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When Solzhenitsyn arrived in Europe in February 1974 he was received almost universally as a hero, both as 'the greatest Russian writer of the twentieth century' and as the model champion of freedom against tyranny. Twenty years later, when he returned to Russia, his reputation was in tatters partly because, instead of flattering those who had been so anxious to flatter him, he had withdrawn from the world to concentrate on what he regarded - rightly in my view - as his major work, The Red Wheel, his huge account of the revolution of February/March 1917.

But there were also real political issues at stake, the most obvious being 'Russia' and the relation between 'Russia' and 'the Soviet Union'. The point at issue was whether the Soviet Union could be seen as a specifically Russian development - an extension of the old Russian Empire, with Lenin, Stalin and their successors as the new Tsars - or, as Solzhenitsyn maintained, it was a new non- or multi- national entity with Russians to be numbered among the peoples it was oppressing.

Solzhenitsyn has written an account of his time in exile in the West in two large (excessively large, they include quite a lot of rather dull accounts of his travels) volumes under the title The Seed fallen between millstones. The first volume was published in French in 1998 as Le grain tombé entre les meules, the second in 2005. Neither is yet available in an English translation. The extracts I shall be giving are my own translations from the French.

The first millstone is of course the Soviet Union. Yuri Andropov, chairman of the KGB from 1967 until 1982 when he became General Secretary of the Communist Party and therefore leader of the Soviet Union, took a particular personal interest in his case and much effort was put into discrediting him, in particular using his first wife, Natalya Reshetovskaya and some of his early friends, notably Nikolai Vitkevich, his co-accused at the time of his arrest. 

But what was the other millstone?

It was partly a matter of what he saw as his mistreatment at the hands of people he thought were his collaborators - translators, publishers, lawyers. Partly also the unexpected pressures of celebrity in the West - harassment by the press and by institutions wanting to confer honours on him. But the most interesting problem was his gradual realisation that so much of what he had construed as opposition to the Soviet Union, both among his fellow dissidents of what he called 'the third emigration' and among policy makers in the United States, was in fact opposition to Russia as a geopolitical entity. 

THE THREE EMIGRATIONS

The first two Russian emigrations - broadly the 'White' or at least anti-Soviet migration of the 1920s - and those who had escaped in the chaos of the Second World War, were clear in their minds that what they were leaving, what distressed them, was the Soviet Union. The first emigration in particular had done what they could to maintain the cultural and intellectual ferment that had been taking place in Russia in the period leading up to 1917. An intense intellectual life - Vladimir Lossky, George Florovsky, Sergei Bulgakov, Nicolas Berdiaev are perhaps the best known names - was concentrated in Paris. Among the wider Russian Orthodox diaspora there was a feeling that the catastrophe that had befallen them was a call from God to spread Orthodoxy, not the most missionary minded of Christian tendencies, through the world. 

Solzhenitsyn, once he was settled in the relatively secure isolation of Vermont, launched two ambitious projects. One was a publishing house to make available both academic studies and memoirs of aspects of recent history ignored by Soviet historiography. The other was to put together an archive of documentary material relating to the first and second emigrations. These projects were in addition to his 'Russian Social Fund', established almost immediately on his arrival in Europe, using the royalties of The Gulag Archipelago to help survivors of the camps. According to D.M.Thomas (Alexander Solzhentisyn - A century in his life, London, Abacus, 1999, p.459) 'between April 1974 at the Fund's inception and February 1977, when its administrator in Moscow, Alexander Ginzburg, was arrested for alleged currency speculation, Solzhenitsyn had provided the rouble equivalent of $300,000, and this sum had helped 1500 political prisoners.'

Solzhenitsyn says of the different emigrations:

'Much as I respected the first emigration - not all of them, certainly, but very precisely the White, that which didn't run away, didn't try to save its skin, but fought so that Russia would know a better destiny, and had retreated fighting; much as I felt at ease with the second, which was my own generation, sisters and brothers of my companions in prison, those unfortunate suffering Soviet citizens who had by chance managed to escape long before the death of the regime, after only a quarter of a century of slavery, and were afterwards dragged along the arid paths offered to fugitives; by so much did I feel indifference for the great mass of the third emigration who were absolutely not escaping death or a prison sentence but had gone in search of a better organised, and pleasanter life ... Certainly they had made use of the right every man has to leave a place where he doesn't want to live but the problem was that not all Soviets - far from it - had this longed-for possibility. All right, I admit. All one could really reproach them for was using, in order to leave, the name of the state of Israel, and then to have gone to a completely different place ... Among them were certainly people who had done time in the camp or the psychiatric asylum, but these were isolated cases, easy to count. A relatively large number by contrast belonged to an elite which had actively served in the machinery of the lie (a lie that was omnipresent, embracing popular songs as well as the film industry) who had been on friendly terms with this machinery ... And the worst was that as soon as they appeared in the West, free to do as they wished, they looked back to judge and deliver lectures to the unfortunate, useless country they had just abandoned, to dictate, themselves being over here, what the life of Russia ought to be ...' (pp.409-10)

He is referring to the mainly Jewish emigration of the late 1960s and 1970s, a very remarkable phenomenon when the Soviet authorities, while vehemently attacking the Israeli aggression of the 1967 Six Day War and the annexation of the West Bank, allowed a large scale Jewish emigration, notionally to Israel as the 'Jewish homeland' though, as Solzhenitsyn (sympathetic to Israel) complains, many chose to go elsewhere. The Jewish emigrants tended to be acutely aware of anti-semitism as a specifically Russian problem and to see the Soviet Union as an extension of the Russian Empire. They shared this anti-Russian bias with the Ukrainian diaspora.

Before settling in Vermont, Solzhenitsyn explored the possibility of settling in Canada and while travelling there, he 'decided to go to Winnipeg, the centre of the Ukrainians in Canada, which I wanted to see. They have a sort of pan-Ukrainian parliament abroad - the World Congress of Free Ukrainians
 where different dispersed branches of the Ukrainians meet, with a general concelebration by the two different Ukrainian churches: Catholic and, in a manner of speaking, Orthodox (autonomous, with a non-canonical appointment of their bishops since 1918
). By contrast, the Russians who belong to different churches
 not only never meet but even make war against each other.

'But what about the Ukrainians? Their cohesion it seems is much greater but, so to speak, inert: they undertake nothing against the Soviet power, they say nothing that carries even a little weight; their whole ambition is to live, to live as one lives in the West, where one doesn't live at all badly and one waits to be liberated by the operations of the Holy Spirit, as much from the Russians as from the Communists. As for putting some effort into fighting, they're only ready to do it against the "Moscals" ...

'The Ukrainian question is one of the most dangerous for our future, it risks delivering us a bloody blow even at the very moment of our liberation and our minds, on both sides, are badly prepared for it ... I think that a good number of my comrades from the camp are still to be found in Ukraine and they will help in the future dialogue. It won't be any easier to reach an understanding with the Russians. Just as it is useless trying to show the Ukrainians that both spiritually and by heredity we are all descended from Kiev, so the Russians refuse the idea that on the banks of the Dnieper another people is living ... There is in any case one thing I know and I will proclaim it when the time comes; if, God forbid, a Russo-Ukrainian war has to break out, I myself won't have any part in it and I won't let my sons join it.' (pp.265-6).

THE US - AN ALLY IN THE STRUGGLE FOR FREEDOM?

But there was also the problem of attitudes among the American political establishment. especially among those leaders who might have seemed closest to himself, the Cold War hawks. 

When Solzhenitsyn first arrived in Washington to address Congress in 1975 'the police stopped the traffic at the roundabout and two senators who had taken a particular interest in me - the republican [Jesse] Helms (the one who had proposed me for honorary citizenship of the United States
) and the democrat [Henry "Scoop"] Jackson (known as a fierce enemy of the USSR) took hold of me as soon as I got out of my car.' On Jackson he continues: 'Jackson gave the impression that he was experiencing the greatest joy of his life, but his eyes were empty, they even frightened me. What a terrible thing politics is!' (p.278)

He seems to have had a higher regard for Helms - later, in 1995, co-sponsor of the Helms-Burton Act which allows the US to punish foreign companies which have dealings with Cuba. Nonetheless there is a hint of other feelings when he says that after he had given his speech to Congress 'we passed into Jackson's office (while at the same time feeling the elastic contact of Helms's elbow) ...' I have had some difficulty understanding the French but I assume he mean that Helms is claiming him as his own property.

Writing about his speeches of 1975 in which he generally spoke very highly of the US as leader of the free world, he says:

'Given the great change that has occurred in me I wouldn't make such speeches today. I no longer feel in America a close, faithful, powerful ally of our liberation as I felt it then. Not at all.

'And if I'd only known! If someone at that time had shown me the shameful law 86-90 (of 1959) of the American Congress in which the Russians weren't named among the nations oppressed by Communism, in which it was Russia, not Communism, that was designated as universal oppressor (of China after the manner of Tibet, of 'Cossackia' and 'Idel-Ural'); and it's on the basis of this law that every year, in July, is celebrated 'Captive Nations Day' (and we, in the depths of the Soviet Union, how we sympathised with this week! How we rejoiced because we weren't forgotten, we, the oppressed peoples). This would really have been the best moment to denounce the hypocrisy of that law! Alas I knew nothing about it and went on knowing nothing about it for the next few years.'
 (p.272)

As he says later in the book:

'Here in the West what are even those places where I have a solid position and where people seem to be listening to me? All that is without any real usefulness and my heart isn't in it. More and more I see that the West of the States
, and that of the papers and also, certainly, of business, isn't an ally for us. Or rather that to have it as an ally is all too dangerous for the necessary transformation of Russia.

'In any case my new orientation has already filtered through and it has been noticed in the West. Looking back one can see with astonishment that the unanimous support that carried me so well in my struggle against the Dragon - that of the Western press and that of society, both in the West and in the USSR - the incredible and quite unjustified backing from which I benefited at the time - was based on a mutual misunderstanding. In reality I was as awkward for the high intellectual-political spheres of the West as I was for the leaders and the educated classes of the Soviet Union.

'And then there's another thing: what a dubious, ambiguous position one finds oneself in when one attacks the Soviet regime not from inside but from outside! Who am I looking to as an ally? To those who are at the same time the enemies of a strong Russia, and especially of a national renaissance in our country. And against whom am I protesting? Uniquely the Soviet government, I think - but if that government is wrapped like an octopus round the neck and body of the country, how can one make the distinction? In slashing at the octopus I mustn't slash into my mother's body. For example in my American speeches in 1975 I called on my listeners not to supply the USSR with electronic material or sophisticated technology, but I said nothing of the sort about deliveries of wheat. But whether it was because someone extrapolated from what I said or because it was mixed up with what others had said, Oleg Yefremov, the leading film director of the Moscow Art Theatre, a man I respect, came to New York with the playwright Mikhail Roshchin and they said to Veronica Stein: 'Why has Isayevich called for war and condemned the delivery of wheat? He wants people to go hungry?' My God, but precisely I did not call for war, the American press misreported what I said - and in what a form did it reach my fellow citizens. As for wheat, I never said a word about it, but how now can I hope to make myself heard over there? ...

'Everything, really everything led to the same conclusion: much better that I withdraw into silence, that I cease for a long time to express myself in public ...' (p.370).

RICHARD PIPES AND 'OLD RUSSIA' 

Perhaps the personification of the view of Russia as intrinsically and by definition the villain of the piece was the American historian Richard Pipes. Pipes could be said to be for Russia what Bernard Lewis was for Islam - deeply hostile to a subject about which, however, he knew a great deal. Also like Lewis, he was associated with the Neo-Conservative tendency, and Jewish. His son, Daniel, played a leading role in 'Campus Watch', formed to keep an eye on college lecturers with Palestinian sympathies, and he himself was to play an important role in the mid-eighties when Solzhenitsyn was being accused of anti-semitism.

In the 1970s, when Solzhenitsyn was in despair over the American defeat in Vietnam (did he have any idea of the means by which America was waging war in Vietnam?) and urging the US to stand firm against Communism, Pipes was running 'Team B', set up by the then head of the CIA, George Bush (Sr), to second guess the conclusions that were being drawn by the American intelligence community that the Soviet Union was in economic difficulties which were having an unfavourable effect on its military capacity. It therefore posed less of a military threat, a conclusion that was naturally unwelcome to the US military establishment and the armaments industry. Team B was set up by the then Secretary of Defence, Donald Rumsfeld, and included among its members a younger Paul Wolfowitz. It was the model for the later 'Office of Special Plans', set up by Wolfowitz in 2002, also under Rumsfeld as Secretary of Defence, to undermine the CIA's assessment that the Iraqi government had little or nothing in the way of chemical, biological or nuclear weapons.

In the 1970s, then, Pipes and Solzhenitsyn could be described as (to use an old Marxist Leninist term) 'objective' allies in opposition to the then Secretary of State Henry Kissinger's policy of détente with the Soviet Union. The analysis in Pipes' book on The Russian Revolution, 1899-1919, also seems to me to resemble that of Solzhenitsyn in The Red Wheel, especially the recognition that the real revolution was in February and that October was just a coup d'état. This seems obvious now but it was less obvious when Soviet historiography was still a force to be reckoned with.

But Pipes' Russian Revolution was only published in 1990. In the 1970s Solzhenitsyn knew him mainly as the author of Russia under the old régime, first published in 1974. In 'The Seed' he describes how, when he was working on the archives in the Hoover Institution (in 1976, specifically on the assassination of Stolypin) he was asked to speak: 'Good, I introduced into the talk what was my preoccupation of the moment: why Western researchers did not quite understand
 Russia, what was the basis of their systematic error, why their judgments on her go astray (I cited in passing Richard Pipes' book on old Russia - thus making for myself over many years a passionate and influential enemy).' (p.335)

In an essay published in the US journal Foreign Affairs, ('Misconceptions about Russia are a threat to America', Foreign Affairs Vol 58, No.4, Spring 1980, pp.797-834), Solzhenitsyn said: 

'Richard Pipes' book Russia Under the Old Regime may stand as typical of a long series of such pronouncements that distort the image of Russia. Pipes shows a complete disregard for the spiritual life of the Russian people and its view of the world - Christianity. He examines entire centuries of Russian history without reference to Russian Orthodoxy and its leading proponents (suffice to say that St. Sergius of Radonezh, whose influence upon centuries of Russian spiritual and public life was incomparably great, is not once mentioned in the book, while Nil Sorsky is presented in an anecdotal role). Thus, instead of being shown the living being of a nation, we witness the dissection of a corpse. Pipes does devote one chapter to the Church itself, which he sees only as a civil institution and treats in the spirit of Soviet atheistic propaganda. This people and this country are presented as spiritually under developed and motivated, from peasant to tsar, exclusively by crude material interests. Even within the sections devoted to individual topics there is no convincing, logical portrayal of history, but only a chaotic jumble of epochs and events from various centuries, often without so much as a date. The author willfully ignores those events, persons or aspects of Russian life which would not prove conducive to his thesis, which is that the entire history of Russia has had but a single purpose - the creation of a police state. He selects only that which contributes to his derisive and openly hostile description of Russian history and the Russian people. The book allows only one possible conclusion to be drawn: that the Russian nation is anti-human in its essence, that it has been good for nothing throughout its thousand years of history, and that as far as any future is concerned it is obviously a hopeless case. Pipes even bestows upon Emperor Nicholas I the distinction of having invented totalitarianism. Leaving aside the fact that it was not until Lenin that totalitarianism was ever actually implemented, Mr. Pipes, with all his erudition, should have been able to indicate that the idea of the totalitarian state was first proposed by Hobbes in his Leviathan (the head of the state is there said to have dominion not only over the citizens' lives and property, but also over their conscience). Rousseau, too, had leanings in this direction when he declared the democratic state to be "unlimited sovereign" not only over the possessions of its citizens, but over their person as well.

As a writer who has spent his whole life immersed in the Russian language and Russian folklore, I am particularly pained by one of Pipes' "scholarly" techniques. From among some 40,000 Russian proverbs, which in their unity and their inner contradictions make up a dazzling literary and philosophical edifice, Pipes wrests those half dozen (in Maxim Gorky's tendentious selection) which suit his needs, and uses them to "prove" the cruel and cynical nature of the Russian peasantry. This method affects me in much the same way as I imagine Rostropovich would feel if he had to listen to a wolf playing the cello.

There are two names which are repeated from book to book and article to article with a mindless persistence by all the scholars and essayists of this tendency: Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great, to whom - implicitly or explicitly - they reduce the whole sense of Russian history. But one could just as easily find two or three kings no whit less cruel in the histories of England, France or Spain, or indeed of any country, and yet no one thinks of reducing the complexity of historical meaning to such figures alone. And in any case, no two monarchs can determine the history of a thousand-year-old nation. But the refrain continues. Some scholars use this technique to show that communism is possible only in countries with a "morally defective" history, others in order to remove the stigma from communism itself, laying the blame for its incorrect implementation upon Russian national characteristics.'

IN DEFENCE OF RICHARD PIPES

Not sharing Solzhenitsyn's strength of feeling on the subject I have to admit that I found Pipes' book interesting. His central argument as I read it is that throughout the whole period between Russia's subjection to the Tatars and its subjection to the Communists, no section of the general society was able to combine to challenge the state on the basis of its own material interest:

'The sum total of the preceding analysis of relations between state and society in pre-1900 Russia is that none of the economic or social groups of the old regime was able or willing to stand up to the crown and challenge its monopoly of political power. They were not able to do so because, by enforcing the patrimonial principle, i.e. by effectively asserting its claim to all the territory of the realm as property and all its inhabitants as servants, the crown prevented the formation of pockets of independent wealth or power. And they were not willing because, in so far as under this system the crown was the ultimate source of all material benefits, each group was strongly inclined to fawn on it. Dvoriane [landowners - PB] looked to the aristocracy to keep their serfs in place, to conquer new lands for distribution to them as pomestia [fief or service land], and to preserve their various exclusive rights; the merchants depended on the crown to grant them licences and monopolies and through high tariffs to protect their inefficient industries; the clergy had only the crown to safeguard their landed properties and, after these were gone [taken by the crown in the eighteenth century - PB] to pay them subsidies and keep their flock from defecting [to the Old Ritualists and other schismatic groups]. Under the adverse economic conditions prevailing in Russia, groups aspiring to rise above the subsistence level had but one option open to them, and that was to collaborate with the state - in other words, to give up political ambition ...

The underprivileged, the mass of muzhiki, also preferred absolutism to any other form of government except anarchy. That which they desired the most, namely free access to all the land not already under peasant control, they expected to obtain from the same tsar who had given personal liberty to their masters in 1762 and to them ninety nine years later. For the impoverished dvoriane, the mass of petty traders and the overwhelming majority of the peasants, constitution and parliament were a swindle which the rich and influential tried to foist on the country to enable them to seize hold of the apparatus of political power for their personal benefit. Thus, everything made for conservative rigidity ...

Such being the case, political opposition, if it was to emerge at all, had to come from quarters other than those customarily labelled "interest groups". No social or economic group had an interest in liberalisation; to the elites it spelled the loss of privilege, to the rural masses shattered hopes of a nationwide "black repartition". Throughout Russian history, "interest groups" have fought other "interest groups", never the state. The drive for change had to be inspired by motives other than self-interest, as the word is conventionally used - motives more enlightened, farsighted and generous, such as sense of patriotism, social justice and personal self-respect. Indeed, just because the pursuit of material rewards was so closely identified with the constitution of the old regime and subservience to the state, any aspiring opposition was bound to renounce self-serving; it had to be, or at any rate appear to be, utterly disinterested. Thus it happened that in Russia the struggle for political liberty was waged from the beginning exactly in the manner that Burke felt it ought never to be waged: in the name of abstract ideals.' (pp. 249-251)

The book has a number of chapters substantiating these points with regard to the different classes. The chapter on the peasantry includes the following:

'Until more scholarly studies on the subject become available, all we can go by are impressions. These do not bear out the picture, derived largely from literary sources, of widespread misery and oppression. The obvious injustice of serfdom must not be allowed to colour one's perception of its realities. Several Englishmen who wrote accounts of their experiences in Russia found that the Russian peasant's condition compared favourably with what they knew at home, especially in Ireland ... The following two excerpts come from such accounts. The first is by an English sea-captain who in 1820 undertook a four-year journey on foot across Russia and Siberia which gave him unique opportunities to observe rural life at first-hand:

"I have no hesitation ... in saying, that the condition of the peasantry here is far superior to that class in Ireland. In Russia, provisions are plentiful, good and cheap; while in Ireland they are scanty, poor and dear, the best part being exported from the latter country, whilst the local impediments in the other [Russia - PB] render them not worth the expense [merits of the famous Russian inefficiency! - PB]. Good comfortable log-houses are here found in every village, immense droves of cattle are scattered over an unlimited pasture, and whole forests of fuel may be obtained for a trifle. With ordinary industry and economy, the Russian peasant may become rich, especially those of the villages situated between the capitals."

'The second is by a British traveller who had gone to Russia for the express purpose of finding material which would cast it in a less favourable light than that found in the literature of the time [Robert Bremner: Excursions in the interior of Russia, 1839]:

"On the whole ... so far at least as mere [! - Pipes' exclamation mark] food and lodging are concerned, the Russian peasant is not so badly off as the poor man among ourselves. He may be rude and uneducated - liable to be ill-treated by his superiors - intemperate in his habits and filthy in his person; but he never knows the misery to which the Irish peasant is exposed. His food may be coarse; but he has abundance of it. His hut may be homely; but it is dry and warm. We are apt to fancy that if our peasantry be badly off, we can at least flatter ourselves with the assurance that they are much more comfortable than those of foreign countries. But this is a gross delusion. Not in Ireland only, but in parts of Great Britain usually considered to be exempt from the miseries of Ireland, we have witnessed wretchedness compared with which the condition of the Russian boor is luxury, whether he live amid the crowded population of large towns, or in the meanest hamlets of the interior. There are parts of Scotland, where the people are lodged in houses which the Russian peasant would not think fit for his cattle."

Pipes continues:

'It is particularly important to be disabused concerning alleged landlord brutality toward serfs. Foreign travellers to Russia - unlike visitors to the slave plantations of the Americas - hardly ever mention corporal punishment. The violence endemic to the twentieth century and the attendant "liberation" of sexual fantasy encourage modern man to indulge his sadistic impulses by projecting them on to the past: but the fact that he longs to maltreat others has no bearing on what actually happened when that had been possible. Serfdom was an economic institution not a closed world created for the gratification of sexual pleasures ... Where statistics happen to be available they indicate moderation in the use of disciplinary prerogatives. Every landlord, for example, had the power to turn unruly peasants over to the authorities for exile to Siberia. Between 1822 and 1833, 1,283 serfs were punished in this fashion; an annual average of 107 out of over twenty million proprietary serfs is hardly a staggering figure.' (pp.151-2) 

The major grievance felt by the peasantry, Pipes argues, was simply their conviction that they themselves, the people who worked the land, were its rightful owners. They failed to understand that there is something called 'law' which gives property rights to people who appeared to be contributing nothing useful to the community - hence the belief in a 'black repartition' which, in his Russian Revolution, Pipes argued played an important role in 1917. And his picture of violent and anarchic peasant seizure of the land is also found in Solzhenitsyn, describing events well before October.

The last chapter in Pipes' book is called 'Towards the police state' which does indeed imply a continuity between late Tsarism and Communism, especially as he quotes the Code of 1845 together with the 1927 Code (the famous Article 58 under which Solzhenitsyn was arrested) and of 1960 and comments:

"This type of legislation [an "omnibus" legislation covering any form of disrespect shown towards established authority - PB], and the police institutions created to enforce it, spread after the Revolution of 1917 by way of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany to other authoritarian state in Europe and overseas. One is justified in saying, therefore, that Chapters Three and Four of the Russian Criminal Code of 1845 are to totalitarianism what the Magna Carta is to liberty." (p.295)

Hence Solzhenitsyn's complaint that 'Pipes even bestows upon Emperor Nicholas I the distinction of having invented totalitarianism.' But the basis of Pipes' charge of totalitarianism isn't the authority the monarch claims over the conscience of the subject - that could be said to have been well established throughout Christendom since the days of Theodosius the Great at the end of the fourth century. It is embodied in the conversion of Kievan Rus under St Vladimir, Equal to the Apostles, and in the principle of 'cuius regio, eius religio', established after the Reformation. Pipes, however, is referring to legislation in which any expression of opinion deemed to be subversive of the state, or any indication of any possibility of any subversive action can be punishable - severely punishable - by law. We have an example of this in recent British legislation against militant Islam - since Pipes maintains that terrorist threat in the Russian Empire was exaggerated the analogy seems quite pertinent. But Pipes also makes it perfectly clear that the difference between the application of the 1845 Code and the Soviet code was immense:

'Under Nicholas I the draconian laws against political dissent were much less strictly enforced than one might be inclined to imagine. The machinery of repression was still too primitive for the police authorities to function in a systematic fashion: for this to happen, railways, telegraphs and telephones were needed. For the time being, the rules were applied in a rough sort of way. Usually, people suspected from informers' reports were detained and, after being questioned, either released with a warning or sent into the provinces for some specified period of time ... With the accession of Alexander II the government made an earnest effort to put an end to the arbitrary rule of the bureaucracy and police, and transform Russia into what the Germans called a Rechstaat, a state grounded in law ... It was not long, however, before this effort was sabotaged - this time, for once, not by bureaucrats but by the radical intelligentsia and its sympathisers among the well-meaning, enlightened and liberal public' (pp. 295-6. The last sentence could have been written by Solzhenitsyn!). And again: 'Just as the tactics of massive breakthrough by mechanised armour, inaugurated but not exploited by the British at Cambrai were perfected by their enemies the Germans in the Second World War, so the techniques of police rule, introduced piecemeal by the Russian imperial regime, were first utilised to their fullest potential by their one-time victims, the revolutionaries' (p.317)

SOLZHENITSYN AND THE ORTHODOX CHURCH

There is a certain irony that one of the chapters Solzhenitsyn would have liked least - the one on the Church - ends with a quotation from Solzhenitsyn himself:

'One can fully sympathise with the words of Alexander Solzhenitsyn that Russian history would have been "incomparably more humane and harmonious in the last few centuries if the church had not surrendered its independence and had continued to make its voice heard among the people, as it did, for example, in Poland."' (p.245).

The quotation comes from a "Lenten Letter" addressed by Solzhenitsyn while still in Russia to the then Patriarch of Moscow, Pimen, in March 1972.
 I discussed Solzhenitsyn's somewhat ambiguous attitude to historic Orthodoxy in an article published in 2010 in the online Dublin Review of Books, and I feel I can't do better than to repeat what I wrote then:

'The major theme of the Templeton Address, which Solzhenitsyn gave in 1984, is that the horrors that surround us derive from our loss of a sense of responsibility to something higher than ourselves - to God: "If I were asked today to formulate as concisely as possible the main cause of the ruinous Revolution that swallowed up some sixty millions of our people, I could not put it more accurately than to repeat: Men have forgotten God; that's why all this has happened." 

And yet, and yet ... if ever there was a political figure who had a sense of his responsibility to God it was Nicholas II. And Solzhenitsyn stresses this in his account of Nicholas in the "previous knots" section of August 1914. All Nicholas's decisions were accompanied by intense prayer. And one of the high points - perhaps the high point - of his life was the canonisation of Saint Seraphim of Sarov. Yet Nicholas's decisions are generally represented as catastrophic and they include leading Russia into the Russo-Japanese war and of course, however accidentally, the 1914 war - partly motivated by the specifically religious ambition of recovering Constantinople for Orthodoxy. 

One of the very few people Solzhenitsyn admires without reserve is Nicholas's minister, Peter Stolypin. But Stolypin is not represented as a particularly religious man - even if he makes the sign of the cross at the moment of his death - and his problems and achievements are presented in entirely secular political terms. As Solzhenitsyn comments in November 1916, giving an account of Kotya's [one of his fictional characters] thoughts on the Battle of Skrobotovo: "there's no use trying to put things right if your faults are the air you breathe, if your faults are you. Germans rely on heavy artillery, Russians on God ..."

Indeed, given the importance Solzhenitsyn attaches to religion, there is something a little odd about his attitude to the Orthodox Church ... Although he often refers to the martyrdom of the priests, monks and nuns of the Orthodox Church under Bolshevism, there are very few priests mentioned in The Gulag Archipelago ...  The Red Wheel seems to be an attempt to show the February revolution from all important points of view, yet very little is said about the huge trauma that was undergone by the church.

When he does mention the Orthodox Church he is often critical of it. One of his recurring themes is the sin which the Church committed in its persecution of the Old Believers - Orthodox Christians who refused to accept certain reforms of liturgical practice that were introduced in the seventeenth century. Without ever going into it very deeply Solzhenitsyn several times refers to the Old Believers as representing the genuine spirit of Old Russia. He sees the reforms of Peter the Great (when the supposedly independent patriarchate of Moscow was suppressed and the Church reduced to being a department of state after the manner of the Church of England) as an extension of the crime committed against the Old Believers. 

In the Templeton address he does evoke "a time when the social ideal was not fame or riches, or material success, but a pious way of life. Russia was then steeped in Orthodox Christianity which remained true to the Church of the first centuries". But he continues: "The Orthodoxy of that time knew how to safeguard its people under the yoke of a foreign occupation that lasted more than two centuries while at the same time fending off iniquitous blows from the swords of Western crusaders." In referring to "the period when Russia was under the domination that lasted more than two centuries ..." he is referring to the period when Russia was under the Muslim domination of the Tatars, the period of Alexander Nevsky (1218-63), who paid tribute to the Khans but fought against the incursions of the Teutonic Knights. 

No sooner is Russia freed from its shackles than we have Ivan the Terrible at the end of the sixteenth century, the "Time of Troubles" (Polish support for a supposed son of Ivan as legitimate heir to the throne), the schism with the Old Believers and "Peter's forcibly imposed transformation, which favoured the economy, the state and the military at the expense of the religious and national life." Solzhenitsyn is often criticised as a "Russian nationalist" - but he is an unusual sort of nationalist, not one who finds a great deal in the history of his country that is worthy of admiration.

[I may add here in parenthesis that in stating or at least hinting that the best period of the Russian Orthodox Church was the period of the Tatars, Solzhenitsyn is in agreement with Pipes - "The Golden Age of the Orthodox Church in Russia coincided with Mongol domination" - p.226]

The names he evokes when talking about the development of religious thought tend to be the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century intellectuals following in the line of the philosopher, Vladimir Soloviev ... One priest who is briefly discussed in The Gulag Archipelago is Father Paul Florensky but he, a very interesting mathematician and philosopher, falls into the category of intellectuals following in the line of Soloviev. Although stressing the admirable continuity of Orthodoxy among the people Solzhenitsyn rarely evokes more mainstream figures such as Paissius Velichkovsky in the eighteenth century or Metropolitan Philaret and the startsi of Optina in the nineteenth. Saint Serafim of Sarov is only evoked because of his importance to Nicholas II. [Again I might add in parenthesis the resemblance to Pipes and his failure, in Solzhenitsyn's eyes, to mention St Sergius of Radonezh].

Perhaps the most well-developed Christian personality in all Solzhenitsyn's writings is Dmitri Sologdin in In The First Circle. The original and complete version of In the First Circle has only recently (2009) been published (under that title) in an English translation. The First Circle, published as far back as 1968, is actually an abridged version Solzhenitsyn had, in his own view, mangled in the hopes of getting it published in the USSR. One of the great revelations of The Gulag Archipelago, losing him much of his left-wing support, was that Solzhenitsyn saw the Stalinist repression, not as a deviation in the course of Communist history, but as a logical continuation of the process initiated by Lenin. Until then, Solzhenitsyn was still keeping up a pretence of being willing to accept the Leninist foundation of the state. But that pretence is already dramatically exploded in the pages of the original In The First Circle.

The 1968 version - "Circle 87" - so called because of its 87 chapters, as opposed to the original "Circle 96" - maintains a sort of balance between Solzhenitsyn's two particular friends, Lev Kopelev ("Lev Rubin" in the novel), an atheist who still believes in the essentially progressive nature of the Soviet regime despite the abuses which he sees and denounces courageously, and the Christian, Dmitri Panin (Sologdin). In "Circle 96", however, the balance falls on the side of Panin/Sologdin - the more so if I am right in speculating that another figure, who plays a larger part in Circle 96 than in Circle 87, Ilarion Gerasimovich, may also have been based on Panin.'

But Sologdin/Panin's version of Christianity is not entirely Orthodox.

In the course of the ongoing quarrel between him [Panin/Sologdin] and the Bolshevik Lev Rubin, Rubin appeals to Nerzhin [the character based on Solzhenitsyn himself]:

"Tell him what a poseur he is! I'm fed up with his posturing! He's forever pretending to be Alexander Nevsky!"'

Sologdin surprises them by responding:

"Now that I don't find a bit flattering!"

"What do you mean?"

"Alexander Nevsky is no sort of hero as far as I am concerned. And no saint. So I don't take what you said as a compliment."

'Rubin was silenced. He and Nerzhin exchanged a baffled look.

"So what has Alexander Nevsky done to upset you?" Nerzhin asked.

"Kept chivalry out of Asia and Catholicism out of Russia. He was against Europe," said Sologdin, still breathless with indignation.

'Rubin returned to the attack, hoping to land a blow.

"Now this is something new! something quite new! ..."

"Why would catholicism have been good for Russia?" Nerzhin inquired, looking judicial.

"I'll tell you why!" the answer came like a flash of lightning. "Because all the people who had the misfortune to be Orthodox Christians paid for it with centuries of slavery! Because the Orthodox Church never could stand up to the state! A godless people was defenseless! The result was this cock-eyed country of ours! A country of slaves!"

Dmitri Panin, the model for Sologdin, left Russia in 1973 for France. According to [D.M.] Thomas: "Panin and his new Catholic-Jewish wife Issa had a cordial farewell with Sanya [Solzhenitsyn] before leaving for Paris: part of the limited Jewish exodus permitted as a contribution to détente with the West in the early 1970s." In France, Panin published a number of books, including his own account his time in prison, Notebooks of Sologdin (Solzhenitsyn apparently took offense at the title). But he also published a number of more theoretical works including The World is a Pendulum, published in French in 1974, Builders and Destroyers (1883) and Theory of Densities. As it happens, Theory of Densities was published in French in 1990 by a friend of mine, the late Henri Viaud, who ran a small publishing house, Editions Presence. 

[...]

Panin's Theory of Densities outlines a science-based philosophy which he claims is truly "materialist" and truly rational in opposition to the non-materialist and irrational "dialectical materialism" of Marxism - details of the argument find their way into the quarrel between Rubin and Sologdin. He then expounds the principle dogmas of the Church in terms of this overall theoretical framework and with the aid of an abundance of mathematical demonstrations. But of most immediate interest to us is a chapter on "the Church" which argues that only on the basis of the papacy can the church become a force capable of confronting the state and the forces of antichrist, of godlessness, in the world. And he suggests that a large part of the teachings of Christianity (notably "God is Love" and "resist not evil") is not suited to mass consumption and should be reserved to the élite.

The whole is strangely reminiscent of Dostoevsky and most obviously the famous Legend of the Grand Inquisitor in The Brothers Karamazov. The author of the Legend, Ivan Karamazov, was widely thought at the time to be modelled on Soloviev, who was a friend of Dostoevsky's and who eventually became a "Uniate" - a Roman Catholic who continued to use the offices of the Eastern Orthodox churches. Ivan uses the story (in the long conversation with his brother Alyosha that is among the most profound discussions in the whole history of Christian literature) to argue through the lips of the Inquisitor that the doctrine of Jesus is cruel because it allows a freedom of the soul that very few people are able to assume and that consequently can only open the way to Evil - terrible, absolute Evil. Only iron control by an élite, represented by the Inquisitor, can save the people from the consequences of its own anarchic passions. For Dostoevsky, standing on the opposite side of the fence to Panin, it is an allegory of the essential difference between the rational Roman Catholic Church and irrational - but Christian - Orthodoxy. Panin is quite clearly and, we must assume, knowingly, taking the side of Ivan Karamazov.

The Red Wheel argues that Russia was already lost by the time of the February Revolution - that the country was so totally demoralised by liberal and socialist ideas that it could only deliver itself tamely into the hands of the Bolsheviks. In The Seed fallen between millstones, Franco's Spain is held up as a model of a proper Christian response to the evil of Bolshevism. Thus Solzhenitsyn seems to approach the position argued by Panin. Evil must be confronted by force, and the centralised spiritually independent Roman Catholic Church is better placed to do it than Orthodoxy with its otherworldliness and tradition of subservience to the state.'

Solzhenitsyn's thinking is in general wider and more interesting in his novels (including The Red Wheel, if that can be called a novel) than in his discourses. He never seems to have been able quite to focus his mind on 'the West' and, being myself a Socialist, I naturally regret his determination to persuade the West that Communism was an Absolute Evil that had to be rooted out in all its manifestations. On this reading 'the West' is wearing the White Hat, only vitiated by the desire for an easy life and by the temptations of Socialism - in Solzhenitsyn's eyes only the antechamber to full fledged Communism. Solzhenitsyn as we have seen insisted that he wasn't calling for war against the Soviet Union nor for sanctions that would hurt the people of the Soviet Union but he did support the war in Vietnam and, so far as I can see, supported sanctions on Cuba. He was a keen supporter of Ronald Reagan but at the moment when the evil of Reagan's reign became evident to me (the mining of the ports of Nicaragua) Solzhenitsyn's mind was somewhat diverted from US politics by the beginnings of glasnost in the Soviet Union.

The greatness of Solzhenitsyn lies in his ability, in the novels, to enter into a wide variety of differing minds, including Socialist ones. And speaking to Russians about about how the transition from Communism should be handled his thinking became much better focussed. I hope to look at this in a further article and to draw comparisons and contrasts with the current bête noir of the Western anti-Russian establishment, Alexander Dugin.
� This was founded in New York in 1967. It is now called the Ukrainian World Congress and organised internationally..


� The Ukrainian autocephalous churches in the USA and in Canada - unlike the two rival autocephalous churches in the Ukraine itself - are now, since 1996, attached to the Patriarch of Constantinople and are therefore recognised by the mainstream Orthodox churches as 'canonical'. The 'Catholic' tendency he mentions are the 'Uniates' who continue to use more or less the same rite as the Orthodox but are in communion with the papacy.


� He is referring to the Russian Orthodox believers attached to the Moscow Patriarchate, the independent emigré Russian Church Abroad - now, as it happens also attached to the Moscow Patriarchate though violently hostile to it during the Soviet era - and the Paris based 'exarchate' attached to Constantinople.


� Helms made several attempts to have Solzhenitsyn given honorary citizenship, an honour previously conferred only on Lafayette and Churchill. Although he secured the support of the Senate his efforts were blocked either by the House of Representatives or by Kissinger's State Department.


� According to the chronology in Lioudmila Saraskina: Alexandre Soljénitsyne, Fayard 2010, Solzhenitsyn wrote this book in 1978. A note referring to some attempts on the part of Russians living in the US to have the law changed is dated 1986.


� 'L'Occident des Etats'. I'm not sure if this refers to the United States or if he means the different national governments in the West.


� This is my reading of the French but I think it should be 'did not at all understand'


� The full text can be found on the Website of The Tablet at http://archive.thetablet.co.uk/article/15th-april-1972/20/challenge-to-the-russian-church
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