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ABSTRACT
IMPERIAL JANUS: PATTERNS OF GOVERNANCE IN THE WESRIN

BORDERLANDS OF THE TSARIST EMPIRE
FEBRUARY 2014
NICKLAUS LAVERTY, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MAINE
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Jillian Schwedler

Why did the Tsarist Empire opt for different govance strategies in each of the
territories of the Western Borderlands (here defiag Poland-Lithuania, the Baltic
territories, Finland, and Hetman Ukraine)? The taxgspolitical science literature tends
to reduce such a question to a distinction betva#ect and indirect rule, usually
developing in the context of a Western Europeantmmea empire. This literature falls
short of explaining the Tsarist case and requhliesatdition of intervening variables
concerning the role of local elites and leadershipice. Employing an interdisciplinary
literature combining sources from political scienseciology and history, this
dissertation develops a structural-institutiongdrapch to explaining patterns of direct
and indirect rule that emphasizes the strengthcahdsion of local elites, their
orientation towards the dominant unit, and the oflkeadership choice in the dominant
unit. In addition to better accounting for the pglirajectory of the Tsarist Empire, such
an explanation can also be applied to other hisabend contemporary political systems

deciding between centralized and decentralized rule

Vi
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

The question that my dissertation seeks to answé&wihy did the Tsarist Empitept
for different patterns of governance in the teriés of the Western Borderlands?" The
Western Borderlands (here defined as Poland-Litlayéme Baltics, Finland, and Hetman
Ukraine) were incorporated into the Tsarist Empieéveen the mid-17th century and the
early 19th century. Although each of the territeneere initially provided with similar (if
not identical) political, religious, and econom@ncessions, by the late 19th centuries
their paths had diverged with some territories @ng significant autonomy while others
were ruled more directly. The general trend wagytlaglual intrusion of central authority
on local prerogatives, but some territories (namislg Baltics and Finland) were far
more successful at defending their political positivithin the empire. Answering my
overarching question will not only help to expl#ie specific case employed here, but
can also provide a theoretical model that couldjyglied to other cases of center-
periphery relations.

The literature on state-building and empire presidn important context for this
case. The initial process of incorporation tradksely with patterns of rule under
traditional imperial systems, where peripheraliteries were afforded a high degree of

autonomy so long as they acted as loyal clienimpérial rule and delivered crucial

! | have decided to predominantly use the term ‘iEs&mpire” in this study for a couple reasons pites
its sometimes questionable pedigree of usage, iedlyeduring the Soviet period. “Imperial Russia’ o
“Russian Empire” are sometimes used as alternatived find these limiting due to the implication
Russian identity in what was a multiethnic empivat tactually had Russians as a minority near theoén
its existence. Nevertheless, reference to “RussidTsarist Russia” is also made in the text, et
usages are generally confined to representing hiber scholars have termed the Tsarist Empire
(especially in the Comparative political scienteriiture, where “Russia” is quite common) or tatjoall
developments in the Russian “core” of the empire.
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resources to the center, usually in the form catiax and conscription. As Michael
Mann notes, this was usually due to deficienciasfrastructural capacity and the high
costs of employing direct coercion in the time pérbefore rapid transportation was
possible? This reality also tracks closely with some of tester-periphery relations
discussed in the literature on state-building, saglMargaret Levi's emphasis on the
process of bargaining that takes place betweeneheal state and borderland elites.

The general trajectory of encroaching centraloratilso corresponds to the
dynamics detailed in the literature on state-bogdiCentral rulers make concessions
during times of geopolitical weakness or to setheeloyalties of newly-conquered
territories, but as central rule becomes consaland the state needs to extract greater
resources in the name of military competition, éhesncessions give way to more direct
rule. This is the classic bellicist argument otestanaking, first articulated by Weber and
Otto Hintze and later elaborated on by Charles/;TBrian Downing, and many othefs.
These same pressures also exerted themselves dsathst Empire, and even if the
trajectory of the Tsarist state does not corresporitde classic European examples used
in the bellicist literature, the general directmimassertive state-building was undoubtedly
present at least from the reign of Peter | onward.

But if this helps to explain why the Tsarist stiaigially made concessions to the

borderlands and then gradually circumscribed tlvoseessions, how are we to explain

2 Michael Mann;The Sources of Social Pow@ambridge [Cambridgeshire] New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1986).

% Margaret LeviOf Rule and Revenu€alifornia Series on Social Choice and PolitEabnomy 13
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988).

* Otto Hintze The Historical Essays of Otto Hintélew York: Oxford University Press, 1975); Charles
Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-198%. pbk. ed, Studies in Social Discontinuity
(Cambridge, MA: Blackwell, 1992); Brian M. Downinghe Military Revolution and Political Change:
Origins of Democracy and Autocracy in Early Mod&uarope(Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press,
1992).



the variations of rule among the different terigg? The 'imperial turn' in Tsarist
historiography offers one possible explanationhwmiultiple levels of imperial rule
instituted in an ad hoc manner across the varipamse of the Tsarist Empire. This
'multidimensional’ rule was influenced by many ¢ast the timing of conquest, the level
of economic development in the conquered territtrg,ethnic and confessional status of
the inhabitants, the articulation of political imstions, as well as a multitude of other
subtle variations. Historiographically, it is a goelling and nuanced explanation of the
actual practices of imperial rule, and similarritieires can be found detailing the
multidimensionality of other imperial systems. Aimgoretical model must therefore take
into account this sense of multidimensionality,reifet does not replicate the
conclusions of the historiographical literature.

Recent literature in political science on theeahénces in direct and indirect rule
offers one possible theoretical path that couldpygied to more than just historical
empires. Gerring, Ziblatt, et al. (2011) offer wktay call an 'institutional theory' of
direct and indirect rule and focus primarily on pgrer level of institutionalization
present in a territory before being incorporatedlmominant powet They argue that,
all else being equah higher degree of stateness in the subordindtecpbunit will lead
to indirect rule while a low degree of statenedslead to direct rule. The reasoning
behind this dynamic is that preexisting levels olitical institutionalization offer
dominant units a political infrastructure to rufedugh, thus minimizing their costs of
rule versus employing the coercion necessary teeeldirect rule. Likewise, the leaders

of the subordinate unit will likely want to retaimeir position, and so will cooperate with

® John Gerring et al., “An Institutional Theory oir€ct and Indirect Rule World Politics63, no. 03
(2011): 377-433.



the dominant power. This explanation is likewiseeaded to explain the likelihood of
violent coercion, which is a more frequent recounsless institutionalized polities
because they cannot act as credible negotiatirtggrarand thereby necessitate direct
rule.

As Gerring, Ziblatt, et al. caution, this theosynot meant to be exclusive of other
theories and is instead a general account of wiegt¢onsider to be the most important
single factor. In addition to the potential intesgmn of other variables, it is also possible
that dominant rulers can make 'mistakes' with retsigetheir ruling strategy, such as by
using force against an institutionalized unit andsequently finding that the costs of rule
are much higher. These mistakes can be attribatiehited information, misplaced
priorities, bounded rationality, etc, but they nelreless impose significant limits on the
theory.

The performance of this theory in the case ofltba&ist Empire suggests some
possible modifications that could be made in otdgaroduce finer-grained analysis.
Under this theory, it is expected that indireceralould be employed in the more
'statelike’ territories (the Baltics, Finland, @oland-Lithuania) and direct rule would be
employed in the less statelike territory (Hetmandilke). In reality, direct rule was also
employed in Poland-Lithuania and this despite #w that Poland-Lithuania enjoyed the
highest degree of institutionalization, having poerly been the only sovereign state
among the borderland territories. Poland-Lithuampyed moments of significant
autonomy (primarily, the Congress Kingdom of 18B83Q), but the periods of more

direct rule are more notable (the late 18th cenpamyitions, and the repressions after the



1830-1 and 1863-4 rebellions). Accounting for tlegidtion of this highly significant
case is imperative.
| find that Poland-Lithuania differed from the exped outcome due to the

character of the local elites and the hostilitgentral elites to the idea of an autonomous
Polish Kingdom. Specifically, | find three interuag variables played a significant role
in the Polish-Lithuanian case while also still segvto explain the other borderland
territories:

e The strength and cohesion of local elites

e The orientation of the local elites

e Leadership choice in the dominant unit
A crucial test of this theoretical contributiontie degree to which it can be used to
explain some of the cases employed by Gerringa#ilét al. These cases (the various
colonies of the British Empire, the Incan Empir@paies in the Americas) do show that
prior level of institutionalization was very impartt in determining whether direct or
indirect rule was used, but they also testify ® tfultidimensional character of imperial
rule. Specifically, these cases seem to bear eutportance of local elites and their
relations to central rule, whether in the caséhefdtrategic marriage alliances used by the
Incan Empire or the kaleidoscopic patterns of goaece employed across the states and
statelets of British India. Imperial rule was héwayiredicated on the cooperation of local
elites, and where that cooperation was not forthigrt led to coercion without regard
for prior degree of institutionalization.

In addition to the empirical accuracy of my theimad contribution, it also adds

an important dimension to Gerring, Ziblatt et aliedel. Although they only set out their



theory as a general but not exclusive explanatiggatierns of direct and indirect rule,
the sole emphasis on institutions lends a detesticrfieel to their analysis. By adding
variables that attempt to capture elite interachetween the center and periphery, my
contribution adds a concern for actor agency opeyatithin the structural boundaries
set by institutions. This emphasis on actor agesiegsential because at its root center-
periphery relations hinge on principal-agent dyremif one side or the other are
unwilling to commit to the bargains necessary faliiect rule, institutional variables
recede into the background as they can no longasée as proxies for central rule.

This argument and model have applications to gear historical and
contemporary cases, imperial or otherwise. The liigical extension is to other
historical empires, whether contiguous land empsresh as the Ottoman or Habsburg or
maritime empires like France or Britain. The neagital application would be to
contemporary states that lack the infrastructuspbcity to institute direct rule without
great cost and the bargaining processes they mdstgo vis-a-vis peripheral elites.
Finally, as Gerring, Ziblatt et al. note, this kioimodel also has relevance to federal
states of either democratic or authoritarian type<Ziblatt's prior work indicatésThe
contemporary Russian Federation offers an intergstioss-historical comparison, as the
Kremlin has faced decentralizing pressures in takenof the collapse of the Soviet

Union.

States and Empires

® Daniel Ziblatt,Structuring the State: The Formation of Italy andr@any and the Puzzle of Federalism
(Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 2006).
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Most contemporary explanations for state-buildingwg at least in part, on the argument
that military competition was among the most imanttdrivers behind the political
institutions that came to form the core of the madgate’ This argument derives in a
large part from the political writings of the Gemmteorist Otto Hintze, who argued that
despite the traditional focus on internal condgidor state-making (which characterizes
social contract theory and many Marxist explanajpit was actually foreign policy
which had a greater impact on the direction ofestitvelopment, since foreign policy
oriented the polity within a broader state syste®ince the state system often resolved
its disputes through conflict and violence, altstarganization originated in military
organization, with a community coming together ¢odle to project offensive and
defensive capabilities. Only after this fact dil@tpurposes of government emerge,
usually in conjunction with internal coerciithe most compelling contemporary
version of this argument was made by Charles TWlyp argued that the outcome of this
process was by no means intentional, but was idsteaccidental byproduct of a series
of policies employed to fight wars more effectivdlystead, the pressure of military
competition provoked profound changes in domessource extraction (both in terms of

manpower and economic resources) that favoredahelapment of large, differentiated

" In this study, “state” is employed in a mannerrappiate to the historical context of state-buiglin
modern Europe. As such, it approximates the Webédieal of administrative uniformity over a defined
territory, with a formal bureaucracy serving astiechanism to ensure this uniformity. By extension,
also implies the general processes of centralizatiat accompanied state-building in continentabiga,
even if centralization is no longer key to our urstiending of the contemporary state, which carederfal
and decentralized as well as unitary and centidlitecould also be taken to imply the process of
nationalization that Benedict Anderson describdsisrclassic teximagined Communitiedut | consider
this peripheral to the central, administrative foofithe present study. The term is fraught with
complexities, and while my usage is certainly infipetrit serves the purpose set out in this research

8 Hintze, The Historical Essays of Otto HintzE59.

° Ibid. 181.



administrative structuréd.Knudsen and Rothstein capture this dynamic invexative

metaphor:

The modern state, as an institutional complex, m@ayompared to a
coral reef. Much as coral reefs are shaped by dsposer a long
period, so states are shaped by their institutibiefody envisaged the
national states of Europe in the form we see theday. No one
designed their principal components - treasuriesyrts, central
administrations. Such institutions typically aroas more or less
inadvertent byproducts of efforts to accomplish enmnmediate tasks,
such as, classically, the creation and maintenaheemed forces. Yet
once come into this world, these institutions lived, adding layer
upon layer to the coral reé&f.

This overwhelming imperative of military competitithereby molded the context of
domestic political rule, providing rulers with a@tg incentive to extend the social
control of the state. As Joel Migdal puts it, teagon for extending or strengthening
social control is framed as a necessity of politstavival, where failure to marshal
sufficient resources will result in defeat at tlatls of external rivals or defeat by
internal competitors to powéf.

If extending internal social control was necesgargecure the geopolitical
position of the state, this had a couple importantifications for the internal makeup of
the political system. For one thing, it made tla@liional medieval system of
overlapping sovereignties inadequate and indeeathning to the state, since it
undermined the ability to exercise control. As Gianco Poggi and others have argued,
there is a fundamental disjuncture between thenateind external position of the state.

While the external position of the state is defibyccompetition between nominally

10 Charles Tilly, "War-making and State-making as#iged Crime," in Social Science Research Council
(U.S.) Committee on Latin American Studies Join £ommittee on Western Europe JoBitinging the
State Back IfCambridge [Cambridgeshite] New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985). 172.

™ Tim Knudsen and Bo Rothstein, “State Building taBdinavia,"Comparative Politic26, no. 2

(January 1, 1994): 203-220, doi:10.2307/422268. 203

12 Joel S. MigdalStrong Societies and Weak States: State-socieffieted and State Capabilities in the
Third World (Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 1928)
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equal units (oftentimes resolved through war),ititernal position of the state must be
defined by the superiority of the political systewer all other political rivals (the classic
Weberian argument of the monopoly over the meanioténce)'® The traditional

estates system existed in tension with these iemalPoggi offers an argument that fits
into the bellicist school, placing the pressurdsite state development on the needs for
military buildup. This buildup required more orgaaiional capacity and more resources,
and required shifting away from the traditionalarte on the estates to an increasing
reliance on bureaucratic agencies tasked with jngghese policies! The estates

system diffused political and economic power amaiffgrent groups within the system,
generally with the land-owning gentry possessimgrttost substantial privileges, but this
arrangement proved to be inefficient for the stagaternal needs. As Tilly argues, states
often aimed at some level to homogenize their ptmris because even though it ran the
risk of producing a united front of oppositionalso made it easier for the subject
population to identify with the rulers, the ruléescommunicate with the population, and
to create uniform administrative frameworRsThus, we have a complex framework to
understand the process of state-building, singetibnly involves external pressures, but
internal strategies for centralizing political poweilly frames the process of state-
building as including auler, aruling class other statelients opponents, competitors
and rivals,the rest of th@population and acoerciveandcivilian apparatusto enforce the

state's policie$®

13 Gianfranco PoggiThe State: Its Nature, Development, and Prosp@tenford, Calif: Stanford
University Press, 1990). 23-5.

“ Ibid. 66-7.

5 Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-1998-7.

'® Ibid. 34-5.



This approach to understanding state-buildinghees elegantly applied to a
number of historical and contemporary cases. B#lgarates the cases into capital-
intensive trajectories and coercive-intensive ttees, with Western Europe following
the former and Eastern Europe the latter. FranggiB and Prussia are often employed
as the classic examples of state-building, withsBiauclearly demonstrating the military
roots of political change. As Samuel Finer shovitgrahe defeat at Jena, the Prussian
government under Hardenburg, Stein and Scharnporstied radical state-building from
above, to try and address the deficiencies of thedtan state. The reform efforts ended
up being shadows of what was intended due to te&wtiion of traditional, landed
forces, but the changes were still significant ead be paralleled in many ways to the
changes pursued after Russia's defeat in the Cnitiia’’ Beyond the classic
examples, Henry Wright argues that we can actsaé/similar dynamics in older
political systems (he uses the example of polihddadagascar and Mesopotamia) with
intense competition leading to a more thoroughticalated political system, even if
those systems do not closely resemble the burgaticomplex of the contemporary
nation-staté® Knudsen and Rothstein find that the same logid$oi the Scandinavian
countries, especially in Sweden and Denntatkikewise, the model has been applied
profitably to more recent cases, with Cameron Thigsanding the model to include

geopolitical rivalry (not necessarily always mitgaivalry) in Latin America, as well as

" Samuel Finer, "State- and nation-building in Eerape role of the military,” in Social Science Bash
Council (U.S.),The Formation of National States in Western Eurd&edies in Political Development 8
(Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 191538-4.

8 Henry T. Wright, “Early State Dynamics as PolitiExperiment,”Journal of Anthropological Research
62, no. 3 (October 1, 2006): 305-319. 314.

19 Knudsen and Rothstein, “State Building in Scandima
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in parts of Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, and the Midgast® Thomas Ertman and Brian
Downing have also extended the bellicist argumemixplain other state dynamics,
including the variation in regime type and the likeod of a state becoming democratic.
Ertman argues that variation of political regime&urope can be explained by
examining 1) the organization of local governmdtdrastate formation, 2) the timing of
sustained geopolitical competition, and 3) theuiafice of strong representative
assemblied! The timing of geopolitical competition in stimLitag state-building was
"nonsimultaneous,” and so the timing had a largeaichon the type of state built. States
that began processes of formation before 1450daelyt on structures and expertise that
would become increasingly outdated, while lateteshalilders could exploit more recent
developments towards the end of constructing "pnatalern bureaucracie&'Likewise,
Downing argues that democracy tended to develapses where rulers did not need to
engage in heavy domestic resource mobilizatioesponse to military competition, as it
allowed the persistence of medieval institutiong eonstitutionalism. In states that
responded to international pressures with exterrgiseurce mobilization, the more likely
outcome was military-bureaucratic absolutiShincidentally, he excludes Tsarist Russia
from this schema as it lacked a feudal constitatiender.§*

That being said, applying this framework of stateétding to the contemporary

world is not without complications. Different patte of political development and armed

20 Cameron G. Thies, “State Building, Interstate hmhstate Rivalry: A Study of Post-Colonial
Developing Country Extractive Efforts, 1975-200ternational Studies Quarter8, no. 1 (March 1,
2004): 53-72. Cameron G. Thies, “War, Rivalry, &tdte Building in Latin America,American Journal
of Political Sciencel9, no. 3 (July 1, 2005): 451-465. Cameron G. § Hidational Design and State
Building in Sub-Saharan AfricaWWorld Politics61, no. 4 (October 1, 2009): 623—669.

% Thomas ErtmarBirth of the Leviathan: Building States and Regirneledieval and Early Modern
Europe(Cambridge, UKJ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997). 6.

*2 pid. 26-8.

% Downing, The Military Revolution and Political Chang@.

* Ibid. 38-43.
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conflict necessitate modifications, especially sicontemporary state-building exists in a
context where the national state is already adfpblitical life. As Tilly cautions, by and
large the historical European experience is noadisocomparable to the contemporary
world, but the experience of Europe may point toegal dynamics that occur across time
in state-building. The military and war-making cestion may be just such a dynarfiic.
As such, the general model has been modified ®itgtk account differences in
contemporary state-building, including the previgusentioned effort by Cameron

Thies to expand the criteria from military compentto strategic competition, given the
lack of open interstate warfare in regions likeih.#merica® Likewise, the relative lack
of persistent interstate warfare (at least comptrdde formative period in European
history) and its replacement by intrastate waréare violence has been used as a
mechanism for explaining the emergence of wealkst&ne of Migdal's "sufficient"
conditions for the emergence of a strong stateagptesence of an external military
threat. If a threat exists, it gives the rulersrargy incentive to marshal resources as
efficiently as possible to guarantee that the siatsesses enough power to fend off
challenges. In the absence of this threat, rulexg Inave the incentive to protect their
own rule and come to understandings with interivals, but this may result in a weak,
rather than a strong, st&teThis explanation is employed by Jeffrey Herbsxplain the
emergence of profoundly weak states in sub-Sahfirasa, since the post-colonial norm

of territorial inviolability reduced the prevalenoginterstate conflict®

% Tilly, "War-making and State-making as Organizeth®," in The Formation of National States in
Western Europe81-2.

% Cameron G. Thies, “War, Rivalry, and State Buitgin Latin America.” 460.

2" Migdal, Strong Societies and Weak States

2 Jeffrey Ira HerbstStates and Power in Africa: Comparative Lessonaitithority and ContrglPrinceton
Studies in International History and Politics (eton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 2000).
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How does Tsarist Russia fit into the bellicist rabof state-building? As a
Eurasian land power, it consistently faced threatsonly from Europe, but also from the
Ottoman Empire and a number of groups on the Clelsian steppe. Pressure to keep
up with the military advances of rival powers wagmvhelming, and its relative position
of technical backwardness only sharpened this Heexdcharacteristic to begin an
account of changes in Russian military organizavth the reign of Peter I, but as
Michael Paul points out, shocks to Russia's militafrastructure can actually be dated
back to the mid-16th century, as the rival powdélaand-Lithuania, Sweden, and the
Livonian Germans began to adopt gunpowder weapathéaage contingents of
artillery.?® Sweden, though eventually eclipsed by other paweay have been the most
important source of external pressure for Rusdiate-$uilding (as well as for Prussia
and other German states), since the combinatisaérior state organization and mobile
military forces provided the Scandinavian powetwagignificant victories over its
rivals 3 Peter I, when he began his own military (and, eqoently, state-building)
revolution in the late 17th-early 18th century, stously modeled his reforms on
Sweden's government infrastructure, as well astawpmfluences from Prussia,
although these were obviously altered to take actmount the radically different social
system present in the Tsarist Empire. The evemti@ome to these reform efforts also
points to another necessary caution for the staileibg model: the role of contingency
and the presence of preexisting institutions necégsnodify state-building efforts and
militate against determinism. As Poggi argues gieomes of pivotal military conflicts

(such as the Great Northern War in the case ofiRussgely dictatesvhichinstitutions

% Michael C. Paul, “The Military Revolution in Ruasil550-1682, The Journal of Military Histon68,
no. 1 (January 1, 2004): 9-45. 37.
%0 Knudsen and Rothstein, “State Building in Scandia 205.
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will be adopted, leading to different governmeritastructures in different cases even if
the same general dynamic (increased centralizatiorbureaucratization) is preséht.

Up to this point, | have been emphasizing theresleconditions of state-
building, but it is also necessary to consider liog@se external pressures translate to
changes in domestic policies and institutions. st important domestic effect of
external military competition is increased extraatirom the population (in terms of both
taxation and conscription of military personne§ the state shifts from indirect to direct
rule (since indirect rule is less efficient wherdmes to the task of extractiofi)The
theoretical approach often employed to understhaisdorocess of extraction is referred to
as the predatory theory of the state. As Margagst argues, in predatory theory rulers
will try to monopolize economic and political powterincrease their bargaining position
vis-a-vis powerful internal groups. The stocks oWer these groups possess, versus the
transaction costs (monitoring, enforcement, elt@) the state has to pay, will increase
their bargaining position and make it more likdiatt they will receive concessions from
the ruler to guarantee loyalty. Tax exemptionsneoaic privileges, and some degree of
autonomy are common outcomes of this bargaininggsst® Gaining compliance is the
primary consideration of state-builders, and buaidcoercive capacity is at the root of
efforts to create compliance. The state must pessesugh coercive capacity to suppress
internal rivals and to extract resources from thpydation, but it cannot "plunder” the

population lest it threaten its own stability. Témdstence of strain, in the form of

31 Poggi, The State99-100.
32 Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-12%2
% Levi, Of Rule and Revenu#2-14.
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ecological pressure or foreign enemies, can alsease the likelihood of gaining
compliance®

Predatory theories of the state view the stasmasgent capable of imposing itself
on civil society to some degree, and this relatiqmbetween the state and civil society is
very much framed in the cost-benefit analysis [eistional choicé” Migdal's
definition of the state's capabilities meshes with this approach, as he emphasizes the
state's ability to penetrate society, regulateadaelations, extract resources, and use
those resources in determined waYExtraction of resources helps to support the
primary goal of the state, but different strategeeachieve this end must be assessed
based on the costs they would incur. This diffessnf my previous discussion of state-
building, which more closely approximates what MiehMann calls "institutional
statism." Institutional statism emphasizes ingtnal structures over actors, since those
structures provide constraints over all actordhigngystem and will vary across different
states’’ In addition to the strategy of side-payments (essions to internal groups),
rulers have other options for gaining compliancehsas the use of outright coercion or
what Levi calls "quasi-voluntary compliance” (suahwould be provided under the rule
of law, where individuals are aware that crimed & punished). Coercion is costly, and
that cost is broken down into effective monitoramgd enforcement. Coercion will not
completely eliminate noncompliance, but the goabiminimize it through the use of

technologies and strategies. The less extensivadimnistrative framework, the more

* Ibid. 42-44.

% Cameron G. Thies, “State Building, Interstate hmhstate Rivalry.” 54.
% Migdal, Strong Societies and Weak States.

3" Mann,The Sources of Social Pow&folume 11, 48-54.
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costly coercion becomé8 Quasi-voluntary compliance is another strategygining
compliance, by creating a system where individuallschoose to comply and where
noncompliance will be met with punitive sanctioRer this to work, the threat of
punishment from the state must be credible, andhtigidual must believe that others
are also complying. A perception that others age-fiding will increase the likelihood of
noncompliance by creating concerns of exploitatubie also undermining the ruler's
credibility.*

The effect of this effort to gain internal compic is that rulers must engage in a
complicated game of balancing external and intetials. Thies points of that while
strong external rivals may result in strengthertatescapacity, the presence of strong
internal rivals may have the opposite effect. Stétat have strong external rivals are
generally more capable of extracting resources Boaiety (since they can offer society
protection from those rivals), but the efficiendyeatraction relies on successful
bargaining with internal rival¥ Even if these efforts at bargaining are succesifis!
uncertain whether the presence of internal rivalalds enhance or impair the state's
overall strength. Since the state will need toaaevenue to impose its will on internal
rivals, extraction will likely increase (at leastthe short term) on already-loyal portions
of the populace, potentially straining this relasbip. In addition, if the bargaining with
internal rivals includes substantial economic cesans (such as tax exemptions,
conscription exemptions, or other economic privalgyg it may impair the state's overall

extractive capacity, which would weaken the stadeawvis rivals that don't necessarily

38 Levi, Of Rule and Revenugo0.
% |bid. 52-54.
0 Cameron G. Thies, “State Building, Interstate hmchstate Rivalry.” 53-54.
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make the same kinds of bargaffi$iowever, this imbalanced arrangement could also
disappear in the long term, as actual military tonintroduces a "ratchet effect” that
increases the ceiling on tolerable levels of eximac The theory of the ratchet effect
argues that war disrupts institutional arrangemsuth that the state is able to expand its
administrative apparatus, though it is unlikelytthach a ratchet effect would completely
eliminate the privileges that internal groups etifoy

Predatory theory has extensive relevance to #te-suilding experience in both
contemporary and historical cases. The processtd-building in Europe sometimes
required appealing to the people over the tradili@fites, sometimes required
negotiating with the traditional elites without tparticipation of the people, and
sometimes involved direct coercion on the paruténs to create the desired ends. The
tradition of kingship in Europe helped to advaras process, but the sheer volume of
political entities that were eventually absorbedi¢ates the contingency and chaos of the
process, as well as the necessity of bargaitiifipis process ranged from the stable
arrangement made between the Prussian monarchth@ddnkers to the relative chaos
experienced between the estates in France andnipeAs Joseph Strayer notes, the lack
of preexisting strong local institutions in Englamade the task of spreading
administrative rule comparatively easy, since iswat necessary to negotiate as much
with local notables or to rely as much on bureaicenforcement. In countries where

this was not true, the process of state-building f&a more difficult due to the
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concessions made by the stdtén contemporary cases, much the same relatiorship
present. In Latin America, where Thies identifigategic over military rivalry as the
most important impulse, there is still a strongetation between external rivals and
increased extractive capacity, even if the stadeisth feed more slowly due to the
absence of overt military thredfsConversely, Migdal finds that the presence ofrejro
internal rivals may help to explain the emergenfceenk states. As societies in the
developing world indicate, part of the strugglest#te-building has revolved around
accommodating powerful organizations within theitery when there is not sufficient
social control to suppress those organizationsfaree compliancé® On the other hand,
increasing extractive capacity may still be presenihese societies, if only on a smaller
scale than the dramatic examples of Europe. Subf8alfrica, often used as the
example for explaining weak states, still showsrang relationship between military
spending, productivity, and extraction levels, tha scale is much smaller because
productivity is comparatively loW’

The logic of predatory theory also applies toestatilding in the Tsarist Empire,
but with some important qualifications. In Westand parts of Central Europe, the
process of increasing extraction through taxatmmesponded with concessions on the
part of the state to powerful internal groups amthe population as a whole (usually in
the form of expanded citizenship). Tilly refersthes as the capital-intensive or the
capitalized-coercion mode of state-building, depemdn the degree to which the state

employed direct coercion as part of its bargaining:ontrast, the coercion-intensive

“4 Joseph R. Straye@n the Medieval Origins of the Modern Stéeinceton, N.J: Princeton University
Press, 1970). 47-48.
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mode, which characterized Prussia, Russia, and Bémstern European polities,
emphasized compelled extraction without the sameesgsions on the part of the state as
in Western Europ& Russia was the exemplar of the coercion-intensiode, with Tilly
placing it at the top of the coercion scale andabom of the capitalization scale (since
Russia lacked urban centers of comparable captaépor a significant merchant class).
As a result, the social structure in Russia produliferent outcomes in how the state
responded to external pressure. Class structyarirdictated the kinds of struggles that
emerged during state-building. In Western Eurolpe capital-intensive nature of society
made taxation the most salient issue. In Easteradey the disposition of the land was
the most important feature and the source of clabgection’:’ Basing resource
extraction off of land ownership was less effici#rdn the capital extraction proceeding
in other parts of Europe, but it had the meritbahg stable and predictable.

The imposition and administration of taxation prd\to be difficult for a few
reasons in the Tsarist Empire, and that difficedtyulted in specific institutional
arrangements. The first major problem was demoggeafite Tsarist Empire had a huge
population, but that population was spread oveas territory. As Paul notes, Russia
(and other Eastern European powers like Polandphampulation density of around six
persons per square kilometer. In contrast, Frandealpopulation density of around 40
per square kilometer, and the German lands werergiyin the 50 range. In addition to
the dispersed nature of the population, Tsarigestdbwere also poorer than in other
states, creating a tax pool that was both spreadmaliresource-podf.The Tsarist state

also lacked an easy source of taxation, as Brgajayed with its low-cost customs

“8 Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-1382
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duties. Initial efforts to address this deficiemomprised a number of direct taxes on
commodities such as salt, as well as other lesmobwsolutions such as taxing travel
(Richard Hellie notes that there were over 280rstaxes in 17th century Russia), but
these proved difficult to manage and either weveked or brought in less revenue than
desired®* These inadequacies produced the solution of binpéasants to the land - the
imposition of serfdom. As Gabriel Ardant argue ittmposition of serfdom arose due to
a lack of capital exchange, making indirect taxesifficient (as in the British customs
duties), but the state lacked the capacity to thugct taxes and prevent taxpayer flight.
The solution, the tying of individuals to land toagantee their compliance, was the
solution to the problem of extractidhThe need for reliable food production also drove
the imposition of serfdom, as Russia lacked th&talagnd agricultural productivity of
Western Europe. As a result, the bargain betweegéhtry and the state produced an
inefficient, but predictable, system of agriculiutavelopment that was adequate for
food production through the manorial syst&m.

Serfdom may have solved the short-term problecrexdting a stable tax base, but
it made future policy changes and administrativeagsion more difficult. It did nothing
to enhance coordination with local government ¢osttengthen local government), and
it created an incentive structure for the gentat tfluaranteed they would resist any
changes to the status quo. These deficiencies leeapparent when the military costs of
the Great Northern War stressed the state's fiahstEnding and triggered Peter I's

efforts at reform. Military need undoubtedly drdveter's reforms, and his successes
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were reflected in the tripling of the tax burden &rudget, and a more aggressive effort
to take a census for taxation purposes. Since iosatutions were underdeveloped, Peter
mostly relied on the army to oversee these effartsle using decrees to force through
the reforms. This arrangement proved unsustairaftde much of it was reversed under
his successors, but it at least laid the groundarlater efforts of state-buildint.
However, when Catherine Il decided to expand orPeteine reforms to create a well-
ordered, more centralized state, these problenusfaegd. Catherine's ambitious
provincial reforms efforts were undone due to #eklof Tsarist penetration in the
countryside and the lack of skilled professiondlie 4o fill the roles that were
envisioned, both in terms of the government apparahd in other areas like education.
The desire was to undermine local abuse of pow&hmias one of the major stimulants
of the Pugachev rebellion, but the outcomes dematesk that Petersburg only possessed
limited infrastructural capability to effect lastithange? This limited capacity
remained up until the end of the Tsarist statepitieperiodic efforts by Tsars to increase
administrative control.

This problem was heightened in the borderlandsdnly the Western
borderlands, but it was most salient there), ds d&d sarist capacity came into contact
with historical grants of autonomy and relativebwerful internal groups like the Polish
szlachtaor the Baltic German gentry. As Thies notes, enghedatory theory of the state
borderlands that possessed strong groups or signifresources enjoy even more

leverage in bargaining vis-a-vis the center, makimgore likely that border regions will

** Reinhard BendixKings or People: Power and the Mandate to Ri@lerkeley: University of California
Press, 1978). 501-3.
*®Ipid. 512-3.
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enjoy substantial privileges versus the rest oténgtory>® Given the dramatic
differences in coercive capacity, the Tsarist statéainly had the ability to force
submission on the borderlands if they flouted @nitrle too egregiously, but as the case
of the suppression of Poland indicates, the uski®ttoercion was very costly and as
predatory theory would predict, it made the stagaker vis-a-vis external rivals.
Moreover, this is a consideration that goes beybedime period | am considering, as
the argument could be made that the same dynarmiegpo Post-Soviet Russia and its
considerable hinterland. As Alexseev argues, tilagse of Soviet institutions released
central-periphery conflicts that had been kept umgd@ps and presented Boris Yeltsin
with much the same choice that Tsarist administsatad: to either coerce or to
accommodate peripheral regions seeking greatenanny from the centet. Yeltsin

opted for accommodation, with the notable exceptib@hechnya, and Alexseev argues
that this was actually better for the territoriatieigrity of the Federation than other
commentators believed, because it was the onlyevgtbategy for holding together such
a vast, diverse territory. Instead, Alexseev saawiteatest threat to the Russian
Federation as being the possibility that the cemigy try to reassert strong control over
the regions, bringing it into conflict with locdites and potentially facilitating the
merger of civic and ethnic nationalisiisThe efforts of the Putin government to follow
just such a path may therefore have interestireceffdown the road, making predatory

theory relevant not only to my cases, but alsdvéocdontemporary Russian state.

%5 Cameron G. Thies, “State Building, Interstate hmhstate Rivalry.” 55.
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The state-building literature provides importdredretical context for the
relationship between the Tsarist center and thet&e8orderlands. If we are seeking to
explain the differences in imperial policy towattde constituent parts of the Western
Borderlands it is necessary to understand theplalged by general European military
competition and the internal transformations it uglbt in the Tsarist state. Upon coming
into contact with strategic rivals employing modvanced military and governing
institutions (Sweden, Prussia, etc.), the Tsataesought to 'catch up' by reforming its
own institutions and increasing its domestic extvaccapability. When increased
resource extraction became pivotal for militarycass, the state was faced with two
options: accommodation with internal elites to sedhese resources or coercive action
to directly gain control of these resources. Altfjlothe state did indeed employ coercion
as one of its tools, it would have proven inadegaatthe sole tactic given the
geographic expanse and diversity of the TsaristitEanphis is where the bargaining
process described by Levi and others becomes rdleamthe state made significant
concessions (in the form of serfdom for the ergimgire and in the form of high levels
of autonomy in the borderlands) to secure its gblails bargaining then set the stage for
the subsequent transformations of the Tsaristipalisystem, as the internal elites that
proved capable of retaining their leverage vissathie state were also successful in
retaining their privileged positions, with the obse also being true.

The literature on empitehas a great deal of overlap with the literaturestate-

building, both with regards to the role of exterthakats and the predatory aspect of

*9f anything, the term “empire” is more problematian the term “state,” and my usage reflects some
serious choices and concessions that may not réffleavide variety of imperial practices that hawésted
throughout history. My usage of empire is primastyuctural in nature, emphasizing the distinction
between the imperial “core” and the “periphery.’eldtistinction between core and periphery helps to
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resource extraction. Large, multi-national empililes the Tsarist Empire, the Austro-
Hungarian Empire, and the Ottoman Empire (justke tthe examples in closest contact
with the European mainstream) experienced thessyres in the same way as Western
and Central Europe and attempted to make manyeafdame adaptations to address the
pressures. However, the starting point for thediéigad units was dramatically different
both in terms of social and political structureg dhese pressures threatened the stability
of the imperial status quo more so than was expeei in the rest of Europe. The most
salient difference was that of space - unlike #reflung empires of Britain, France and
Spain, the Tsarist Empire was a territorially-estea but contiguous multiethnic empire.
This contiguity made it impossible for the Tsagtdte to completely separate political
administration in the core versus the peripherg, iarmany cases that distinction
between core and periphery was ephemeral and stibjelsange (the case of Ukraine is
the best example of the shifting definition of thperial core). Moreover, the sheer
vastness of imperial space heightened the probfestate-building, as the traditional
reliance on local elites had to give way to creg@dministrative centralization. In the
Tsarist Empire, the largest contiguous politicat on the face of the planet, managing
space persistently bedeviled the project of statkeling.

This reality comes into conflict with how the Tisaistate presented itself, and

how it has been presented by some scholars. Tgdebgy framed the entire territory

capture the administrative heterogeneity that olkthin most empires, as imperial administratorsemad
decisions for the mode of rule in reaction to lomahditions. This distinction is “easiest” in distiguous,
maritime empires (such as those of Britain and ¢ggrsince there was a clearer distinction betveeea
and periphery. In extensive, contiguous empirestlile Tsarist political system, this is obviouslgrm
problematic. Despite these problems, however, tiletsiral definition contrasts in a useful mannéhw
my usage of “ state,” as it helps to create arcéffe continuum ranging from total administrative
heterogeneity to total administrative uniformityathrally, even the most well-articulated examples o
states and empires rest somewhere between theote® gn the continuum, but | think it captures atic
tension between the impulse towards regional autyrend “harmonized” administrative rule.
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of the empire as the Tsar's personal patrimonychvbould be dispensed with or
administered as the reigning sovereign saw fitngkde this patrimonial conception of
rule was the attendant notion that the Tsar posdesissolute power over this domain, a
power that exceeded the limits of Western absaeiytighich at least had to balance itself
to a degree with the estates. However, this cormept power did not translate well into
practice, as Tsarist pretensions came into colittt the realities of projecting power
over extensive territories. Michael Mann providesaith a useful rubric for
conceptualizing this conflict, as he emphasizesdifferent dimensions of power:
despotic and infrastructurdbespoticpower is the power of the state to take actions
without the regular input or negotiation from cisdciety.Infrastructural power is the
ability of the state to penetrate civil society angistically support its decisions,
guarantee that compliance is achieved®&Empires fall along the high-despotic, low-
infrastructural portion of the axis, as they acclateuterritory without simultaneously
accumulating the means to directly rule that teryit The costs of extending
infrastructural power through the buildup of loadministration and police forces (the
shift from indirect to direct rule that Tilly higights as one of the hallmarks of the
modern state) were generally too high, leadingstate to pursue alternative stratedies.
Territorially-extensive societies in the pre-matdera by necessity ruled through
local intermediaries, since routine political cahtrould not easily outpace the maximum
marching distance of military forces (around 75-bfites from the center). This only

changed with the increased agricultural base obstpn the 19th centur¥’. Hence, even
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the most despotic rulers could only pretend to te@itorial control. Older empires relied
primarily on standing militaries and conquest, algtany force provided a more
extensive radius of action than political controeconomic integration. The force
required a base of production to guarantee thairees and manpower for military
action, so the different stages relied on one a1dtr long-term succe$& The

absolutist states of modern Europe enjoyed esdignirdimited despotic power, but this
accompanied severe limitations on infrastructucalgr. Naked coercion was costly and
difficult to maintain, so the most effective stigydbecame targeted coercion combined
with divide-and-rule tactics involving negotiatierith powerful corporate groupings.
This characterized all European states to an extenthe reliance on local elites was
more pivotal in the contiguous empires of Eurogethe state did not have a realistic
capability to implement direct rule (in contraststates like France or Prussia which were
able to effectively centralize power). As a resthlg Tsarist Empire more resembled a
patchwork of local autonomies (both political amd®@omic) rather than the idealized
patrimony of the Tsar.

By comparison, political units that relied moreinfrastructural power responded
more adeptly to the challenges of state-makinghdlgh medieval Britain lacked the
despotic power of Rome (or Russia), the colleghoeer gained through territorial
coordination with the estates was actually quitenidable, with the King in Parliament
acting as the epicenter of this government by goassenf® This made the process of
building up government infrastructure less difftdal Britain, and made the state more

flexible in responding to external challenges. Tmted States, a classical "weak" state
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in terms of despotic power, also illustrates thysammic, as cooperation between the state
and civil society produced a durable status qum ¢lveugh the state did not possess
untrammeled police powéf.In the contemporary period, we can continue tepkesthis
interplay between despotic and infrastructural poweh Post-Soviet Russia and Sub-
Saharan Africa both fitting the mold of too muclspetic power and too little
infrastructural power. The cost structure Africaaiss faced when extending their
authority not only involved the administrative aseturity costs of extending the state's
writ, but also the infrastructural costs given khwer levels of development in the
hinterlands. The further away from the center théessought to go, the more the cost
radically scaled upward, with capitals becomingnsls of control in seas of
underadministratiof’ Africa is characterized by low population densitiehich can

make it costly and difficult for the state to acleeadministrative control over its entire
territory (given the paucity of skilled personnet administration). The former USSR
actually approximates the same kind of populatiensity, which was also much more so
the case for Tsarist Rus$f.

The differences in the relationship between thergent state and civil society
had important consequences for social structurésildens notes, although the estates
acted in conjunction with the state in parts of WasEurope, that was not the only
possible outcome. In Russia, Prussia, Spain, dref absolutist states the estates were

repressed or made to conform to the state's widlnesstate may have preserved the
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privileges of the gentry, but it was hardly invalvie an equal partnership with théfin
Western Europe, coordination between the estatkshagovernment resulted in civil
and political concessions as the price for therestte of state power. This process
gradually resulted in the extension of rights andileges to other sectors of the
population, such as the bourgeoisie and eventtladlyvorking classes. In Eastern
Europe, coordination resulted not in political tghbut in economic privileges and the
extension of serfdom. In this case, the adherehtteecestates was needed for the social
base of the state, but it was an adversarial pso&gsenstadt summarizes the political
goals of imperial rulers as being directed towdhdsextension of the state's power vis-a-
vis internal groups, either by weakening traditidogalties to internal rivals and shifting
that loyalty to the state, or by co-opting majaouyps so that they help to reinforce the
general power of the empire itsélfOne method of binding the gentry to the state was
through military service. As Hintze asserts, maiatece of the army was the state's
primary purpose, and the extension of the tax buedel the recruitment of the estates
into this purpose characterized the emergent petate of modern Europe. The alliance
with the gentry meant that the officer corps assimédistinctly noble cast, and that
social privilege and military duty became fusedcmas occurred in Prussfa.

In the long-term, however, the solutions of senfidand the transformation of the
role of the gentry proved to be unstable. In Wesgerd Central Europe, the emergent
state worked to mobilize the entire populationupgort of state-building, whether

through the expansion of taxation or the expanefanilitary service. Tsarist Russia

%9 Anthony GiddensA Contemporary Critique of Historical Materialis(Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1981). 96-7.

'S, N. Eisenstadfhe Political Systems of Empir@$ew Brunswick (U.S.A.): Transaction Publishers,
1993). 143-4.

" Hintze, The Historical Essays of Otto Hintz201-2.

28



attempted to replicate these efforts in the empine given the fact that the social system
was predicated on the absolute subservience ah#jerity of the population,
mobilizational capacity was obviously limited. Asnitze observes, the Tsarist state
implemented universal military service (which stdras lifetime duration and was later
shortened to a still-brutal 25 years for those capted) without also extending some
degree of citizenship to those subjected to theyorhis disjunction between
extraordinary demands without any simultaneousipge was an unstable arrangement,
a judgment that was borne out by the empire's expezs in warfare after 1850 (and
especially in WWI, where subject discontent witHitay service helped to bring about
the empire's collapséj.Moreover, when the state made overdue effortsrteliarate and
eliminate serfdom during the Great Reforms, it edrio undermine the basis of gentry
loyalty to the state, even though the gentry wéte to make sure that the terms were not
that painful to their immediate economic interésty shifting the dependency of the
peasantry on the gentry to the state, the statechtwpconstruct a more durable basis of
political control, but the modesty of the reformd dot garner much appreciation from
the population and set the tone for the later émtblver land tenure and ownership that
would characterize the waning decades of the 1&tiucy and the first two decades of
the 20th century. The end of the old order confartte final victory of the crown over
the gentry, but at the cost of imperial stability.

As Eisenstadt summarizes, the process of politicahge in territorially-
extensive empires was sparked by a combinationtefral and internal pressures, often

in contradiction to one another. The external press whether economic or military
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threats, exerted pressure on internal conditionshiaypening the need of the state to
extract more resources from society and to mobgizater manpower to meet threats.
This drive for greater extraction and mobilizateerved to destabilize the status quo
within imperial systems, since the internal pressurecessitated the diffusion of power,
the reliance on local clients, and cultural autopdfrin Tsarist Russia, there was an
attempt to extend some form of law throughout #ratbry of the empire and to
construct an adequate policing apparatus capalsereéiling the population and
enforcing the writ of the state, but state incafyaand traditions of local rule cut against
this process. As Kivelson notes, the process ofpmgperritory which was generally
associated with increasing state power in otheopsan cases actually helps to
demonstrate the weakness of the Tsarist statepifiesion of competing maps and the
inability of the Tsarist state to adjudicate su@pdtes led to bogged-down litigation
processes, an inconsistent application of law,abdrary verdicts handed down by
judges’ Likewise, although the state attempted to consamlice state in its major
cities to suppress dissent, the same was not tipelicing in the countryside. As
Giddens argues, one of the characteristics ofrtmestormation of the modern state was
the shift from violent, exemplary modes of punisiine incarceration and
surveillance’® However, Tsarist capabilities were so limitedhistrespect (the Third
Section and the gendarme simply did not have tinetyeus to cover Russia's huge
territory) that the state often fell back onto thder, exemplary modes of punishment, as

with the execution of the Decembrists and the nmedacution of the Petrashevsty group.
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Thus, although the Tsarist state was responditiget@ame external pressures as
the rest of Europe (and in fact, stronger presstwesto the presence of threats from both
the West and the East), the process of state-hgilthat these pressures triggered was
largely incompatible with the existing institutidrsaructure of the empire. The territory
of the empire was too vast for the state to exp@snadministrative functions adequately
to all regions, and so the state settled for avkmeer of administrative structure that
allowed it to extract enough money and manpoweespond to external military threats.
Serfdom, the means by which the state co-optetbttadty of the gentry, also cut against
state-building processes, as it removed far toohnafithe population from any sort of
meaningful civic life, drastically limiting the mdizational capacity of the state. And
perhaps most importantly, the diversity of the mmaltional empire militated against a
centralized, well-ordered police state on the Ramsshodel, and the more the state
attempted to move in that direction, the more tasi it inspired in the non-Russian
territories of the empire. In Mann's terminolodye fTsarist Empire was all despotic
power and little infrastructural power, leaving 8tate adrift without the same

coordinating capabilities of states like Britaimafce or Prussia.

The "Imperial Turn"

Aside from the treatment of empire in politicalesote and sociology, there has been
renewed interest in the concept of empire in takl fof history following the collapse of
the Soviet Union. This so-called "imperial turn'sHaecome an indispensable tool for
reimagining the political history and institutioobEurasia, shifting emphasis away from

the centralized autocracy of imperial capitalsh® actual governance of the imperial
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periphery. This historical literature also perforamsimportant function in this study, as it
helps to bridge the divide between the concepttaié and empire and explain some of
the transformations that occurred in the Westemd&tands in the later decades of the
Tsarist Empire. Specifically, Zygmunt Bauman digtirshes between two types of state
behaviors, that of the "gamekeeper" and that ofghedener”.’ The transformation of
Tsarist policy in the Western Borderlands from iti@corporation until the collapse of
the Tsarist Empire largely corresponds to the siithe Tsarist government from a
"gamekeeper" position (containing and controllingj\aerse population) to the
"gardener” position (remaking the population altimglines envisioned in the concept of
the national state). This shift also tracked clpselthe increasing importance that was
placed on defining what it meant to be "Russiarthan19th century, with alternatives
including a narrow, coherent ethnic grouping, a-ptmic "nation"”, an Orthodox
identity, or a linguistic identity, with significamverlap between many of these
categories (as can be seen in the polemics of tissi& publicist Mikhail Katkovj®

The debate within history over the meaning of emprovides illumination on
several fronts: on the relationship between emgmek the nation-state, on the
relationship of Tsarist Russia to the experiendegleer "nationalizing” states, and on the
variations in governance over different regionghef empire. The first problem lies with
defining the concept of empire itself, and how t@tcept relates to the experience and
structures of the modern national state. Suny defempire as constituting an
"Institutionalized hierarchy, maintenance of diéfiece between ruling metropole and

ruled periphery" that is fundamentally incompatii¢h notions of democracy and

" Nicholas Breyfogle, “Enduring Imperium: Russia/&sWnion/Eurasia as Multiethnic,
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popular sovereignt{’ Both Suny and Seymour Becker place empire anddtien-state
on opposite ends of the political spectrum, largklg to the concept of national self-
determination that is theoretically incompatiblehwempire®® Moreover, as Suny notes,
empires tend to have porous boundaries while natiates are more exclusively-defined,
partly due to the political expediency connectethuwhe inclusiveness of heterogeneous
imperial systems. However, Suny also notes thalevthis holds true for empire and
nation-state as ideal types, in actual practicestrpolitical systems will combine some
elements of each, significantly blurring the distian®" It is at this point that traditional
sociological or typological definitions of empiredome problematic, since they tend to
imply a certain degree of fixity in how empires ateuctured and governed. This
problem may be connected to the tendency to defimgire in a way consistent with the
discontinuous European overseas empires, whichéBeekninds us have not historically
been the modal form of empirés.

Nicholas Breyfogle and Alexander Semyonov offéeralative methods of
conceptualizing empires (and the Tsarist Empingairticular), with these methods
aiming to capture the multi-dimensionality and ugravess of imperial practice within
specific imperial units. Breyfogle actually optseschew the concept of "empire"” in
favor of the more flexible concept of "imperiumhee the latter concept escapes the
typological tendencies of the former. Imperium feesi on the exercise of different types
of power over "extended territories and diverseppesy and offers more fine-grained

analysis of how imperial practices differed acrdgierent regions within the same
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empire, a frequent characteristic of both the Es&impire and other empir8$.
Semyonov alternatively offers the idea of empir@a dsontext-setting category," which
further complicates the historical treatment oehegeneous empires. Heterogeneity is
undoubtedly a central feature of such systemsSkuatyonov also marks that the
heterogeneity manifests itself in uneven or unmtathle ways, creating a
"multidimensional” heterogeneity. He captures thigeference to the history of the State
Duma which was divided not only along political feines (Monarchists, Democrats,
Socialists of various stripes, etc), but also alegjonal, ethnic, and confessional fault
lines, many of which had overlapsCombining this observation with the observation
that nation-states also possessed some "impelgafemts concerning internal
heterogeneity complicates not only the historiogyapf imperial political systems, but
also their treatment within sociological or polgiscience studies. In this way, capturing
the transformation of imperial systems from "ganegles" systems to "gardener” systems
should also reflect the unevenness of imperialtp@ac

By emphasizing the blurriness of the continuunween nation-state and empire,
it is also profitable to consider the Tsarist Erapir conjunction with standard examples
of national states such as France and Britain. &8 notes, there has been a tendency
to contrast the "Asiatic" experience of Russia whth "European” process of state-
building, but this dichotomy becomes problematiewitaking into account the early
modern experience of France and Brif&iluring this earlier period, France and Britain

correspond more closely with the experience ofTterist Empire, as budding states
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sought to deal with internal heterogeneity and astriative centralization, a process that
was not necessarily successfully complete evehd&yate modern era. This is part of the
reason why 19th century Russian publicists like Mik Katkov invoked the assimilatory
experiences of France and Britain as justificatmrmvigorous Russification in the Tsarist
Empire. However, as Becker also notes, the Tsaxisrience diverged for a number of
reasons, including territorial extensivity and rgultural divisions, but also due to the
issue of timing: it is impossible to ignore thetfttat Russification occurred in a time
period defined largely by the "zeitgeist" of na@diam, with this context heavily coloring
Tsarist government relations with internal grofpStephen Velychenko's comparison of
the experience of Scots in the British Empire akdahians in the Tsarist Empire is
therefore instructive. Both groups played a sigaiffit role in supporting imperial efforts
after their incorporation, but the Scots' desireifome rule was acknowledged as
legitimate while Ukrainians' desire for autonomyrevignored or seen as pernicidis.
Thus, Becker's conclusion appears apt: in the d&ttury the Tsarist government
continued its long-term policy of further incorpbng the periphery into the core, but the
path chosen by previous states like France andiBnitas no longer available to
heterogeneous, dynastic systems in the age ofadism®® By these terms, the Tsarist
effort to transform itself from a gamekeeper intgaadener was preconfigured to fail. A
failure that obviously came to pass in the opeiagades of the 20th century.

Even though this failure did occur, it remains tharhile to consider imperial

practices in the context of multidimensional hegermeity, if only for the fact that such
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heterogeneity continued to play an important rolbath the Soviet Union and now the
Russian Federation (though truncated). These peachiave often been underemphasized
or omitted in favor of more unified national higes (or political studies, where state-
centric bias is also present), which as TheodoreR&/eeminds us is due largely to the
mundane reason that national histories are easdaefine while regional histories are
often blurry and encounter overlap between diffetenitories (the different yet similar
experiences of the Western Borderlands is a gosel icapoint here§® Accounts of
multidimensional heterogeneity in imperial statks® aun into the problem that
definitions of the state are often colored by Welrenotions of uniform, bureaucratic
penetration of territory linked together by a st@mdmedium of communication (a state
language). As John Armstrong points out, in theriSs&mpire the need of a bureaucratic
apparatus preceded the creation of a standardiziédarvice elite, leading the empire to
draw from the available expertise of non-Russiaiugs and thereby reinforce rather
than erode differencé8.The result of this was a patchwork of governanbere

different regions were ruled by different governtmistries (or by themselves to a
large extent, as with the Baltics and Finland) hvgibvernors-general presiding in some
areas, the military in others, and state agenitiestie Ministry of Interior in yet others.
Little surprise, then, that the Duma factions endpdeproducing this dizzying array of
regional, ethnic, and confessional difference. Arelproblem was by no means resolved

in the Soviet period, despite the promise to cré@twiet Man," with the creation of
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ethnofederalism and policies kdrenizatsiygthough not always followed in practice) to
deal with the "problem” of heterogenefyTsarist methods of dealing with
multidimensional heterogeneity may have eventualled, but understanding how they
worked and did not work can help to shed lightlmmexperiences of contemporary
heterogeneous states. The transformation from geepek state to gardener state is still
a transformation that many states attempt, evéreif do not bear the trappings of
traditional imperial systems.

When applied to the case of the Western Bordeslafithe Tsarist Empire, the
empire literature can help to explain why the treatt of the regions differed over time
and what role the local elites played in theseqyddiifferences. The provision of
extensive economic and political privileges to libeal elites of the borderlands, in return
for their political loyalty and service, fits withe expectation that a territorially-
extensive empire lacks the infrastructural poweessary for direct rule and therefore
requires effective local clients. However, a coagige relationship with local elites also
requires that the goals of those elites are broaaiypatible with the institutional matrix
of the empire itself. In a political system prengism absolute political subservience to
the Tsar and a land-based political economy, thecgeof the Baltic Germans and the
Finnish elites meshed more with Tsarist interessfar as they sought to preserve a
conservative political order that did not direatlyallenge Tsarist suzerainty. This fact is
in part demonstrated by Tsarist efforts to impes®lIreform on the Baltic Germans
rather than the Baltic Germans attempting to owdhe political development of the
imperial core. In contrast, the Polisklachtaand Ukrainian starshyna explicitly or

implicitly challenged the primacy of the Tsaristipoal system as it attempted to
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progress down the road of state-building. $hkachta by emphasizing a history of
political rights more in consonance with Westermdpgan tradition, threatened the
ideological syntax of the Tsarist system. The &tara, by representing a Ukrainian state
that sought an autonomous existence from Tsarisgujned absorption to keep the
project of the Tsarist state intact. These thre@i® only redoubled in the 19th century as
the Tsarist state shifted to the goal of natiodelmg, as Polishness and Ukrainianess
were increasingly viewed as undermining the unitthe state. By comparison, the
Baltics and Finland were relatively protected aftes shift, as they were not seen as
threatening to the reimagined empire. This evehtuhlanged in the last decade of the
19th century, but only after Russification policlezd finally erased the old basis of

imperial stability.

Direct and Indirect Rule

The literature on state and empire provide a stratand geopolitical context for
understanding the process of incorporation in trelérlands and the general trajectory
of increasing centralization. The "imperial turn"historiography likewise contributes an
important sensitivity to the multidimensionality iafiperial governance and the fallacy of
treating imperial units as monolithic. However, wdoes that leave us with regard to
the theoretical contribution of detailing the patteof governance in the Tsarist Empire?
In this case, recent social science literaturehertistinction between direct and indirect
rule offers the most compelling theoretical leverég explaining the variations in
Tsarist rule in the Western Borderlands. The mogtortant recent study that attempts to

come up with a systematic explanation for variaiondirect and indirect rule is the
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2011 article by Gerring, Ziblatt, et al. which poges an "institutional” theory of direct
and indirect rul€® Gerring, Ziblatt, et al. base their theory offetailed consideration of
theoretical and historiographical sources in disogs ranging from political science to
sociology to history to anthropology. The primaage used to test the theory is the
British Empire? but they also include consideration of a diveesege of other cases
including the Incan Empir&, contemporary federal statésand other empires, both
maritime and contiguous. In addition to the casepleyed, the authors also examine
theoretical frameworks that emphasize the diffedamensions of decentralization
(fiscal, administrative, and political},the process of organizational bypass that
accompanies the shift from indirect to direct filand alternative models that dispense
with the traditional direct/indirect distinction dimstead employ a firm-type model of
rule®®

The product of this research is a complex yetiparsious theory of direct and
indirect rule that places the level of politicastitutionalization in subordinate units as
the most important variable. Specifically, the authargue that in subordinate units with

more 'statelike" institutional structures, dominanits will opt for indirect rule, while
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direct rule is employed in subordinate units thaklthese statelike structur@8The
reason for the recourse to indirect rule is thrieefirst, indirect rule can enhance the
"principal-agency" relationship between the twotsingecond, it can solve the problem
of political order since local elites would alreduyve the apparatus in place for political
rule; and finally, it is often in the intereststbe elites in the subordinate unit to
cooperate, since the alternative of direct ruleniappealing®* For the rulers of the
dominant unit, the benefits of indirect rule grgatuitweigh the costs of imposing direct
rule. So long as the elites of the subordinate canitreliably deliver on promises of
governance, indirect rule is "less expensive, npoeelictable, and less fraught with
complications.**? Local elites are highly unlikely to resist the doant unit, as this type
of negotiation generally occurs in a context ofthgpwer asymmetry, where there is
little question that the dominant unit will emengetorious from any military
confrontation. The imperative for local elites tHetomes preserving as many of their
privileges as possible during the negotiation pset® A natural corollary to this
dynamic is that violent coercion is more likelylte employed against subordinate units
that lack adequate institutionalization becauselthrainant authorities will need to
impose administrative structures and deal withlangl groups that are displaced by
direct rule!®*

The authors also offer some important caveatisew theoretical model. The
most important caveat is that this theory is méaiegenera) but notexclusive What

this means is that prior level of institutionalipat will be the most important variabdd
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else being equabnd that other intervening factors that affeateperial practices may
need to be taken into consideration to explainifipamses-> Therefore, their theory is
capable of generating broad generalizations a@oasge of cases, but heightened
accuracy when explaining specific cases meangrigetite theory as a starting point.
Another important limitation to their theory is thapacity of rulers to make "mistakes"
with respect to policy paths that do not "maxintizeir own objectives*® A primary
"mistake" that may be made is that the dominate®lnay opt to destroy an
institutionalized subordinate unit despite the thet they would incur greater costs
through that approach, as with the example of thigsB destruction of the Ashanti
Confederation. This kind of mistake is a classmbtem with theoretical models that
assume a certain degree of rationality on thegdgrblitical actors, and is usually
attributed to a lack of information necessary t@bke to accurately assess costs and
benefits. As | will suggest below, another impotteause of these kinds of mistakes are
ideological systems that only poorly take into asdaational maximization and guide
leadership choices in the dominant units.

Despite these limitations, Gerring, Ziblatt, etsatheory provides a powerful
analytical tool for understanding the choice betwedigect and indirect rule. Their theory
has also been fruitfully amended and extendeddowat for other cases, demonstrating
its flexibility. Naseemullah and Staniland offeetmost substantial addition to the
theory, arguing that instead of relying of the bathotomy of direct and indirect rule,
we should investigate the different varieties afletype of rule. They use post-colonial

India and South Asia as their primary case to dealie the varieties of indirect rule,
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arguing that many of the same dynamics that coelddserved in imperial systems also
obtain in contemporary politié§’ They offer a tripartite model of indirect rule,tvithe
different types beinguzerainrule, hybrid rule, andde jurerule. Suzerain rule refers to
the type of rule where subordinate units retaiir theminal independence while still
being expected to maintain allegiance to the dontipawer, a common arrangement in
pre-modern imperial system® Hybrid rule refers to a situation where the domina
power explicitly shares governing authority witle ttubordinate unit, and usually retains
coercive forces in the unit to enforce its wiitFinally, de jure rule is where the
dominant power formally possesses authority overstibordinate unit in a manner that
would correspond to direct rule, but in actual praclocal intermediaries are the ones
responsible for governance and coerciHariri also begins from premises derived
from Gerring, Ziblatt, et al. in an attempt to eadplthe effect that indirect rule had on
subsequent regime trajectoriésHe finds that indirect rule did not contributeato
democratic regime trajectory because of the ladksiftutional and ideational diffusion
and the reinforcement of autocratic indigenoustjsali structures? Siroky, et al. extend
the model further by applying it to the contempgnsorth Caucasus to try and
understand how local demand for indirect rule iaflces governance patterns in
heterogeneous politiés® They find that the middle classes tend to demaditéct rule

and adopt nationalist positions, echoing Miroslawdt's classic study on the emergence
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of nationalism, and that growing cultural differesacan also contribute to increasing
demand for indirect rul&"*

How well does Gerring, Ziblatt, et al.'s theoratimodel explain the case of the
Western Borderlands? Going strictly by degree @rgpolitical institutionalization,
Poland-Lithuania was the most 'statelike' unit,Bladtics and Finland were both
moderately 'statelike’, and Hetman Ukraine waddhst 'statelike'. Thus, the expected
degree of indirect rule should have been higheBbiland-Lithuania and lowest in
Hetman Ukraine, with the Baltics and Finland fajlsomewhere between those two
poles (likely closer to Poland-Lithuania, givenitheell-articulated institutions). In
contrast to these expectations, however, Polartdsaitia was governed directly after
1830 and with the highest degree of coercive vizdenf all the borderland territories.
The other territories conform to the theoreticaldelpas the Baltics and Finland were
relatively successful in preserving political andteral autonomy, while Hetman
Ukraine was eventually absorbed into the impempglaaatus. Although Poland-Lithuania
enjoyed periods of relative autonomy (primarily t815-1830 Congress Kingdom
experiment), this autonomy is overshadowed by tbheemoercive methods employed
during the partitions of the late 18th century #melrepressions following the 1830-1 and
1863-4 rebellions. And the deviation is not styictlie to the presence of insurrection
provoking Tsarist authorities, as the Tsar andTiberist state did not observe the terms
of autonomy formalized in the 1815 constitutioncAanting for the deviation of this
highly significant case is imperative.

What | find throughout the case chapters is tloddit-Lithuania differed from

the expected outcome due to the character of ta &ites and the hostility of central
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elites to the idea of an autonomous Polish Kingd8pecifically, | find three intervening
variables played a significant role in the Poligtihuanian case while also serving to

explain the other borderland territories.

e The strength and cohesion of the local elitesrring, Ziblatt, et al.'s theory
hinges on the expectation that local elites wowahaturally cooperative in the
face of a much stronger, dominant force. While ihigkely true in most cases,
the ability of the local elites to act as reliablients depends on their ability to
deliver social stability and political rule, whichlikewise dependent on the
absence of significant divisions among the lociaé¢gl Although the Polish
szlachta were the most numerous borderland elitepgrand although they
undoubtedly commanded great economic power, thekeththe internal cohesion
necessary to stable rule. Conversely, the Ukraisiarshyna possessed the
requisite cohesion but lacked adequate strengtisist absorption into the
Russian dvorianstvo. In both the Baltics and Fid|dacal elites were both strong
and cohesive and subsequently able to deliver otmatelemands.

e The orientation of the local eliteAn adjunct to the strength and cohesion of local
elites is their general receptivity to negotiateord cooperation with central rule.
Gerring, Ziblatt, et al. correctly note that loedites often derive benefits from
cooperative relationships with central rulers, liguarough the preservation of
political and economic privileges. In cases like Baltics, where the dominant
elites were Germans presiding over non-German ptipak, cooperation is an

overwhelming imperative. However, the Polish-Lithiza case indicates the
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possibility that local elites may not choose coagien even if it seems to be the
most practical option. The reasons behind Polightiainian rejection of Tsarist
rule may not be generalizable, but the sheer faittad rejection is not such an
oddity in the history of center-periphery relations

Leadership choice in the dominant urkitnally, it is necessary to take into
consideration the disposition of central elitepeesally in autocratic systems
where relatively few individuals may be responsilethe broad outlines of state
policy. Treating leadership choice as a seriousmiség does not mean
psychologizing the internal thought processes adées, but it does mean treating
official ideology and actual policy seriously astpaf a general trend. This factor
is especially salient in the Tsarist case, as thsreclear oscillations in state
policy across the different reigns with clear insplions for borderland policy. An
emphasis on leadership choice also helps to exgilaideviant Polish-Lithuanian
case, as Tsars like Nicholas | (and Tsarist efitese generally) were
extraordinarily hostile to Polish autonomy, a hidgtthat would only deepen over
the course of the 19th century. Conversely, Nichoknd Alexander ldlefended
the privileges of the Baltic Germans and Finnisteg] due largely to their history

as loyal servitors of imperial rule.

A crucial test of this theoretical contributiontiee degree to which it can explain the

cases used by Gerring, Ziblatt, et al. The Incae gaovided by Covey does indicate the

importance of institutionalization, but his emplsasin the importance of marriage

contracts to bind local elites to the empire afgtidates the importance of the orientation
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of the local elites? Like other imperial units, the Incas gradually mached on local
institutions as the empire's rule became cons@djdiut the persistence of indirect rule
in some areas may indicate the role of local ebfésctively resisting direct rule.
Interestingly, Covey's analysis also indicates thate may be a threshold to
institutionalization as a variable, as the Incasdusdirect rule in "complex nonstate
polities," but if local institutions were too dewpkd the empire tended to opt for direct
rule to undercut local authority® This dynamic could demonstrate another theoretical
limitation in Gerring, Ziblatt, et al.'s model, bmay simply demonstrate the role of
leadership choice in formulating imperial strategy.

While the Incan case is fascinating, the primasecused by Gerring, Ziblatt, et
al. is that of the British Empire in its diversdawal domains. The British Empire is
often used as the model example of indirect ruiéh(the French being the standard
alternative for direct rule), and Gerring, Ziblattal. make a strong case that the variation
observed within the empire can be explained by theiable of stateness. However, as
the sources they use demonstrate, there was atdst role for local elite agency in the
process of imperial rule that should not be minedizAs Newbury argues, the practice
of 'indirect rule' in the British Empire servedrask the various ways that indirect rule
was actually managed through local clients, ran@jioign cases where existing chiefs
were co-opted versus others where they had tmbenied' before they could be used as
an instrument of rule. Moreover, in some casesitdibad their positions strengthened by
imperial rule while in others they became 'merenégef local government'. In yet

others, imperial administrators ruled more in teeof direct rule than anything

115 Covey,How the Incas Built Their Heartland 5-16, 164-6.
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approximating indirect rul&’ British imperial rule in India, alongside the parfed use
of 'indirect rule," masks much the same multidinn@melity that the imperial turn in
Russian historiography has identified. The Indiabc®ntinent possessed hundreds of
states and statelets and imperial rule varied sogmtly among them, as the British had
to contend with a wide range of clients and brokens were not always cooperative in
the pursuit of imperial rule. In addition, rule-niads in India reflected an equally
complex set of conditions and demands, and ledfferent practices of rule from
territory to territory™*®

Much the same dynamic accompanied British ruletihwer parts of the empire.
Low's study of British rule in Southern Uganda desteates that while
institutionalization played a central role in ségies of rule, there was also a process of
contestation between imperial agents and Ugandi@s ¢hat does not neatly conform to
the expected cooperation of local elites. Britisipérial rule followed one of three
models: supersession of existing institutions, heg@c dominance over existing
institutions, or the construction of institutioms'stateless' societies. The pattern followed
in the case of Southern Uganda was the second*dfke sheer fact of that hegemony
did not necessarily prevent recalcitrance or rastst on the part of Ugandan elites,
making the process of rule more of an ongoing nagoh where the outcome was never
really fixed. Likewise, Marshall makes a similagament in his innovative comparison
of British rule in India and in the thirteen Amaitcolonies during the same time
periods of the 18th century. Marshall argues thatfate of imperial governance in the

British Empire hinged largely on the response oélelites, in this case comparing the

7 Newbury,Patrons, Clients, and Empird4-5.
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outcomes of empire in America and in India. Loddés in the thirteen colonies were
less amenable to upholding British rule than thtein India during the mid-to-late 18th
century, and these differing responses fundamegrda#d#red the options available for
imperial rule'®® This brief survey does not exhaustively covettsl cases considered by
Gerring, Ziblatt, et al., but | do think that ilustrates that my theoretical contribution has
merit and could be applied to a range of cases) agenstitutionalization remains the
putative starting point of analysis.

Finally, my contribution adds an important elemiatt is mostly missing from
Gerring, Ziblatt, et al.'s model. By focusing sgleh institutionalization as the variable
that explains the patterns of direct and indirat,rtheir analysis acquires a deterministic
feel. This assessment is partly rooted in theirigdchlimitations of the model, which
does not preclude the interposition of other vdeslof the sort that | propose here.
Nevertheless, by leaving the role of agency atdtel of "mistakes" made in the
calculations of central rulers, the analysis glesseer the important principal-agent
interactions that are essential to the procesegbtmtion between dominant and
subordinate units. The variables | add seek toesmsdthis deficiency, by taking into
explicit consideration how local elites are oriehtewards the dominant unit, and how
central rulers make choices between different pgdaths. | suspect that based on how
this approach explains the Tsarist case and thesgassented by Gerring, Ziblatt, et al.
that it could be employed to account for a broajeaof cases. The consideration of
future potential applications, however, will betlef the discussion in the conclusion of

this study.

120 Marshall,The Making and Unmaking of Empirés3.
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Structure of the Study

The presentation of my argument is structured Hatimatically and chronologically. It
begins with a consideration of changes within d®ussia from the 17th-19th centuries,
to help provide context for the policies in the dentands. These changes span from Peter
I's state-building efforts up through the GreatdRefs of Alexander Il and detail the
Tsarist state's efforts to respond to the extamidlary and economic pressures coming
from Europe. Beginning with core Russia is esséh@aause it provides perspective on
the goal of the Tsarist leadership to construate@ll“ordered police state" in response to
administrative challenges. The chapters concenhiedporderlands indicate how
unrealistic this vision of a well-ordered policatst was in the periphery of the empire.
The process of incorporating the borderlands betvee 17th and 19th centuries,
detailed in the third chapter, illustratd® necessity of offering substantial concessions t
borderland elites in return for loyalty and serviceorporation occurred in a context of
geopolitical rivalry, forcing the state to offerttex terms to the regions than its rivals,
while also limiting the availability of repressi@s an option to induce compliance. As a
result, all of the Western borderlands were graatddgree of political autonomy
alongside substantial economic and cultural autgndime fourth chapter, on the local
elites in the borderlands, help to explain whaetage the regions had vis-a-vis the state,
and how this leverage was translated into impérfalence. The local elites provided the
Tsarist state with a preexisting stock of poterg&lvitors who could reinforce Tsarist
rule in the borderlands. The relative strength @sfterence of the local elites (in the form
of institutional structures that served their ietds) helped to determine the degree of

Tsarist concessions and their protection from giemcroachment, while the disposition
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of the elites (their willingness to be loyal to @tate) helped dictate whether the Tsarist
state opted for more direct rule.

The fifth chapter, the shift to greater central@ain imperial government,
indicates the point at which considerations ofestatilding began to intrude upon
traditional modes of imperial governance. Petepkesents the logical starting point to
the discussion of increasing centralization, thotighmilitary revolution was already
underway in Russia prior to his reign. HowevergPgtrecord on state-building was
mixed, as it demonstrated a tension between toaditirule and the logic of the modern
state. Although he attempted to redesign much afiStsadministration and quash
Ukrainian autonomy under the pressure of exteralwith Sweden, he also reinforced
traditional modes of rule by extending concessmfrsutonomy to the Baltic provinces to
ensure their loyalty (as they had previously beam @f Sweden's territory). After Peter,
later efforts at state-building replicated thissien, with the scales increasingly shifting
in favor of state-building and against decentraimaperial rule. The periods of
increasing centralization demonstrate most clegadyimportance of local elites to the
patterns of imperial governance, as some of thet&ke8orderlands were affected far
more than other.

The sixth chapter, concerning efforts of cultiRalssification in the mid to late
19th century, represents the conclusion of thisenwent towards the logic of the modern
state. If the traditional imperial state was prexdisn de facto regional decentralization
alongside a nominally centralized autocratic stidte , modern state and its emphasis on
constructing a nation militated against this logficultural and economic autonomy. The

move towards a Great Russian nationalism that becoore and more incorporated into
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official policy in the 1860s and 1870s appearstagiaally unwise in the context of a
multinational empire where fewer than half the satg were ethnic Russians, but it was
also an attempt to reconstruct the basis of loylgr the disastrous defeat in the
Crimean War. The Tsarist state's relatively wedl loo its territory and the resulting
deficiency in resource extraction was shown to batimg in the face of military
challenge from more cohesive national states, laadi¢cay of the manorial system and
serfdom necessitated changes in imperial sociattstre. By abolishing serfdom,
Alexander Il removed the traditional basis of ldydbentry privilege and fixed
populations for taxation) and attempted to moveaiols a system where the state derived
support from the population as a whole. SubsedqUsarts only reinforced this
commitment to Great Russian nationalism, with comtant pressures placed on the
borderlands due to their privileges. However, esrering this period when traditional
imperial rule was increasingly abandoned, somedytadd territories defended their
position more effectively than others, leadingaxmge variations in the degree of direct
rule, with the Baltics and Finland surviving withiignificant intrusion until the 1890s.
Even after such intrusion happened, it was halftedadue to the state's desire to retain
the service of loyal servitors such as the Bal#ger@ans, who remained broadly loyal to

the state up through World War 1.
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CHAPTER II

BUILDING A “BEAUTIFUL AUTOCRACY”

The 19" century was a period of wrenching social, econparicl political change in the
Russian empire. The century started with great fiopeeform after the short but
tumultuous reign of Paul I, but it ended with ti&ts engaged in a series of ill-advised
Russification measures to try and hold the disiatizgg Empire together. These efforts
failed, but they indicate the dramatic evolutiorhofv the state sought to deal with the
problem of internal cohesion, concerning not ohly traditional Russian core, but also
non-Russian borderlands. This evolution was presnisechanges that had occurred in
the 18" century, when Peter | and Catherine Il had tréeditect Russia into the
European mainstream. Peter strived to do this tgn&ituting the institutional
framework of the empire, while Catherine was materiested in establishing a public
invested in the future of the state. The logichafse reforms was to transform Russia into
a “well-ordered police state” that could managetthasition into modernity.

The idea of the “well-ordered police state” was stinng that emerged during
the 16™17" centuries in Europe, as the power of the Chutul Roman Catholic
Church) receded and was gradually replaced witlaeding secular authority* A
similar process was delayed in Russia until the tohPeter I, who then sought to
transplant what he considered to be some of the successful administrative
accomplishments, notably from rival Sweden and $taug he concept of the well-

ordered police state was based on the idea thaixiension and formalization of

121 Marc Raeff,The Well-Ordered Police State: Social and Institnél Change Through Law in the
Germanies and Russia, 1600-1806w Haven: Yale University Press, 1983).
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bureaucratic administration was an effective mearaehieve the end of improving
public order. This involved reconstructing publfe laround law, with a professionalized
governing class tasked with the maintenance amtton of the polity. The idea that
both state and society could be “perfected” byoretl government action was a hallmark
of this proces$?

This was the goal that was assumed by both thdwlssanonarchies, and
eventually, the republican governments of the gpaeod following the French
Revolution. A natural outgrowth of this projectdldape public life was the use of police
ordinances to change the "customs, ideas, andtadivof the average person. This was
a logical conclusion of the intrusion of the wettlered state into the private sphere to
guarantee a productive sociéfy It required firm bureaucratic structures, the fble
extraction of tax revenue from a compliant populacel active policing agencies to
ensure that deviations from the public order werepermitted. The efficacy of these
measures, though eventually contributing to theah#ent that roiled Europe during the
19" century, was ensured by states that were relgitatedng and capable of
implementing such measures through the use of reseand manpower alike. As would
be expected, Peter’'s attempt to ‘copy’ such desigfiosa country where the state
administration was comparatively weak and wherenhéerial and social conditions
were different ran into serious problems that weseer quite resolved by his successors.

This chapter explores the different strategies ttmafl sarist administration
employed to construct a well-ordered state compartatkthe states of Western and

Central Europe. This exploration is important beeau indicates the policy preferences
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of the ruling elites and the way these preferemeare translated into policies and
institutions during the 18th and 19th centurieseSéhpreferences broadly conform with
the state-building and centralizing techniquesuised in the literature on state-building,
especially Tilly's discussion of coercion-intensixaectories of state-building? These
evolving policy preferences also help to explam gieneral trajectory of centralization
over time, even if this trajectory was inconsisteased on the preferences of individual
Tsars. Given adequate state capacity, it is reé#®na assume that the Tsarist state
would have extended many of the same policiesdartiperial periphery, and the
oscillations of centralization in the core do ietfgenerally correspond to similar efforts
in the periphery. As a result, any discussion efpiblicies employed in the Western

Borderlands must be considered in light of theqe$ employed in the imperial core.

Constructing the Petrine State

The empire that Peter inherited was one that wagéneed of reform. Militarily and
economically, it lagged behind other European psw&iost notably its rival, Sweden.
Politically, the weakness of the state and thetjwrsof the boyar gentry undermined the
efforts of the Tsar to administrate the far-fluegitories of the empire. The disastrous
defeat at Narva in 1700 merely reinforced the garoe that there was a problem, and
Peter used the respite provided after the battteréohaul the Russian military, and
construct a new capital at St. Petersburg (at ¢peatof human life). After emerging
victorious against Sweden in the Battle of Poltew&a709, Peter turned his efforts to

reconstructing the rest of the state, so that itldedbecome a more durable edifice to face

124 Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-1982nn, The Sources of Social Power
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future challenges. Included among these effort®wefiorms aimed at changing the
culture of Russians (restrictions against havingyth®, reorganization of the patriarchate
into the state-controlled Holy Synod), compulsaepwsgce and education for the higher
classes (mainly in the form of scientific and tedllogical training to further buttress the
war machine), changes to taxation, and new judieglilations and policing agencies,
among others. Not all of these are directly relé¥anour current consideration, but in
sum total, the goal of Peter's institutional refenvas a highly centralized state. And
although some of the superficial forms did not ge@&fter his death (due to weak or
beholden rulers), the basic direction of his refonmemained constant, and were
eventually ‘completed’ in a sense by the reignaih€rine 11*#

Newer methods of policing and punishment were sohtlee innovations that
Peter tried to introduce to the Russian state,ghayen these hearkened back to older
Tsarist practices. Thainyi prikaz founded by Tsar Aleksei (Peter’s father), was ohe
the predecessors of the Third Section, and was ledgartly on Ilvan IV'®prichnina It
was an informal part of the Tsar's private chancamodel that Peter | mimicked when
designing thé’reobrazhensky prikaZ his was a political police of growing power,
involved in espionage, interrogation, and genevatrol over crimes o$lovo y delo
(word and deed)?® The Preobrazhenskii prikaz were one of the fittgnapts to establish
a political police in the newly reconstituted state Peter concluded that relying on
denunciations could not possibly address all palitioffences'. The prikaz's duties were

ambiguously defined, which in effect enhanced dw/grs vis-a-vis other government

125 Raeff, The Well-Ordered Police Stat200-1.
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bodies (something that would similarly be the tradek for future policing agencies),
and its funding and manpower increased in eachaofess existence?’

Alongside these changes to political policingyéheas also the intention to set
up a justice system in Russia that was modeleti@istvedish court systems, but these
efforts were inconsistent and undermined by Petengillingness to accept a full
separation of powers. These judicial reforms, exthict 1719 and reconfirmed in 1722,
included a full array of provincial and aulic cajroverseen by a Senate tasked with the
administration of justice, yet as Kutscheroff notégse courts did not possess full
judicial independence becauseaevody(military governor) sat on them, and the Senate
was also beholden to Peféf.In any case, the court system did not surviverPateit
was the victim of the reaction against the refonat set in after his death, with aulic
courts abolished in decrees in 1727, and remaijnigigial functions delegated to the sole
discretion ofvoevodyand governor$?® The punitive mechanisms remained (although in
changing form as tsars reconstituted the polificdice on a regular basis), but
mechanisms for justice intended to oversee thoeéipe measures were abandoned.
Pipes explains that this was due to the fact thessiR lacked a legal tradition like that
which was present in the West, relying on govereahoough Tsarist ukases, unwritten
laws, and customs. There was little distinctiowasn different types of laws until the

reforms of the 1860s, and there was little providar the average person to be protected

127 Richard PipesRussia Under the Old Regirfisondon: Penguin Books, 1974).
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by laws. Laws were treated as something used Isethmopower to administrate and
control, not as statutes that they themselves mi@deonform to>°

Peter's reforms, unlike the German and Swedisimnandes, did not rely on
collusion with elite strata to achieve their erfols, rather created an oppositional cast,
with the state's interests counterpoised againssentful and noncompliant population.
As a result, the implementation of Peter's reforesgiired a high degree of coercion, and

established a precedent for state predominanceepnession. As Raeff puts it,

Repression and compulsion were the only means adblailto the

bureaucracy, and to a much greater degree thantheasase in the
West it had no overall control or direction, foeth were no constituted
bodies to limit its capricious tyranny or to make abuses known to
higher institutions. The vastness of territory, poommunications, and
the technical backwardness and illiteracy of theies's subjects only
served to compound the difficulti&¥.

Alongside efforts towards modernization, oldemnfsrof punishment persisted, so
that even after the death penalty was abolishedaice progress towards a more
enlightened, well-governed political system, pumseht by the knout was a stark
reminder of lingering brutality (a brutality thdiet gentry was not excluded from until
Catherine II's charter to the nobility, incidentdllAs Schrader notes, up until the".9
century, “serious” crimes were punished by a sekaoaiting and banishment, with male
convicts having their faces branded and their fisstpped out. Afterwards, the
prisoners were placed in hospitals until they eitkeovered or died from their wounds,
and if the former, they were exiled to Siberiagenal servitudé3?

Pipes argues that the central tragedy of Russs&tori is that Peter sought to

motivate the populace to work in the public intgresit without ceding any control over
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public affairs to the population as a whole. Thguhction can be considered the root of
the dissatisfaction of the broad populace in tfieafy of the staté®® This dissatisfaction
was broader in scope than just the lower classegkhswho indeed were justified in
viewing the state with resentment since changesdnted by Peter helped to deepen the
condition of serfdom (the shift from a household tiathe capitation, or head tax, was
the leading culprit). The gentry also occupied aeasy position vis-a-vis the Tsar and
his government, as the changes wrought by Petedtsineously buttressed their
economic position and undermined their politicasifon. This perverse social contract
robbed Russia of a corporate nobility able to ac aounterbalancing force to the
interests of the Tsar, making Russian developnmetite 18' and 19 centuries

dramatically different from its counterparts in tfest of Europe.

The Evolution of the Gentry

The Russian gentry of thel@nd 18' centuries, thelvorianstvg were a social caste that
enjoyed significant economic concessions at theesame as they lacked a coherent
form of political power. This is not to say thaetgentry was entirely sapped of political
influence, as when their interests were threatethey, were able to take concerted action
even against the Tsar, as evidenced by the coupmaigues of the 18century up until
the murder of Paul I. Yet, despite these momenobfical action, the Russian gentry
was weak and disorganized when compared agairisBhepean counterparts, who
were able to exercise considerable political autyheis-a-vis the crown. John Le Donne

notes that the reason for this state of affairshmtraced back to the "t 2entury when
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the gentry gave their support to the Romanov |nagtly so they could secure their
economic interests, in this case their dominatieer the serf subject population. The
Ulozhenieof 1649 formalized this compact, producing a sibrawhere the Tsar was
given a relatively free hand in central administratwhile the gentry retained absolute
predominance over their social inferidf§ This was not in fact all that different from the
arrangement that prevailed in Prussia after 16%8, tve difference being the Prussian
nobles being far more powerful than their Russameerparts.

There are a number of reasons for the discrepastoyelen the power of the
Russian gentry versus the power of other Europeailities. In the material realm, the
first reason has to do with the nature of gentnglloldings and wealth. Unlike other
European nobles, who accumulated impredsitieindia and translated that landed
wealth into political power, the landholdings oétRussian gentry were relatively
dispersed and prone to fragmentation. The way iiclhmand was granted to gentry,
pomestiais the source of this difference. The grantingaestiao loyal servitors took
the strange form of granting multiple blocs of latrdmatically separate from one
another to the same member of the gentry, thusagteing that the gentry's power base
was diffused throughout the country, rather thanreathe powerful traditional large
landed estates of other European nobilities. Theattered holdings (along with the lack
of profit due to lack of organization) were compdead by a lack of entail or
primogeniture, which combined with the growth of tivorianinas a class guaranteed
the eventual destitution of the vast majority ad tfentry. Thus, we have the archetypal

image of the Rostovs War and Peacas the representation of the lot of the average
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gentry family in the 19th century, something thalydbecame catastrophically worse
after the emancipation of the 18663.

The practice opomestiaand other economic concessions made to the gentry
strengthened the class in the short-term, but ntaadenerable to disruption, which is
exactly what happened with the introduction of Bretrine reforms. Peter’s interest in
breaking the influence of the gentry led to theadtiction of the Table of Ranks, which
reoriented status away from powerful families amadrds those who were willing to
serve the stat€® In a political system where the gentry already &aulecedent of
abasement before the Tsar (the practice of retetargentry agholopy or slaves,
reinforced this hierarchy), the shocks of Petegferms weakened and essentially
destroyed corporate forms of gentry life, sincedghetry was now entirely dependent on
the state for their position, and tasked with dagyut the duties of the stat¥. This
situation only worsened over the course of th8 déntury, as the Table of Ranks opened
the gentry up to previously excluded members o¢othasses, swelling the ranks of the
dvorianstvoand increasing the relative poverty of the clagsle foreign nobles from
newly acquired territories (such as the Potistachta had a similar effect® Finally, the
gentry voluntarily worsened their own position j@grnational revolutionary patterns,
economic and social tensions, and lower classingsdike those of Pugachev made the
upper classes in Russia more willing to buttreskfarther concentrate the autocratic

powers of the imperial governmefit.Although this contributed to the creation of the
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“imperial dynasty,” as Presniakov termed it, itcaled the ironic effect of weakening the
state itself, since it made it more difficult ftvet state to effectively penetrate and govern
the countrysidé?° The economic concessions made by the state igetfitey so that the
gentry would support the central power actuallwedrto undermine the vigor of that

same central authority.

Toward the End of the 18" Century

After Peter’s death in 1725, Russia went throughiccession of rulers that failed to
leave much of an impact on Russian political eleast compared to the achievements
of Peter, and later, Catherine Il. These reignsmp®rtant studies in Russian court
politics and the influence of the so-called ‘Gernpanty,” but outside of the fairly

lengthy reign of Elizabeth | (1741-1762), they afdittle relevance to this project.
Elizabeth’s changes did have an important effedRossian history, in that she started to
introduce Western arts and culture to Russia (pairg the polymath Mikhail
Lomonosov, for one), and she also softened sortteeatequirements for gentry service
to the Petrine state (shortening the duration nfise and giving them more power in
local government). Yet, despite these few areaspéniod spanning from 1725 to 1762
represents a regression from the efforts of Patproblem that would only be addressed
anew once Catherine came to power. As Geoffrey idgskotes when discussing the

Russian state during this time period:

It would be wrong, however, to overestimate theeffieness of
Russian state authority in the mid-eighteenth agntim most respects
the 'state' (to use what may be too pretentiousm@Mwas still like a

rickety framework in a howling gale, subject to @ik chance cross-
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winds of court intrigue and kinship feuding. It wasmere skeleton
whose flesh and sinews consisted of the clannirdsts of the great
families who provided its continuity and its motigewer. As for local

government, it was notional only, feeble to thenpaf being non-

existent: for lack of suitable personnel to stedfdffices, it lapsed back
into the hands of the arbitrary and venal militgoyernors from whom
Peter had tried to rescue'it.

This basic lack of state capacity was a problerhpkesisted into the Icentury, which
made the wrenching changes of that century evee dhifficult to manage. There were
only between 11-13 civil servants per 10000 peoptbe 19th century, which was 3-4
times below the comparable amount in other Eurogéates. The amount spent on
bureaucratic administration also lagged considgraéhind other countries, so much so
that tiny Livonia spent more on administration thRussia did for her entire empire (at
the time when Livonia was absorbed into the em{ite)

Catherine, upon gaining power in 1762 after thepatdivected against her
husband, Peter lIll, placed her on the throne, soiogiiddress these problems in a couple
ways. First, she tried to make government admatisin a reality in the empire as a
whole, and not simply Moscow and Petersburg. Arubise, she tried to address the gulf
that had opened up between the autocracy and tpdepé ruled (at least the educated)
by patronizing a public press to open up a morpaesive public sphere. Some of the
changes, such as the Statute of the Provincedigsue 75 and the Charter to the Towns
issued in 1785, were intended to extend central@dirative power into the country as a
whole and reorganize local government. Only withh@dne's statute of the provinces
did the Petrine state begin to penetrate into ladatinistration in a consistent way, and

even then it was certainly not omnipotent. Goveslooards and departments were
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established iguberniiaanduezdy but these still enjoyed a great deal of locabaamy
from central controt** However, other changes produced cross-pressuaissathis
direction, as the Charter to the Nobility issued 85 helped to shore up gentry support
of Catherine at the cost of undermining state atttharhe charter removed the
requirement for state service and granted the gewen further economic and political
prerogatives in administering their estates. Ttge had the effect of deepening the
institution of serfdom, which would prove to be tentral political problem of the T'9
century.

Beyond institutional changes, Catherine also attethto instill some Western
cultural and ideological currents into Russian, lgad it is during her reign that Russia
really began to develop a public sphere. Famogsly,corresponded with Voltaire and
espoused Enlightenment ideals even in governmenirdents, such as her “Instruction,”
even if these ideals did not always translate jrtiitical practice. Progress was made in
creating a more educated public, however, as atheanplemented a Statute on
National Education in 1786, and she actively pameahthe publicist and Freemason
Nikolai Novikov, who published several journals wihifeatured satire and social
commentary. Catherine herself established thedattical journal, “Odds and Ends,”
and personally contributed articles written in hand. The outbreak of the French
revolution soured Catherine to this kind of pultyidiowever, and the criticism offered
by individuals like Alexander Radishchev in Bzurney from St. Petersburg to Moscow

ended the experiment in openness, as Novikov adésRzhev became some of the first
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intelligentsiaexiled by the Russian state, a practice that becammon during the

subsequent century?

The Era of Alexander

The beginning of the 8century and of Alexander I's rule as the Russisartvas met
by a great deal of enthusiasm among the Russidicptibe last years of Catherine II's
reign and the short reign of Paul | were largelfyrabel by reaction and repression, but the
reformist mien of Alexander | inspired hope for thure of Russia. As Raeff puts it, the
first decade of the 1Bcentury thus became a period of “great intelldderment, of
exhilarating optimism about Russia’s prospectsrfardernization™ and “offered greater
freedom, [and] more opportunities for the expressibideas and hopes® This
optimism ended up being disappointed, as Alexandsrnever the principled liberal that
many hoped he would be, and he easily fell undesttay of those uninterested in
radically altering Russia’s political landscapeeXdnder was a mercurial personality,
guilty to some degree for complicity in the deatinig father, and forever entertaining
notions of abandoning public life and living a dueaistence, he flitted between
flirtations with reform and influence from the marenservative members of the
government®

During the early part of his reign, when refornaspirations were at their
pinnacle, Alexander relied on the counsel of Miklsgeransky and Nikolai Novosiltsev,

reformers who were both part of his ‘Unofficial Conttee.” This was during the point
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when Alexander was still actively considered gragfrussia a constitution, and both
Speransky and Novosiltsev produced written corigiits (among others that were also
produced during Alexander’s reformist stage). Hogrelexander never definitively
acted on their advice, and Speransky fell out wbfan 1812, due not only to domestic
political reasons, but also to shore up suppotinduhe crucial stage of war against
Napoleonic France. The fall of Speransky presagediltimate failure of reform, and
gave the Decembrists yet more ammunition to comcthdt the government itself would
not pursue meaningful changé5The fall of Speransky also guaranteed the enteof t
constitutional projects, the last of which (Novtsel’'s) was shelved even though it was a
fundamentally conservative document (not all thHeent from the document produced
by Nikolai Muraviev of the Northern Societ}/}®

After the reformist spirit waned in Alexander’s gomment, the latter half of his
reign produced an ideology of reaction that sela®d comprehensible bridge to the rule
of his brother, Nicholas. After the end of reformighe government of Alexander
entered full-fledged reaction, which based itselfaoquasi-mystical, backward-looking
view of the world. Educational institutions werestly monitored by the obscurantist
Mikhail Magnitsky, and censorship was tightenegnaff out the remaining support for
reform2*® Additional signs of unrest both at home and abi@dth the international
revolutionary movement) convinced Alexander thather precautions needed to be
taken. The revolt in the Semenovsky regiment in01®2ompted by the brutal rule of

Colonel Schwartz, prompted Alexander to expanduhetions of the political police,
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thinking that the revolt was an augury of a lanelitical plot!*° Furthermore,
Alexander, fearing the growth of Masonry and itarections to revolutionary or liberal
thought, banned all Masonic lodges in 1822, driimgse who wanted to continue their
work underground. This is despite the fact thatxAteder himself patronized Masonic
lodges in the early years of his reign; with mahhis early government personnel
(including Speransky) being Masons themselvé$he military colonies of Alexander
Arakcheev were another visible facet of the latarg of Alexander. The colonies were
intended to help the government blunt the finandeahands of the empire by setting up
self-sufficient military colonies during peacetimmeducing the costs of keeping troops.
The cruel discipline enforced by Arakcheev in theslenies made them a hated symbol
of the state, and became one of the most potentit@ent sources for the Decembrist
rebellion in 18252

Despite this period of reaction, it would be irmeat to conclude that Alexander
developed a consistent approach to dealing witliehorr potential political dissent. This
becomes especially clear when one considers tedd¢icembrist rebellion could develop
mostly unimpeded during his reign, and not due leck of detection. As P.S. Squire
noted, political policing during Alexander’s reignoved to be inadequate in preventing
the development of a major conspiracy mainly dualéxander himself. Alexander
never conferred full policing powers on any singtganization, and these conflicting
lines of authority made for a confused and inetfatmaintenance of public order.

Moreover, Alexander proved to be unwilling to taation against political opponents
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such as the Decembrists, even though he was intbaieut their existence well ahead
of the events of 18252 Early in his reign Alexander demonstrated an ggein
reorganizing the political police, convening mukigommittees to address the problem
between 1801 and 1807. These efforts were suct¢@s$tum in 1810-1811 with the
introduction of the Ministry of Police, but in ptame Alexander did not trust those who
he put in charge and constantly undermined therk\iigp to and including spying on the
police chief himself}>* Alexander preferred to trust such things to cleisors, such

as Arakcheev and the Military Governor of Petergb@ount Miladorovich, and after the
abolition of the Ministry of Police, the remainddrAlexander’s reign lacked even a
nominal central impulse for internal policiny. When Alexander died unexpectedly in
November 1825, this disorder and dissatisfactidh #ie reactionary tendencies of his

latter years made for a political situation ripe ¢onflict.

The Decembrist Revolt

One of the consequences of the reactionary pefiddegander’s rule was the emergence
of the Decembrist conspiracy, until the"@entury the largest elite revolt against the
established order. The Decembrists, separatedhiatmoderate Northern Society and the
more radical Southern Society, sought social aritiged reform of the type that had

been hoped for at the beginning of Alexander’sireand indeed attempted to work in

concert with the state during the years it was wizgad as the Union of Salvatidrf. The
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Union of Salvation and the Union of Welfare (afi®17) were organized along a
Masonic model, emphasizing civic engagement andacatherie. After political activism
in Masonry became frowned upon and eventually baéthe political functions were
reorganized in secret in the newly-established boibWelfare™’ The direct causes for
the turn towards revolutionary activity are mankiestandard account has it that the
Decembrists, after coming into contact with Westeanope during the Napoleonic
campaigns, felt that their country had fallen bdrolitically and culturally, and only
Western political forms could help Russia catchUps seems a romantic
embellishment, as it is far more likely that ini@rdevelopments in Russia convinced the
Decembrists, many of whom were members of the gregitnents and the minor gentry,
that working within the existing political order wanpossible. In particular, the advent
of Arakcheev’s military colonies and the vigoroegmression of the Semenovsky
regiment served as a potent mobilizing tool forahganization.

Politically, nearly every member of the Decemlsrispposed serfdom, despite
many being landholders. They wanted reforms sinbddldahe Borderland emancipations to
occur in Russia, and were severely disappointechwitiey did not manifest® The fact
that Poland was granted a fairly liberal constitby the Tsar after the Congress of
Vienna was also a bitter sticking point, even & sar proved unwilling to fully abide
by the letter and spirit of the 1815 Constituti¥et, as Anatole Mazour notes, the

grievances contained within the Decembrist rebelficedated the era of Alexander:

The line of demarcation between Old and New Russ&s clearly
drawn in the reign of Catherine Il, and, strangehough, indirectly
with her assistance. Beginning her reign with aimbg projects for
reform, she inspired the hope that the situatioghtnbe remedied by
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the government. The Legislative Assembly soon pilabe inefficacy

of this noble gesture, and the further enslavenwdnthe peasants

convinced many of the futility of expecting religtbm above. The

breach between the government and the masses widenein the

words of one of the Decembrists, the throne and peeple drew

apart>®

The Decembrist’s solution to this breach was maffioun; the Northern Society
favored a constitutional monarchy that was notkenNovosiltsev’s constitution, and the
Southern Society, headed by the far more radicatIFRestel, favored a Jacobin-style
republic. It is interesting to note that Peste€esme for designing the political police in
Russian Justigehis manifesto, is actually reminiscent of soméhef measures taken
after the rebellion failed, and could even be s&ea predecessor for Soviet-era
practices-®°
The rebellion itself was a disastrous failure.eAfAlexander died abruptly in

Taganrog in November 1825, it was decided thabthanization would undertake its
revolt to exploit the confused interregnum, ashezitGrand Duke Constantine nor
Nicholas moved to assume the throne. However, Rgatearrested a couple days before
the planned insurrection, leaving the Southern&ypdeaderless, and the Northern
Society proceeded in its own revolt in a hapharaay, largely due to a lack of
leadership and indecision. An attempt was madedegke mutiny among regiments in
Petersburg, and those who joined assembled in &&optare, but took no other action
outside shouting slogans. Nicholas, seeking toimegantrol over the situation, had loyal
forces that far outnumbered the confused rebetshaprimary consideration seems to

have been avoiding bloodshed on his first day as, Bsnce the outcome of any conflict

between the two forces was not in doubt. Eventuatfter officials sent to negotiate with
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the rebels were shot at or assassinated (inclu@owgrnor Miladorovich), Nicholas
decided to bring the standoff to an end by fordéerAhe decision was made to disperse
the revolt with cannons, the loyalist soldiers lmeeandiscriminate in their use of force,
especially down narrow side streets, and killed yrepectators of the events while
pursuing hapless DecembristsThe Southern Society followed with their own
rebellion, which showed a great deal more heroisthsnse than the Northern Society,
but given the disparity in forces, the outcome wavitable.

More interesting than the desultory rebellion Wesgovernment’s, and
specifically the Tsar’s, approach to questioning areting out punishment to the
conspirators. Nicholas personally interrogated marthe jailed Decembrists, and
decided upon what kinds of punishments would blictefl on them. According to
Mazour, the emperor used all forms of manipulateextract confessions from the
prisoners, in some cases acting the friend, amthiers, the ruthless monartf.
Presniakov offers a similar account, but also ptesithe important observation that
much of Nicholas’ approach to governance was atebty his initial experiences in
dealing with the Decembrist rebellion. In particuldicholas had the tendency to obsess
about the Decembrists and interpret all seditiomnduhis reign as sprouting from the
Decembrist example, or as he called theras amis de quatorz& This perception
should not be underestimated, as it provides amitapt way to understand Nicholas’
approach to dealing with political dissent andduest to construct a state authority that

would not be prey to such conspiracies in the autltrcan also help us understand the
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intense manner in which the state pursued diffdrgatrogation techniques, including
midnight interrogations, sleep deprivation, briights, and promises of pardon in return
for confessiort® The fact that the Russian state had proven tadapable of stopping
such a large-scale conspiracy, however disorganca/inced Nicholas that the softer
methods of his brother needed to be replaced vathdonstancy and an organized police
apparatus, a major motivation for the foundatiothef Third Section.

The verdicts rendered in the case of the Decetshsisre generally viewed as
harsh by politically-aware Russians. Five Decentbmgere ordered to be hanged
(Miladorovich’s assassin Kahkovsky, Pestel, KongRyleyev, Sergey Muravyov-
Apostol, and Mikhail Betuzhev-Ryumin), 31 were sen8iberia, and the rest were
sentenced to various terms of labor or imprisonm&atording to Mazour, verdicts were
fairly arbitrary, with those deeply implicated bgilet off surprisingly lightly, while some
who were barely connected to the revolt were cewafito cruel conditions for 20 plus
years %> Monas shares this assessment about the arbisariri¢che sentencé® While
in Siberia, exiled Decembrists experienced a raigeeatment, spanning from being
kept chained 24 hours a day, to becoming a pdheofocal community as a teacher or
quasi-government officidf’ Most Decembrists who ended up being placed in
settlements in Siberia had to bear 'wretched' ¢mmdi, including drafty domiciles,
barely any means to sustain themselves, and cdrsstpearvision. Eventually, some were

given 15 desiatin of land to provide for themse)J\d=spite none of them being
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farmers'® One of the stranger circumstances that emergedthe fallout of the
rebellion was a young man connected to the Decetshsias actually given a post in the
Russian embassy in London, and dined almost exarywith Nicholas Turgenev, one of
the foremost Decembrists and condemned to deathsientid®® The disparities in
treatment and the fact that many Decembrists (aa@kDbrist wives) continued to have
influence from Siberia indicates that the Russtateswvas not yet a well-oiled police
state, a problem that Nicholas attempted to addhressaghout his reign.

The foundation of the Third Section (the politipalice during Nicholas’ reign)
and the ideology of official nationality are twopartant consequences of the rebellion
that will be addressed in-depth below. Yet Nichaabsnot consider the control provided
by these assets to be adequate to stem future Desenmebellions, so he took the step of
taking the Decembrists grievances seriously. Nafiokdered that all opinions about the
internal affairs of Russia made by the Decembsbtauld be sent to the Commission of
Inquiry headed by Aleksandr Borovkov, who was tteprepare a report. Borovkov
concluded that it was necessary for “clear, positlaws” to be established to ensure
justice, a step that Nicholas accomplished in :8B8n the Second Section (headed by
Speransky, incidentally) published a complete ctite of Russian laws? Yet, the laws
codified in this project were very different froimolse sought by the Decembrists, and
although Nicholas established multiple committe@eaddress the serfdom issue, none of
them were successful. Instead, the body of laws doediffer much from the police

ordinances of other well-ordered police statefarsas they specified political and
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criminal codes, but did not provide laws bindingtbe authorities themselves. The reign
of Nicholas, rather than being a sharp break wittoae moderate Alexandrine past, was
instead the culmination of the reaction begun enlést part of Alexander's reign. The
Decembrists simply reinforced the will of the gawaent to snuff out sedition once and

for all.}’*

Nicholas’ Reign to 1848

In the aftermath of the Decembrist rebellion, teeMsar undertook multiple changes to
the political order. The beginning of Nicholasgreicoincides with a period of
remarkable transformation in Russian and broades&an social systems. Russia's
economy experienced an increase in commercialrahgstrial activity, more extensive
trade relationships with the West, and the growthaots of the populace looking
towards more modern economic relationships. This eeainterpoised against a declining
profitability of manors and serfdom, and an implesigtocracy that strove to preserve the
status qud’? In Pipes’ judgment, the manifold changes made uNigholas - the
foundation of the Third Section, the censorshipusés, and the criminal code instituted
in 1832 - were all ways of putting into effect afr-police staté’® Undergirding these
practical changes was a new state ideology thdidias saw as necessary to combating
the philosophy of revolution, an ideology that camée called the ‘Official

Nationality.” Nicholas actually pursued change#h® status quo of serfdom, convoking

numerous private committees to discuss the prolbemhere he encountered the
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lingering difficulty of state-gentry relations. Tlgentry, despite their poor position, were
unwilling to consider any change to social relasiceind Nicholas abandoned his attempts
to preserve the support of this important cfd83hus, the only major progressive aim of

the state was abandoned, while the changes tha¢$sed the autocracy remained intact.

The Third Section

The most important development for Russian politieg came out of the Decembrist
rebellion was the foundation of the Third Sectithe section of the Tsar’s chancery that
was tasked with acting as a political police. Imiong the Third Section, Nicholas was
attempting to address the weakness of politicatpa as inherited from Alexander by
constructing a centralized agency answerable td she. He placed at its head Alexander
Benckendorff, a Baltic German who had acquitteddeifnwell by trying to warn the

Tsar about the Decembrist conspiracy, and who hgdested something similar as a

way to address problems of sedition in the empiseP.S. Squire notes:

[Nicholas] endowed [the Third Section] with unpréeated authority
by allotting to it its own staff officers and tra®jn the shape of a corp
of gendarmes and by placing at its head the mdstigged of his
generals-in-waiting. The third department was to ubdquitous and
omnipotent. It was to possess moral as well as ipalysuthority.
Above all, Nicholas saw it as the essential linkagen himself and his
people, observing all that went on, righting wrorgel averting evil.
Such were the purposes which may be said to havi ligs creatiort””

The functions enumerated in the 1826 edict thatbéished the Third Section
bears out this judgment, as the Third Section aslsed with overseeing a wide range of

political concerns, including the activities of éagners, economic crimes such as fraud
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and counterfeiting, surveillance of criminals, amrmation concerning “sects” or
“schisms” within the state. The eighth functiongfprts about all occurrences without
exception,” established such vast parametersttiaats inevitable that the Third Section
would snake its way into multiple facets of Rusditen'’®

Also important to the operation of the Third Sewtwas its effective
independence from any kind of oversight aside ftbat of the Tsar himself. The reason
Nicholas made the Third Section a part of his gawd@ancery was to prevent it from
developing a separate bureaucratic interest arepgrtience, and the private chancery
provided him the easiest means to maintain cootret the gendarme. Although
Nicholas favored a strong and centralized stat@l$wloathed working through official
channels, relying instead on ad hoc committeessantions of his personal chancery to
conduct day to day governance. This ironically abaoted to the undermining of state
authority!”® Nicholas believed that this state of affairs wastified since he considered
the Third Section to be operating as his persa@isentatives, acting directly on his
orders. To admit that such an arrangement wasassilple smacked of constitutional
restrictions on his authority, which would undermthe principle of autocracy, which
was enshrined as the central principle of the 'staew ideology.’® In Presniakov’s
judgment, Nicholas, leery of the bureaucracy amndehn state service, actually caused
the state apparatus to deteriorate by vestingdrisopal chanceries with most of the

practical power to administer and conduct oversigig reliance on agencies like the
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Third Section over formal ministries like the intrministry or education led to an
informalization of government power, sapping thgoviof much of the autocrac$’

In actual practice, the Third Section oscillatetil@®n vigilance and absurdity, a
fact noticed by most contemporaneous commenteéBersckendorff was more concerned
with standing on ceremony and social niceties,laadreatest quality seems to have
been that he assiduously carried out the ordettseof sar. Thus, we get the image of the
incredibly apologetic gendarme chief neverthelesglgsng men to exile or confinement,
the affable, yet hapless figure of Herzen's depnctit was actually Leonty Dubelt,
Benckendorff's deputy, who was the operationalboithe Third Section. He managed
all of the informants and took care of the mossgere police work, while Benckendorff
assumed the public face of the chanc&hhe Marquis de Custine, who traveled
throughout Russia in 1839 and penned a criticaklmdahe autocracy, noted that the
police took great care in questioning foreignensl seizing suspicious articles (in
Custine’s case, these articles ended up beind hisdooks, his traveling pistols, and his
travel clock)'®? After successfully entering the country, Custinacuded concerning
the dire effects of policing, “[tlhe Russian goverent is the discipline of the camp
substituted for the civil order - it is a states@ége become the normal state of sociély.”
Herzen, the famous Russian dissident, experiefmedgderation of the Third Section
firsthand, and during the occasion of his firseatmoted the empty observance of

formalities, such as the provision of an impamvéhess (a citizen woken to stand at the

180 presniakov, Emperor Nicholas | of Russia, the Apogee of Auimgra825-185542-3.

181 Monas,The Third Section; Police and Society in Russiadiidicholas | 94-5, 106-108.

182 Astolphe CustineJourney for Our Time; the Journals of the MarquisCustingNew York: Pellegrini
& Cudahy, 1951). 69-71.

1% |bid, 81.

76



door of the arrestee, witnessing nothing), witthdiinformation being given to the
arresteé®

Yet, counterpoised against this menacing charactére Third Section as the
guarantor of the autocracy is the farcical natdn@ach of the internal proceedings.
Herzen relates this by displaying the naiveté oisof their methods of interrogation,
with the accused being given a sheet of questiskian@ if they know of any secret
societies or are a member of any secret societiesr{tinuing obsession in Russian
policing, since Nicholas always assumed that a s@uiety like the Decembrists would
spring up again)®® At the time of Herzen’s second exile, he was pherisfor repeating a
story that was being talked about all over Petarskhis first exile was due to being
present at a party where revolutionary songs wng)sconcerning a common crime,
since repeating such a ‘rumor’ indicated a desinerntdermine public ordéf® While in
exile, he served in a government office in Novgomslere he was actually responsible
for signing off on reports concerning his own pelgurveillancéf’ He was only able to
escape this bizarre system by securing a passygadh was granted to him after
different parts of the government and Third Secti@played absolute confusion about
his status (he was given leave to present himsétetersburg, at which point he was
summoned to be told to leave since he was not atldw Petersburdf® Herzen’s
experience was not an exception, either, as Moetslsithe similar experiences of a

man named Selivanov, who was likewise condemnedite for the crime of being
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associated to an event where political crimes nee tbeen committef® And, as
Kutscheroff notes, the Third Section was often ¢dskith reducing the judicial caseload
for local governments, which were resolved by aabiy going through the backlog of
cases and adding “Reversed” or “Upheld” in an ak#ng patterrt®

Even if the actions of the Third Section sometitnesiered on the absurd, it
would be inaccurate to conclude that the orgaropatias ineffective or not a serious
obstacle for Russians. Its vague powers confemped it the ability to conduct oversight
on any part of the population that it saw fit. B3®, a relatively quiet year, the Third
Section kept 1631 people under police surveillandt, 1080 of them for political
reasons? Those caught up in this net had to face starkemuences should the agency
decide that correction was needed, with the lowasses being subjected to the worst
treatment, due to their tenuous position in RuskieanAs Herzen notes, there was an
extensive use of torture in lower class cases,rgépeised to extract confessions. This

despite the fact that torture was supposedly pitlmsgrunder Russian law:

Peter Il abolished torture and the Secret Chamber.

Catherine 1l abolished torture.

Alexander | abolished #gain

Answers given 'under intimidation' are not recogdizy law. The
official who tortures an accused man renders hihisdille to trial and
severe punishment.

And yet, all over Russia, from the Bering StraitTtaurogen, men are
tortured; where it is dangerous to torture by fiogg they are tortured
by insufferable heat, thirst, and salted fodd-..

Although higher class criminals were generallyragefrom these cruder efforts,
their situations usually resulted in imprisonmebninistrative exile, or hard labor, as

Herzen’'s examples show. The offences that prodtieese sentences were often simple
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cases ofese majesteor a tawdry form of guilt by association, if arpen’s actions were
viewed as suspicious enough to justify a sociapbytactic*®* The Third Section was

also vested with the power to punish religious espa carryover of the lasting effects of
the Orthodox schism of the "I Eentury. Religious dissenters were categorizesither
'most pernicious,' 'pernicious,’ or 'least pernisidased on their degree of acceptance of
the state, with those in the first category havhmgr gathering places closed, internally

exiled, or otherwise harassed by government offi¢id

Censorship

Alongside the Third Section inoculating the pulalgainst ‘dangerous’ people,
censorship policies developed during Nicholas’meigere designed to inoculate the
public against ‘dangerous’ ideas. Until Alexangeeliminary censorship and state
control of publishing precluded the developmenamindependent publishing public, but
the freer regulations under his reign caused anebée growth in publishing. This only
started winding down after 1817, when Alexandeabee more reactionary, and became
most restrictive under Nicholad®’ Initially, the function of censorship was not cioef

to a single body, as the Ministry of Education, pladice, and the Third Section all shared
some responsibility for overseeing publishing. At828, the Third Section was
entrusted with theatrical censorship, and this esdeanded after 1829, when the Third
Section became a primary censor and also a cheak other censorship agencies. This

in fact is what produced complaints about the esgllayers of censorship. Even until this
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point, though, there was still some flexibility whi2 came to censorship, but this also
tightened after 1830-1, when the Ministry of Edimaiwhich was considered more
moderate) was neutered concerning censorship, hed Nicholas reaffirmed that the
names of all "dangerous authors" should be handedto the Third Section by other
censorship agencié®® As Riasanovsky points out, this overlordship by Tird Section
created incentives for individual censors to ertlanside of caution and harshness, as if
they were later judged to be negligent, the Tsa ma shy about punishing censors with
confinement-*’

As could be expected, this perverse incentivecsira created a stifling
environment for Russian letters, a fact bemoanedmnly by writers, but also by some of
the more public-minded censors. Overzealous cemgongas what led the critic Belinsky
to complain about receiving his articles from tleasors “dripping” with red ink. But the
alternative, articles slipping through without jpm@hary censorship, could in fact be
worse. This occurred in the case of Pyotr Chaadgaw) the publication of his first
“Philosophical Letter” in the journdlelescopen 1836. Chaadaev's letters had circulated
in manuscript form for awhile due to the unlikeldibof them being accepted by the
censor, but the surprising acceptance of hislétstr caused a firestorm of controversy,
as it was very harsh in its criticism of Russiatiuze. As a result, the editor dklescope
was exiled to the Far North, the journal was clodedn, and Chaadaev was declared
insane by the Tsarist authorities and confifi&dikewise, the effects of the censorship

were seen as baleful for some censors as welegasase of the censor Nikitenko

1% |hid. 146-151.

197 RiasanovskyNicholas | and Official Nationality in Russia, 182855 221-3.

1% HerzenMy Past and Thought@94-5. MonasThe Third Section; Police and Society in Russiadind
Nicholas | 169-170.

80



demonstrates. Nikitenko was an academic who wasdermte disposed towards
sympathizing with the plight of writers. His lifeethonstrates how tenuous the position of
the censors were, if they cared about literatisdemiency on Nikitenko's part got him
imprisoned by the Tsar on a couple different oaasiHis career left him extremely
bitter about the role of censorship in Russiaretstt”®

There were limitations to the powers of censorshipvever, much as there were
broader limitations on police capabilities. For pméellectuals and writers developed
ways to avoid incurring the wrath of the censord tre authorities. Controversial works
were either circulated in manuscript form, or wistdeveloped a coded writing style that
conveyed political commentary in an indirect manfiée critic Belinsky did this by
converting literary criticism into a form of socialiticism, with judgments on the
political order available to those capable of ragdetween the lines. Fiction also
became a venue for politics, as Nicholas’ reigmcioied with the emergence of a robust
literary tradition, featuring luminaries such askkin, Gogol, and Lermontov. This
tradition only deepened during the course of tHe dgntury, as major political disputes
were played out on the pages of novels ratherithaewspapers. Foreign and forbidden
books also provided an outlet for those seekirgrdttive political ideas, as the
authorities lacked the manpower and expertisedpgaty oversee the burgeoning book
industry. Forbidden books were readily availabl®irssia, as booksellers stocked them
and high class readers owned them in large numBer=sasional efforts were made to
seize stores of these books, but it was a futfl@efreinforced by the fact that
booksellers had little way to determine if theocits were illegal, as the state refused to

allow the distribution of a banned book list foafehat sellers would actively seek out
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the books include®’® Given these conditions, Richard Pipes’ conclusia draconian
laws were less-than-strictly enforced due to theive machinery of repression seems

a fair assessmefit:

The Official Nationality

Alongside these institutional measures meant tteptdhe status quo was the creation of
an official state ideology, termed the “Official taality.” Developed in 1833 by
Sergey Uvarov, the Minister of Education, the idgyl was intended to combat political
opposition in the realm of ideas, an area thatpesiseived as weak following the
convulsions of the French Revolution. The tradiiloprinciples of the Petrine state,
loyalty and service, were thus replaced by a toilgarinciples, Autocracy, Orthodoxy,
and Nationality, which were intended to inspire phublic and guide government action.
One of the areas that the ideology had the greetfestt on was education, unsurprising
given Uvarov's role in developing it, and logicaven the dramatic expansion in
education (especially university education) duting first half of the 18 century.
Breaking a European tradition of university autogoiicholas pursued strict oversight
of education, through Uvarov and through rigoroesspnal inspections (Nicholas often
engaged in personal inspections in multiple arég®wernance, and tended to favor
harsh punishments for transgressions). This ca®ée as a continuation of the
restrictive policies of the late period of Alexandeeign, though it became more

restrictive, especially after 184& All three tenets of the Official Nationality becam

29 bid. 194-5.
21 pipes Russia Under the Old Regin295.
202 RiasanovskyA History of Russia349-352.

82



increasingly problematic as the century progresaedhey worked against the grain of
several trends in Russia’s political and economietbpment and hearkened back to a
more immobile type of political system. This woulcbve to be especially difficult in the
Borderlands, as will be demonstrated in subsequleayiters.

The first tenet of the Official Nationality, aut@acy, was by far the most
important. As expressed by its ideologists, therloe of autocracy assumed an
extremely pessimistic, Hobbesian view of human mreatwith people being such foul
creatures that firm and severe guidance was nagdssdhe stability and health of the
body politic?* Nicholas was so concerned with preserving thecaaty and its ideology
that he not only prevented constitutional viewsrfreurfacing, but he attempted to scrub
the recent Russian past of constitutional scherasgded under his brother, such as
Speransky's and Novosiltse?¥.However, the tenet of autocracy was little differe
than past justifications for the structure of Rasggovernance, and did little ideological
work on its own. As such, it possessed relativitdie lin the way of substantive
philosophical content and was instead used agifigagon for measures of social
prophylaxis taken against competing ideas of gaugca. The tenet of autocracy was
also featured strongly in new educational curricakait was intended to combat liberal
ideas in the domain where they had commonly beesepi.

Orthodoxy and nationality are both more compliddtean the tenet of autocracy.
Autocracy was something that was relevant to tlaeeshexperience of all citizens of the
Russian empire, but substantial portions couldyuadify as ‘Orthodox,” and

‘Nationality’ largely depended on how it was defindhe doctrine of nationality
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possesses a conflict at its heart, between whatRavsky calls the "dynastic" and the
"nationalistic”. The first emphasized the tradiibtoyalty to the state regardless of
nationality, while the latter presaged a more clvastic portrayal of Russianness, which
started the ripples that eventually became theifttetton campaigns of the late century
and the Pan-Slav moveméfit. The Baltic Germans epitomized this gulf, as the
nationalistic side of the debate wanted to see gaasitic status diminished, while the
dynastic side (which included the Tsar and mosegawent ministers) believed that the
position of the Baltics was satisfactory given tteiemplary dedication to the staté.

By the middle of the f@century, and especially under Alexander 1l in seeond half

of the century, the tenet of Orthodoxy had becoowntd up with the tenet of Nationality,
as Russification campaigns often incorporated camwes to the Russian Orthodox
Church. This development obviously had an impadherstatus of Borderland-Core

relations, but that impact is beyond the purviewhef current study.

1848-1855: The “Long Night”

Between 1848 and 1855, the use of repression dedpermRussia, mainly in response to
the European revolutions of 1848, but also dua¢cdomestic politics resulting from the
onset of the Crimean War. As Pavel Annenkov nofezhueturning to Russia in 1848,
“[a]fter coming from Paris, in October 1848, thauation in Petersburg seems
extraordinary: the government's fear of revolutithre, terror within brought on by the

fear itself, persecution of the press, the buildithe police, the suspiciousness, the
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repressive measures without need and without lirtif’. This period of time came to be
referred to as the “Long Night,” and representemhight of Third Section activity and
punishments that would have previously been untibf& even given the relative
harshness of the first part of Nicholas’ reign.liied among the new repressive
measures was a blanket ban on Russians travelimgdla reduction in the number of
university scholarships (as the universities weensas hotbeds of sedition), a reduction
in university autonomy and academic freedom, tiheoraal of law and philosophy from
educational curricula, surveillance of questiongistefessors and students, and nearly the
closure of the universities themselv&&This period also marks the broadest
interpretation of political crime used by the Thdction, and some of the agency’s
more questionable uses, including Nicholas persegatwoman who had spurned him
romantically?®®

The most important single incident of repressioming out of this period was
the so-called Petrashevsty Affair. Mikhail ButasicbvPetrashevsky was an intellectual
and socialist who identified himself as a folloveéithe French philosopher Fourier
(Petrashevsky actually tried to implement a Foestgle phalanstery on his estate, but
skeptical peasants burned it down), and after 18%5, he sponsored weekly gatherings
in his apartment to discuss political and socialdions. As the literary historian Joseph
Frank points out, Petrashevsky possessed somg riadlical ideas, but sought to pursue
them in a cautious manner through education rakt@er revolution, although subgroups

within the circle disagreed with this approach &by the Palm-Durov group that Fyodor
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Dostoevsky was a part of)° The punishment of the Petrashevsty, coming asl iafter
1848, was on a scale not seen since the Decemlamgtsnuch more extreme taking into
account the mostly harmless nature of the groufnrBel 848, Petrashevsky's discussion
groups had been under surveillance, but had beamsied as harmless, but this
estimation changed after 1848 after the scareeEtitopean revolutiorf3’ Initially,

after being arrested, most of the members of theasteevsky group assumed that they
would receive relatively light sentences, as thainsgressions were not all that serious.
This was reinforced by the prisoners being treadéatively well by their captors, even if
their imprisonment was uncomfortable and ratheg lnhile awaiting judgmerft> What
happened next was therefore a shock, as they aleza to Semenovsky Square in the
snow, were sentenced to execution (though the Aaaalready commuted their
sentences to hard labor in Siberia), and then tireatigh the macabre theater of a faked
execution, after which they were shackled and tethdff to exile**® As Pavel

Annenkov notes, the public’s reaction to the Péeasty affair was one of shock and
anxiety, as unlike the sentencing of the Decendyrigt reasonable person seriously
expected such a cruel punishment for individuale wire largely viewed as misguided
youths®*

More perplexing than the punishment of the Petesty was the repression of
the Slavophiles, who had traditionally been viewsdnore favorable to the state than

other intellectual groups. The Slavophiles wer@esally conservative, and emphasized
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a spiritual vision of Russia that drew on what tieeysidered to be native traditions,
while rejecting both socialism and capitalism (AekKhomyakov, one of the most
influential Slavophile thinkers, used the tesobornosto capture this idealized spiritual
unity). However, after 1848, the Slavophiles joirmtlkder groups in being listed as an
“antigovernment sect,” with several being arrestéile others were forced to engage in
humiliating displays of patriotic devotion (Mikhdlogodin was forced to compose a
song lauding the Tsar, and had it ‘corrected’ ores occasions by the Third Section).
Khomyakov, the brothers Kireevsky, and lvan Aksakere all placed under personal
surveillance by the Tsar himsé{f The Slavophiles’ biggest sin seems to have been
supporting a vision of Russia not entirely in laekswith the state, despite their
continued loyalty to that state. The Slavophileigious anarchists as Riasanovsky calls
them, had a strange relationship with the stat)essupported autocracy and opposed
Western forms, but also sought the emancipatidgheterfs and different religious
policies on the part of the state. In the statges ethis often turned them into
oppositionists not all that different from the Wasiers>*® In the indiscriminate

atmosphere prevailing between 1848 and 1855, délesis#as intolerable.

Conclusion

Upon Nicholas’ death in 1855, the empire was left istate of severe weakness, due both
to the effects of Nicholas’ policies and due to dsastrous course of the Crimean War.
Nicholas had been able to maintain a superficilhcuring his reign due to the

extensive use of repressive measures against en@mea and imagined), but this had
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come at great cost. Monas judges that it was dtieetbarshness of Nicholas' reign that
the population was polarized and the revolutionatsiligentsia emerged, poisoning the
political atmosphere to the point where even Alaaril’s great reforms of the early
1860’s constitute a case of “too little, too lat&”'In this sense, the state-building
enterprise of Nicholas (and by extension, of Pdtelgd, as it could not rely solely on
coercion and formal institutions to achieve thedkaf order sought by European states; it
also required vesting those institutions with maghil power (something that Russian
autocrats were loath to do) while depending oryalleocial base. The first requirement
was undermined by the Tsar’s tendency to rely éorimal means of political control
(through agencies like the Third Section or throbghpersonal surveillance) due to
mistrust of the bureaucracy (which produced a sshjounderstaffed bureaucracy
lacking in material resources). The second requergmvas never met due to the
comparative weakness and disorganization of theiRougentry, which could not
provide a consistent check on the state’s authorict as a consistent partner.

Thus, the arc of state-building efforts in thisipdrare inconsistent, but even
given the limitations of the state constructed byeP|, Catherine I, and Nicholas I, the
general trend is still one of centralization. Thieerof the Tsar was gradually
supplemented by formalized government ministriesystem of civil service
advancement, formal (if not always observed) lavd social control mechanisms such
as a political police and censorship. Even if thas&tutions only imperfectly penetrated
into the countryside, they nevertheless retainstalaang grip over key population centers,
chief among these being the dual capitals of Mosao@vSt. Petersbur@hese processes

conform to the expectations of the state-builditeyature, which assume that the
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geopolitical spur of military competition drivegénnal state-formation, and that the
degree of central control deepens over time asttte becomes consolidated. However,
the changes taking place in the core did not alwaysslate to changes taking place in
the periphery, as Tsarist rule had to engage iotieggn processes with local elites. As a
result, many of the institutions that were pregantl highly important) in the core, such
as the political police and censorship agenciese wsually only nominally present in
borderland territories and in general exercisele lguthority compared to their activities
in the core. The next two chapters consider thege® of incorporation and bargaining

in-depth.
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CHAPTER IlI

THE INCORPORATION OF THE WESTERN BORDERLANDS

The origins of the Tsarist Empire can be traceka@ consistent contact with non-
Russian ethnic groups, whether in the form of refest with the Mongols during
Moscow's vassalage to the Golden Horde or in tivem@ance of regions not under the
control of the Horde. During the period where Nowgbwas the most important Russian
city (12th-14th centuries) it was already a muiitiet state, with client societies, varieties
of direct and indirect rule, and different approagio territorial incorporation. This
ended with the triumph of Muscovy, but the act @figuest conferred this same
multiethnic character on Muscovy in embA}8This character was deepened with the
conquest and incorporation of mainly Islamic comities, most importantly with the
conquest of the Khanate of Kazan, and it forcedhtitborities to come to terms with
incorporating different kinds of communities inteetempire. Local elites were co-opted
where it was prudent, with others being more vigstpincorporated if their way of life
was deemed too alien to allow easy integrationu@savere often excluded from
Russian institutions like serfdom and only gradualtegrated; with integration policies
being drawn back should resistance become toceffétd his approach to governance
meshes well with Doyle’s observation that relianodocal clients was often the easiest
path (in terms of resources used) for empires tsalidate their territories. In order for
this cooptation to work effectively, though, it wseo be followed with some degree of

political institutionalization and integration, teke imperial units become too easy to
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pull off of the core?®® This tension between the mode of incorporationsarzbequent
efforts at integration would become one of the igézat problems of the empire in the
19" century.

Incorporation generally proceeded with the rema¥anhilitary governors after
Russian rule was solidified and their replacematit administrative units modeled on
the rest of the empire. The local elites were exstéai with these administrative forms,
indicating at least some degree of confidence erp#rt of the autocracy in their
reliability in enforcing Russian rufé? In the case of the Russian empire, the localslite
also often ended up serving within the imperialdawcracy, in some cases with

distinction. As Roger Bartlett observes:

Conciliation and integration of alien subject ditavas a long-
established strategy in the integrationist policedsMuscovite and
imperial governments, whether dealing (for exampli¢gh the Tatars of
the Volga or the Cossack starshina of Ukraine. Bladtic German

nobility found its way rapidly and easily into tiservice structure of
the Russian Empire; but it was also very successfohaintaining its

own identity and independence, right up to 19204, aeo, in its

influence as a model for eighteenth-century Russi&rs concerned to
reshape the organization, functions and statulseif service elité*

During the period when the empire was expandinenl6th-18th centuries, the
overriding concern was dynastic loyalty, not etHoialty. Loyalty to the empire was
determined more by the strategic support of lobedsthan by any sort of essentialist
ties that we have come to take for granted in geedd nationalism. These ties were
simply not as importarf®> This expansion was intended as an extension détrieory

of the empire, and pursued for reasons of prestiggnomy, geopolitics, state-building,
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and security. The actual maintenance of thoseders gained differed based on what
was viewed as necessary, whether that be vigoopiddwn management, or hands-off
autonomy??* In the words of Boris Nol'de, the empire approatteese different
problems according to its own “idiosyncratic logiays leaving ‘little sense’ of what was
created by the imperial stat&>

The incorporation of the Western Borderlands ihi Tsarist Empire followed
this idiosyncratic logic, but the process also esrto confirm the expectations of the
literature on state and empire. The mode of ina@mmn was dictated by geopolitical
pressures that are compatible with the role oftamyicompetition in driving the
expansion of imperial territory and in buttressihg security capabilities of the state. In
all cases, the Tsarist state pursued the goalovéging the imperial heartland vis-a-vis
external rivals, by accumulating buffer territorgasd by building working relationships
with local elites’?® The method of achieving this goal, offering gemsrpackages of
political and economic autonomy to entrenched letitgds, accords well with Michael
Mann's observation that territorially-extensive ém®gwere not able to rely on direct rule
in regions far from the imperial center due todiféculties in projecting state power
into those region&’’ Some of these deficiencies of projecting stategromould be
addressed in the future (in some cases, not hetiSoviet period), but at the time the
most relevant considerations were the combinati@eopolitical necessity and the

state's incapacity to directly coerce lightly-htdditories. The willingness of the local
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elites, in most cases, to tolerate or even embraa&ast rule certainly abetted the process
of imperial expansion, as it allowed the Tsariatesto keep the costs of rule low while
still extracting clear security benefits.

Although the state pursued roughly the same styaiégooptation in all the
cases, it is still vital to note key differenceshiow incorporation proceeded in the
different regions of the borderlands. As my subset|gections will show, the disposition
of the local elites led to important variationsTisarist strategy, although nowhere near
the level of variation that occurred later on dgrthe process of administrative
centralization and Russification. The strength emigesion of the Baltic Germans and
Finnish elites, in combination with their coopevatattitude towards the state, yielded an
incorporation agreement similar to that of the Uhiesn Hetmanate but without the
immediate revisions in favor of the Tsarist staikewise, Congress Poland received the
most generous terms of incorporation in the 18Xtsttution, but this was only after an
earlier attempt to erase Poland without signifigawittical concessions had failed. And
even this generous grant was abrogated quicklyiewvtte privileges granted by
incorporation persisted in the Baltics and Finlafsharist involvement in Polish factional
struggles in the 18th century and Tsarism's loagding strategic rivalry with Poland-
Lithuania prevented the kind of amity that camer@vail in the northern regions of the
borderlands. In all four regions the Tsarist stprerally observed the basic compact that
Jerome Blum identifies as the foundation of Easkarropean political systems, the
preservation of gentry economic priviledé$But it is the grant, and preservation, of
political privileges that is the most telling phemenon in the Tsarist incorporation of the

Western Borderlands. The stage of incorporatiaiss where we first see some
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deviations from Gerring, Ziblatt, et al.'s modeldafect and indirect rule, although these
deviations only became more pronounced [&&Poland-Lithuania possessed the most
developed political institutions, but only enjoyadbrief period of autonomy after an
attempt had already been made at more directThkelegacy of the Polish partitions had
important downstream consequences for Tsarist ganee strategies in Poland-

Lithuania.

The Incorporation of the Ukrainian Hetmanate

Of the regions being considered in this projeat,drea of Hetman Ukraine came under
Tsarist dominance first and had been integratextivd administrative framework of the
Tsarist Empire long before the other borderlangsedrnced extensive Russification.
This can be partly attributed to a historical cartizen between the Muscovite state and
the territory that came to be considered Ukrain#) the foundation of the Kievan Rus in
the 9th century AD being seen as the initial bildlap of Russia until its separation from
Muscovy under the pressure of Mongol invasion. Haevgit can also be attributed to
contingency in that conflict between the Polishau@nian Commonwealth (the
Hetmanate's previous ruler) and what would becdradJkrainian Hetmanate in the
mid-17th century gave Tsarist Russia a politicaropg to extend its control over the
Hetmanate. The agreement that was reached betiveétetmanate and the Tsar proved
to be an important model for how Russia would aeti its borderland areas, both in
terms of the initial autonomy that was provided &od/ that autonomy evolved in

response to events (largely in the form of the iSsgovernment gradually encroaching
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on the autonomy). Tsarist assimilation of the Hetata also proved to be more
successful than in the other borderland areasgtinthis did not mitigate the coercive
nature of that assimilation. The perceived hisargonnection between the inhabitants of
Muscovy and the Hetmanate did not cause the Tsateat in the use of force to obtain
the objectives of the empire.

Unlike the other regions in the borderlands, Ukeavas not a cohesive political
entity with well-defined institutions and elitesftér the 1648 Cossack rebellion under
Bogdan Khmelnitsky this began to change, but tltba@ges were mostly confined to the
area that | refer to as Hetman Ukraine, and wisabften referred to as Left-Bank
Ukraine. After 1648, Ukraine was roughly dividedween Hetman Ukraine under
Russian suzerainty, Right-Bank Ukraine under camtigp Polish control, and Sloboda
Ukraine under Russian control (a thinly populatezhaof the Russian frontier that was
home to Cossack groups). In addition, parts obhistl Ukraine also shifted to Austrian
control after the Polish partitions in the 18thtcey, making for dramatically different
terms of governance in the different parts of UkeaiHetman Ukraine is a natural choice
for the focus of this study, as it came the closesicting like a sovereign state with
indigenous institutions and a ruling elite (the €k officers, thetarshynafrom which
the Hetman was selected). These institutions wentaialy underdeveloped when
compared to the Baltic Germ&itterschafteror the institutions of the Poligzlachta
but they were nevertheless a force that the Tsgo¢rnment had to deal with in
exercising control over Ukraine.

The incorporation of Hetman Ukraine into the Tstsphere of influence was an

event of great geopolitical importance for the empkrom the 14th century onward, the
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lands that comprise contemporary Ukraine were utidedomination of more powerful
neighbors, primarily Poland and Lithuania, but als® Mongols in the East. Nearly all of
the territory that would become contemporary Ukeaias eventually absorbed into
Poland-Lithuania, partly because of the appeabblenpower and prestige to the
Ukrainian Ruthenian gentA° The position of the Polisszlachtain comparison to the
indigenous Ruthenian gentry made inclusion in thksR-Lithuanian Commonwealth
extremely attractive for the Ruthenian gentry. Rughenian gentry were the largely
Orthodox descendants of the boiars and gentryeoKtevan Rus, but the desire to secure
their position led them to arrive at a modus vivenith the Catholic Poles. Combined
with the fact that these territories lacked wetleaated political institutions, the
protections offered by a powerful state such asti@monwealth promised greater
stability in the face of other regional powers sasiMuscovy and the Crimean Tatars.
After absorption into Poland-Lithuania, these terres continued to be dominated by
large landholdings and affluent towns operatingarridadgeburg Law. However, new
grants of land by and large went to Polish nohikizd the Ruthenian gentry eventually
assimilated to be able to retain their economicsouial privileges. During this time
period, the peasantry's condition worsened as nmarestates were introduced to manage
the grain tradé!

The material changes occurring in the lands tlaatldvbecome Ukraine during
this time period, combined with the effective lagshe local elites (to be discussed in
greater length in the subsequent chapter), actaccatalyst for the creation of a new

social class: the Cossacks. The Cossacks inigatlgrged as a condition of life in the
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steppe-lands, acting as quasi-military groupsweat capable of fending off raids into
Ukrainian territory. Poland's political and econorascendance in Ukraine contributed to
the rapid growth of the Cossack group that woulkehéwally form the core of the
Hetmanate, the Zaporozhian Cossacks, since thes taok in runaway peasants and
others dissatisfied with Polish rule. The risehwd Cossacks posed both problems and
opportunities for the Commonwealth. Given theiritarly skills, Poland used the
Cossacks as an irregular raiding force to strikeabuscovy, the Ottoman Empire, and
the Crimean Tatars? This convenient proxy force saved the Commonweatburces
and manpower, but also proved to be difficult tateal during peacetime, as Cossack
ranks continued to swell and often directed theitowards the Commonwealth itself.
The history leading up to the Great Uprising of 8 Ghder Bohdan Khmelnitsky is
littered with abortive Cossack uprisings and clashigh Commonwealth troops. Despite
the regular uprisings, Cossack unrest directedrdsvBoland-Lithuania failed until the
1648 rising under Bohdan Khmelnitsky. The reasbas ¢an be adduced for the failures
relate to the abundance of ill-armed peasantrylatieof organization among the
Cossacks, and the spontaneous nature of the gwisiheszlachtaregardless of their
origin (either Polish or Lithuanian or Rutheniangre able to quell the revolts (though
often at a steep cost) and attempted to limit tbes@ck registers, but the problem was
never definitively dealt witf*?

The history of the 1648 uprising, while fascingtirs beyond the bounds of this
study. What is important is that when the Cosséokdly reached a level of organization

capable of throwing off Polish rule under Bogdamiéhnitsky and establishing the
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Hetmanate, this represented a significant geopalibpportunity for the Russian Empire.
Previously, Ukraine had acted as a buffer zone fngnich Poland launched raids into the
territories of regional rivals, including Muscowowever, the removal of the Hetmanate
from Poland-Lithuania's sphere of influence offetieel Tsarist Empire a chance to shift
the regional balance of power in its favor. Therkiate, for its part, recognized the
need for protection from a larger power, and thegee only three relevant options in the
region: Poland-Lithuania, Muscovy, and the Ottorgampire. Muscovy became the
natural choice for Khmelnitsky, who framed the bingdtogether of Ukraine and Russia
as a reunification of Orthodox communities. The sggiilt of this determination was the
Treaty of Pereiaslav of 1654, where the Hetmaretegnized the supremacy of the Tsar
in return for the promise of military protectioncaautonomy. Pereiaslav represented to
some degree a misunderstanding between the Cosmatkise Tsar. The Cossacks
sought the confirmation of privileges similar t@tpractices of Poland-Lithuania,
whereas the Tsar was unwilling to permanently canmanprivileges even if he was
willing to grant them at the moment (the fact tthegt Tsar refused to swear an oath
concerning the agreement indicates the lack oprecity inherent in the agreement).
This misunderstanding fueled several conflictdhm late 17th century, as the Hetmanate
attempted to switch patrons, only to have Muscongrvene. The end result was the
partition of the territories between Poland-Lithizaand Muscovy>*

Religion played a significant role in the positiointhe Tsarist government with
regard to the Hetmanate and its incorporation. &8 Bushkovitch notes, Ukrainian
religious writings entered Russia and influenced/iews on Orthodoxy considerably in

the 16th and 17th centuries, especially considehirdl596 Brest Union and the
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subsequent conflicts between the Polish-Lithuastate and Orthodox adherefit3The
Cossacks and Khmelnitsky largely framed their ogjmrsto the Commonwealth in
religious terms and their demands on the Polidle stahe period between 1648 and
1654 expanded to include the abolition of the Urdad greater autonondy’ In this
position they found a strong potential ally in Tédeksei, who was interested in uniting
the Orthodox world. After 1648, Mohyla's Collegiwnjoyed increasing influence as
well, and in the latter half of the 17th centuryrbikian religious texts spread throughout
the Russian branch of the Chuf¢hBy the reign of Peter I, clergy from Kiev (and
Lithuania) became increasingly prominent, changfregoverall complexion of the
empire's religious elit&®® As such, confession acted as an important variatitee
incorporation of Ukraine, alongside the broadermgditical concerns (and opportunities)
of the empire, in much the same way that religi@s wmployed to support the
acquisition of Kazan and other territories.

The terms of the Treaty were relatively favordblethe Hetmanate, as the Tsarist
government made a number of commitments to thél@ges and autonomy of the
Hetmanate. The Treaty guaranteed that Hetman Ukraguld retain its laws and
customs, be able to carry on foreign relations w@ime powers (the most important were
to be controlled by Moscow, mainly regional rivAke Poland-Lithuania, Crimea and
the Ottomans), and preserved the status and eslef local elites, in some cases

expanding them such as with the Cossack regidteesnal policy was deemed as
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outside of Moscow's jurisdictioff’ The autonomy offered by the original treaty was in
keeping with Muscovy/Russia's general approactesdinlg with the problem of
incorporating non-Great Russian territories int® dldministrative fabric of the empire.
During the phase of "gathering the Russian lamdsheé 15th and 16th centuries,
Muscovy extended its political rule and wiped oli¢rmative forms of government, as in
Pskov and Novgorod in the early 16th century. Hosvewhen Muscovy started
expanding into non-Russian lands (Finno-Ugric, Tajr&tc.), these methods gradually
changed to accommodate local differences so thatas easier. The Tsar still ruled
through a military governor (a voevoda), but loglitles were permitted some latitude in
governing their own affair¥'® Matthew Romaniello's recent illuminating book be t
incorporation of the Khanate of Kazan demonstratisstendency, with Kazan setting the
example of how the Tsarist government would hasdlesequent borderland
incorporations. Although the official rhetoric dfet Tsar and the Orthodox Church
emphasized the destruction of an Islamic adversaeyactual method of governing
Kazan approximated what Romaniello calls "layem@geseignty,” with local non-
Russian and non-Orthodox groups enjoying signifieaaas of autononfy These
arrangements served Russian imperial interesis ¢ouple reasons. First, they reduced
the resources that the imperial center neededgerekto maintain the outlying areas of
the empire while also reducing conflict with théatitants of those areas. Second, they

helped to secure the primary strategic goal oktheire of using peripheral regions to
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protect the imperial core, since geopolitical vuaimlity was always a concern for
Russian ruler§®?

No matter how generous the initial provisions wéne Tsarist Empire did not
view the arrangement in Pereiaslav as permaneng@erdached on it repeatedly before
the abolition of the Hetmanate in the late 18thtwen This process repeated itself in the
other borderland areas, as the Tsarist state fnéiguencroached on granted privileges
and guarantees of autonomy when it served impatelests. In the case of the
Hetmanate, revision of Pereiaslav happened almuosediately. As Paul Robert
Magocsi notes, after the death of Khmelnitsky,rieew Hetman Ivan Vygovsky turned
away from the Muscovite connection with the aingefting more favorable terms to
rejoin the Commonwealth. The abortive Union of Hathi of 1658-1659 led to renewed
conflict between Muscovy and the Commonwealth @&sdlted in the division of
Cossack Ukraine into Muscovite and Polish-Lithuarspheres of influencé’ Later the
Tsarist Empire reached an agreement with Polartdsaitia to formally partition Hetman
Ukraine, creating the distinction between Right-Band Left-Bank Ukraine. The
partition prompted an attempt on the part of Hetidaroshenko to reunify Ukraine by
seeking a relationship with the Ottoman Empire. Eesv, the unpopularity associated
with helping an infidel and the lack of strengthtloé Ukrainians to change the status quo
doomed this project to failure and Doroshenko veasdd into retirement and exile near

Moscow?**

242 For a good explanation of this strategic logic seBonne The Grand Strategy of the Russian Empire,
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The empire also moved to redefine the legal refatip that was established in
Pereiaslav, oftentimes using underhanded meandracegreater concessions from the
Hetmanate. Subsequent articles and revisions ofthaty eroded the Hetmanate's rights
and privileges, especially under Khmelnitsky's Yoy, who was agreed to a different
version of the Pereiaslav treaty in 1659. As Magamgues, the position of the
Hetmanate deteriorated during the period of thariR{@L657-1686) as a result of
struggles between Muscovy, Poland-Lithuania, aeddttoman Empire, with the
Cossack state awkwardly attempting to shift allembetween these parties when the
opportunity arose. By the time of the 'eternal'qeeaf 1686, the territory of the Cossack
state was divided between the control of all thetag¢es, with the Hetmanate in a much
weaker position vis-a-vis the Tsarist governnfént.

Although these changes established the juridiasisbof Tsarist dominance in the
Hetmanate, and although the Hetmanate often prtuvbd too divided to stand up to
Tsarist intervention, it would be incorrect to clute that the process of incorporating
the Hetmanate was complete. The process of admaitivg centralization and the true
abrogation of the Hetmanate's authority would mobmence until Peter I's reign, and
until that point the Hetmanate did possess sonmiress that made it able to resist some
Tsarist encroachment. For one, the empire did moteoverwhelming superiority in the
military realm, making it difficult if not impossle to implement policies by force. Until
the 18th century, the Tsarist troops garrisongtiénHetmanate were greatly
outnumbered by armed Cossacks, and these troopsg@eerally centered in towns
under thevoevodis control. As Orest Subtelny details, on sevetabsions in the 17th

century clashes between Tsarist and Hetman tramgbesdewith Cossack victory, such as

24> Magocsi,A History of Ukraine 239-242.
102



in the 1659 repulsion of a levy of 150,000 Tsasdtiers at Konotop. Moreover, the
Cossacks proved capable of limiting the Tsaristespn of power through theevody
by forcibly expellingvoevodyand their troops from several towns in 1668, legdo a
restriction of thevoevodyto five towns with fewer troop$? Although the empire
certainly possessed the military potential to widlie subjugate the Hetmanate during this
period, such a policy would have been extremelylgascreasing the incentives for the
Tsarist government to seek other strategies foamating its influence.

Other, less costly, strategies were indeed aVaikabthe Tsarist Empire.
Although Cossack military potential prevented eassimilation, the social divisions
within the Hetmanate allowed the Tsarist Empirege the classic imperial strategy of
divide and conquer. The Hetmanate and the Cosseacasocial class were premised to
some degree on the principle of egalitarianism,jibthhe 16th and 17th centuries,
Cossackdom had manifested divisions between paanat,and file Cossacks and the
Cossack officers, thetarshynaThe Tsarist Empire exploited this division by @er/ing
the economic privileges of tlstarshynawhile also preventing peasants from entering
Cossack ranks as they frequently had under Polishrdnian rule. These changes served
the economic interests of tearshynawho were the primary landholders in the
Hetmanate, and made it likelier that they wouldrakhemselves with the Tsarist
Empire?*’ This dynamic will be explored in greater depthtia subsequent chapter. The
Cossacks also tended to neglect urban areas aeddgrgent merchant class, and so
urban governments tended to go to the empire r#tlaerthe Hetmanate for confirmation

of Madgeburg Law privileges and other economic erattAlthough urban areas
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eventually began to participate more in Cossachkipg)l this division between town and
countryside was crucial to the early weakness @Hbtmanate in the face of Tsarist
rule %

Overall, the incorporation of the Hetmanate ifte Tsarist Empire proceeded
inconsistently over the second half of the 17thiwan and did not conclude until the
Tsarist state began to exercise more administrabwérol over Ukraine during the 18th
century. The incorporation of the Hetmanate wastiypdsiven by geopolitical concerns
(Russian strategic positions vis-a-vis both Polaitlduania and the Ottoman Empire)
and the newly-acquired territory performed a usefattion as both a buffer zone and a
base for launching raids against the Crimean Tatédus initial effort to bring the
Hetmanate into the imperial sphere of control foka the traditional Tsarist strategy of
offering autonomy to non-Russian areas in returridyalty to the Tsar. However, as
with these other areas, the Tsarist state souglketifine the relationship when it was
expedient for the purpose of expanding Tsaristroband influence. As Marc Raeff
notes in his article on Catherine the Great's natites policies in hon-Russian
territories, concessions were employed to natikeseto make the process of
incorporation easier. However, given the camerbakdiefs of the government (the idea
that the state was a single unit to be managedimfarm manner), these concessions
were always to be directed to the purpose of drgwative elites into Tsarist institutions,
so that they would become integrated into the eergond 'drag’ the rest of their peoples
with them?*° The case of the Hetmanate fits into this intellatmodel well. Although

the Hetmanate did possess some means