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David Burke PhD Thesis: ‘Theodore Rothstein And Russian
Political Emigre Influence On The British Labour Movement
1884-1920.°

This thesis examines the influence of Russian political
emigres on the British labour movement, 1884-1920, with
particular reference to the career of Theodore Rothstein.
It takes as its starting point Sergius Stepniak’s comments
on the impact of a small group of socialists on a Liberal-
Radical demonstration in Hyde Park in 1884, and closes with
the formation of the Communist Party of Great Britain in
1920 and the refusal to allow Th. Rothstein re-entry into
Britain in August 1920. It takes issue with those
historians who have argued that the Russian political
emigre influence was essentially harmful, serving only to
undermine natural developments already in evidence on the
British Left and imposing new perspectives, which later
made the CPGB subservient to the needs of Soviet foreign
policy. This thesis, on the contrary, argues that the
Russian political emigre community in Britain,
predominantly Jewish, had become an integral part of the
Left-wing of the British labour movement by the time of the
formation of the CPGB, and as such formed part of the
British socialist tradition that favoured Marxism.

It looks specifically at the history of the Social-
Democratic Federation, (SDF) which between 1884 and 1220
adopted the titles Social-Democratic Party and British
Socialist Party before it merged itself with the CPGB in
1920. The &SDF appealed particularly to the Russian
political emigres, as opposed to other groupings, because
it saw itself as a Social-Democratic body and part of an
international movement, to which the Russian Social-
Democratic Labour Party was affiliated. The emigres,
therefore, felt that their activity within the British
snocialist movement was not something imposed upon a
reluctant nativist body; but an integral part of that

movement’'s development.
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Introduction

This thesis 1looks at the influence of Russian

political emigres on the British labour movement from
1884 - 1920. 1t takes as 1its starting point the
attendance of Sergius Mikhailovich Kravschinsii (better
known by the pseudonym Stepniak) at the Liberal-Radical
demonstration in favour of the Franchise Bill in Hyde
Park in 1884, and concludes with the exclusion from
Britain of Theodore Rothstein, described by one historian
as ‘the chief Soviet representative in Britain’, in
August 1920.!
Stepniak, whose political thought had been formed by the
peasant socialism of the Narodnaya Volya (People‘s Will),
represented that stage in the development of Russian
revolutionary thought which advocated political
revolution as a prelude to further socialist struggle.
Unconvinced (until later in his life) that a socialist
working class movement was capable of mounting a
challenge to the Tsarist regime, Stepniak, despite
initial sympathies for the socialist movement, courted
Liberal—-Radical support in emigration. It was Theodore
Rothstein who, influenced by the writings of Plekhanov,
first brought to the attention of British Marxists the
existence of a socialist working class movement in
Russia.

Rothstein’‘s own contribution to the British labour
movement has given rise to much controversy. Seen as the
distributor of Moscow gold in the negotiations leading
up to the formation of the Communist Party of Great
Britain (CPGB) in 1920, he has been accused of arresting
the development of the native British Left and forcing it

along a course hostile to its own traditions. Walter

Kendall, whose The Revolutionary Movement in Britain,

1900-1921 (1969) has been the main text for a number of



2

historians writing on Rothstein and the formation aof the
CPGB,? argues that the CPGB was ‘almost wholly an
artificial creation which wrenched the whole course of
the movement’s left wing out of one direction and set it
off on another.’?

Kendall by writing his book in two parts - the first
analyses the Left wing movement in the British working
class up to October 19173 the second deals with the
formation of the CPGB -~ has given undue emphasis to the
separation of the Russian emigres from debates taking
place within the British labour movement. The fault lies
partly in the fact that the second section was written
first, (gaining Kendall a B.Litt. at Oxford) leading him
to isolate the activities of Rothstein from those social
and political forces which over a 36 year period (1884-
1920), culminated in the formation of the CPGB. Kendall
ignores, or at best loses sight of, the role played by
Rothstein and the Russian political emigre community at
large, in the internal development of Marxism in Britain.
Instead he identifies this group as a foreign element
preventing an essentially reformist labour movement from
establishing a left-wing '"ginger " group strong enough to
maintain a socialist challenge within the parliamentary
tradition. In order to achieve this Kendall exaggerates
the ease with which Lenin was able to split already
existing socialist parties, regardless of whatever
developments were then taking place in the various
countries where communist parties arose.”

Crucial to his argument i1is the role played by
Rothstein, whose input marginalised two key figures on
the left, E.C. Fairchild and John Maclean. Given such an
approach it is arguable that Kendall writes his history
of the origins of communism in Britain in terms of
conspiracy, and not in terms of politics. He fails to see

that Fairchild, an ally of Rothstein’s until 1919,
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changed politically in response to those members on the
left who were arguing for a new form of "“Soviet"
democracy. Maintaining his belief in parliamentarism as
the proper means of working class advance in Britain
Fairchild set himself apart from those who rejected the
L abour Party as a vehicle for socialism in Britain. It
was this, and not the subventions from Moscow channelled
through Rothstein, which brought about his ‘retiral’®
from the British Socialist Party (BSP) in 1919.

John Maclean’'s relationship with Rothstein was
affected by personal and political disagreements which
developed over the course of the First World War. The
arrest of Peter Petrov in 1915, a refugee from the 1905
Revolution and a close colleague of Maclean’'s, led to
suspicions that ‘'the London gang’, who had led the
oppasition to Hyndman’'s pro-war stance in the BSP were
un trus twor thy, among them Rothstein.® Their refusal to
split the BSP earlier than Easter 1916, in line with the
‘Zimmerwald Manifesto’, was challenged by both Maclean
and Petrov in the BSP’s Scottish newspaper Vanguard,
suppor ted by Trotsky’'s Paris—based journal Nashe Slovo.

The debate in Nashe Slovo between Rothstein and Chicherin

on the significance of the strike movement in Scotland
for building a revolutionary movement, splitting the
party and linking industrial grievances with the anti-
war movement; alongside a later dispute between ‘an ex-
member of the Glasgow District Committee of the BSP°’ and
Albert Inkpin, over the breakdown of the campaign to
secure John Maclean’'s release in 1216, reinforced these
suspicions. In Scotland a separate revolutionary
tradition was developing before the October Revolution
and Maclean’'s subsequent break with Gallacher, Rothstein
and other London-based Marxists.

In order to highlight Rothstein’s role as the
instigator of a CPGB willing to do Moscow’'s bidding,
Kendall fails to identify the unique contribution of the

Russian political emigre community to the British labour
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movement. These emigres encouraged British socialism to
develop a wider understanding of socialist practice,
which not only responded to British conditions, but was
also capable of developing an international outlock. In
this respect it is important to stress the fact that the
pre-revolutionary Social-Democratic movement, unlike
other socialist groups in Britain, always took a lively
interest in the International Socialist Congresses if
only because the vast majority of the parties represented
in them called themselves "Social-Democratic", whereas
the ILP, Labour MPs, Fabians etc. were embarrassed for
that very reason. This circumstance gave the Social-
Democratic Federation (S5DF) an internationalist tone
which the others did not possess. Even branches of the
SDF sent delegates to the Congresses: Rothstein was sent
by his branch in 1900, 1904 and 1907.

This thesis, therefore, examines the contribution of
the Russian political emigres from the formation of the
SDF through to the formation of the CPGB in August 1920
in the 1light that other foreign nationals 1living in
Britain could, and did, make a contribution to the
development of Marxism in Britain. It looks at the
development of a Marxian socialist movement among the
emigres and their polemics with the remnants of the
Narodnaya Volya in emigration and their successors, the
Social Revolutionaries (SRs). It chronicles Rothstein’s
response to developments within British society and the
working class movement that were leading to calls for
some form of independent political organisation on behalf
of the working class. It looks at Rothstein’'s opposition
to the Boer War and his elevation to a position of
prominence within the SDF. After contesting Hyndman's
refusal to continue anti-war work and his open anti-
semitism, he was elected to the SDF National Executive in
1901 at the top of the poll - an event which led to
Hyndman's temporary withdrawal from the party. Rothstein
remained on the NEC until 1906.



S

His response to the 1905 Revolution led to a re-
examination of previously held views on the Russian
revolutionary movement. Initially supporting Plekhanov’s
call for a working class alliance with the 1liberal
bourgeoisie, the abject failure of the Duma movement to
win any concessions from Stolypin led him to conclude
that an alliance with the peasantry would create the
conditions for the overthrow of the autocracy.

Between 1906-1210 he was instrumental in forming the
oppasition to Hyndman’s jingoism and anti-German
sentiments issued in both the socialist and Tory press.
Remaining true to the Stuttgart resolution on *Militarism
and International Conflicts’ he reinforced the
internationalist arguments being put forward by a section
of the SDF.

From 1910, Rothstein, as a result of pressures of
work (he was a journalist on the Daily News and the
Manchester Guardian) and family commitments, occupied a
less prominent position in the SDP-BSPj; although he kept
up his criticisms of Hyndman in the party newspaper
Justice, leadership of this movement passed to his
sister-in-law, Zelda Kahan. Also a member of the Russian
emigre community, Zelda, along with her brother Boris,
worked closely with Rothstein in co-ordinating, through
the Central Hackney branch, the oppasition to Hyndman and
the campaign against Britain’s imperial policy and Big
Navy programme.

On the outbreak of war Rothstein resigned from the
BSP and joined the War Office (W.0.) as a reader of the
foreign press. This work has led one historian to claim
that Rothstein enjoyed a comforatable W.0. job while
other emigres were suffering persecution and the threat
of deportation under the Defence of the Realm Act
(DORA).” The protection offered by this work to Rothstein
was undoubtedly instrumental in saving him from
deportation. However, there is sufficient evidence to

support the claim that he immediately took steps to bring
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together a few close associates - H.W. and Albert Inkpin,
E.C. Fairchild and Joe Fineberg - in a determined
struggle to end Hyndman’s control of the BSP National
Executive and party organ Justice. The eventual split in
the BSP in 1916 owed much to Rothstein’s work behind the
scenes. However, in splitting the party the leadership of
the BSP passed to those grouped around Rothstein and the
Central Hackney branch. This led to accusations from
Scotland that the entrenched method of leadership from a
small group of individuals in London was re-asserting its
hold over the political wing of the revolutionary
movement in Britain.

The February Revolution forced the British labour
movement to reassess its position in respect of direct
action to achieve an end to the war, and forced the BSP
leadership to adopt a more sympathetic response to
initiatives from outside their own circle. While a
negotiated peace and defence of the February Revolution
dominated discussion among socialists, attention was
focused on the revolution’s gains within a constitutional
framework. With the October Revolution it was Sylvia
Pankhurst who first pointed out that this was a socialist
revolution, and as such altered the hitherto accepted
relationship between states. Rothstein’'s writings on the
revolution did not contradict Pankhurst’s views, nor did
he stand outside the majority opinion held among British
Marxists. It was only with the invitation to join the
Third International that disagreements over tactics began
to dominate the revolutionary movement in Britain,
threatening to undermine socialist wunity. At this
Juncture Rothstein’s influence lends itself to
accusations that he used Comintern money to subvert the
British revolutionary movement along Russian lines. This
thesis argues to the contrary that Rothstein, who had
been active in the British revolutionary movement since
1895, was essentially a British revolutionary socialist,

fired up by the Russian Revolution, who acted within the
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traditions of British Marxism.

2.

3.
4.
5.

Notes

Walter Kendall The Revolutionary Movement in Britain
1900 -1921. (196%9) p.2%4.

See Raymond Challinor The Origins of British
Bolshevism (1977) pp.225-7, 241-250; Martin Crick,
The History of the Social-Democratic Federation
(Keele University Press, 1994) pp.284~288; James D.
Young The Rousing of the Scottish Working Class
(19792) p.200.

Kendall op cit. p.xii.

ibid. p.225.

John Maclean 'An Open letter to Lenin’ The Socialist
3 Feb. 1921.

Challinor op cit. p.245.

ibid. p.246.

A note on transliteration. This thesis adopts a standard
form of transliteration based on a modified version of
the US Library of Congress system. Proper names appearing
in quotations from other works have retained their
original transliteration.
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Chapter 1. 1884 - 1897.

It was in 18835 - just eight years ago. The
Conservatives were in power, and the
Liberals organised an enormous mass meeting
in support of the Franchise Bill. The
meeting was an imposing one, . . . A long
line of platforms . . . stretched in a huge
curve from the Marble Arch to Hyde Park
Corner. A dense crowd passed around each of
the vans at which, like so many attractive
magnates, s tood the notabilities of
Liberalism.

On the western ridge of the surging,
restless human river there was another very
small platform, overshadowed by a few red
banners. It drew no crowd, and was but a
hardly perceptible spot wupon the vast
expanse of the sea of heads. . . When the
great demonstration was over and the meeting
broke up, the Socialists began their
speeches .. . . But the crowd was so
completely out of touch and sympathy with
the men who stood upon the solitary van,
that when John Burns wused a rather
disrespectful expression with reference to
John Bright, the crowd wanted to silence
him, as he would not be silenced they rushed
towards the wvan, broke and tore to pieces
all the banners, pulled down the obstinate
speaker, and wanted to throw him in the
Serpentine. . . . the crowd which attacked
the platform on that occasion was as much a
bona fide workmen’'s crowd as that which now
flows to Hyde Park to the May Day
demonstrations. I can say this because I saw
it, having just arrived in England. This was
my first experience of English political
life.®

This description by Sergei Mikhailovich Kravchinskii
(better known by the pseudonym Stepniak) of the arrival of
socialism upon the English political stage, identified not
only the growing tensions unfolding within British society;
but also the nascent ideological aspirations of a Russian
liberal intelligentsia, soon to be confronted by a Russian
working-class 1in the making. If the spectacle of the
banners of socialism being broken to pieces, and °'the
obstinéte speaker’ being saved by the palice from a ducking

in the Serpentine had made an impact upon Stepniak, then it
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was the ‘attractive magnates’ of the ‘notabilities of
liberalism’® which bhad provided that oppartunity. The
overall impression was one of astonishment:

Here, in the centre of London, were hundreds
and thousands of people, with banners, red
flags, caps of liberty and even coffins on
poles, surrounding a dozen platforms from
which men were making recklessly seditious
speeches, and circulating reams of tracts
and leaflets, the mildest sentiments of
which would have meant Siberia to the most
highly priveleged persons in Russia. Would
the Government do nothing? Would the vast
crowd, apparently the nuc leus of a
revolution, only buy a pennyworth of
acidulated drops to give tone to its hoots
for Lord ©Salisbury and Lord Randolph
Churchill, and then go home unmolested and
unconcerned?®

This apparent tolerance of British society towards
political dissent, incredible to Stepniak, was to prove
instrumental in shaping the views of prominent Russian
emigres 1in the 1880°‘s and 1890°'s. However, if the
democratic traditions associated with British
constitutionalism were to take hold of their political
imagination in respect of Russia; then it was the
socialists, ‘'a hardly perceptible spot upon the wvast
expanse of the sea of heads’, who exercised control over
their vision for the future development of British society.
In his 1last speech in December 1895 delivered before

contributors to the Labour Leader, Stepniak remarked upon

‘The great advance which Socialism has made in England . .
. In ten years, I may say, the face of England has been
changed in this respect.’?®

Over the course of these ten years great changes bhad
indeed taken place in the world of organised labour. In
both England and Russia, an understanding of the nature of
socialism as an ideology dependent upon the self-activity
of the labour movement was beginning to develop. The events
which characterised these years bore witness to a socialist
movement growing in self-confidence and stature, typified

in England by the assertion of political over purely
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economic forms of struggle; and in Russia by a need to
harness the industrial muscle of the urban working class to
the imminent political struggle with the autocracy. The two
countries showed to the socialist world two very different
faces. By asserting the primacy of political over purely
economic forms of struggle, British socialists tended to
see little or no connection between economic grievances and
political activity. The response of the SDF to the 1889
Dock Strike demonstrated the extent to which British
socialists tended to neglect or decry economic struggles.”
They remained complacent, and were in danger through their
reliance upon political propaganda of becoming nothing more
than a number of warring sects. In Russia, this problem had
to some extent been overcome, albeit not directly by the
socialists themselves,‘but by the energy of the strikers.
Yet the very success of the strikers militated against the
attempts of those working for an amalgamation of the two
forms of struggle. In the aftermath of successful strikes
the primacy of economic struggle enjoyed some popularity
amongst the Russian working class, while the political
struggle was regarded as the preserve of the bourgeoisie.
The argument raged over the form that the struggle against
autocracy should take. Was it to be purely a struggle for
a constitution, to achieve for Russia her 17897 Or should
the working class pursue an independent struggle for its
own emancipation? Alliance or independence? The question
had to some extent already been posed in Britain by the
very creation of such organisations as the Social-
Democratic Federation (SDF), and the Independent Labour
Party (ILP). In Russia, owing to the great strike waves of
the 1890°'s, and the subsequent burgeoning of revolutionary
ideas, this question received more immediate attention. In
Britain these events would have gone largely unnoticed had
it not been for the activities of an articulate group of
Russian political emigres who followed closely the
unfolding of events in Russia. This chapter chronicles how

the emigre community reconciled previous doctrines based
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upon the esocialism of the peasant commune, with changes
taking place in both British and Russian society. This was
very much a two—-way process. An understanding of Russian
socialism fed into the British labour movement, and vice
versa. This interaction of ideas began in 1884 with the
foundation of Britain‘s first avowedly Marxian socialist
body, the SDF, and the arrival from Italy of Sergei
Stepniak.

Sergei Stepniak personified that period of Russian
history associated with individual acts of terrorism. His
career as a revolutionist had been long and eventful. Born
in the south of Russia on 14 July, 1852, of noble birth, he
had been sent to the Alexsandrov Military Academy in Moscow
and the Mikhailovskii Artillery Academy in St. Petersburg.
On graduation he left the army and enrolled at the St.
Petersburg Agricultural Institute. In the spring of 1872
he Jjoined the Chaikovskii Circle, and in August 1873 took
part in the "Geoing to the people" campaign in Tver
province. In 1875 he toured Europe, and fought briefly in
the Herzegovinia peasant uprising, for which bhe was
imprisoned in Austrian Italy in 1877. It was on the &
August 1878, following his release and return to Russia
that he assassinated Adjutant-General Mezentsev, the St.
Petersburg police chief. It was an attempt to revive the
flagging fortunes of the Narodniki by emulating Vera
Zasulich’s earlier unsuccessful attempt on General Trepov’s
life, which had resulted in a general wave of sympathy for
the terrorists. He fled Russia, living first in Switzerland
and then Italy, where he wrote for the Italian newspaper I1
Pungolo. He produced a series of sketches for this paper on
the Russian revolutionary movement, which were published in
book form in 1882 under the title La Rossia Sotterranea.

The work was translated into English in 1883 as Underaround

Russia, and immediately received high praise from among
others William Morris, H.M. Hyndman and Mark Twain. The
purpose of this book, Stepniak wrote, was to ‘reconcile

Europe to the bloody measures of the Russian
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revolutionaries, to show on the one hand their
inevitability in Russian conditions, on the other to depict
the terrorists as they are in reality, i.e. not as
cannibals, but as human people, highly moral, having a deep
aversion to violence, to which they are only forced by
governmental measures.’®

His reputation went ahead of him with the book and in
1884 he moved to England because of the great popular

success that his Underground Russia had enjoyed there,

entertaining the hope of enlisting the support of Western
public opinion in the fight against the Russian autocracy.
In England, as stated, his first experience of political
life was at the great Franchise demonstration in Hyde Park,
where he met the leaders of British socialism, who included
at that time, H.M.Hyndman, William Morris and George
Bernard Shaw. It was this experience, Shaw maintained,
which convinced Stepniak that ‘the effusive rallyings round
him of the little handful of toy revolutionists who called
themselves "revolutionary social-democrats", Anarchists,
Fellows of the new Life, and so on, . . .’ would ‘'do his
cause a great deal of harm and no good whatsoever.’'®
Never theless, it was to these revolutionists that Stepniak
was first attracted, giving his first lecture in 1886 to
the Hammersmith Branch of the Socialist 1league, at
Kelmscott House.?” This lecture was chaired by William
Morris, and attended by among others Bernard Shaw. At this
time, however, Stepniak was not adverse to seeking a wider
audience for his views. In the same vyear he met the
or thodox Tory M.P., W. Earl Hodgson, who after dispelling
initial suspicions concerning ‘the curious taste of the

.

tea (which Hodgson 1initially thought was poisoned),
concluded that ‘'the Nihilists are aglow with the same
spirit that would send the British Tories into rebellion
were our fatherland suddenly to come under the absolute
rule of the soulless and self-seeking caucus that lives to
do the behests of Mr. Chamberlain.’®

However, in his first five years in England, Stepniak
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remained closest to the socialists, although he was to
become increasingly dissatisfied with their internal
disagreements, and their inability to offer anything in the
way of practical help. Particularly damaging was the schism
in the SDF which led to the formation of the Socialist
League in December 1884. The reasons behind this split were
many, but largely concerned differences of opinion over
socialist tactics and the activities of Hyndman.
Accusations were made that Hyndman‘s position as editor of
the Federation’s newspaper, Justice, and as chairman of the
Federation had allowed him to obtain dictatorial powers.
He was pursuing what Scheu called "personlich
Machtpolitik." ‘°

In terms of tactics, on the ‘'left’ stood those who
‘favoured social agitation, aimed, however, at a genuine
revolution in the future’; while on the ‘right’ stood those
favouring ‘some sort of parliamentary action.’! The two
factions came to be associated with two personalities -
with Hyndman on the ‘right’; and with William Morris on the
‘left’. Matters came to a head when charges were laid at
Hyndman ‘s door that he was guilty of absclutism and
political opportunism. The charges carried some weight. In
1884 Hyndman had assumed control of the socialist monthly,
To-Day, which had previously been edited by the historian
and ally of Morris’'s, Belfort Bax. He had also expressed
his approval of General Gordon‘s despatch to Khartoum to
suppress the Sudanese revolt, and had recently given his
support to the Possibilists in France, who in opposition to
the Marxists had proposed an alliance with bourgeois
politcal groups in order to secure immediate reform. As a
result of these failings, in the eyes of the 'left’, on the
23 December 1884 an executive meeting discussed a vote of
no confidence in Hyndman’'s leadership. The meeting after
ad journing for four days finally carried the motion by 10
votes to B. The ten executive members then resigned from
the Federation en masse and set up the Socialist league,

launching a new socialist paper, the Commonweal.
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The Commonweal was a far more attractive paper than

Justice, although deemed by the SDF to be looser in its
political judgement. By concentrating purely on '"the
propaganda” they sought to capture people for socialism on
a less theoretical basis than the scientific grounds
advocated by the SDF. Indeed, it is interesting to note
that in the second number of Commonweal the message from
foreign revolutionaries greeting the formation of the
League and offering collaboration included three Russians,
all of whom, Stepniak, Lavrov and Tikhomirov (the latter
two 1in exile in France and Switzerland respectively),
sought to deny, or at 1least thwart, the notion of
capitalism’'s existence and relevance to Russian political
development. Both Lavrov and Tikhomirov at this time were
engaged in polemics with Plekhanov over the significance
of capitalism to Russia, and it is not accidental that the
old Narodnik, Lavrov, and the advocate of the palace coup,
Tikhomirov should be invited to contribute to Commonweal,
and not Plekhanov or others associated with the
Emancipation of Labour Group. Plekhanov was seen by many to
be forcefully arguing the case for capitalism by pointing
out that it had already obtained a firm footing in Russian
economic life. Although capitalism was as yet not fully
developed in Russia, the creation of a marxist political
party, he argued, based upon the industrial working class
was the 1logical next step forward for the Russian
revolutionaries. 0On the other hand, both Lavrov and
Tikhomirov, while rejecting the excesses of Bakuninism,
believed that the future development of Russian economic
institutions could successfully by-pass the capitalist
stage of development, and establish an agrarian socialism
centred upon the peasantry. This they believed could be
achieved by a simple propping up of the mir (peasant
commune) and the further development of the kustar (small
domestic industry).

However, it was to be the third Russian contributor to

the__ Commonweal, Stepniak, who was to be far more
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influential in determining the attitude of socialists
towards Russia. His great literary output in these years,
which included articles to The Times on education and
censorship, and on 'Russian Political Prisons’ in Hyndman’s
To-Day, enhanced the reputation of the author of

Underground Russia.!’ But perhaps his most important work in

these years as a propagandist among British socialists was
his second book, Russia Under the Tsars, reviewed in the
Commonweal for June 1885. This work significantly drew
attention to 'the history of the mir of the Russian
village, the vetche of the ancient principalities’ and 'the
evolution of a despotism out of free institutions.’''® The
whole tone of the book was one of looking backwards to a
golden age, to a medieval period before tyranny had
imposed itself on the people. ‘In this idealised
description of early Russia, the reader recognises
Stepniak’s aspirations for the future of Russia.’'® Such an
approach served merely to reinforce the agrarian-based
socialism of Lavrov and Tikhomirov, and appeal to the
romanticism inherent in Morris’'s thought. It was evident,
therefore, that Stepniak as a publicist would seek to
maximise the views of his old friends among the Narodniki.
This was not to be without significance. In 1882, the year
before Plekhanov formed the Emancipation of Labour Group,
Plekhanov had sought to merge his Marxist group — Deutsch,
Zasulich, Axelrod and Ignatov - with the Narodnaya Volvya.
The new organisation was to publish a journal abroad

entitled Vestnik Narodnoi Voli (Courier of the Peopl