opponents everything he could: they still turned out to be powerless in the
face of events. The steering wheel was torn out of the hands of the autocrat-
‘chauffeur” and the car fell into the abyss...”171

E.E. Alferev echoes this assessment and adds: “The Empress, who had never
trusted Ruzsky, on learning that the Tsar’s train had been held up at Pskov,
immediately understood the danger. On March 2 she wrote to his Majesty: ‘But
you are alone, you don’t have the army with you, you are caught like a mouse
in a trap. What can you do?”172

Even if he had been able to count on the support of some military units, the
result would undoubtedly have been a civil war, whose outcome was doubtful,
but whose effect on the war with Germany could not be doubted: the Germans
would have been given a decisive advantage at a critical moment when Russia
was about to launch a powerful spring offensive. This last factor was decisive
for the Tsar: he would not contemplate undermining the war effort for any
reason. For the first duty of an Orthodox Tsar after the defence of the Orthodox
faith is the defence of the country against external enemies - and in the case of
the war with Germany the two duties coincided.

The Tsar had always steadfastly refused to consider any internal
constitutional changes during the war for the very good reason that such
changes were bound to undermine the war effort. But his enemies wanted to
force him to make such changes precisely while the war was still being waged.
For, as George Katkov penetratingly observes, the Russian liberals’ and
radicals” “fear of the military failure and humiliation of Russia was, if we are
not mistaken, only the decent cover for another feeling - the profound inner
anxiety that the war would end in victory before the political plans of the
opposition could be fulfilled, and that the possibilities presented to it by the
exceptional circumstances of wartime, would be missed”.173

171 Oldenburg, op. cit., pp. 641-642.

172 Alferov, Imperator Nikolaj II kak chelovek sil'noj voli (Emperor Nicholas II as a Man of Strong
Will), Jordanville, N.Y.: Holy Trinity Monastery, 1983, 2004, p. 121.

173 Katkov, op. cit., p. 236.
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Although he had abdicated, the Tsar considered himself to be still Supreme
Commander of the Armed Forces. That is why his train now moved towards
Mogilev, and why neither Ruzsky nor Alexeyev nor even Guchkov prevented
him from returning there.

General Voeikov writes: “Immediately the train had moved from the station,
I went into the Tsar’s compartment, which was lit by one lampada burning in
front of an icon. After all the experiences of that heavy day, the Tsar, who was
always distinguished by huge self-possession, could not control himself. He
embraced me and sobbed... My heart broke into pieces at the sight of such
undeserved sufferings that had fallen to the lot of the noblest and kindest of
tsars. He had only just endured the tragedy of abdicating from the throne for
himself and his son because of the treason and baseness of the people who had
abdicated from him, although they had received only good from him. He was
torn away from his beloved family. All the misfortunes sent down upon him
he bore with the humility of an ascetic... The image of the Tsar with his tear-
blurred eyes in the half-lit compartment will never be erased from my memory
to the end of my life...”174

“Afterwards, ‘I slept long and deeply,” wrote Nicholas. “Talked with my
people about yesterday. Read a lot about Julius Caesar.” Then he remembered
Misha: “to his Majesty Emperor Michael. Recent events have led me to decide
irrevocably to take this extreme step. Forgive me if it grieves you and also for
no warning - there was no time.””175

At Stavka the Tsar appointed Nikolasha supreme commander of the armed
forces, and Prince George Lvov - president of the Council of Ministers of the
Provisional Government. For the last time, he listened to a report by General
Alexeyev on the military situation. At the end of it, in a low voice he said that
it was difficult for him to part from them, and it was sad for him to be present
for the last time at a report, “but it is evident that the will of God is stronger
than my will”.176

Sister Florence Farmborough, an English Red Cross nurse serving at the
Russian Front, writes: “Deprived of Throne and Power, his visit was sorrowful
in the extreme. He spent only a few days there and was visited by his mother,
the Dowager Empress Marie. There they parted; she, to return to her home in
Kiyev; he, to return as a prisoner to his family in Tsarskoe Selo [the Village of
the Tsar]. Those who saw him in Mogilev were amazed at the self-control and
courage with which he carried out the final ceremonies. He wrote to his

174 Voeikov, op. cit., p. 190.

175 Montefiore, op cit., p. 623. Well he might remember Julius Caesar. For like Caesar, the Tsar
was stabbed in the back on the Ides of March...

176 Alferov, op. cit., p. 105.

97



fighting men on the various Fronts and addressed the troops in person. He told
them that he was leaving them because he felt that he was no longer necessary;
thanked them for their never-failing loyalty; praised them for their unwavering
patriotism and besought them to obey the Provisional Government, to continue
the war and to lead Russia to Victory. Only his mournful, hollow eyes, and
extreme pallor told of the effort he was making to preserve the calm demanded
of him. 7’

“Even before he left Mogilev, vociferous celebrations were taking place in
the town; large red flags blazed in the streets; all photographs of himself and
family had disappeared; Imperial emblems were being pulled down from
walls, cut off uniforms; and, while the ex-Tsar sat alone in his room, the officers
who had visited him, cheered his brave words and bowed low - many in tears
- before him as he bid them farewell, were at that moment queuing up in the
open air, outside his window, to take the Oath of Allegiance to the Provisional
Government.”178

On March 5, in the presence of the Tsar and the Vladimir icon of the Mother
of God, a liturgy was served at which the tsar was commemorated but no
longer as “his most autocratic majesty and emperor”. A hum went through the
congregation, and many wept.

On March 7 the Provisional Government ordered the arrest of the Tsar, and
on March 8 four Duma deputies came to Mogilev and arrested him. This meant
that he could not leave Russia (even if he had wanted to, which he and the
Tsarina did not), and was the step that led inexorably to his martyrdom in
Yekaterinburg the following year...

And for almost a whole week he had continued to lead all the Armed Forces
of Russial... But, although there were many senior officers there who were
ready to die for him, the Tsar made no move to make use of his powerful
position to march against the revolution. For, according to Lebedev, he was
sincerely convinced that “his departure from power could help everyone to
come together for the decisive and already very imminent victory over the
external enemy (the general offensive was due to take place in April). Let us
recall his words to the effect that there was no sacrifice which he was not
prepared to offer for the good of Russia. In those days the Tsar expressed
himself still more definitely: “... If Russia needs an atoning sacrifice, let me be that

177 Contrary to the confident assertions of some, the Tsar’s abdication was welcomed by no
means all the soldiers. Thus General Denikin wrote: “The troops were stunned - it is difficult
to define with another word the first impression that the manifestos made. No joy, no sorrow.
Silent, concentrated silence... and tears flowed down the cheeks of the old soldiers... There
was no resentment personally against the Sovereign nor against the Royal Family. On the
contrary, everyone was interested in their fate and feared for it.” (The Romanov Royal Martyrs,
p- 239) (V.M.)

178 Farmborough, Nurse at the Russian Front. A Diary 1914-18, London: Book Club Associates,
1974, pp. 271-272. Alexeyev reported the Tsar’s last address to the army to Guchkov, now War
Minister. Guchkov forbade the distribution of the speech... (Alferov, p. 108)
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sacrifice’. The Tsar was convinced (and they convinced him) that... the
Provisional Government, society and the revolution were all (!) for the
preservation of the Monarchy and for carrying through the war to a glorious
victory...”179

Lebedev is not convincing here. The Tsar’s first priority was undoubtedly a
successful conclusion to the war. After all, on the night of his abdication, he
wrote in his diary: “I decided to take this step for the sake of Russia, and to keep
the armies in the field.” But it is hard to believe that he still, after all the treason
he had seen around him, believed that “the Provisional Government, society
and the revolution [!] are all for the preservation of the Monarchy”...

It is more likely that he believed that without the cooperation of the generals
and the Duma Russia could not win the war, which was the prime objective,
upon which everything else depended. And so he abdicated, not because he
had any illusions about the Provisional Government, but because, as a true
patriot, he wanted Russia to win the war...

One of the best comments on the overthrow of the Tsar in the February
revolution came from Winston Churchill, a minister in the British government
at the time, but one who, unlike so many others, did not rejoice in the fall of the
Tsar: “Surely to no nation has Fate been more malignant than to Russia. Her
ship went down in sight of port... Every sacrifice had been made; the toil was
achieved... In March the Tsar was on the throne: the Russian Empire and the
Russian army held up, the front was secured and victory was undoubted. The
long retreats were ended, the munitions famine was broken; arms were
pouring in; stronger, larger, better equipped armies guarded the immense
front... Moreover, no difficult action was now required: to remain in presence:
to lean with heavy weight upon the far stretched Teutonic line: to hold without
exceptional activity the weakened hostile forces on her front: in a word to
endure - that was all that stood between Russia and the fruits of general
victory... According to the superficial fashion of our time, the tsarist order is
customarily seen as blind, rotten, a tyranny capable of nothing. But an
examination of the thirty months of war with Germany and Austria should
correct these light-minded ideas. We can measure the strength of the Russian
Empire by the blows which it suffered, by the woes it experienced, by the
inexhaustible forces that it developed, and by the restoration of forces of which
it showed itself capable... In the government of states, when great events take
place, the leader of the nation, whoever he may be, is condemned for failures
and glorified for successes. The point is not who did the work or sketched the
plan of battle: reproach or praise for the outcome is accorded to him who bears
the authority of supreme responsibility. Why refuse this strict examination to
Nicholas II? The brunt of supreme decisions centred upon him. At the summit
where all problems are reduced to Yea and Nay, where events transcend the
faculties of men and where all is inscrutable, he had to give the answers. His
was the function of the compass needle. War or no war? Advance or retreat?

179 Lebedev, op. cit., p. 491.
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Right or left? Democratise or hold firm? Quit or persevere? These were the
battlefields of Nicholas II. Why should he reap no honour for them?...

“The regime which he personified, over which he presided, to which his
personal character gave the final spark, had at this moment won the war for
Russia. Now they crush him. A dark hand intervenes, clothed from the
beginning in madness. The Tsar departs from the scene. He and all those whom
he loved are given over to suffering and death. His efforts are minimized; his
actions are condemned; his memory is defiled...”180

Only in recent decades has the good name of Tsar Nicholas II been
resurrected in the Orthodox world. Meanwhile, the old false clichés about him
continue to be repeated in Western historiography.

180 Churchill, The World Crisis. 1916-18, vol. I, London, 1927, pp. 223-225. Churchill had been a
Mason, Master of “Rosemary” lodge no. 2851, since 1902. However, he evidently played no
part in the international Masonic conspiracy; he remained an admirer of the Tsar, and a fierce
anti-communist.
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12. MICHAEL ALEXANDROVICH ROMANOYV: TSAR FOR A
DAY?

Although the Tsar had addressed a telegram to “Emperor Michael
Alexandrovich” (it reached him in the late morning of March 16)'%!, Michael
was destined to be emperor, if he really was emperor, for no more than a day.
But without an autocratic tsar Russia was bound to descend into anarchy; the
fruit of February was bound to be October...

The February revolution had not been taking place only in Petrograd. “In
Moscow on February 28th there were massive demonstrations under red flags.
The garrison (also composed of reservists) passed over to the side of the
rebellion on March 1. In those days a Soviet of workers’ deputies and a
Committee of public organizations was formed in the Moscow Duma, as in
Petrograd. Something similar took place also in Kharkov and Nizhni-
Novgorod. In Tver a crowd killed Governor N.G. Byunting, who, as the crowd
approached, had managed to make his confession [by telephone] to the
bishop...”182

In such circumstances, the Duma and the Provisional Government, which
always followed rather than led public opinion, could not be for the
continuation of the Monarchy. It will be remembered that the leaders of the
Duma had originally wanted the preservation of the monarchy, but without
Nicholas II and with a “responsible ministry”. But in the course of the
revolution, and with the Soviet breathing down their necks, the Duma leaders,
even the monarchists among them, changed course...

“In the middle of the day on [3/]16 March a group of Provisional
Government ministers and Duma leaders met at Mikhail’s small salon in
Petrograd to discuss the idea of his becoming emperor [although technically,
as we have already seen, he already was emperor]. Guchkov and Shulgin had
just arrived back from Pskov, and Rodzyanko invited them to join the
gathering. Rodzyanko also asked them not to publish the news of Nicholas’s
act of abdication. Politicians had to prepare for whatever might be the next
stage in the emergency in Petrograd.

“Rodzyanko, Guchkov, Milyukov, Kerensky and the liberal industrialist
Alexander Konovalov were among those present, and there was a forceful
exchange of opinions. It was a painful occasion for everyone. Guchkov insisted
that the country needed a tsar; he was pleased for Mikhail to accept the throne
from his brother with a commitment to convoking a Constituent Assembly.
Milyukov too wanted the throne to pass to Mikhail, but got into a short though
fiery dispute with Guchkov about the Basic Law. This boded ill for the
Provisional Government’s prospects of settling the political situation in the
capital. Guchkov argued that each and every action taken by ministers could

181 https:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=I4orSmDAU-w
182 Lebedev, op. cit., p. 489.
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be justified in the light of the wartime emergency. But whereas Guchkov and
Milyukov agreed that Mikhail should become tsar, Kerensky strongly opposed
the whole idea and urged Mikhail to reject the throne in recognition of the fact
tht the streets were full of thousands of angry workers and soldiers
demonstrating against the monarchy. He warned of civil war if Mikhail tried
to succeed his brother. For Kerensky this was the main practical point rather
than any republican principle. He added that Mikhail would be putting his
own life in danger if he complied with what Nicholas wanted.”!*}

Rodzyanko and Lvov supported Kerensky. They “ardently tried to prove
the impossibility and danger of such an act at the present time. They said
openly that in that case Michael Alexandrovich could be killed, while the
Imperial Family and all the officers could ‘have their throats cut’. A second
historically important moment had arrived. What would the Grand Duke
decide, who was then from a juridical point of view already the All-Russian
Emperor?”184

The Grand Duke was a fine soldier and a gentle man whom everybody liked.
But before the war he had defied the Tsar in marrying a divorcée, Countess
Natalia Brassova, in Switzerland, for which he was exiled for several years.
Moreover, he had cooperated with the liberal revolutionaries during the
February revolution. So strength of character in defence of the autocracy was
not to be expected of him. He said he wanted to speak to his wife on the
telephone and would appreciate time to consult his conscience. Then he
returned.

Edvard Radzinsky describes the scene:-

“Michael came in, tall, pale, his face very young.

“They spoke in turn.

“Alexander Kerensky: By taking the throne you will not save Russia. I know
the mood of the masses. At present everyone feels intense displeasure with the
monarchy. I have no right to conceal that the dangers that taking power would

subject you to personally. I could not vouch for your life.

“Then silence, a long silence. And Michael’s voice, his barely audible voice:
‘In these circumstances, I cannot.’

“Michael was crying. It was his fate to end the monarchy. Three hundred
years - and it all ended with him.”185

183 Robert Service, The Last Tsar, London: Pan, 2017, p. 20.
184 Lebedev, Velikorossia p. 491.
185 Radzinsky, The Last Tsar, p. 173.
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According to Montefiore, “the ministers tried to intimidate Michael into
abdicating. He asked if they could guarantee his safety. ‘I had to answer in the
negative,” said Rodzianko, but Pavel Milyukov, the foreign minister, argued
that this ‘frail craft’ - the Provisional Government - would sink in ‘the ocean
of national disorder’ without the raft of the monarchy. Kerensky, the only one
who could speak for the Soviet, disagreed, threatening chaos: ‘I can’t answer
for Your Highness's life.”

“Princess Putiatina invited them all for lunch, sitting between the emperor
and the prime minister. After a day of negotiations, Michael signed his
abdication: ‘I have taken a firm decision to assume the Supreme Power only if
such be the will of our great people by universal suffrage through its
representatives to the Constituent Assembly.” Next day, he sent a note to his
wife Natasha: “Awfully busy and extremely exhausted. Will tell you many
interesting things.” Among these interesting things, he had been emperor of
Russia for a day - and after 304 years the Romanovs had fallen.” '8¢

The explanation of Michael’s pusillanimity was simple: as Fr. Sergei
Chechanichev writes, “he was a participant in the conspiracy. Grand Duke
Michael wrote in his diary on February 27, 1917: “At 5 o’clock Johnson [his
English secretary] and I went by train to Petrograd. In the Mariinsky palace I
conferred with M.V. Rodzianko, Nekrasov, Savich, Dmitiurkov.” He himself
confirmed that he had conferred with the enemies of his Majesty. He conducted
negotiations with them, defending his brother’s right to power as the lawful
Sovereign, and conducted negotiations with his Majesty in the name of the
conspirators. On March 1 in a telegram he called on his Majesty: ‘Forgetting all
that is past, I beseech you to proceed along the new path indicated by the
people” - that is, that of the conspirators.

“Even if we close our eyes to all the ‘fakery’ of the documents called
‘abdications’, then that power which his Majesty supposedly transferred to
Grand Duke Michael should have been returned, in the case of Michael’s
rejection, to his Majesty. Insofar as Michael did not accept the power, he could
not transfer it to the Provisional Government. He simply did not have the
authority to do that.

“... In his so-called “abdication’ it is written in black and white: ‘[ have taken
the firm decision to accept the Supreme power only if that is the will of our
great people.” But if the Grand Duke did not accept the Supreme power, what
right did he have to transfer it to anybody else?”187

186 Montefiore, The Romanovs, p. 623.
187 Chechanichev, “Tajna Molchania Gosudaria” (The Mystery of the Tsar’s Silence), Russkaia
Narodnaia Linia, May 19, 2020. Italics mine (V.M.).
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This is a powerful argument. We must conclude that Michael Alexandrovich
never became tsar; as Service writes, his act was not one of abdication, but of
renunciation.'® The last tsar was Nicholas II...

However, Michael’s actions were significant in another, important respect.
As Archpriest Lev Lebedev writes, “Michael Alexandrovich... did not decide
[completely] as Kerensky and the others wanted. He did not abdicate from the
Throne directly in favour of the Provisional Government. In the manifesto that he
immediately wrote he suggested that the question of his power and in general
of the form of power in Russia should be decided by the people itself, and in that
case he would become ruling Monarch if ‘that will be the will of our Great
People, to whom it belongs, by wuniversal suffrage, through their
representatives in a Constituent Assembly, to establish the form of government
and the new basic laws of the Russian State’. For that reason, the manifesto goes
on to say, ‘invoking the blessing of God, I beseech all the citizens of the Russian
State to submit to the Provisional Government, which has arisen and been
endowed with all the fullness of power at the initiative of the State Duma (that is,
in a self-willed manner, not according to the will of the Tsar - Prot. Lebedev),
until the Constituent Assembly, convened in the shortest possible time on the
basis of a universal, direct, equal and secret ballot, should by its decision on the
form of government express the will of the people. Michael.” The manifesto has been
justly criticised in many respects. But still it is not a direct transfer of power to
the ‘“democrats’!”189

The historian Mikhail Babkin agrees with Lebedev: Just as Michael
Alexandrovich never became tsar, so he never transferred power to the Duma
(even assuming he had the right to do that), but said that he would agree to
become tsar if the people wanted it. “The talk was not about the Great Prince’s
abdication from the throne, but about the impossibility of his occupying the
royal throne without the clearly expressed acceptance of this by the whole
people of Russia.”190

However, by effectively giving the people the final say in how they were to
be ruled, Tsar Michael effectively introduced the democratic principle, making the
people the final arbiter of power. Tsar Nicholas clearly saw what had happened,
writing in his diary: “God knows who gave him the idea of signing such
rot.”191

188 Service, The Last Tsar, p. 30.

189 Lebedev, op. cit., p. 491.

190 Babkin, “Sviatejshij Sinod Pravoslavnoj Rossijskoj Tserkvi i Revoliutsionnie Sobytia
Fevralia-Marta 1917 g.” (“The Most Holy Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church and the
Revolutionary Events of February-March, 1917”), http://www.monarhist-spb.narod.ru/D-
ST/Babkin-1, p. 3.

191 Radzinsky, The Last Tsar, p. 172. It has been argued that Tsar Nicholas had also given a
certain impulse towards the democratic anarchy when he declared in his manifesto: “We
command Our Brother to conduct State affairs fully and in inviolable unity with the
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Unlike Tsar Nicholas, who simply tried (unsuccessfully) to transfer power
from himself to his brother, Michael Alexandrovich undermined the very basis
of the Monarchy by acting as if the true sovereign were the people. Like King
Saul in the Old Testament he listened to the voice of the people (and out of fear
of the people) rather than the voice of God - with fateful consequences for
himself and the people. It was he who finally destroyed the autocracy...

We can see the confusion and searching of consciences all this caused in a
letter of some Orthodox Christians to the Holy Synod dated July 24, 1917: “We
Orthodox Christians most ardently beseech you to explain to us in the
newspaper Russkoe Slovo [Russian Word] what... the oath given to us to be
faithful to the Tsar, Nicholas Alexandrovich, means. People are saying in our
area that if this oath is worth nothing, then the new oath to the new Tsar [the
Provisional Government?] will be worth nothing. Which oath must be more
pleasing to God. The first or the second? Because the Tsar is not dead, but is
alive and in prison...”192

Since Michael had presented the choice of the form of State government to
the Constituent Assembly, many opponents of the revolution were prepared to
accept the Provisional Government on the grounds that it was just that -
provisional. Moreover, they could with some reason argue that they were
acting in obedience to the last manifestation of lawful, tsarist power in Russia...
They were not to know that the Constituent Assembly would be forcibly
dissolved by the Bolsheviks in January, 1918. So the results of the Tsar’s
abdication for Russia were different from what he had hoped and believed.
Instead of an orderly transfer of power from one member of the royal family to
another, the whole dynasty and autocratic order collapsed. And instead of
preventing civil war for the sake of victory in the world war, the abdication
was followed by defeat in the world war and the bloodiest civil war in history,
followed by the greatest persecution of the faith in history. Michael’s
renunciation of the throne “was the beginning”, as Bukshoeveden writes, “of
universal chaos. All the structures of the empire were destroyed. The natural
consequences of this were a military rebellion that was supported by the civil
population, which was also discontented with the actions of the cabinet. And
all this, to sum up, led to a complete collapse. The supporters of the monarchy,
of whom there were not a few in the rear and at the front, found themselves on
their own, while the revolutionaries used the universal madness to take power
into their own hands.”193

representatives of those men who hold legislative office, upon those principles which they shall
establish, swearing an inviolable oath to that effect.” The principles established by the State
Duma were, of course, democratic, not monarchical. And on September 15, 1917, Kerensky
even declared, in defiance of the whole aim of the Constituent Assembly as defined by Michael
Alexandrovich in his manifesto, that Russia was now a republic... But perhaps the Tsar meant,
not a Constituent Assembly, but a Zemsky Sobor, of the kind that brought Tsar Michael
Romanov to the throne in 1613...

192 Groyan, op. cit., pp. 122, 123.

193 Bukshoeveden, op. cit., p. 412.
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What about the other Romanovs? Could not any of them have claimed the
throne after the abdication of Michael?

Robert Massie writes: “After Nicholas II's sisters, nephews, and nieces, the
tsar’s closest surviving relatives were the Vladimirovichi, then comprising his
four first cousins, Grand Dukes Cyril, Boris, and Andrew and their sister,
Grand Duchess Helen, all children of Nicholas’s eldest uncle, Grand Duke
Vladimir. In normal times, the near-simultaneous deaths of a tsar, his son, and
his brother, as happened in 1918, automatically would have promoted the
eldest of these cousins, Cyril, who was forty-two in 1918, to the Imperial throne.
In 1918, however, there was neither empire nor throne, and, consequently,
nothing was automatic. Succession to the Russian throne followed the Salic
law, meaning that the crown passed only to males, through males, until there
were no more eligible males. When an emperor died and neither a son nor a
brother was available, the eldest eligible male from the branch of the family
closest to the deceased monarch would succeed. In this case, under the old
laws, this was Cyril. After Cyril stood his two brothers, Boris and Andrew, and
after them the only surviving male of the Pavlovich line, their first cousin
Grand Duke Dimitri, the son of Nicholas II's youngest uncle, Grand Duke Paul.
Nicholas II" six nephews, the sons of the tsar’s sister Xenia, were closer by blood
than Cyril but were ineligible because the succession could not pass through a
woman...” 194

However, there were powerful objections to Cyril’s candidacy. He had
married a Lutheran and his first cousin, Victoria Melita, a grand-daughter of
Queen Victoria, who, moreover, had been married to and divorced from
Tsaritsa Alexandra’s brother, Grand Duke Ernest of Hesse. By marrying a
divorced and heterodox woman who was his cousin, he violated Basic Laws
183 and 185 as well as the Church canons. The Tsar exiled him from Russia, and
then, in 1907, deprived him and his descendants of the right to inherit the
throne in accordance with Basic Law 126. Although the Tsar later allowed him
and his wife to return, the couple plotted against him, and on March 1, even
before the abdication, Cyril withdrew his Naval Guard from guarding the
Tsaritsa and her family at Tsarskoye Selo and went to the Duma to hail the
revolution, sporting a red cockade. He renounced his rights to the Throne, and
hoisted the red flag above his palace and his car...19

In July, noting the anti-monarchist mood in Petrograd, he moved to nearby
Finland, and only moved again to Switzerland in 1920, when it was clear that
there was no hope of the restoration of the monarchy in the near future.

194 Massie, The Romanovs: The Final Chapter, London: Arrow, 1995, p.261.
195 Massie, op. cit., pp. 267-269.
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Cyril eventually emigrated to France, but was at first cautious about putting
forward his claim to the throne. “The Dowager Empress Marie would not
believe that her son and his family were dead and refused to attend any
memorial service on their behalf. A succession proclamation by Cyril would
have shocked and deeply offended the old woman. Further, there was another,
not very willing pretender: Grand Duke Nicholas Nicholaevich, former
commander-in-chief of the Russian Army, was from the Nicholaevichi, a more
distant branch of the Romanov tree, but, among Russians, he was far more
respected and popular than Cyril. Nicholas Nicholaevich was forceful and
Russia’s most famous soldier whereas Cyril was a naval captain, who, having
had one ship sunk beneath him, refused to go to sea again. Nevertheless, when
émigré Russians spoke to Grand Duke Nicholas about assuming the throne in
exile, he refused, explaining that he did not wish to shatter the hopes of the
dowager empress. Besides, Nicholas agreed with Marie that if Nicholas 11, his
son, and his brother really were dead, the Russian people should be free to
choose as their new tsar whatever Romanov - or whatever Russian - they
wished.

“In 1922, six years before the death of Marie and while the old soldier
Nicholas Nicholaevich still had seven years to live, Cyril decided to wait no
longer. He proclaimed himself first Curator of the Throne and then, in 1924,
Tsar of All the Russias - although he announced that for everyday use he still
should be addressed by the lesser title Grand Duke. He established a court
around his small villa in the village of Saint-Briac in Brittany, issued
manifestos, and distributed titles...”1%

His claim to be Tsar was recognized by Metropolitan Anthony
(Khrapovitsky), first-hierarch of the Russian Church Abroad, but not by
Metropolitan Evlogy of Paris. Evlogy was in Karlovtsy in the autumn of 1922,
when “I received a telegram: ‘At the request of Grand Duke Cyril
Vladimirovich, we ask you insistently to come immediately to Paris.” I
arrived... I was presented with a group of generals led by General Sakharov,
and a group of dignitaries asked me to go and visit Grand Duke Cyril
Vladimirovich in Saint-Briac so as to perform a Divine service for him and give
him my blessing to assume the imperial throne. I refused...”1%”

Most of the Romanov family living in exile also rejected Cyril’s claim... The
other leading Romanovs were either killed or made their peace with the new
regime. Thus the behavior of Grand Duke Nicholas Nikolayevich
(“Nikolasha”) was, according to Mikhail Nazarov, “unforgiveable: he didn’t
move a finger to avert the plot that he knew was being prepared..., pushed
Nicholas II to abdicate, and, having again been appointed by him Commander-
in-Chief of the Army, swore to the plotters: “The new government already
exists and there can be no changes. I will not permit any reaction in any form...”

196 Massie, op. cit., pp. 261-262.
197 Evlogy, Puti moej zhizni (The Paths of My Life), Paris: YMCA Press, 1947, p. 604.
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“In those days the other members of the Dynasty also forgot about their
allegiance to the Tsar and welcomed his abdication. Many signed their own
rejection of their rights to the Throne...: Grand Dukes Dmitri Konstantinovich,
Gabriel Konstantinovich, Igor Konstantinovich, George Mikhailovich and
Nicholas Mikhailovich. The latter, following Cyril, also paid a visit of loyalty
to the revolutionary Duma on March 1... In the press there appeared
declarations by Grand Dukes Boris Vladimirovich, Alexander Mikhailovich,
Sergei Mikhailovich and Prince Alexander Oldenburg concerning their
‘boundless support’ for the Provisional government...

“The identical form of these rejections and declarations witness to the fact of
a corresponding demand on the part of the new authorities: these were a kind
of signature of loyalty to the revolution. (It is possible that this conceals one of
the reasons for the monarchical apathy of these members of the Dynasty in
emigration. Only “Cyril I’ felt not the slightest shame: neither for the plans of
his mother ‘to destroy the empress’, nor for his own appeal to the soldiers to
go over to the side of the revolution...)

“It goes without saying that in rebelling against his Majesty before the
revolution, such members of the Dynasty did not intend to overthrow the
monarchy: they would thereby have deprived themselves of privileges and
income from their Appanages. They hoped to use the plotters in their own
interests, for a court coup within the Dynasty, - but were cruelly deceived. The
Provisional government immediately showed that even loyal Romanovs -
‘symbols of Tsarism’ - were not needed by the new authorities: Nicholas
Nikolayevich was not confirmed in the post of Commander-in-Chief, and
Grand Duke Boris Vladimirovich found himself under house arrest in his own
palace for ‘being slow to recognize the new order’... We have some reason to
suppose that by their ‘signatures of loyalty” and renunciations of their claims
to the Throne the Grand Dukes bought freedom for themselves. Kerensky
declared at the Soviet of Workers” and Soldiers” Deputies: “You have doubts
about the fact that some members of the Royal Family have remained in
freedom. But only those are in freedom who have protested with us against the
old regime and the caprices of Tsarism.’

“The Februarists from the beginning did not intend to give the Royal Family
freedom. They were subjected to humiliating arrest in the palace of Tsarskoye
Selo, and were restricted even in their relations with each other. And none of
the previously active monarchists spoke out for them. True, many of them had
already been arrested, the editors of their newspapers and their organizations
had been repressed. But even more monarchist activists kept silent, while some
even signed declarations of loyalty to the new government...”1%

198 Nazarov, Kto Naslednik Rossijskogo Prestola? (Who is the Heir of the Russian Throne?),
Moscow, 1996, p. 375.
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13. AUTOCRACY VERSUS CONSTITUTIONALISM

There is much talk today about a possible revival of the Russian monarchy.
The position most often taken, even by monarchists, and even among the
surviving Romanovs themselves, is that the new tsar should not be an autocrat,
but rather a constitutional monarch. This is both ironic and sad, for it implies that
even if the Russian monarchy were restored now with the enthronement of one
of the Romanovs, it would not be a true restoration, but a surrender to that
liberal and emasculated view of monarchy which Tsar Nicholas and his
predecessors and the Russian saints fought so hard against and which in the
end destroyed Holy Rus’. For it is important to realize that the fall of the
Romanov dynasty was not engineered in the first place by Russian-Jewish
Bolsheviks or American-Jewish bankers, nor by the German General Staff. It
was engineered and carried out by what Lebedev calls “the first echelon” of the
revolution - the Mason-Cadets and Octobrists, such as Rodzianko and
Guchkov. Their creed was not revolution - or, at any rate, not the full-blooded
revolution that aimed at regicide and the complete overthrow of the existing
social order; for they had too much to lose from such an upheaval. Their ideal
was the more moderate but thoroughly unRussian one of English constitutional
monarchy.

Indeed, with the exception of some republicans such as Kerensky, the
conspirators of February would probably have been content with simply
stripping the Tsar of his autocratic powers and turning him into their puppet,
a constitutional monarch on the English model - provided he did not interfere
with their own supreme power. They forced him to abdicate only when they
saw that he would not play their game, but was determined to preserve the
Autocracy - if not in his own person, then in the person of his appointed heir.
But their lack of understanding of the revolutionary process that they had
initiated, meant that their rule was short-lived and served only as a transition
from full Autocracy to the victory of the Bolsheviks.

The Russian constitutionalists demanded of Tsar Nicholas that he give them
a “responsible” government, by which they meant a government under their
control. But the rule of Tsar Nicholas was already responsible in the highest
degree - to God. For this is the fundamental difference between the Orthodox
autocrat and the constitutional monarch, that the autocrat truly governs his
people, whereas the constitutional monarch “reigns, but does not rule”. The
first is responsible to God alone, but the latter, even if he claims to rule “by the
Grace of God”, in fact fulfils the will of the people rather than God’s. As St.
John Maximovich writes, “the Russian sovereigns were never tsars by the will
of the people, but always remained Autocrats by the Mercy of God. They were
sovereigns in accordance with the dispensation of God, and not according to
the ‘multimutinous” will of man.”1%°

199 St. John Maximovich, Proiskhozhdenie Zakona o Prestolonasledii v Rossii (The Origin of the
Law of Succession in Russia), quoted in “Nasledstvennost’ ili Vybory?” (“Heredity or
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And so we have three kinds of king: the Orthodox autocrat, who strives to
fulfill the will of God alone, and is responsible to Him alone, being limited only
by the Faith and Tradition of the people as represented by the Orthodox
Church; the absolute monarch, such as the French Louis XIV or the English
Henry VIII, who fulfills only his own will, is responsible to nobody, and is
limited by nothing; and the constitutional monarch, who fulfills the will of the
people, and can be applauded or ignored or deposed by them as they see fit.

Monarchy by the Grace of God and monarchy by the will of the people are
incompatible principles. The very first king appointed by God in the Old
Testament, Saul, fell because he tried to combine them; he pretended to listen
to God while in fact obeying the people. Thus he spared Agag, the king of the
Amalekites, together with the best of his livestock, instead of killing them all,
as God had commanded, "because I listened to the voice of the people" (L Kings
15.20). In other words, he abdicated his God-given authority and became,
spiritually speaking, a democrat, listening to the people rather than to God.

The significance of the reign of Tsar Nicholas II lies in the fact that he
demonstrated what a true Orthodox autocrat - as opposed to an absolutist
despot or a constitutional monarch - really is. This knowledge had begun to
fade in the minds of the people, and with its fading the monarchy itself had
become weaker. But Tsar Nicholas restored the image to its full glory, and
thereby preserved the possibility of the complete restoration of the autocracy
in a future generation...

Appearances can be deceptive. There is a famous photograph of the Russian
Tsar Nicholas II and the English King George V standing together, looking as
if they were twins (they were in fact cousins) and wearing almost identical
uniforms. Surely, one would think, these were kings of a similar type, even
brothers in royalty? After all, they called each other “Nicky” and “Georgie”,
had very similar tastes, had ecumenical links (Nicky was godfather of Georgie’s
son, the future Edward VIII, and their common grandmother, Queen Victoria,
was invited to be godmother of Grand Duchess Olga??), and their empires
were similar in their vastness and diversity (Nicholas was ruler of the greatest
land empire in history, George - of the greatest sea power in history).
Moreover, the two cousins never went to war with each other, but were allies
in the First World War. They seem to have been genuinely fond of each other,
and shared a mutual antipathy for their bombastic and warmongering “Cousin
Willy” - Kaiser Wilhelm of Germany. To crown it all, when Tsar Nicholas
abdicated in 1917, Kerensky suggested that he take refuge with Cousin Georgie
in England.

Elections?”), Svecha Pokaiania (Candle of Repentance), N 4, February, 2000, p. 12. The phrase
“multimutinous” is that of Tsar Ivan the Terrible.
200 Miranda Carter, The Three Emperors, London: Penguin, 2011, p. 177.
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But Cousin Georgie betrayed Cousin Nicky; in August, 1917 he withdrew
his invitation for fear of a revolution in England.

As Roy Hattersley writes, in view of the failure of rescue attempts from
within Russia, “the future of the Tsar and his family grew ever more
precarious. It was the Prime Minister who initiated the meeting with George
V’s private secretary at which, for a second time, ‘it was generally agreed that
the proposal we should receive the Emperor in this country... could not be
refused’. When Lloyd George proposed that the King should place a house at
the Romanovs’ disposal he was told that only Balmoral was available and that
it was ‘not a suitable residence at this time of year’. But it transpired that the
King had more substantial objections to the offer of asylum. He ‘begged’ (a
remarkably unregal verb) the Foreign Secretary ‘to represent to the Prime
Minister that, from all he hears and reads in the press, the residence in this
country of the ex-Emperor and Empress would be strongly resented by the
public and would undoubtedly compromise the position of the King and
Queen’. It was the hereditary monarch, not the radical politician, who left the
Russian royal family to the mercy of the Bolsheviks and execution in
Ekaterinburg.”201

The result was that, as Frances Welch writes, “eleven months later, the Tsar,
the Tsarina and their five children were all murdered. But when the Tsar’s
sister finally reached London in 1919, King George V brazenly blamed his
Prime Minister for refusing a refuge to the Romanovs. Over dinner, he would
regularly castigate Lloyd George as ‘that murderer’...”202

Nor was this the first or only betrayal: in a deeper sense English
constitutionalism betrayed Russian autocracy in February, 1917. For it was a
band of constitutionalist Masons supported by the Grand Orient of France and
the Great Lodge of England, that plotted the overthrow of the Tsar in the safe
haven of the English embassy in St. Petersburg. (Surprising as it may seem in
view of the Masons’ overt republicanism, they were patronized by the British
monarchy; there is a photograph of King Edward VII, Georgie’s father, in the
full regalia of a Grand Master...20%)

And so it was constitutional monarchists who overthrew the Russian
autocratic monarchy. The false kingship that was all show and no substance
betrayed the true kingship that perished in defence of the truth in poverty and
humiliation. For Tsar Nicholas died in true imitation of the Christ the King.
And with Him he could have said: “You say rightly that I am a king: for this
cause | was born, and for this cause I have come into the world, that I should
bear witness to the truth!” (John 18.37).

201 Roy Hattersley, The Great Outsider: David Lloyd George, London: Abacus, 2010, p. 472.
202 Welch, “A Last Fraught Encounter”, The Oldie, N 325, August, 2015, p. 26.
203 See the photo on the back cover of Jasper Ridley, The Freemasons, London: Constable, 1999.
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The Tsar’s attachment to the autocratic principle never wavered: as he said
to Count Witte in 1904: “I will never, in any circumstances, agree to a
representative form of government, for I consider it harmful for the people
entrusted to me by God.”2* And his choice was vindicated by his own reign,
which so benefited the people both materially and spiritually. Moreover, no
autocrat conducted himself with more genuine humility and love for his
subjects, and a more profound feeling of responsibility before God. He was
truly an autocrat, and not a tyrant. He did not sacrifice the people for himself,
but himself for the people. The tragedy of the Russian people was that they
exchanged the most truly Christian of monarchs for the most horrific of all
tyrannies - in the name of freedom!

The tsar’s commitment to the autocratic principle was reinforced by the
tsarina, who, as Hew Strachan writes, “despite being the granddaughter of a
British queen, believed, according to [the British ambassador] Buchanan, that
‘autocracy was the only regime that could hold the Empire together’.

“Writing after the war, Buchanan confessed that she might have been right.
It was one thing for well-established liberal states to move in the direction of
authoritarianism for the duration of the war; it was quite another for an
authoritarian government to move towards liberalism which many hoped
would last beyond the return to peace. Moreover, the strains the war had
imposed on Russian society, and the expectations that those strains had
generated, looked increasingly unlikely to be controlled by constitutional
reform...”205

The constitutionalists then as now criticize the Orthodox autocracy mainly
on the grounds that it presented a system of absolute, uncontrolled power, and
therefore of tyranny. They quote the saying of the historian Lord Acton: “Power
corrupts, and absolute power corrupts absolutely”. But this is and was a serious
misunderstanding. The Russian autocracy was based on the anointing of the
Church and on the faith of the people; and when it betrayed either - by
disobeying the Church, or by trampling on the people’s faith, - it lost its
legitimacy, as we see in the Time of Troubles. It was therefore limited, not
absolute. But it was limited, not by parliament or any secular power, still less
the money power that governed the British Monarchy from 1689, but by the
teachings of the Orthodox Faith and Church, and as such must not be confused
with the system of absolutist monarchy that we see in, for example, the French
King Louis XIV, or the English King Henry VIIL

The Tsar could have refused to abdicate and started a civil war against those
who sought to overthrow him. But this would have meant imposing his will in
an absolutist manner on the majority of his people, whose faith was now no
longer the faith of Tsarist Russia but that of the “enlightened” West. So, like
Christ the King in Gethsemane, he told his friends to put up their swords, and

204 Nicholas II, in Fomin & Fomina, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 376.
205 Strachan, The First World War, London: Pocket Books, 2006, pp. 234-235.
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surrendered himself into the hands of his enemies; “for this is your hour, and
the power of darkness” (Luke 22.53). He showed that the Orthodox Autocracy
was not a form of western-style absolutism, whose right lies exclusively in its
might, but something completely sui generis, whose right lies in its faithfulness
to the truth of Christ and the sacrament of anointing. He refused to treat his
power as if it were independent of or over the Church and people, but showed
that it was a form of service to the Church and the people from within the Church
and the people; and if the people now renounced him (and the Church), so be
it - there was no longer any place for him in Russia.

The tragedy of Russia was that in rebelling against the Tsar and forcing his
resignation she was about to exchange the most truly Christian of monarchs for
the most horrific and antichristian of all tyrannies - all in the name of freedom!

But in what resides true freedom? The Anglophile liberals claimed that only
a constitution can guarantee the freedom and equality of its citizens. But the
idea that autocracy is necessarily inimical to freedom and equality was refuted
by the monarchist Andozerskaya in Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s novel, The Red
Wheel: “Under a monarchy it is perfectly possible for both the freedom and the
equality of citizens to flourish. First, a firm hereditary system delivers the
country from destructive disturbances. Secondly, under a hereditary monarchy
there is no periodic upheaval of elections, and political disputes in the country
are weakened. Thirdly, republican elections lower the authority of the power,
we are not obliged to respect it, but the power is forced to please us before the
elections and serve us after them. But the monarch promised nothing in order
to be elected. Fourthly, the monarch has the opportunity to weigh up things in
an unbiased way. The monarchy is the spirit of national unity, but under a
republic divisive competition is inevitable. Fifthly, the good and the strength
of the monarch coincide with the good and the strength of the whole country,
he is simply forced to defend the interests of the whole country if only in order
to survive. Sixthly, for multi-national, variegated countries the monarch is the
only bond and the personification of unity...”206

*

If we compare the abdication of Tsar Nicholas II in 1917 with that of his
godson, the British King Edward VIII in 1936, we immediately see the
superiority, not only of the Tsar over the King personally, but also of Orthodox
autocracy over English constitutional monarchy. Edward VIII lived a
debauched life, flirted with the Nazis, and then abdicated, not for the sake of
the nation, but because he could not have both the throne and continue to live
with his mistress at the same time. He showed no respect for Church or faith,
and perished saying: “What a wasted life!”

While the abdication of Edward VIII placed the monarchy in grave danger,
the abdication of Tsar Nicholas, by contrast, saved the autocracy for the future.

206 Solzhenitsyn, The Red Wheel, “October, 1916”7, uzel 2, Paris: YMCA Press, pp. 401-408.

113



For in abdicating he resisted the temptation to apply force and start a civil war
in a cause that was just from a purely juridical point of view, but which could
not be justified from a deeper, eschatological point of view. If the people and
the Church did not want him, he would not impose himself on them, because
his was truly a government for the people. He would not fight a ruinous civil
war in order to preserve his power, because his power was not given to him to
take up arms against the people but for the people. Instead, following the word
of St. John Chrysostom that it is fitting for a king to die for the truth, he chose
to die, and in dying he proclaimed the truth of Christ the King. He followed the
advice of the Prophet Shemaiah to King Rehoboam and the house of Judah as
they prepared to face the house of Israel: “Thus saith the Lord, Ye shall not go
up, nor fight against your brethren, the children of Israel. Return every man to

4

his house...” (I Kings 12.24))

The fall of the Romanov dynasty so soon after Tsar Nicholas” abdication, and
the seizing of power by the Bolsheviks only a few months after that, proves the
essential rightness of the Tsar’s struggle to preserve the autocracy and his
refusal to succumb to pressures for a constitutional government. As in 1789, so
in 1917, constitutional monarchy, being itself the product of a disobedient, anti-
monarchical spirit, proved itself to be a feeble reed in the face of the revolution.

The Tsar clung onto power for as long as he could, not out of personal
ambition, but because he knew that he was literally irreplaceable. Or rather, he
believed that the dynasty was irreplaceable, which is why he passed on is power,
not to the Duma, but to his brother Michael. But the dynastic family, being itself
corrupted by its disobedience and disloyalty to the Tsar (even Michael had
disobeyed the Tsar in marrying the divorced Natalia Brassova), was unable to
take up the burden that Tsar Nicholas had borne so bravely. They were not fit
to bear that burden. And God did not allow them.

And so not only the Tsar and his family perished, but the whole of Russia...

And not only Russia... It is striking how, with the fall of the autocracy in
Russia, the structure of European monarchy, being built, not on the rock of the
true faith and the Grace of God, but on the porous sand of the “multimutinous
will” of the people, began to collapse. For in 1917-18 the dynasties of all the
defeated nations: Russia, Germany, Austria-Hungary and Bulgaria
(temporarily) collapsed. And within a decade monarchy had more or less
disappeared in several other nations, such as Turkey, Italy and Greece, while
the British Empire was shaken by nationalist rebellions in Ireland, Egypt, Iraq
and India. Monarchy survived in Serbia until the Second World War - probably
thanks to the protection that the Serbs offered to the monarchist Russian
Church in Exile.

The first monarchy to go had to be Russia; for the one true monarchy had to
be destroyed violently before the pseudo-monarchies could be peacefully put
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out to grass, reigning figuratively but not truly ruling over their subjects. The
abortive revolution of 1905 had imposed a kind of constitution on the Tsar. But
then he, courageously and subtly but always honourably, managed to keep the
Masons at bay and himself effectively in control until 1917. And even then he
did not give the liberals their “responsible government”, but abdicated in
favour of another member of the dynasty. Thus the Russian autocracy went out
with a bang, undefeated in war and defiantly resisting the traitors and oath-
breakers who opposed it. The traitors, however, went out with a whimper,
ingloriously losing the war, and after only nine months’ rule fleeing in all
directions in a distinctly unmanly way (Kerensky fled in women’s clothes to
Paris, and the last defenders of his regime was a battalion of women soldiers).

The abdication of Tsar Nicholas in March, 1917 brought to an end the 1600-
year period of the Orthodox Christian Empire that began with St. Constantine
the Great. “He who restrains” the coming of the Antichrist, the Orthodox
Christian Emperor, “was removed from the midst” (Il Thessalonians 2.7) - and
very soon “the collective Antichrist”, Soviet power, began its savage torture of
the Body of Holy Russia. St. John of Kronstadt had said that Russia without the
Tsar would no longer even bear the name of Russia, and would be “a stinking
corpse” - and so it proved to be...
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14. THE CHURCH AND THE FEBRUARY REVOLUTION

The abdication of Tsar Nicholas II on March 2, 1917 marked the end of the
Christian era initiated by the coming to power of St. Constantine the Great in
306. “That which restrains” the coming of the Antichrist, the Orthodox
Autocracy, was removed; and now, with all restraint removed, the world
entered the era of the collective Antichrist... This enormous change - and
enormous loss - was felt immediately by those who lived through it. For, as St.
Anatoly of Optina said: “The destiny of the Tsar is the destiny of Russia. If the
Tsar will rejoice, Russia also will rejoice. If the Tsar will weep, Russia also will
weep... Just as a man with his head cut off is no longer a man, but a stinking
corpse, so Russia without the Tsar will be a stinking corpse...”

*

The revolution, writes Sergei Firsov, “became the social detonator of anti-
religious feelings among people discontented with their lives. In their
understanding Church and kingdom were one, and the desacralization of ideas
about the kingdom naturally told also on their attitude to the Church. The
world war had shaken the moral foundations of the multi-million Russian
army, whose core was the peasantry. ‘A vulgarization of morals” and a loss of
the feeling of lawfulness (including a ‘shaking’ of the concept of property)
created, in the words of contemporaries, ‘fruitful soil for the incitement of the
lower passions among the masses’. All this directly touched the Church, which
did not conceive of itself as existing autonomously from the political power...
In the words of General Baron P.N. Wrangel, “with the fall of the tsar, the very
idea of political power fell; in the understanding of the Russian people there
disappeared all the obligations that bound it together. Moreover, the power
and these obligations could not be replaced by anything else...””207

Why did the Church not intervene in this great crisis, as she had intervened
on similar occasions in Russian history? After all, on the eve of the revolution,
she had canonized St. Hermogen, Patriarch of Moscow in the Time of Troubles,
as if to emphasize that, just as St. Hermogen had refused to recognize the false
Demetrius as a legitimate political authority, so the time was coming when it
would again be necessary to distinguish between true and false political
authorities. So surely the Church would stand up against Bolshevism and in
defence of the monarchy as St. Hermogen did then? After all, the Seventh
Ecumenical Council had declared: “The priest is the sanctification and
strengthening of the Imperial power, while the Imperial power is the strength
and firmness of the priesthood.” Was it not high time for the Church, having
sanctified the imperial power, to strengthen it in the day of its need? Or had
the symphony of powers atrophied to such a degree that the bishops could not
see what was in the best interests both of the faith and of the homeland?

207 Firsov, op. cit., p. 487.
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The historian M.A. Babkin accuses the Holy Synod of undermining the
monarchy, insofar as by its decrees from March 4 onwards, removing the
commemoration of the Royal Family from all Divine services, it effectively
removed the possibility of a revival of the monarchy, taking the advent of the
republic as an irreversible done deed.

Certainly, at this critical moment the Synod showed itself to be at a loss over
what to do. At its session of February 26, it refused the request of the assistant
over-procurator, Prince N.D. Zhevakhov, to threaten the creators of
disturbances with ecclesiastical punishments.?%8

Then, on February 27, writes Babkin, “when the armies of the capital’s
garrison began to go over to the side of the rebels, Over-Procurator N.P. Raev
suggested to the Holy Synod that it condemn the revolutionary movement. He
drew the attention of the members of the Highest Church Hierarchy to the fact
that the leaders of this movement ‘consist of traitors, beginning with the
members of the State Duma and ending with the workers’. The Synod declined
his suggestion, replying to the over-procurator that it was still not known
where the treachery came from - from above or below.”20?

This was a feeble excuse. Everybody knew who the traitors were - the men
who now formed the Provisional Government, together with aristocrats and
army generals at the top of society, and peasants and workers at the bottom -
the revolution came from both above and below, combining in an unholy union
to overthrow the authority of “the greatest of the Tsars” (Blessed Pasha of
Sarov). Even some of the most senior bishops, such as Sergei Stragorodsky, had
anti-monarchical views... It was ironic and tragic, therefore, that that much-
criticised creation of Peter the Great, the office of Over-Procurator of the Holy
Synod, proved more faithful to the Anointed of God than the “Holy Governing
[Pravitel’stvennij] Synod” itself...

“On March 2,” writes Babkin, “the Synodal hierarchs gathered in the
residence of the Metropolitan of Moscow. They listened to a report given by
Metropolitan Pitirim of St. Petersburg asking that he be retired (this request
was agreed to on March 6 - M.B.). The administration of the capital’s diocese
was temporarily laid upon Bishop Benjamin of Gdov. But then the members of
the Synod recognized that it was necessary immediately to enter into relations
with the Executive committee of the State Duma. On the basis of which we can
assert that the Holy Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church recognized the
Provisional Government even before the abdication of Nicholas II from the

208 A.D. Stepanov, “Mezhdu mirom i monastyrem” (“Between the World and the
Monastery”), in Tajna Bezzakonia (The Mystery of Iniquity), St. Petersburg, 2002, p. 491.

209 Babkin, Dukhovenstvo Russkoj Pravoslavnoj Tserkvi i Sverzhenie Monarkhii (Nachalo XX v. -
Konets 1917 g.) (The Clergy of the Russian Orthodox Church and the Overthrow of the
Monarchy (Beginning of the 20th century - the End of 1917)), Moscow, 2007. Cf. Fomin and
Fomina, op. cit., vol. II, pp. 135-136.

117



throne. (The next meeting of the members of the Synod took place on March 3
in the residence of the Metropolitan of Kiev. On that same day the new
government was told of the resolutions of the Synod.)

“The first triumphantly official session of the Holy Synod after the coup
d’état took place on March 4. Metropolitan Vladimir of Kiev presided and the
new Synodal over-procurator, V.N. Lvov?!?, who had been appointed by the
Provisional government the previous day, was present. Metropolitan Vladimir
and the members of the Synod (with the exception of Metropolitan Pitirim, who
was absent - M.B.) expressed their sincere joy at the coming of a new era in the
life of the Orthodox Church. And then at the initiative of the over-procurator
the royal chair... was removed into the archives... One of the Church hierarchs
helped him. It was decided to put the chair into a museum.

“The next day, March 5, the Synod ordered that in all the churches of the
Petrograd diocese the Many Years to the Royal House ‘should no longer be
proclaimed’. In our opinion, these actions of the Synod had a symbolical
character and witnessed to the desire of its members ‘to put into a museum’
not only the chair of the Tsar, but also ‘to dispatch to the archives” of history
royal power itself.

“The Synod reacted neutrally to the “Act on the abdication of Nicholas II
from the Throne of the State of Russia for himself and his son in favour of Great
Prince Michael Alexandrovich” of March 2, 1917 and to the ‘Act on the refusal
of Great Prince Michael Alexandrovich to accept supreme power” of March 3.
On March 6 it decreed that the words ‘by order of His Imperial Majesty” should
be removed from all synodal documents, and that in all the churches of the
empire molebens should be served with a Many Years ‘to the God-preserved
Russian Realm and the Right-believing Provisional Government’.”211

But was the new government, whose leading members were Masons?!?,
really “right-believing”?

210 Lvov was, in the words of Bishop Gregory (Grabbe), “a not completely normal fantasist”
((Russkaia Tserkov” pered litsom gospodstvuiushchego zla (The Russian Church in the Face of
Dominant Evil), Jordanville, 1991, p. 4). Grabbe’s estimate of Lvov is supported by Orlando
Figes, who writes: “a nobleman of no particular talent or profession, he was convinced of his
calling to greatness, yet ended up in the 1920s as a pauper and a madman living on the streets
of Paris” (A People’s Tragedy, London: Pimlico, 1997, p. 449). (V.M.)

211 Babkin, “Sviatejshij Sinod Pravoslavnoj Rossijskoj Tserkvi i Revoliutsionnie Sobytia
Fevralia-Marta 1917 g.” (“The Most Holy Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church and the
Revolutionary Events of February-March, 1917”), http://www.monarhist-spb.narod.ru/D-
ST/Babkin-1, pp. 2, 3. Archbishop Nathanael of Vienna (+1985), the son of over-procurator
Vladimir Lvov, said that his family used to laugh at the incongruity of wishing “Many Years”
to a merely “Provisional” Government (“Neobychnij Ierarkh” (An Unusual Hierarch), Nasha
Strana, N 2909, February 5, 2011, p. 3).

212 This is also now generally accepted even by western historians. Thus Tsuyoshi Hasegawa
writes: “Five members, Kerensky, N.V. Nekrasov, A.l. Konovalov, M.I. Tereshchenko and I.N.
Efremov are known to have belonged to the secret political Masonic organization” (“The
February Revolution”, in Edward Acton, Vladimir Cherniaev, William Rosenberg (eds.),
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Even leaving aside the fact of their membership of Masonic lodges, which is
strictly forbidden by the Church, the answer to this question has to be: no.
When the Tsar opened the First Duma in 1906, the Masonic deputies sniggered
and turned away, openly showing their disrespect both for him and for the
Church. And now the new government openly declared that it derived its
legitimacy, not from God, but from the revolution. But the revolution cannot
be lawful, being the incarnation of lawlessness.

On March 7, with the support of Archbishop Sergei (Stragorodsky) of
Finland, Lvov transferred the Synod’s official organ, Tserkovno-Obschestvennij
Vestnik (Church and Society Messenger), into the hands of the “ All-Russian Union
of Democratic Orthodox Clergy and Laity”, a left-wing grouping founded in
Petrograd on the same day and led by Titlinov, a professor at the Petrograd
Academy of which Sergei was the rector.?!3 Archbishop (later Patriarch) Tikhon
protested against this transfer, and the small number of signatures for the
transfer made it illegal. However, in his zeal to hand this important Church
organ into the hands of the liberals, Lvov completely ignored the illegality of
the act and handed the press over to Titlinov, who promptly began to use it to
preach his Gospel of “Socialist Christianity”, declaring that “Christianity is on
the side of labour, not on the side of violence and exploitation”.?14

Also on March 7, the Synod passed a resolution “On the Correction of
Service Ranks in view of the Change in State Administration”. In accordance
with this, a commission headed by Archbishop Sergei (Stragorodsky) was
formed that removed all references to the Tsar in the Divine services. This
involved changes to, for example, the troparion for the Church New Year,
where the word “Emperor” was replaced by “people”, and a similar change to
the troparion for the feast of the Exaltation of the Cross. Again, on March 7-8
the Synod passed a resolution, “On Changes in Divine Services in Connection
with the Cessation of the Commemoration of the Former Ruling House”. The
phrase “formerly ruling” (tsarstvovavshego) implied that there was no hope of a
restoration of any Romanov to the throne.

Then, on March 9, the Synod addressed the whole Church: “The will of God
has been accomplished. Russia has entered on the path of a new State life. May
God bless our great Homeland with happiness and glory on its new path... For
the sake of the many sacrifices offered to win civil freedom, for the sake of the

Critical Companion to the Russian Revolution 1914-1921, Bloomington and Indianopolis: Indiana
University Press, 1997, p. 59).

213 As Metropolitan Anthony (Khrapovitsky) testified, “already in 1917 he [Sergei] was
dreaming of combining Orthodox Church life with the subjection of the Russian land to Soviet
power...” (“Preemstvennost’ Grekha” (The Heritage of Sin), Tsaritsyn, p. 7).

214 See Mikhail V. Shkarovskii, “The Russian Orthodox Church”, in Acton, Cherniaev and
Rosenberg, op. cit., p. 417; “K 80-letiu Izbrania Sv. Patriarkha Tikhona na Sviashchennom
Sobore Rossijskoj Tserkvi 1917-18gg.” (Towards the Election of his Holiness Patriarch Tikhon
at the Sacred Council of the Russian Church, 1917-18), Suzdal’skie Eparkhial’nie Vedomosti
(Suzdal Diocesan News), N 2, November, 1997, p. 19.
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salvation of your own families, for the sake of the happiness of the Homeland,
abandon at this great historical moment all quarrels and disagreements. Unite
in brotherly love for the good of Russia. Trust the Provisional Government. All
together and everyone individually, apply all your efforts to this end that by
your labours, exploits, prayer and obedience you may help it in its great work
of introducing new principles of State life...”

But was it true that “the will of God has been accomplished”? How could
the replacement of the Christ-loving Autocrat by a Masonic group of apostates
be considered the will of God? Was it not rather that God had allowed the will
of Satan to be accomplished, as a punishment for the sins of the Russian people?
And if so, how could the path be called a “great work”? As for the “new
principles of State life”, everyone knew that these were revolutionary in
essence...

Indeed, it could be argued that, instead of blessing the Masonic Provisional
Government in its epistle of March 9, the Synod should have announced that it
fell under the curse pronounced in 1613 against those who would not obey the
Romanov dynasty: “It is hereby decreed and commanded that God's Chosen
One, Tsar Michael Fyodorovich Romanov, be the progenitor of the Rulers of
Rus' from generation to generation, being answerable in his actions before the
Tsar of Heaven alone; and should any dare to go against this decree of the Sobor
- whether it be Tsar, or Patriarch, or any other man, - may he be damned in this
age and in the age to come, having been sundered from the Holy Trinity...”

Babkin writes that the epistle of March 9 “was characterised by B.V. Titlinov,
professor of the Petrograd Theological Academy, as ‘an epistle blessing a new
and free Russia’, and by General A.I. Denikin as ‘sanctioning the coup d’état that
has taken place’. To the epistle were affixed the signatures of the bishops of the
“tsarist’ composition of the Synod, even those who had the reputation of being
monarchists and ‘black hundredists’, for example, Metropolitan Vladimir of
Kiev and Metropolitan Makary of Moscow. This witnessed to the ‘loyal’
feelings of the Synodal hierarchs...”?1>

It is difficult to argue with Babkin’s conclusion, especially since the Synod
as a whole showed no signs of repenting of its stance. Indeed, it later became
even more enthusiastically “loyal” to the Masonic Provisional Government.
Thus in July, in an epistle to the children of the Church, it proclaimed that “the
hour of the social freedom of Rus’ has struck”, and that “the whole country,
from end to end, with one heart and one soul, is rejoicing at the new radiant
days of its life” 216

Why did the hierarchs sanction the coup so quickly?

215 Babkin, op. cit., pp. 3-4.
216 Firsov, op. cit., pp. 518-519.
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The more conservative and monarchist hierarchs sanctioned it only because
the Tsar himself had sanctioned it. Thus on March 5/18, 1917 the first Sunday
of Great Lent, which was also the first Sunday Service to take place without
commemoration of the Tsar and the Imperial House, Archbishop of Kharkov
Anthony (Khrapovitsky) served in the Moscow Dormition Cathedral and said:
“When we received the news of the abdication of the Throne of the Pious
Emperor Nikolai Alexandrovich, we prepared, according to His order, to
commemorate the Pious Emperor Mikhail Alexandrovich. But now he has
denied and ordered to obey the Provisional Government, and therefore, and
for that reason only, we commemorated the Provisional Government.
Otherwise, no forces would force us to stop commemorating the Emperor and
the Royal House (...) They ask me why I did not respond to the flock awaiting
my word about whom should they obey now in their civil life and why the
commemoration the Royal House has been stopped in divine services.

“... Wemust do this (obey the Provisional Government), firstly, in fulfillment
of the oath, we took to his Majesty Nicholas II, who transferred power to Grand
Duke Michael Alexandrovich, who handed over this power to the Provisional
Government until the Constituent Assembly. Secondly, we must do this in
order to avoid complete anarchy, robbery, massacre and sacrilege over holy
objects. Only in one case should we neither now, nor in the past, listen to
anyone - not tsars, nor rulers, nor crowds: if they demand that we renounce the
faith, or desecrate holy objects, or even do obviously lawless and sinful deeds.

“Now the second question: why not pray for the monarchs? Because we now
have no tsar, and we do not have him because both tsars refused to rule Russia
themselves, and it is impossible to call them by force by the name (tsar) now
that they abdicated of their own will. If our monarch had not give up power
and even if he were languishing in prison, then I would admonish people to
stand behind him and die for him. But now for the sake of obedience to him
and his brother, we can no longer offer up his name as the All-Russian
Sovereign. It depends on you, if you wish, to establish a monarchy in Russia
again, but legally, through sensible elections of your representatives to the
Constituent Assembly. And it will be the Provisional Government and not an
ecclesiastical authority that decides what the legal order of the elections will
be.”217

However, there were undoubtedly less worthy motives among some
members of the hierarchy. Resentment against the Tsar was undoubtedly one
of them; for he had rejected the Synod’s plea to remove Rasputin and then
allowed him to influence Church appointments. But the hierarchs must have
known that, taking his reign as a whole, the Tsar had been an immense
benefactor of the Church, whose removal, while promising “freedom”, was
much more likely to bring about a much worse slavery.

217 Khrapovitsky, Pastyr” i Pastva 10, 280-281, Kharkov, 1917; Pis"ma Blazheneishego Mitropolita
Antoniia, Holy Trinity Monastery, Jordanville, NY, 1988, p. 57.
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Certainly, and not unreasonably, the hierarchs hoped to receive greater
internal freedom for the Church. This is hinted at in a declaration of six
archbishops to the Holy Synod and Lvov on March 8: “The Provisional
Government in the person of its over-procurator V.N. Lvov, on March 4 in the
triumphant opening session of the Holy Synod, told us that it was offering to
the Holy Orthodox Russian Church full freedom in Her administration, while
preserving for itself only the right to halt any decisions of the Holy Synod that
did not agree with the law and were undesirable from a political point of view.
The Holy Synod did everything to meet these promises, issued a pacific epistle
to the Orthodox people and carried out other acts that were necessary, in the
opinion of the Government, to calm people’s minds...”?18

Lvov broke his promises and proceeded to act like a tyrant, which included
expelling Metropolitans Pitirim of Petrograd and Makary of Moscow from their
sees as being supposedly the appointees of Rasputin. It was then that
Metropolitan Makary repented, not of his association with Rasputin (which
had been insignificant and innocent?!”), but of having signed the March 9
epistle recognizing the Provisional Government. And later, after the fall of the
Provisional Government, he said, showing more fire than his gentle
appearance led people to expect: “They [the Provisional Government]
corrupted the army with their speeches. They have opened the prisons. They
have released onto the peaceful population convicts, thieves and robbers. They
have abolished the police and administration, placing the life and property of
citizens at the disposal of every armed rogue... They have destroyed trade and
industry, imposing taxes that swallowed up the profits of enterprises... They
have squandered the resources of the exchequer in a crazy manner. They have
radically undermined all the sources of life in the country. They have
established elections to the Constituent Assembly on bases that were
incomprehensible to Russia. They have defiled the Russian language,
distorting it for the amusement of half-illiterates and sluggards. They have not
even guarded their own honour, violating the promise they gave to the
abdicated Tsar to allow him and his family free departure, by which they ave
prepared for him inevitable death...

“Who started the persecution on the Orthodox Church and handed her head
over to crucifixion? Who demanded the execution of the Patriarch? Was it those
whom the Duma decried as ‘servants of the dark forces’, labelled as enemies of
the freedom of the Church?... No, it was not those, but he whom the Duma
opposed to them as a true defender of the Church, whom it intended for, and
promoted to the rank of, over-procurator of the Most Holy Synod - the member
of the Provisional Government, now servant of the Sovnarkom - Vladimir
Lvov.”220

218 Babkin, Dukhovenstvo, pp. 195-198.

219 Makary had not been an active either in support of, or opposition to, Rasputin. “They say
that he is a bad person,” he said, “but since he wants my blessing, I will refuse it to nobody”
(in Firsov, op. cit., p. 474). Douglas Smith calls his support for Rasputin “mythological”
(Rasputin, London: Pan, 2017, p. 312)

220 Metropolitan Macarius, in Groyan, op. cit., pp. 183-184.
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Lvov was indeed thoroughly unsuited for the post of over-procurator - he
ended up as a renovationist and enemy of Orthodoxy. In appointing him the
Provisional Government showed its true, hostile attitude towards the Church.
It also showed its inconsistency: having overthrown the Autocracy and
proclaimed freedom for all people and all religions, it should have abolished
the office of over-procurator as being an outdated relic of the State’s dominion
over the Church.

But it wanted to make the Church tow the new State’s line, and Lvov was to
be its instrument in doing this. Hence his removal of all the older, more
traditional hierarchs, his introduction of three protopriests into the Synod and
his proclamation of the convening of an All-Russian Church Council - a
measure which he hoped would seal the Church’s descent into Protestant-style
renovationism, but which in fact, through God’s Providence, turned out to be
the beginning of the Church’s true regeneration and fight back against the
revolution...

Meanwhile, the Council of the Petrograd Religio-Philosophical Society went
still further, denying the very concept of Sacred Monarchy. Thus on March 11
and 12, it resolved that the Synod’s acceptance of the Tsar’s abdication “does
not correspond to the enormous religious importance of the act, by which the
Church recognized the Tsar in the rite of the coronation of the anointed of God.
It is necessary, for the liberation of the people’s conscience and to avoid the
possibility of a restoration, that a corresponding act be issued in the name of
the Church hierarchy abolishing the power of the Sacrament of Royal Anointing, by
analogy with the church acts abolishing the power of the Sacraments of Marriage and
the Priesthood.”??!

Fortunately, the Church hierarchy rejected this demand. For not only can the
Sacrament of Anointing not be abolished, since it is of God: even the last Tsar
still remained the anointed Tsar after his abdication. As Shakespeare put it in
Richard 1I, whose plot is closely reminiscent of the tragedy of the Tsar’s
abdication:

Not all the water in the rough rude sea
Can wash the balm off from an anointed king;
The breath of worldly men cannot depose
The deputy elected by the Lord.

For since the power of the anointed autocrat comes from God, not the
people, it cannot be removed by the people. The converse of this fact is that if
the people attempt to remove the autocrat for any other reason than his
renunciation of Orthodoxy, then they themselves sin against God and deprive
themselves of His Grace. That is why St. Anatoly said that if Russia were to be
deprived of her tsar, she would become a “stinking corpse”.

221 Groyan, op. cit., p. 142. Italics mine (V.M.).
123



And so it turned out: as a strictly logical and moral consequence, “from the
day of his abdication,” as St. John Maximovich wrote, “everything began to
collapse. It could not have been otherwise. The one who united everything,
who stood guard for the truth, was overthrown...”??2 For, as St. John said in
another place: “The Tsar was the embodiment of the Russian people’s...
readiness to submit the life of the state to the righteousness of God: therefore
do the people submit themselves to the Tsar, because he submits to God.
Vladyka Anthony [Khrapovitsky] loved to recall the Tsar’s prostration before
God and the Church which he makes during the coronation, while the entire
Church, all its members, stand. And then, in response to his submission to
Christ, all in the Church make a full prostration to him.”?2

For “faithfulness to the monarchy is a condition of soul and form of action
in which a man unites his will with the will of his Sovereign, his dignity with
his dignity, his destiny with his destiny... The fall of the monarchy was the fall
of Russia herself. A thousand-year state form fell, but no ‘Russian republic” was
put in its place, as the revolutionary semi-intelligentsia of the leftist parties
dreamed, but the pan-Russian disgrace foretold by Dostoyevsky was unfurled,
and a failure of spirit. And on this failure of spirit, on this dishonour and
disintegration there grew a sick and unnatural tree of evil, prophetically
foreseen by Pushkin, that spread its poison on the wind to the destruction of
the whole world. In 1917 the Russian people fell into the condition of the mob,
while the history of mankind shows that the mob is always muzzled by despots
and tyrants...

“The Russian people unwound, dissolved and ceased to serve the great
national work - and woke up under the dominion of internationalists. History
has as it were proclaimed a certain law: Either one-man rule or chaos is possible
in Russia; Russia is not capable of a republican order. Or more exactly: the
existence of Russia demands one-man rule - either a religiously and nationally
strengthened one-man rule of honour, fidelity and service, that is, a monarchy,
or one-man rule that is atheist, conscienceless and dishonourable, and
moreover anti-national and international, that is, a tyranny.”?*

222 St. John Maximovich, “Homily before a Memorial Service for the Tsar-Martyr”, in Man of
God, p. 133. Cf. Archbishop Seraphim (Sobolev): "There is no need to say how terrible a
'touching' of the Anointed of God is the overthrow of the tsar by his subjects. Here the
transgression of the given command of God reaches the highest degree of criminality, which is
why it drags after it the destruction of the state itself" (Russkaia Ideologia (The Russian Ideology),
St. Petersburg, 1992, pp. 50-51). And so, insofar as it was the disobedience of the people that
compelled the Tsar to abdicate, leading inexorably to his death, "we all," in the words of
Archbishop Averky, "Orthodox Russian people, in one way or another, to a greater or lesser
degree, are guilty of allowing this terrible evil to be committed on our Russian land" (Istinnoe
Pravoslavie i Sovremennij Mir (True Orthodoxy and the Contemporary World), Jordanville, N.Y..:
Holy Trinity Monastery, 1971, p. 166).

223 St. John Maximovich, “The Nineteenth Anniversary of the Repose of His Beatitude
Metropolitan Anthony”, Pravoslavnaia Rus’, N 19, 1955, pp. 3-4.

224 1.A. Ilyin, Sobranie Sochinenij (Collected Works), Moscow, 1994, volume 4, p. 7; in Valentina
D. Sologub, Kto Gospoden” — Ko Mne! (He who is the Lord’s - to me!), Moscow, 2007, p. 53.
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However, the democratic wave continued, and the Church was carried
along by it. The hierarchs were finding it difficult enough to return to
government of the Church by the holy canons alone without any “guidance”
by the State. Still more difficult was it to accept democratism in the Church,
which was counter both to the pre-revolutionary order and the holy canons.
The hierarchy made some protests, but these did not amount to a real “counter-
revolution”. Thus on April 14, the government decreed that all the hierarchs of
the Synod would be forced to step down, and Pitirim of Petrograd and Makary
of Moscow retired, at the end of the winter session of the Synod. A stormy
meeting took place between Lvov and the Synod during which Lvov’s actions
were recognized to be “uncanonical and illegal”.

At this session Archbishop Sergei apparently changed course and agreed
with the other bishops in condemning the unlawful transfer of Tserkovno-
Obshchestvennij Vestnik. However, Lvov understood that this was only a tactical
protest. So he did not include Sergei among the bishops whom he planned to
purge from the Synod; he thought - rightly - that Sergei would continue to be
his tool in the revolution that he was introducing in the Church. The next day
Lvov marched into the Synod at the head of a detachment of soldiers and read
an order for the cessation of the winter session of the Synod and the retirement
of all its members with the single exception of Archbishop Sergei (Stragorodsky) of
Finland 22>

Thus in little more than a month since the coup, the Church had been
effectively placed in the hands of a lay dictator, who had single-handedly
dismissed her most senior bishops in the name of the “freedom of the
Church”...

Here we see a striking difference in the way in which the Provisional
Government treated secular or political society, on the one hand, and the
Church, on the other. While Prince G.E. Lvov, the head of the government,
refused to impose his authority on anyone, whether rioting peasants or
rampaging soldiers, granting “freedom” - that is, more or less complete licence
- to any self-called political or social “authority”, Prince V.E. Lvov, the over-
procurator, granted quite another kind of “freedom” to the Church - complete
subjection to lay control...

225 According to LM. Andreyev, “the whole of the Synod had decided to go into retirement.
Archbishop Sergei had taken part in this resolution. But when all the members of the Synod,
together with Archbishop Sergei, actually came to give in their retirement, the Over-
Procurator, who had set about organizing a new Synod, drew Archbishop Sergei to this. And
he took an active part in the new Synod” (Kratkij Obzor Istorii Russkoj Tserkvi ot revoliutsii do
nashikh dnej (A Short Review of the History of the Russian Church from the Revolution to our
Days), Jordanville, 1952, p. 74. Bishop Gregory (Grabbe) wrote: “I can remember the opinions
of those who knew him and who considered him to be a careerist and the complaints of
hierarchs that he promised to retire with other members of the Synod in protest against Lvov,
then he changed his mind and became head of the Synod” (Letter of April 23 / May 6, 1992 to
Nicholas Churilov, Church News, April, 2003, p. 9).
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Meanwhile, the turmoil in both Church and State in Russia gave the
opportunity to the Georgian Church to reassert its autocephalous status. On
March 12, without the agreement of the Holy Synod of the Russian Church,
and in spite of the protests of the exarch of Georgia, Archbishop Platon, a group
of Georgian bishops proclaimed the autocephaly of their Church and
appointed Bishop Leonid (Okropiridze) of Mingrelia as locum tenens of the
Catholicos with a Temporary Administration composed of clergy and laity.??
The Russian Synod sent Bishop Theophylact to look after the non-Georgian
parishes in Georgia. But he was removed from Georgia, and the new exarch,
Metropolitan Cyril (Smirnov), was not allowed into the capital. The result was
a break in communion between the two Churches.

In the same month of March the Russian government ceased subsidising the
American diocese. The ruling Archbishop Eudocimus (Mescheriakov) went to
the All-Russian Council in August, leaving his vicar, Bishop Alexander
(Nemolovsky) of Canada, as his deputy. But then Protopriest John Kedrovsky
with a group of renovationist priests tried to remove Bishop Alexander and
take power into their own hands “without submitting to imperial power or
hierarchical decrees”.??”

On April 29, the new Synod headed by Archbishop Sergei proclaimed the
principle of the election of the episcopate, the preparation for a Council and the
establishment of a Preconciliar Council. This Address triggered a revolution in
the Church. The revolution consisted in the fact that all over the country the
elective principle with the participation of laymen replaced the system of
“episcopal autocracy” which had prevailed thereto. In almost all dioceses
Diocesan Congresses elected special “diocesan councils” or committees
composed of clergy and laity that restricted the power of the bishops. The
application of the elective principle to almost all ecclesiastical posts, from
parish offices to episcopal sees, resulted in the removal of several bishops from
their sees and the election of new ones in their stead. As a result of these
diocesan elections, about 40 of the 150 or so pre-revolutionary bishops were
removed from their sees.??8 (Elections of abbots and abbesses also took place in
the monasteries.) Thus Archbishops Basil (Bogoyavlensky) of Chernigov,
Tikhon (Nikanorov) of Kaluga and Anthony (Khrapovitsky) of Kharkov were
removed. Archbishop Joachim (Levitsky) of Nizhni-Novgorod was even
arrested and imprisoned for a time before being shot. The retirement of
Archbishop Alexis (Dorodnitsyn) of Vladimir was justified by his earlier
closeness to Rasputin. The others were accused of being devoted to the
Autocracy.??’

226 V. Egorov, K istorii provozglashenia gruzinami avtokefalii svoej Tserkvi v 1917 godu (Towards a
History of the Proclamation by the Georgians of the Autocephaly of their Church in 1917),
Moscow, 1917, p. 9; in Monk Benjamin (Gomareteli), Letopis” tserkovnykh sobytij Pravoslavnoj
Tserkvi nachinaia s 1917 goda (Chronicle of Church Events, beginning from 1917),
www.zlatoust.ws/letopis.htm, p. 6.

227 Monk Benjamin, op. cit., p. 7.

228 Firsov, op. cit., p. 500.

229 Monk Benjamin, op. cit., p. 8.
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Although the spirit behind this revolutionary wave was undoubtedly anti-
ecclesiastical in essence, the elective principle went back to the practice of the
Early Church?¥, and by the Providence of God it resulted in some changes that
were beneficial for the Church. Thus the staunchly monarchist Archbishop
Anthony, after being forced to retire, was later reinstated at the demand of the
people. Again, Archbishop Tikhon (Bellavin) of Lithuania was elected
metropolitan of Moscow (the lawful occupant of that see, Metropolitan
Makary, who had been retired but who retained his title, was later reconciled
with him), and Archbishop Benjamin (Kazansky) was made metropolitan of
Petrograd. However, there were also harmful changes, such as the election of
Sergei Stragorodsky as Archbishop of Vladimir.

But an anti-ecclesiastical kind of democratism prevailed in the countryside,
where “there was a strong anti-clerical movement: village communities took
away the church lands, removed priests from the parishes and refused to pay
for religious services. Many of the local priests managed to escape this fate by
throwing in their lot with the revolution.”?*! However, several priests were
savagely killed - the martyrdom of the Church began, not with the Bolshevik
coup, but with the liberal democratic revolution.

From June 1 to 10 the All-Russian Congress of clergy and laity took place in
Moscow with 800 delegates from all the dioceses. As Shkarovskii writes, it
“welcomed the revolution, but expressed the wish that the Church continue to
receive the legal and material support of the state, that divinity continue to be
an obligatory subject in school, and that the Orthodox Church retain its schools.
Consequently, a conflict soon broke out with the government. The Synod
protested against the law of 20 June that transferred the [37,000] parish church
schools to the Ministry of Education. A similar clash occurred over the
intention to exclude divinity from the list of compulsory subjects.”232

230 As Firsov writes: in the early Church, “the believers and clergy of a bishopric picked a
candidate for a vacant see at a preliminary meeting. Then they presented him to the council of
the Episcopal province, which, after checking the candidate, consecrated him to the episcopal
rank. As years went by, the participation of laymen in the election of a bishop weakened, and
at the end of the 6th century it was limited aby the participation in the elections only of the
clergy and city notables, who, as a rule, elected three candidates to be presented to the
metropolitan. The metropolitan himself chose one of the three candidates, whom he
consecrated. In the 12th century the election of bishops no longer took place with the
participation of the clergy and laity, but only by the council of bishops. Out of three candidates,
the metropolitan, as before, chose one. When moving the metropolitan see, the power to decide
belonged to the patriarch, and in electing the patriarch - to the emperor. In the Russian Church
until the 15th century, the metropolitans were elected in Constantinople. After one-man-rule
was established in Russia, all the bishops were elected by the higher ecclesiastical power and
confirmed by the higher secular power. From the time of Peter the Great, correspondingly, by
the Most Holy Synod and the emperor” (op. cit., pp. 501-502).

231 Figes, op. cit., p. 350.

232 Shkarovskii, op. cit., p. 418.
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The transfer of the church schools to the state system was disastrous for the
Church because the state’s schools were infected with atheism. It would be one
of the first decrees that the coming Council of the Russian Orthodox Church

The June 14 decree “On Freedom of Conscience” was welcomed, but the
government still retained de jure control over the Church. Even when the
government allowed the Church to convene its own All-Russian Local Council
of the Russian Orthodox Church in August, it retained the right of veto over
any new form of self-administration that Council might come up with.
Moreover, the Preconciliar Council convened to prepare for the forthcoming
Council was to be chaired by the Church’s leading liberal, Archbishop Sergei...

With the Tsar gone, and the Church led by liberals and treated with
contempt by the State, it is not surprising that the conservative peasant masses
were confused. Thus a telegram sent to the Holy Synod on July 24, 1917
concerned the oath of loyalty that the Provisional Government was trying to
impose on them: “We Orthodox Christians ardently beseech you to explain to
us in the newspaper Russkoye Slovo what constitutes before the Lord God the
oath given by us to be faithful to the Tsar, Nicholas Alexandrovich. People are
saying amongst us that if this oath is worth nothing, then the new oath to the
new Tsar is also worth nothing.

“Is that so, and how are we to understand all this? Following the advice of
someone we know, we want this question decided, not by ourselves, but by the
Governing Synod, so that everyone should understand this in the necessary
way, without differences of opinion. The zhids [Jews] say that the oath is
nonsense and a deception, and that one can do without an oath. The popes
[priests] are silent. Each layman expresses his own opinion. But this is no good.
Again they have begun to say that God does not exist at all, and that the
churches will soon be closed because they are not necessary. But we on our part
think: why close them? - it’s better to live by the church. Now that the Tsar has
been overthrown things have got bad, and if they close the churches it'll get
worse, but we need things to get better. You, our most holy Fathers, must try
to explain to all of us simultaneously: what should we do about the old oath,
and with the one they are trying to force us to take now? Which oath must be
dearer to God. The first or the second? Because the Tsar is not dead, but is alive
in prison. And is it right that all the churches should be closed? Where then can
we pray to the Lord God? Surely we should not go in one band to the zhids and
pray with them? Because now all power is with them, and they’re bragging
about it...”233

The hierarchy had no answers to these questions...
What could it have done? It could and should have rallied round the sacred

principle of the Orthodox Autocracy and used its still considerable influence
among the people to try and restore monarchical rule. It would not have been

233 Groyan, op. cit., pp. CXXII-CXXIIIL.
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easy, but it would not have been impossible. And that was their duty;
otherwise, the anathema of 1613 against traitors to the Romanov dynasty
would fall on the people committed to their charge. As Bishop Diomedes
writes: “It was necessary in the name of the hierarchy of the Russian Orthodox
Church to persuade the Ruling House not to leave the Russian State to be
destroyed by rebels, and to call all the rebels to repentance by anathematizing
them with the 11* anathema of the Sunday of Orthodoxy.”234

A clear precedent existed: in the recently canonized Patriarch Hermogen’s
call to liberate Russia from foreign Catholic rule and restore a lawful monarchy
in 1612. Like Hermogen, the Holy Synod in 1917 could have called the Russian
people to arms against those who had in effect forced the abdication of both Tsar
Nicholas and Tsar Michael, and who were therefore, in effect, rebels against
lawful authority and subject to anathema. It could have approached any
member of the Romanov dynasty - with the exception of Grand Duke Cyril
Vladimirovich, who had already declared his allegiance to the revolution - with
an invitation that he ascend the throne. But the opportunity was lost. The years
of anti-monarchist propaganda had done their work: some hierarchs supported
the revolution, others rejected it, but the Synod as a whole legitimized the
February - but not, as we shall see, the October - revolution.

There was another alternative, less radical than the one just mentioned, but
honourable and more in accordance with the manifestos of the two last Tsars.
As Babkin writes, this alternative “was laid out in the actions and sermons of
Bishop Andronicus (Nikolsky) of Perm and Kungur. On March 4 he addressed
an archpastoral epistle “to all Russian Orthodox Christians” in which, having
expounded the essence of the “Acts” of March 2 and 3, he characterized the
situation in Russia as an ‘interregnum’. Calling on everyone to obey the
Provisional Government in every way, he said: “We shall beseech the all-
Merciful One [God - M.B.] to establish authority and peace on the earth, that
He not leave us long without a Tsar, like children without a mother... May He
help us, as three hundred years ago He helped our forefathers, to receive a
native Tsar from Him, the All-Good Provider, in a unanimous and inspired
manner.” Analogous theses were contained in the sermon that the Perm
archpastor gave in his cathedral church on March 5.

“On March 19 Bishop Andronicus and the Perm clergy in his cathedral
church and in all the city churches swore an oath of allegiance and service to
the Russian state themselves and brought the people to swear it in accordance
with the order established by the Provisional Government. But while swearing
allegiance to the Provisional Government as a law-abiding citizen, Vladyka
Andronicus actively conducted monarchical agitation, pinning his hopes of a
‘regeneration” of the only temporarily ‘removed” from power tsarist
administration on the Constituent Assembly.

234 Bishop Diomedes, Address of November 21 / December 4, 2008, http:/ /www.russia-
talk.com/ otkliki/ot-601.htm.
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“The “dangerous activity’ of the Perm archpastor (this is precisely how it was
evaluated by the local secular authorities and in the office of the Synod) drew
the attention of the Committee of social security and the Soviet of workers” and
soldiers” deputies of the city of Perm, from whom on March 21 a telegram was
sent to the over-procurator of the Holy Synod complaining that ‘Bishop
Andronicus in a sermon compared Nicholas II to Christ in His Passion, and
called on the flock to have pity on him.” In reply, on March 23, the over-
procurator demanded of the rebellious bishop that he give an explanation and
account of his activity, which was directed to the defence of the old order and
‘to re-establishing the clergy against the new order’.

“The correspondence elicited between the Bishop of Perm and the over-
procurator by his ‘counter-revolutionary” activity was completed on April 16
when Bishop Andronicus said in a detailed letter of explanation: ‘Michael
Alexandrovich’s act of abdication that legalized the Provisional Government
declared that after the Constituent Assembly we can have a tsarist
administration, like any other, depending on what the Constituent Assembly
says about it... I have submitted to the Constituent Assembly, and I will submit
to a republic, if that is what the Constituent Assembly declares. But until then
not one citizen is deprived of the freedom to express himself on any form of
government for Russia; otherwise even the Constituent Assembly would be
superfluous if someone has already irreversibly decided the question on
Russia’s form of government. As I have already said many times, I have
submitted to the Provisional Government, I submit now and I call on everyone
to submit... I am perplexed on what basis you find it necessary... to accuse me
‘of stirring up the people not only against the Provisional Government, but also
against the spiritual authorities in general’.”

Babkin cites many examples of priests and parishes praying simultaneously
for the Tsar and the Provisional Government until the end of April. All these
instances were based on the theoretical possibility, pointed out by Bishop
Andronicus, that the Constituent Assembly could vote for a restoration of the
monarchy. And so, he concludes, since, in March, 1917 “the monarchy in
Russia, in accordance with the act of Grand Duke Michael Alexandrovich,
continued to exist as an institution”, the Synod should have acted as if there
was an “interregnum” in the country.?3

But an interregnum requires the Church actively to look for candidates for
the Tsardom, as she had in the interregnum before the election of the first
Romanov tsar in 1613. But this she did not do. On the contrary, she acted as if
the monarchical phase of Russian history were over - and that this was a good
thing...

The weakness of the Church at this critical moment was the result of a long
historical process. Having been deprived of its administrative independence by
Peter the Great, the Church hierarchy had to a degree become “paralyzed”,

235 Babkin, Dukhoventstvo, p. 210.
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dependent on the State as on a crutch. And so it was not ready in 1917 to stand
alone, on its own two feet, as it were, against the rebels and in defence of the
monarchical principle. Instead, in the early days of March, it hoped that, in
exchange for recognizing them and calling on the people to recognize them, it
would receive full administrative freedom... But it was deceived: when Lvov
came to power, he began to act like a tyrant worse than any tsarist procurator.
And then, as we have seen, a wave of democratization began at the diocesan
and parish levels... Thus was the prophecy of St. Ignaty (Brianchaninov)
fulfilled: “Judging from the spirit of the times and the intellectual ferment, we
must suppose that the building of the Church, which has already been
wavering for a long time, will collapse quickly and terribly. There will be
nobody to stop this and withstand it. The measures undertaken to support [the
Church] are borrowed from the elements of the world hostile to the Church,
and will rather hasten her fall than stop it...”23¢

And so we must conclude that in March, 1917 the Church - de facto, if not de
jure - renounced Tsarism, one of the pillars of Russian identity for nearly 1000
years. With the exception of a very few bishops, such as Metropolitan Makary
of Moscow and Archbishop Andronicus of Perm, the hierarchy hastened to
support the new democratic order. As Bishop Gregory (Grabbe) writes: “There
were few who understood at that moment that, in accepting this coup, the
Russian people had committed the sin of oath-breaking, had rejected the Tsar,
the Anointed of God, and had gone along the path of the prodigal son of the
Gospel parable, subjecting themselves to the same destructive consequences as
he experienced on abandoning his father.”23”

The abdication, and consequently the murder of the Tsar and his family,
were not the responsibility of the Masons and the Bolsheviks only, but of all
those who, directly or indirectly, connived at it or later approved of it. As St.
John Maximovich explained: “The sin against him and against Russia was
perpetrated by all who in one way or another acted against him, who did not
oppose, or who merely by sympathizing participated in those events which
took place forty years ago. That sin lies upon everyone until it is washed away
by sincere repentance...”238

236 Sokolov, L.A. Episkop Ignatij Brianchaninov (Bishop Ignaty Brianchaninov), Kiev, 1915, vol.
2, p. 250.

237 Grabbe, op. cit., p. 4.

238 St. John, “Homily before a Memorial Service for the Tsar-Martyr”, in Man of God: Saint John
of Shanghai and San Francisco, Richfield Springs, N.Y, 1994, p. 133. Archbishop Averky of
Syracuse continues the theme: “It is small consolation for us that the Royal Family was killed
directly by non-Russian hands, non-Orthodox hands and non-Russian people. Although that
is so, the whole Russian people is guilty of this terrible, unprecedented evil deed, insofar as it did
not resist or stand against it, but behaved itself in such a way that the evil deed appeared as
the natural expression of that mood which by that time had matured in the minds and hearts
of the undoubted majority of the unfortunate misguided Russian people, beginning with the
‘lowers” and ending with the very ‘tops’, the upper aristocracy” (Religiozno-misticheskij smysl
ubienia Tsarkoj Sem’i” (The Religious-Mystical Meaning of the Killing of the Royal Family),
http:/ /www.ispovednik.org/fullest.php?nid=59&binn_rubrik_pl news=132.
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However, the fact that the Autocracy was renounced only unofficially, de
facto and not de jure, means that Bishop Diomedes’ thesis that the whole Church
lost grace in 1917 is false. The pusillanimity of individual hierarchs, however
senior or numerous, does not amount to heresy or apostasy of the whole
Church. Nevertheless, that a very serious sin had been committed by the
Church cannot be denied...

But what sin precisely?

It was not the sin of obedience to the Provisional Government; for the Tsar
himself had urged that. Nor was it the sin of rejection of the monarchist
principle as such; for the Synod made no such declaration. It was the sin of
disloyalty to the person of the Autocrat, the belief that a Masonic democracy could
be more pleasing to God and more worthy of support than the Lord’s
Anointed.

The only question remaining was: could the Church cleanse herself by
repenting of this sin at the Local Council, which, - thanks, paradoxically, to the
Provisional Government, - was to be convened in Moscow in August, 19177 If
so, then, cleansed and strengthened by the Grace of God, and prepared for
whatever expiatory sufferings God might send her, she would be able to lead
the people out of the abyss of the revolution.
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15. DUAL POWER

On March 3 the Provisional Government issued its declaration, “On the
succession of power and right”, the first point of which proclaimed a “complete
and immediate amnesty for all political and religious matters, including
terrorist attacks, military rebellions, agrarian criminals, etc.” This astonishing
pardon for the most serious of crimes signified, not a succession of lawful
power and authority, but its complete absence - in effect, a declaration of
anarchy.

In any case, the only possible source for the legitimate, ordered succession
of power after the abdication of the Tsar was the Tsar’s own order, given on the
previous day, transferring royal power to his brother, Grand Duke Michael,
and appointing - at the request of the Duma representatives Guchkov and
Shulgin - Prince G.E. Lvov as President of the Council of Ministers and General
L.G. Kornilov as Commander of the Petrograd military district. But the Duma
politicians had no intention of accepting Grand Duke Michael as tsar (Miliukov
and Guchkov were in favour of a constitutional monarchy, but not a true
autocracy), and soon, as we have seen, they compelled him, too, to abdicate (he
was shot in Perm in June, 1918). As for Lvov, he was made head of the
Provisional Government, but not by virtue of any order of the Tsar, whose
authority the Duma politicians rejected.

So there was no succession of any kind. The Duma politicians therefore had
a real problem of legitimacy. Since the legitimizing power of the Tsar’s orders
had been rejected, there remained only the authority of a popular election,
according to liberal theory. But the Provisional Government had not, of course,
been elected. Rather, its purpose was to supervise the election of a Constituent
Assembly that alone, according to liberal theory, could bring a legitimate
government into power. So when the formation of the Provisional Government
was announced by Miliukov on March 2, he resorted to a deliberate paradox.
In response to the question “Who elected you?” he replied that they had been
“elected” by the revolution.3

The paradox consisted in the fact that revolutions do not “elect” in
accordance with established legal procedures. For what does the revolution
consist in if not the violent overthrow of all existing procedures and legalities,
and the breaking of any succession from the previous authority?...

239 Many years later Miliukov wrote: “They ask me: “Who elected you?” Nobody elected us,
for if we had begun to wait for the people’s election, we would not have been able to tear power
out of the hands of the enemy...” Who did he mean as the “enemy” here if not the Tsar?! He
continued: “We were not ‘elected” by the Duma. Nor were we elected by Lvov in accordance
with the tsar’s order prepared at Headquarters, of which we could not have been informed. All
these sources for the succession of power we ourselves had consciously cast out. There
remained only one reply, the clearest and most convincing. I replied: “The Russian revolution
has elected us!” This simple reference to the historical process that brought us to power shut
the mouths of the most radical opponents.” (G. Katkov, Fevral’skaia Revoliutsia (The February
Revolution), Paris: YMCA Press, 1977, p. 370).
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The Provisional Government’s legitimacy was further undermined by its
treatment of the Duma. Kotkin writes: “ After being prorogued [in February, by
the Tsar], some members had convened in defiance of the tsar. But a draft
protocol of the Provisional Government’s first session (March 2) indicates that
the group of assembled men contemplated resorting to the infamous Article 87
of the tsarist Fundamental Laws to rule without a parliament, a move for which
the constitutionalists had viciously denounced Stolypin. The first meeting
protocol also specified that ‘the full plenitude of power belonging to the
monarch should be considered as transferred not to the State Duma but to the
Provisional Government’. In fact, the Provisional Government laid claim to the
prerogatives of both legislative and executive: the former Duma (the lower
house) as well as the State Council (the upper house, abolished by government
decree); the former Council of Ministers (the executive, dismissed by Nicholas
II" order of abdication) and, soon, the abdicated tsar...”?*

The Provisional Government offered no real opposition to the Bolshevik
revolution in October, and was easily swept into “the dustbin of history”, in
Trotsky’s phrase. For it came to power through the revolution - that is, through
the violent overthrow of all existing procedures and legalities - it had no legal
authority to suppress the continuation of the revolution (for who can tell when
the revolution is complete?) through the violent overthrow of its own power. In
this fact lies the clue to the extraordinarily weak and passive attitude of the
Provisional Government towards all political forces to the left of itself. It could
not rule because, according to its own liberal philosophy, it had no right to
rule...

So whatever kind of democracy the Provisional Government claimed to rule,
it was not a parliamentary democracy.

For the radical socialists, of course,might was right and the niceties of liberal
political philosophy and procedure irrelevant. Already the previous night the
Duma had begged Himmer, Nakhamkes and Alexandrovich of the Petrograd
Soviet to allow them to create a government; which showed that the Soviet, and
not the Provisional Government, was the real ruler. 241

240 Kotkin, Stalin. Paradoxes of Power. 1878-1928, London: Penguin, 2014, p. 179.

241 That night the Duma plotters and the Soviet found themselves in different rooms of the
same Tauride palace. Rodzyanko, writes Yakobi, “suggested to the socialists of the Soviet that
they take power completely themselves. A pitiful recognition of helplessness, a complete
capitulation of the bourgeois elements before the fist of the Second International, which was
preparing the way for Bolshevism! But the Soviet refused. The ‘bourgeoisie had started the
revolution, they themselves were obliged to dig the grave in which their hopes would be
buried.

‘The Soviet used the same methods for exerting pressure on the Duma committee as had
been applied by the opposition to terrorize the Tsarist Government - frighten them with the
spectre of bloodshed: but Chkeidze and the other agents of Bolshevism played their game more
decisively than Rodzyanko. The slightest attempt at resistance was suppressed with the aid of
an artificially elicited disturbance of the mob in the street” (op. cit., p. 173). (V.M.)
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“The two forces that brought down the monarchy,” writes S.A. Smith, “ -
the mass movement of workers and soldiers and the middle-class
parliamentary opposition - became institutionalized in the new political set-
up, the Petrograd Soviet keeping a watchful eye over the Provisional
Government. The government, headed by Prince G.E. Lvov, a landowner with
a long record of service to the zemstvos, was broadly representative of
professional and business interests. It was liberal, even mildly populist, in its
politics; the only organized force within it was the Kadet Party, once a liberal
party but now evolving rapidly in the direction of conservative nationalism. In
its manifesto of 2 March, the government pledged to implement a far-reaching
programme of civil and political rights and to convoke a Constituent Assembly.
Significantly, it said nothing about the burning issues of war and land. The
government, which had no popular mandate, saw its principal task as being to
oversee the election of a Constituent Assembly, which would determine the
shape of the future polity. It believed that only such an assembly had the
authority to resolve such pressing issues as land redistribution.

“The Petrograd Soviet enjoyed the real attributes of power since it controlled
the army, transport, and communications, as well as vital means of
information. It also had a popular mandate insofar as 1,200 deputies were
elected to it within the first week. A few Bolsheviks, anarchists, and others
pressed the Soviet to assume full power, but the moderate socialist intellectuals
who controlled its executive committee believed that this was not appropriate
to a revolution whose character they defined as “bourgeois’, i.e. as destined to
bring about democracy and capitalist development in Russia rather than
socialism. In addition, they feared that any attempt to assert their authority
would provoke ‘counter-revolution’. Consequently, they agreed to support but
not to join the ‘bourgeois’ Provisional Government, so long as it did not
override the interests of the people. The radical lawyer A.F. Kerensky alone of
the Petrograd Soviet representatives determined to join the government,
portraying himself as the “hostage of the democracy” within it. Thus was born
‘dual power’. In spite of the prevailing mood of national unity, it reflected a
deep division in Russian society between the ‘democracy’ and ‘propertied
society’.

“Outside Petrograd dual power was much less in evidence. In most localities
a broad alliance of social groups formed committees of public organizations to
eject police and tsarist officials, maintain order and food supply, and to oversee
the democratization of the town councils and zemstvos. The government
endeavoured to enforce its authority by appointing commissars, most of whom
were chairs of county zemstvos - which by this stage were undergoing
democratic election - and the soviets reflected the deep fragmentation of power
in provincial towns and cities. In rural areas peasants expelled land captains,
township elders, and village policemen and set up township committees under
their control. The government attempted to strengthen its authority by setting
up land and food committees at township level, but these too fell under peasant
control. At the very lowest level the authority of the village gathering was
strengthened by the revolution, although it became ‘democratized” by the
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participation of younger sons, landless labourers, village intelligentsia (scribes,
teachers, vets, and doctors), and some women. The February Revolution thus
devolved power to the localities and substantially reduced the capacity of the
Provisional Government to make its writ run beneath the county level.”242

An example of how power changed hands was witnessed by the future
Metropolitan Benjamin (Fedchenko) in Tver. Immediately after the abdication
“some kind of ‘committee of state security [KGB]" was formed, mainly from
members of the Cadet party and the zemstvos... This committee took power
into its own hands and suggested to the governor, N.G. von Biinting, to hand
over affairs to them, and that he with his family should hide somewhere from
the threat of death... The governor duly sent his wife and children to some city,
but remained himself, refusing to recognize the committee. But he no longer
had the strength to do anything against it. He sent the Tsar a telegram: he
carried out his duty to the end... The whole night he did not sleep but put some
affairs of his in order... Often, tearing himself away from his affairs, the
governor (although he was clearly German, he was still a good Orthodox) went
up to the icon of the Mother of God standing in his office and prayed on his
knees...” At dawn, he was warned by the police that he was in danger. He
phoned the local bishop, Arseny, and did his last confession over the phone,
receiving absolution. He was taken away, publicly humiliated and then, after
the crowd demanded his death, he was shot and his body trampled on...243

Thus the immediate result of the abdication of the Tsar was not the
emergence of a new power, but a power vacuum - that is, anarchy. LL.
Solonevich writes: “I remember the February days of our great and bloodless
[revolution] - how great a mindlessness descended on our country! A 100,000-
strong flock of completely free citizens knocked about the prospects of Peter’s
capital. They were in complete ecstasy, this flock: the accursed bloody
autocracy had come to an end! Over the world there was rising a dawn
deprived of ‘annexations and contributions’, capitalism, imperialism,
autocracy and even Orthodoxy: now we can begin to live! According to my
professional duty as a journalist, overcoming every kind of disgust, I also
knocked about among these flocks that sometimes circulated along the Nevsky
Prospect, sometimes sat in the Tauris palace, and sometimes went to watering
holes in the broken-into wine cellars. They were happy, this flock. If someone
had then begun to tell them that in the coming third of a century after the
drunken days of 1917 they would pay for this in tens of millions of lives,
decades of famine and terror, new wars both civil and world, and the complete
devastation of half of Russia, - the drunken people would have taken the voice
of the sober man for regular madness. But they themselves considered
themselves to be completely rational beings...” 24

242 Smith, The Russian Revolution. A Very Short Introduction, Oxford University Press, 2002, pp.
18-20.

243 Benjamin, in Fomin and Fomina, op. cit., p. 143.

244 Solonevich, in “Ot Ipatievskogo Monastyria do Doma Ipatievskogo” (From the Ipatiev
Monastery to the Ipatiev House), Pravoslavnie Monastyri (Orthodox Monasteries), 29, 2009, p.
10.
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The very first act of the Soviet, “Soviet Order Number One”, reflected the
fact that two thirds of the Soviet consisted of soldiers: “The orders of the
military commission of the State Duma are to be obeyed only in such instances
when they do not contradict the orders and decrees of the Soviet.” In other
words, the Provisional Government that officially came into being on March 3,
and which was formed from liberal Duma deputies, was to rule only by
permission of the Soviet, which had come into being on March 1. So Soviet
power was born in March, not October, 1917. But for a few months this fact was
masked by the “dual power” arrangement with the Government.

The immediate effect of Order Number One was to destroy discipline in the
army. The English nurse Florence Farmborough wrote in her diary for March
4,1917: “Manifestoes from the new Government have begun to be distributed
widely along the Russian Front. Our Letuchka [flying squad] is well supplied
with them; many are addressed to me by the military staff - a courtesy which I
greatly appreciate. The main trend of these proclamations directed especially
to the fighting men, is FREEDOM. ‘Russia is a free country now,” the
Manifestoes announce. ‘Russia is free and you, Russian soldiers, are free men.
If you, before being freed, could fight for your Mother-Country, how much
more loyally will you fight now, when, as free men, you will carry on the
successful conflict on behalf of your free Country.” So the great perevorot
[revolution] had come! Russia is a free country! The Russians are a free people!
Tremendous excitement reigns on all sides; much vociferous enthusiasm,
tinged with not a little awe. What will happen now? Newspapers are seized
and treasured as though made of gold, read, and re-read. “The Dawn of Russian
Freedom!” ‘The Daybreak of the New Epoch!” rhapsodise the romancer-
reporters. A prekaz [order] has been sent to the Front Line soldiers describing
the otkaz [dismissal] of the Emperor. We were told that in some sectors the news
had been received with noisy gratification; in others, the men have sat silent
and confused...”?%

The soldiers had to decide: which of the two powers - the Provisional
Government or the Soviets — were they to obey? On March 7 a “Text of Oath
for Orthodox and Catholics” and signed by Lvov was published and
distributed to the army: “I swear by the honour of an officer (soldier, citizen)
and promise before God and my own conscience to be faithful and steadfastly
loyal to the Russian Government, as to my Fatherland. I swear to serve it to my
last blood... I pledge obedience to the Provisional Government, at present
proclaimed the Russian government, until the establishment of the System of
Government sanctioned by the will of the People, through instrumentality of
the Constituent Assembly...”246

245 Farmborough, Nurse at the Russian Front. A Diary 1914-1918, London: Blue Club Associates,
1974, p. 260
246 Farmborough, op. cit., p. 261.
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In general, the officers were happy to make this oath. And soldiers of all
faiths repeated it word for word and then shouted “Hurrah!” But what of those
who did not believe in God, or who thought they were now free of all masters
- not only of Batyushka Tsar, but also of Batyushka God?

The formal head of the Provisional Government was Prince Lvov. But the
real leader was the Justice Minister, Alexander Kerensky, a Trudovik lawyer
and a brilliant orator who had wanted to be an actor. He would show his acting
ability by putting his arm in a sling and periodically putting on a fainting fit at
climactic moments. He was known as “’poet of the nation’. as the “uncrowned
king of the hearts and minds of Russia, and as ‘the first love of the
revolution’”?*” As Graham Darby writes, contemporaries saw Kerensky “as the
real prime minister from the outset but despite being in both the government
and the soviet - thereby embodying the dual power structure - he was in
between the two camps, distanced from party politics, a politician of
compromise who would fail to reconcile the irreconcilable... For a brief
moment Kerensky was the essential man, the peoples’ tribune, a fine orator and
a man of charisma. A good actor, he could catch the mood of an audience. He
wore semi-military costume and attempted to strike a Napoleonic pose. He
enjoyed immense popularity, even adulation, in the early months and a
personality cult grew up around him fuelled by his own self-promotion, a
range of propaganda (articles, medals, badges, poems) and a receptive
audience. Many saw him as a saviour, the true successor to the tsar. There was,
however, an inherent contradiction between Russia’s political culture, with its
dependency on powerful leaders, and the democratic ideology of the early
stages of the revolution, a contradiction embodied in Kerensky, the
undemocratic democrat. The adulation went to his head and he came to
overestimate his popularity long after it had evaporated. He moved into the
Winter Palace, lived in the tsar’s apartments and used the imperial train. He
was seemingly powerful but only by virtue of the offices he held and the fickle
nature of mass popularity. To sustain the latter he had to fulfil everyone’s
expectations, but as Lenin pointed out, he “‘wanted to harmonise the interests
of landowners and peasants, workers and bosses, labour and capital’. It was an
impossible task...”248

P. Novgorodtsev writes: "Prince Lvov, Kerensky and Lenin were bound
together by an unbroken bond. Prince Lvov was as guilty of Kerensky as
Kerensky was of Lenin. If we compare these three actors of the revolution, who
each in turn led the revolutionary power,... we can represent this relationship
as follows. The system of guileless non-resistance to evil, which was applied by
Prince Lvov as a system of ruling the state, with Kerensky was transformed
into a system of pandering to evil camouflaged by phrases about 'the
revolutionary leap' and the good of the state, while with Lenin it was
transformed into a system of openly serving evil clothed in the form of
merciless class warfare and the destruction of all those displeasing to the

247 Orlando Figes, Revolutionary Russia, 1891-1991, London: Pelican, 2014, p. 105.
248 Darby, “Kerensky in Hindsight”, History Today, July, 2017, p. 51.
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authorities. Each of the three mentioned persons had his utopian dreams, and
history dealt with all of them in the same way: it turned their dreams into
nothing and made of them playthings of the blind elements. The one who most
appealed to mass instincts and passions acquired the firmest power over the
masses. In conditions of general anarchy the path to power and despotism was
most open to the worst demagogy. Hence it turned out that the legalized
anarchy of Prince Lvov and Kerensky naturally and inevitably gave way to the
demagogic despotism of Lenin."?*°

In an article written in 1923 G. Mglinsky explained why the government
proved so weak: “Understanding the absence of firm ground under their feet
because of the absence of those layers of the population on which it was
possible to rely, the new government fell immediately into dependence on the
‘Soviet of Workers” and Soldiers” Deputies” which had been formed even before
the abdication of his Majesty the Emperor, and behind which there stood the
capital’s working masses who had been propagandized by the same Russian
intelligentsia. Although it did not really sympathize with the content of Order
Number 1, which destroyed the army, and understood all its danger, the
Provisional Government nevertheless allowed the carrying out of this order -
so criminal in relation to the fatherland - by the hands of its Minister of War
Guchkov.

“Fearing a reaction in the Russian people, which, as it well understood,
would hardly be likely to be reconciled with the seizure of power by a bunch
of intriguers, the Provisional Government from the very beginning of its
activity tried hard to destroy the state-administrative apparatus. With a stroke
of the pen all administrative power in Russia was destroyed. The governors
were replaced by zemstvo activists, the city commanders - by city-dwellers, the
police - by militia.

“But, as is well known, it is always easy to destroy, but very difficult to
create. And so it was here: having destroyed the old state apparatus, the
Provisional Government did not think of, or, more likely, was simply not able
to create anything in its place. Russia was immediately handed over to itself
and nepotism was introduced as a slogan for the whole of the state
administration, and this at precisely the moment when a strong power was
required as never before.

“When representatives of the old and new administrations came to the head
of the Provisional Government, Prince [G.E.] Lvov, and demanded directions,
they unfailingly received the same refusal which Prince Lvov gave to the
representatives of the press in his interview of 7 March, that is, five days after
the coup. ‘This is a question of the old psychology. The Provisional
Government has removed the old governors and is not going to appoint
anybody. They will be elected on the spot. Such questions must be resolved not

249 Novgorodtsev, “Vostanovlenie svyatyn" (“The Restoration of the Holy Things”), Put' (The
Way), N 4, June-July, 1926, p. 4.
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from the centre, but by the population itself... We are all boundlessly happy
that we have succeeded in living to this great moment when we can create a
new life of the people - not for the people, but together with the people... The
future belongs to the people which has manifested its genius in this historical
days. What great happiness it is to live in these great days!..."

“These words, which sound now like pure irony, were not invented, they
are found in the text of the 67t page of the first volume of A History of the Second
Russian Revolution written, not by any die-hard or black-hundredist, but by
Paul Miliukov ‘himself’, who later on the pages of his history gives the
following evaluation of the activity of the head of the government which he
himself joined as Minister of Foreign Affairs:

“’This world-view of the leader of our inner politics,” says Miliukov, ‘led in
fact to the systematic cessation of activity of his department and to the self-
limitation of the central authority to a single task - the sanctioning of the fruits
of what in the language of revolutionary democracy is called the revolutionary
creation of rights. The population, left to itself and completely deprived of
protection from the representatives of the central power, necessarily had to
submit to the rule of party organizations, which acquired, in new local
committees, a powerful means of influence and propagandizing certain ideas
that flattered the interests and instincts of the masses, and for that reason were
more acceptable for them.” 7250

There was no real opposition to this wanton destruction of old Russia first,
because the Provisional Government, having abolished the Department of
Police and the okhrana, could replace them only with miserably ineffective
“citizen militias”**!, and secondly, because the forces on the right were in a state
of shock and ideological uncertainty that left them incapable of undertaking
any effective counter-measures. We search in vain for a leader, in Church or
State, who called for the restoration of the Romanov dynasty at this time.
Perhaps the deputy over-procurator, Raev, who called on the Synod to support
the monarchy (the Synod ignored him), was an exception to this rule, or the
only Orthodox general who remained faithful to his oath, Theodore Keller. Or
perhaps Archimandrite Vitaly (Maximenko) of Pochaev monastery, the future
Archbishop of Eastern America, who, “having found out about the emperor’s
abdication... travelled to the Tsar’s military headquarters in Mogilev in order

250 Mglinsky, “Grekhi russkoj intelligentsii” (The Sins of the Russian Intelligentsia), Staroe
Vremia (Old Times), 1923; in Prince N.D. Zhevakov, Vospominania (Reminiscences), Moscow,
1993. Zhevakhov, who was assistant over-procurator during the February Revolution,
comments on these words: “If Milyukov, who took the closest participation in the overthrow
of Tsarist Power in Russia, could talk like this, then what was it like in reality! “Things were no
better in other departments. Everywhere complete chaos reigned, for none of the departmental
bosses, nor the government as a whole, had any definite, systematically realizable plan. They
broke down everything that was old, they broke it down out of a spectral fear of a return to the
old. Without thinking of tomorrow, with a kind of mad haste, they broke down everything that
the whole Russian people is now beginning to sorrow over...” (Staroe Vremia, December 18/31,
1923, N 13).” (op. cit.).

251 Kotkin, Stalin, p. 180.

140



to plead with the sovereign to rescind his abdication. He was not allowed a
meeting...”252

Orthodox monarchism, it seemed, was dead... The abdication of the Tsar
was greeted with joy by people of all classes - even the peasantry. As Oliver
Figes writes, “the news from the capital was joyously greeted by huge
assemblies in the village fields. ‘Our village,” recalls one peasant, ‘burst into life
with celebrations. Everyone felt enormous relief, as if a heavy rock had
suddenly been lifted from our shoulders.” Another peasant recalled the
celebrations in his village on the day it learned of the Tsar’s abdication: ‘People
kissed each other from joy and said that life from now on would be good.
Everyone dressed in their best costumes, as they do on a big holiday. The
festivities went on for three days.” Many villages held religious processions to
thank the Lord for their newly won freedoms, and offered up prayers for the
new government. For many peasants, the revolution appeared as a sacred
thing, while those who had laid down their lives for the people’s freedom were
seen by the peasants as modern-day saints. Thus the villagers of Bol’she-
Dvorskaya volost in the Tikhvinsk district of Petrograd province held a “service
of thanksgiving for the divine gift of the people’s victory and the eternal
memory of those holy men who fell in the struggle for freedom’. The villagers
of Osvyshi village in Tver province offered, as they put it, ‘fervent prayers to
thank the Lord for the divine gift of the people’s victory... and since this great
victory was achieved by sacrifice, we held a requiem for all our fallen brothers’.
It was often with the express purpose of reciprocating this sacrifice that many
villages sent donations, often amounting to several hundred roubles, to the
authorities in Petrograd for the benefit of those who had suffered losses in the
February Days.”2%

This confusion of the values of Christianity with those of the anti-Christian
revolution was also evident in contemporary literature - in, for example, Blok’s
poem The Twelve, in which Christ is portrayed at the head of the Red Guards.
The prevalence of this confusion among all classes of society showed how
deeply the democratic-revolutionary ideology had penetrated the masses in the
pre-revolutionary period. For those with eyes to see it showed that there could
be no quick return to normality, but only a very long, tortuous and tormented
path of repentance through suffering...

Kerensky “was the busiest man in the Provisional Government. He oversaw
a dazzling series of reforms - granting freedoms of assembly, press and speech,
lifting legal restrictions on religion, race and gender - which, as Lenin put it,
made Russia overnight the ‘freest country of the world’...”2%*

But was this freedom, or was it anarchy, a radical undermining of all those
institutions and hierarchical relationships that safeguard true freedom through

252 “ Archbishop Vitaly Maximenko”, Orthodox Life, March-April, 2010, p. 15.
253 Figes, A People’s Tragedy, London: Pimlico, 1997, pp. 347-348.
254 Figes, Revolutionary Russia, 1891-1991, London: Pelican, 2014, p. 105.
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the exercise of lawful authority? The truth is that “the revolution of 1917 should
be understood as a general crisis of authority. There was a rejection of not just
the state but all figures of authority - judges, policemen, government officials,
army and navy officers, priests, teachers, employers, landowners, village
elders, patriarchal fathers and husbands. There were revolutions going on in
virtually every sphere of life.

“The Soviet was the only real political authority. Yet even the Soviet had
limited control over the revolution in the remote provinces, where towns and
villages behaved as if they were independent of the state..”>>

The government’s orgy of liberal freedoms - accompanied by an orgy of
violence throughout the country - earned it the plaudits, not only of long-
established enemies of Russia abroad such as the Jewish banker Jacob Schiff in
New York, but also of the western governments, whose democratic prejudices
blinded them to the fact that the revolution was turning Russia from their most
faithful ally into their deadliest enemy... Anarchy was the order of the day, and
the only “justice” was imposed by lynchings. Thus Gorky claimed to have seen
10,000 cases of summary justice in 1917 alone.?*® In the countryside the peasant
communes assumed power for themselves, leading and legalizing the seizure
of the landowners’ houses, lands and property in accordance with their own,
specifically peasant understanding of justice... The Church suffered
particularly in this period, with the killing of many priests...

As time passed and the chaos spread throughout the country, it became clear
that neither the Provisional Government, nor even the Soviets, nor even a
coalition between the two on a pro-war platform, would be able to control the
revolutionary masses, who wanted peace at any price with the Germans abroad
and the most radical social revolution at home. Of all the parties represented in
the Soviets, it was only the Bolsheviks (for the soldiers and workers) and the
Left Social Revolutionaries (for the peasants) who understood this, who had
their fingers on the nation’s revolutionary pulse...

255 Figes, Revolutionary Russia, 1891-1991, p. 107.
256 Figes, A People’s Tragedy, p. 400.
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16. LENIN AT THE FINLAND STATION

The Bolsheviks in fact played only a minor part in the February revolution.
Lenin himself was living in Switzerland at the time, and in January, 1917 had
admitted in a speech that his generation would probably not live to see the
revolution. »*7 History had evidently not revealed to her acolyte what was
evident to many - that Russia was on the verge of revolution.

Lenin had been on the German payroll as an agent of the Reich for some
time. Thus on December 29, 1915 the Jewish revolutionary and German agent
Alexander Helphand (code-name: Parvus) received a million rubles to support
the revolution in Russia from the German envoy in Copenhagen. Still larger
sums were given by Jewish bankers in the West. The leading American Jewish
banker who bankrolled the Bolsheviks was Jacob Schiff, a member of Bnai
Brith, a cabbalistic sect founded in 1843 in America.2%8 Schiff was related to the
German Jewish banker Warburg, who financed the Bolsheviks from Germany.
Lilia Shevstova writes: “Germany provided the Bolsheviks with substantial
funds for ‘revolutionary purposes’: prior to October 1917, the Germans had
paid them 11 million German gold marks; in October 1917, the Bolsheviks
received another 15 million marks.”2

“It has been estimated,” writes Niall Ferguson, “that 50 million gold marks
($12m) were channelled to Lenin and his associates, much of it laundered
through a Russian import business run by a woman named Evgeniya
Sumenson. Adjusting on the basis of unskilled wage inflation, that is equivalent
to £800m today... To an extent that most accounts still underrate, the Bolshevik
Revolution was a German-financed operation...”260

However, until 1917 the German and Jewish investment in Lenin did not
seem to have paid off. Between September 5 and 8, 1915 a conference took place
in Zimmerwald in Switzerland attended by socialists from many European
countries, including Lenin and Trotsky. It declared that the war was the result
of imperialism (it did not matter which of the imperialists was most to blame)
and called on delegates to conduct class warfare in their respective countries in
order to force governments to end the international war... The appeals from
the Zimmerwald conference that the workers of different countries should not
fight each other were not successful. Patriotic feelings turned out to be stronger
than class loyalties - for the time being...%¢!

257 Nicholas Lowe, Mastering Twentieth-Century Russian History, Houndmill: Palgrave, 2002,
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258 See Anthony C. Sutton, Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution, 1974;
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But the revolution changed everything. Arthur Zimmermann - the same
man whose famous telegram the month before had caused Germany such
damage by pushing America into the war - now made up for his mistake by
persuading the Kaiser and the army that Lenin should be smuggled back into
Russia.?®> On April 2 Count Brockdorff-Rantzau wrote to the German Foreign
Office that they should smuggle Lenin into Russia with a lot of money “in order
to create... the greatest possible chaos. We should do all we can... to exacerbate
the differences between the moderate and extremist parties, because we have
the greatest possible interest in the latter gaining the upper hand”.263

The Germans must have known that if Lenin, a sworn enemy of all
governments, were to succeed in Russia, they would have created a scourge for
their own backs. But they also knew that the Russian offensive of spring, 1917,
if combined with simultaneous attacks from the west, was very likely to be
successful. So their only hope lay in the disintegration of Russia from within
before Germany was defeated from without...

“The German special services guaranteed [Lenin’s] passage through
Germany in the sealed carriage. Among the passengers were: Zinoviev, Radek,
Rozenblum, Abramovich, Usievich, and also the majors of the German General
Staff, the professional spies Anders and Erich, who had been cast in prison for
subversive and diversionary work in Russia in favour of Germany and the
organization of a coup d’état. The next day there arrived in Berlin an urgent
secret report from an agent of the German General Staff: “Lenin’s entrance into
Russia achieved. He is working completely according to our desires.”...”264

“The trickiest part was crossing from Sweden to Russia... A British spy who
had been posted to the crossing as a passport control officer, tried gamely to
delay them. But the authorities in Petrograd... believed that a democratic
country should not ban its own citizens from entry. For that mistake, [tens of]
millions died.”265

Five days before Lenin’s arrival at the Finland Station an All-Russian
Congress of Soviets demanded self-determination, no annexations and no
indemnities - a “peace without defeat” policy that was similar to President
Wilson's earlier “peace without victory” programme and elicited support from
both the German SPD, the British Labour Party and Liberal MPs. 266

262 Strachan, op. cit., p. 256. According to Catherine Merridale (Lenin on the Train, London:
Allen Lane, 2016), it was an Estonian called Alexander Keskula who first suggested the idea.
263 Brockdorff-Rantzau, in Cohen and Major, History in Quotations, London: Cassell, p. 726.
264 Istoki Zla (The Sources of Evil), pp. 35-36.

265 The Economist, October 8-14, 2016, p. 80.

266 “One of the bitterest ironies of 1917,” writes Adam Tooze, “is that the peace programme of
the Russian revolution echoed that sponsored by the American president only a few months
earlier prior to America’s entry into the war: a peace without victory, without annexation or
indemnities and based on self-determination. If Wilson had been able to stay out of the war a
few months longer, or the tsar’s regime had fallen a few weeks sooner, the revolutionary
regime in Petrograd might have offered the president precisely the wedge that he wanted to
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This was radical, but not radical enough for Lenin. On arriving at Beloostrov
on Russian soil in the early hours of April 16, he was met be Kamenev, who
was the editor of Pravda and who had been peddling the orthodox socialist line
that it was necessary to cooperate with the bourgeois Provisional Government
until full capitalism had been achieved. But Lenin did not believe the
Provisionals could achieve anything and wanted to accelerate history. “He
shouted at him, “What's this you have been writing in Pravda? We saw some of
your articles and roundly abused you.” Late that night he arrived at the Finland
Station in Petrograd. He was given a bunch of roses and taken to the Tsar’s
waiting room. There he launched into the first of a series of speeches, one of
them delivered, still clutching the roses, from the top of an armoured car. The

last took two hours and ‘filled his audience with turmoil and horror’.”2¢7

He declared: “I am happy to greet in your persons the victorious Russian
revolution, and greet you as the vanguard of the world-wide proletarian
army”. In other words, he was calling for world revolution, war against all
recognized governments. And he went on to call for non-recognition of the
Provisional Government, all power to the Soviets and the immediate cessation
of the war.

“Addressing - and dressing down - his Bolshevik supporters, Lenin soon
formulated his immediate policy. There would be no accommodation with the
government. Abroad, hostilities must cease. At home, he came not to bring
peace but the sword. The class war must be ruthlessly prosecuted. There could
be no compromise with other parties. Land to the peasants. All power to the
soviets. For Sukhanov this ‘thunderous speech” was another revolution. ‘It
seemed as if all the elements of universal destruction had arisen from their lairs,
knowing neither barriers nor doubts, personal difficulties nor personal
considerations, to hover over... the head of the bewitched disciples.””268

Even his own party found Lenin’s position extreme, if not simply mad - but
such madness was what the maddened revolutionary masses wanted... For, as
Douglas Smith writes, the foot soldiers of the revolution “had no
understanding or even interest in Marxist theory, nor were they concerned
with what the new Russian society would look like. Rather, they were
motivated by one thing: the desire to destroy the old order...”26

In response to Lenin’s defeatism, Foreign Minister Pavel Miliukov, in a note
to the Allies dated 18 April, renounced the “peace without victory” Declaration
of War Aims that the government had published on March 24, ascribing it to
“domestic politics”. Instead, he “reaffirmed its determination to observe all

drive Britain and France to the negotiating table. Germany’s gamble on the U-boats voided that
fateful juncture...” (“365 Days that Shook the World”, Prospect, January, 2017, pp. 26-27.
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treaty obligations, with the implication that the allies must also honour their
promises, especially on Constantinople and the Straits.

“News of this move ignited a new political crisis in Petrograd, with more
demonstrations on 23-4 April protesting against the government’s foreign
policy. The worker and soldier demonstrators carried banners demanding
peace and Down with the Bourgeois Government’, and ‘Down with Miliukov
and Guchkov’. The Provisional Government refused to deploy troops and use
force to restore order.

“Guchkov and Miliukov resigned, after which the government invited the
Petrograd soviet to help form a coalition. The soviet leaders reluctantly agreed,
a decision that instantly blurred the lines of dual power and made them
culpable for the policies of the Provisional Government. This first coalition,
which included six [out of fourteen] socialist ministers, including Viktor
Chernov as Minister of Agriculture, avowed a commitment to ‘revolutionary
defencism’ in foreign policy, state regulation of the economy, new taxes on the
propertied classes, radical land reform, and further democratization of the
army.”270

This left the government in the hands of a group of leftist Masons: Kerensky,
Nekrasov, Konovalov, Tereshchenko and Efremov. Together with the Soviet,
they immediately passed a series of liberal laws: political prisoners and
revolutionaries were amnestied, trade unions were recognized, an eight-hour
day for workers was introduced, the replacement of the Tsarist police by a
“people’s militia”, full civil and religious freedoms, the abolition of the death
penalty and the removal of all restrictions on the Jews. “In a breath-taking
reversal,” writes Adam Tooze, “Russia, formerly the autocratic bugbear of
Europe, was remaking itself as the freest, most democratic country on earth.”?71
Free for criminals, that is...

“The new government also agreed,” writes Douglas Smith, “to immediately
abolish the police, the Okhrana, and the Corps of Gendarmes. This step,
together with the dissolution of the tsarist provincial bureaucracy, was to have
fatal consequences, for without new institutions to take their place, the
Provisional Government was left with no means to effectively govern the
country at the very moment it was descending into ever greater disorder...”272

By the end of April, Lenin had swung the majority of the Bolsheviks behind
his radicalism. Stalin, too, after initially siding with Kamenev (for which he
apologized in 1924), joined Lenin, only insisting that the land should not be
nationalized, but given to the peasants.?”
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Meanwhile, Kerensky was visiting the troops. On May 13 he came to
Podgaytsy, and Sister Florence witnessed his speech: “He spoke for about
twenty minutes, but time seemed to stand still. His main theme was freedom;
that great, mystical Freedom which had come to Russia. His words were often
interrupted by wild applause, and, when he pointed out that the war must, at
all costs, continued to a victorious end, they acclaimed him to the echo. “You
will fight to a victorious end!” he adjured them. “We will!” the soldiers shouted
as one man. ‘You will drive the enemy off Russian soil!” “We will!" they shouted
again with boundless enthusiasm. “You, free men of a Free Country; you will
fight for Russia, your Mother-Country. You will go into battle with joy in your
hearts!” “We are free men,” they roared. “We will follow you into battle. Let us
go now! Let us go now!’

“When he left, they carried him on their shoulders to his car. They kissed
him, his uniform, his car, the ground on which he walked. Many of them were
on their knees praying; others were weeping. Some of them cheering; others
singing patriotic songs. To the accompaniment of this hysterical outburst of
patriotic fervor, Kerensky drove away...”?7

The soldiers had been promised that the Offensive (on a broad front from
Galicia to Bukovina, originally planned under Tsar Nicholas) would not long
be delayed. But time passed, the order did not come, discipline collapsed,
desertions began...

Then came the Bolshevik agitators who harangued the troops with a new
message: surrender!

Farmborough describes one such meeting: “It was a most extraordinary
meeting! Never, in our wildest dreams did we imagine that we should listen to
such an outpouring of treachery. We sat in a group among the trees,
surrounded on all sides by soldiers. Some of our hospital Brothers were there
and I caught sight of several of our transport drivers.

“The man who had come to speak to the soldiers had an ordinary face and
was dressed in ordinary Russian clothes; dark trousers and a dark shirt,
buttoned on the left and worn outside his trousers, with a black belt around the
waist. His face was serious and pale, but he smiled and nodded once or twice
to one or another of the audience, as though he recognized friends. He spoke
for a time about Russia, her vast territory, her wealth and the many overlords
who, possessing enormous estates and resources, were revered on account of
their riches throughout the western world. Then he described the
impoverished peasantry who, unschooled, uncared for and half-starved, were
eking out a miserable existence by tilling and cultivating the land belonging to
those same overlords. War had burst upon Russia and enemies had invaded

274 Farmborough, op. cit., pp. 269-270.
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her territory, and who were the men who had sacrificed themselves to fight the
ruthless invaders and drive them off Russian soil! Not the wealthy overlords,
not the despotic land-owners; no! - they were safely installed in their fortress-
homes. It was those downtrodden countrymen who had been roped in in their
thousands, in their millions, to stem the tide of invasion; when they had been
killed, others had been quickly collected and sent to replace them. There had
been no end to the slaughter and sacrifice of the Russian peasant. Enemy guns
had devoured them daily, hourly; every minute of the day and night, the heavy
guns had feasted on them and every minute new recruits were being seized
and thrust like fodder into the voracious jaws of the enemy’s cannon. But now
a tremendous even had taken place! The Tsar - that arch-potentate, that arch-
tyrant - had been dethroned and dismissed. Russia had been pronounced a free
country! - the Russian citizens a free people! Freedom had come at last to the
downtrodden people of Russia.

“Our doctors were moving restlessly. They were, as always, in officers’
uniform. I wondered if they were thinking it was high time to leave, but they
stayed. Undoubtedly, it was the wisest thing to do. I glanced around. Most of
the soldiers were young and raw, inexperienced and impressionable; all of
them drawn from far-off corners of what, until recently, had been known as the
Russian Empire. What easy prey they would be for seditious guile! New ideas
could so readily take hold of their gullible minds and a cunning speaker would
soon be aware that he could sway them this way and that with his oratory.

“The speaker was harping on the theme of freedom. Freedom, he declared,
was a possession so great, so precious, one dared not treat it lightly. But war
was an enemy of freedom, because it destroyed peace, and without peace there
could be no freedom. It was up to the Russian soldier to do all in his power to
procure peace. And the best and quickest way to bring about a guaranteed
peace was to refuse to fight. War could not be fought if there were no soldiers to
fight! War was never a one-sided operation! Then, when peace had at last come
to Russia, freedom could be enjoyed. The free men of Free Russia would own
their own land. The great tracts of privately-owned territory would be split up
and divided fairly among the peasantry. There would be common ownership
of all properties and possessions. Once the Russian soldier had established
peace in his homeland, he would reap benefits undreamt of. Peace above all
else! Down with war!

“The soldiers were all astir; they were whispering, coughing, muttering. But
there all in full accord with the orator; he held them in his hand! Their stolid
faces were animated and jubilant. “Tovarishchi! You free men of Free Russia!
You will demand peace!” “We will!” they shouted in reply. “You will assert your
rights as free Russian citizens!” “We will assert our rights,” they echoed with one
voice. “You will never allow yourselves to be pushed into the trenches to
sacrifice your lives in vain!” ‘Never!” they roared in unison...”27>
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The success of the Bolsheviks’ propaganda against the war deprived the
army of the minimum discipline required for a successful offensive. In the
event, while General Alexeyev calculated that the losses from the offensive,
which began on July 1, would be about 6000, they turned out to be 400,000.276
Russia, having been in a strong position at the beginning of the year, had
effectively lost the war six months later...

“The key to Russia’s military defeat,” writes Niall Ferguson, “was the huge
number of surrenders in that year. Overall, more than half of total Russian
casualties were accounted for by men who were taken prisoner.” 277

“The official number of deserters during the offensive was 170,000; but the
actual number was very much larger.”?7

It must be said that desertions increased significantly in all the combatants
except the British and the Germans in 1917. There was a serious mutiny in the
French army at Chemin des Dames. The number of desertions in the Italian
army during their defeat at Caporetto was shocking. Low morale in the
Austrian army was aggravated by ethnic tensions. And more than 300,000
deserted from the Ottoman army by November, 1917.27

But the effect of desertions was most disastrous in the Russian army. As a
result, the offensive was crushed, the army broken, and on September 3 the
Germans entered Riga, their last major victory on the Eastern Front... An
offensive that had been designed by Kerensky and the liberals to bolster the
state by bringing all classes together on a patriotic wave ended by opening the
path to the final destruction of the state.

Nobody was more saddened by the Russian rout than the imprisoned Tsar
Nicholas, who had abdicated precisely in order to avert civil strife and thereby
guarantee a successful military offensive. “In the words of the children’s tutor,
Pierre Gilliard, the defeat caused the Emperor ‘great grief’. As always,
however, Nicholas’s optimism struggled against bad news. ‘I get a little hope
from the fact that in our country people love to exaggerate. I can’t believe that
the army at the front has become as bad as they say. It couldn’t have
disintegrated in just two months to such a degree.”” 280
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17. AMERICA JOINS THE WAR

The Entente declared that it was fighting for democracy against “Prussian
military despotism”. Thomas Mann, by contrast, believed that “Germany was
fighting for Kultur against England’s dreary, soapy, materialistic
Zivilisation.”281 But in truth the British and French governments became
hardly less despotic than the German in the face of military necessity. By the
beginning of 1917,” writes Huw Strachan, “the business of making war
threatened the liberal values that France and Britain had espoused with such
fervor in 1914. The power of the state trumped the rights of the individual.
Although this was a matter of natural law, its most immediate and real effect
was financial. The normal system of budgetary controls was forfeit as the
belligerent governments became the principal purchasers of goods, which they
paid for with money they had raised largely through borrowing and taxation,
devices they regulated. The moral consequence was a denial of personal
responsibility. ‘He signed cheques,” George Clemenceau said of Lucien Klotz,
France’s last wartime finance minister, ‘as though he was signing autographs.’

“In France the Law of Siege, involved on 2 August 1914, gave the army to
power to requisition goods, to control the press, and to apply military law to
civilians; it even subordinated the police to military control...

“In Britain, the army never achieved that degree of autonomy, but the
executive arrogated to itself powers that were contrary to any idea of
parliamentary accountability and which affected the independence of the
judiciary. The Defence of the Realm Act, passed on 8 August 1914, although
primarily designed to safeguard Britain’s ports and railways from sabotage or
espionage, permitted the trial of civilians by court martial. Its provisions were
progressively extended to cover press censorship, requisitioning, control of the
sale of alcohol (Britain’s licensing laws date from 1915), and food regulations.
After March 1918 a woman with venereal disease could be arrested for having
sex with her husband if he were a serviceman, even if he had first infected her.
Piecemeal, the state acquired the right to intervene in the workings of the
economy. Traditional Liberals complained that the import duties introduced in
1915 breached the party’s commitment to free trade; capitalists saw the excess-
profits duty introduced in the same budge as an affront to the principles of
Adam Smith. Nor were the mechanisms designed to soak up the liquidity
generated by wartime business confined to the obviously wealthy. In 1914
income tax was a burden on the rich minority; during the war 2.4 million
workers became liable to pay income tax for the first time, and by 1918-19 they
made up two-thirds of all taxpayers. As significantly, those who did not pay
tax avoided it because they were exempted on the grounds of family
circumstances: in other words, they were no worse off financially (and
probably the reverse) but they had now come under the purview of the state.
The most significant step in the extension of state authority in Britain was
compulsory military service, adopted by the Asquith coalition in the first half
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of 1916. “The basis of our British Liberty,” Richard Lambert, a Liberal member
of parliament opposed to conscription, averred, ‘lies in the free service of a free
people... Voluntary service lies at the root of Liberalism just as Conscription is
the true weapon of Tyranny.’

“By the mid-point in the war Lambert was a comparatively isolated figure.
This is the essential point with regard to the accretion of state power. The press
and public grew angry more because not enough was done, than because the
state had become the enemy of civil liberties. Asquith’s government followed
public opinion rather than driving it. When it acted it did so with consent. ‘For
the time, but it is to be hoped only for the time,” William Scott, Adam Smith
Professor of Political Economy at Glasgow University, declared in a series of
lectures given in London in early 1917, “the freedom of the individual must be
absorbed in that of the national effort. His true and permanent interest is
interwoven with that of his country.” The erosion of the principles of liberalism
and of constitutional government was never really interpreted in Lambert’s
terms: in the short term people were prepared to become more like Prussia to
defeat Prussianism. In France the debate on the extension of the state’s powers
was even less emotive: the legacy of the French Revolution meant that the use
of totalitarianism in the name of national defence had a powerful pedigree. In
both countries, the popular cry was for more government direction, not less.

“It was on the back of this sentiment - the demand for a small war cabinet
to direct the nation’s strategy - that Asquith fell from power at the beginning
of December 1916. An election should have been held in 1915, and was
therefore overdue; the principle of universal military service had been
introduced without the adoption of universal male suffrage (indeed Britain had
the most restrictive franchise of any European state except Hungary); and the
formation of the coalition in 1915 meant that opposition within parliament was
effectively silenced. Lloyd George’s arrival as prime minister in Asquith’s stead
might have presaged a return to democratic norms. He came from the radical
wing of the party, so popular consent validated his actions, as well as keeping
the illusion of liberalism alive. But he made clear to the Liberal members of
parliament that ‘the predominant task before the Government is the rigorous
prosecution of the War to a triumphant conclusion’. As the Conservative and
courtier Lord Esher wrote to Haig, “To achieve that, his only chance of success
is to govern for a time as Cromwell governed. Otherwise Parliamentarism
(what a word!) will be the net in which every effort will become entangled. It
is of no use to make a coup d’état unless you are ready with the whiff of
grapeshot.””282
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The killer blow planned by the Allied powers in 1917 had not been
delivered. There were three main reasons for this. First, the Kaiser transferred
Hindenburg and Ludendorff from the Eastern to the Western front; and they
decided on a defensive programme that involved doubling ammunition output
- a goal that was achieved, albeit at the cost of great suffering on the home
front. Secondly, the promised Russian offensive collapsed ignominiously after
the abdication of the Tsar, which had destroyed morale in the Russian army.
And thirdly, the Entente was hindered in increasing its ammunition output by
an unexpected obstacle: the American President Wilson was campaigning for
a second term on the slogan that he was the man to keep America out of the
war - and that meant refusing to back the Entente’s American banker, J.P.
Morgan, in raising the huge loans that France and Britain so desperately
needed in order to restock their reserves.

And so “on 27 November 1916, four days before J.P. Morgan planned to
launch the Anglo-French bond issue, the Federal Reserve Board issued
instructions to all member banks. In the interest of the stability of the American
financial system, the Fed announced that it no longer considered it desirable
for American investors to increase their holdings of British and French
securities. As Wall Street plunged and sterling was offloaded by speculators,
J.P. Morgan and the UK Treasury were forced into emergency purchasing of
sterling to prop up the British currency. At the same time the British
government was forced to suspend support of French purchasing. The
Entente’s entire financing effort was in jeopardy. In Russia in the autumn of
1916 there was mounting resentment at the demand by Britain and France that
it should ship its gold reserves to London to secure Allied borrowing. Without
American assistance it was not just the patience of the financial markets but the
Entente itself that would be at risk. As the year ended, the war committee of
the British cabinet concluded grimly that the only possible interpretation was
that Wilson meant to force their hand and put an end to the war in a matter of
weeks. And this ominous interpretation was reinforced when London received
confirmation from its ambassador in Washington that it was indeed the
President himself who had insisted on the strong wording of the Fed’s note.

“Given the huge demands made by the Entente on Wall Street in 1916, it is
clear that opinion was already shifting against further massive loans to London
and Paris ahead of the Fed’s announcement. But what the cabinet could not
ignore was the open hostility of the American President. And Wilson was
determined to raise the stakes. On 12 December the German Chancellor,
Bethmann Hollweg, without stating Germany’s own aims, issued a pre-
emptive demand for peace negotiations. Undaunted, on 18 December Wilson
followed this with a ‘Peace Note’, calling on both sides to state what war aims
could justify the continuation of the terrible slaughter. It was an open bid to
delegitimize the war, all the more alarming for its coincidence with the
initiative from Berlin. On Wall Street the reaction was immediate. Armaments
shares plunged and the German ambassador, Johann Heinrich von Bernstorff,
and Wilson’s son-in-law, Treasury Secretary William Gibbs McAdoo, found
themselves accused of making millions by betting against Entente-connected
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armaments stocks. In London and Paris the impact was more serious. King
George V is said to have wept. The mood in the British cabinet was furious. The
London Times called for restraint but could not hide its dismay at Wilson's
refusal to distinguish between the two sides. It was the worst blow that France
had received in 29 months of war, roared the patriotic press from Paris. German
troops were deep in Entente territory in both East and West. They had to be
driven out, before talks could be contemplated. Nor, since the sudden swing in
the fortunes of the war in the late summer of 1916, did this seem impossible.
Austria was clearly close to the brink. When the Entente met for their war
conference in Petrograd at the end of January 1917, the talk was of a new
sequence of concentric offensives.

“Wilson’s intervention was deeply embarrassing, but to the Entente’s relief
the Central Powers took the initiative in rejecting the President’s offer of
mediation. This freed the Entente to issue their own, carefully worded
statement of war aims on 10 January. These demanded the evacuation of
Belgium and Serbia, and the return of Alsace-Lorraine, but more ambitiously
they insisted on self-determination for the oppressed peoples of both the
Ottoman and Habsburg empires. It was a manifesto for continued war, not
immediate negotiation, and it thus raised the inescapable question: how were
these campaigns to be paid for? To cover purchases in the US running at $75
million per week, in January 1917 Britain could muster no more than $215
million in assets in New York. Beyond that, it would be forced to draw down
on the Bank of England’s last remaining gold reserves, which would cover no
more than six weeks of procurement. In January, London had no option but to
ask J.P. Morgan to start preparing to relaunch the bond issue that had been
aborted in November. Once more, however, they had reckoned without the
President.

“At1p.m. on 22 January 1917 Woodrow Wilson strode towards the rostrum
of the US Senate. It was a dramatic occasion. News of the President’s intention
to speak was only leaked to the senators over lunch. It was the first time that a
President had directly addressed that august body since George Washington’s
day. Nor was it an occasion only on the American political stage. It was clear
that Wilson would have to speak about the war and in so doing he would not
merely be delivering a commentary. Commonly, Wilson’s emergence as a
leader of global stature is dated a year later to January 1918 and his enunciation
of the so-called "14 points’. But it was in fact in January 1917 that the American
President first staked an explicit claim to world leadership. The text of his
speech was distributed to the major capitals of Europe at the same time that it
was delivered in the Senate. As in the 14 Points speech, on 22 January Wilson
would call for a new international order based on a League of Nations,
disarmament and the freedom of the seas. But whereas the 14 Points were a
wartime manifesto that fit snugly into a mid-century narrative of American
global leadership, the speech that Wilson delivered on 22 January is a great
deal harder to assimilate.
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“As the door to the American century swung wide in January 1917, Wilson
stood poised in the frame. He came not to take sides but to make peace. The
first dramatic assertion of American leadership in the twentieth century was
not directed towards ensuring that the ‘right’ side won, but that no side did.
The only kind of peace with any prospect of securing the cooperation of all the
major world powers was one that was accepted by all sides. All parties to the
Great War must acknowledge the conflict’s deep futility. That meant that the
war could have only one outcome: ‘peace without victory’. It was this phrase
that encapsulated the standpoint of moral equivalence with which Wilson had
consistently staked his distance from the Europeans since the outbreak of the
war. It was a stance that he knew would stick in the gullet of many in his
audience in January 1917. ‘It is not pleasant to say this... I am seeking only to
face realities and to face them without soft concealment.” In the current
slaughter the US must take no side. For America to ride to the assistance of
Britain, France and the Entente would certainly ensure their victory. But in so
doing America would be perpetuating the old world’s horrible cycle of
violence. It would, Wilson insisted in private conversation, be nothing less that
a ‘crime against civilization’...

“All this ought to have presented a truly historic opportunity for Germany.
The American President had weighed the war in the balance and had refused
to take the Entente’s side. When the blockade revealed what Britain’s command
of the seaways meant for global trade, Wilson had responded with an
unprecedented naval programme of his own. He seemed bent on blocking any
further mobilization of the American economy. He had called for peace talks
whilst Germany still had the upper hand. He was not deterred by the fact that
Bethmann Hollweg had gone first. Now he was speaking quite openly to the
population of Britain, France and Italy over the heads of their governments,
demanding an end to the war. The German Embassy in Washington fully
understood the significance of the President’s words and desperately urged
Berlin to respond positively. Already in September 1916, after extended
conversations with Colonel House [Wilson’s adviser]|, Ambassador Bernstorff
had cabled Berlin that the American President would seek to mediate as soon
as the election was over and that “Wilson regards it as in the interest of America
that neither of the combatants should gain a decisive victory’. In December the
ambassador sought to bring home to Berlin the importance of Wilson's
intervention in the financial markets, which would be a far less dangerous way
of throttling the Entente than an all-out U-boat campaign. Above all, Bernstorff
understood Wilson’s ambition. If he could bring the war to an end he would
claim for the American presidency the ‘glory of being the premier political
personage on the world’s stage’. If the Americans were to thwart him, they
should beware of his wrath. But such appeals were not enough to halt the logic
of escalation that had been set in motion by the Entente’s near break-through
in the late summer of 1916...”7283
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For on 9 January Hindenburg and Ludendorff had overridden the objections
of the Chancellor Bethmann and rammed through the decision to conduct
unrestricted U-boat warfare against the Entente’s supply-lines across the
Atlantic. This confirmed the suspicions of many that Germany was now, in
effect, a military dictatorship ruled, not by the Kaiser, but by the generals. For
as the sociologist Max Weber wote, “Bethmann Hollweg’s willingness to allow
the military’s technical arguments to override his own better judgement was
damning evidence of the lasting damage done to Germany’s political culture
by Bismarck...”284

On 31 January the German decision was conveyed to the Americans, and on
3 February Congress approved the breaking of diplomatic relations with
Germany.

However, even then Wilson maintained his neutral stance, arguing for
“peace without victory” and a post-war settlement that would put paid to all
imperialist wars. Britain in his eyes was no more deserving of support than
Germany. And he had on his side not only many Americans of Germanic
descent, but also Jews who hated the Entente’s alliance with Russia. Moreover,
in spite of the fact that the Grand Lodges of the warring nations generally split
along national lines, according to David P. Hullinger, “representatives of
German Grand Lodges were received at the annual communications of the
Grand Lodges of New Jersey and New York less than a month after the United
States entered the War.”285

At the same time, the American economy and especially its arms export
business were so heavily invested in the Entente already that it was probably
only a matter of time before Wilson succumbed to pressure from the banks and
the armament business and declared himself on the side of the Entente. But for
the time being he held out. “As March began in 1917, America was still not at
war. To the frustration of much of his entourage, the President still insisted that
it would be a ‘crime’” for America to allow itself to be sucked into the conflict,
since it would ‘make it impossible to save Europe afterwards’.”286

If Wilson’s appeal for peace had been accepted in January or February, 1917,
then Russia would not have been defeated and Tsarism would have been
saved. At precisely this time the Russian executed their plot against Tsar
Nicholas. Also at precisely this time, - “coincidences” abound at this absolutely
critical time of world history - the Germans committed the fatal mistake that
lost them the war by bringing the United States with their vast resources into
it on the Allied side.
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For Arthur Zimmermann at the German Foreign Office - the same man who
suggested infiltrating Lenin into Russia - sent a telegram to the German
embassy in Mexico City authorizing it to propose an alliance with Mexico, as
Protopresbyter James Thornton writes, “if, and only if, the United States entered
the war against Germany. In that case, Mexico would be expected to attack the
United States and, were Germany and its allies victorious, was promised the
return of Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona, territories she had lost in the 1830s
and "40s. The whole idea was a major blunder by the German foreign office
and, truth be told, ludicrous given the abysmal condition of Mexico’s military,
which could never have been a serious threat to the United States.
Nevertheless, the telegram was intercepted and decoded by the British and
then given to the American ambassador to Britain, Walter Hines Page, who
forwarded it to President Wilson. Wilson, in turn, released it to the press.
Americans were stunned and infuriated...”2%7

“The launching of the U-boat campaign,” writes Tooze, “compounded by
the leaking of the Zimmermann telegram [whose authenticity was admitted by
the Germans], forced Wilson’s hand. He had no politically defensible option
but to go to war. On 20t March 1917, the day that the cabinet arrived at that
solemn conclusion, the decision was reinforced by other urgent news.
Washington instructed its embassy in Petrograd to recognize the Provisional
Government in Russia...

“The revolution promised freedom and democracy. What that would mean
in a gigantic, desperately poor country, fighting for its life in an immensely
costly war, would remain to be seen. But for the advocates for war in
Washington, the overthrow of the tsar came as a huge relief. As Robert Lansing,
Wilson's Secretary of State, remarked: the Russian revolution had ‘removed the
one obstacle to affirming that the European war was a war between democracy
and absolutism’.”288

On April 6, just two days after Lenin’s “April Theses”, the Americans
declared war on Germany - but not on their allies Austria-Hungary and
Ottoman Turkey... Although the American build-up of troops was slow and
made no major impact until almost the end of the war, its psychological impact
was very important in the final crack in the Germans’ morale that took place in
the autumn of 1918. This, a direct consequence of their mad declaration of
unrestricted U-boat warfare, followed by their equally mad Zimmermann
telegram, probably cost them the First World War. Nor would this be the only
occasion on which German stupidity and American intervention would prove
decisive in this, the American century. Similarly, in 1941 Hitler’s declaration of
war on America probably cost him the Second World War...

*

287 Thornton, “Partnering with Putin”, New American, November 20, 2015,
http:/ / www.thenewamerican.com/ culture/history/item/21998-partnering-with-putin.
288 Tooze, “365 Days that Shook the World”, Prospect, January, 2017, pp. 24, 26.
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Protopresbyter James Thornton has developed an interesting argument that
it was in America’s interests to keep out of the war in accordance with her
policy of isolationism first proclaimed by George Washington himself. “ After
the end of hostilities, a backlash developed in America against the idea of
American involvement in the affairs of Europe. The peace created by the Treaty
of Versailles solved none of Europe’s problems and created a host of new ones.
The throwing together of peoples who had ancient grievances against one
another into new, artificially created countries; the shifting of borders that left
ethnic minorities under hostile governments; and the denial by the victors of
the rights of the vanquished to be able to defend themselves established a
Europe rife with bitter resentments. The U.S. Senate wisely rejected Wilson's
League of Nations, which would have compromised American sovereignty,
and the Treaty of Versailles, which, in its vindictiveness, violated many of the
ideals that Wilson had himself trumpeted so loudly. President Wilson had
promised ‘a war to make the world safe for democracy,” but created a world in
which dictatorships sprang up everywhere. He promised ‘a war to end all
wars,” but set in motion forces that guaranteed a new and even more terrible
war within a generation.

“How catastrophic was American intervention in the First World War?
Winston Churchill answered that question in an interview given to William
Griffin, publisher of the New York Enquirer, in August 1936. (Churchill later
denied making these comments, but in October 1939 Griffin insisted in sworn
testimony before Congress that he had.) Churchill said, ‘America should have
minded her own business and stayed out of the World War. If you hadn’t
entered the war the Allies would have made peace with Germany in the Spring
of 1917. Had we made peace then there would have been no collapse in Russia
followed by Communism, no breakdown in Italy followed by Fascism, and
Germany would not have signed the Versailles Treaty, which has enthroned
Nazism in Germany. If America had stayed out of the war, all these “isms’
wouldn’t today be sweeping the continent of Europe and breaking down
parliamentary government — and if England had made peace early in 1917, it
would have saved over one million British, French, American, and other
lives.””289

This is a persuasive argument if we consider only America’s national
interests considered in isolation and in the relatively short term. But it rests on
some false assumptions.

First and most importantly, America’s decision to intervene was made only
after the Tsar abdicated, so it had no influence on the supremely critical event
that led to the triumph of Bolshevism. Secondly, whatever Churchill may have
said in 1936, there is no evidence that he or any of the Allied leaders wanted to
make peace with Germany in the spring of 1917. Far from making peace,
Britain, France, Italy and Russia were preparing an offensive for that spring
which they fully expected would be successful - especially in view of Russia’s

289 Thornton, op. cit.
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greatly improved and now well-equipped army. But the Tsar’s abdication put
paid to those hopes as the morale of the Russian soldiers plummeted almost
overnight... Thirdly, while the Versailles peace was indeed a failure in many
ways, it is hardly just to lay the blame for that solely on Wilson, or blame it for
the rise of fascism and all the other catastrophes of the inter-war years.

If America had stayed out of the war, it is by no means certain that the Allies
would have lost. But if they had, what would have been the result? The
domination of the continent by a proto-fascistic, imperialist Germany - hardly
a recipe for stability. The Bolsheviks would probably have made a deal with
the Germans, foreshadowing the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact of some twenty
years later. After all, Lenin was a German agent. With Bolshevism established
in the East with the blessing of Germany, millions of Orthodox would still have
fled westwards, only this time, without having any anti-Bolshevik state there
to give them refuge - unless they were able to make it across the ocean to
America...

The Lord in His mercy brought America into Europe, tentatively in 1917,

more decisively in 1944, so that there should be at least some defence and
refuge from the most evil regime in the history of the world...
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18. THE JULY DAYS AND THE KORNILOV COUP

“State authority,” writes Daniel T. Orlovsky, “continued to disintegrate. The
government now operated under the cloud of military catastrophe, even the
threat that the Germans would occupy Petrograd itself. And on the domestic
front its problems were legion: land seizures and pogroms, strikes and
demonstrations by workers, massive breakdowns in supply and transport, and
the strident demands of nationalities...”2%

“The collapse of the offensive,” writes Figes, “dealt a fatal blow to the
authority of the Provisional Government. The coalition fell apart. There was a
three-week interregnum while the socialists and Kadets tried to patch together
a new coalition, during which there was a vacuum of power. This was the
context of the July uprising.

“It began in the First Machine-Gun Regiment, the most menacing bastion of
anti-government power in Petrograd, whose barracks on the Vyborg side
nestled among the most strike-prone factories in the capital. On 20 June, the
regiment was ordered to send 500 machine guns with their crews to the Front.
It was the first time a unit of the Petrograd garrison had been ordered to the
Front since the February Revolution. Order No. 1 had guaranteed a right for the
250,000 soldiers of the garrison to stay in Petrograd for its defence against
counter-revolutionary threats.

“ Accusing the Provisional Government of using the offensive to break up the
garrison, the First Machine-Gun Regiment resolved to overthrow it if it
continued with its counter-revolutionary order. The Bolshevik Military
Organization for the garrison encouraged an uprising. But the Party’s Central
Committee was more cautious, fearing that its failure would lead to an anti-
Bolshevik backlash. It was unclear if Lenin could control his hot-headed
followers in the garrison.

“On 3 July a solid mass of soldiers and workers marched through the city in
armed ranks. The bulk of the crowd moved towards the Tauride Palace, where
the Soviet leaders were debating whether to form a socialist government or
another coalition with the Kadets. From the streets there were chants of “All
power to the Soviets!” But as night fell the crowds dispersed. With further
demonstrations scheduled for the following day, the Bolshevik Central
Committee agreed to support them, although it is unclear if it meant to use them
for a seizure of power.

“Lenin was uncharacteristically hesitant the next day, 4 July, when 20,000
Kronstadt sailors massed in front of the Bolshevik headquarters in the
Kseshinskaia Mansion, the palace of the last Tsar’s favourite ballerina [before
his marriage], looking for instructions to start the uprising. Lenin did not want

290 Orlovsky, “Russia in War and Revolution 1914-1921”, in Gregory L. Frazee (ed.). Russia. A
History, 2009, p. 286.
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to speak. When he was finally persuaded to make an appearance, he gave an
uncertain speech, lasting barely a minute, in which he expressed his confidence
in the coming of Soviet power, but left the sailors without specific orders on how
to being it about. It was a telling moment, one of the few in Lenin’s long career
when he was faced with the task of leading a revolutionary crowd that was
standing before him - and lost his nerve.

“Confused by the lack of a clear call for the insurrection to begin, the
Kronstadters set off for the Tauride Palace. On the Nevsky they merged with
another vast crowd of workers from the Putilov metal factory. As the column
turned into the Liteiny Prospekt, shots were fired by the Cossacks and cadets
from the roof-tops and windows of the buildings, causing the marchers to
scatter in panic. Some fired back. Others ran for cover, breaking down the doors
and windows of the shops. When the shooting ceased, the leaders of the
demonstration tried to restore order by re-forming ranks, but the equilibrium of
the crowd had been upset, dozens had been killed, and as they marched through
the affluent residential streets approaching the Tauride Palace, their columns
broke down into a riotous mob, looting shops and houses and attacking well-
dressed passers-by.

“With a large crowd of armed and angry men surrounding the Tauride
Palace there was nothing to prevent them carrying out a coup d’état. To the
Soviet leaders inside the palace debating the question of power, it seemed
completely obvious that they were about to be stormed. But an order for attack
never came from Lenin, and without one the insurgents were uncertain what to
do. The hand of God, in the form of the weather, also played a part in the
collapse of the uprising. At 5 p.m. the storm clouds broke and there was a
torrential rainstorm. Most of the demonstrators ran for cover and did not bother
to come back. But those who remained became impatient in the rain and began
to fire in frustration at the palace. Some of the Kronstadt sailors climbed in
through the windows, seized Chernov and took him out to an open car, shouting
at him angrily: “Take power, you son of a bitch, when it’s handed to you!” The
disheveled and terrified SR leader was released when Trotsky appeared from
the Soviet assembly and intervened with his famous speech calling on the
‘Comrade Kronstadters, pride and glory of the Russian revolution’, not to harm
their cause by “petty acts of violence against individuals.’

“One final scene symbolized the powerlessness of the crowd. At around 7
p-m. a crowd of workers from the Putilov plant broke into the palace and,
flourishing their rifles, demanded power for the Soviets. But the Soviet
chairman, Chkheidze, calmly handed to their hysterical leader a manifesto,
printed by the Soviet the evening before, in which it was said that the
demonstrators should go home or be condemned as traitors to the revolution.
‘Here, please take this,” Chkheidze said to him in an imperious tone. ‘It says here
what you and your Putilov comrades should do. Please read it carefully and
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don’t interrupt our business.” The confused workman took the manifesto and
left the hall with the rest of the Putilovites...”?!

The “semi-insurrection”, as Trotsky called it, was over. A crackdown on the
Bolsheviks began. Lenin fled, disguised as a woman, to Finland, and 800 party
members were arrested. It was left to Stalin and Sverdlov, now working
underground, to keep the party, with its uncompromising Leninist agenda
afloat... The Mensheviks and other socialists to the right of the Bolsheviks also
helped at this critical point. Believing that there were “no enemies to the Left”,
and fearing a counter-revolution, they protected the Bolsheviks from treason
charges. A year later, the Bolsheviks showed their gratitude by imprisoning the
Mensheviks...2%?

In spite of this failed coup attempt, support for the Bolsheviks continued to
grow, especially after they adopted the SR slogan, “Land to the Peasants!”
legalizing the peasants’ seizure of the landowners’ estates.

As their wars against the peasantry in 1918-22 and 1928-1934 were to show,
the Bolsheviks were never a pro-peasant party, and really wanted to
nationalize the land rather than give it to the peasants. This was in accordance
with Marxist teaching, which saw the industrial proletariat as the vanguard of
the revolution, but looked down on the peasants, with their religiosity, old-
fashioned ways and rejection of state interference, as being relics of the old
order. However, towards the end of his life, in 1881, Marx had entered into
correspondence with the narodnik Vera Zasulich, and had recognized the
possibility that the revolution in Russia could begin with the agrarian
socialists.??3 So Lenin had some precedent in making concessions to the SRs at
this point - concessions he was soon to take back. It paid off: many Left SRs
joined the party, and others voted for the Bolsheviks in the Soviets.

On July 6, Kerensky returned from the front and Prince Lvov resigned as
prime minister. Kerensky took his place, forming “a second coalition
government on 24 July which, although containing a socialist majority, was still
dominated by the four Cadet members. In August he called a state conference
of both left- and right-wing representatives in Moscow (12-16 August) to
generate national unity in the face of the crisis following the offensive and to
shore up his own position. The conference made no decisions but once again
Kerensky emerged as the dominant personality. General Kornilov, the new
commander-in-chief, became the darling of the middle classes.”2%

*

21 Figes, Revolutionary Russia, 1891-1991, pp.114-118.

292 Figes, A People’s Tragedy, p. 436.

293 Robert Service, Comrades, London: Pan Books, 2007, p. 30.

294 Graham Darby, “Kerensky in Hindsight”, History Today, July, 2007, p. 52.
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Major-General Lavr Kornilov, who was half-Cossack and half-Kalmyk, had
distinguished himself in the Great War, playing an important part in the
Brusilov offensive and escaping from Austro-Hungarian captivity. In spite of
the fact that it was he who had arrested the Royal Family in March, Kornilov
now put himself forward as the leader of the counter-revolution, declaring on
August 11: “It is time to put an end to all this. It is time to hang the German
agents and spies, with Lenin at their head, to dispel the Council of Soviet of
Workers” and Soldiers” Deputies and scatter them far and wide, so that they
should never be able to come together again!”?% Right-wing forces (by
comparison with the Bolsheviks) in politics (Rodzianko, Guchkov, Miliukov),
in business and in the army (the Officers” Union and the Union of Cossacks)
soon rallied around him, hoping to prevent the Russian revolution from
following the pattern of the French revolution and passing from a bourgeois,
liberal phase to a Jacobin, terrorist one.

“With their backing, [Kornilov] pushed for further reactionary measures,
including the restoration of the death penalty for civilians, the militarization of
the railways and defence industries, and a ban on workers’” organizations. A
clear threat to the Soviet, the measures would amount to martial law. Kerensky
vacillated but eventually, on 24 August, he agreed, leading Kornilov to expect
the establishment of a military dictatorship headed by Kerensky or himself.
Heeding rumours of a Bolshevik uprising to prevent this coup, the
Commander-in-Chief dispatched a Cossack force to occupy the capital and
disarm the garrison [and suppress “democracy run amok”].

“ At this point Kerensky turned against Kornilov. His own fortunes had been
falling fast and he saw his volte face as a way to revive them. Condemning
Kornilov as a ‘counter-revolutionary” and traitor to the government. Kerensky
dismissed him as Commander-in-Chief and called on the people to defend
Petrograd. The Soviet established an all-party committee to mobilize an armed
force for the defence of the capital. The Bolsheviks were rehabilitated after their
suppression in the aftermath of the July Days. Several of their leaders were
released, including Trotsky.

“Only the Bolsheviks had the ability to bring out the workers and soldiers.
In the northern industrial regions ad hoc revolutionary committees were
formed to fight the ‘counter-revolution’. Red Guards organized the defence of
the factories. The Kronstadt sailors, who had last come to Petrograd during the
July Days to overthrow the Provisional Government, arrived once again - this
time to defend it against Kornilov. There was no need for fighting in the end.
On the way to Petrograd the Cossacks were met by a Soviet delegation from
the northern Caucasus, who talked them into laying down their arms. The civil
war was put off to another day...

295 Kornilov, in M.J. Cohen and John Major, History in Quotations, London: Cassell, 2004,r p.
727.
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“Kornilov was imprisoned with thirty officers in the Bykhov Monastery near
Mogilev for having been involved in a ‘counter-revolutionary conspiracy’.
Viewed by the Right as political martyrs, the ‘Kornilovites” were later to
become the founding nucleus of the Volunteer Army, the major White (or anti-
Bolshevik) force fighting the Red Army in the Civil War...”?%

“Much ink has been spilt,” writes Orlovsky, “on the Kornilov affair, mostly
along predictable political lines, with the left accusing the general of an
attempted coup (Kornilov did order the march on Petrograd to destroy the
soviet and instal himself as a Napoleonic strongman) and the right and centre
(who accuse Kerensky of goading Kornilov to act and then perfidiously
betraying him). Both accounts are true: the general did attempt a coup,
believing that he had Kerensky’s support, and Kerensky did lose his nerve and
renege, sacrificing the general in a desperate effort to regain popular support...
[After suppressing the coup attempt without much bloodshed] Kerensky
dissolved the second coalition and declared himself head of a new government,
a five-man “Directory’.

“The Kornilov affair had enormous repercussions. Kerensky’s machinations
soon became public, severely damaging his personal authority. It also lent new
credibility to the spectre of counter-revolution - a myth that greatly
exaggerated the power of conservative forces, but none the less impelled
workers, soldiers, and activists to organize militias, Red Guards, and ad hoc
committees to defend the revolution. Even when the Kornilov threat had
passed, these armed forces refused to disband and became a powerful threat to
the government itself....”2%7

Figes writes: “The social polarization of the summer gave the Bolsheviks
their first real mass following as a party which based its main appeal on the
plebeian rejection of all superordinate authority. The Kornilov crisis was the
critical turning point, for it seemed to confirm their message that neither peace
nor radical social change could be obtained through the politics of compromise
with the bourgeoisie. The larger factories in the major cities, where the workers’
sense of class solidarity was most developed, were the first to go over in large
numbers to the Bolsheviks. By the end of May, the party had already gained
control of the Central Bureau of the Factory Committees and, although the
Menshevik trade unionists remained in the ascendancy until 1918, it also began
to get its resolutions passed at important trade union assemblies. Bolshevik
activists in the factories tended to be younger, more working class and much
more militant than their Menshevik or SR rivals. This made them more
attractive to those groups of workers - both among the skilled and the unskilled
- who were becoming increasingly prepared to engage in violent strikes, not
just for better pay and working conditions but also for the control of the factory
environment itself. As their network of party cells at the factory level grew, the

29 Figes, Revolutionary Russia, 1891-1991, p. 122.
297 Orlovsky, op. cit., p. 288. It should be noted that Kornilov, like Alexeyev, Ruzsky and the
generals that betrayed the Tsar, all died within one or two years of their treason.
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Bolsheviks began to build up their membership among the working class, and
as a result their finances grew through the new members’ contributions. By the
Sixth Party Conference at the end of July there were probably 200,000 Bolshevik
members, rising to perhaps 350,000 on the eve of October, and the vast majority
of these were blue-collar workers.”2%

Similar swings took place in the city Duma elections of August and
September, and in the Soviets. “As early as August, the Bolsheviks had won
control of the Soviets in Ivanovo-Voznesensk (the ‘Russian Manchester’),
Kronstadt, Yekaterinburg, Samara and Tsaritsyn. But after the Kornilov crisis
many other Soviets followed suit: Riga, Saratov and Moscow itself. Even the
Petrograd Soviet fell to the Bolsheviks... [On September 9] Trotsky, appearing
for the first time after his release from prison, dealt the decisive rhetorical blow
by forcing the Soviet leaders to admit that Kerensky, by this stage widely
regarded as a ‘counter-revolutionary’, was still a member of their executive. On
25 September the leadership of the Petrograd Soviet was completely revamped,
with the Bolsheviks occupying four of the seven seats on its executive and
Trotsky replacing Chkheidze as its Chairman. This was the beginning of the
end. In the words of Sukhanov, the Petrograd Soviet was ‘now Trotsky’s guard,
ready at a sign from him to storm the coalition”.”2%

298 Figes, A People’s Tragedy, p. 457.
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19. THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION

On September 1, the Provisional Government declared Russia to be a
republic. In this way, as Sergei Firsov writes, “it usurped the rights of the
Constitutional Assembly, for only it could determine the form of rule in the
state.”300

By the end of September, writes Norman Lowe, “there had been a
polarization of political forces which left Kerensky and his dwindling band of
supporters in a kind of void at the centre. Election results for Soviets and city
councils demonstrated both the political polarization and the rapidly growing
popularity of the Bolsheviks. In the elections for the Moscow city Duma on 24
September the Bolsheviks took 51 per cent of the vote as against only 11 per
cent in June; the SR vote collapsed from 56 per cent to 14 per cent and the
Menshevik vote from 12 per cent to only 4 per cent. On the other hand the
Kadets, now seen as the main party to represent middle class interests,
increased their vote from 17 per cent to 31 per cent. The Bolsheviks had already
won majorities in the Petrograd and Moscow Soviets on 25 September, Trotsky,
now established as a Bolshevik leader, was elected chairman of the Petrograd
Soviet and four out of seven seats on the Central Committee were filled by
Bolsheviks.

“Lenin was still in Finland, but he kept up a constant barrage of letters to the
Central Committee of the Bolsheviks party, first of all urging them to take
power in the name of the Soviets and form a coalition socialist government
along with the Mensheviks and the SRs. Now that the Bolsheviks had majorities
in so many elected bodies, that would make the transference of power to the
socialist government with a Bolshevik majority perfectly legal. The Bolsheviks
would not resort to violence provided the Mensheviks and SRs broke away
from their association with the Kadets, so that the socialist government would
be totally responsible to the Soviet. However, this golden opportunity was not
taken - at a time when the vast majority of soldiers, workers and peasants
would surely have supported the assumption of power by a socialist
government, incredibly the Menshevik and SR leaders still preferred to cling to
Kerensky and the so-called bourgeois stage of government. So Lenin quickly
changed his plan of campaign. By the middle of September he was urging the
Central Committee to seize power immediately, either in Petrograd or
Moscow. ‘The Bolsheviks, having obtained a majority in the Soviets of Soldiers’
and Workers” Deputies of both capitals, can and must take state power into
their own hands,” he wrote. “History will not forgive us if we do not seize power
now.” But most of its members, especially Kamenev and Zinoviev, felt that it
was too early to attempt this, since in the country as a whole the Bolsheviks
were still in a minority in most of the Soviets.

“Lenin was becoming increasingly frustrated by their lack of action:
although warrants had been issued for his arrest, he slipped back into

300 Firsov, op. cit., p. 544.
165



Petrograd and on 10 October attended a meeting of the Bolshevik Central
Committee. He argued passionately in favour of armed insurrection and
persuaded them to pass, by a vote of 10 to 2, a resolution committing the
Central Committee to begin planning an insurrection. At a further meeting on
16 October the vote was again in favour of insurrection, this time by 19 to 2, but
very little progress had been made with the planning. Although the party had
adopted the principle of insurrection, there was still a strong feeling at this
point that there would not be much support outside the big cities for a purely
Bolshevik uprising. The majority view was to wait until the Second All-Russian
Congress of Soviets met on 20 October before a final decision was taken; if
power was taken, it would be in the name of the Soviets. But Lenin continued
to argue that it was vital to seize power before the Congress met in case
Kerensky took steps to prevent its meeting. Probably his real reason was that
Bolshevik control in the name of the Soviet could be presented as an
accomplished fact. If power was transferred by a vote of the Congress, it would
almost certainly be to a coalition of all the socialist parties. Two days later
Kamenev and Zinoviev published an article in a left-wing newspaper, Novaia
Zhizn (New Life), explaining that they could not accept the idea of an uprising
so soon. They advocated waiting until the Petrograd Soviet was ready to
declare itself the new government, and expressed doubts as to whether the
Bolsheviks could hold on to power alone, even if their armed coup succeeded.
This infuriated Lenin: it not only showed that the Bolshevik leadership was
divided, worse still it let out the secret that they were planning an armed
insurrection.

“This new crisis for the Bolsheviks served to precipitate events in their
favour. The non-Bolshevik leaders postponed the opening of the All-Russian
Congress of Soviets until 25 October to give their supporters time to get to
Petrograd: but in fact it gave the Bolsheviks time to organize their coup.
Kerensky took no action to restrain them and was reportedly hoping they
would make a move so that he could crush them once and for all.”3"!

Kerensky’s indecisiveness was one important factor in the success of the
October revolution. The other was the boldness of Lenin and Trotsky. Trotsky
was a Jew from Odessa, who for a long time had not seen eye-to-eye with Lenin.
In January, 1917, after an adventurous life in many countries, Trotsky found
himself in the United States (he had been deported there from Spain). He stayed
there for three months, securing the financial support of the Jewish American
bankers Schiff and Warburg®®, and was given an American passport by
President Wilson. *** That enabled him to return to Russia in May. Finding that
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there were no longer any major differences between himself and the
Bolsheviks, he joined them. As late as March, 1917, Lenin had expressed his
wariness of Trotsky: “The main thing is not to let ourselves get caught in stupid
attempts at ‘unity’ with social patriots, or still more dangerous... with
vacillators like Trotsky & Co.”30* However, with Trotsky now officially a
Bolshevik agreeing with the Leninist line and chairing the Petrograd Soviet, it
was clearly necessary to work with him rather than against him. Besides, his
brilliant oratory brought many soldiers and sailors onto the Bolshevik side...

Lowe continues: “Although it was Lenin who was the driving force behind
the launching of the coup, it was Trotsky who planned and organized the
details. They decided to act through the Military Revolutionary Committee of
the Petrograd Soviet, a body formed on 12 October to organize the defence of
Petrograd in case the Provisional Government decided to abandon the city to
the Germans. Activists from the Bolshevik Military Organization went to talk
to army units in and around Petrograd to explain the situation. On 21 October
Trotsky himself addressed a large gathering of representatives of the Petrograd
garrison at the Smolny Institute, and persuaded them to adopt a resolution
supporting the Soviet against the forces of counter-revolution, by which he
meant the Provisional Government. On 23 October thousands of rifles were
distributed to the Bolshevik Red Guards.

“At this point Kerensky decided to take action to secure control of the
capital. Troops were brought in to defend strategic points around the city,
telephone lines to the Smolny Institute, the Bolshevik and Soviet headquarters,
were cut and the Bolshevik press closed down. The Military Revolutionary
Committee responded immediately, Kerensky’s action enabling them to claim
that they were defending democracy against the counter-revolution. During
the night of 24-25 October, Soviet forces consisting mainly of Red Guards and
workers’ militia, supported by some of the garrison troops, took control of the
telephone exchange, post offices, railway stations, banks and the two bridges
over the river Neva. There was hardly any resistance - the small numbers of
government troops guarding these places were persuaded to disobey orders
and hand over their arms. Kerensky had underestimated the strength of
support for the Bolsheviks and overestimated the reliability of the garrison,
which, its commanders had assured him, were very much against a Bolshevik
coup. In fact the vast majority of the garrison troops stayed neutral, unwilling
to defend a government which had just reintroduced the death penalty for
them. When Kerensky appealed to the military commanders at Mogilev, none
was forthcoming. The members of the Provisional Government waited in vain
in the Winter Palace for help to arrive.

“While the action was taking place, Lenin came out of hiding and [disguised
in a wig] arrived at the Smolny Institute. At 10 a.m. on 25 October he released
a declaration to the press: “The Provisional Government has been deposed.
Government authority has passed into the hands of the organ of the Petrograd
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Soviet of Workers” and Soldiers’” Deputies, the Military-Revolutionary
Committee, which stands at the head of the Petrograd proletariat and garrison.’
The Second All-Russia Congress of Soviets was due to begin in Petrograd later
that same day, 25 October. Lenin planned to stage a sensational opening to the
Congress, announcing the overthrow of the government and the arrest of the
ministers. However, the Winter Palace was the only important building not yet
under Soviet control. Here government troops put up more of a fight, and it
wasn’t until the late evening of 25 October that they eventually withdrew, after
the cruiser Aurora, which was moored across the river Neva from the Palace,
had fired a few shots, causing some slight damage. **> It was not exactly the
dramatic and heroic event portrayed in Eisenstein’s famous film October, made
in 1927, but it was enough to achieve what the Bolsheviks wanted - the arrest
of the Provisional Government. Only Kerensky escaped - he slipped out
through a side entrance and drove off towards Pskov in a car belonging to the
American embassy, flying the American flag.”3%

The Soviet Congress finally convened at 10.40 p.m. on October 25. There
were 670 delegates in all, composed of 300 Bolsheviks, 193 SRs and 82
Mensheviks. The Menshevik leader Martov “proposed the formation of a
united democratic government based upon all the parties in the Soviet: this, he
said, was the only way to avert a civil war. The proposal was met with torrents
of applause. Even Lunacharsky was forced to admit that the Bolsheviks had
nothing against it - they could not abandon the slogan of Soviet Power - and
the proposal was immediately passed by a unanimous vote. But just as it
looked as if a socialist coalition was at last about to be formed, a series of
Mensheviks and SRs bitterly denounced the [Bolsheviks’] violent assault on the
Provisional Government. They declared that their parties, or at least the right-
wing sections of them, would have nothing to do with this “criminal venture’,
which was bound to throw the country into civil war, and walked out of the
Congress hall in protest, while the Bolshevik delegates stamped their feet,
whistled and hurled abuse at them.

“Lenin’s planned provocation - the pre-emptive seizure of power - had
worked. By walking out of the Congress, the Mensheviks and SRs undermined
all hopes of reaching a compromise with the Bolshevik moderates and of
forming a coalition government of all the Soviet parties. The path was now
clear for the Bolshevik dictatorship, based on the Soviet, which Lenin had no
doubt intended all along. In the charged political atmosphere of the time, it is
easy to see why the Mensheviks and SRs acted as they did. But it is equally

305 “The huge sound of the blast, much louder than a live shot, caused the frightened ministers
to drop at once to the floor. The women from the Battalion of Death became hysterical and had
to be taken away to a room at the back of the palace, where most of the remaining cadets
abandoned their posts.” (Figes, A People’s Tragedy, p. 488) The troops guarding the government
ministers - the women’s Battalion of Death, together with some Cossacks and cadets -
numbered about 3000 in all. By the evening only 300 of these were left. (V.M.)

306 Lowe, op. cit., pp. 106-107. A week before his death Kerensky said: “My own children are
ashamed of me... Forgive me and forget me. I destroyed Russia...” (V.M.)
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difficult not to draw the conclusion that, by their actions, they merely played
into Lenin’s hands and thus committed political suicide...”3%7

“The immediate effect was to split the Mensheviks and SRs. Trotsky seized
the initiative. Denouncing Martov’s resolution for a coalition with the
‘wretched groups who have left us’, he pronounced this memorable sentence
on those Menshevik and SR delegates who remained in the great hall: “You are
miserable bankrupts, your role is played out; go where you ought to go - into
the dustbin of history.” In a moment of rage, which he must have agonized over
for the rest of his life, Martov shouted: ‘Then we’ll leave!” and walked out of
the hall.”

“It was past two o’clock in the morning and it only remained for Trotsky to
propose a resolution condemning the “treacherous attempts’ of the Mensheviks
and SRs to undermine Soviet power. The mass of the delegates, who probably
did not comprehend the significance of what they were doing, raised their
hands to support it. The effect of their action was to give a Soviet stamp of
approval to the Bolshevik dictatorship. Then he proposed a resolution
condemning the ‘treacherous’ attempts of the Mensheviks and SRs to
undermine Soviet power. The mass of the remaining delegates (Bolsheviks and
Left SRs) fell into the trap and voted for the motion, thereby legitimizing the
Bolshevik coup in the name of the Soviet Congress.” 3%

Meanwhile, the ministers in the Winter Palace were being arrested and taken
to the Peter and Paul fortress, into which, only three months before, they had
sent hundreds of Bolsheviks. This “storming” of the Winter Palace was led by
Vladimir Antonov-Ovseenko with about 10,000-15,000 workers. It consisted in
entering unopposed through unlocked doors and windows... Later larger
crowds joined in the looting of the palace and its wine stores.

“Kamenev [who with Zinoviev had opposed the coup] announced the arrest
of the ministers to the Congress at 3 a.m. It was announced that a Council of
People’s Commissars (Sovnarkom) had been formed composed only of
Bolsheviks and with Lenin as chairman. And then Lunacharsky read out
Lenin’s Manifesto ‘To All Workers, Soldiers and Peasants’, in which ‘Soviet
Power” was proclaimed, and its promises on land, bread and peace were
announced. The reading of this historic proclamation, which was constantly
interrupted by the thunderous cheers of the delegates, played an enormous
symbolic role. It provided the illusion that the insurrection was the culmination
of a revolution by ‘the masses’. When it had been passed, shortly after 5 a.m.
on the 26t, the weary but elated delegates emerged from the Tauride Palace.
‘The night was yet heavy and chill,” wrote John Reed. “There was only a faint
unearthly pallor stealing over the silent streets, dimming the watch-fires, the
shadow of a terrible dawn rising over Russia...””30?

307 Figes, A People’s Tragedy, pp. 489-490.
308 Figes, Revolutionary Russia, p. 131.
309 Figes, A People’s Tragedy, p. 492.

169



Lenin did not appear at the Congress before it convened for the second and
last time at 9 p.m. on October 25. His first act, the Decree on Land, legalized the
seizing of landowners’ estates that had been taking place on the initiative of
peasant assemblies for some time. This was a clever move, because it removed
from the Social Revolutionaries, the Bolsheviks” main rivals, their trump card
- the offering of the expropriated landowners’ estates to the peasants...

As Carolly Erickson writes, Lenin “declared all private property abolished,
virtually inviting the propertyless of Petrograd to confiscate mansions, shops,
warehouses, churches, with everything they contained. Robbery was not
robbery, under the new Bolshevik decree, but a patriotic appropriation of
goods for the benefit of the people; therefore the expropriation went forward
with a vengeance.

“And in order to safeguard the newly constituted Bolshevik state, the
killings began. All those opposed to the party in power - members of the rival
political parties, some union members, the remnant of monarchists, soldiers
and cadets loyal to the Provisional Government - came under suspicion. Many
hundreds were murdered in the days following the takeover. And Petrograd,
suddenly, was awash in liquor. The vast wine cellars of the Winter Palace were
plundered, wine barrels in the vaults and warehouses of merchants were
seized, tapped and their contents consume. Wine flowed everywhere. “The air
was saturated with vinous vapours,” a contemporary wrote. ‘The whole
population came at a run and... gathered into pails the snow saturated with
wine, drew with cups the flowing rivulets, or drank lying flat on the ground
and pressing their lips to the snow. Everybody was drunk.”3!?

“As the murders and thefts continued, the ‘wine riots” went on unchecked,
people wandered in a fog of intoxication, brawling, vomiting, lying dead drunk
in the snow. Petrograd was the scene of a monumental crime spree and a
monumental debauch - the latter a conspicuous symbol of the new
government, of the depths to which the revolution had sunk...”31

Lenin’s band of thugs - the most important were Lenin himself, Trotsky,
Sverdlov and Stalin - established what they liked to call a government in the
Smolny Institute in rooms adjacent to the existent Institute headmistress. They
had no money and no administrative experience. When the unemployed Pole
Peskowski was appointed director of the State Bank, the employees laughed
him away...

310 Kotkin writes: “Each new Red Guard detachment sent to prevent a ransacking instead got
drunk too. “We tried flooding the cellars with water,” the leader of the Bolshevik forces on site
recalled. ‘But the firemen... got drunk instead’.” (Stalin, p. 219). (V.M.)

311 Erickson, Alexandra the Last Tsarina, London: Constable, 2001, pp. 311-312.
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There was an absurdist quality to Bolshevik “government” that Kotkin has
compared to “the new performance art known as Dadaism. A perfectly apt
nonsense term, Dada had arisen in neutral Switzerland during the Great War,
largely among Jewish Romanian exiles, in what they called the Cabaret
Voltaire, which, coincidentally, lay on the same street in Zurich (Spiegelgasse,
1) as Lenin’s wartime exile apartment (Spiegelgasse, 14). Tristan Tzara, a Dada
poet and provocateur, and Lenin may have played chess against each other.
Dada and Bolshevism arose out of the same historical conjuncture. Dada’s
originators cleverly ridiculed the infernal Great War and the malevolent
interests that drove it, as well as crass commercialism, using collage, montage,
found objects, puppetry, sound poetry, noise music, bizarre films, and one-off
pranks staged for the new media they mocked. Dada happening were also
transnational, and would flourish in Berlin, Cologne, Paris, New York, Tokyo
and Tiflis. The Dada artists - or “anti-artists” as many of them preferred to be
known - did not conflate, say, a urinal repurposed as a ‘fountain” with a new
and better politics. Tzara composed poems by cutting newspaper articles into
pieces, shaking the fragments in a bag, and emptying them across the table.
Another Dadaist read a lecture whose every word was purposefully drowned
out by the shattering noise of a train whistle. Such tactics were a world away
from the pedantic, hyperpolitical Lenin. He and his decrees about a new world
order were issued without irony. The Bolshevik decrees were also issued into
Dada-esque anarchy...”?!2

The deadly serious anti-authority of Lenin was the perfect complement to
the absurdly unserious anti-art of Dadaism. However, Lenin’s government of
the absurd could never have produced the powerful state it eventually did
produce on the basis of its own resources. Its bureaucracy had to be recruited
- or coerced - from the officials of the former tsarist and Provisional
Governments.

Thus Lenin decided, writes Orlovsky, “to retain the ministerial bureaucracy
and cabinet executive rather than destroy these creatures of the tsarist regime
(as recently envisaged in his State and Revolution), he simply relabelled
ministries ‘commissariats’ and the cabinet ‘Council of People’s Commissars’.
With this legerdemain he rebaptized these bodies as qualitatively different,
purportedly because they were now part of a workers” and peasants’ state and
presumably staffed by proletarians.

“This was a masterful illusion: few proletarians were prepared for such
service. It created, however, a golden opportunity for the white-collar
employees of the tsarist and provisional governments... They found the
transition easy...

312 Kotkin, Stalin, p. 230.
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“... The key revolutionary institutions of 1917 - soviets, factory committees,
trade union, cooperatives, professional associations, and the like - were
gradually subsumed into the new bureaucracy or extinguished outright...”313

This is always the case with evil: it has no real creative power of its own, but
derives its power from a subversion of the good. Tragically, most of what was
good or competent from the old order allowed itself to be subverted by the red
beast, to whom the devil, the dragon, “gave his power, his throne, and great
authority” (Revelation 13.2)...

313 Orlovsky, op. cit., pp. 293, 294.
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20. THE DESTRUCTION OF RUSSIAN DEMOCRACY

“On the day after the coup,” writes Adam Tooze, “Lenin proposed that the
Constituent Assembly elections be cancelled altogether. There was no need for
such an exercise in ‘bourgeois democracy’. But he was overruled by the
Bolshevik Executive Committee, which decided that to flout the democratic
hopes of the February revolution so openly would do more harm than good.”314

Thus “on 4 November, Sovnarkom [the Council of People’s Commissars, the
Bolshevik government’s executive organ] decreed for itself the right to pass
legislation without approval from the Soviet - a clear breach of the principle of
Soviet power - and from that point it ruled by fiat without consulting it. On 12
November, the Soviet executive met for the first time in a fortnight: during its
recess Sovnarkom had begun peace talks with the Central Powers, declared
war on Ukraine, and imposed martial law in Moscow and Leningrad.

“From his first days in power Lenin set out to destroy all those ‘counter-
revolutionary’ parties opposed to his seizure of power. On 27 October,
Sovnarkom banned the opposition press. Kadet, Menshevik and SR leaders
were arrested by the MRC. By the end of November the prisons were so full of
these new “politicals’ that the Bolsheviks began to release criminals to make
more room...”?1

Finally, on November 28 Lenin, supported by the whole Bolshevik central
committee except Stalin, decreed that the Kadets were “enemies of the people”.
There was now no legitimate political opposition - until the convening of the
Constituent Assembly. Only the army remained as a potential centre of
opposition...

“On November 8, 1917, Lenin and Trotsky had radioed Russia’s acting
supreme commander, forty-one-year-old General Nikolai Dukhonin -
Kornilov’s former chief of staff - to enter into separate peace negotiations with
the Germans. Dukhonin refused the order to betray Russia’s allies. Lenin had
the correspondence distributed to all units to show that the ‘counterrevolution’
wanted to continue the war. He also dismissed Dukhonin in favor of thirty-
two-year-old Nikolai Krylenko, who heretofore had held the lowest rank in
Russia’s officer corps (ensign). On November 20, 1917, he arrived at Mogiloyov
with a trainload of pro-Bolshevik soldiers and sailors. Dukhonin duly
surrendered to him. Having chosen not to flee, Dukhonin had nonetheless not
prevented the escape of General Kornilov and other top tsarist officers who had
been held in the nearby monastery prison since they had surrendered to
Kerensky’s people (in September 1917). Upon discovering the escape, furious
soldiers and sailors shot and bayoneted Dukhonin while he lay face down on
the ground, and then for several days used his naked corpse for target practice.
Krylenko [who had announced that he was taking Dukhonin’s place and that

314 Tooze, op. cit., p. 84.
315 Figes, Revolutionary Russia, pp. 133-134.
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Dukhonin was to be sent to Petrograd at the disposal of the Council of People’s
Commissars] was either unwilling or unable to stop them...”3!¢

Meanwhile, as Paul Johnson writes, “Every organization, from factories to
the trams, held Soviet-style elections. This was the easiest way to ensure that
delegates chosen were broadly acceptable to the regime. Later, Boris Pasternak
was to give a vignette of the process: ‘Everywhere there were new elections: for
the running of housing, trade, industry and municipal services. Commissars
were being appointed to each, men in black leather jerkins, with unlimited
powers and an iron will, armed with means of intimidation and revolvers, who
shaved little and slept less. They knew the shrinking bourgeois creed, the
average holder of cheap government stocks and they spoke of them without
the slightest pity and with Mephistophelean smiles, as to petty thieves caught
in the act. These were the people who reorganized everything in accordance
with the plan, and company after company, enterprise after enterprise, became
Bolshevised.””3!

The only hope for a check on Bolshevik power now rested with the
Constituent Assembly, elections for which took place on November 12. The
turnout was large (60%), and the most votes were won by the SRs (58%). The
Bolsheviks polled 25%, the Ukrainian Mensheviks - 12%, and other national
parties - 4%. In all, socialist or revolutionary parties received 80% of the vote,
while the liberal Cadets received 5%.31® Crucially, the Bolsheviks won
Petrograd and Moscow, the capital garrisons and the Baltic sailors.’!

On the face of it, this was an astounding result. The February revolution had
been created by the liberal Cadets. What had made the mass of the population
turn so quickly from liberalism to socialism, from the rule of some kind of law
to the rule of a lawless despotism?

The main answer to this question is simple: the socialist parties promised
the electorate what they in their great majority wanted - peace and land,
whereas the centrist and rightist parties still clung to outmoded habits of mind
such as loyalty to allies in war and property rights. The other reason is that the
socialists had won the cultural war; the language and concepts generally used
for describing the political changes that were taking place was essentially
socialist. As Stephen Kotkin writes: “Well before 1917, ordinary people readily
accepted the idea of an irreconcilable conflict between labor and capital, but
rather than speak of classes per se, they tended to speak of light versus
darkness, honor versus insult. A trajectory of suffering, redemption and
salvation were how they made sense of the struggle with their masters, not

316 Kotkin, Stalin, p. 248. It was not until two years later that Dukhonin’s wife was able to obtain
it for burial...

317 Johnson, Modern Times, New York: Harper Perennial, 1999, p. 65.

318 Tooze, op. cit., p. 85; Pipes, op. cit., pp. 5, 149.

319 Kotkin, Stalin, p. 245.
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capital accumulation, surplus value, and other Marxist categories. This would
change as language of class came to suffuse all printed and spoken discourse
in revolutionary Russia, from farms and factories to the army, fleet, and
corridors of power. Even the classically liberal Constitutional Democrats, who
strove to be above class (or nonclass), fatally accepted the definition of February
as a ‘bourgeois’ revolution. This step conceded implicitly that February was not
in itself an end, but a way station to an eventual new revolution, beyond liberal
constitutionalism...

“... If the Great War in effect restructured the political landscape, vastly
deepening social justice [i.e. socialist] currents that had already made visions
of socialism popular before 1917, the Provisional Government proved no match
for that challenge. On top of its feeble governing structures, its entire symbolic
universe failed miserably, from the use of a tsarist eagle, uncrowned, as state
symbol to its new national anthem, ‘God save the people’, sung to the Glinka
melody of ‘God save the Tsar’. Caricatures of the Provisional Government were
accompanied by popular pamphlets, songs, and gestures that discredited all
things bourgeois, attacking the educated, the decently dressed, the literate, as
fat cats, swindlers - even Russia’s Stock Market Gazette poked fun at the
bourgeoisie. At the same time, in 1917, far more even than in 1905-06, Russia’s
constitutional revolution was deluged by a multifaceted leftist revolutionary
culture enacted by evocative gestures and imagery: the ‘Internationale’, red
flags and red slogans, and a vague yet compelling program of people’s power:
‘All power to the Soviets’. The hammer and sickle symbol appeared in spring
1917 (well before the Bolshevik coup), and it would soon capture the linkage -
or the hoped-for linkage - between the aspirations of urbanites and the
aspirations of country folk, joined in possibilities for social justice (socialism).
The political mood in 1917, as one contemporary observer rightly noted, was
characterized by ‘a general aspiration of a huge mass of Russians to declare

themselves, no matter what, to be absolute socialists’.”32°

The overwhelmingly socialist character of the Russian electorate was
demonstrated by the paradoxical fact that, many of those who did not vote for
the socialists many were not Russians, but Jews. According to Solzhenitsyn,
more than 80% of Jews “voted for Zionist parties. Lenin wrote that 550,000 were
for Jewish nationalists. “The majority of the Jewish parties formed a single
national list, in accordance with which seven deputies were elected - six
Zionists and Gruzenberg. “The success of the Zionists” was also aided by the
[published not long before the elections] Declaration of the English Foreign
Minister Balfour [on the creation of a ‘national centre” of the Jews in Palestine],
‘which was met by the majority of the Russian Jewish population with
enthusiasm’ [in Moscow, Petrograd, Odessa, Kiev and many other cities there
were festive manifestations, meetings and religious services].”32

320 Kotkin, Stalin. Paradoxes of Power, 1878-1928, London: Penguin, 2014, pp. 175, 176.
321 Solzhenitsyn, Dvesti let vmeste (Two Hundred Years Together), Moscow, 2001, p. 73.
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The election demonstrated without a doubt that the revolution was not
imposed upon the Russians: they voted for it themselves... More of them voted
for the Social Revolutionaries than for the Bolsheviks or Mensheviks (with the
liberals a very poor fourth). So the result was a victory for the socialists in the
broader sense of the word, and a defeat for the Bolsheviks. But the Bolsheviks
did not give up power. The only concession they made to the election result
was to invite three Left SRs into the Sovnarkom.

“In the face of this rejection by the electorate,” write Mark Mazower, “Lenin
adjusted his position: according to his Theses on the Constituent Assembly, it was
true that “in a bourgeois republic the constituent assembly [is| the highest form
of the democratic principle’: it now appeared that according to ‘revolutionary
social-democracy... a republic of Soviets [is] a higher form of the democratic
principle’. The Assembly became an anachronistic symbol of ‘bourgeois
counter-revolution’; its members were written off as ‘men from another world’.
Lenin did not prevent its meeting in January 1918; but one day after it opened,
he closed it down by force. This was bad Marxism, according to more moderate
Social Democrats, but Lenin considered ‘revolutionary democracy” higher than

‘parliamentary democracy’.>*?

“His triumph, like Mussolini’s from the Right, was really the consequence
of liberalism’s failure. Russia’s liberals turned out to be the first, but not the
last, to assume mistakenly that a deep-rooted social crisis could be solved by
offering “the people’ constitutional liberties. Such liberties were not what “the
people” - and especially Russia’s fifteen million peasant conscripts - wanted.
They were more interested in peace and land, and the liberals offered them
neither, just as they had little to offer the country’s urban working class either.
In the factories, in the countryside and in the ranks, social order was collapsing,
and the middle ground in Russian politics disappeared. Kerensky’s Provisional
Government had become an empty shell well before Trotsky’s Red Guards
seized power in Petrograd...”??

“Petrograd was in a state of siege on 5 January, the opening day of the
Constituent Assembly. The Bolsheviks had forbidden public gatherings and
flooded the city with troops, who fired on a crowd of 50,000 demonstrators
organized by the Union for the Defence of the Constituent Assembly. At least
ten were killed and dozens wounded. It was the first time government troops
had fired on an unarmed crowd since the February Days.

322 Thus he quoted a speech made in 1903 by Plekhanov, the founder of Russian Social
Democracy: “The success of the revolution is the supreme law. And if, for the sake of the
revolution, it should become necessary to restrict the action of one or another democratic
principle, then it would be criminal not to do so... one must view even the principle of the
universal vote as one such fundamental principle of democracy... one can conceive of a
situation where we Social Democrats would oppose the universal vote. If in an outburst of
revolutionary enthusiasm the people elect a very good parliament, then we should try to
prolong it; but if the elections turn out unfavourably, then we should try to disperse the
parliament - not in two years, but, if possible, in two weeks” (in Lowe, op. cit., p. 127).

323 Mazower, Dark Continent. Europe’s Twentieth-Century, London: Penguin, 1999, p. 9.
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“In the Catherine Hall of the Tauride Palace, where the assembly met at 4
p.m., the atmosphere was tense. There were almost as many troops as there
were delegates. They stood at the back of the hall and sat up in the galleries,
drinking vodka and shouting abuse at the SR deputies. Lenin watched the
scene from the old government loge, where the tsarist ministers had sat during
the sessions of the Duma. He gave the impression of a general before the start
of a decisive battle.

“Under Chernov’s chairmanship the SRs started a debate - they wanted to
rush through decrees on land and peace to leave behind a legislative legacy -
but nobody could hear above the soldiers’ heckling. After a while, the
Bolsheviks declared the assembly to be in the hands of ‘counter-
revolutionaries” and walked out, followed later by the Left SRs. Then, at4 a.m.,
the Red Guards brought proceedings to a close. One of them, a sailor, climbed
up on the tribune and, tapping Chernov on the shoulder, announced that
everyone should leave the hall ‘because the guard is tired”. Chernov kept the
session going for a few more minutes but finally agreed to adjourn it when the
guards made threats. The delegates filed out and the Tauride Palace was then
locked...”3%4

The Assembly never reconvened... So the supreme authority in the Russian
republic disappeared because the guard was tired... Thus did Russian
democracy allowed itself to be abolished, coming to an abrupt and inglorious
end that demonstrated conclusively that the Tsar was right in thinking that
democracy would not work in Russia and that the liberals who demanded it
were capable neither of ruling nor of bringing good to the people...

“There was no popular reaction against the closure of Russia’s national
parliament. Among the peasantry, the traditional base of support for the SR
Party, there was indifference. The SRs had mistakenly believed that the
peasants shared their veneration for the Constituent Assembly. To the
educated peasants the assembly was perhaps a symbol of ‘the revolution’. But
to the mass of the peasants, whose political outlook was confined to their own
village, it was a distant parliament, dominated by the urban parties and
associated with the discredited Duma. They had their own village Soviets,
which stood closer to their own ideals, being in effect no more than their own
village assemblies in a more revolutionary form. “What do we need some
Constituent Assembly for, when we already have our Soviets, where our own
deputies can meet and decide everything,” an SR propagandist heard a group
of peasant soldiers say.

“Through their Soviets the peasantry divided the gentry’s land and property
among themselves. They did so in line with their own egalitarian forms of
social justice, and did not need the sanction of the Decree on Land passed at
the Soviet Congress on 26 October. No central power could tell them what to

324 Figes, Revolutionary Russia, pp. 136-137.
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do. In most areas the commune allocated strips of confiscated land according
to the number of ‘eaters’ in each household. The landowners themselves were
usually left a plot if they worked it with their own labour, as the peasants did.
The rights of land and labour, which lay at the heart of the village commune,
were understood as basic human rights.”3%

So already by January, 1918 Lenin had crushed not only the old aristocracy,
but also the army leadership, the bourgeoisie, the Kadets, and even the other
socialist parties. What he had not conquered was the peasantry; and in spite of
the savage suppression of the peasant uprisings of 1920-21, they were not to be
conquered definitively in Lenin’s lifetime. The final war - a war to the death if
ever there was one - between the peasants and the Bolsheviks would be fought
by Stalin in his collectivization campaign beginning in 1928...

Why did the Bolsheviks conquer so easily? In his article “Socialism in One
Country”, published as the preface to the collection, On the Path to October
(1925), Stalin suggested three reasons, all relating to the Great War: (i) the
Anglo-French and Austro-German imperialists blocs had been so occupied in
fighting each other that they had not paid enough attention to Russia; (ii) the
sufferings of the war had generated a great longing for peace in Russia, which
seemed possible only by accepting the Bolsheviks; and (iii) similar longings
among the workers of other nations had generated sympathy among them for
the actions of the Russian workers. There was much truth in this analysis, but
it omitted the central reason: that since the Russians had overthrown their
anointed tsar, God had withdrawn His blessing and subjected them to a
curse...

325 Figes, Revolutionary Russia, pp. 137-138.
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21. THE BALFOUR DECLARATION

After the disaster at Gallipoli in 1915, and the surrender of a British and
Indian army at Kut in Mesopotamia the following year, things slowly improved
for the British in the Middle East. “An Arab revoltin 1916,” writes Tombs, “was
given support, involving a young Oxford archaeologist, T.E. Lawrence, the only
romantic hero of the war. British, Indian and ANZAC forces eventually took
Jerusalem, Damascus and Baghdad in 1917, where they were greeted as
liberators from Turkish rule. The British government signed a secret agreement
with the French dividing most of the Turkish empire into “spheres of influence’
between them. Also, the Balfour Declaration in November 1917 committed
Britain to a ‘National Home for the Jewish People in Palestine’, though without
prejudicing “the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities’ -
who, it was assumed, would be grateful for economic development. This had
seemed a clever idea, pleasing Jewish opinion thought to be influential in Russia
and America. Britain thus blundered insouciantly into what would turn out to
be an intractable and damaging problem with long-term ramifications
unimaginable at the time.”326

The Balfour Declaration, so called after the British Foreign Secretary (and
former Prime Minister) Lord Arthur Balfour, who published it on November 2,
1917, was one of the most portentous documents in world history, whose
consequences are still being played out today - and not only in the Arab-Israeli
conflict. It ranged one of the great powers of the time - the power, moreover,
that was about to conquer Jerusalem in the following month - in alliance with
Zionism, thereby laying the foundation for the creation of the modern State of
Israel in 1948 and tying in the interests of what is now called “the international
community” with the interests of Israel.

But, as we shall see, its significance was still greater than that...

*

“Many different individuals,” writes Peter Manstfield, “contributed to the
genesis of the Balfour Declaration. The British Gentiles among them were
guided by a remarkable mixture of imperial Realpolitik and romantic/historical
feelings. It was a Jewish member of the British government, Herbert Samuel,
who in January 1915 first proposed to the cabinet the idea of a Jewish Palestine
which would be annexed by the British Empire. But it was not until after David
Lloyd George took over the conduct of the war at the end of 1916, as the leader
of a National Coalition of Liberals and Conservatives, that the Zionist cause
made real headway. The prime minister, a close friend of the Gentile Zionist
editor of the Manchester Guardian - C.P. Scott - was an easy convert, as were
other members of his cabinet - Balfour, the foreign secretary; Lord Milner, the
former imperial consul in Africa; and a large group of Foreign Office officials
and government advisers which included Sir Mark Sykes. These were non-Jews

326 Tombs, op. cit.
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who saw huge advantages in a Jewish Palestine as part of the empire. But
underpinning their imperial convictions was the romantic appeal of the return
of the Jews to Zion, which, founded on Old Testament Christianity, was part of
their Victorian upbringing. (Zionism also had this twin attraction for Churchill,
who was not in the cabinet in 1917 but would return to it.) The British cabinet
had already veered away from the commitment in the Sykes-Picot agreement
to international control for Palestine. ‘Britain could take care of the Holy Places
better than anyone else,’ the prime minister told C.P. Scott, and a French
Palestine was ‘not to be thought of’.

“It was ironical, but in the circumstances not surprising, that the only Jew in
the cabinet, Mr. Edwin Montagu, secretary of state for India, should also be the
most outspoken opponent of the Balfour Declaration. Montague was a member
of the highly assimilated Anglo-Jewish aristocracy, many of whom feared the
effect of Jewish nationalism on their own position. Montagu had his
counterpart in other countries - Henry Morgenthau Sr., a former US
ambassador to Turkey, was a pronounced anti-Zionist, for example.
Nevertheless the British cabinet was convinced that world Jewry was
overwhelmingly in favour of Zionism and gave credit to Britain for supporting
the cause. It believed that this had helped to bring the United States into the
war in April 1917 and to maintain its enthusiasm thereafter. The British may
have had an exaggerated view of the wealth and influence on Washington of
American Jews at this period, but it was their belief in these that mattered.
Moreover, the Germans were aware of the possibilities to be gained by winning
Jewish sympathy, especially among the many American Jews of east-European
origin who hated the Russian government. Germany was trying to persuade
the Turks in lift their objections to Zionist settlement in Palestine, although so
far without success. Finally, it was hoped that Britain’s adoption of Zionism
would win over the Russian Jewish socialists who were trying to influence the
Kerensky government to take Russia out of the war...”3?7

The most importance Jewish Zionist was the Manchester chemist (born in
Tsarist Russia), Chaim Weizmann. Jonathan Schneer describes his path to
power as follows: “Conditions created by the war enabled Chaim Weizmann
and his colleagues to work wonders. During 1914-17 they gained access to the
elite among British Jews and converted some of them to Zionism. They
defeated advocates of Jewish assimilation, such as Lucien Wolf of the Conjoint
Committee, whose raison d’étre, lobbying the Foreign Office on behalf of
foreign Jews, especially Russian and Romanian, had been swept away by the
war. They gained entrance to British governing circles and converted some of
their most important members too.

“During this period Weizmann and those who worked with him acted as
inspired opportunists. Finally they could argue convincingly that a community
of interest linked Zionist aspirations with those of the Entente. Zionists wanted
the Ottomans out of Palestine; Britain and France wanted them out of the
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Middle East altogether. Zionists wanted a British protectorate in Palestine;
Britain did too (although initially Sir Mark Sykes had bargained it away in
negotiations with Georges-Picot of France).

“More generally, Weizmann and his colleagues persuaded powerful men in
Britain, France and Italy that support of Zionism would benefit their wartime
cause and the peace to follow. ‘International Jewry’ was a powerful if
subterranean force, they claimed..., whose goodwill would reap dividends for
the Allies. Specifically, they suggested that Jewish finance in America and
Jewish influence upon anti-war forces in Russia, could help determine the
conflict’s outcome. Weizmann warned the Foreign Office that Germany
recognized the potential of Jewish power and had begun to court it already. He
advised the Allies to trump their enemy by declaring outright support for
Zionism. His arguments worked upon the minds of anti- and philo-Semites
alike among the British governing elite, who were desperate for any advantage
in the wartime struggle. Eventually, to gain Jewish backing in the war, they
promised to support establishment of a homeland for Jews in Palestine...”328

“The Balfour Declaration,” wrote the Zionist Jew Samuel Landman in 1936,
“originated in the War Office, was consummated in the Foreign Office and is
being implemented in the Colonial Office”32°. This sounds as if it were entirely
a British governmental idea; and it is true that without the enthusiastic support
of certain Gentile Englishmen in the British government, especially Sir Mark
Sykes, Under-Secretary at the War Cabinet and co-author of the famous Sykes-
Picot Agreement, the Declaration would probably never have come into being.
Nevertheless, the real motors behind the coup were two Russian Zionist Jews
living in Britain - Chaim Weizmann and Nathan Sokolow.

They had an uphill task ahead of them. For until well into the war the British
government was not interested in Zionism - and had in any case semi-officially
promised Palestine to the Arabs (or so the Arabs were led to believe) in exchange
for their support against the Ottomans. Also, the leaders of British Jewry, the
“Conjoint Committee” led by Lucien Wolf, who initially had the ear of the
government, were fiercely opposed to Zionism since it endangered their goal -
secure assimilation within western society. Moreover, the Zionists themselves
were divided into the politicals under Weizmann and the practicals or culturals
under the Romanian Moses Gaster. The political Zionists were looking to create
a Zionist state, while the culturals wanted only to strengthen Jewish culture
and the Hebrew language in Palestine and throughout the Diaspora.

In April 1915 an important debate took place between the Zionists and the
Assimilationists. “[The Russian Zionist] Tschlenow, in a long introductory
speech, pointed out that at the peace conference following the war, even small
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nationalities such as Finns, Lithuanians and Armenians would “put forward
their demands, their wishes, their aspirations.” He then asked his anti-Zionist
friends: ‘Shall the Jewish “people”, the Jewish “nation”, be silent?’

“Note here that Wolf, in his written account of the meeting, placed the words
‘people” and ‘nation’ in quotation marks. Those tiny vertical scratches signalled
the profound chasm separating the two camps. Wolf believed that asserting
that the Jews constituted a distinct nation would fatally undercut his argument
that British Jews really were Jewish Britons. It would deny the possibility of a
genuine Jewish assimilation in Britain or anywhere else. It contradicted his
liberal assumptions. He refused to make the required assertion...

“... On the crucial issue of Jewish nationality, neither side budged.
Consultation and discussions would continue, and memoranda would be
written from both sides, but the gulf remained unbridgeable. Henceforth their
competition for the ear of the government would grow increasingly fierce. And
although Wolf began from the better-established and therefore more
advantageous position, Weizmann was an absolute master of the political
game...”330

The triumph of Weizmann and the Zionists was the result of many factors.
One, undoubtedly, was the personal charm of Weizmann himself. According
to A.N. Wilson, “the importance of personal charm in history is sometimes
forgotten. Chaim Weizmann had it in abundance, and this largely explains
Arthur Balfour’s 1917 Declaration.”331 However, no less important was the
particular character of Russian, as opposed to Western Jewry - and the peculiar
conjunction of political circumstances in 1914-1917.

The Russian Jews, unlike their West European counterparts, lived as a state
within a state, a self-created ghetto, enslaved, not so much by the Russian
authorities as by its own rabbinic kahal and the multiplicity of rules imposed
on them by the Talmud, seeking no contact with Gentiles and despising them.
The fact of this Jewish isolationism is recognized by Jews and Gentiles alike.332
As such, the Russian Jews were naturally drawn to Zionism, to emigration to
Palestine and the formation of a state within a state there.
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However, Zionism would never have succeeded at this time without the
endorsement of the British; and the British, as we have seen, endorsed it
primarily because they thought that in this way they could buy the financial
support of the American Jews, and especially of the leading American Jewish
banker, Jacob Schiff, the head of the New York bank of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. Schiff
was a Zionist who financed several Zionist projects in Palestine. He also, like
most Zionists, had a visceral hatred of Russian tsarism: in 1904 he had given a
huge loan of $200 million to the Japanese in their war with Russia, for which
the Japanese gave him several awards, and as a result of which they became
among the most fervent believers in the idea that the world was ruled by the
Jews... In 1916, in response to Russian requests for a war loan, he made it clear
that he would satisfy this request only if the Tsar’s government gave the Jews
of Russia full equality immediately.?3® In 1917, as we have seen, Schiff sent
Trotsky back to Russia with his pockets overflowing with dollars...

At the beginning of the war, however, it was by no means certain which side
the American Jews would back. After all, America did not join the side of the
Allies (France, Britain and Russia) until April, 1917; before then she had
adopted a posture of strict neutrality. Moreover, there was a powerful
minority, the German Americans, whose sympathies were naturally with
Germany, and another powerful minority, the Irish Americans, whose feelings
(especially after the Dublin Uprising of 1916) were decidedly anti-English.
Now Schiff was a German Jew. Therefore it was reasonable to expect that not
only his Russophobia but also his German cultural roots would incline him
towards favouring the Germans. So the Allies needed something extra in order
to persuade him to back their side...

Another important factor here was the policy adopted by the Russian
generals during their retreat through Poland in 1915 of evacuating the Jewish
population from the front line areas towards the East on the grounds of their
unreliability. There were some grounds for the Russian decision. Apart from
the well-known hostility of the Jews to all things Russian, which had led to the
murder of thousands of Russians in pogroms since 1881, the largest Jewish
organization in Russia, the Bund, had signed Trotsky’s Zimmerwald Manifesto
in September, 1915 against the war - an action that contrasted with the strongly
patriotic support of almost all Jews in other warring countries for the country
in which they lived. Nevertheless, as we have seen, the policy was disastrous.
First, it inflicted unjust suffering on many innocent Jews, several hundreds of
whom were shot as spies. Secondly, it clogged up the transport system in
Western Russia, thereby hindering the war effort at a critical time. And thirdly,
it involved the transportation of large numbers of discontented Jews beyond
the Pale and into Central and Eastern Russia, thereby raising the revolutionary
temperature in the Russian heartland.
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Reports of this hindered the efforts of the French and the English to raise
loans in America. As the French Professor Basch reported from there: “The
great point of departure is now religious persecution [in Russia] and it is the
two million Jews of America, a million and a half of whom are to be found in
New York, and a million and a half of whom are Russian and Polish Jews who
have escaped pogroms, who lead the campaign against Russia. The organs of
anti-Russian propaganda are the Yiddish-language newspapers...; the popular
speakers; the rabbis; and finally the great bankers of Wall Street headed by the
greatest financial force of all in America, Jacob H. Schiff....”334

Even anti-Zionist Jews like Lucien Wolf recognized that the Allies had to do
something special to elicit the sympathy of the Jews if they were to offset the
Russian factor. “’In any bid for Jewish sympathies today,” he told Lord Robert
Cecil [on December 16, 1915], “very serious account must be taken of the Zionist
movement. In America the Zionist organizations have lately captured Jewish
opinion, and very shortly a great American Jewish Congress will be held
virtually under Zionist auspices.” He wished to make it clear that he himself
‘deplored the Jewish National Movement. “To my mind the Jews are not a
nationality. I doubt whether they have ever been one in the true sense of the
term.” But he did not doubt that this was ‘the moment for the Allies to declare
their policy in regard to Palestine’” and to do so in a spirit that was acceptable
to Zionist ears. The Zionists probably recognized that the Allies could not
‘make a Jewish State of a land in which only a comparatively small minority of
the inhabitants are Jews’. But Britain and France could say to them ‘that they
thoroughly understand and sympathize with Jewish aspirations in regard to
Palestine, and that when the destiny of the country came to be considered,
those aspirations will be taken into account’. He thought too that assurances of
‘reasonable facilities for immigration and colonization’, for the establishment
of a Jewish University, and for the recognition of Hebrew ‘as one of the
vernaculars of the land” could be given. Were all that done, the Allies, Wolf did
not doubt, ‘would sweep the whole of American Jewry into enthusiastic
alliance to their cause’. It was true that this still left the question of the political
disposition of the country itself open. The Zionists, he had reason to believe,
would look forward to Great Britain becoming “the mistress of Palestine’. No
doubt, as he himself recognized, it might be difficult for the British themselves
to touch on the subject in view of the well-established French claims to Syria
and the equally well-established French view that Palestine itself was part of
‘Syria’. But again, if the assurances about Britain’s sympathy for Zionism and
its willingness to guarantee rights of immigration and settlement in Palestine
to Jews that he proposed were proclaimed, the purpose immediately in view,
namely the attachment of American Jewry to the Allied cause, would be
achieved.”3%
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By March, 1916 the Foreign Office was converted to Wolf’s “Palestine idea”.
“The Russians and the French were invited to join Britain in considering ‘an
arrangement in regard to Palestine completely satisfactory to Jewish
aspirations’. The definition of ‘Jewish aspirations” Wolf had offered to the
Foreign Office, was forwarded to the Allied governments for examination as it
stood along with the terms on which the Foreign Office itself proposed that an
offer to the Jews be made. Wolf’s terms were modest: ‘In the event of Palestine
coming within the sphere of Great Britain or France at the close of the war, the
Governments of those Powers will not fail to take account of the historic
interest that country possesses for the Jewish community. The Jewish
population will be secured in the enjoyment of civil and religious liberty, equal
political rights with the rest of the population, reasonable towns and colonies
inhabited by them as may be shown to be necessary.’

“The Foreign Office, however, wished the French and the Russians to know
that they themselves favoured a substantially stronger formulation: “We
consider... that the scheme might be made far more attractive to the majority
of Jews if it held out to them the prospect that when in the course of time Jewish
colonies in Palestine grow strong enough to cope with the Arab population
they may be allowed to take the management of the internal affairs of Palestine
(with the exception of Jerusalem and the Holy Places) into their own hands.’

“The Russian response turned out to be friendly. Sazonov, the foreign
minister, told the British ambassador (Buchanan) that Russia welcomed the
migration of Jews out of Russia to Palestine or anywhere else. Their only
proviso was that the (Christian) Holy Places be placed under an international
regime. In contrast, the French response was ferociously negative, first and
foremost because it seemed to them that the ‘Palestine Idea” touched
impermissibly, even if only obliquely (but perhaps not unintentionally), on
their own strategic and colonial ambitions in the area...”33¢

This Anglo-French rivalry over Palestine recalls the similar struggle at the
beginning of the nineteenth century, when Napoleon set out to conquer
Palestine from Egypt and was foiled by Admiral Nelson’s destruction of his
fleet at the battle of the Nile. Now it was a British army under General Allenby
that would set out from Egypt to conquer Palestine, thereby threatening French
colonial designs in the region. For a while, the British put aside the Palestine
Idea so as not to endanger relations with France.

Palestine was important for another reason. As Peter Frankopan writes,
“Concerns had been growing about the rising levels of Jewish immigration to
Britain, with its numbers arriving from Russia alone rising by a factor of five
between 1880 and 1920.... The Balfour Declaration... was what Balfour later
described to the House of Lords as ‘a partial solution to the great and abiding
Jewish problem’.
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“Although the championing of a homeland for European Jews has
understandably attracted attention, Britain also had its eye on Palestine for its
position in relation to the oilfields and as a terminus for a pipeline linking to
the Mediterranean. This would save a journey of a thousand miles, planners
later noted, and would give Britain ‘virtual control over the output of what may
well prove to be one of the richest oil fields in the world.” It was imperative,
therefore, that Britain had a strong presence in Palestine, that it had control
over Haifa, with its good, deep harbor, which made it the ideal place for
loading oil on to British tankers, and that the pipeline ran to the port - rather
than to the north, and French-controlled Syria.

“As Britain’s strategic thinking went at the time, Haifa would provide a
perfect terminus for oil piped from Mesopotamia. So it proved. By 1940, more
than 4 million tons of oil was flowing along the pipeline that was built after the
war, enough to supply the entire Mediterranean fleet. It was, as Time magazine
called it, the ‘carotid artery of the British empire’. The world’s largest empire
