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INTRODUCTION

THE work of Peter the Great anu Catherine the Great show
us modern Russia, armed already, cap-d-pie, for all the con-
quests, moral or material, gained then or since. But this
work, as all men know, possessed certain antecedents, and
Peter gave himself out to be a follower—of whom ? His
immediate predecessors we know—the earliest Romanoffs,
obscure sovereigns of an Empire cut off from all European
contact, closed to all external influence, and incapable of
evolving even a rudimentary civilization from its own elements.’
Going back further, to the: closing years of the sixteenth
century, we see the sinoutnoié vrénica (‘ the troublous times ’)—
that is to say, disorder, anarchy, barbarism, darkness. -Yet,
looking closely, the sudden brlghtness of the eighteenth
century was no dawn. For a rising sun the light was all too

brilliant. Peter the Great was not mistaken. The darkness

out of which his vivid genius flashed was only an eclipse.
The internal and external development of the great Northern

. Empire seems to partake of the nature of the- avalanche.

At widely-parted intervals we have a sudden displacement
of the centre of gravity, resulting in a swift movement forward,
followed by a more or less lengthy period of immobility.
This phenomenon has occurred several times already, and
appearances are all in favour of its reproduction. The reason
and the explanation are both very simple. The nation, in
the performance of the mighty task laid upon it, was bound to
meet with formidable obstacles, and consequently to make
successive efforts. At this moment, and for the past twenty
years, its progress has been apparently suspended internally,
and checked on the lines it had previously nursned externallv.
v
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This is because Russia’s activity has been absorbed and diverted
by the conquest of a new territory, destined to widen the field
of her efforts yet further—to the Chinese Seas on one side, to
the Persian Gulf on the other. But the problems momen-
tarily put aside are ripening all the same, slowly but surely,
and beware of the avalanche !

The predecessor whom Peter the Great invoked was a con-
temporary of the last Valois Kings, and to this period we
must go back, indeed, to discover the reformer’s political and
intellectual origins. The task is a heavy one, but it is the
price which must be paid for our comprehension of the final
result, and it is the raison d’étre of the volume I now place in
my readers’ hands. I shall be told, no doubt, that I ought
to have begun with it ; but in history, as in anatomy, it would
be foolhardy to go, in the first place, to the very beginnings,
to the embryo, to the cell—and in reality I am only following
the regular order and method of every study.

From the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries, then, Russia
dwelt apart, or almost apart, from the European community
and from civilization. But she had made a previous effort to
enter both, and the work to which Voltaire lent his aid and gave
his praise was begun when Charles IX. and Henri III. reigned
over France. At that moment Muscovy, huge and barbarous,
~ set forth to enter into contact with her Western neighbours.
She found the road barred. Poland, with Sweden, threw
herself athwart it, and the removal of the obstacle was the work
of more than a hundred years. But, if it had not been for
Batory, the hands of the clock which marks the hours of all
great historical evolutions might have whirled round the dial
a century before. Externally, the acquisition of the Baltic
seaboard, the destruction of the last vestiges of the Tartar
power, the conquest of Siberia, the.opening up of political and
commercial relations with all the European countries ; inter-
nally, the introduction of the elements of foreign culture, the
reorganization of the State on the very basis we see at
the present day — all ~this, accomplished by Peter and
Catherine, was undertaken, outlined, even partly realized,
in the course of that first morning on which an all too speedy
evening fell.
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Who did it ? The man of whom Custine wrote that he had,
so to speak, outrun the limits of the sphere within which God
permits His creature to work harm,’ the tortures, whose figure
is a nightmare, whose name is a terror, the emulation of Nero
and Caligula—the Terrible !

Here we have one of the most curious instances of aberration
to be found in legend, and even in critical history.

To begin with the name °the Terrible,” with which, to
insure the recognition of my personage, I have been forced to
head my volume-—the name is, I say, a misinterpretation. The
Russians of the present day, deceived by a translation im-
posed on them by foreigners, do not recognise this themselves.
The Germans hesitate between der Schreckliche (the Terrible)
and der Grausame (the Cruel), and while both versions are
incorrect, the second is the worst. Never did the Muscovites
of his time call Ivan thus. He was the groznyi. Now hearken :
In the course of an epistolary dispute which is one of the
curiosities of the period, Batory having' reproached his
adversary with surrounding himself with battle- -axe-men
(ryndy) when he received the King’s envoys, Ivan replies,
¢ Eto tchine gossoudarskii, da i Groza’ ‘Thus it must be,
for my rank and the respect I must inspire’).

The Groza has never meant any other thing. Consult the
‘Domostroi,’ the famous Muscovite household book of that
epoch, as to the duties imposed on the father of the family ;
he is expected to be groznyi—that is to.say, respected and
worthy of respect. But what, then, of the tortures, the
scaffolds, the hecatombs of human lives, whereof the chroniclers
speak ? That is another matter. Do you know, in any Euro-

- pean country, a chaptér of sixteenth-century history that

reads like an idyll ? In Poland, perhaps, where the szlachia,
with the last of the Jagellons, was inaugurating the perilous
experiment of the #noli me tangere. And there, again. Batory
set things in order forja time. But from this point of view
Poland and Russia were the very antipodes, and if the latter
has succeeded where the former failed it is just because she
has not been too dainty as to her methods.- Lopk into the
huge crucible in which this people has laboured, from the Ural
to the Carpathians, the White Sea to the Black; it is not
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gentleness, politeness, consideration, that made it possible to
mingle, and bray, and melt twenty diverse races into the
compact block which is the Russia of to-day! That Ivan IV,
in the course of his work, may have gone somewhat beyond
the atrocity usual in his century, may be. We will go back
to that. But both in legendary and in critical history the
surname of ‘the Terrible ’ has become synonymous with an
unreasonable and inexcusable ferocity, purely barbarous in
its origin, and carried to madness in its mamfestatlons To
anybody who knows the power there is in words the con-
sequence cannot be doubted : the word has set its false hall-
mark on the thing.

The evocation of the man and his surroundings cannot,
indeed, be parted from some hideous sights and my readers
must brace their nerves to meet some severe shocks. Yet
athwart these gloomy visions they will perceive that of which
I have spoken—the sunrise.. The bright sun, the red sun, of
the rhapsodists : in their tongue ‘the two adjectives are one
and the same. A blood-stained sun, lighting up a gloomy
landscape. That, again, is another matter. The ideal here
sought and gained is not, perhaps, the most seductive in the
world’s history ; but an ideal it is, and it gave, and still gives,
the law to a great nation.

In the last Rurikovitchy who ruled—for Feodor was a mere
shadow—IKaveline, one of the leaders of the Slavophil school,
has  already recognised ‘the central figure’ of his country’s
history. Since then attempts at posthumous rehabilitation
and apotheosis have so multiplied as to reach a not less evi-
dently excessive point in the other direction. I shall endeavour
to determine, between these opposing currents, what is truth
and what justice.

It has not appeared to me possible to begin this study
without preceding it by a general view of the geography,
political, social, and intellectual condition, and habits and
customs of a country into which, even nowadays, the historian
must penetrate in the guise of an explorer. To these subjects
the first four chapters of the book are devoted. Their length
and detail must be excused ; without them I should have run
the risk of failing to make myself understood, and of talking



INTRODUCTION ix

in perpetuar riaues. To most of my readers, I believe, this
key will be indispensable.

My authorities this time include few unpublished sources.
Of the documents I might have utilized most have either been
printed or continue inaccessible. The literature of the subject
is exceedingly abundant, so much so that, to avoid overloading
my pages, I have abstained, with very few exceptions, from
direct references. I may add that this literature exists, as a
whole, in the form of unworked materials, collections of
documents, or monographs. The historical edifice has yet to
be built up.

I beg my friend, I. Stchoukine, whose rich library and
unwearying kindness have alone enabled me to begin and
accomplish my task, to accept the expression of my deep
gratitude. '
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PART I
RUSSIA IN THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY

CHAPTER 1
THE COUNTRY AND THE PEOPLE

I.—RUSSIA, NEW AND OLD. II..~THE TERRITORY. III.—SOCIAL
MATTERS : THE ARISTOCRACY. IV.—POLITICAL AND SOCIAL
ORGANIZATION: THE ORIGIN OF ABSOLUTISM. V.—THE
PEASANTS. VI.—THE SERFS. VII.—THE TOWNSFOLK. VII[.—
THE CHURCH.‘

I.—OLD AND NEW RuUSSIA.

¢ AN eagle, many-winged, with lion’s claws, has fallen upon me.
He has robbed me of three Cedars of Lebanon : my beauty,
my wealth, my children. Our country is deserted, our city
1s in ruins, our markets are destroyed. My brothers have been
carried to a place where neither our fathers, nor our grand-
fathers, nor our forefathers have dwelt. . . .’

Thus, by the mouth of one of her chroniclers, did Pskov, a free
and republican town, absorbed, in the year 1510, into the new
Muscovite Empire, lament her lost independence, her broken
privileges, and her exiled sons. The father of Ivan the Terrible,
Vassili Ivanovitch, had just passed by, had carried off the great
bell which for centuries had called the townsmen to the
viélchié—the popular meetings of the place—deported
hundreds of families—quickly replaced by Muscovite immi-
grants—to the interior of his territories, and proclaimed the
incorporation of the Republic with his State.

And this, in a then unknown corner of the European world,
was the repetition, at short notice, of a chapter of European
history. Thus, at Liége, in 1467, Charles the Bold had over-
thrown the famous perron, the ancient bronze column, at the
foot of which, for centuries past, the people had been wont to

I
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make its laws and accomplish all the acts of its public life.
Thus, too, at the same time, and hard by, Louis X1., striving
with his vassals of Burgundy, Brittany, and Guyenne, was
labouring to ‘ 7éunir les fleurons * of the crown of France.
From one end of the European continent to the other, this
was the decisive hour of great political formations, everywhere
attended by the same painfu¥ crises. But here, in the far
North-East, the task of the ‘ gatherers of the Russian land,’
as they have been called, was especially difficult and arduous.
Thiswas, in fact,nomatter of welding together provincesalready
bound by numerous affinities, common traditions, an evident
solidarity of interests. Corceive the France of the fifteenth cen-
tury conquered by the English, and some Burgundian Prince
" founding, not at Dijon even, but in Germany, in Switzerland,
or in Italy, the nucleus of a new monarchy, destined to gather
into one whole the rsmnants of the French fatberland, dis-
membered, broken into pieces. There you have the equivalent
of the obscure and laborious pracess of gestation which gave
birth, in the early days of the sixteenth century, to that new
world, the Russia of the Ivans and the Vassilis. '
What was that Russia ? Not the country you now traverse
in your sleeping-car from Kiev to St. Petersburg, from Warsaw
to Irkutsk. The Russia of Kiev had passed away ; as yet the
Russia of St. Petersburg was not. Of the-lands which in the
tenth and eleventh centuries had made upsithe Empire of the
Jaroslavs and the Vladimirs, the Sovereign seated at Moscow
held not an inch. He called himself Duke, or Tsar, ¢ of All the
- Russias ’ indeed, but his right to assume the title was much on
a par with that of the English kings, his contemporaries, to
reckon the crown and arms of France in their own patrimony.
‘The Russia of Kiev was now part of the Polish territory ; the
Russia of Mokhilev belonged to Lithuania. Red Russia, White
Russia, Little Russia, were all held by neighbours. Moscow
‘was but a Russian colony in a foreign—a Finnish—country.
Between the eleventh and thirteenth centuries, the Empire
of Kiev had melted away in the fratricidal struggle waged by
the sons of Vladimir Monomachus. In the thirteenth century,1t
underwent a Tartar invasion, in the next, a Polish-Lithuanian
conquest, and naught remained. At the height of the tempest,
George Dolgorouki, one of Monomachus’ heirs, put himself at
the head of a band of Russian colonists in quest of a new home.
Croscing the huge forests which at that time parted the plain
of the Dnieper from that of the Volga, he pushed north-
westward, subjugating the tribes of Finnish origin he found on
his way. And this led to Moscow, founded in 1147—a town
set in a conquered country, an emigrant station. And here,
again, the Mongol invasion had overtaken the scarcely settled
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colony, and imposed foreign laws and foreign customs,
For two centuries, reckoning from the disaster of the Kalka
(1224), it bowed the country down under all the weight of an
Eastern tornado. It was only towards the close of the fifteenth
century that the Muscovite princes, taking advantage of the
slow crumbling of the Mongol Empire, felt strong enough to
cast' off the yoke. They had laboured, meanwhile, to bring
together some neighbouring colonies, first, and then some other
remnants, relatively near, of the ancient Russian fatherland,
and thus had gathered them up‘a new empire, and endowed
Russia with a new home. Novgorod had been theirs since
1478 ; Tver, Rostov, Jaroslav, soon joined them. Ivan IIl.—
the Great, as he has been justly called—added more territory,
which had not been included within the boundaries of Ancient
Russia, pushing the frontiers of New Russia as far as Finland,
the White Sea, and the frozen seas to the north, and towards
the Ural on the east. His son Vassili added Riazan and Nov-
gorod Siéverskii, to the south. Did all this constitute a country
in the historical meaning of that word ? Not yet !

II.—THE TERRITORY.

When he succeeded to the throne, in 1533, Ivan IV.—the
Terrible—inherited a territory already extensive, but which,
geographically speaking, lacked unity and harmony. The
tumult of battle, the confusion of conquest, were apparent
everywhere. It. was a scene of spoils scattered broadcast.
Around the Muscovite nucleus in the centre had been grouped,
in constantly broadening eccentric circles, territories which, for
the most part, had no resemblance, even, to provinces, and can
only be designated by topographical indications : the Govern-
ments of Arkhangelsk, Vologda, and Olonetz to the north-
east ; those of Novgorod and Pskov to the north-west ; to the
west and south-west, the region of the Dnieper, and the present
Government of Smolensk, the western portion of the present
'Government of Kaluga, part of that of Tchernigov, and the
western parts of those of Orel and Kursk ; north-east lay the
Steppe country, without any definite southern frontier, and for
its northern limit the 55th parallel—the northern boundary, in
other words, of the present Goveraments of Kaluga, Tula,
" Riazan, Tambov, Penza, and Simbirsk ; and, lastly, to the east,
the basin of the Kama and its tributaries, the Viatka, the
Tshoussova, and the Biela.

A singularity which in itself paints the nature of this settle-
ment is that its most recent and distant conquests, Novgorod
and Pskov, with their dependencies, were its most important
constituents ; for these included the industrial and commercial

1-—2
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regions of the country, and on these, economcally speaking,
the new Empire subsisted and depended.

Industries were trifling, trade brisker, but still confined
to very modest proportions. The population of this land
of desolate marsh and moor, living mostly by fishing and
only quite exceptionally by husbandry, drew its chief sub-
sistence from a certain flow of merchandise passing to and fro
between the Baltic seaboard and the interior ¢f the country.
But on an area of 282,127 square versts there were but fourteen
towns. Most of these, too, were no more than tiny forts
(ostrojki), and in the districts (piatiny) of Biéjets and Olonetz,
a huge country covering 171,119 square versts, there were no
towns at all; their place was taken by villages (possiélki),
with markets and small bazaars.

Upto near the second half of the sixteenth century, Novgorod,
with its 5,300 dwelling-houses, was the most important of all
the towns in the Empire, save Moscow ; and at Pskov the
inventories of the period enumerate 1,300 shops or trading-
houses within the town alone, apart from the suburbs. But
these documents everywhere point to- a phenomenon which
looms large in the sixteenth-century history of this particular
sphere—the swift extinction of the civilian citizen, properly so
called, eliminated by the military element which takes his place.
At Gdov, which boasts the largest number of inhabitants
belonging to this class, the lists for 1580-1585 only give four-
teen! And this is the work of the Muscovite conquest, which,
with its system of general confiscation and its bestowal of
the confiscated properties on men of its own choice, has rapidly
succeeded in changing the face of the country, even as to its
social elements. Now, these newcomers are all warriors, and
Moscow, in her invading march, her overflowing expansion,
still preserves the primitive characteristic of "her first settle~
ment—a military colony in a conquered country.

And it could not be otherwise, for this, like all the other
provinces of the new Empire, remains a battlefield, with frontiers
ill-defined on one side, and constantly disputed elsewhere.
Amongst the fortresses protecting it on the north-west,
Smolensk, only conquered in 1514, 1s still the nominal capital
of a Lithuanian-Polish, Palatinate, and Viélikié-Louki will
soon be snatched by Batory from Ivan IV. North-eastward
colonization creeps gradually along the White Sea, from the
Onega and the Northern Dvina to the Ural ; but possession is
limited along this coast—pomorié, as it is called—to the sea-
shore and the river-banks, and even from thé econcmic point
of view, monasteries—strategically-occupied points more than
pious foundations—take first rank here. That of Solovki,
on the White Sea, possesses, with valuable salt-works and
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fisheries, a police force and a little army of its own. Further
on, east of the Dvina, the conquest is barely outlined : the only
rallying-point of the poor fishing population is a half-yearly
fair at Lampojnia, on the Mezen, and, the Mezen once crossed,
there is a desert country.

A further singularity is that Moscow, girdled by a ring of
fortified posts, remained an open town, with all the appearances
of a temporary settlement. The city proper, indeed—the Krem!
—was surrounded by battlemented walls studded with towers.
But this enclosure, which included the Sovereign’s palace,
some boiars’ houses, a few churches and monasteries, did not
in any sense encircle the life of the capital. The town, with its
wooden dwelling-houses, its shops, its markets,its gostinnyi dvor,
a stone-built bazaar on the Levantine model, and all its busy
trade, escaped outwards in huge suburbs, some open, some
protected by mere wooden palisades, and all stretching out
into the country, till its meadows and tilled fields mingled
with the houses and shops. Industrial life was scattered still
further afield, in spacious slobodas, perfect villages, which neigh-
boured it, still amongst fields and woods and gardens, with
more monasteries, whose white enclosures and gilded church
domes carried the landscape, half urban, half rustic, far out to
the horizon. And a fitting capital it was for this Empire on
its outward march, moving to a future that still lay obscure,
hidden in a perpetual beyond.

The designations of the hastily-formed .provinces of the
new Empire corresponded with the migratory nature of their
constitution. Men said ‘ The towns beyond the Oka,’” * beyond
the Kama,” the word town (gored) meaning, to them, the terri-
tory with its chief town. For the central region itself, the
nucleus of the Empire in process of formation, the expression
was ‘ The towns beyond the Moskva, zamoskovnyié gorody.’

. Nijni-Novgorod, recently conquered by the rulers of Moscow
from another group of the descendants of Monomachus, was
sometimes looked on as belonging to this central region, and
sometimes relegated, with Arzamas and Mourom, to the outer
zone. And yet here the Russia of the North-West, just beginning
her new life, possessed another Kiev, as it were, on the very
marches of the annexed territories. The situation, the beauty
of the site, were both the same. Jenkinson, the Englishman,
starting thence. in 1558, with his flotilla of galleys, for the Far
East, was to see a renewal of the period of the floating caravans
despatched by the Princes of Kiev on the ¢ Voyage to Greece.’
But all around, even to the neighbouring river basin of the
Kliazma, save for Vladimir, where some remnants of vanished
splendours still remained, the conquest had laid the country
waste and scattered it with ruins. The population in the
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country parts still clung to the soil. In the towns no one was
left, save the soldiers, who were everywhere. This is the
general hall-mark of the new settlement. The populated
‘centres of the province of Moscow, beyond a radius of some
60 to 100 miles, themselves bore this mark. Northward, at
the distance thus indicated, stretched an essentially military
zone, wherein military considerations were constantly mingled
with peaceful occupations, and the urban districts—Tver,
Rjev, Zoubstov, Staritsa—were all strategic points. South-
ward, the towns of Serpoukhov, Kashira, and Kolomna, on the
Upper Moskva, and the Oka, guarded the passage of the two
rivers against an ever-threatening invasion. Beyond these lay
another desert, the dikoié pole (wild field), not to be colonized
till in the second half of the century.

Such was the territory to which the rule of Ivan IV. was to
annex, with Kazan, Astrakan, and their dependencies, the
low-lying lands along the Middle and Lower Volga, the Kama,
the Viatka, and the Caspian seaboard, andmto which, as a
field for future hope, was to be added, from the banks of the
Volga to those of the Don, the Northern Doniéts, and the
Lower Dnieper, the enigmatic sphere of the Kozatchina, that
huge reservoir into which, from the furthest depths of Poland
and Muscovy alike, a whole population of willing exiles per-
petually flowed ; upon which, from either side, the same action
of laws, political and social, poured forth, in one continuous
stream, the same quota of diverse elements, driven out of
their natural centres by those three eternal instruments of
the formation and disaggregation of societies—the spirit of
revolt, the spirit of enterprise, and the spirit of liberty.

As to the total numbers of the population:within these
borders we have no clue, not even approximate. Touching
the capital itself. information varies to an extent which defies
all certainty. The number of houses set down for the year
1520—41,500—would give us a population of at least 100,000
souls. But thirty years later the Pope’s Envoy, Possevino,
gives 30,000 as a more likely number. True it is, indeed,
that the town, during the interval, had undergone a Tartar
invasion which had laid it in utter ruin. But the same thing is
true of most of the towns of this Emptre, in which war still
raged almost everywhere, and, between any two given periods
—often in the space of a yeéar-—changed the whole face of a
country. _

From the ethnographical point of view, the Russian element
in nine-tenths of this country was that exceedingly slight one
-arising out of a very recent colonization. There is no necessity,
at this period, for scratching the Muscovite to discover the
Tartar, or,above all, the Finn. The bulk of the population every-
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where is of this latter race. Yet,in this respect, the conquests
of the Terrible and his successors have been the chief instru-
ments of the introduction into the composition of the Empire

of that great diversity, the existence of which Keppen’s map

even now demonstrates. We have no documents, indeed, on

which to found any exact opinion as to the part played by the

various. races. - This scarcely appears, except in the moral

and intellectual life of the country, and these I shall set forth

later. Politically it is almost non-existent; whether by

elimination or absorption, the Muscovite hegemony has put -
down, all resistance. Socially, the difference of origin does

not appear, for another reason. " It is hardly pessible to assert

that this Muscovite centre contained two, or several, distinct

societies, in mutual but antagonisti¢ contact. Was there, in

fact, any society at all ? '

ITT.—SociaL CrassES : THE ARISTOCRACY.

Amidst the divergencies on which a certain school of history
and politi¢s has been fond of dilating, even to exaggeration—
divergencies greatly diminished at a later date, which then
separated - this growing world from Western Europe—the
absence of all social classes holds the front rank. Other
features of dissimilarity may easily be noted. There was no
feudal organization, nor any of its modern offshoots; no
chivalry, nor survivals from it ; no Church armed with secular
powers, and using them to battle with the State. But all
these features are easily traced back to one common denomina-

. tor—no social classes.

The phenomenon is genuine, but most complex, both as to
its causes and its manifestations. In this country, of course,
as in every other, there are rich men and poor, labourers and
tradesmen, townsfolk and country folk, and a variety, therefore,
of social elements. But these elements have no real organic
value here. Let me explain myself. )

Ivan IV. was to spend his whole life warring against the
boiars. The boiars certainly formed an aristocracy, and the
country, indeed, recognised several of these. Along with
the boiars, the descendants of the old appanaged Princes—
who traced back their origin in some cases to Rurik, the first
Russian, in others to Guédymin, the first Lithuanian, Prince,
and who all held governmental powers in that country—claimed
a predominant position. Some members of the elder branch
of the family of the founder of the dynasty—the ruling house
of Moscow was of the younger branch—and still holding
remnants of their ancient patrimony, had just claims to high
pretensions, and did not fail to put them forward. They
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enjoyed certain rights and privileges, clearly denoting their
former- quality as independent Sovereigns, and fought for
them fiercely. ) :

But read the Code drawn up by the grandfather of the
Terrible, the Soudiébnik of 1497 : not a trace does it bear of
all these rights and privileges and pretensions! The clergy
once set apart, it divides all the remaining dwellers in the
country into two categories, which have no social quality
about them, and in which the diverse conditions history creates
count not at all : ‘ men who serve ’ on one side, ‘ men who do
not serve’ on-the other—sloojilyié and niésloojilyié, nothing
more. What does this mean ? It means that the legislator
wiped out all historical precedents, and, dealing despotically
with the mass of beings at his disposal, divided it up according
to the constitution of the existing settlement at Moscow—
that, as I have endeavoured to show, of a campaigning aimy.

In a regiment, there are neither princes nor churls, neither
merchants nor labourers—there are soldiers, corporals, officers.
And here we have a regiment. In a prison, the prisoners are
only known by their numbers. And this is, or is to be, a
prison. The sloojilyié are soldiers, who are to help their chief
to ‘gather up the soil of Russia.” The #niésloojilyzé are the
labourers, the fatigue-parties, who feed the army on its march.
Neither class has any place, or dignity, or function, save that
allotted to it by the regulation. Every man to serve in the ranks
—that is the general order. No sign of anyhierarchy of birth. In
the first category, with the boiars, the Princes, the great officers
of the Crown, the chief functionaries, and hardly distinguished
from them by a subordination of a purely administrative
character, we see the humble workers, civil and military,
blacksmiths and gunners, carpenters. and private soldiers.
Merchants and agriculturists, again, in the o6ther category,
are mingled together under the common law of the taxation
imposed on them. The sloojilyié of the highest rank do, indeed,
enjoy certain privileges—they perform the higher functions,
they own the land. In the eye of the law their testimony
carries greater weight, and the indemnity rightfully paid them
for an offence is three times that a mere diak (clerk) can claim,
But this tariff of honour, varying accordimg to grades and occu-
pations, affects every rank. There is nothing social about
it, as yet. It forms part of the emoluments assigned to each
post.

I have yet to explain, how it became possible to carry out
this artificial grouping and despotic classification of the social
forces. ‘It was inevitable, in the first place, that elements
so torn apart and cast into new and arbitrary moulds should
have but little coherence at the outset. As regards the
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aristocratic element this was assuredly the case. Here, as
in the West, the higher stratum of society found its first
nucleus in the Prince’s immediate following. Etymologists
disagree as to the origin of the word doiar. Whether it comes
from boi (fight), or from bdol, boliz, bolchyi (greater), it was used,
in the first instance, to designate the comrades of the leader
of the primitive band, his droojinniki (droojina, suite, company),
who played, at his side, the part played by the anthrustions
of the first Frankish chiefs, the Anglo-Saxon thanes, the
ministeriales in the heart of feudal Germany. But whereas
in the West the relations thus formed between the Princes
and their vassals were solidified by the establishment of
each and all on domains, in political and social functions,
clear, fixed, hallowed by law, by custom, and by habit, the
same relations here continued vague, and shared thegenera
mobility of all things. For a long time the Prince was
a nomad, and his droojina followed, or did not follow, him.
There was no rule nor any obligation in this matter. The
chief could dismiss his comrades, and they could leave him
if they chose. They frequently used their right. When the
Prince of Volhynia undertook a campaign against the Prince
of Kiev, in 1149, his droojina failed him, and exposed him
to disaster. No constraint was recognised. When Russia
was all cut up amongst a number of Sovereigns, the boiars
had no scruple about going over from one ruler to another,
according to their own interest or fancy, and these desertions
were no disgrace whatever., They were not regarded as
felonious acts. The deserters continued to hold their lands,
and carried them into the pale of the authority of the new
chief, chosen of their own free will.

When Moscow began to play her part in history, she did not
hesitate to take advantage of these habits, which she recognised
as a wonderful instrument to serve her policy of unification
—a means of ruining the neighbouring States by their dis-
aggregation, and strengthening her own sovereignty at their
expense. She had become an unrivalled centre of attraction,
so the game held no risk for her ; everything came to her, none
dreamed of leaving her. Thus, from one neighbour to another,
she gathered up the remnants of the lesser planets absorbed
into her own sun—all the wreckage from scattered Courts and
disbanded troops—and found in them an eminently plastic
substance, easily shaped in her own chosen mould.

The Sovereign had fresh companions—not even the com-
rades who had shared his perils and his triumphs, but beaten
men, captives, rooted up from their own soil. Further, the
whole aristocracy in the heart of this North-Eastern Russia,
even that which had remained on its hereditary domains,
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lacked any sufficient consistency. Its descent was not over
ancient, and it had no solid foundation. Under the feudal
régime, the relations between the Sovereign and the great lords
had their counterpart, on a lower scale, in those between the
nobles and their churls. Serfdom completed vassalage. Here,
as we shall see, amidst a free agricultural population, which
only gave the great landed proprietors a sorely-bargained and
disputed, and always most precarious, forced service, the
counterpart was non-existent. And to use these floating ele-
ments at will and solidify them, under another form, into a
military organization, the power of Moscow must have been
strongly constituted indeed.

IV.—PoLriticAL AND SOCIAL ORGANIZATION : THE ORIGIN
OF ABSOLUTISM.

The origin and nature of this power have given rise to much
conjecture. The school of history at the teashing of which I
have already hinted has chosen to recognise it as an organic
phenomenon, arising out of the temperament of the Slav
race, domiciled, by the chances of destiny, in a land far distant
from its ancient home. It has also taken it .to be the only
régime that has proved capable of supplying the special
needs of this race, politically speaking, and of ‘insuring the
living existence of the settlements founded by it. After careers
occasionally very brilliant, but always short, all the Slav States
founded on other principles have proved themselves insuffici-
ently protected against an abnormal development’of the aristo-
cratic element, and weakening of the central power.

But whence came the special inclination of the Slav colony
in the north-east to adopt this régime, and.its adaptability

, to it? Monsieur Zabiéline has ascribed the phenomenon to
the principle of domestic absolutism developed by the teach-
ing of the Eastern Church. Monsieur Kostomarov holds
‘that it proceeds from the Tartar conquest, and others have
attributed it to the influence of the Finnish element. These
three explanations are of small value. The Eastern Church
wielded quite as great an influence, or greater, over Southern
Russia during the Kiev period, and during that very period
the application of a personal and absolute power, as realized
in Moscow towards the close of the fifteenth century, was
unknown. The most ancient information we have as to the
-Slav peoples— Byzantine chronicles, Procopius’ historical

. works, those of the Emperor Leon, of Dithmar, of Merseburg
—shows us popular assemblies wielding supreme power, or
sharing it, and the Slavonic tribes settled in Russia form no
exception to this rule. As Nestor testifies, they even did
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without Princes. Later, in the eleventh century,” we find
the same democratic institutions at Kiev and Novgorod,
at Smolensk and Polotsk. From one end of the country
to the other the wviéichie (from wviésichat, to announce), as the
popular gatherings were called, are doing their work with
varying privileges : here a full exercise pf sovereign power,
there a right to choose the ruler, and everywhere a more or
less complete share in every authority, guaranteed by regular
contracts and formal charters.

Autocracy itself, in its first form, was not synonymous, here,
with absolute power. Certainly the Muscovite samodiérjets
is the counterpart of the Byzantine aufocrator, but the abso-
lutism of the Byzantine Emperors admitted the clergy to a
share of power. And for a lengthened period the Muscovite
clergy recognised the samodiérjavié merely as a symbol of the
national independence in dealing with the foreigner. It
reserved the rights of the Church, at all events, if not those
of the people, too. The word, nevertheless, favoured a danger-
ous misunderstanding, and, as a matter of fact, even long
before the coming of the Tartars, the rival principle of
popular sovereignty, compromised first in the North-Eastern
regions, where the Princes of Souzdal and Riazan succeeded
in establishing their dynasties on a firm basis of heredity
and primogeniture, only maintained itself in exceptional
cases. At Pskov and Novgorod it was preserved in all its
integrity till the close of the fifteenth century. Elsewhere,
from the beginning of the thirteenth, it had been eliminated
or visibly weakened.

The phenomenon does not find its explanation in the Mongol
hegemony any more than in the Byzantine influence. The
former did, indeed, introduce a radical change into the relations
between governments and the governed. For the traditional
source of supreme power, the popular favour, it substituted the
caprice of the new sovereign masters. A journey towards the
banks of the Volga and gifts offered to the Khan were better
than any election. The pilgrim hied him homewards with an
tarlik which made any other investiture superfluous. The
Florentine Union and the fall of Constantinople also worked,
to some extent, in the same direction. Up to the end of the four-
teenth century, the Church recogpised but one T'sar in Russia
~—the Emperor of Constantinople—called ¢ Emperor of the
Russians ’* and ‘ Sovereign of the Universe,” even in the prayers
of the Muscovite clergy. After that date it became necessary
to carry the same homage elsewhere, and the ruler of Moscow
g)lsle according to the measure of the Byzantine Sovereign’s

Yet all these incidences, we must admit, played but a



12 IVAN THE TERRIBLE

secondary part; their action decided nothing. As to the
influence of .the Finnish element on the evolution in ques-
tion, if the fact that a conquered people has imposed its ways,
its 1deas, its customs on its conquerors is not altogether un-
discoverable in history, we must at least conclude, in every
example known to us, that this triumph was accounted for by
some superiority of culture. In this case no such hypothesis
can be entertained. The Russian colonists of the thirteenth
and fouiteenth century were certainly barbarians, but those
they had to deal with were more barbarous still, and it was
not force of numbers which gave them the victory.

The key to the riddle lies, as it seems to me, in the combined
action and mutual reaction of two phenomena to which I have
previously referred : the absence of any organic development
in the heart of Russian society, and the military form 1mposed
on that society by the circumstances attending the constitution
or reconstitution of its new settlement in the north-east.
Here Russian colonization found itself, for many years, in a
hostile country, hemmed in by foes. Thus the Sovereign
became the leader of an army. In this quality he naturally
acted as a dissolvent on social elements which possessed no
sufficient coherence, and, as they crumbled to atoms, his power
fed on their weakness.

The origins of most States have witnessed the réeproduction
of these phenomena. The curious.thing, in the case of this
eccentric community, is that after long tarrying on the outer
borders of European life, it was suddenly initiated into certain
of Europe’s noblest conquests, and into the refinements of a
culture according but ill with the backwardness of its organ-
ization, social and political. Everything in it was done all at
once, and the normal course of progress was often reversed.

+In a certain sense, the civilizing current, coming from without,'
has favoured the development of absolutism in this country,
by endowing the personal power with resources and means of
action it could never have drawn from the heart of a barbarous
society. Ivan IV. was an ‘intellectual,” and as such a far
more redoubtable despot than Louis XI., who professed scorn
for literature, science, and the arts. He only took men’s
bodies, but Ivan was to take their souls;"and shut them up in
that iron cage of his, within which all Russia was to live,
bent double, for centuries to come.

Itis easy to show how this cage was built. When a sufficient
tale of ‘ comrades,” tempted from neighbouring Princes, had
been enticed away, and Moscow was overflowing with men fit
for service, the lord of the city grew eager to put down the
system of free enlistment which had enabled him to fill up his
fighting corps. His neighbours, indeed, had begun the work
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for him. Their own interest had impelled them to impose some
restrictions in the matter, but it was a Republican and so-called
Liberal Government which had taken the decisive step.
Republics are responsible for a good many misdeeds of this
nature, and nobody can accuse me of dealing with present
events—the fact occurred in the year 1368 ! At that date the
Republic of Novgorod decreed that any citizen quitting her
territory forfeited all right to hold any property within it. All
Moscow had to do was to follow suit. For some time yet the
principle was respected, but even under Ivan III. any ‘ man
who served ’ who seemed inclined to leave the Prince was cast
into prison; and to get out, he had not only to renounce his
right, still nominally respected, but to undertake not to use it,-
and sometimes to furnish security as well.

I dwell on these details because they age indispensable to any
comprehension of the interior development' of the nation.
Ivan IV. was to apply the precedents thus created in the
broadest fashion, going so far as to establish a sort of mutual
insurance against the infidelity of his sloojilyzé.

Yet princes and boiars, even thus enlisted and settled in the
ranks, preserved a certain autonomy, political and social, rooted
in their illustrious origin and their possession of the ancient
domains, or the remains of them—appanages and freehold
lands—over which they still held certain sovereign rights and
numerous privileges. To this the Muscovite Government
applied a twofold remedy—first, by placing at the head of its
new military hierarchy, not the descendants of Rurik and
Guédymin, natural peers and rivals of the new master, but
his own ‘ comrades —those who had been his first helpers in
the task of ‘gathering up the soil of Russia,” even if their
ancestors had been no more than humble stable-grooms. The
absence of any corporate spirit, any caste feeling, in this aris-
tocracy in embryo made the operation all the easier.

To this the Muscovite policy added another and a'yet more
efficacious expedient. A system of confiscation, energetically
applied, amidst the destruction of the ancient principalities
annexed to the Empire, placed a huge area of -land at the
Government’s disposal. This Moscow parcelled out afresh, but,
when she bestowed them on her ¢ servants,’ she carefully avoided
preserving the peculiar rights attending the possession of these
lands by the old proprietors. .-They were no longer called
appanages or freeholds (vottckiny) : they were mere pomiéstia—
in other words, as their name denotes (miésto, place), allot-
ments, corresponding to the posts held by their occupiers in
the ‘service,” and intended as remuneration for their work.
They were thus life interests, or hereditary only in so far as the
pomiéshichik’s heir showed himself fit to succeed him in his
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fundtions too. They were free from taxes, like the vottchiny,
but burdened with the heaviest impost of all, that of forced-
service. They bore some analogy to the feudal holdings of the
West, but differed from them in that, far from the service being
a freely accepted condition and charge on the fief, the fief, in
this case, was the consequence, the reward, of an arbitrarily
imposed service. To sum it up, there was no aristocratic or
corporative position here. There was pay, emolument in
kind. And, further, there was a deliberate intention to gradu-
ally assimilate the ancient appanages and freehold lands to this
new type of property, and the votichinniki to the pomiéshichiki
of the new régime.

The new territorial holdings, uncertain both by their mode
of constitution and their slight chance of permanence, remained
within very small proportions. Some did not cover more than
30 diéssiatines (about equal to a French hectare, or 2% acres,
English), and even within these limits their bestowal was often
delayed, or purely fictitious. Towards 15%p, out of 168
* children of boiars ’—the term used to describe the fallen de-
scendants of those high functionaries who had been unable to
transmit the titles of the posts they had held to their heirs—
out of 168 of these young men, borne on the ‘ service ’ lists at
Pootivl and Rylsk, 99 had been given nothing, because there
was no post to,give. And.at the same time, and for the same
reason, a certain pomiéshichiki, very well provided for on paper,
had not received 74 diéssiatines out of the 8o conferred on him !

Hence, in matters of household life, lodging, food, clothing,
the mass of the sloojilyié lioodi were scarcely distinguishable
from the common peasantry. Their condition sometimes
appears even lower. The dwellings of a few great men, holding
high posts, and well paid accordingly, were the only ones
which, though invariably built of wood, presented an imposing
appearance, with their many pavilions clustered againstacentral
block, their covered outer staircases, their projecting galleries,
their elaborate roofs, and huge outbuildings. .In most cases
these palaces were replaced by isbas, which, with their wooden
floor, daily washed, scraped, and swept, the truss of hay by
the entry to wipe the visitors’ feet, and a certain display of
plate, more often pewter than silver, in the first room, had no
lordly quality about them. . ‘

The difference between the boiar and the. peasant was
more especially marked by the number of servants the former.
thought himself obliged to keep—cooks, bakers, gardeners,
tailors, workmen of every kind. Other daily guests he had,
higher in degree, but rather less important, whose only function
was to follow the master, on foot or horseback, whithersoever
he went, and keep him company on his travels, in his business,
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and his pleasures. I had forgotten the steward, but he was
the most indispensable man of all. Even if he only held a few
trifling acres, the pomiéshichik could not do without this alter
ego, nor himself cultivate the soil on which he was to live.
Had he possessed the desire, he would not have had the time.
His time belonged ‘to his Sovereign, who, from infancy to
extreme old age, disposed of it at will. Campaigning service,
service at the desk—the sloojily is a man of all work. We see
him called out to fight. He takes a small bag of millet, a few
pounds of salted pork, a little salt and pepper mixed (if his
means allow of his indulging in this last much-appreciated
condiment, already regarded as a luxury). To these supplies
he adds a hatchet, some tinder, and a cooking vessel, and therein
consists his whole equipment. On campaign he will dispensc
with the services of a military commissariat, non-existent here.
When he comes back to his property, to find it devastated,
perhaps, and pillaged, certainly, by that same steward, he will
pick up the orange-skins and scraps of pumpkin thrown from
the passing traveller’s vehicle—see Herberstein—but he will
not even knock at his neighbour’s door except on horseback
and attended by a serving-man. . .

Such are his fortunes. And it not unfrequently happens
that his desires tend towards quitting them, and losing himself
in that other category of ‘ non-servers >’ who, not having the
same burdens to bear, are often more comfortably circum-
stanced. The only thing that holds him back is the chain that
binds him to his post. Of esprit de corps he has no trace. In
fact, the line of demarcation between the two classes is marked
by the official registers only. The'son of a boiar, borne on
them, has brothers who, having escaped enrolment by some
chance, are plain peasants, and are glad of it. Another
sloojily may have become a tailor in some boiar’s house.

Even in the highest places the solidarity of this hierarchy—
a legacy of ancient aristocratic affinities, or the product of
a new community of functions and positions—is constantly
weakened and destroyed by the perpetual despotism and
never-ceasing changes which break up every position attained,
and carry men of every grade from the foot of the ladder to the
top, from the lowest rank to the highest, making a dog-boy, on
the shortest notice, the equal of the proudest boijar. Feeling
themselves thus swallowed up in the mob of low-born ‘servants,’
with no link of blood, tradition, nor even interest, between
themselves and many of them, the descendants of Rurik and
Guédymin soon lost, if not the memory of their own origin and
their pride in it, their eagerness, at all events, to defend and
establish and illustrate the new dignity they shared with
comrades such as these.
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Thus, voluntary abdication followed on enforced humiliation,
and this shadowy aristocracy, constrained at first, and then
submissive, surrendered itself to a victorious absolutism, till
a power which knew how to turn it to account and use it, to
serve the needs and higher ends of Russia, had thus been
consolidated, and even rendered indispensable.

And the same evolution repeats itself through every stratum
of this society which is no society. Its progress is even more
evident, perhaps, in the destiny of other classes, and notably
in that of the peasant class.

V.—THE' PEASANTS.

The story I must here tell is a sad one. As a child, I saw
the closing days of a régime which, in this humble sphere,
only died out of Russia a little less than half a century ago,
and the Emancipation of 1861 was then looked on as.a belated
act of justice and political wisdom. But, as ,a matter of fact,
it was a premature and hasty measure, for the state of things
it ended had only lasted two centuries and a half. Contrary
to what had happened in every other European country, the
serfdom of modern Russia was not the painful legacy of.a
barbarous age, but a new fact, coinciding with the country’s
entrance on the ‘path of European civilization, and the
contradictory consequence, in a certain measure, of that new
phase of the national existence.

This is an unquestionable paradox. Towards the close of
the sixteenth century, when in every European. country, and
even close by, in Poland, the personal bond between the
agricultural population and the landowners wa$.breaking, or
slackening, at all events, under the action of the new social and
economic laws which were reforming” the old feudal world,
Russia contrives to forge, all complete, the very chains which
have hitherto been non-existent within her borders!

Up to this period most of the peasants dwelling on the land -
conquered or recovered by Russlan colonies in the north-west
had been free—in theory, at all events—and the social condition
of the class had even undergone some improvement. These
peasants, once called smerdi—a name jpdicating scorn, if not
infamy—(smerdit, to smell nasty), were now known by another
generic title, which, while testifying to the lack of corporative
differentiation always to be a peculiarity of the social elements
of their country, clearly indicated a rise in the social scale.
Whether town or country dwellers, tilling the soil or following
other avocations, they were all simply called Khrestianié
(Christians).

They made up the contingent of agricultural or industrial
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labourers. ‘As agriculturists, whether working their own land
or land belonging to another, their time and their labour
were their own. In the first case, they had the free disposal
of their property, so long as they paid the taxes imposed by
the State or by their own commune. In the second, whether
as tenant farmers or metayers, they paid for the use of the
ground according to the very varying provisions of their
agreements with the owners. These depended on local
custom, on the value of the land, and especially on the nature
of its judicial tenure.

The land was said to be ¢ white >—free from State taxation—
or ‘ black >—that is, taxed. The former category belonged to
the votichiny and the pomiéstia, the latter either to the Court
or to the peasants themselves. Church lands might belong
to either category, according to the concessions conferred on
the clergy or the acquisitions made by them. iad]

Leases on the metayage system for the period of crop rotation
—three years—or even longer, were common, especially in the
north and centre of the country, and those who held them
were generally better off than their neighbours. .

Other agreements imposed obligations on the farmer, re-
sembling those of the English sveman, such as to cut wood
and bring it to the manor-house, and pay certain fines, much
like the French formariage, when his daughters married.

It was customary also, at Christmas and Easter, and on some
other solemn feast days, for the tenant to make his landlord
certain presents. These special dues bore the name of barchi-
china (the lord’s work), or zzdiélié (work), or boiarskoié diélo
(the lord’s work). They foreshadow the forced service, soon,
alas! to be the law of serfdom. But at this period their
definite and common reason is to be found in the supplies of
money,implements, and seeds frequently received by the farmer
from his landlord, and the interest on which he thus returned.

The relative importance of these dues vartes greatly, and
it is rather difficult to fix their value. In the central provinces,
towards the middle of the sixteenth century, the rent of an
obja or a wvyt—five to six diéssiatines—reached two or three
roubles. But very often the charge was paid in labour,
the tenant of an obja, for instance, being bound to till a diés-
siatine, or one and a half, for the-landlord’s benefit. And,
further, we should have to settle the value of the rouble at
that period. It has been reckoned, according to the price
of corn, at nearly 100 roubles of our coinage, but this seems a
doubtful calculation.

On the ¢ black’ lands belonging to the State these taxes were
replaced by imposts and ferced service, which occasionally
reached a similar value, but were, generally speaking, less
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heavy. Onlands, ‘black’ or ¢ white,” belonging to the Church,
the expenses connected with working the soil were also mich
lighter, as a rule.

The tenant, wherever he was, could give up his tenancy when
he had settled accounts with his landlord, and the landlord had
power to put in a new tenant as soon as the old one’s lease
had expired. The extreme mobility of the popular existence
—a universal feature, hereditary, and accentuated at this
period-——made these migrations matters of frequent occurrence.
From the fifteenth century, however, economic necessities
had brought about a certain modification of this freedom on |
both sides. First of all arose a custom according to which
no landlord exercised his rights in harvest-time, a moment
at which no peasant could dream of using his. This led
Ivan III. to fix a period of fourteen days, just after St. George’s
Day (November 24), for the relinquishment of tenancies and
the winding up of accounts with landlords ; -and in his time
the outgoing tenant further paid for his gight of habitation
(pojiloré) a sum varying, according to the value of the land
occupied, between fifty-six kopecks and one rouble six kopecks.

Such was the law. In practice, as may be imagined, many
evasions were pcssible. Labour being scarce and universally
sought after, proprietors enticed farmers from one property
to another, just like the, Sovereigns, on the look-out for ‘ser-
vants.” Often there were forcible abductions. These were
called svoz. Often, too, on divers pretexts, outgoing tenants
were called on to pay more than they owed, and thus
detained. Yet, liberty, even so fettered and curtailed, was
liberty still. What with the dues to his landlord and his
commune, the extra charges for judicial procg¢edings, and the
constantly increasing taxes laid upon him, the peasant had
a heavy burden. Monsieur Rojkov, in his'book on ¢ Russian
Agriculture in the Sixteenth Century’ (1899, p. 244), has
calculated that the peasant in the northern provinces gave
the landlord back one-half of the cereal produce of his holding,
and that the other half hardly fed himself and his family for
six months. Cattle-raising and some small industries enabled
him to make two ends meet, but barely that. Very poor
he was, but, like the 6ld Anglo-Saxon veor/, or the German
Markgenosse, he continued to some degree the equal, from
the judicial and administrative point of view, of the boiar,
the merchant, and "the Churchman. The courts of justice
were open to him as to others, and such was the equality in
this respect, that in a dispute between men of different ranks,
amenable, by virtue of their condition, to different jurisdic-
tions, the peasant, like any other subject of the Empire, had
a right to choose his judges. o
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Within his own commune, tco, whether rural or urban, he
enjoyed a certain administrative autonomy which has taxed
the sagacity of quite recent historians, and the nature of which
I shall have to indicate more precisely when I reach a more
detailed study of the organization of the country.

Finally, as I have just reminded my readers, these peasants
were not all husbandmen. The documents of the period
frequently divide them into two classes: labourers (pakhatnyié)
and villagers (dereviénskiié). What are these villagers who
do not dig? In this category we find men registered as
millers, tailors, shoemakers. Here again is manifested, once
again, that lack of the corporative spirit, that confusion of
social atonis, which, save in the Church—and even there we
shall soon have to go back to the subject—keeps the national
organization in the outline stage. If many country peasants
do not till the soil, the towns hold many who are husbandmen.
In country places the peasants of this first-named category
often, though the fact is disputed (see Monsieur Diakhonov’s
‘View of the History of the Rural Populations in Russia,’
1889, p. 209, and Serguiéiévitch’s ¢ Judicial Antiquities,” 1903,
iii., 133,etc.), belonged to the mysterious class of the boby/Z,1and-
less peasants, occasionally tillers, but not on their own account,
and in that case agricultural labourers, but trade labourers
often, and, oftenest of all, vagabonds pure and simple, lost
in the mass of outlaws of every kind—Cossacks, wandering
jugglers, beggars, and thieves. Those who would differentiate
them from the #aglyié—qualified peasants—are mistaken.
Except in the case 'of lands enjoying a temporary or per-
petual, but always an exceptional, freedom by virtue of special
charters, the tiaglo (from #anout, to draw, to drag a load)
is the universal rule of the period. Everybody pays in some
fashion, everywhere, and on everything, and the bobylz, who
pay taxes or imposts on the houses they inhabit or the trades
they follow, are no exception. They owe nothing for the soil
they till, because they till for others, and in this lies the sole
difference between them and the ordinary husbandman.

Whether imposed on them by some misfortune or volun-
tarily accepted, nothing binds them to this comparatively
humiliating condition in life. They can always leave it as
soon as they find means to do so, ard share the common rights
once more. In the sixteenth century the proportion of bobyli
in the country parts was from 4'2 to 416 per cent., the lowest
percentage occurring on the lands held by monastic establish-
ments. In the following century, and under the influence of
the tumult into which the disputes over the inheritance of
the Terrible cast the country, these figures will be quite upset.

In a more and more floating population the monasteries

2—2.
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alone, or almost alone, will preserve a regular supply of labour,
settling most of these bobyli, together with another class of
unqualified peasants, the  children of the monasteries ’ (mon-
astyrskiié diétiénychy), in their own villages and hamlets. These
last were peabants of an inferior class, but free in their own
persons, and not serfs at all. Were there no serfs, then, in
this country, which, till the middle of the nineteenth century,
was the last stronghold of European serfdom ? Yes, indeed.
But in the sixteenth century they formed an almost im-
perceptible element in the mass of the population.

VI.—THE SERFS.

Even at a later period, the conversion of war captives into

slaves was considered a natural law, .and there were other
causes of slavery besides, such as marriage with a slave,
slave birth, bankruptcy, certain domestic functions, and
even the deliberate laying down of his Own liberty by any
man. Down to the fifteenth century the man who per-
formed the duties of a #ivoune (turnkey) was necessarily a
slave, and until the seventeenth, an insolvent debtor was
made over to his credifor, and remained his slave until the
debt was paid. . .

To these constituting causes of serfdom the sixteenth cen-
tury added a new custom—the %abala, or, after an Arab word,
the contract ‘made by a man who borrows a sum of money
and undertakes to pay the interest with his labour. This
transaction did not in itself involve-loss of liberty, and
in Germany and Southern Italy similar .eontracts did not
produce this counsequence. The kabalnyi could free himself
by paying his debt.. In Germany and Italy the man thus con-
ditionally permitted to recover the power of his own person
generally made use of the possibility. In Russia, as a rule, the
fulfilment of the conditions was impossible, and the whole
history of serfdom, as finally established ‘in the couritry, rests
on this fact. )

Ivan IV.’s Code noted four classes of slaves: full slaves
(polnyié)—that is to say, these whoge slavery, like that of their
offspring, was unconditional—senior slaves, whose slavery,
no doubt, was limited, according to a fashion unknown to us ;
slaves called kabalynié ; and slaves known as dokladnyié, en-
slaved by virtue of a doklad, another form of free contract.
But the legislator, while thus noting a state of things created
by the action of the past, sought to reduce the proportions
of this legacy from barbarous times, to restrict the causes
constituting a state of slavery, and to encircle their applica-
tion with formalities which in many cases became prohibitive.
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Russia, now brought into contact with the Western world,
showed her inclination to follow in the path of freedom, as
well as on other roads to civilization ; and besides, though lack
of documentary evidence prevents us from offering any exact
figures on the subject, the question, according to the agreement
of many authorities, affected only a very small proportion of
the labouring population.

Yet this period it was which led up to the general serfdom
of the whole people. How ? By what strange reversal of
the natural development of corresponding relations ?

Up to a comparatively recent date, the Russian Government
of the close of the sixteenth century has borne the heaviest
and most terrible responsibility in this matter. Alone, accord-
ing to the very general belief, on its own initiative, by its own
action, it worked this ruinous and far-reaching change in the
judicial and social position of the classes affected by it. At
the present day this view is generally cast aside. In Russia,
as elsewhere, serfdom has been the outcome of time, and of
a particular stage in the political and economic history of the
,country, and there is no necessity for seeking an explanation
of the phenomenon in the misty conceptions of the Slavophile
doctrine.

According to Kaveline (see his ¢ Works,’ vol. i., p. 630), this
phenomenon was the natural, necessary, logical result of the
general organization of the country, itself based on the
principle of domestic authority, and, as such, was rather
beneficial than otherwise in its nature. This power of one man
over anothér, used cruelly sometimes, because the habits
and customs of the time were rough, but not really abused
on the whole, was limited, in his view, to a sort of guardian-
ship, founded, not on the strength of the guardian who had
thus found means to impose his will, but on the feebleness
of the ward, whose consciousness of weakness led him to accept
an indispensable authority, guidance, and protection.

Granting this hypothesis, we should still have to account
for the sudden discovery of a condition of social incapacity
which had in no wise been previously revealed, and the co-
incidence of this new state of things with a period of growth
which should rather have prevented or diminished it. The
truth, as it appears from historical data, would seem to be
very different. In the records of the populations in question
during the sixteenth century, two facts rule. One is the rapid
disappearance of the peasant proprietor, the other the equally
rapid impoverishment of the peasant in general. And behold
the results : On one side a mass of men, agricultural labourers
and others, who, finding they cannot support themselves in
any other way, agree to sell their liberty, so that they may not
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die of hunger; on the other a mass of tenants, who, being
unable to pay their landlords’ dues, lose the essential right
on which their liberty depends—that of leaving their tenancy
at the end of their term. The first-named, having lost the
scrap of land on which they lived, are forced either to beg or
to give service ; the others, who have received a subvention,
in some form, from their landlords, find its repayment an im-
possibility. In the most ordinary circumstances a peasant
entering into possession of his farm received an advance of
three roubles. In ten years he had thirty roubles to pay,
besides either fifty-six kopecks or one rouble fifty-six kopecks
for the pojiloié—say, about 300 roubles in all, in our money.

In most cases the finding of such a sum was a pure impossi-
bility. Therefore there was difficulty at the very start: the
conversion of the debt that kept rolling up, the serebro, as
it was called (serebro, money), into a sort of obligation which
bound the debtor to the soil ; the habitual assimilation of
the serebrianiki to the serfs in common law, Kholopy dok-
ladnyié, or kabalnyié. Here we have the history of the insolvent
farmers of the ager publicus at. Rome, as set forth by Fustel de
Coulanges.

In fact, from the -second half of the sixteenth century,
liberty, while it was the theoretical right of most peasants,
had practically become the privilege of a constantly decreasing
number of proprietors and solvent tenants,

But what had caused this general impoverishment of the
agricultural class? Easily guessed! A state of war is a most
expensive condition. The Muscovite Government, when it
adopted the fighting organization to which I have already
referred, and perpetually increased its army, was forced to
increase its expenditure and pay the ‘service men,” whose
numbers grew from day to day. Then, when it placed its
establishment in some degree on a European footing, it had

to pay for the necessary plant, for the arms imported from,

foreign parts. and the employés recruited in every European
country. And wherewithal ? The only funds it could com-
mand, the only real wealth of the country, lay in the soil.
The land, then, had to bear all these new charges. To find
pomiéstia for the sloojilyié the peasints were dispossessed,
and to pay the foreign handicraftsmen the Government taxed
the pomiéchichiki, who, themselves hard pressed, ground down
their tenants.

The land answered for everything, paid for everything,
became a sort of State coin, convertible into labour, military
and civil service, obligations of every kind. It made no fight.
It had never, even in the hands of the vottchinniki, been sub-
jected to any complete, tangible appropriation. The con-
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ception of a very early date made it a thing belonging essen-
tially to the State, which could only ‘be private property
within certain- limits, and subject to higher rights. The
proprietors, on their side, were all in the master hand, and,
lacking, as I have already shown, any cohesion or corporate
organization, were incapable of making any serious resist-
ance. Their weakness and docility only hastened the de-
velopment of the system under which they suffered. The
most recalcitrant could only hit on one expedient—flight.
This has always been a feature in the Russian character. The
Russian who finds himself in an unendurable position will
always slip out rather than resist. We shall have to follow
the historical manifestation of this phenomenon. The
peasants, but in far greater numbers, acted on the example
thus set them. In their case flight was easier. The wvoft-
chinniki and pomiéchichiki who sought fresh employment in
the neighbouring country of Poland were more closely watched
and less easily satisfied, and they ran serious risks and chances.
But all the peasant had to do was to slip across the south-
west frontier, ill-guarded and constantly pushed further
afield, and there, in endless spaces, find hospitality on a virgin
and untaxed soil. . . '

Therefore, from the earliest years of the sixteenth century,
the exodus of the agriculrural population and the abandon-
ment of the soil, left to lie untilled, became the great con-
temporary fact, a national peril. Then the State, whose
pocket-was threatened, resolved to interfere. It began with
that which seemed most pressing. It would seem—though
the assertion is debatable—that in the middle of this century
a series of administrative measures and judicial decisions,
if not of legislative arrangements, established a fixed system
of rating, and thence it resulted that the ratepayers on lie
‘black’ lands belonging to the Court wére unable to leave
them. For though the tenant was still free to give up his
tenancy, he had to pay the same tiaglo, or a higher one,
elsewhere. Then came the turn of the ¢ white’ lands held
by the ¢ service men.’ ,

The peasants’ flight ruined the pomiéchichik, and a ruined
pomiéchichik brought poverty on the State. Wherefore the
State, without having recourse, as yet, to any general measure,
laboured to insure the continuity and yield of its ‘service’
by means of individual and local arrangements, which, in
exceptional cases, authorized certain owners to keep the
peasants settled on their land, or force the fugitives back
to it.

The policy of Moscow always leaned to this marking out,
in the first instance, of a regulation ultimately to become
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general and definite. Towards the middle of the century
two charters, granted to the brothers Stroganov, marked a
decisive step forward on this road. They stipulated that
the concessionnaires should seize and send back such peasants
as might seek refuge, in their flight. on the huge domains
they proposed to colonize in that far-away land of uncultivated
steppes to which the current which was sapping the economic
prosperity and military organization of the country had turned
its course.

It ‘has been further supposed that a general law, passed in
the middle of the sixteenth century, suppressed the right of
free exodus in the case of a certain class of peasants, the
starojiltsy, or husbandmen settled for many years on the
land they worked. But Monsieur Serguiéiévitch, disagreeing
with Monsieur Diakonov and several other historians (* Antiq.
Jur.,” iii., p. 460, etc.), has finally refuted this hypothesis.
The questions of labour and rating were the only ones which
played a decisive part in the matter, and prepared the birth
of the monster called Kriépostnoié pravo, the law of serfdom.
One slavery involved another, and the °‘service man,’ shut
up in his iron cage, forced it on the peasant, soon to be followed
by the merchant and even the Churchman. We have seen
that there was no distinction, in this country, between the
urban and the rural poptlations. Here, again, is an abyss
which parts the Russia of the sixteenth century from the rest
of Europe.

VII.—THE TéWNSFOLK.~

In the West, the progress of trade and industry led to the
organization of the townsfolk into corporations, which armed
themselves to withstand feudalism. In the “bosom of these
associations, in the mutual relations of their members, was
elaborated that spirit of liberty from which- the institutions
of communal autonomy sprang, and that material and in-
tellectual activity which evolved the higher forms of economic
existence—the creation of capital, the establishment of credit,
and the most elevated forms of cultured life, science, art, and
society.

. Russia has known nothing of this kind, and the absence of
these centres of social life and resistance has contributed,
more than any other reason, perhaps, to the maintenance
and confirmation of the despotic organization imposed upon
the country. Trade was restricted, manufactures hardly
existed, and consequently the Russian town _was not the
natural outcome of their development. For long, as their
name shows us-—gorody means places that are ogorojennyié,
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fortified—the urban settlements performed a very different
function. As a matter of fact, industrial life, as we have seen
in the case of Moscow, escaped beyond their enclosuresinto
the possady and slobody, in which most of the artisans, sharing
their destinies and habits with the equal or larger number of
husbandmen who likewise dwelt there, made their homes. It
was only in the sixteenth century that the State was moved
to draw a line, not even between the two classes of inhabitants,
but between the places in which they lived. And this dis-
tinction was of a purely fiscal nature, inasmuch as the towns-
men had to pay more than the rustics, the reform, of course,
not going so far as to create any organic tie between the
taxpayers, The only anxiety of the Government was to
obtain the highest possible yield from the taxable body,
and insure a fixed taxation. And its ideas of political
economy being misty and generally false, it succeeded in
paralyzing this source of revenue, instead of increasing it,
by multiplying the taxes and the places where they were
paid, setting a Custom-house officer at every cross-road and
a collector at every street corner, and ‘'monopolizing for its
own benefit every branch of industry and commerce, from
the sale of rye, oats, and every cereal, to the making of beer,
kvass, and every drink.

No resistance here, as in other countries—no trace of any
struggle against this creeping system of monopoly. For the
cases of Pskov and Novgorod are purely political. Yet
elements of resistance are not lacking. From the very earliest
times commerce had been honoured in the country, and held
to be a noble occupation. The enterprises of the Varegians
and of the ancient Slav Princes had been both military and
commercial in their character, and the heroes of the national
legends, Sadko, Soloviéi Boudomirovitch, Tchourila Plen-
kovitch, Vaska Bouslaiév, all personified this twofold type of
adventurous activity and courage. What was lacking was
esprit de corps. The retail trader (kowpréts) and the whole-
sale merchant (gost) were both of them in trade, indeed, but
they were also capable of turning to other avocations, and
very frequently did so turn. On the other hand, the pro-
fessional speciality to which they owed their designations
was by no means confined to their persons. Everybody was
in trade: peasants, monks, Soldiers, high functionaries, all
dabbled in it as they chose, till the time came when the Empire,
still spurred by the same anxiety, separated the functions, so
as to be better able to apportion and settle the charges they
were to bear. That was to be the work of the seventeenth
century. But even then there was only to be one regiment
more In the great army, more prisoners in the great cage,
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and no corporation as yet. That was to be set up, by virtue
of nkases, in Peter the Great’s time, and Catherine the Second’s
—the march of history never evolved it.

Thus .these elements, as separate as all their fellows, and
bereft—after the ruin of Pskov and Novgorod, consequent
on their absorption into the great Empire—of the only centres
in which they could have attained to efficacious association,
shared in the general servitude, and were utterly incapable
of playing the part in the rise and progress of civilization so
brilliantly borne by the town communities of the West.

The Church remained. I shall now show how she, too,
failed, partly on account of the same causes, to follow the path
of her Western rivals in this matter.

VIII.—TueE CHURCH.

By the prestige attaching to her functionsin this land of
a robust faith, by her position as the depositary of all know-
ledge and the sole imparter of instruction, and even by her
material resources, the Church was a mighty power. Com-
prising, from early in the sixteenth century, the ten eparchies
of Moscow, Novgorod, Rostov, Vologda, Souzdal, Riazan,
Smolensk, Kolomna, SaraiSk, and Perm, she exercised, within
their borders, a far-reaching authority, at once spiritual and
civil, alike over her clerical servants and her lay administrators,
episcopal boiars and diaks, lieutenants and bailies. To exer-
cise justice meant, in those days, tolevy taxes ¢n those amenable
to it, and this order of things, copied from the civil organiza-
tion of the country. and borrowing therefrom a system of
imposition based on private rights, while it added to the
strength of the institution which took advantage of it, was
not calculated to increase its moral authority. It was destined,
indeed, to feel the reform which tended, in the course of the
sixteenth century, to the erection of several adminisfrative
centres into autonomous communes. On the model of what
then happened in the matter of civil administration, repre-
sentative persons, starosts, duly elected and sworn in, were
introduced in every jurisdiction, and ‘the civil and spiritual
jurisdictions were separated. But this arrangement was
ephemeral. The State, which had outlined it by a mere
accident, under the influence of the liberal tendencies reaching
it from the West, very soon returned, as we shall see, to its
original despotism, and the Church followed this second
current as she had followed the first. -

It was her destiny to be identified, all through the course of
time, with that other power, the rival of her own, till an almost
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complete confusion of organs, functions, and prerogatives was
reached.

Yet means whereby the Church might have maintained and
safeguarded her independence were not lacking. Even to the
administration of her property her prerogatives were equal
to the Sovereign’s. The Church lands, like the Sovereign’s,
were, from the judicial and administrative point of view,
save in the case of certain criminal affairs—theft, murder,
brigandage—quite independent of the local authorities. And
these lands were vast. The wealth of the clergy—secular and
regular, but regular especially—most unequally divided, but
constantly increasing, exceeded that of all the other classes.
The properties owned by the Metropolite at the close of the
sixteenth century brought in as much,as 3,000 roubles a year,
and the archbishopric of Novgorod, with 10,000 or 12,000
roubles a year, was richer still. The other bishoprics were
more or less well dowered, but all of them richly. The parochial
clergy, with their modest allotments, sometimes not exceeding
three diéssiatines, and seldom attaining, thirty or their sub-
ventions (rougi) varying from nineteen roubles to twelve
kopecks, could not hope much from the liberality of the faithful,
generally bestowed on the monastic establishments, and were
less well provided.

Four times a year at least the priest, bearing cross and
holy water, passed round his parish with outstretched hand,
but even on the results of this quarterly begging expedition
the Bishops took their tithes.

The greater part of the public wealth was in the hands of
the ¢ black’ clergy. Not only was their landed property much
larger, but their revenues were increased by the tribute of tue
national piety, which frequently produced enormous sums.
From Ivan IV. alone the monastery of the Troitsa must have
received, in less than thirty years, the sum of 25,000 roubles,
averaging, according to some calculations, about a million
roubles of our money. The monastery of St. Cyril at Biéloo-
ziéro, less highly favoured, received 18,493 roubles in the same
space of time, without reckoning gifts in kind—a hundred
pounds of honey, for instance, in 1570, ten horses the next
year, and from time to time 7kons and sacred objects of great
value, one single gift of sacerdotal vestments being reckoned
at 6,000 roubles. -

On these huge lands of theirs, generally free from all imposts,
on which they levied their own taxes, to which they attracted
and on which they kept an abundant supply of labour, the
monks added to the harvests of a soil that was better farmed
than any other in the country, and to the perpetual aggran-
dizement of their properties resulting from increased coloniza-
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tion, a variety of othér industries. They gathered up all the
money in the country and turned it over in advantageous
investments ; they were big capitalists, almost the only ones
in Russia—very big merchants, and far the largest of all the
landed 'proprietors. The domains of the monastery of the
Troitsa, which comprised all the best land in the twenty-five
districts, bore, at the close of this century, 106,600 peasants,
and its revenue was calculated at 100,000 ‘roubles, about
2,400,000 roubles of our money. Monsieur Ikonnikov (‘ Essay
on the Byzantine Influence on the History of Russia,” 1869,
Part I.) reckons the revenues of the monastic communities
in South Russia at 824,593 roubles, drawn from 3,858,396
diéssiatines of land, tilled by 660,185 peasants; to these
figures should be added the sums produced by the lands
cultivated by the monasteries themselves.

These valuations, we may be sure, are only approximate.
But the whole of the documents at our disposal give us an
impression of considerable wealth, quite ow of proportion
with the general resources of the country.

It would be absolutely unjust to assert, as it was asserted
even at that period, that the clergy, secular or regular, only
used their material wealth for their own advantage. For long
years here, as elsewhere, the moral consciousness of the people
had no refuge save in the besom of the Church, and no expres-
sion save in her.teaching. Up to the middle of the sixteenth
century the spiritual power of its chiefs, and notably of its
Metropolitan, actéd as a precious counterpoise to the omnipo-
tence of the State. Among the rights claimed by the upper
clergy, that of intervening in favour of the victims of arbitrary
power and violence is written in letters of gold in.the country’s
history. i "

And much more. The Church and her secular clergy were
active co-operators, and, to a certain point, even the chief
workers, in the great labour of national unification pursued
at Moscow. This calls for explanation. Amongst the first
* gatherers of the soil of Russia ’ the idea of unity only appears
in the half-conscrous stage. The will of Simon the Superb,
son of Kalita (1341-1353) does, indeed, enjoin on his son to
march in the pafh he has traced out for him, ‘so that the
memory of our fathers and our own may not die out, and
that the torch may not be extinguished’ Yet an-anxiety very
different frem any ambitious dream of a great fatherland
seems to have inspired these obscure Princes in their centuries of
effort. When they bought village after village, added land to
land, heaped their coffers with gold, silver, precious stones,
and pearls; when theycheated their Tartar master of his tribute;
when they misused and stripped their brother Kings, if any
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of them ever went so far as to reveal his inner thought, and
hint at the reason of this unflagging toil, he was simply heard
to speak of the time when ‘god shall deliver us from the
Horde” What they sought was liberty first and foremost,
power to live without bending their backs under the con-
queror’s foot, and-licking up the drops of fermented milk
dropped on his horse’s mane from the goblet they themselves
had handed to the master. For they were still as low as
that. And from that state of humiliation they longed to
be delivered. Which done, they will amass more riches,
commit more violence and more acts of spoliation, simply,
as it would seem, for the sake of gaining a few more acres or
filling a few more coffers to the brim.

Yet slowly the idea of a national unity works its way into
the obstinate brains of these hungry spoilers. But it had
sprung -into being, and grown already, close at theéir very side.
Long before any Prince of Moscow thought of making himself
the political representative of a united Russia, the Metropolitan
of Moscow had become its religious representative. The force
of circumstance had brought this about. Eastern Slavdom
could only conceive an eparchy dependent on the Patriarchate
of Constantinople. Here, then, it found a first centre of unity,
a common hearth. This centre, like all the rest, was nomadic
for a considerable time. But a contemporary of Kalita’s
(x325-1341), the Metropolitan Peter, took upon him, even at
that period, the title of ¢ Metropolitan of All the Russias,” and
then among all the Princes, each claiming the primacy for
Moscow, Riazan, Souzdal, Tver, arose a competition for the
presence of the Primate in his capital, and, with it, a visible
sign of his own pre-eminence. Michael Iaroslavitch of Tver
gained the first advantage by forthwith dubbing himself ° of
All the Russias’ too. But Kalita soon retaliated triumphantly,
. and the Muscovite hegemony was founded a century and a half

before the days of Ivan IV. '

A hundred and fifty years later, religious unity was to dis-
appear, owing to the constitution, close beside it, of a2 new
religious focus—that of the Polish-Lithuanian Empire. The
Florentine union completed the severance of the two centres.
But by that time political unity, as maintained and fortified at
Moscow, had acquired a fair chance of integrity and duration.

_ The monasteries, on their sid€, contributed their share to that
simultaneous work of colonization, of which all modern Russia
Is the issue. The forward progress of the monastic establish-
ments, generally speaking, took a direction contrary to that
pursued by the ordinary colonists, who were impelled by ex-
clusively practical motives. While these last turned towards
the fertile southern lands, the monks, many of them ascetics,
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inspired by a higher ideal, preferred the north-eastern countries,
deserts and pathless forests, which but for them would long have
checked the enterprise of their lay rivals. There they came
into toyuch with the Finnish inhabitants, still sunk in idolatry ;
and labouring on their twofold task, breaking up the barren
steppes and instructing pagan souls, they pushed onwards,
ever onwards. Such a man was Phéodonite, a contemporary
of Ivan the Terrible. On the banks of the Piétchenga, aided
by his comrade Triphonius, he taught agriculture and the
truths of the Faith, at once, to bands of Lapps, who, hostile at
first, threatening and ill-treating the pious hermits, ended by
hearkening to their voice.

To the east, on the Tartar frontier, the religious apostolate
marched abreast of the military conquest. Monastic establish-
ments were pushed across the Soura as early as in the fourteenth
century, long before the fall of Kazan, and from that time they
followed, aided, and sometimes protected, the progress of the
expansion of the nation. These monasterigs, which every-
where commanded great resources, and were often strongly
fortified, served as points of support for the campaigning
armies. That of St. Cyril, with its ramparts garnished with
artillery and its eight-and-thirty great towers, was more im-
portant, strategically speaking, than Novgorod.

And even if the affluence of the faithful towards favourite
places of pilgrimage resulted in some unjustifiable trafficking
at the fairs held on the various saints’ days, if the legality of the
money advances made by the monks to private individuals
at interest generally reckoned at between 10 and 100 per cent.
gave rise to painful controversies, a tradition which subsisted
even down to the eighteenth century likewise held the wealth
accumulated in these monasteries to be a sort of reserve fund,
on which the country was entitled to draw in days of trouble.
These treasures, like those laid up by the Egyptian priests,
were not so jealously guarded as to prevent their forming part,
in certain circumstances, of the common patrimony. Custom °
further demanded that no monastery should ever refuse food
or temporary hospitality to any person. Even Princes and
boiars took advantage of this rule, halted as they passed by
these houses of God, and, having refreshed themselves, de-
parted, laden with provisions for their journey. As to the poor,
they looked on these establishments as being, in-a sense, their
own property. And the monasteries justified the pretension.
On one single day, in a year of famine, 7,000 starving
creatures were given bread at the monastery of' Volokolamsk,
and for months from 400 to 500 received their daily food.
That was under Vassili Ivanovitch, father of the Terrible, and
in the course of that year the prior Joseph sold the cattle and
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even the wearing apparel of his community, and the monks did
without kvass, and reduced their own food to the barest neces-
saries. The establishment of permanent refuges and hospitals
within the monasteries dates from this period.

What was wanting to these priests, whose lives were so often
heroic, who went from door to door begging the sustenance of
thousands of unhappy beings, braved 'the elements in wild
northern countries, or—and that was worse—faced, on the
steps of the throne, the rage of Princes? What did they lack
to raise them up yet more, to make their churches and their
hermitages, like those of Western lands, centres of higher
culture or of elementary teaching, to enable them to be, not
only the religious teachers, but the educators and civilizers of
their people? .

History has long since answered this question. They were
uneducated.

Up to the Mongol invasion, out of twenty-three Metropolitans
holding Russian sees, seventeen were Greeks, and long after
that the Greek or Bulgarian element predominated in the
composition of the two clergies. Even after Constantinople
had ceased to appoint them—that is to say, after the Florentine
Union—the Metropolitans were still confirmed in their titles
there, and the constant advent of Eastern monks, who came to
collect alms in Russia, and the journeys, just as frequent, of
Russian pilgrims to the shrines of Mount Athos and other
neighbouring sanctuaries, kept up a constant stream of inter-
course_between the two Churches. Thus the religious life of
the country was in perpetual touch with its original source.
Now history has taught.us what that spring, from which the
Europe of the West herself had drunk in former times, had now
become. I shall presently have to show what the Russia of
the sixteenth century was able to draw from it, what elements
of moral and intellectual culture it could supply. I will confine
myself, at present, to one fact.

Between 1420 and 1500, the country had seen the rise of
I50 new monastic establishments, between 1500 and 1588,
of 65 more. Although the English traveller Fletcher ex-
aggerated when he described sixteenth-century Russia as
‘aland of monasteries,’ it is certain that foundations of that
nature did then increase to a relatively considerable extent.
To this the extreme liberty in<onnection with such establish-
ments largely conduced. Any hermit who found means to
build a little wooden church or oratory could, if it so pleased
him, become a prior, or head of a community. He applied
to the Sovereign, to the boiars, or simply to wealthy persons,
for a gift of land, and the piety of the faithful, the value gener-
ally attributed to monkish intercession, did the rest.
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But all these communities accepted the rule of St. Basil, as
the Western communities for many years accepted that of
St. Benedict ; and this feature, perpetuated and continued
even to our own day, is surely a proof that the religious life,
thus hardened in a single mould, was anything but intense !

Life means movement, and, besides, the motives ruling these
communities had no connection, in many cases. with any longing
for pious edification or for an ideal culture of the soul. -Having
exposed the face of the phenomenon, I must now turn to the
reverse side. The facts to which I must refer are of universal
notoriety, and have stirred a disapproval and caused a reaction
even in the very bosom of tiie Church, the nature and origin
of which I must describe, but which, in its results, has been
powerless and wellnigh barren.

The ascetic idealists of this period, such as Maximus the
Greek, Vassiane Kossoi, or Nil Sorski, closed their lives in a
sclitude other than that which they had chosen. All of them,
like the heroic Phéodonite himself, to whose exploits I have
already referred, and who expiated in a prisdh the crime of
having set his contemporaries an example too sublime for them
to follow, were attainted, anathematized, and driven beyond
the pale of religion. Though the great majorityof their fellow-
monks wore the same garb, they were very far from reaching
the same heights. Though not content with eating the
fruits of their pious trade in idleness, if not in debauchery ;
though, as I have already shown, willing .to give the poor
their share, their-horizon, none the less, was circumscribed
within the limits of a narrow-minded devotion, confined to
most material practices. Many archimandrites and priors
followed still less worthy leanings, using the monastic posses-
sions for purposes of fruitful speculation, and adapting the rule
of their order to habits of sybaritic idleness. ‘Life in common
was quite an exception to the general rule. The common
table only fed a few brothers with the remnants of the sump-
tuous repasts shared by the higher authorities, who swallowed .
up the common wealth, with their numerous giests—relations,
friends, and wealthy gentlemen who elected ‘to inhabit these
luxurious solitudes. They led a gay life there, and drank deep.
From the sixteenth century to the seventeenth, as Monsicur
Prijov shows us in his ¢ History of Faverns’ (1868, p. 53), the
monasteries were the chief manufacturers and depositaries of
beverages of every kind. The company frequenting them was
numerous and gay. Ladies were frequent visitors in the monks’
cells. Occasionally other visitors, too, were seen—Iittle boys.
In certain conventual establishments monks and nuns’lived
cheek by jowl. ’ -

The reforming current of the sixteenth century was-destined
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to reach these communities, infected, like the Western com-
munities of the same period, by the general corruption of
morals. But here, where it did not find elements strong
enough to support it and insure its victory, the reforming
effort missed its aim, and the authority of the Church was
irremediably damaged.

At the same time, and ds the result of yet another cause, her
social power was reduced and partly forfeited. Up to the
period of the Tartar invasion, the-subdivision of the country,
into petty principalities, and the maintenance of the Church
under the ultimate authority of Constantinople, had guaranteed
an independent position to her chiets. But at this moment they
thought it wise to place themselves under the protection of
another power, and the Metropolitan Cyril established his seat
at the very Court of the Khans. This attitude was rewarded
by a charter graciously bestowed by Mengou-Timour, and
numerous iarliks, freely distributed by his successors. But
the obtaining of such favours involved a complete abdication
of the old independence, and by the time Moscow took over the
inheritance of the Asiatic -despots the habit was formed.
Ukases, following on the Zarliks, claimed the same obedience.

Further, the Church, having co-operated, as I have shown,
in the constitution of the national unity, did not hesitate to
join in the work of destroying the appanages. The division of
the country, as a fact, interfered with the exercise of her power.
But the political enterprise thus pursued in common inevitably
resulted in a confusion of the two allied elements, and then to
the subjection of the weaker to the stronger. The omnipotence
acquired by Moscow, perpetuated this result, and the rupture
with Constantinople deprived the gradually subjugated Church
of that national character and external support which made
the fortune of Catholicism, and continued its best defence
against the enterprises of civil despotism. When, after the
close of the sixteenth century, the collation of ecclesiastical
dignitaries and of church benefices in Russia became matters
entirely at the Sovereign’s discretion, this state of things was
not the outcome of any kind of concordat. It was the natural
evolution of the country’s institutions, which had wedded, and
insepuarably mingled, the two orders of interest and power.

Even in the fifteenth cehtury the Sovereign, as the chief
protector of orthodoxy, summoned the Conciles, and in these
assemblies affairs of State were discussed, as well as questions
touching faith or religious rites. On the other hand, the high
ecclesiastical dignitaries were frequently called to sit on the
Sovereign’s Lay Council, the Douma, and shared all its delibera-
tions. Between such a position and that of being enrolled
with everybody else in the great army of the sloojilyié, under the
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common law of ‘service,” there was but a step. Even the
regular clergy did not escape it. While the archimandrites
and priors of certain monasteries had their seats both at
the lay and the religious council boards, the Russian monks,
after e example of their Western brethren, were moved, at a
very early date, to appeal to their Sovereign against the epis-
copal authority, just as the others appealed to the Pope ; and
the Sovereign lent a willing ear, until the time arrived when he
felt himself strong enough to simplify all these relations by
centralizing their jurisdiction in his own civil government.
Both orders of the clergy might certainly, by virtue of their
ministry alone, have lifted themselves out of the downfall
entailed on them by their common fate. But to that end, the
intellectual dignity and moral value of their leaders, at all
events, should have been on a par with the prestige of their
sacred functions, and the light and heat shed by the flame of
their august vocation should have kindled and burned as
brightly in the centres of this autocephalous Church as in those
of the West, where, even in Rome’s worst disorders, such men
as Leo X. and Pius V. shed a brilliance that fell on every
side. Alack! our Cyrils and Ionas failed to discover any
divine spark under the ashes of Byzantium !
. Under Ivan III. the upper secular clergy still held out. A
quarrel on some liturgical point set the Grand Duke and the
Metropolitan by the ears. The latter abandoned his diocesan
seat, left his churches unconsecrated, and thus forced the
Sovereign to ‘béat his forehead’ in repentance. But when,
under the successors of this Sovereign, himself not sufficiently
strongly entrenched, as yet, in his omuipotence, it took more
than a consciousness of outraged dignity to withstand a vic-
torious despotism,—when St. Philip, the story of whose mar-
tyrdom I shall have to tell, sealed his lonely profession of in-
dependence and faith in disowned traditions. with his blood,
his voice found no echo, his example no followers. The Church,
like all the rest of the nation, passed into the silence and the-
darkness, and there was another wheel in the great machine
that ground up the intelligence and the wills of men.
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CHAPTER II
POLITICAL AND SOCIAL LIFE

1—THE CENTRAL POWER. II.—PROVINCIAL ORGANIZATION. TII.—
THE MISSTNITCHESTVO. IV.—THE COMMUNE. V.—JUDICIAL
ORGANIZATION AND LEGISLATION. VI.—THE ECONOMIC SYSTEM.
VII.—THE FINANCES.

I.—Tue CENTRAL POWER.

THE machine was not built and set in motion in a day. When
Ivan the Terrible came to the throne it already boasted a very
complicated mechanism and a multiplicity of machinery—
the result, it may be, of the ancient organization, domestic
in some sort, adapted to the modest existence of the ap-
panaged Princes, as admitted by Monsieur Klioutchevski
(‘ The Council of the Boyards in Ancient Russia,” 1883, 2nd
edition, p. 19, etc.), or possibly, as Monsieur Serguiéiévitch
asserts, distinct political organs. I cannot here enter into
this discussion. There were offices, or rather departments,
the numbers of which were perpetually on the increase, and
the duties of which were divided in most irregular fashion.
This was because their creation and activity corresponded with
the progress of conquest and colonization. A certain depart
ment-—one of the older ones—would have to deal with affairs ir
a great many provinces. Such was the War Office (vazriadnyi
prikaz). Another, again, was responsible for the whole of the
business of one recently-acquired province. This was the case
of the Kazan office, after the capture of that town (Kasanskii
dvorets); the Office of Foreign Affairs (possolskii prikaz),
naturally served the whole Empire. The powers of certain
provincial bureaus—those of Moscow, Vladimir, Dmitriév, and
Riazan—were restricted to certain fields within the limits of
their provinces, and thus combined the distinguishing features
of the institutions belonging to the two first categories.

Here, as elsewhere, the disorder of battle was apparent.

To work and control this varied machinery a central spring
was needed. Where was it ? In the Sovereign’s hand ? Not
so0, apparently. At the head of the departments was the Council
of Boiars (Boiarskaia) which bore a pretty close analogy to
the ‘Council’ of the first Capet Kings, or to the curia regia of
the Norman Kings of England. Here, as there, it was the
product of history, springing from the national association
organized in the fifteenth century on the banks of the Oka
and the Upper Volga, and consequent on the military formation
then adopted. Head of this band, the Prince of Moscow, like

3—32
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every other General, was bound to consult his lieutenants about
any operations of importance, and the Boiarskaia Douma, in its
first form, was a mere Council of ‘War, transformed, in later
times, by the complication of interests it was called on to dis-
cuss. ' Head of his patrimony, the Sovereign had to reckon, too,
with the descendants of his former comrades, now settled, like
himself, on hereditary domains, over which they exercised a
partial authority. Thus, the competence of the Council of War
took on a political character, and in its composition an aristo-
cratic tincture became strongly marked.

In the sixteenth century sixty-two families, forty of which
held princely rank, seem to have sat on it by right. But was
it really a right ? No; an eligibility rather, utilized at the
Sovereign’s will and pleasure. And here, already, appears
the powerlessness of an institution which might have
been regarded as a.restriction on the absolute power. The
lack of corporative organization prevented it from attaining
any sufficient power of resistance. Many boiars and Princes
habitually appear at these councils, but with them we note a
still more numerous company, of functionaries who are neither
boiars nor Princes—high officers of the Crown (okolnitchyié,
from okolo, around, men who are about the Prince), courtiers,
(dvorianié), and even mere clerks (diaki). As a fact, it did not
suffice to be of great family in order to be summoned on this
Council. On a list for the year 1527 we do not see a single
Galitzine, nor Kourakine, nor Vorotynski, .nor Pronski, nor
Khovanski, nor Prozorovski, nor Repnine, nor Soltykov.
The names I have quoted are some of the greatest of that
century. Nor did it follow that because a man had been
called on one council he was to be summoned again. For
one piece of business, twenty out of the hundred men on the
list might be warned, and for another, only eight. There was
no rule, and no usual course of things to take its place. The
function of councillor, like the rank, depended on the Sover-
eign’s will, and, in a sense, the function always continued some~
thing apart from the rank. In this we have the germ of the
future organization of the ‘chine.

The competence of this body was extensive, and, in a way,
unlimited. It was not confined to the enlightenment of the
Sovereign. In concert with him, the Council wielded every
power—Ilegislative, judicial, and administrative. It governed,
in the widest meaniiig of the word, and that whether collec-
tively or individually. A doumnyi dvorianine who had just
-been taking his share in some debate on a question of foreign
policy might be sent’as provincial governor to Viatka, and
then to command a regiment at Siévsk, or, between two similar
appointments, he might be delegated to represent his Prince as
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cross-bearer in some solemn procession, or carry the dishes sent
from the Sovereign’s table to some distinguished personage.
And after all that, going back to his Council sittings, he might
have to decide a lawswit for which the Council had resolved
itself into a Court of Appeal. It would seem, at all events,
that an article of the Code of 1497 mentions a jurisdiction of
this nature conferred on the Douma. ‘

To get through all this work, the Council must have found the
two daily sittings mentioned by the chroniclers all too short.
It sat, in surnmertime, from seven in the morning till one or two
o’clock in the afternoon ; and then again, after an obhgatory
attendance on the Sovereign at Mass, dinner, and a siesta, from
sunset till late at night. But, in practice, this heavy work
only fell on a certain number of councillors at a time, and
their intervals of service were widely spaced. As a general rule,
the institution did no work at all. And was it really so much as
a regular institution ? It was the fiction, rather, of a division
of power which, from the sixteenth century onwards, especially,
had but a shadowy and deceptive appearance of reality.
Whether they really acted together or separately, the fiction
still united every act of the Sovereign and his Douma. The
master, even if absent, was supposed to be invariably present
at the deliberations of the assembly, and even if he acted in-
dependently, he was held to be acting in concert with it.
Monsienr Serguiéiévitch is wrong, as it appears to me, when
he pronounces against the theory of this mystic union; it
survived the Douma, and was perpetuated in Peter the Great’s
relations with his Senate. But it was an idea, and nothing
more. The fact—from the sixteenth century onward, more
especially—is the existence of a personal and absolute power,
exercised by the Sovereign assisted by another deliberative
assembly, the composition of which was still more arbitrarily
settled, while its more restricted membership left a yet wider
margin for absolutism ; a private council, generally held in the
Sovereign’s bedroom, and only consisting of two or three boiars
or confidential men of any rank—a reproduction of the commune
constlium noticed, concurrently with the magnum consilium,
in the organization of all the European monarchies, but vaguer
and more uncertain in its nature, in this particular place, and
more completely subject to the master’s will or caprice.

And in certain provinces the master’s authority is undivided,:
even in appearance. In certain districts, as we shall presently
see, jurisdiction, either as a special right belonging to the Sover-
eign or as a privilege claimed by those amenable to justice, by
virtue of special charters (farkhany), is in the hands of his
direct agents. In similar fashion, he alone has the right to
consider the petitions addressed, by ancient usage, to the Prince,
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and which became so numerous as to necessitate the establish-
mient, in the sixteenth century, of a special office—the Tchelo-
bitnyi prikaz, the germ of the future ¢ secret chancery ’—to deal
with them.

Consequently, the Sovereign was, in actual fact, the real and
only government, and his councillors, like his °service men,’
were only so many soldiers whom he ordered about—pawns
pushed hither and thither on the chess-board, without any
possible resistance or control of theirs. In an army, the Council
'of War attains importance, makes itself heard, even imposes
its decisions, as long as the campaign goes ill ; but when victory
comes, the General-in-Chief, successful and conscious of his
power, soon sends his staff to the right-about. A Napoleon’s
plans are-not subject to discussion. Moscow was victorious ;
- she passéd from triumph to triumph, and the heirs of Kalita,
having no-account to render for the past, claimed the privilege
of rendering'none in future.

Such was the central situation, and a similar type of military
organization was repeated round it.

II.—ProviNCIAL ORGANIZATION.

It essentially depended on the possession of the land. The-
possession of land entailed two kinds of obligations on its
proprietors. If they were peasants, they owed taxes ; if they
held freeholds (votichiny) or fiefs (pomiéstia). they owed ser-
vice, they were sloojilyié—that is to 'say, besides the civil
functions with which they might be invested, they con-
stituted the Sovereign’s army, quartered on their territorial
possessions in time of peace, and instantly mobilized in time
of war. Service began when a boy was fifteen. At that age
the son of a pomiéchichik received a portion of the paternal
domain, or, if the family was too numerous to permit of that, -
a fresh allotment. When the pomiéchichik died, his lands
were divided up among his sons, the girls, too, receiving shares
in which they had a life-interest only, and which they had to
relinguish if they married. If the land did not suffice, an
additional allotment could be claimed. The exchange of
pomiéstia was allowed, on condition. the State suffered no
damage; for its service, every man must be replaced by
another. In the case of the voffchiny, the State nominally .
did not intervene in matters of inheritance, but it took
care that each lot of land should be represented by a man
capable of service.

The system was evidently more easily-applied in the case
of the pomiéchichiki. The Sovereign, who was master of their
fortunes, had them much more completely in hand. Where-



RUSSIA IN THE.SIXTEENTH CENTURY _ 30

fore the policy of Moscow invariably tended to replacing free-
holds by fiefs, putting life grants in the place of hereditary
domains. On the lands annexed to the Empire by force of
arms this process of substitution was far easier, and was rapidly
accomplished. The laws of war, admitting, as they did, of
wholesale confiscation and the distribution of the confiscated
lands, provided for it. Twenty years after the annexation of
Novgorod we find, in a document dated 1500, that in the
two districts of Ladoga and, Oriéchek 106 pomzéchichik: held
half the arable land between them ; most of these were of
the humbler class, artisans and servants, and consequently
all the more docile. The judicial ancestor of ithe ordinary
type of landed proprietor of that country in the sixteenth
century is the dog-boy of the appanaged Prince of the four-
teenth-—obedience is in his blood.

Elsewhere, in countries where the work of unification had
been done with a gentle hand, the vofichiny were still in the
- majority. They were much less manageable, and against them
the furious onslaught to which the Terrible owes his title was
to be launched.

The pomiéstia class, which spread still more generally as the
result of this struggle, laboured under another drawback.
Owing to that insufficiency of land at the Sovereign’s disposal,
to which I have already alluded, a landed proletariat came
into existence. One pomiéchichik called out for military
service complains that he has not the means to provide himself
with a horse. Another, who, while he awaits the promised
allotment of land, performs the functions of a church chorister,
does not even possess the wherewithal to serve on foot. Yet
the numbers are kept up, after all, and the Sovereign’s army
costs him nothing.

But he must have an administration besides, and this
costs nobody but the governed anything at all. To administer
meant, in those days, to exercise justice and keep criminals in
order—nothing more—and those who did it were fed. Here,
too, the general system was the same. By virtue of ancient
privilege on most allodial properties, by virtue of special
charters on other lands, the owners, soldiers, or even Church-
men,sat in judgment—in other words, they traded, on their own
account, on the rights of justice, which they turned to their
personal profit. They pocketed, the proceeds of pettifoggery,
minted into taxes and charges of various kinds, and the pro-
ceeds of public prosecutions, in the shape of fines paid by
convicted persons, or, failing them, by their communes. On
lands which escaped this jurisdiction the trade in judicial
matters was divided between the direct agents of the State,
acting for it, and other ‘service men,’ to whom the State de-
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legated its rights and profits, and who represented it in the
guise of lieutenants (namiésiniks), bailies (volostniéli),-and
governors. To govern a town or province was to live on that
town or province by means of charges levied on the dis-
pensation of justice. This was called kormiénié, from kormit,
to feed, and the governors were the kormlenchichiki, par ex-
cellence.  'When, at a later period, the economic life of the
country called for administrative agents in the true sense of
the word, the thought of using the governors for this purpose
never occurred to anybody. New needs brought new organs
into being, and the old ones stayed on to be fed, and with no
other raison d’étre.

The Fkormlénié, which was in perfect harmony with the
territorial rights of the wofftchiny, and much more a privilege
than a function, was connected with'civil rather than with
political rights. A boiar’s widow might claim it, or his other
heirs if there was no widow—any of the deceased man’s
family, in fact. In the same way; while thg governor turned
his province to account, the bailie, within his own bailiwick,
was not the governor’s subordinate, but his competitor. He
kept certain classes of business and people In his own
jurisdiction—he had legal power over the ‘ black’ lands, for
instance, whereas the ‘ white’ lands were ruled by his neighbour.

The abuses to which this system lent itself may be imagined.
In theory, indeed, the expenses of judicial proceedings were
defined, and profits limited to what they ought to bring.
But there were ‘extras, bribes which must be paid, the result
of the wholesale trickery rampant in an organization over
which no effectual control existed. This was the plague-spot
on the whole system. v

There was no rule—no rule laid down, at all events—for
the recruiting of this double set of State.servants. The
Sovereign chose whom he would. Yet, practically, his choice
was limited by the difficulty of finding, Qutside a certain
social class, men fit to do the work. The Moscow policy”
strove to widen these borders and take in fresh blood, drawn
from every class of society, even the humblest. These derno-
cratic tendencies were checked by the lack of sufficient intel-
lectual development. Dog-boys whaose training permitted
them to cut a decent figure in the guise of namiésiniki were
not common. And thus it came about that the.social element,
the hereditary principle, and the aristocratic spirit all blended
with the political element and the principle of co-optation,
and produced in the result a phenomenon' the like of which
has never been seen in any other European country: the
miéstnitchestvo. The very name.is hardly known outside
Russia. I will endeavour to explain the thing.
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III.—THE MIESTNITCHESTVO.

It means, theoretically, the right, not established by any
code, but recognised by custom, whereby no sloojilys ordered’
to serve with another of his class could be given a place (miésto)
inferior to any held by himself or his ancestors with relation
to the said comrade or his forefathers. Take two men
appointed to command two battalions of the same regiment.
Both are sons of bojars, but the grandfather of one, being a
General, has had the father or grandfather of the other under
his orders. Here is a case of miéstnitchestvo : the General’s
grandson has an absolute right to refuse to serve with the com-
rade suggested to him. There is no reason why his Sovereign,
if such were his goodwill and pleasure, should not turn him
into a stableman, and he would not dare to object, unless,
sweeping the dung out of the same stable, he were to meet
some other stableman whose father had been a scullion
when his own progenitor was handling the saucepans. But
he cannot be turned into a General willing to share his rank
and command with that scullion’s son.

Now consider that the calculation of precedence thus
claimed affected ancestry in every degree and branch, and
conceive the complication and frequency of the disputes
thus engendered. The political life of the Muscovite State
has been full of them, and they have constituted the sole
restriction, but a serious one, on the Sovereign’s absolute
power.

Pogodine has sought the origin of the miésinitchestvo in the
relations ‘between the appanaged Princes. But this theory
has few partisans now. In the first disputes of this nature
of which we have cognisance, and which, indeed, coincide
with thé appearance of the earliest books on genealogy
(rodoslovnyia knigt), the family principle is more generally and
strongly marked. The Muscovite Government, in its own
interest, respected and cultivated this principle, on which its
dynastic establishment was based, and out of its endeavour
to combine it with its contradictory system of a hierarchy
based on ‘service’ came the wmiéstnitchestvo. The Govern-
ment welcomed it at first. The disputes it stirred, all directly
and solely concerned with places conferred by the Sovereign,
ran absolutely counter to the, corporative spirit: they ex-
cluded'all idea of an aristocracy, properly so-called, and
strengthened that of ‘service.” And at first they were mere
private matters, and affected trifles only. One boiar claimed
another boiar’s seat at a friend’s table ; the wives of two high
functionaries fought over their places in church ; a Bishop—
for the clergy were interested in the matter, too—refused to
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-eat out of the same dish with another and less well-connected
prelate. In the “ black’ clergy, indeed, there was a hierarchy
of monasteries, and monks within the communities quarrelled
over their places in the processions that followed the holy
ikons., Merchants obeyed the general lead, and the great
dramatist Ostrovski has demonstrated the survivance even
to our own day of the habits then contracted in that class
of life.

But a time came when, on a day of battle, in the very face
of the enemy, two Generals began a squabble of this sort.
This was at Orcha, in 1514, and the battle was a failure. A
change was indispensable. The Government tried every-
thing—the suspension of precedence for a fixed' period during
a campaign, for instance, and severe penalties in the case of
any unjustified claim—but did not dare to lay its hand on the
unwritten, but all the more strongly rooted, privilege. The
aristocracy used all its powers, fired its last shots, set all its
last haughty hopes upon the die, and forgot, whlle thus plunged
in its calculations of nobility, that power Was slipping from
its hands. For many years, indeed, the highest places were
given to the nobles, because at first the State could not fill
them up otherwise. But when other candidates were to be had,
the miéstnitchestvo was powerless to resist a democratic levelhng
process harmonizing with the State’s own pr1n01p1es By
putting forward the posts bestowed by the Sovereign’s free-
will as a factor in family calculations, it destroyed the generic
element of its own social and corporate value; it elaborated, as
a reinvestment, a collective body of another klnd more docﬂe
more pliable, and but for which the Russia of the sixteenth
century might perhaps have failed in her tremendous task;
but it was not a class—it was a crew rather, a regiment, a
convict gang.

This system, by setting up individual quahﬁca’uon against
birth, certainly succeeded, in some measure, and on a final
analysis, in bringing out another fruitful principle—personality ;-
and 1t would thus be most unjust to regard the miéstnzichestvo,
with Valouiév .and some other historians, as an instance of
Chinese immobility. The system itself was not unchange-
able. It altered in the course of time: it developed; it felt
and exercised divers reactions. But though, by its passive
resistance, it raised serious obstacles in the path of absolutism,
it did not bring any such social or political force to bear as
might, by paralyzing its action, have supplied its place,
directed or controlled it.

Another force of this nature existed, in embrye at least, in
the communal organization to which I have already referred.



RUSSIA IN THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY 43

IV.—THE COMMUNE.

The appearance of Baron von Haxthausen’s studies of the
Russian commune as it now exists, with its autonomous
administration and its collective proprietorship, was a
revelation, even a joyful surprise, to Russia. It was like
the discovery of a new world, proving the originality and
excellence of a primordial institution, in which the nation
felt it might glory in the face of astonished Europe. This
proud conviction had a fall. Further inquiry proved a pre-
existence ol similar institutions in all countries, European
and others—from Ireland to Java, from Egypt to India.
The difference, then, between Russia and her Western neigh-
bours was narrowed to one of age and civilization. But the
pursuit of truth and the disappointments resulting therefrom
did not end here. Students began to think they perceived
that the Russian commune, which had been taken to be iden-
tical with primitive forms of organization, delayed and kept
in the rudimentary form by a slower development of social
and economic life, was really a thing of recent growth. Far
from being the outcome of the patriarchal communism of
prehistoric times, was it not rather the result of a collective
responsibility for the payment of taxes—a responsibility
unknown to the free peasants of the sixteenth century. and
imposed on the rural communities of a later date by the law
of serfdom? A fossil formation? Not a bit! A product
of the_ political system which triumphed in Russia under
{vap IV.? A national trait? No, again! A State insti-

ution.

hus, according to the point of view set forth by Monsieur
Tchitcherine (¢ Essays on the History of Russian Law,” 1858,
P- 4, etc.), and still more recently by Monsieur Milioukov
(‘ Essays on the History of Russian Culture.’ i., p. 186, etc.),
we here have an instance, and a most striking one, of that
reversed progress which, in some things, appears a peculiarity
of the economic and social development of this country.

But is it a well-chosen instance ?

During the first half of the sixteenth century serfdom, as
we have seen, was only an occasional condition in Russia.
But the commune, with its association of free peasants,
already existed. Every peasanérin fact, was bound to belong
to one of these associations. Those who lived outside their
borders were mere vagabonds. These associations were
autonomous organizations, within which a democratic and
communistic form of existence reigned. The assembly which
discussed the common interests was composed of the elders
of every household in a certain district, which included several
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of these associations, and was called a wolost. This in no way
resembled the institution now known by thisname. The ancient
volost, which was something between the canton and the
commune in France, and somewhat approached the American
township, possessed far more extensive. privileges. The
assembly which represented it at this period had power to issue
decrees (by-laws); it chose the mayors (golovy) and the elders
(starosty) of the commune; it allocated the-direct taxes im-
posed by Government on trade and agriculture ; it appointed
the members of each commune who were to help the judges to
exercise their functions, or play the part allotted to the schiffen
in ancient Germany, and to the nemd in Sweden; and finally,
through freely-elected magistrates, it kept order and defended
the common interests before the judges.

Such, at least, is the state of things of which traces are
discoverable on the ‘black’ lands, owned by free peasants.
But it is impossible to assert that the same condition existed
on lands of the other class, concurrently with that judicial
and police organization amidst which the. privileged magis-
trates wielded their authority. On the other hand, and on
these very lands, even in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries,
signs and rudiments of collective possession or holdings have
been detected. In the centre of the country more especially,
the documents of the period make frequent reference to
husbandmen, called sossiédy (neighbouris), skladniki (from
skiadat, to put together), or siabry, who seem to have been
peasants associated together to work a certain stretch of land.
Monsieur Serguiéiévitch, though he interprets .the name and
manner of life of these husbandmen in.a different sense, be-
lieving them to have bound themselves together for the pay-
ment of their obligations only, grants, in his ¢ Judicial Antiqui-
ties’ (xgo3, vol. mi., p. 61, etc., and 119, etc.), the existence
of other agrarian communities. On the lands held by the
higher clergy and by the monasteries, the history of which is
much better known, the enjoyment of certain hired areas-"
seems to have been common to all the tenants, inasmuch
as the lot given to one family, the v, or sokha, as in the case
of the English wvirgate, did not constitute a right to occupy
one particular space, enclosed within certain limits, but that
to occupy and till five diéssiatines, for instance, in each
of the three fields belonging to the manor. Oy one property
belonging to the Troitsa monastery (Serguiéiévitch, ibid.,
P. 440) we note, quite as an exception, the tillage in common
of parcels of ground made over to associations of peasants.
And on the lands confiscated by the father of Ivan the Terrible
after the annexation of Novgorod, lands takerr from boiars
and given to qualified peasants, a common ownership in
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meadows, lakes, and forests certainly sprang up, and showed
a tendency to develop. But all this was local, rudimentary,
or recent, a far cry from the full and general collectivity of
the Russian mr of our days, with its periodical redivision of
allotments, like the run-rig on certain modern manor lands
in England and Ireland. In those days the mir only existed
in the most embryonic form, and no possibility offers, so far,
for tracing either 1ts origin or its mode of development.

This development occurred in the fifieenth century. At that
period the Russian commune was assuredly not a relic of the
patriarchal organization of the old times, wiped out by the
Norman invasion, or even before that, as some historians have
admitted, by the admixture of foreign and Finnish elements
with the Slav race. But were there any Finns in ancient
Southern Russia ? The fact is not clear. Was this renovated
commune a resurrection of the ancient communistic régime,
called forth by the permanence of certain social habits ? Or
was it the entirely new product of a spontaneous generative
process, to be explained, as the Slavophils are inclined to
explain it, by a special aptitude of the national tempera-
ment for a communistic life ? These are knotty questions,
and the demands of the national vanity do not facilitate their
solution. That such an aptitude may exist is undeniable. Of
that the arfels are a standing proof. But in Germany, and
more especially in England, as in the case of those guilds
which have held out against the whole force of modern centrali-
zation, the spirit of association has proved infinitely miore
energetic. ’ ‘

I am disposed to opine that the two principles of historic
atavism and congenital predisposition, working on a popula-
ticn in the case of which the inorganic stage had been exceed-
ingly prolonged, combined to determine the production of
this rudimentary organization on the very threshold of:the
modern epoch. The Russian commune of the fifteenth
century has no family quality about it. It is open to all
comers. Any peasant who pays his share of the common
obligations’ can enter it. It is purely conventional, and this
characteristic distinguishes it from the antique formations
preserved, in their primitive peculiarities, amongst some other
Slav peoples. Yet a certain administrative autonomy brings
it back to this ancestral type. The nature and charatter
of this autonomy are likewise open to discussion. Did the
commune of the fourteenth century bear any part, and, if so,
what part, in the exercise of justice ? This is still an open
question. But it is certain, nevertheless, that the judicial
organization of that period, and the system, already described,
of the kormilénié. left little room for the exercise of any rival
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power. This domain belonged to the ‘service men.’ It was
a private preserve. For in those days any man amenable to
justice was still fair game.

But with the following century the scene changes. Com-
munal’ autonomy suddenly widens its borders. It tends
towards the absorption of the whole of the provincial adminis-
tration, and of all the powers thereto attached. What has
happened ? This—that the ‘service men > have failed in
their task. They have worked the land so hard that they
have ruined it. By their exactions and extravagance they
have not only done serious damage to private interests, for
which the State cares little, but they have compromised the
interests for which the State does care—they have destroyed
or diminished its taxable property. And the State, wavering
between the two poles of its own political theory, then in course
of evolution, between the current of absolutism and the current
of liberty, resolves to break down privileges it .has.itself con-
ferred, and which have not borne their expectgd fruit, and with-
draws functions the bestowal of which it now regrets. For the
discharge of these, it calls on the elements of that communal
organization it has long scorned and even misused. Charters,
bestowed by a more and more liberal hand, place the communal
starosts and wardens in possession of a power tending first to
the diminution and then to the suppression of that once held
by the lieutenants and bailiffs of the Crown: But for all that,
the State does not drop its fundamental programme; it does
not quite abdicate its despotism. Between this last, and the
spirit of the institutions thus called to play a new part, it seeks
a compromise, and finds it in the separation of the authority
it concedes from the independence it refuses:’ -These magis-
trates, whose powers it has increased, will still be function-
aries, men of its own, and the commune, thus widened and glori-
fied, will be a State institution—we shall watch this phase—
until, under the law of serfdom, the approeaching evolution
gives it yet another form—the autonomy of the galleys, the -
association of the chain that binds one pair of legs to another.

To comprehend these successive changes we must devote a
closer, though still a cursory, examination to the working of
the particular parts of the machine affected by them.

V.—JupiciAL ORGANIZATION AND LEGISLATION.

Till towards the middle of the sixteenth century this sphere.
is wholly ruled by the idea that the- administration of justice
is a privilege, a valuable asset. Fiscal agents and Crown
officers on the ¢ black lands,’ property-owners on the ¢ white,’
all feed or are fed at the same manger. Decrees are pretexts,.
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first and foremost, for levying taxes; the repression of crime
is, above all things, a financial operation. Even though
cognizance of certain crimes, such as murder and brigandage,
is reserved to the State, it is all a question of cash, even
there. These affairs bring in more money, and the State
keeps the best morsels for itself.

Wherefore, in the Code of 1497—alfter the Rousskaia Pravda,
the earliest copy of which dates from 955 or 962, legislation
has come to a standstill—the provisions for criminal cases
rank first. In civil cases the legislator generally defers to
custom. He hardly mentions the relations and obligations
arising out of family ties or contracts, and is absolutely silent
concerning all other judicial relations. As regards public
rights, he gives nothing, or hardly anything. There is some
dim conception of a right of guardianship over the common
people,. vested in the State, evidenced by an injunction that
no man must be deprived of his liberty without the Sovereign’s
consent. The legislator’s chief anxiety has been to organize
the work of justice, and organization, in his view, consists
in the reckoning up and allotment of expenses and taxation.
'lihe Soudiébnik is a penal code and a book of profits, very little
else.

In the number and severity of the penalties suggested, the
Tartar influence is clearly seen. The Rousskaia Pravda was a
far gentler Code, and a more liberal one, too ; it gave the culprit
power in many cases to buy himself off. The new Code ignores
this privilege. The words bity knouty, biti bafogy, recur in
almost every line. In the application of these penalties, and
in the whole of its legislation, the idea of equality, which is
very apparent and accords with the democratic tendencies of
the Code, is at war with the contrary principle of vested rights
claimed by the Byzantine spirit of the Church. Judicial
practice itself was thus drawn from the civil sources of the
Greek legislation—from the laws of Constantine the Great,
Justinian, and Leo the Philosopher, from the Eclogues of Leo
the Isaurian and Constantine Copronymus ; so that if these
tribunals are responsible for the peasant as well as for every-
body else, the peasant will be hanged, and the boiar only
whipped or put in prison. In most cases, too, he will be tor-
tured to make him confess his crime. The accused person is
always put to slow torture : his #ibs are broken in, nails driven
into his flesh. This is the sixteenth century !

Up till the seventeenth, this same Code, lingering far behind
the rest of Europe, will accept the judicial combat, also part
of the habits of the country. At Novgorod the law even per-
mitted such combats between two women who accused each
other, while at Pskov a more gallant statute allowed the fair
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sex to find male substitutes, the same privilege being extended
to old men, infirm persons, and monks.

Ivan 1V.’s Code was to provide for a similar equalization of
the combatants’ strength. But at that moment the judicial
combat was beginning to change its nature. It had long been
looked on as a merely human expedient, held in scant respect,
and ranking lower than confession and testimony among the
means available for demonstrating the truth. As a mark
of distrust and scorn, the oath and the casting of lots were added
to it. Before proceeding to the combat the oath was taken,
and the oath was deferred till after the casting of lots. The
idea of Divine intervention did not present itself save in a
latent condition; but now it began to reaT its head and gather
strength. The judicial combat was taking on the form of a
Divine judgment. _

In this fact some people will recognise another instance of
Russia’s reversed march in the path of progress; it will be
recollected, in any case, that the ordalie proscribed in France
by the edict of Louis le Débonnaire, in 829, was forbidden,
and forbidden afresh by the French Parliament in 1400.
And, indeed, this ordalie was not quite the same thing. It
essentially depended on the idea of a celestial arbitrament,
which was not associated with such encounters, in Russia, till
alate period. It was a mere legacy, in her case, of a barbarous
past, when each man did justice for himself, and when the
decision of every quarrel depended on the.personal valour of
the disputants. Thus, far from favouring its maintenance and
application as she favoured the various appeals to the Divine
judgment in other places, the Church, even while labouring to
endue the custom with a religious meaning, opposed its practice.
She succeeded by this means in withdrawing 1ts two accessories
—the oath and the casting of lots—which were finally made
independent forms of proof. At a fairly early date, this last
was currently employed in. ecclesiastical business. The
sentence was drawn like a lottery-ticket. Before the common -
law tribunals similar judicial methods were pursued, down to
the close of the sixteenth century, according to a procedure
of which Henry Lane, an English commercial agent, gives a
curious account in connection with a lawsuit in which he was
interested, in the year 1560. -

It was connected with a sum of 600 roubles claimed from him
by a Kostroma merchant. The matter was to have been
decided, in the first instance, by a single combat, for the pur-
poses of which Lane had provided himself with a redoubtable
champion in the person of a fellow-countryman of his own,
employed, like himself, by the English trading company settled
in Russia. This man, whose name was Romanus Best, was
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destined to become the founder of an illustrious Russian
family, the Bestoujev. But the Kostroma man, thinking
his opponent too dangerous, no doubt objected to him, and
recourse was then had to the casting of lots. In the presence
of two high officials, who acted as judges, and a numerous
audience, the two parties were first of all invited to come
to terms. Then, neither being willing to yield, the judges,
turning up their sleeves, exhibited two balls of wax, and one
of them hailed a member of the crowd. * You there, with such
a coat and such a cap, come here ! The man advanced, held
out his cap, into which the two balls were put, and then another
man, chosen in the same way, drew them out, one after the other.
The first drawn won the battle,and as it turned out, the English-
man got his verdict; whereupon the audience applauded, quite
convinced of the excellence of the cause thus gained, and of
the uprightness of English merchants in general (‘ Hakluyt
Collection,’ ii., p. 209).

The reasons which prevented the State from putting the same
confidence in ordeals of this nature in cases affecting itself are
easily divined. It therefore devised others, and amongst them
the povalnyi obysk, a sort of inquiry into morals, in high
favour in the days of Ivan the Terrible. In this the voice
of the people—uvox Dei—was supposed to intervene, and to that
end a great mass of testimony was indispensable. False
witness was severely punished, knouted without mercy. But
the effect of this penalty was that most men would not open
their lips. As for documentary proof, that did not make its
appearance till the end of the sixteenth century. The carrying
out of the sentence, in civil matters, often involved very peculiar
practices. The condemned party, if a bankrupt, was delivered
over to his creditor ¢ with his head ’ (golovoion) ; in other words,
the debtor became his creditor’s thing, his slave, till the debt
was paid. Thesolvent debtor who refused to pay was subjected
to the praviéje. This means that the recalcitrant was led out
in front of the house in which the court sat, and there whipped
on the fleshy parts of his legs from morning till night. The
severity and efficacy of this display of force were both very un-
certain, and depended on the fees given the executioners by the
two parties. One debtor would get off without great damage,
another might be maimed. The duration of this punishment,
undetermined at first, was fixed, between 1555 and 1628, at one
month for a sum of 100 roubles; at the expiration of that time
the debtor was to be made over to the creditor. But men of
mark possessed the privilege of always being able to escape the
praviéje, either by finding substitutes or simply by default.

The extreme venality of the judges was another and a more
serious obstacle in the way of an equal-handed administration

4
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of justice ; over this abuse custom spread a generous cloak of
tolerance. In theory, bribes (viatki) were severely forbidden,
but in practice, parties presenting themselves at the bar of
justice had to lay an offering ‘for tapers’ before the holy
pictures, and at Easter, magistrates of every degree had a right
to receive ‘red eggs,” accompanied by several ducats each.
Vassili, father of the Terrible, heard that a judge, havingaccepted
a sum of money from one of the parties to a suit, and another
and smaller sum from the other party,had then given his verdict
in favour of the man who had paid him most. The magistrate,
summoned before his sovereign, admitted his act, and thought
to justify it by saying, ‘ When I have to deal between a rich
and a poor man, I never hesitate abouf believing the rich
man’s word, for his interest in deceiving me is smaller.” Vassili
smiled, and was merciful.

Let us, in our turn, shew mercy to a society in which the
struggle for life was embittered, in every class, by the uncer-
tainty affecting- every condition, and let us try to realize
the nature of an economic régime under which the inception
and maintenance of the praviéje were possible.

V1.—THE EpONOMIC SYSTEM.

Apart from the industrial and commercial centres to which
reference has already been made, the Russia of the sixteenth
century, like the Russia of the present day; was an essentially
agricultural country. Yet the art of cultivation tarried in its
earliest stages of development, and was limited to the most
elementary of methods. The province of Jaros]avl, to the north
of Moscow, and the banks of the Oka, from Riazan to Nijni-
Novgorod, on the south-east, were reckoned amongst the most
productive parts of the country. According to Herberstein,
indeed, the lands along the Oka yielded something between
twenty and thirty fold. Northward, again, in spite of the
severity of the climate, the land along the banks of the Northern,
Dvina, fertilized by spring floods, produced very large harvests.
But little wheat was grown there. The most usual crops
were rye, oats, and buckwheat, consumed for the most part
in the country. There Was a certain amount of exportation to
the west, by the seaport of Narva,-and at a later date by
Arkhangel, and overland into Poland. But this'trade could not
attain any great volume, for the needs of Europe were not then
what they are now. The State paralyzed this, like every other
traffic, by its monopolies, and, finally, any large exportation
of corn was discouraged 4s likely to impoverish the country.
Prices, too, were so ruled by the yield of each harves