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Solzhenitsyn's last major work was his historical account of Russian-Jewish relations - Two Centuries Together. It was published in 2001 (1st volume) and 2002 (2nd volume). He was working on it throughout the 1990s (he returned to Russia in 1994) and though he also tells us that he had many other projects at the time
, this was clearly the most ambitious.

It is also the most untypical of his large scale works. Solzhenitsyn's work is so varied that it may be a bit tendentious to talk about a 'typical' work but his obvious strength was his ability to frame stories, and particularly his ability to enter into the minds of his protagonists - to understand, or at least give a convincing account of, the logic that motivates them. This is true even of The Gulag Archipelago, which has no fictional characters. But it is not true of Two Centuries Together, which is a straightforward attempt to unravel a historical conundrum stretching over a long period of time. Why, in the midst of all the problems Russia was facing in the 1990s, should he have attached so much importance to this one - a problem which, moreover, as he knew all too well, could only bring him trouble? As he says in his introduction: 'I would have liked not to have to try my strength on such a thorny topic. But I consider that this history - or at least an attempt to enter into it - mustn't continue to be forbidden.'

In a review of the first volume of Two Centuries Together, one of Solzhenitsyn's avowed enemies, the historian and US government adviser, Richard Pipes, explains:

'Someone familiar with Solzhenitsyn's treatment of Jews in his historical novels cannot escape the feeling that, at least in some measure, this undertaking is an effort to rid the author of the reputation for anti-Semitism. Although Solzhenitsyn has always indignantly rejected this accusation, it was not entirely unmerited. In Lenin in Zurich, he depicted the Russian Jew Alexander Parvus-Helphand as a slimy, sinister, almost satanic figure as he attempted to hire the exile Lenin to work for the Germans. In The Red Wheel, when dealing with the assassination of his hero Peter Stolypin by Dmitry Bogrov (whom he named "Mordka" or Mordechai, lest anyone miss his nationality), Solzhenitsyn attributed to the assassin, without any historical warrant, a desire to prevent Stolypin from reforming Russia, since what was good for Russia was bad for the Jews. In fact, Bogrov came from a thoroughly assimilated family - his grandfather was a convert and his father a member of the Kievan Nobles' Club - and he had no Jewish interests in mind.'

On the face of it, two passages in a historical novel concerning real historical personages who happened to be Jews doesn't look like very strong evidence of antisemitism. The more so to me since when I read Lenin in Zurich (where Parvus appears, though these passages are extracted from the longer November 1916) and August 1914 (where Bogrov appears) without the question of Solzhenitsyn's attitude towards the Jews in mind, I took both as good examples of Solzhenitsyn's ability to enter sympathetically into the minds of his ideological enemies. Both Parvus, on a very large scale, and Bogrov, on a much smaller scale, emerge from Solzhenitsyn's account as interesting and quite highly impressive figures.

PARVUS AND LENIN

The passage concerning the confrontation between Parvus and Lenin is one of the few occasions (maybe, I think, the only occasion) in which Solzhenitsyn allows himself to indulge in fantasy - one might indeed say 'fantasmagoria'. Another of his many enemies, Andrei Sinyavsky, wrote a manifesto against Socialist Realism arguing that the proper mode of Russian literature was 'fantasmagoria' after the manner of Gogol's The Nose or Bulgakov's The Master and Marguerita. 

In Sletches of Exile (Part 1, pp.149-50) Solzhenitsyn explains:

'Out of the mountain of material I had accumulated, I saw emerging and growing in size, to the point that he was catching up with Lenin himself, a personage I hadn't previously thought of, that of Parvus, with his plan of a simplicity of genius: destroy Russia through a combination of revolutionary methods and national separations, above all that of Ukraine, by cultivating the Ukrainians in the camps of Russian prisoners and stirring up among them an irreconcilable attitude to Russia (and it worked, that plan! While no British Empire would have been able at that time to do anything like it: they wouldn't have dared to light the revolutionary fire). But there was a problem: how to arrange a meeting between Parvus and Lenin in 1916, to have a direct dialogue between them? They had indeed met, but in Bern in 1915, and I had decided against giving an account of the year 1915. There was no meeting between them in Zurich in 1916, only an exchange of letters. So, forced into it, I put my usual realism aside and had recourse to fantasy to turn their correspondence into a dialogue. I introduced a touch of devilry: the emissary didn't just bring a letter but at the same time Parvus himself, reduced and confined in a suitcase. The progressive swelling up, the emergence, then the disappearance of the personage after the interview, the element of fantasy was limited to that; the whole Lenin-Parvus dialogue and the confrontation of their ideas and their plans are given in their reality and in perfect conformity with the historical truth.'

The emissary in question is George Sklarz (an 'energetic little Galician Jew,' November 1916, p.635 - the relationship between Sklarz and Parvus has something of the relationship between Peter Lorre and Sidney Greenstreet in The Maltese Falcon) and, since Solzhenitsyn isn't able to quite go the whole hog with fantasmagoria, Lenin is portrayed as being ill and prone to hallucinating. But the main point is that both men consider themselves and each other to be the most formidable minds in the revolutionary movement. And we have the clear impression that Solzhenitsyn agrees.

Lenin has proclaimed a policy of turning the inter-Imperialist war into a civil war. Instead of fighting for 'their own' country, the working classes of each of the warring nations should turn against 'their own' ruling class. It is a policy perhaps impossible to reduce to practise once rejected by the supposedly international workers' movement, but keeps the attention of its supporters firmly fixed on the need for revolution independent of the confusion of interests generated by the war:

'A joyful inspiration took shape in his dynamic mind, one of the most powerful, swiftest and surest decisions of his life. The smell of printer's ink from the newspapers, the smell of blood and medicaments from the station hall evaporated - and suddenly, like a soaring eagle following the movements of a little bird, you have eyes only for the one truth that matters, your heart pounds, like an eagle you swoop down on it, seize it by its trembling tail as it is vanishing into a crevice in the rock, and you tug and tug and rise into the air, unfurling it like a ribbon, like a streamer bearing the slogan TRANSFORM THIS WAR INTO CIVIL WAR! And this war, this war will bring all the governments of Europe down in ruins!' (August 1914, p.178)

Parvus on the other hand has straightforwardly gone over to the enemy camp:

'Why ask who bears the "war guilt", "who attacked first" when world imperialism has been preparing for this fight for decades [...] think like Socialists: how are we, the world proletariat, to make use of the war, or in other words on which side should we fight? Germany has the most powerful Social Democratic Party in the world. Germany is the stronghold of socialism and for Germany this is a war of self defence. If Socialism is smashed in Germany it will be defeated everywhere. The road to victory of world socialism lies through the reinforcement of German military power, while the fact that Tsarism is on the same side as the Entente reveals even more clearly where the true enemies of socialism are: thus, the victory of the Entente would bring a new age of oppression to the whole world. So workers' parties throughout the world must fight against Russian Tsarism. Advising the proletariat to adopt neutrality (as Trotsky does) means opting out from history, it is revolutionary cretinism. So the object of world socialism is the crushing defeat of Russia and a revolution in that country! Unless Russia is decentralised and democratised the whole world is in danger. And since Germany bears the main burden of the struggle against Muscovite imperialism, the revolutionary movement there must be suspended for the time being. At a later stage victory in war will bring class victories for the proletariat. THE VICTORY OF GERMANY IS THE VICTORY OF SOCIALISM!.' (November 1916, pp.647-8)

One wonders if there might be a resemblance between the pro-German arguments of Parvus and the pro-German arguments of James Connolly and Roger Casement.

Parvus had worked with Lenin on the journal Iskra since 1900 but at the time of the Bolshevik/Menshevik split he had sided with the Mensheviks, without totally identifying with them. According to the account by Heinz Schurer: 'Parvus and Rosa Luxemburg both upheld the conception of the spontaneous action of the masses as opposed to the Leninist idea of the direction of the movement by a spearhead of professional revolutionaries.' About the same time Parvus was contacted by the younger Trotsky and together they had taken charge of the Socialist contribution to the 1905 revolution. To quote Schurer again:

'By the end of 1904 Trotsky had completed the manuscript of a pamphlet on the prospects of the Russian revolution to come. No sooner had he placed it in Parvus' hands than the stirring events of January 9, 1905 {the massacre of demonstrators led by the priest, Georgiy Apollonovich Gapon, in St Petersburg - PB] took place. Profoundly moved by these developments Parvus wrote a preface to the pamphlet which in the boldness of its prognosis went far beyond anything any Russian Marxist had yet dared to predict. Parvus set the course firmly for the conquest of political power in Russia by the social democratic party alone ... The only one who accepted the idea was Trotsky ...'

In Solzhenitsyn's account, to Lenin, stranded in Geneva and firing 'letter after letter' to Russia:

'It had all seemed so obvious. Knuckle dusters! Clubs! Gasoline-soaked rags! Spades! Guncotton! Barbed wire! Nails (for use against mounted police) [...] Climb to the upper stories of buildings and rain stones down on the troops! Pour boiling water on them! Keep acid up there to pour on the police!

'Parvus and Trotsky had done none of these things, but merely arrived in Petersburg, issued a proclamation, and convened a new organ of government: The Soviet of Workers' Deputies. They asked no one's permission, and nobody hindered them. A pure workers' government! Already in session! Although they arrived a mere two weeks before the others [the other revolutionary exiles - PB], they had taken control of everything. The chairman of the Soviet was their man of straw, Nosar; its outstanding orator and general favourite, Trotsky; while its inventor Parvus, directed it from behind the scenes. They had taken over the struggling Russian Gazette, which sold for one kopeck and was popular in style and tone, and suddenly sales rose to half a million and the ideas of the two friends flowed out to the masses.' (pp 640-1)
 

In the repression that followed 1905, while Lenin was tied up in his philosophical dispute with Alexander Bogdanov and what we might almost call the mystical wing of Bolshevism, Parvus was in Turkey, establishing himself as a major industrialist, making a fortune and acting as financial and political adviser to the Young Turk government. His pro-German policy gave him a voice in the councils of the German government. He had, in other words, what Lenin so conspicuously lacked - power within the existing financial and political system. Lenin, on the other hand, had - or at least Parvus, on Solzhenitsyn's reading, thought he had - a disciplined body of determined revolutionaries organised under his command throughout Russia. Parvus also recognised Lenin as the best, most determined mind among the revolutionaries.

Parvus, then, is proposing a deal to Lenin. He, with the backing of the German government, would provide money and weapons which Lenin would use to organise a series of mass revolts both on the basis of class and national minority interests ('our most important lever is the Ukrainian movement. Without the Ukraine to buttress it the Russian edifice will soon topple over', p.650). Lenin, however, knows that he doesn't have the means Parvus thinks he has:

'What he had was ... a tiny group, calling itself a party, and he could not account for all its members - some might have split off. What he had was ... What is to be done?, Two Tactics, Empiriocriticism, Imperialism. What he had was ... a head, capable at any moment of providing a centralised organisation with decisions, each individual revolutionary with detailed instructions and the masses with thrilling slogans. And nothing more, no more today than he had eighteen months ago ...' (p.677). 

He turns Parvus's offer down:

'Lenin tried to think how he could refuse help without giving offense, without losing an ally, how to conceal his own secret while divining that of his companion [...] If there was no chink in his armour, why was he making this second approach, and so insistently? Had his strength failed him? Or his funds perhaps? Had his network broken down? Or perhaps the German government was no longer paying so well? They made you work for your money, once they had you hooked.

'How good it was to be independent! Oh no, we're not so weak as you think! Not nearly as weak as some! [...]

'Trotsky's complaints against his former mentor - that he was frivolous, lacked stamina, and abandoned his friends in time of trouble - were so much sentimental rubbish. These were all pardonable faults and need not stand in the way of an alliance. If only Parvus had not committed gross political errors. He should not have exposed himself by rushing at a mirage of revolution. He should not have made The Bell a cesspool of German chauvinism. The hippo had wallowed in the mire with Hindenburg - and destroyed his reputation. Destroyed himself as a socialist once and for all.

'It was sad. There were not many Socialists like him!

'(But although he had destroyed himself, there was no sense in quarrelling. Parvus might still be enormously helpful.)'

As he was when it came time to return to Russia in 1917.

PARVUS AS A CARICATURE JEW

That is the substance of the exchange between Lenin and Parvus, a matter of politics - politics of a high order. At the same time, however, Solzhenitsyn contrasts Parvus the wealthy sybarite with Lenin the impoverished ascetic. Lenin hallucinating the dialogue with Parvus while he reads his letter in 1916 remembers their meeting in Bern in 1915:

'How shamelessly Parvus displayed his wealth even in little things [...] In Bern he had ambled about a cheap student canteen (dinner sixty-five rappen) in search of Lenin, puffing the most expensive of cigars.'

He is portrayed as physically repulsive. As Lenin tries in his hallucinatory state to read the letter Sklarz has given him, 'Parvus's hippopotamus blood spurted from the letter into Lenin's feverish hands, poured into his veins, swirled threateningly in his bloodstream ...' When Parvus emerges himself out of the suitcase: 'There he stood, life-sized, in the flesh with his ungovernable belly, the elongated dome of his head, the fleshy bulldog fatures, the little imperial - looking at Lenin with pale watchful eyes. Amicably, as ever.'

To quote an account from an article published in Soviet Jewish Affairs
 discussing Lenin's memory of their encounter in Bern, when the ostentatiously wealthy Parvus visited the ostentatiously impoverished Lenin and the two sat together (Laurel and Hardy?) on Lenin's bed:

'Switching from the demonic to the perverse, Solzhenitsyn now has this couple riding on Lenin's bed: "Just a massive Swiss iron bed, with the two of them upon it, great men both, floating above a world pregnant with revolution ...' Parvus is so close to Lenin that the latter feels "a gust of marshy breath, right in his face." The pudgy Parvus leans physically on Lenin, " ... forcing him farther and farther along the bed until he was sitting on the pillow and could feel the bedstead against his elbow." All the time Parvus is "pushing" and "pumping in" his behemoth's blood [...]

'Just below the surface a homosexual act is being suggested. Parvus is "pumping in" not only the marshy breath from his mouth, not only the blood from his veins, not only the money from Germany, but also the "demonic semen" which will produce the "embryo of the revolution."'

The suggestion that Parvus is a caricature Jew and that through him Solzhenitsyn is arguing that the Russian revolution is the result of  Jewish machination is, I think, first made in a book by Alexander Yanov - The Russian New Right (Berkeley, Institute of International Studies, 1978). A very fascinating book, I might say, and I hope to come back to it in a later article.

Parvus, in Yanov's account, 'comes to a weak, beaten, powerless rival, proposing a collaboration. Why? What for? This is the most important and decisive question for us at the moment.

'Is it not because, in the first Revolution, in 1905, he made a mistake by relying on a Jew - Trotsky - as the potential leader of a Russian  revolution? Is it not because he suffered defeat then, and Russia survived 1905? It must not survive the new revolution. That is why Lenin, the Russian (even if only by a quarter) is now needed ...'

In fact nothing of the sort is suggested in Solzhenitsyn's account. Parvus, as we have seen, thinks Trotsky has gone wrong. He regrets that their collaboration is no longer possible. But never mind. Yanov continues:

'Certainly this person is a German agent [...] But does this explain his inhuman intellect, his seismographic sense of movement in the depths, his ability to predict things earlier and further into the future than anyone else - an ability before which even the "diabolical" genius Lenin became confused, effaced himself, and retreated into the background? [...] It is clear that for him the Germans are nly executors, just as Lenin is. He is merely using them to achieve his own satanic goal, as he once used Trotsky, and as he now intends to use Lenin. No - he is not a "devil"; he is a tempter of devils [...] he is the very Mephistopheles of "deviltry", its inspirer; he is the grey eminence; he is the true ruler of history, in whose hands the Bolsheviks and the Germans are only marionettes, twitching at his will [...]

'If the reader has some doubts that this is supposed to be Satan himself (the Jew anti-Christ, emerged from the depths of Russia, prophesied by Konstantin Leont'ev
) Solzhenitsyn destroys them in one wonderful scene worthy of the pen of Mikhail Bulgakov when he wrote The Master and Margarita' (pp.108-9)

He then describes the emergence out of the suitcase. 

What is missing from this account is of course the fact that Lenin turns him down, and considers that in so doing, he has scored a moral victory over him, has proved to be the stronger of the two. Though admittedly a rather ridiculous edge is given to this as Lenin turns back to his efforts to start the world revolution in Switzerland.

BOGROV

At the time Yanov was writing Parvus was, I think, the only case of Solzhenitsyn writing at length a negative portrayal of a Jew - if that is what it is ... if the reader does not share my impression that Solzhenitsyn's obvious ideological hatred of Parvus is combined with a quite lively and even sympathetic - that is the nature of Solzhenitsyn's genius as a writer - admiration. The most notable other major portrayal of a Jew was the very likeable Lev Rubin, based on Solzhenitsyn's one time friend Lev Kopelev, in In the first circle. The Gulag Archipelago, vol 2, had a page of photographs of camp commanders, all of whom happen to be Jewish. We will come back to that, perhaps, in a later article. But in 1985, with the publication of the expanded August 1914, Parvus was joined by Bogrov, the assassin of Stolypin. As we have seen, Pipes accuses Solzhenitsyn of exaggerating the importance of Bogrov's Jewishness. In a footnote in his book The Russian Revolution he had already made the points he made in his review of Two Hundred Years:
'Bogrov, who came from a thoroughly assimilated family (his grandfather had converted to Orthodox Christianity and his father belonged to the Kievan Nobles' Club) was a Jew only in the biological ("racial") sense. Even his given name, which Solzhenitsyn chooses to be the Yiddish "Mordko", was the very Russian Dmitrii' (p.189)

Solzhenitsyn on the other hand has it that Bogrov's paternal grandfather

'turned out to be a writer of some talent: Bogrov's Memoirs of a Jew, published by Nekrasov
, was favourably received, though it provoked attacks from Jewish readers by exhibiting the less pleasant sides of Jewish life. Quite late in life this grandfather was baptised so that he could marry an Orthodox Christian girl. He abandoned his first family and died in the depths of the Russian countryside before his grandson was born. The son of his first marriage, Gersh Bogrov, remained loyal to the Jewish faith, inherited money from his mother's family, and became an influential lawyer and a millionaire [...] He was a prominent member of the Kiev Nobles Club, chairman of the Senior Members of the Concordia Club, and well known as an extremely lucky gambler [...] The family frequently went abroad and lived like Russian aristocrats." (August 1914, p.453)

As a result of the disruptions in 1905 the Tsar issued his 'October Manifesto' allowing the establishment of a Russian Parliament, the 'Duma'. Bogrov at the time was attending University in Munich. To take up Solzhenitsyn's account:

'Immediately after the manifesto of 30th October came the Kiev pogrom, news of which made Bogrov desperately anxious to return. "I cannot remain idle abroad while people are being killed in Russia!" But his parents would not let him have a separate passport, though he was nineteen years old.' In Munich 'he was tortured all the time by the knowledge that he had turned his back on the stark struggle in that hard year and at the end of 1906 he went home to Kiev.' (p.454)

One of Solzhenitsyn's main sources (a source that goes unmentioned by Pipes) is a biography of Bogrov by his brother, Vladimir, who, Solzhenitsyn tells us, was in Munich with him, so one might assume that this is the source he is using here.

Bogrov joins the anarchists - 'Naum Tysh, the Gorodetsky brothers, Saul Ashkenazy, Yankel Shteiner, Rosa No 1 (Mikhelson) and Rosa No 2'. In these circles, Solzhenitsyn tells us that 'In response to discrimination against the Jews and to a number of events affecting them in Kiev after the Second Duma had been dissolved in its turn, Bogrov declared repeatedly, and to various people, that it was time to go over to terrorist action against the state, and recommended the elimination of the head of the Kiev security police, the senior gendarme officer and the commander of the Kiev Military District, Sukhomlinov.' (pp.455-456)

Later, in 1909, as we approach the time of the assassination: 'still he had not taken a single step towards his great objective. It was four years now and still he had not exacted revenge for the Kiev pogrom of 1905 ...' (p.461).

In a passage partially quoted by Pipes, Bogrov is beginning to fix his attention on Stolypin:

'Stolypin, and no one else, was the strong man of unbridled reaction. Stolypin was the most dangerous and the most pernicious man in Russia (he was often mentioned with hostility in Bogrov's father's circle). Who, if not Stolypin, had broken the back of the revolution? Against all the odds, the regime had been lucky enough to find a man of talent. He was changing Russia irreversibly, but not in a European direction. That was an illusion. He was strengthening the backbone of the mediaeval autocratic system so that it could last and no genuine liberation movement would be able to spread.

'Some might say that Stolypin had introduced no anti-Jewish measures. No, but he had created the general atmosphere of depression. It was under Stolypin, and with the election of his Third Duma, that the Jews had begun to give in to despondency, to despair of ever obtaining the right to exist as normal human beings in Russia. Stolypin had done nothing directly against the Jews, he had even made their lives easier in some ways, but it did not come from the heart. To decide whether or not a man is the enemy of the Jews you must look beneath the surface. Stolypin boosted Russian national interests too blatantly and too insistently - the Russianness of the Duma as a representative body, the Russianness of the state. He was trying to build not a country in which all were free, but a nationalist monarchy. So that the future of the Jews in Russia was not affected by his goodwill towards them. The development of the country along Stolypin's lines promised no golden age for the Jews.

'Bogrov might or might not take part in revolutionary activity, might associate with the Maximalists, with the Anarcho-Communists, or with no-one, might change his party allegiance and change his character many times over - but one thing was beyond doubt: his exceptionally talented people must gain the fullest opportunity to develop unimpeded in Russia.' (pp.461-2)

In January 1910 he graduates, becoming a professional lawyer, but 'As a Jew he could not immediately become a practising attorney ... With his university diploma he could now live where he pleased [ie he could leave the Zone of Residence where Jews were allowed to live. Jews could not live, or their right to live was restricted, in historic Russia - PB]. This right had previously been denied him because, like his father he refused to change his religion for the sake of privilege. His first name was always given as Mordko in official documents.' (pp.462-3).

He goes to Petersburg and reveals his intention to kill Stolypin to Yegor Lazarev, a leading figure in the Social Revolutionary movement. In the course of a long discussion, Lazarev (who has some difficulty taking him seriously) says:

'"But you are a Jew. Have you considered seriously what the consequences could be?"

'He had considered everything. His automatic response was even prompter than before.

'"Precisely because I am a Jew I can't bear the knowledge that we are still living - if I may remind you - under the heavy hand of the Black Hundred leaders. The Jews will never forget the Krushevans, Dubrovins and Puryshkeviches.
 Remember what happened to Herzenstein. And Iollos.
 What of the thousands of Jews savagely done to death? The chief culprits always go unpunished. Well, I shall punish them."

'"Then why not go straight for the Tsar?" Lazarev asked with a smile.

'"I've thought it over carefully. If Nikolai is killed there will be a pogrom. But there will be no pogrom for Stolypin. Anyway, Nikolai is only Stolypin's puppet. Moreover, killing the Tsar would do no good. Stolypin would continue his present policies with still greater assurance under Nikolai's successor." (p.467)

Lazarev wrote memoirs which are another of Solzhenitsyn's sources. I can't say if this dialogue or anything like it appears in them.

Bogrov is not asking for help from the Social Revolutionaries but he wants them to give their sanction after the deed has been done: 'he had to go to his death with the assurance that he would be supported and explained.'

But 'he did not carry any conviction. Lazarev refused outright even to submit Bogrov's proposal to the SR Central Committee. He gave him one piece of advice: that if his present state of mind was not just temporary he should confide in no one else. Bogrov could see that he was doomed to remain isolated ... It was quite hopeless trying the Social Democrats. Secretly they would be glad of the murder, but publicly they would dissociate themselves from it and feign indignation.' (p.468)

At one point, in 1911, very shortly before the actual assassination, he has an opportunity to kill the Tsar. But: 

'This Tsar was a title, and no more. Not a worthwhile target. An object of public ridicule, the utter nonentity this wretched country deserved. Why shoot him? No successor would ever weaken his country more than this Tsar had. For ten years past people had been killing ministers and generals but no one had touched the Tsar. They knew better.

'On the other hand, the vengeance exacted if he were killed or wounded would defeat Bogrov's ends. If the Tsar were done away with anywhere else, it might not be too bad. But if it was done in Kiev, and by him, it would mean a terrible pogrom. The mindless mob would rise up in rage. The Jews of Kiev were his own flesh and blood. The thing of all things Bogrov would most want to prevent on this earth ... Kiev must never become the scene of mass outrages against the Jews, this or any other September.

'He heard the still, sure voice from three thousand years back.' (p.482)

As he obtains the ticket that gives him entry to the Opera House where he finally kills Stolypin:

'Now he had the ticket in his hand!

'Keep calm. Fold it again. Pocket it.

'On that ticket depends the fate of the government. The fate of the country.

'And the fate of my people.'

Bogrov's motives for killing Stolypin are problematical even without considering the extent to which he did or didn't feel himself to be a Jew acting on behalf of his people. He was - and had been for some time - on the payroll of the Okhrana, the Tsarist secret police, thus posing the question: was he a sincere revolutionary, using the Okhrana for his own purposes? was he, wittingly or unwittingly, acting on behalf of elements in the Okhrana hostile to Stolypin? or had he been rumbled as an Okhrana agent by revolutionaries who threatened to kill him if he did not commit a terrorist deed?

The question is further complicated by the fact that, according to the record of his first interrogation, Bogrov expressed pride in his deed as a revolutionary act. But in the course of his trial, he declared that he had in fact been working quite sincerely for the Okhrana and had been threatened by the revolutionaries. As a result he had intended on their orders to kill his Okhrana handler, but when he had the opportunity he had felt sorry for him and had been unable to go through with the act. Having the opportunity soon afterwards to kill Stolypin was an accident.

This is the version of the story Pipes favours, making of him a frivolous man who sells his soul to the Okhrana to pay off gambling debts (though his father was a very rich man, himself a gambler and therefore presumably not unsympathetic to the problems of a gambler, and what Bogrov was receiving from the Okhrana seems to have been peanuts). Solzhenitsyn's account, on the other hand, is an effort to reconcile all the apparent contradictions in the story on the assumption that he was a principled revolutionary acting as a loner, independently of any of the existing revolutionary movements. 

On the question of a specifically Jewish motivation, Pipes says that 'the most likely source of the claim that Bogrov acted as a Jew and on behalf of Jewish interests is a false report on the right-wing daily Novoe Vremia of September 13, 1911, that prior to his execution Bogrov told a rabbi that he had "struggled for the welfare and happiness of the Jewish people. In reality he had refused to see a rabbi before his execution.' (Russian Revolution, p.189).

According to Solzhenitsyn on the other hand:

'Next day, Sunday, a rabbi was allowed in to see the condemned man. "Tell the Jews," Bogrov said, "that I didn't want to harm them. On the contrary, I was fighting for the benefit of the Jewish people."

'That was the one and only part of his testimony to remain unchanged.

'The rabbi said reproachfully that Bogrov might have caused a pogrom. Bogrov replied, "A great people must not bow down to its oppressors".

'This statement also was widely reported in the press. [which may not be a very reliable source - PB]

[...]

'Many Jewish students in Kiev went into mourning for Bogrov.'

AFTER THE ASSASSINATION

The chapters on Bogrov and the assassination of Stolypin are preceded by a chapter in which Bogrov's motives are discussed in lively manner by two of Solzhenitsyn's fictional characters, the old Revolutionaries, "Aunt Adalia" and "Aunt Agnessa" in the presence of their niece, Xenia, a young woman much more attracted to the aesthetic movement that was sweeping through Russia at the time:

'"Of course it was historic: in its results, its consequences, the act of 14 September [assassination of Stolypin - PB] surpasses all other acts, it is the crowning achievement of Russian terrorism! There is nothing to equal it except the bomb of 13 March [assassination of Alexander II in 1881 - PB]. And as an act of retribution -"

'Aunt Adalia shook her head doubtfully.

'"You know, I somehow feel that Bogrov's deed owes nothing to us. The public is not so wholeheartedly enthusiastic about 14 September as about 13 March. The action on 13 March was carried out by our own hands, and People's Will took responsibility for it. Whereas that of 14 September was carried out by an ambiguous figure, an alien soul, a creature of the shadows. And nobody claimed responsibility for it, then or later."

'"And that is a disgrace to the revolutionary parties! Bogrov's action was a tremendous event! In three respects, you might say. It was carried out in a year when terrorism was supposed to have been crushed once and for all. It was organised by a single person. And the victim was the biggest and most dangerous bull in the reactionary herd."

'Aunt Adalia drew in her bony little elbows with a shiver.

'"You're wrong, I tell you. Honour is more important than all else! You have been arguing that a terrorist can be forgiven for many things, and I agree. But there is one sin for which no court of honour will ever forgive a revolutionary, and that is collaboration with the security services."

'"Only it wasn't collaboration! You have to distinguish between collaboration and involuntary contact in the course of an operation, between working for them and using them for the sake of the revolution."' (pp.438-9)

Solzhenitsyn complains that, perhaps not with quite the same enthusiasm as Xenia's aunts, this was the approach of almost the whole of the intelligentsia and liberal elite, starting with Bogrov's father:

'Neither the estimable Bogrov senior, nor the worthy corporation of lawyers whose sole vocation was to see justice done, nor yet a single one of the respectable newspapers, the "professorial" press included, could spare time from the extremely important question of whether Bogrov was an honest revolutionary to consider another one: did a bumptious twenty-four-year-old have the right to decide all by himself what was best for the people and shoot at the heart of the state, to kill not only the Prime Minister but his whole programme, to change the course of history for a country of a hundred and seventy million people.'

He continues

'But a louder sound than any of these rolled over Russia - the sound of prayer. Some people had gone straight from the theatre to the Monastery of St Michael for a service of intercession that very night. There were countless services in the churches of Kiev on 15 September. Prayers were offered continuously in the crowded cathedrals of St Sophia and St Vladimir and many of the congregation wept undisguisedly [...] A series of services was commissioned at the Cathedral of of our Lady of Kazan by the Octobrists
, the nationalists, the State Council, the War Ministry, the Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry of Agriculture ...'

But he concludes, as many the chapters in The Red Wheel do, with a folk saying:

'Pray as they would

It did him no good'

Solzhenitsyn revisits the Bogrov story in Two Centuries Together and is unrepentant:

'clearly in Kiev’s ideologically progressive Jewish circles, there would be no softening toward Stolypin for his attempts to remove anti-Jewish restrictions. Among the well-off, the scales were tipped by memory of his energetic suppression of the 1905 Revolution and displeasure over his efforts toward the "nationalization of Russian credit," i.e. open competition with private capital. Among groups of Kievan Jewry (and those of Petersburg, which the future killer also frequented), was active a field of ultra-radicalism, which led the young Bogrov to consider not only that he had the right but the obligation to kill Stolypin.

'So strong was this field that it enabled this to happen - the capitalist father Bogrov rises in society, he's a capitalist who does well in the existing system, while Bogrov the son commits to the destruction of that system. And the father, after the assassination, declares publicly that he is proud of him. 

'In fact Bogrov wasn’t so alone after all: he was quietly applauded by those in circles that had earlier declared unconditional loyalty to the regime.

[...]

'And what happened in "reactionary Kiev," populated by a great number of Jews? Among Kievan Jews in the very first hours after the murder, there arose a mass panic, and a movement to abandon the city began.' But 'There came to pass not the slightest attempt at a pogrom.' 

[...]

'The newly sworn-in prime minister Kokovtsov at once called Cossack regiments into the city (all these forces were on manoeuvres and far away) and sent all governors an energetic telegram: prevent pogroms by all means, including force. Units were deployed to an extent not done against the revolution.

[...]

'And not a pogrom took place in Russia, not one, not in the least. (Although we often read dense volumes how the Tsarist government dreamt only of arranging Jewish pogroms and was always seeking a way to do so.)

'Of course the prevention of disorder is a direct duty of the state, and in successfully carrying out this task, to expect praise would be inappropriate. But after such a shocking event and on such grounds - the murder of the prime minister! - the avoidance of pogroms, the threat of which had sown panic among Jews, could be noted, even if just in passing. But no - no one hears anything of the sort, no one mentions that.

'And what’s even difficult to believe - Kiev’s Jewish community did not issue a denunciation or an indirect expression of sorrow over the murder. Just the opposite - after Bogrov’s execution many Jewish students, male and female, brazenly dressed in mourning.

'Russians at the time noticed this. It has now been published that in December 1912 Vasily Rozanov
 wrote: "After [the murder of] Stolypin, I’ve somehow broken with them [the Jews]: would a Russian ever have dared kill a Rothschild or any of their great men?"

'From the historical viewpoint there come two substantial thoughts on why it would be folly to write off Bogrov’s deed as the "action of internationalist forces." The first and central of these was that it wasn’t so. Not only Bogrov’s brother in his book, but also various neutral sources indicate that Bogrov really believed he was working to improve Jewry’s fortunes. The second thought: to take up what is inconvenient in history, to think it over and to regret it is responsible, while to disavow a matter and wash one’s hands of it is shallow.

'However, that's what happened almost from the start. In October of 1911, the Octobrist faction requested an inquiry on the murky circumstances of Stolypin’s murder. And at that moment parliamentary deputy Nisselovich protested: why did the Octobrists not conceal in their request that Bogrov was a Jew?! That, he said, was anti-Semitism!

'I too have had experience of this incomparable argument. 70 years later I was the object of a most severe accusation on the part of the American Jewish community: why did I not conceal, why did I say that Stolypin’s killer was a Jew? It does not matter that I described him as fully as I could. And it wasn’t important what his Jewish identity meant in his motives. No, non-concealment on my part - this was anti-Semitism!!

[...]

'But how can one complain about Jewish memory when Russian history itself has permitted this assassination to be wiped clear of its memory? It has remained some insignificant, collateral blemish. It was only in the 1980s that I began to raise it from oblivion, and for 70 years it was unacceptable to remember that murder.'

A STORM IN A TEACUP?

I have discussed this at some length because it is the passage most usually given as evidence of Solzhenitsyn's anti-semitism. And it had a considerable effect on Solzhenitsyn's reputation. The accusation of antisemitism moved out of the narrow sphere of Russian emigrant politics into the general culture.

The account of Bogrov appears in the expanded version of August 1914, published in Russian in July 1983, followed in December 1983 by the French translation. Owing largely to the slowness of Harry Willetts, the only translator Solzhenitsyn trusted, the English translation did not appear until 1989. In Sketches of Exile
 Solzhenitsyn tells what happened in the US after the Russian version had been published but before anyone had a chance to see the book in English. 

In 1984, the poet Lev Losev, who had left the Soviet Union in 1976 as part of the Jewish emigration, wrote a review of August 1914, which included an account of the assassination. In the course of it he said:

'One can see clearly the emergence of this mythologem, the antagonism of Good and Evil, Darkness and Light, the Cross and the Dragon ... In the image of the serpent whose bite kills the Slav knight, an antisemite would without difficulty find a parallel with the Protocols of the Elders of Zion ... If we descend right to the depths it is in fact no longer a question of Bogrov and Stolypin, or revolutionaries and reformers, of Russians and Jews, but of an essential conflict taking place in the very heart of human nature ... On one side "pure reason", enraged, rises up in opposition to the "organic principle" ...' (vol 2, p.412)

Solzhenitsyn regards this as a matter of Losev being carried away by his own eloquence rather than any malice on his part: 

'Perhaps this article would have encountered a certain echo in the emigration press but it would never have constituted a development in the course of events if Losev, on holiday in Europe, hadn't shortened his article (not yet published) for a broadcast on the radio and if he hadn't read, in his own voice, over the waves of Radio Liberty, everything you've just read - Protocols included - to be heard by the subjects of the Soviet Union.

'The result? Well, Radio Liberty (which operates thanks to money from the American tax payer) had, so it was claimed, manifested, in its broadcasts directed to the USSR "a certain sympathy for the Protocols of the Elders of Zion." Lev Roitman, of the Russian service of Radio Liberty, wrote to the President of the joint Radio Liberty and Radio Free Europe to complain that "independently of Solzhenitsyn's book, the picture of the terrorist and his victim painted in this broadcast goes beyond the framework of 'intellectual' antisemitism and constitutes a variant of biological anti-Jewish racism ... It is an insult to the listeners and to those who work for this station.'

But that was just the beginning. Losev's broadcast was part of a series of programmes devoted to August 1914  (which was as it happens being read at the same time on the Voice of America). The series was immediately stopped and replaced with one on the Jewish writer Valerie Grossman - 'at least no one could find fault with that, that could only bring them compliments.'

In January 1985, the New Republic published an article complaining that 'The speaker described Bogrov as a "cosmopolitan ... having nothing Russian about him either by blood or character" ... it presented a conflict between the satanic "dragon" and Stolypin, the "Slav knight" - it was said that Bogrov's act was "a shot fired at the Russian nation itself" - implying: the Jews are responsible for bolshevism. Even the official Soviet antisemitic propaganda hasn't yet gone so far as to cite The Protocols of the Elders of Zion. But us?' 

In conclusion:

'Radio Liberty has fallen under the control of fanatical Russian emigrés ... The Reagan administration has put in charge of the chain, George Bailey ... and he has hired as presenters a group of Russian emigrés who share the views of Solzhenitsyn' (p.416).

The case was taken up by the New York Daily News, Washington Post (quoting Pipes), Los Angeles Times and the Boston Globe. Bailey was sacked. Approaches were made to Solzhenitsyn's American publisher to try to prevent publication of the English translation of August 1914. One  writer (Lev Navrozov in the Jewish journal Midstream) declared: 'August  1914 is the new Protocols of the Elders of Zion.' The climax was a Senate enquiry:

'On the 29th March 1985, then, the hearings took place - not of just any old subcommittee, no - of the Senate Commission on Foreign Affairs. The moving power of these hearings was one of the leading figures among the American democrats, the highly respected Kleyborn [sic in the French translation - should be Claiborne - PB] Pell, a gentleman from the state of Rhode Island. This august assembly was finally to shed light on the mystery: how an American radio station, subject to checks, duly managed, more three times over than just once, had been able to throw itself bridleless into the abyss of antisemitism - and how Solzhenitsyn, in his impudence, had succeeded in using American money for the purposes of an anti-American propaganda (I have in front of me the 140 typed pages of the record of this august meeting - that's what they said just in one single day. If they'd been able to chatter away for a whole week ...!)'

In fact, perhaps a little disappointingly from the point of view of the story, the hearing was wound up after this first day, concluding that, again quoting Solzhenitsyn 'this whole storm was nothing but a panicky gust of wind got up by a bunch of stool pigeons.' (pp.431-3)

It should be said however that the whole controversy was part of a wider struggle for the soul of Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. The stations, originally established by the CIA, had since 1974 been administered by the supposedly independent but Congress funded Board for International Broadcasting. The Reagan administration had greatly increased the available funding and appointed James L.Buckley (James Baykley in the consistently odd renditions of American and English names in the French translation) as its head. James Buckley was the elder brother of the Conservative theorist William F.Buckley. He had in 1976 been proposed by Jesse Helms (who, we remember, saw himself as a sponsor for Solzhenitsyn) as an alternative leader for the Republican Party to Ronald Reagan, considered too left wing. He was in charge of RFE/RL from 1982 to 1985 and this, together with the increased funding, was seen as a shift towards a more militant anti-communist position in accord with Reagan's characterisation of the Soviet Union, supported by Solzhenitsyn, as an 'Evil Empire'. According to an article in the New York Times (30th August 1984, 'At Munich's US radio stations, what's news?' by James Markham) George Bailey, 'a gregarious American linguist and former C.I.A. officer', was said to have been appointed at Solzhenitsyn's suggestion. 

The article refers to the organisation's '1,674 staff members - a lively and disputatious group of Poles, Uzbeks, Ukrainians, Hungarians, Bulgarians and many others [is it an accident that Russians aren't mentioned? or Jews? - PB]. But lately a malaise has seized some veteran employees who fear that an activist, vigorously anti-Communist management may be jeopardising the station's hard won credibility in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.'
 Andrei Yanov's book The Russian New Right, published seven years earlier, in 1978, gives in an appendix two letters anonymously posted on the walls of the office of Radio Liberty, in 1975 and 1977, signed 'The Russian Nationalists' complaining that the station was being taken over by the largely Jewish '"third wave" of emigration'. Among the Jews who are named are at least two prominently involved in the campaign against August 1914, the 'whore' Vadim Belotserkovskii and 'the provocateur' Lev Roitman. Belotserkovskii was sacked from the station in 1986. (pp.178-9)

The absurd row over August 1914, then, perhaps covered something a little less absurd, a quarrel among the dissidents going back to the days when they were were still in the Soviet Union and touching on the intellectual ferment out of which Alexander Dugin and his 'National Bolshevism' was to emerge. We shall perhaps have a look at that in a future article in this series. I also hope to look in some detail at the actual content of Two Centuries Together.

� Interview with Lydia Chukovskaya, Moscow News, January 1-7, 2003. Available at http://www.orthodoxytoday.org/articles/ChukovskayaSolzhenitsyn.php?/articles/ChukovskayaSolzhenitsyn.htm


� Richard Pipes: 'Solzhenitsyn and the Jews, Revisited - Review of "Alone Together"', New Republic, November 25, 2002. Available at http://www.benadorassociates.com/article/141


�  Alexandre Soljénitsyne: Le Grain tombé entre les meules - esquisses d'exil t.1, Fayard, 1998. The book isn't yet available in English translation so extracts given here, from this and from the second volume, are my translation from the French.


� Heinz Schurer: 'Alexander Helphand-Parvus - Russian revolutionary and German patriot', The Russian Review, vol 18, no 4, pp.313-331. According to Tony Cliff (Trotsky: Towards October 1879-1917, ch 6 'Trotsky and Parvus: The inception of the theory of permanent revolution' (available at https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1989/trotsky1/06-parvus.html) Trotsky's pamphlet was called 'Up to the 9th January'. Solzhenitsyn (November 1916, p.639) has Lenin ruminating on Parvus' 'grotesque fantasy about the possibility of a socialist party wining power and turning it against the majority of the people, suppressing the trade unions.'  


� Schurer says that while Trotsky had arrived in January, Parvus didn't arrive until October and, though he had certainly been Trotsky's mentor, he was in 1905 very much in his shadow.


�  Daniel Rancour-Laferriere: 'A Psychoanalytic View of Solzhenitsyn', Soviet Jewish Affairs, November 1985, p.33. Rancour-Laferriere concludes that Solzhenitsyn is not anti-semitic in the obvious sense but that he suffers from a subconscious and unhappy 'Jewish shadow identity', a feeling that perhaps he is himself a Jew. 


� The term "pumping in" is quoted not from Harry Willets' translation of November 1916/Lenin in Zurich but from the Russian original. The references to "demonic seed" and "embryo of the revolution" are not quotations from Solzhenitsyn but from Emil Kogan: 'A Pillar of Salt: The Political psychology of Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn' Paris 1982 (in Russian)


� Konstantin Nikolayevich Leontyev (1831-1891). Conservative � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Russia" ��Russian� philosopher 'who advocated closer cultural ties between Russia and the East in order to oppose the catastrophic � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Egalitarian" ��egalitarian�, � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Utilitarian" ��utilitarian� and revolutionary influences from the West' (Wikipedia).


� Nikolay Alexeyevich Nekrasov (1821-1878). Publisher and poet. He also published Chernyshevsky and early Dostoyevsky and Tolstoy.


�  Pavel Aleksandrovich Krushevan (1860-1909), first publisher of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, thought to have inspired the Kishinev pogrom in 1903; Alexander Ivanovich Dubrovin (1855-unknown, caught up in the confusion of the post-Revolution period), leader of the more militant wing of the anti-semitic Union of the Russian People; Vladimir Mitrofanovich Purishkevich (1870-1920), one of the founders of the Union of the Russian People and in 1908, after quarreling with Dubrovin, of the Union of Archangel Michael.


�   � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mikhail_Herzenstein" ��Mikhail Herzenstein� and � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Grigori_Borisovich_Iollos&action=edit&redlink=1" ��Grigori Borisovich Iollos�, both deputies for the Constitutional Democratic Party ('Cadets') in the First Duma were murdered, Herzenstein in 1906 and Iollos in 1907.


� Politicians who supported the Tsar's 1905 October Manifesto which allowed a certain element of democracy in the Russian system. Recognising this as insufficient they still supported it as a basis for further evolution.


� Vasily Vasilievich Rozanov (1856-1919) philosopher who championed what he believed to be a pre-Christian religion based on sexual feeling. Solzhenitsyn doesn't mention that soon after the assassination of Stolypin, in response to the Beilis trial when a Kievan Jew was accused of ritual murder, Rozanov wrote 'a book under the provocative title Olfactory and Tactile Attitude of Jews to Blood (1914). In this book he tried to prove that Beilis was able to murder the boy because he was driven by the power of ancient cells which had existed in Jewish bodies from the times of antiquity when humankind practiced human sacrifice.' (account of Rozanov at http://www.isfp.co.uk/russian_thinkers/vasily_rozanov.html) 


� Alexandre Soljénitsyne: Deux siècles ensemble, t.1, pp.484-488. There is an English translation of this passage at https://souloftheeast.org/2011/09/07/solzhenitsyn-stolypins-murder/ I have made some alterations on the basis of the French translation.


� Alexandre Soljénitsyne: Esquisses d'exil - Le grain tombé entre les meules, t.2, Fayard, 2005.


� Article by Lars-Erik Nelson in the Evening Independent, 26th February 1986.





1
1

