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Preface
This book is dedicated to my graduate mentor, Edward L. Keenan (1935-2015). This book hardly approaches what he could have done with this material—few could match his originality, insight and depth of knowledge about the early modern past. He was always able to look afresh at familiar things, going against the grain to suggest an interpretation that fit the real grain of the historical times (rather than received opinion). I cannot aspire to his erudition, but I know this book takes the tack that he would have. He and another great mentor at Harvard in the 1970s, Omeljan Pritsak, taught us to be Eurasianists—to take Russian history out of a narrow, and ultimately ahistorical, national context and set it in its international setting. While everyone had been comparing Russian history to Europe since the nineteenth century (usually to Russia's detriment), Keenan and Pritsak urged us to look east and south—to Russia's connections with Asia as well as Europe; they introduced us to the great rhythms of forest and steppe and the Silk Roads connecting peoples, cultures, and trade.
Keenan loved the fluidity of the historical past, the way you cannot fit it into modern day national bounds. He loved to explore the day-to-day reality of how cultures interacted, asking where were the trade routes, who could talk with whom, who had incentive to connect, what cultural, linguistic, and religious barriers or commonalities shaped encounters. He drew our attention to the great legacy of Chinggisid rule in the Eurasian world in which Russia interacted and to the many cultural worlds that Orthodoxy provided to Russia over the early modern centuries; he was particularly fascinated with the cultural and political ferment that blossomed in seventeenth-century Moscow with the influence of Greeks, Ukrainians, Belarus'ans, Poles, and northern Europeans. Keenan saw Russian history as a kaleidoscope of peoples, languages, and cultures interacting on a human scale; he made history come alive. And he did it by working from the sources on up; he was the most rigorous scholar of primary sources that I have encountered—always, always asking, "How do you know what you think you know?" This book is a modest homage to what he taught us about Russia as an empire—it seeks to get at more than government, more than Moscow, bringing the diversity of peoples and cultures in.
It's a gargantuan and difficult task, of course—more than three centuries, more than ten modern time zones, scores ofdifferent cultures. I have tried to explore how the empire was governed and how people experienced Russian rule, whether in the East Slavic, Orthodox heartland or the many non-Russian borderlands. It is difficult to escape a Moscow-centric approach, particularly since I have spent my career studying "court politics" at the center and since so many sources stem from the center. And giving the peoples of empire a "voice" for these early centuries is difficult. But I have tried to do more than scratch the surface of imperial diversity.
This work is based on a career's worth of writing and teaching, starting with graduate work at Harvard with Keenan and Pritsak. In addition to a big Eurasianist picture, Professor Pritsak introduced me to the history of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and Ukrainian history within it, an essential adjunct to anyone wanting to understand early modern Russia. I also had the tremendous opportunity to study with Joseph Fletcher, whose lecture course on Eurasia ranged wide from Islam to Buddhism, Kalmyks to Qing and waxed eloquent on the ecological genius of nomadic society. I was also cemented in a more complex approach to Russian history by my association with the Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, where fellow graduate students and a bi-weekly seminar in Ukrainian history very broadly defined (from archeological beginnings to modern day) opened up unknown new vistas.
In teaching at Stanford and working with graduate students who have gone on to become colleagues (Val Kivelson, Erika Monahan, Alexandra Haugh, Lindsey Martin), I have learned a lot about Russia's empire, particularly Siberia; I have come to appreciate visual sources as exemplars of political values from a cheerful collegial cooperation with Val, Michael Flier, and Daniel Rowland. Dear friend and colleague Jane Burbank always provided great ideas, and her book with Frederick Cooper deepened my understanding of empire. So also did the scholars and ideas I have been encountering in recent years at Stanford in our Humanities Center's "Eurasian Empires" workshop. Here I was able to test out the idea of Russia as a "Eurasian empire," and actually meet some of the authors whose views shape this work—Karen Barkey, Peter Golden, Andre Wink, and most of all to work with my colleague Ali Yaycioglu and to benefit from his effervescent knowledge of Ottoman history. Other scholars—Alexander Kamenskii, Mikhail Krom, Robert Crews, Aron Rodrigue, Laura Stokes, Richard Roberts, Norman Naimark—provided great insights as well. Of course the shortcomings of this work are mine, not theirs, but to all these scholars I owe tremendous thanks.
I began work in earnest on this project with a residential fellowship from Stanford's Center for the Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences (2011-12), which provided long hours of immersion in reading and splendid lunch hours of vibrant conversation. Stanford's History Department and Dean ofHumanities and Sciences have also provided generous research funds to make broad reading possible, and I finish up the work on this book at another wonderful research institute, the Stanford Humanities Center. Again, I am truly grateful for all the collegial and scholarly resources I have been given.
It is often predictable to end a preface with thanks to one's family, and I am true to form. But this is a very, very big thanks to my husband Jack Kollmann— throughout the many years of my work, on this and preceding books and courses and research, he has been at my side. His knowledge of Russian art and religion is boundless, as is his generosity in teaching me and helping me track things down or work things out. His unstinting support, love, and constancy are humbling; I am truly blessed.
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Introduction
The Russian Empire 1450-1801
How to describe an early modern empire over more than three centuries? So many regions, so many economies, so many ethnicities and so much change over time. By 1801 the Russian empire stretched from Poland to the Pacific, from the Arctic to the Caspian and Black Seas, encompassing dozens of subject peoples with vastly different cultures and histories. The task for Russia's rulers centered in Moscow—"grand princes" until 1547, "tsars" until 1721, "emperors" thereafter— was to expand in search of productive resources (human and material) and to maintain local stability sufficient to mobilize those resources once conquered. They faced challenges to their rule of all sorts, ranging from the fundamental problem of distance ("the enemy of empire," in Fernand Braudel's pithy phrase), to violent uprisings, to constant flight of the taxpaying population, to resistance by elites in previously sovereign states. But they accomplished their task of imperial expansion, mobilization and governance nonetheless, rising from a forested outpost on Europe's and Eurasia's fringe in 1450 to a major geopolitical player in both arenas by 1801. Our goal is to track how Moscow's rulers accomplished that feat while giving appropriate attention to the empire's great diversity—ethnic, religious, social, and political. We explore not only how the empire rose to power and was governed, but also who its many subjects were and how, if at all, the realm constituted a social and political unity.
Finding an organizational framework for such a large project, spanning more than three centuries and thousands of square miles, is tricky, since one runs the risk of reifying a constantly changing historical reality or imposing modern categories on the past. Russian history has certainly seen plenty of that—early modern Russia since the sixteenth century has been labeled a despotism and its people uncivilized, primarily in comparison to Europe. Not only normative, this trope is either teleological, suggesting a European path of development on which Russia is, at best, lagging, if not entirely left out, or essentialist, suggesting that Russians can never assimilate western values. Happily, recent scholarship has provided the foundations for thinking more complexly about early modern Russia as state and society. Since the 1970s scholars (primarily in America) have been exploring "how autocracy worked," overturning images of a literally all-powerful tsar in favor of a politics where the great men of the realm and their clans upon whom governance relied were consulted and engaged in decision making; new work has seen implicit limitation on the autocratic power of the ruler in Russia's religiously based ideology and in the realities of geography, distance, and sparse demography. Furthermore, research on the Russian empire was energized by the collapse of the Soviet Union, producing valuable studies of the constituent communities of the empire by scholars in Europe, America, and post-Soviet republics. Some of the useful tacks in new work on the Russian empire include resisting a teleology that assumes that empire moves into nation, resisting normative disapproval of empire, and placing the Russian empire in its Eurasian context. Without at all suggesting that a more complex "consensus-based" politics diluted the tsar's undivided sovereignty, this research forces us to look pragmatically at the forces through which the autocratic center governed the realm.
Particularly influential for this study is the model of an "empire of difference," developed by scholars including the Russianist Jane Burbank, the Africanist Frederick Cooper, and the Ottomanist Karen Barkey. Such empires rule from the center but allow the diverse languages, ethnicities, and religions of their subject peoples to remain in place as anchors of social stability. Such an analytical framework is not new, of course. In 1532 none other than Niccolo Machiavelli outlined three choices available to a conquering state to govern states that "have been accustomed to live in freedom under their own laws." Conquerors could "destroy" the vanquished; they could "go and live therein" by sending in administrators trained from the center; or they could "allow them to continue to live under their own laws, taking a tribute from them and creating within them a new government of a few which will keep the state friendly to you."
The Russian, Ottoman, Safavid, Mughal, and Chinese empires, all of which arose in the wake of the Mongol empire, demonstrate such an approach. Vast, continental, and highly diverse in ethnicities, confessions, and languages, these Eurasian empires calculated central control against the advantages of maintaining stable communities. They synthetically drew on the Chinggisid heritage of the Mongol empire (founded by Chinggis or Genghis Khan) and other cultural influences (in Russia, Byzantium; in the Ottoman empire, Byzantium and Islamic thought; in China, Confucianism and Buddhism; in Mughal India, indigenous Hindu practice) to construct ruling ideologies and governing strategies. Thomas Allsen reminds us that such an early modern empire was a "huge catchment basin channeling, accumulating, and storing the innovations of diverse peoples and cultures," while Alfred Rieber identifies common strategies of governance and ideology across "Eurasian borderlands" from Hungary to China. Connected by trade, warfare, and conquest, early modern empires shared military technologies, bureaucratic record-keeping skills, languages, communications networks, and ideologies and approaches to governance through "difference."
The Russian empire evolved in a part of Eurasia that acquainted it with multiple examples of politics of difference and empire. The territory that the Russian empire came to occupy traversed a geological and historical triad of east-west swaths of lands and cultures connecting Europe and Asia and north to south. Southernmost, stretching from the Mediterranean and Black Sea to the Middle East and points east, was a band of relatively commercialized societies, with large and densely populated cities and thick trade networks. Their needs—for food, luxury goods, and particularly for slave labor—were met by age-old maritime and overland trade routes, most notably the Silk Road that traversed the steppe as an east-west highway (with north-south offshoots) transferring people, goods, and ideas. Steppe prairieland constituted the middle of these three swaths of territory, north of the "civilized" urban world and linking it to the third swath, northern forests full of valuable resources such as slaves and furs. Riverine routes north-south linked forest, steppe, and urban emporia as long ago as Homer's time, when amber from the Baltic Sea made its way to the Mediterranean and Black Sea.
The lands that Russia came to control enter the picture among the Eurasian empires with the construction of trade networks from the Baltic to the Black and Caspian Seas in the ninth century, resulting in the emergence of a grand principality that called itself "Rus'," centered at Kyiv. It rose politically into the eleventh century on the great Dnieper River trade route to Byzantium and, in a fashion typical for medieval states, dissolved into multiple principalities in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries as trade routes shifted. Those principalities heir to Kyiv gravitated to trade opportunities in the west, the Baltic coast, and the upper Volga, which is where the princes of Moscow rose as a regional power in the fifteenth century. To some extent the Russian empire's rise marks a new stage in Eurasian empire building. Historically, empires had flourished in the Mediterranean, Middle East, Eurasia, and Far East, but they were difficult to maintain over time. Rome, the Mongols, and various Chinese dynasties historically were great successes in expanse and longevity, while more typical ofEurasia, particularly in the steppe, were constantly changing coalitions asserting control in segments of steppe or in smaller regions. From the fifteenth century onward, large continental empires became able to establish more enduring power and to control the steppe, because of improvements in communications, bureaucracy, and military. From the fifteenth to eighteenth century settled agrarian empires gradually took over the steppe—the Ottoman, Habsburg, Safavid, Mughal, Russian, and Qing empires—and Russia's role in that historical turning point is our story here.
Assertive central control established empire; what kept it together were flexible policies of governance, policies that ran along a continuum from coercion to co-optation to ideology, with a large middle embracing many forms of mobilization by rulers and accommodation by subjects. Charles Tilly calls this triad "coercion, capital and commitment." The various pieces of this continuum, which will provide a structuring principle for our work, had to be kept in balance. Coercion was essential and constant; it was used liberally to win control (brutal conquest, suppression of opposition) and to maintain it (hostage taking, corporal and capital punishment, constant threat). But early modern empires lacked the manpower to control by coercion alone, so they deployed other strategies to assert legitimacy and govern.
Central to creating imperial legitimacy was the bravado of declaring that one held it. Empires "broadcast" their power, asserting control far more categorically than their on-the-ground power could achieve. Imperial centers set forth a supranational ideology, usually associated with the dominant religion of the rulers and their closest elite, trying to inspire what Tilly calls "commitment." As Karen Barkey elaborated regarding the Ottoman empire and Geoffrey Hosking noted in the
Russian case, such a supranational ideology does not exclusively identify itself with the hierarchs and institutions of the dominant religion, or does so at its peril. It honors those leaders and constructs its rituals and symbolic vocabulary from the dominant faith, but it keeps ideological control in its own hands. It often leavens its identification of the rulers as religious with other qualities as well, perhaps depicting the dynasty as heroic and charismatic, extolling the rulers' ability to protect the realm from enemies and its subjects from injustice. Providing good justice and mercy—in courts and in alms giving—were central attributes of imperial rulers in the Eurasian tradition, and we will explore all these elements of legitimizing ideology and practice in Russia.
Beyond ideology, a crucial element of maintaining imperial power is the delicate balancing of cohesion and control, what Tilly calls "capital." The state creates institutions to organize the market, collect taxes, control population, staff the army and bureaucracy, and otherwise collect resources that it then disburses among the dominant classes to reward and enlist. It creates cohesion among the elite by offering tax, land, and other privileges. It constructs institutions such as judiciary and bureaucracy that serve the populace as well as control them. Subject populations can choose to "accommodate," in Alfred Rieber's phrase, by joining the imperial military or civil service or even culturally assimilating. But the imperial center also avoids too much cohesion, in the form of too much integration of communities on the local level. As true in the Russian empire as it was for the Ottoman case that Barkey explored, imperial rulers operationalize this middle ground of co-optation by maintaining direct, vertical chains of connection to individual communities; they keep those communities and their elites relatively isolated from each other. In what Barkey calls a "hub and spoke" pattern and Jane Burbank calls an "imperial regime of rights," imperial rulers make separate "deals" (the phrase is Brian Boeck's) for packages of duties and rights with constituent groups.
In this way, a "politics of difference" approach directly benefits the center. In the Russian case, separate deals defined different tax rates and military obligations, maintenance of religious practices, local government and elites for groups as various as Russian cavalrymen and their serfs, Don and Ukrainian Cossacks, Siberian reindeer herders, steppe nomads, and Baltic German Junkers. Everyone related to the tsar vertically in personal appeal through the tsar's officialdom; in theory subjects had no reason to connect horizontally across class or geographical affinities for self-help, governance, or, most significantly, for opposition to the regime. This kept the realm loosely unified around the center and stable. To be particularly effective in this, however, a regime had to be flexible, constantly reassessing and renegotiating its relationships with subject peoples in changing times.
Early modern Russia developed its governing patterns from multiple sources, combining a strong acquaintance with Mongol politics and governing institutions with the powerful package of political, legal, cultural, ideological, ritual, and symbolic concepts and practices that Byzantium and other Orthodox centers offered in the centuries after Kyiv Rus' princes accepted Christianity in 988. Its rulers governed over great diversity—ethnic, religious, linguistic, and local— curbed by central authority deftly applied.
A final issue in introducing this work is the question of why Russia created empire. It is unfashionable these days for historians to pose the question, because answers have been so politically charged and continue to be so. Russia did expand very far and very fast, galloping across the continent of Asia to claim authority over all Siberia in the single seventeenth century, pushing across the Far East and Pacific to Alaska in the eighteenth century while also winning the Black Sea littoral from the Ottoman empire and gobbling up (with two European partners) the sovereign state of Poland-Lithuania. Historiography born of the Cold War saw this expansionism as messianic, bent on ruling the world. Some scholars linked seeming rampant expansionism to Russia's "Byzantine heritage" (in a misguided reading of Byzantine ideology); others cited Karl Marx's call for universal socialism or followed up on his cautious discussion of an Asiatic path to socialism to develop the concept of "Asiatic Despotism." Some cited the "Third Rome Theory"—that Moscow was a "Third Rome" and a "Fourth shall never be"—as proof that Moscow intended to rule the world, while that text actually had minimal influence on the court (being embraced only in the seventeenth century by religious conservatives).
Such a normative approach ignores the fact that when Moscow was building empire, so were all its neighbors- the Ottoman, Mughal, and Safavid empires, European colonial empires in the New World, South and Southeast Asia, land grabs in Europe itself. In Europe such expansion was legitimized in religious terms in the sixteenth century, to which was added mercantilism in the seventeenth and a rich mix of realpolitik and emerging national and racial discourses in the eighteenth. Where improvements in seafaring, in military technology, in bureaucratic control, and fiscal mobilization made it possible, states expanded.
Russia pursued empire for the same reasons that its neighbors did, namely, to gain profit for rulers and elite and to earn resources for the state building that was one of the quintessential characteristics of the early modern era in Europe and Eurasia. For Russia, this meant capturing or opening lucrative river and overland trade routes, cities, and ports, conquering populations in resource-rich areas such as Siberia, and pushing south into fertile steppe pasture land that could be converted to farming and south and west towards Silk Road and Baltic ports. Russia's campaigns of conquest were clothed in various rhetorics—recapturing lands alleged to have been ancient patrimony, fighting infidel Islam (in the sixteenth century) or pursuing glory (in the eighteenth)—but the chronology and directions of Russia's expansion reveal economic and political goals behind each direction of conquest.
While tropes of Russia as a despotism might have faded, many scholars would counter the approach taken here with a related argument that Russia was a "unitary" state, ruled from the center with no significant political autonomies limiting its actions. Particularly scholars of the empire's nationalities, now free to explore their own national history in the wake of Soviet demise, put the emphasis on the Russian center's coercive power. They are most mindful of the constraints on their national and regional autonomies imposed by the Russian empire, rather than of its toleration of regional differences. Some scholars in post-Soviet Russia, similarly, focus on the power of the ruler, giving less credence to recent scholarship on kinship-based, affinitive relationships in court politics. These interpretations balance the available evidence differently than in this book, which argues that for early modern conditions, strong centers cannot control without significant buy-in from elites and they cannot control with force all the time. They simply lack the communications and manpower to do it. This book, therefore, argues that Russia's power and stability as an empire derived from the synergy of strong central and selectively laissez-faire local power. This was indeed a state of undivided sovereignty that claimed control over key issues of rule—criminal law, taxation, military mobilization, and defense. In fact the Russian empire, as we shall argue, was doggedly insistent on that degree of control, imposing a single law, single bureaucracy, single administration over its vast realm at a time when some of its European and Eurasian counterparts were de facto allowing local nobilities and power bases to form. But, balancing that infrastructure of ideology and bureaucracy, the empire tolerated and depended upon local communities to accomplish many tasks of daily life. If one wants to talk in contemporary terms about Russia as a "great power," it was one historically precisely because of its strong center supported by controlled diversity.
Such, then, is our theoretical approach—to analyze the Russian empire as it constructed an empire "of difference." Such an approach requires a great deal of attention to governance by Moscow, but also invites discussion of the diversity of the realm and its peoples. It also requires flexibility: as we explore how Moscow ruled and how subjects experienced that power, we try to look for mutual interchange, assuming different state policies for different regions and appraising the state's constant adjustments of policies towards subjects in response to new economies, new geopolitical exigencies, new ideologies. Eurasian empire is also inextricable from the global context of trade routes and geopolitical interactions, and we will keep that larger context in mind.
As we recount how Moscow's sovereigns amassed regional power, we combine descriptive and thematic treatment in overall chronological progression. Although historiography is rich in Russian, Ukrainian, and other languages of the post-Soviet space, the bibliography here includes by and large English-language material as most accessible to our readership. A few important works in Russian that are discussed in the text are recognized; translations of major Russian historians into English are included where appropriate.
Part I describes the lands and peoples of empire as Russia assembled its vast expanse from the fifteenth to eighteenth centuries. In Part II, we start from the center, examining structures of governance in the formative sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; here we look thematically at such key institutions and practices as ideology, bureaucracy, economy and trade, religion, society. Part III on Russia's great century of empire, the eighteenth, replicates a classic divide in Russian history. Peter I (ruled 1682-1725) is often taken to have revolutionized Russia. This is not our argument—he maintained continuity with his predecessors in fundamental elements of state building, such as imperial expansion, institutions of governance and resource mobilization, toleration of difference. But the century stands out for its dynamism—demographic growth was both indigenous and also boosted by territorial expansion; the economy boomed; the Enlightenment provided new discourses and models of governing and cultural life. We explore how the official discourse of empire was renewed, how governing strategies adjusted to new conquests and new ideas, how social categories and roles proliferated. We end with the imaginings of rulers and writers about what empire and identity meant in Russia by 1801.
Some excellent studies of the Russian empire are shaped around implicit European or modernist comparisons: Dominic Lieven, Empire: The Russian Empire and its Rivals (London: J. Murray, 2000); Geoffrey Hosking, Russia: People and Empire, 1552-1917 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1997). Among those urging a value- neutral approach are Seymour Becker, "Russia and the Concept of Empire," Ab Imperio 3-4 (2000): 329-42 and Aleksei Miller, "The Value and the Limits of a Comparative Approach to the History of Contiguous Empires on the European Periphery," in Kimitaka Matsuzato, ed., Imperiology: From Empirical Knowledge to Discussing the Russian Empire (Sapporo: Slavic Research Center, Hokkaido University, 2007), 19-32 and The Romanov Empire and Nationalism: Essays in the Methodology of Historical Research, English edn. rev. and enl. (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2008), particularly "The Empire and Nation in the Imagination of Russian Nationalism," 161-79. Alfred Rieber's The Struggle for the Eurasian Borderlands: From the Rise of Early Modern Empires to the End of the First World War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014) is notable for breadth and synthesis.
On the trope of "despotism": Marshall Poe, "A People Born to Slavery": Russia in Early Modern European Ethnography, 1476-1748 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000); N. S. Kollmann, "The Concept of Political Culture in Russian History," in A Companion to Russian History, ed. Abbott T. Gleason (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009), 89-104. A synthesis of the views of newer scholarship on court politics is in the debate between Valerie Kivelson and Marshall Poe: Kritika: Explorations in Russian andEurasian History 3 (2002): 473-99. On the "Third Rome" theory: Marshall Poe, "Moscow, the Third Rome: The Origins and Transformations of a 'Pivotal Moment,'" JahrbUcher fur Geschichte Osteuropas 49 (2001): 412-29. On theory of empire: Karen Barkey, Empire of Difference: The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008); Jane Burbank and Frederick Cooper, Empires in World History: Power and the Politics of Difference (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010); Jane Burbank, "An Imperial Rights Regime: Law and Citizenship in the Russian Empire," Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History 7 (2006): 397-431; Alessandro Stanziani, Batisseurs d'empires: Russie, Chine et Inde a la croisee des mondes, XVe-XIXe siecle (Paris: Raisons d'agir, 2012). Niccolo Machiavelli is quoted from The Prince, trans. and ed. Thomas G. Bergin (Arlington Heights, Ill.: Harlan Davidson, Inc., 1947). Thomas T. Allsen on early empires: "Pre-modern empires," in Jerry H. Bentley, ed., The Oxford Handbook of World History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 361-78. Prasenjit Duara considers modern empires fundamentally different from early modern ("Modern Imperialism," in Bentley, ed., The Oxford Handbook of World History, 379-95), but Burbank and Cooper (Empires in World History) argue for essential continuity into the era of nation-states. On Muscovy's capacious concept of empire: Valerie A. Kivelson, Cartographies ofTsardom: The Land and its Meanings in Seventeenth-Century Russia (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
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Prologue
The Chronological Arc
This work takes a thematic approach in general chronological order, with more detailed event-based history left to the background. In some cases, it is built into the chapters: Chapters 7 and 13 concerning imperial ideology, for example, pause to recount the vagaries of dynastic succession behind confident claims of seamless God-given power. In other cases events and institutions are mentioned for which the reader might wish prior knowledge. This prologue therefore provides a quick chronological overview of early modern Russian history, focusing on political events: first domestic chronicle, then foreign policy.
DOMESTIC EVENTS
The Grand Principality of Moscow—modern English-language scholarship often uses the term "Muscovy" to refer to Russia before 1700, drawing on sixteenth- century English nomenclature—rose to regional power in the fourteenth century in the wake of the weakening of the Mongol empire, dominant in modern-day European Russia from the 1240s. Its westernmost subdivision ruled East Slavic principalities from Sarai on the lower Volga and is properly called the Qipchaq khanate, more familiarly the "Golden Horde." From the early fifteenth century Moscow's grand prince and his men consolidated power and conquered neighboring principalities (the grand principality of Tver', the trade center of Novgorod), as detailed in Chapter 2. Because they had to supplement their paltry tax income from the sparsely settled peasant population with that from transit trade along major river highways, territorial expansion was constant. Conquest in the direction of major trade depots, river routes, and territories rich in resources such as furs, mines, and more fertile soil was a constant imperative; in the sixteenth century Moscow expanded down the Volga and into Siberia, in the seventeenth century across Siberia to the Pacific and into the Black Sea and Caspian steppe; in the eighteenth century, Russia won the Black Sea littoral, Crimea, northern Caucasus, modern day Ukrainian, Belarus'an and Lithuanian lands to the west, and even North American lands across the Pacific (see Maps 2-5).
Moscow's grand princes (who took the title of "tsar" in 1547) ruled over a land always short on manpower for army and bureaucracy, let alone for productive taxpaying labor. The state single-mindedly focused on mobilizing its scarce resources, resulting in the endurance over the early modern centuries of a very simple social organization, discussed in Chapter 9. The army officer corps comprised the landed elite; the peasant economy was so autarkic and domestic and export trade so controlled by the state that urban middle classes developed only weakly. Starting with Ivan III (1462-1505), Muscovy supported the elite by awarding to cavalrymen grants of land and peasant labor on condition of military service; these grants were called "pomest'e." Over the next centuries the peasants were gradually enserfed to ensure a labor supply to the military elite, as discussed in Chapter 10. The state established a strong but skeletal bureaucratic system across the realm; the cavalry elite staffed not only the army but also local government, supported by chancery bureaucrats. Every subject of the grand prince was obliged to serve the state, whether by paying taxes and providing services (peasants and townsmen) or rendering military or merchant service (landed elite, high merchants).
While the fifteenth century saw the expansion and consolidation of control over neighbors and within the ruling family, the sixteenth century was one of administrative organization and conquest of important non-Slavic trade centers. Ivan IV, ruled 1533-84, confounds historians with his "terribleness," epitomized by the Oprichnina (1564-72), a division of the realm, army, and elite that threw the state into turmoil, exacerbated by the failure of the long Livonian War (1558-81). When the dynasty died out with Ivan IVs son, Tsar Fedor Ivanovich (1584-98), the absence of customs of succession precipitated a political crisis that eventually turned into social crisis and foreign invasion as the great men and families of the realm (the "boyars") took more than a decade to agree on a legitimate ruler. Dubbed by historians "The Time of Troubles" (1598-1613, discussed herein and in Chapter 6), this era saw quick and often violent succession: Tsar Boris Godunov (a Muscovite boyar, 1598-1605), the first False Dmitrii (a pretender, 1605-6), Tsar Vasilii Shuiskii (a Muscovite boyar, 1606-10), Polish occupation of the Kremlin and negotiations with the Polish king and his son, Sigismund Vasa and Wladyslaw (1610-13). When the boyars agreed upon the Romanov family as the new dynasty, the state was soon able to restore stability.
Pursuing stability, the new Romanov dynasty maintained institutions of government (centralized bureaucracy, serfdom, tight control of resources), elites (boy- ars and landed cavalry) and aims (imperial expansion). It also modernized the army and economic growth and social change proceeded. The dominant culture and ideology remained based in Russian Orthodoxy, and through the seventeenth century cultural expression remained decidedly "medieval" in comparison to many of Russia's European neighbors. There was no production of secular art, writing, or science; religious art, architecture, hagiography, and history writing provided the modes of dominant cultural expression. Printing was rejected by Church and state; Russia was untouched by the turmoil of the sixteenth-century European Protestant Reformation, although echoes and influences of it did penetrate Russia by the late seventeenth century (as discussed in Chapter 13). But behind the facade of tradition, change occurred. The empire became, in this and the eighteenth century, increasingly multi-ethnic and multi-religious, with Muslims, Buddhists, Catholics, Lutherans, and Jews, and speakers of myriad languages including Ukrainian, Belarus'an, Tatar, Siberian native languages, Polish, and German. New European trends in art, architecture, and political thought penetrated from Ukraine.
Peter I (1672-1725) grew up in this setting of change that enabled the "reforms" for which he is most famous. In one generation he Europeanized his elites in culture, adopted a form of European "absolutist" political thinking, constructed an immense European-style army and navy, and restructured the institutions ofcentral government. He did this all in pursuit of Russia's enduring political goals— imperial expansion and mobilization of resources—and without forsaking the ruler's claim to autocratic power or abandoning Orthodoxy. Peter I made small but very significant territorial gains and cemented his newfound geopolitical prominence in central Europe by declaring himself "Emperor" and adopting the terminology of "Rossiia," rather than "Russia," to connote the empire's multiethnic space and imperial power. The eighteenth century saw tremendous economic growth and cultural change; ideas from Europe's many Enlightenments— German and French, cameralist and liberal, religious and secular—penetrated the small but increasingly vibrant Europeanized landed elite. Secular forms of cultural expression—portraiture, memoirs and odes, eventually stories and novels—became popular. Across the century scholars worked to create a more flexible literary language for Russian. Printing was embraced by state, Church, and society; Peter the Great founded the Academy of Sciences in 1724, staffed over the century by foreign and eventually Russian ethnographers, cartographers, philologists, historians, and other scientists. Catherine II (ruled 1762-96) epitomized the eighteenth- century Russian ruler—committed to autocracy and imperial expansion, resolute champion of Russian power in Europe and Eurasia, cameralist regarding governance and Enlightened regarding culture. A patron of satirical journals and theater, Catherine was herself an author of didactic plays. Her son Paul I (1796-1801) is renowned for rejecting his mother and her programs, but he did not divert Russia's essential paths of imperial expansion (west, south, and east), central control, and its enduring mixture of Europeanizing culture and Orthodoxy.
RUSSIA AND THE WORLD IN THE FIFTEENTH THROUGH SEVENTEENTH CENTURIES
In this brief bird's-eye view of foreign policy through the seventeenth century, our goal is not to be comprehensive, as international politics even in these centuries before the arcane "balance of power" alliances of the eighteenth century could be dizzyingly complex. Rather, we will look for general trends. In the Muscovite centuries, Russia's abiding concerns were few: to earn a spot on the Baltic, which put it on a collision course with its rival to the west the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and (to a lesser extent in these centuries) with the waxing power of Sweden; to counter the raids of steppe nomads—Crimean Tatars, Great Horde, Nogais, and others; and to win the great trade emporium on the Middle Volga, Kazan, and its trade routes into Siberia and down the Volga.
To European and Eurasian neighbors, Russia was just beginning to appear of interest. In the fifteenth century central European powers had a limited understanding of the Moscow Grand Principality; travelers only began to visit and record their impressions in number in the late 1400s. In 1486 Holy Roman Emperor Maximilian I sponsored a sort of reconnaissance visit by Nicholas Poppel to Russia; informed by Poppel that Ivan III was a substantive ruler, Maximilian sent him back in 1489 as an official ambassador. European rulers were interested in Russia for two purposes. The Holy Roman Empire sought Russia's help against both Poland- Lithuania and the Ottoman empire, while the Vatican was always eager for a religious union with Rome and/or an anti-Turkish crusade. Initiatives of this sort recurred through the sixteenth century.
Russia's first major engagement with European international politics came in 1472, when the Vatican proposed to Russia that Ivan III marry Zoe Paleologa, niece of the last Byzantine emperor. She had grown up in Rome as a ward of the Pope and may have been influenced in her Orthodoxy by Catholicism; the Vatican hoped for an anti-Turkish alliance and also some sort of religious union like the 1444 Florence-Ferrara Union that Russia had rejected. Ivan III accepted the match and the prestige and access to western technical expertise that it brought, but nothing came of the Vatican's higher hopes.
Ivan III's government itself initiated energetic international alliances against Poland-Lithuania. In the 1470s Russia began contact with the Moldovan principality, marrying Ivan III's son to the Hospodar's daughter in 1483; Ivan III entertained Holy Roman Emperor Maximilian's offer of an anti-Polish alliance but demurred because the Emperor attached too many strings. Perhaps Ivan III's most significant foreign alliance was with the Crimean khanate, which allied with Muscovy against Poland-Lithuania and the other major power on the steppe, the Great Horde, in 1480. While the Crimeans attacked the Grand Duchy, Russian forces met the Great Horde on the Ugra River, resulting in an anticlimactic standoff that contemporary church chroniclers hailed as a great defeat and later Russian historians declared to be the end of the "Mongol yoke." But the Qipchaq khanate had been imploding since the late 1300s and by the mid-fifteenth century not only had the Mongols' vast empire across Eurasia disintegrated into several major realms, including China, India, and Persia, but several splinter groups had emerged in the wake of the Qipchaq khanate (the Great Horde, Crimea, Siberia, Kazan). The Crimean khanate remained in alliance with Muscovy against Poland and its ally the Grand Duchy of Lithuania until 1513.
Ivan III's diplomacy against Sweden did not work out well; he entered into an alliance with Denmark against Sweden in 1496 that led into a brief and inconclusive war. It was settled by a sixty-year armistice in 1508, helping Russia to focus on the Baltic through the Grand Duchy. Conflict with the Grand Duchy was endemic; in the 1480s and 1490s many Orthodox princes fled the Grand Duchy into Muscovite service, bringing strategic border lands. Ivan III tried to establish peace by marrying his daughter Elena in 1494 to Grand Duke Alexander (later king of Poland 1501), but war nevertheless broke out from 1500 to 1503, and again in 1512. The armistice that halted hostilities in 1522 established the border for the rest of the century, awarding Russia control of territories brought by defecting Orthodox princes (Novgorod Seversk, Chernigov, upper Oka) and cities won in battle, including Smolensk and Briansk.
The eminent Habsburg diplomat, Sigismund von Herberstein, came to Moscow in the 1520s to help negotiate these truces and to press Russia into anti-Turkish and anti-Polish alliances, but Herberstein accomplished nothing formal. Similarly, papal initiatives (in the late 1490s and the 1510s) failed to lure Russia into an anti- Turkish crusade.
On the coveted Volga route, throughout the late fifteenth and first half of the sixteenth century, Russia was intervening in dynastic politics in Kazan, as was the Crimean khanate. When the Crimean khanate shifted its allegiance to the Grand Duchy in 1513 (alarmed at Russia's waxing power), it became a formidable foe in raids on the southern frontier and a rival in Kazan politics. Ultimately, as detailed in Chapter 3, Russia conquered Kazan in 1552 and Astrakhan in 1556. It took the next two centuries for Russia to push defensive lines into the steppe to control nomadic raids along the Volga and from Bashkirs, Kalmyks, and Kazakhs on the Caspian steppe. Meanwhile, from the 1580s Russian military units, often following trappers, pushed across Siberia, reaching the Pacific by the end of the seventeenth century.
Less successful in the time of Ivan IV was the Livonian War (1558-81), which assembled major Baltic powers—Russia, Sweden, the Commonwealth of Poland- Lithuania (created by a union of these two states, already dynastically allied, in 1569), Denmark—to contest for Livonia (approximately modern day Estonia and Latvia). Home to the Livonian Knights, these Baltic coastal lands became vulnerable territory in 1557 when the Knights secularized their Order and accepted the suzerainty of Poland and the Grand Duchy. After early gains, Russia suffered defeats at the hands of Sweden and Poland-Lithuania; Ivan IV was forced to capitulate, requesting that the Vatican envoy, Jesuit Antonio Possevino, who had been involved in negotiations with other combatants in the war, broker peace in 1582. Terms of the Treaty of Iam Zapolskii were harsh for Russia; it yielded all its Livonian acquisitions and the Commonwealth won most of Livonia. In 1583 peace followed with Sweden, which secured Estland (modern day Estonia) and the parts of the GulfofFinland coastline from Narva to Lake Ladoga that Russia had conquered.
Russia's foreign policy in the sixteenth century was conscious and focused, undermined only in the 1560s by the chaos of the Oprichnina. The seventeenth century, however, started out with anything but controlled, intentional foreign policy. The extinction of the dynasty in 1598 set Russia on the road to the Time of Troubles. Polish private magnate armies invaded in 1604 in support of the first "pretender" to the throne; the Polish king formally declared war in 1610 after Tsar Vasilii Shuiskii (1606-10) accepted alliance with the Swedes, who sent in troops in 1609. By the time the dust settled in 1613, Russia had lost territory to both.
By the Treaty of Stolbovo with Sweden in 1617, Russia ceded yet more territory on the southern shore of the Gulf of Finland, but regained Novgorod and other inland towns that the Swedes had occupied. It proved harder to reach a lasting peace with the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania. The Treaty of Deulino in 1618 established a fourteen-year armistice, the Commonwealth not yielding on territory (Smolensk, the Seversk lands) or on Crown Prince Wladyslaw's claim to the Russian throne. After fourteen years, around the 1630s, Russia tried to forge an ambitious alliance against the Commonwealth with Sweden, the Crimea, and even the Ottoman empire. That effort failed, as did the subsequent war Russia launched for Smolensk in 1632; its peace treaty in 1634 won for Russia only the agreement of Wladyslaw (now King of Poland) to drop his claim to the throne, while the Commonwealth won affirmation of the territorial gains of 1618.
For the next two decades the Romanovs tried to maintain neutral relations with the Swedes and the Commonwealth, focusing on building a steppe defensive frontier against the Crimeans and keeping their vassals, the Don Cossacks, from overly antagonizing the Ottoman empire. When Don Cossacks captured the Ottoman fortress of Azov (1637), Russia ordered them to abandon it (1642), and through the rest of the century worked to limit Don Cossack raids against the Ottomans, in part by increasing Russian cash and food subventions and military control.
The second half of the seventeenth century, as noted in Chapter 3, was marked by wars catalyzed by the Cossack rebellion led by Bohdan Khmelnytsky in Ukrainian-speaking "Rus'" lands of the Commonwealth in 1648. It set off a conflagration of invasion: Russia invaded the Grand Duchy in 1654, Sweden invaded the Kingdom of Poland and Baltic coast in 1655, and Russia in turn declared war on Sweden in 1656 to seek land on the Baltic. The Russo-Swedish conflict was settled relatively quickly: by the Treaty of Cardis in 1661 Russia ceded to Sweden the Livonian territories that it had won (Dunaburg, Iur'ev/Dorpat). The Ottoman empire also got into the fray caused by Khmelnytsky, eager to retain its vassal states of Moldova and Wallachia and its new acquisition of Podolia. Russia was drawn into war with the Ottoman empire (1676-81) that ended in stalemate in the armistice of Bakhchisarai in 1681. Khmelnytsky's Cossack Hetmanate, occupying the Left Bank of the Dnieper River and Kyiv, became subject to Russian control but retained significant autonomies; Russia also accepted the move of a different group of Cossacks, the Zaporozhian Cossacks, to vassalage to the Ottomans.
Russia's major engagement in these wars was with the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania, and here it achieved decided success. In the armistice of Andru- sovo of 1667 the Commonwealth recognized the loss of the Hetmanate on the Left Bank and ceded a large strip of territory in the Grand Duchy (Belarus'an speaking areas), including Smolensk, Seversk, and Chernigov. Thus, Russia regained what had been lost in the Time of Troubles. This was finalized in an "Eternal Peace" in 1686, agreed to by Polish King Jan Sobieski when he was eager to draw Russia into a Holy Alliance against the Turks. Because it now considered the Ottoman empire and the Crimeans vulnerable, Russia agreed to such a move after two centuries of rejecting such requests. The resultant alliance joined the Commonwealth, Austria, Venice, and Russia; Russia played its part by attacking the Crimea in 1687 and 1689, each of which campaigns was a debacle. Peter I's campaign against Azov in 1694 (held by Russia until 1711) was a further attempt to pursue Russia's traditional goal of expansion across the steppe towards the Black Sea while honoring the alliance.
Russia ended the seventeenth century in a strong position, despite Crimean failures. The 1686 Eternal Peace marked the moment when Russian power eclipsed that of the Commonwealth, and the Commonwealth's evident disarray promised further opportunities for Russia's Baltic and steppe ambitions.
RUSSIA AND THE WORLD IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY
Through the eighteenth century, Russia's foreign policy concerns were shaped by its long-term trade aspirations and short-term opportunities. Booming European markets meant that competition for the Baltic would continue, as would Russia's focus on the Black and Caspian Seas. The eighteenth century was the century par excellence of "balance of power" politics, and Russia became a European geopolitical player. Common antagonism to both the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the Ottoman empire shaped alliances with Austria, while Prussia proved a more problematic partner in its interest against the Commonwealth. Farther afield, Russia generally associated itself with Britain because of lively trade between the two countries.
Peter I (ruled 1682-1725) launched his diplomatic career incognito, traveling Europe on his Grand Embassy, recruiting engineers and military experts and meeting with rulers in Brandenburg, London, Saxony, and Vienna, trying to raise enthusiasm for an anti-Turkish coalition. Lacking that, he found interest in Saxony on a campaign against Sweden, which ultimately brought together in 1700 a coalition of Russia, Poland, and Denmark (joined by lesser powers Prussia, Hanover, and Saxony) against the dynamic Charles XII and the most modern military and navy in the Baltic arena. For what became known as the Great Northern War (1700-21), major powers flocked to support Sweden (Ottoman empire, England, Holland, France), with the Habsburgs watching nervously from the side. Russia's part in the war was primarily played out against Sweden in a few naval battles and on the plains of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Russia momentously defeated Charles at Poltava in 1709, by and large ending Russia's involvement in the Great Northern War, which continued on through the 1710s elsewhere. In the midst of it (1717) the Vatican fruitlessly proposed another church union and anti-Turkish alliance to Russia (an effort repeated again 1728-31). When it was all settled by the Treaty of Nystad in 1721, Russia had won Livonia (Livland and Estland) and parts of Karelia including the Gulf of Finland borderland where Peter had boldly founded St. Petersburg in 1703. Peter claimed the title of emperor in 1721 and Russia spent the next several decades winning European recognition for this upstart move: Prussia and Holland accepted it right away, Sweden in 1723 and Saxony in 1733, the Ottoman empire in 1741, Austria and Great Britain in 1742, and France and Spain in 1745. Poland held out until 1764.
The Great Northern War established Russia as a major force in central Europe and marked the beginning of Sweden's geopolitical decline. Subsequent Swedish- Russian wars (1741-3 and 1788-90) resulted in minor territorial gains in Finland for Russia but were not regionally significant. Russia's success on the Baltic masks the failures of Peter I's ambitions in the Black and Caspian Sea theaters. In the midst ofthe war in 1710, for example, Peter I threatened the Ottoman empire with war if they did not release the wounded Charles XII who was sheltering in Istanbul. The Ottomans called Peter's bluff, and in the following year inflicted a bitter defeat on Russia at Prut, forcing it to relinquish its fortress and claim to Azov (1711). Just as Peter's Black Sea acquisitions were short-lived, so were his efforts against the faltering Safavid empire. In 1715 Russia sent a trade mission to Persia and in 1722 declared war, winning Derbent and Baku and the south and southwestern shores of the Caspian. But Russia was forced to yield these gains in 1733 in return for Persian support for the first Russo-Turkish War (1737-9) of the century.
After Peter I's dynamic reign, Russia withdrew from so active a military policy to put its budget in order. Expansion across Siberia continued inexorably, as did Russian control in Bashkiria and into the steppe. But the most heated action was to the west. In the middle decades of the eighteenth century Russian rulers were sidetracked into disputes to defend dynastic ties in central Europe that Peter I had made, particularly with Holstein and Mecklenburg. Alliances shifted constantly as European powers sought equilibrium territorially and in regional influence. As a rule from the 1720s through the 1750s Russia maintained a close alliance with Austria, arrayed against the usual bedfellows of Sweden, France, and the Ottoman empire, but coalitions frequently shifted. By the 1750s Russia was drawn into the Seven Years War (1756-63), which aligned Russia with Saxony, Austria, and France against a new British-Prussian alliance that destabilized the European balance of power. The war went badly for Prussia, reassuring European powers that this aggressive upstart had been checked. At the peak ofhostilities, however, in 1762 Peter III upended the chessboard by pulling out of the war and signing an alliance with Prussia. He was motivated by dynastic (Holstein) and economic considerations (the Seven Years War had been cripplingly expensive), but his successor Catherine II realized the benefits in the new configuration. Russia's alliance with Prussia not only set in motion events that prevented Austria and France from aggrandizing too much territory and kept power on the continent "balanced," but also advanced Russia's interests on the Baltic and in westward expansion. For the rest of the century Catherine excelled at realpolitik, working her Prussian and Habsburg alliances to facilitate Russia's expansion into the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania and the Black Sea coast.
Russia was a great beneficiary of the weakness of the Commonwealth. Stunned by invasions and war in the second half of the seventeenth century, it had lost the Left Bank Hetmanate to Russia and its fractured political system opened it up to foreign interference. Russia, the rising state of Brandenburg-Prussia, the Habs- burgs, and France cooperated to subvert the Polish parliamentary process (Polish kings were elected by Parliament). Their goal was to prevent Poland from becoming an effective, modern state and military power; to that end Russia took a particularly direct role in controlling electoral politics, starting with the time of Peter I. In 1717 Russia staged the infamous "Silent Sejm," surrounding the Polish Parliament with Russian troops to force passage of a Russian program to stymie the power ofthe monarch, army, and noble government. Peter I went on to win treaties of cooperation—Prussia (1720), Turkey (1720), Sweden (1724), and Austria (1726)—to prevent reform in the Commonwealth, under the cynical guise of protecting its (decentralizing, politically paralyzing) "golden freedoms" from any meaningful reform. Throughout the century Russia and others manipulated elections of Polish kings and bribed noble factions to exercise the paralyzing liberum veto in Parliament or to stage revolts (confederations) supportive of Russian interests. Russian ambassadors in Warsaw systematically imposed obstacles to political and economic reform.
Prussia was an eager partner in this anti-Polish policy. Intent on geographically uniting its two halves—the Duchy of Brandenburg and Prussia—and expanding further by winning from the Commonwealth Royal Prussia, Gdansk, and Samo- gitia on the Baltic and some of Poland's fertile central plain, Prussia excelled at diplomatic maneuvering. It negotiated itself out of vassal status to Poland in 1657, for example, convinced the Habsburg emperor to award Brandenburg the title of "King in Prussia" in 1701 and elbowed its way into Habsburg/Polish/Russian politics from 1770 onward in order to win a share in each of the three partitions of Poland (1772, 1793, 1795). The Habsburgs were, meanwhile, less threatened by the Commonwealth, but cooperated to secure territory and support against the Ottoman empire.
Russia's policy of controlling the Polish Commonwealth worked well through the century; the Commonwealth's political forces were so divided in the 1760s, for example, that Russia and Austria were able to use a war with the Ottoman empire that spilled into Commonwealth territory to engineer what became the first partition of Poland (1772). When in 1788 the three imperial powers were distracted by war and revolution elsewhere, liberal reformist forces in the Commonwealth seized the best opportunity all century to put their state in order. Calling a Diet that delegates prolonged beyond the usual two to four years (1788-92) by manipulating parliamentary rules, they passed the sweeping Constitution of 3 May 1791. It would have established a modern fiscal regime, centralized state, standing army, and efficient republican representative institutions. Calling this "Jacobin," Russia and Prussia moved in to suppress reform (the second partition 1793). When Tadeusz Kosciuszko led the Poles in revolt, further invasion and the third partition quickly followed (1795). Poland was wiped off the map as a sovereign state, Russia winning all of modern day Belarus' and ethnic Lithuania and most of modern day Ukraine.
In Russia's traditional direction of expansion towards the Black Sea steppe, the Ottoman empire became the most important focus of Russian foreign policy. A vulnerable target, already in the late seventeenth century the Ottoman empire had lost territory to the Habsburgs in Hungary and Transylvania; by the Treaty of Karlowitz in 1699 it also lost a recently acquired piece of the Commonwealth (Podole). For the Ottoman empire the eighteenth century saw weakening central power, state indebtedness, and emerging provincial power centers. Three major Russian campaigns (1735-9, 1768-74, 1787-92) resulted in the annihilation of the Turkish fleet at Chesme in 1770 and control over the Black Sea littoral from the
Dniester to the Kuban (Treaties of Kuguk Kaynarca 1774 and Jassy 1792). Valuable new Black Sea ports and passage through the Bosporus assured by treaty gave Russia the foundations for a booming export trade economy.
Russia accomplished all this territorial expansion by doggedly mobilizing and controlling resources and taking advantage of regional opportunities. Perhaps William Butler Yeats's renowned line, "Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold; Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world," puts into sharp relief the stakes that Russia navigated. In these centuries the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, and to some extent the Ottoman empire as well, "fell apart": central control weakened, resources fell into local hands, reforms stalled, regional competitors outpaced them in modern state building. But Russia's rulers ensured that their center did "hold" by balancing tradition and change in imperial ideology, administration, governance, and culture.
PART I
ASSEMBLING THE EMPIRE


1
Land, People, and Global Context
By the eighteenth century the Russian empire extended across forest and steppe from eastern Europe to the Pacific and from the White Sea to the Black. Since the mid-eighteenth century European and Russian cartographers had ended Europe at the Urals, but modern scholars have coined the term Eurasia to connote both the political space straddling Europe and Asia and also the geographical connectedness of this part of the world. In this chapter we will explore the deep material foundations of Eurasia—its topography and climate—and the social and economic connections that have shaped Eurasian space over time.
GEOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE
The Russian empire's northern latitude and distance from warming oceans make it a cold and inhospitable place (Map 1). Before late seventeenth- and eighteenth- century expansion into the steppe, most of the empire lay at or above the 50th latitude, above a steppe-forest line that stretches from around Kyiv eastward to the southern Urals and western Siberia. Expansion into the Black Sea steppe took it not farther south than the 45th latitude, whereas Americans will recall that all of the United States minus Alaska is south of the 49th parallel. Moscow is north of Edmonton, Alberta, the most northerly of Canadian cities; St. Petersburg is at the same latitude as southern Alaska.
Compounding the northern latitude is the effect of surrounding topography. Russia's forest and steppe lands continue the plain that starts in the Atlantic and stretches, with a modest interruption of the weathered Urals (heights around 3,000 to 6,000 feet along 1,550 miles), to the impressive mountains of the Pacific rim. The plain is rimmed by mountains to the south, stretching from the Carpathians and Caucasus to the Pamirs, Tian Shans, and Altais ofCentral Asia (here numerous peaks reach 15,000-18,000 feet), continuing to the Sayan and Stanovoi ranges north of Mongolia and China through the Anadyrs on the far northeastern corner of the continent and volcanic Kamchatka. This arc of mountains creates a "bowl" that obstructs the flow of tropical air and captures frigid Arctic air. Oceanic warmth is also of little help: the Black Sea provides some warming for its environs, but otherwise these lands are too far from the Atlantic to benefit from the Gulf Stream that warms western Europe.
Such a geographical position gave these forest and steppe lands an extreme version of the continental climate (Figure 1.1). Here, relatively short but warm
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Map 1. Vegetation zones, Russian empire c. 1790. Modeled on a map from Allen F. Chew, An Atlas of Russian History: Eleven Centuries of Changing Borders, rev. edn. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970), map 35.
springs and summers contrast to long winter freezes. The mean temperatures in January in European Russia and southern Siberia average zero to freezing Fahrenheit; the rest of Siberia averages 0 to -32 degrees Fahrenheit. In comparison, western Europe and North America average 32-50 Fahrenheit in the winter months. Growing seasons were accordingly short: around St. Petersburg, four months (mid-May to mid-September); near Moscow about five and a half (mid-April to end September); up to six months in the fertile steppe south of Kyiv. By contrast, much of western Europe enjoys eight to nine growing months with the temperate effects of Gulf Stream and Mediterranean.
Short growing seasons allowed time for only one crop in the summer. Only a narrow range ofhardy grains (oats, rye, barley) and root vegetables could be grown; yields depended upon the quality ofthe soil, and they tended to be not much better than subsistence level until the empire expanded into the black earth steppe in the late seventeenth and eighteenth century. The length of winters also meant that livestock would be few and hardly robust, as peasants could spare little grain and hay for fodder and the animals were cooped up all winter. In central Russian lands this cycle meant limited supplies of manure for fields and meat and dairy for the peasant diet, balanced by protein from forest exploitation. Expansion into the black earth lands, fertile ground for animal husbandry as well as grain production, improved this situation in the eighteenth century.
Soil and vegetation created the most significant natural divides in historic lands of the Russian empire. Europe and Eurasia are composed of east-west bands of soil and vegetation produced by latitude and relationship to atmospheric bodies of warm and cold air. These in turn dictated settlement patterns and economy. At the far north in European Russia and Siberia, south of the frozen Arctic, is a band of 1.5 million square miles of tundra, or cold desert. A land of permafrost, with a two- month summer thaw, here grow only mosses, lichens, shrubs, grasses, dwarfed plants—no trees. Mainly reindeer live here and the area is generally inhospitable to humans other than Eskimos and Laplanders on the seashore.
South of that extends over 4 million square miles of taiga or boreal forest, from south of the Arctic circle to just north of Moscow in European Russia (an area we call the north) and from Scandinavia through all of Siberia. Larger than all of Canada, this is the world's largest coniferous forest, featuring pine, spruce, and larch. Pine needles create an acidic soil, which is further denuded of nutrients with leaching as the winter snowpack melts. Furthermore, the soil is boggy and marshy, since it sits on hardpan. Thus, not agriculture but hunting, fishing, and forest products supported a sparsely settled population. The minimal grain farming that was done used slash/burn method, a rational economic choice given the abundance of land. Having roughly cleared a field by burning its vegetation, communities farmed it for less than a decade until the soil was exhausted. Then they moved on. Yields were no better than three to one, although peasants would plant even when they expected only a two-to-one yield, supplementing with forest exploitation.
West of the Urals, south of the taiga was a triangle of mixed deciduous (oaks, birch) and coniferous forest that formed the core of ethnic Russian settlement and the Russian state; this we will refer to as the center. Extending from current day
St. Petersburg and Kyiv in the west to the southern Urals, this mixed forest triangle enjoyed slightly milder winters and warmer summers than did the taiga. Its deciduous trees created a richer, less acidic soil that was also more porous and less boggy. As one moves south the forest grows more deciduous, soil color changes from brown to grey, and soil fertility rises. Around Vladimir is an unprecedented patch of loess soil (the Vladimir Opole), accounting for its role as historic center of settlement in the upper Volga. With adequate rainfall appropriately timed for the growing season, in this forested zone rye and flax can be grown at least at subsistence level (three-to-one yield), especially with the two-field and three-field systems with fallowing that supported somewhat more dense settlement. Even so, villages were small, often two or three households, with larger ones upwards to 20-30; historically these lands combined farming with forest exploitation and eventually manufacturing for livelihoods.
Moving south, mixed forest blends into forested steppe, then steppe. The forested steppe (See Figure 1.1) stretches east-west in a line from Kyiv to Ufa in the southern Urals to western Siberia; it extended south in a 200-mile wide band in the west, narrowing towards the Volga and Urals. These became the first grain surplus-producing lands in the empire (the provinces of Kaluga, Orel, Tula, Riazan', Kursk, Tambov, Voronezh, Penza), as trees yield to prairie grassland or
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Figure 1.1 An 1853 statue of Grand Prince and St. Vladimir, who accepted Orthodox Christianity for the Kyiv Rus' state in 988, looks across to the Left Bank of the Dnieper River and the vast prairie of the Eurasian steppe. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

steppe and the soil becomes progressively darker and richer. This rich, broad swath of "black earth," stretches from modern day Ukraine and Moldova, north of the Black Sea and Northern Caucasus, across the lower Volga, north of the Caspian Sea, south of the Ural Mountains, into modern Kazakhstan and the southern edge of Siberia. The steppe ends in the Altay and western Sayan Mountains through which lay Silk Road routes to China, India, and the Middle East. Since time immemorial the steppe was home to pastoral nomadists, grazing herds ofhorses and other livestock in patterned rotations. They only began to be plowed and farmed when agrarian empires achieved the military and bureaucratic power to subdue the nomads, starting in the sixteenth century. The "black earth" topsoil extends two to six feet deep and could yield as much as tenfold with sufficient annual rainfall (notably lacking in the steppes of Central Asia).
These soil zones comprised the Russian empire by the second half of the eighteenth century when Russia conquered the Black Sea littoral, which added some subtropical climes in Crimea. When the empire reached its peak by the mid- nineteenth century, with the conquest of the Caucasus and Central Asia, more horizontal geographical bands joined the empire—desert and semi-desert in Central Asia, high mountains in the Caucasus.
Overlaying this wide forested plain is a dense system of rivers and lakes. Since the plain is at a low elevation (nothing west of the Urals exceeds 350 meters and western Siberia does not exceed 200 meters), Eurasia is ideal for regional and international transit trade and movement of peoples. The Russian empire at its greatest expanse possessed thirteen rivers of over 2,000 km in length, and the same number of about 1,000 km, comprising six major river systems. Flowing south were the mighty Volga (to the Caspian), the Don (to the Sea of Azov at the Black Sea), and the Dnieper (to the Black Sea near the Crimean Peninsula). The upper stretches of all these rivers reached into the mixed forest zone where the Russian state coalesced from the fourteenth century. Lesser river systems moved people and products east-west: the Western Dvina flowed from the Belarus'an lands into the Baltic at Riga; the Northern Dvina flowed to the White Sea at Kholmogory and Arkhangelsk. In Siberia, major rivers flowed north to the Arctic, but were easily navigable in either direction when frozen in the winter; on their upper stretches across southern Siberia sprang up the fortresses that established Russian power from the late 1500s. Moving west to east, these rivers were the Ob and Irtysh system, the Enisei, and the Lena. In all there were over 100,000 rivers and over 200,000 lakes in the Russian empire, making portages relatively easy even before the building of canals from the eighteenth century.
CLIMATIC CONDITIONS
Just as the Russian empire shared the European plain and bands ofsoil and climate with Europe and Asia, so also did it share deep climatic conditions. In these centuries the most penetrating was a broad cooling trend known as the Little Ice
Age, affecting the northern hemisphere from Greenland and Iceland across the Europe through Russia to China, starting around 1300 and lasting into the nineteenth century. This was the coldest extended climatic period since the first great Ice Age, but hardly a homogeneous phenomenon. Particularly harsh were the second half of the seventeenth century and the early eighteenth century when the Baltic Sea, rivers in northern Europe and England and in 1622 even the Golden Horn and part ofthe Bosporus froze over. As a rule, winters were longer and colder, with growing seasons shortened by 15 to 20 percent. As the Little Ice Age began to abate in the eighteenth century, tremendous variability ensued, including brief warming spells and some of the coldest, harshest weather yet (in the 1740s). A series of immense volcanic eruptions from the middle of the eighteenth into the nineteenth century also exacerbated the climate, notably the 1783-4 Laki explosion in Iceland that cast sulfur dioxide as far as Central Asia and Alaska, lowering temperatures noticeably through 1786.
Across this long era, social distress and economic change are evident. Data is best from Europe. Viticulture retreated from England, northern France, and Germany; glaciers destroyed farmlands in the Swiss Alps and Iceland, pushing Icelanders to coastal fishing villages where the cod fisheries gradually collapsed as cooling waters drove fish south. Crops failed; grain prices rose, famines ensued (in the 1690s parts of France, Norway, Sweden, Estonia, and Finland lost 10 percent or more of the population to famine); populations became more susceptible to epidemic. Population movement was marked, as villages were abandoned and people sought better climes or economic opportunities.
Nevertheless, the rigors of the Little Ice Age extended over so long a period of time that one cannot attribute to it a single historical impact. Over time communities responded to changing circumstances. Impoverished Norwegian fishing communities turned to the export of timber and shipbuilding. A brisk grain trade in the Baltic developed, aided by improved shipping technology, as did overland shipping of grain, beer, cattle and the like from eastern Europe to European cities. Countries served by international commerce, such as England, Portugal, Spain, and the Netherlands, could buffer themselves in times of distress with food imports from their outposts in Africa, Asia, and the New World. Domestically countries exploited all possible land: land reclamation technology improved in the Netherlands and England, while in China cultivation reached to the frontier borderlands. Colonial expansion by countries from Britain to Russia also brought new, productive lands or peoples into the home market. Across western Europe by the eighteenth century new agricultural techniques and new crops, prompted as much by increasing density of population as by climatic conditions, intensified and diversified production, and increased yields. Governments also engaged in provisioning to ensure granaries for major cities, armies, or key populations; throughout its history the Chinese state continually invested in grain reserves, while such efforts, evident in Europe from the late fifteenth century, only became well developed and effective by the eighteenth.
Russia's experience of the Little Ice Age is less well attested (chronicles from different regional centers are the best source), but the impact is clear. These centuries were characterized by climatic instability and extremes. In addition to very cold winters, many summers were overly dry, autumns too rainy; crop failures ensued, followed by famines. Fifteenth-century chronicles from towns in the center record forty-eight years in which famine occurred at least regionally, and over 150 unusual climatic events, such as persistent rains, floods, late snows, extreme storms, drought, even earthquakes. The first quarter of the sixteenth century was relatively warmer, but the subsequent years (to about 1570) were instable with cold and mild, snowy and snowless winters alternating; hardly a year went by without some extreme climatic events recorded somewhere in European Russia. The same ebb and flow was witnessed with a relatively mild 1573-84, followed by harsh climate to the end of the century. In such circumstances, crop failures resulted in rising grain prices. The burden on the population was exacerbated in these same decades by rising state taxation, the Livonian war (1558-81) and the Oprichnina (1565-72). Conditions were particularly hard northwest of Moscow in areas around Novgorod, Pskov, and Tver': more people died in Novgorod in 1570 from famine than from Ivan's merciless attack on the city. Epidemic also spread, with plague noted in twenty-eight towns in the autumn of 1570.
The seventeenth century began in Russia with catastrophic climatic conditions— in 1602 a year of rain and freezing into the summertime boosted the price of rye sixfold; in 1603 prices had risen eighteen times above their level in 1601. In these years of "Great Famine" (1601-3), exacerbated by political and social unrest on the eve of the Time of Troubles, Muscovy suffered a huge population loss, alleged by some to be over 100,000 people. Some years in the first half of the century experienced milder conditions, but from the middle of the seventeenth century, during the so-called "Maunder Minimum" (1675-1715, when coldness seems to have intensified due to a decline in sunspots), coldness certainly set in. The overall cold trend is exemplified by the encroachment ofArctic Sea ice. Until the middle of the seventeenth century, it had been possible to traverse the Arctic Sea eastward without ice beyond the Yenisei River as far as Kolyma and the Bering Strait. That passage was frozen over by the 1650s-60s. In addition to cold, in the second half of the century, 33 years suffered such drought that in 1663 the tsar himself specially prayed for rain. Of the forty years of the Maunder Minimum, 25 (60 percent) witnessed famine. All in all, in European Russia in the changeable climatic conditions of the seventeenth century, 48 years suffered drought, 25 summers were excessively rainy, 32 winters were extremely cold, and extensive famine occurred somewhere in 64 of the years. Such volatility continued in the eighteenth century, with 18 years of very harsh winters, 39 years suffering some drought, 19 overly rainy with floods. Winters were severe in 40 of the years, mild in 22; there were 33 unprecedented spring floods. Famines regionally, sometimes across much of the realm, were noted in 68 years of the century, most severe in the early 1730s, 1760s, early 1770s, and late 1780s.
Such litanies boggle the mind; the historian is hard-pressed to draw causal connections between such climatic conditions and specific historical events, such as rebellions, crime waves, or enserfment. But the bitterness of the climate certainly created great personal suffering for the population, provided a potent backdrop in times of social unrest and dysfunction, and underscores the benefits of Russia's persistent expansion into more fertile, resource-rich, and/or temperate lands. The state and landlords might have moved south for trade reasons, but peasants also eagerly flooded there for a better life.
DISEASE
Parallel to deep climatic trends, Russia was also linked with the European and Eurasian community by the spread of infectious diseases. Plague, smallpox, and other infectious diseases tended not to be of local origin in Russia, as few viruses could survive the harsh winters. They penetrated into Russia from the west (the Germanies and Poland through Smolensk, Pskov, and Novgorod) and from Black Sea ports. Armies and military conflict were often the carriers of infection, as was trade. Quite often an outbreak in European Russia can be traced to epidemic raging elsewhere in the preceding year or months. So, for example, plague spread in western Europe in 1473 and hit Novgorod (which traded regularly with Baltic merchants) hard in 1478; European plague epidemics in 1482 were echoed in Pskov in 1486-7. The same can be said for plague in Pskov and Novgorod 1506-8, reverberating outbreaks in German, Holland, and Italy 1500-8. Through the sixteenth century when war on the western borderland was endemic, epidemics (generally plague and smallpox) in European Russian were frequent: in Pskov 1521-2, in Moscow 1521, in Novgorod 1527, in Pskov and Novgorod 1532-3, in Pskov, Novgorod, Smolensk, and in the Russian army encampments around Kazan in 1552. Plague swept many towns (Polotsk, Velikie Luki, Smolensk, Novgorod, Pskov) in 1566-8 and 1570 and returned to Novgorod and Pskov 1592.
Eyewitnesses describe infectious disease traveling from Poland through Smolensk to Moscow with invading armies in the Time ofTroubles (1598-1613). No major epidemics hit Moscow again until the 1650s; plague spreading in Crimea in 1636 was successfully kept out of Moscow through quarantines at border towns; similar quarantines in the Viaz'ma area prevented a wider spread of the "Siberian pox" in 1643. But Moscow and central Russia were ravaged by plague in the 1650s. In 1654 plague penetrated Russia in the summer and endured until late 1657, at the same time that it was ravaging parts of Germany, Holland, England, and Spain to the west and Astrakhan down the Volga. Hearing of its approach, the tsar, his family, and thousands of people left Moscow in July; epidemic hit the city in August. Those who fled the city spread it in concentric circles in subsequent months as far as Kyiv, Nizhnii Novgorod, and Novgorod, encompassing thirty- five provinces and over 30,000 square kilometers. Moscow's population was decimated; K. G. Vasil'ev estimates about 300,000 to 350,000 casualties in the city alone. He further estimates that some towns lost about half their population (Zvenigorod, Kaluga, Pereiaslavl'-Zalesskii, Pereiaslavl'-Riazanskii, Suzdal, Tver', Tula); their provincial populations were also deeply affected. With aggressive quarantines, epidemics never penetrated as deeply into Russia again in that century.
While plague was a suddenly devastating illness, chronic infectious diseases also took great tolls. Smallpox was so endemic in Europe by the sixteenth century that it was assumed that everyone would get it; mortality was high in domestic populations and often catastrophic in colonial possessions. Smallpox devastated the Americas after the Spanish arrived in the Caribbean and Mexico; the same can be said for Russian expansion into Siberia. Ambiguous references to disease in European Russia before the seventeenth century might be smallpox; in addition to chronic smallpox, virulent pandemics broke out about once every five to seven years, with mortality of 10 to 30 percent. The first unambiguous references to the disease in the Russian empire concern Siberia. From early in the seventeenth century, devastating smallpox epidemics, probably coming from Russia, raced across Siberia. It spread quickly among the Ostiaks and Samoeds in western Siberia in the 1630s, crossing the Yenisei by the 1650s to decimate 80 percent of the Iakut and Tunguz peoples by the end of the century. It is estimated that half of the Siberian native population died of smallpox in the seventeenth century. Other devastating diseases imported into Siberia included venereal disease, measles, scarlet fever, and typhus.
Locally limited outbreaks of malaria and typhus are also recorded. Ivan IV was said to have suffered typhus in 1558; the fiance of Tsar Boris Godunov's daughter, Prince Johann of Schleswig-Holstein, died of the disease in 1602. It was a particular scourge in the armies, accounting for more of the mortality in the 1690s Azov campaign than battlefield injury; thereafter it ravaged Russian armies through the eighteenth century.
POPULATION
In spite of epidemic, demographic growth characterizes these centuries. Europe west of a line from Trieste to St. Petersburg (including Scandinavia) was particularly dynamic. In the 1400s the European population was recovering from the devastation of bubonic plague in the mid-1300s, when a third of the west European population had died. At about 1400 the population of western Europe is estimated at 52 million, a number that grew steadily to about 1700, when the population numbered about 85.5 million, about 14 percent of the world's total population at that time. But many factors slowed growth in the seventeenth century. One was a lower fertility rate attributable to the "European marriage pattern" in England, France, the Netherlands, and parts of the Germanies; it entailed late marriage and a good percentage of unmarried. Another was a Malthusian check: in many areas population out-stripped available resources. A third was external factors—famines and plagues in the Mediterranean, the Thirty Years War in central Europe. Fertility declined, mortality rose, and population stagnated until the early eighteenth century, but growth thereafter was impressive. Between 1750 and 1800, the populations of Europe's major countries increased between 50 and 100 percent (reaching 122.20 million), due to new food crops (such as the potato), more intensive cultivation techniques, and more complex regional distribution systems in some areas.
The empires of Eurasia also exhibited population growth, boosted by natural growth more than in Europe since no systematic contraceptive practices were afoot. The demographic record of the early modern Russian empire is harder to reconstruct than that of its peers, lacking sources. Working backwards from the 1678 survey of households, demographers estimate that at 1500 the parts of European Russia controlled by the grand princes of Moscow had recovered from a fourteenth-century onslaught of plague and had reached a population of around 6 million; the population grew steadily thereafter; estimates for c. 1678 by Ia. E. Vodarskii and B. N. Mironov, using a survey of households, propose a population of 10.5 or 11.2 million. Eighteenth-century statistics, grounded on a head tax, are somewhat more reliable: the population rose from around 15.6 million at 1719-24 to 23.2 million in 1762 and 37.4 million in 1796. Such growth was aided by territorial expansion but primarily reflects natural increase. As discussed in Chapter 17, there were regional variations: the Russian center, particularly northwest of Moscow and in Belarus'an lands, and Ukrainian lands suffered land deficit from overpopulation, while epidemics kept the growth ofthe native Siberian population slow.
Russian demographic growth was part of a Eurasian phenomenon. In the sixteenth century core lands of the Ottoman empire in southeastern Europe and Anatolia grew by about 60 percent (1520-80), with major cities increasing by as much as 83 percent. Across its vast realm in the late sixteenth century, the Ottomans controlled a population of nearly 7.5 million in the Balkans and Anatolia, about 8.5 million in North Africa and 12 million in the Near East. After a general Mediterranean decline in the seventeenth century, the Ottoman empire's population rose across the eighteenth century reaching about 25 to 32 million by 1800. Few statistics document the Chinese population, but indirect indications show population expansion. In the Yuan and Ming dynasties (1279-1644), for example, China included between 1,127and 1,173 counties, each of which was calculated to have a population ofbetween 50,000 and 500,000 people. Population growth was somewhat stymied by unrest and regime change in the seventeenth century, but in the relatively peaceable eighteenth century an estimated population of more than 200 million in 1762 doubled by 1834.
Not only quantity but density is relevant in assessing the significance of early modern population. Dense population settlement offered opportunities for urbanization and economic diversification, but also posed perils of famine and natural, Malthusian checks if population outstripped resources. Much of western Europe was far more densely settled in these centuries than Russia. According to P. Malanima, around 1500 Belgium was Europe's most densely settled area with 43 people per square kilometer; Italy 30, the Netherlands 29, France 28, Britain 23, the Germanies 20, and the Habsburg lands 18. At the same time, Poland averaged 8.3 and European Russia 2.8 people per square kilometer. After the demographic boom of the eighteenth century, around 1800, Belgium registered 97 people per square kilometer, the Netherlands 63, England 61, Italy 60,
France 53, the Germanies 45, the Habsburg lands 39, Poland 18, and European Russia 6.5.
Urbanization paralleled population growth in western Europe: in the sixteenth century the number of towns with populations over 40,000 nearly doubled from 26 to 40, and a few had populations of 150,000 (Constantinople, Naples, Paris, London, Milan, Antwerp, Palermo). By the seventeenth century, 40 percent of the population of the Dutch Republic was urban, 25-30 percent of Italy, while in France and England 20 percent. By 1700 Europe had 43 cities with at least 40,000 inhabitants, and the number of cities with populations over 100,000 had climbed to 12 (Vienna in 1790 numbered 270,000). Nevertheless, across Europe and particularly in eastern Europe, "small towns" (2,000-3,000 or less) prevailed, particularly where the agrarian population was enserfed and exchange of goods was limited. So, for example, in Hungary by the seventeenth century, the largest city, Pressburg/Bratislava, had a population of only 29,000. Statistics from 1790 in Bohemia show that of244 towns, only Prague and Pilsen numbered over 10,000 in population. We will see this pattern of small towns in Russia as well.
In the vaster Russian, Ottoman, and Chinese empires, statistics about population density are hard to find and regional diversity characterized this issue. Boris Mironov's figures for the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries demonstrate how varied population density in the Russian empire was. In 1646, when half of Siberia was under Russian suzerainty but before significant acquisitions in Ukraine and Belarus', Mironov finds an overall population density of 0.5 persons per square kilometer in an overall population of 7 million. Density then grew very gradually (0.8 in 1678; 1.1 in 1719; 1.6 in 176; 2.3 in 1796) with imperial acquisitions, but some regions were more densely settled than others. Overall, the population density ofcombined new territories acquired after 1646 (Siberia, steppe, and the Ukrainian and Belarus'an lands) stayed about the same (around 5-5.4) through 1796, but the disaggregated figures for European Russia indicate how much more urbanized, agriculturally productive, and manufacturing focused these areas were. Here, density grew from 1.7 in 1678 to 3.5 in 1719, 5.2 in 1762 and 7.5 in 1796 (after the partitions of Poland). Mironov found that population density soared in the forest-steppe region in this era of dynamic population growth (from 4.1 per square km in 1678, to 7.7 in 1719, to 25.8 in 1856) and in the black earth lands (from 0.3 in 1678, to 0.4 in 1719, 7.1 in 1856). Nevertheless, aglance at European and Ottoman population density figures for c. 1600 shows how sparsely settled the Russian empire was, even at its best.
The Ottoman empire alternated between good density in cities and the Anatolian plateau and sparsely settled Middle Eastern deserts, Black Sea steppe, and Caucasus mountains. Inalcik estimates its European holdings to have had 41 persons per square mile in the sixteenth century; by the end ofthe century population pressure in the core was evident, expressed in flight to the cities, famine, and rising grain prices. By contrast, the Ottomans' Asian holdings had a density of only 20. As for urbanization, frontier borderlands were sparsely settled with garrison outposts; most of the empire was dotted with small market towns, while many ancient and vibrant metropoles also flourished: in Egypt (Cairo, Alexandria), in the European west (Bursa, Istanbul, Belgrade, Edirne), in Syria (Aleppo, Damascus), in Iraq (Baghdad) and the Black Sea littoral. Constantinople, renamed Istanbul after its conquest by the Osmanlis in 1453, grew exponentially, primarily through in- migration. Peasants from overpopulated Anatolia fled into the city, while the sultans worked to restore the city as a trade emporium, distributing privileges to traders and attracting artisans. Accordingly, the city's population grew by over 80 percent in the sixteenth century.
The story in China is similar: the alluvial plains of the eastern coasts and Yangtze and Pearl River deltas were overly densely settled and had been areas of intensive agriculture for centuries. By contrast, China's western and northwestern frontiers were sparsely settled. All in all, trends are as significant as numbers. Across the early modern centuries, despite the rigors of a Little Ice Age, warfare and disease, people coped. They designed political economies that kept them alive, aided in Russia by the copious supply of forest for farming and hunting. Part of what fueled and supported growth were the global interactions that kept Europe and Eurasia interconnected.
GLOBAL INTERCONNECTIONS
For millennia Europe and Asia had been connected in what historians call the "Afro-Eurasian" zone, stretching from China to northern Africa and the Mediterranean through the fabled east-west "Silk Road(s)." The Silk Road was not one, but many; its multiple routes served diverse trade emporia and shifted in response to regional political and religious developments for millennia. Routes traveled between China and Central Asia, diverging from there generally south of the Caspian Sea to India, Persia, the Arabian Peninsula, the Black Sea, and the Mediterranean. Historians argue that the Silk Roads created a single "world system" carrying luxury goods and slaves as far back as 2000 bc. The generally east-west Silk Roads relied on north-south offshoots that supplied the transit trade and served regional markets. In Russia's part of the world (some call it western Eurasia), by the tenth century trade networks along the Volga, Kama, and Dnieper ushered forest products from the Baltic and western Siberia to the Byzantine empire, Middle East, China, and India.
Over the centuries of their existence pan-Eurasian Silk Roads waxed and waned with conditions on the steppe. In the best of times, steppe empires created a stable trade environment, paralleling the Romans' fabled "pax Romanorum." The Mongol empire's "pax Mongolica" endured from the Black Sea (Pontic) steppe to China for about a century. But the norm was usually smaller nomad confederations ruling a segment of steppe, sometimes combining to maintain steady trade, sometimes (as in the seventeenth century in Central Asia) descending into internecine struggles that disrupted caravan trade and moved routes elsewhere.
As Moscow rose to regional prominence in the fifteenth century and became an increasingly important global player in the centuries thereafter, it did so as a participant in and beneficiary of the new global world. Jerry Bentley argues that the global nexus of trade that developed between about 1400 and 1800 was specific and new, a "global early modern" that extended from China to Europe, from northern Africa to New World colonies. In Bentley's view, this global world was united at all the levels of historical change postulated by the great French Annaliste historian Fernand Braudel—the level of longue durie by shared climate and by interlinked trade routes, old and new; the level of institutions by merchant networks, religious systems, and institutions of empire and diplomacy; the quotidian level by peaceful and violent interactions through trade, travel, conquest, and war.
Bentley's vision of the global early modern joins a lively discussion about the nature of early modern globalization. Scholars debate when the world truly became global, and have generally privileged European overseas empires in these discussions. As Matthew Romaniello notes, some argue for 1571 when Spain gained the capacity to send its American products (most notably, silver) all the way to Europe through the founding of its Manila colony; some point to Europeans' introduction of powerful caravels that exponentially multiplied the amount of goods that could be shipped expeditiously and cheaply. But others argue that much earlier global interchange had been possible through long-established overland and regional maritime trade patterns, and even in early modern centuries all agree that the Spanish, Portuguese, Dutch, and English overseas networks joined into local trade, shipping, and merchant networks as they built their colonial empires and global shipping patterns.
Romaniello, John F. Richards, and others remind us that the early modern global economy of the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries was also interlinked by increasingly powerful political formations from empires to federations and nascent nations. Global economy went hand in hand with state building and empire building. Early modern states all regulated trade to maximize state income, protecting domestic industry, collecting specie from foreign imports. They used the profits to build the armies they needed to defend their interests abroad or expand territory for productive resources or trade depots. Muscovy, as we will see, joined in these early modern patterns, with protectionist fiscal policy and aggressive military reform.
The costs of the global economy were high, and Russia did not escape them. As noted, indigenous peoples fell to epidemic wherever imperial conquest ventured, and the production of consumer goods and specie from Asian and American markets was built on the backs of slavery. In Russia enserfment, instituted to support the army, brought such human suffering. Devastating environmental impact resulted from many colonial economies as well as from demographic growth. In the Russian empire, David Moon notes that East Slavic peasants routinely deforested to clear fields for farming or to obtain wood for construction and fire; in the center, most provinces were becoming deforested in the eighteenth century, and as East Slavic farmers moved into the steppe prairie lands, they burned steppe grasses and plowed the earth, eventually causing soil erosion by the nineteenth century.
As the leading countries of Europe waxed in global influence from the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries, Russia rose with them. Eventually a "great divergence" (in industrialization and global power) arose between Europe and Eurasian empires;
Kenneth Pomeranz has argued that it occurred already in these centuries, but others see such supremacy solidifying only in the nineteenth century. The early modern period that we shall survey witnessed multiple major players driving dynamic change, Russia holding its own among European, Ottoman empire, and Chinese powers, as well as myriad smaller entities, in trade and war.
Let us conclude by situating the Russian empire in the context of its global neighbors, trade partners, and rivals. When Russia rose to regional power starting in the fifteenth century, Siberia was a vast and sparsely populated forest, inhabited by numerous, widely separated tribes and peoples, weakly controlled by the western Siberian khanate at Kuchum claiming Chinggisid heritage. To Russia's east and south the steppe was inhabited by volatilely shifting nomadic confederations, many like Kuchum also having splintered from the Mongol Horde. They included settled and powerful khanates at Crimea and Kazan and loose confederations in the Black Sea and Caspian steppes. The Caspian Sea and Central Asia steppe constituted distant objects of imperial expansion; Russia obtained eastern trade through the intermediaries of Bukharan merchants.
Russia's most direct political rival was its neighbor to the west, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which was joined dynastically with Poland from 1387 and then in federation from 1569 as the "Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania." It controlled modern Belarus'an and Ukrainian lands to the steppe borderland and from Moscow's point of view the Grand Duchy stood between it and the Baltic. From the Grand Duchy's point of view, the rising Russian grand principality was a tempting target in eastward expansion. The result was almost constant warfare on Russia's western front through the early modern period. Russia and Poland- Lithuania shared the steppe frontier with the Habsburg empire, which was caught up in defending or regaining its Hungarian territories from the Ottoman empire from 1526 to 1699; for Russia the Habsburg realm served as a useful ally flanking Poland. All three ofthese powers, as Alfred Rieber has brilliantly shown, competed for the "Eurasian borderlands" through the early modern centuries.
The Ottoman empire loomed as a potent rival to Russia, vastly outpacing it in wealth and expanse throughout this era. Taking advantage of the weakness of the Byzantine empire in Anatolia in the late 1300s, the Osmanli dynasty rose to power in the fifteenth century by securing Anatolia, Bulgaria, and some Balkan territories. Until 1453 Italian trading centers at Tana (on the Sea of Azov) and Caffa on the Crimea, and Crimean trading ports of Perekop and Ochakov, had dominated the northern Black Sea shore; the Ottoman conquest of Istanbul in 1453 opened up Ottoman expansion here and by 1475 the Ottoman empire ruled the Black Sea shore, forcing Italian, Jewish, Armenian, and other non-Muslim merchants out or into subject status. The Chingissid Girey dynasty of Crimea became an Ottoman vassal in 1478. In the sixteenth century the Ottoman realm reached its greatest extent by conquering Egypt, Syria, other Middle Eastern lands, and more of the Balkans, including much of Hungary in 1526.
The Ottoman empire provides an interesting comparative example of early modern empire, since, like Russia, it deployed many of the strategies of a "politics of difference" empire: central control, supranational ideology, tolerance of diverse religions and ethnicities, balance of coercion and co-optation in governing. Its Sunni Muslim sultans espoused a patrimonial ideology that, like Russia's, asserted absolute power tempered by the sultan's justice and mercy. Historically, Russia's expansionist interests towards the steppe and Black Sea meant that its interactions with the Ottoman empire were marked more by warfare than trade through the eighteenth century.
Russia was linked with other Eurasian neighbors—Persia and India—by trade. To the east of the Ottoman empire in the Middle East was the Shiite Safavid dynasty of Iran, which ruled Persia from 1501 to 1736. After a turbulent mid- sixteenth century when Sunni Ottomans contested with the Safavids for territory and influence in the Islamic world, the Persian empire and culture flowered under Shah Abbas (1587-1629). Prosperous and productive, Safavid Iran possessed several dynamic trading centers between the Far East, Europe, and the Middle East and was long a trading partner with Russia. It declined politically from the seventeenth century, and by the eighteenth Russian rulers were taking aim at its Caspian ports (generally unsuccessfully until the next century).
East of Persia, the Mughal dynasty (1526-1858) ruled much of India. A successor state of the Mongol empire, it was established in 1526 by the Muslim Babur who claimed both Timurid and Chinggisid heritage. As Andre Wink has shown, the Mughals, particularly their dynamic leader Akbar (1542-1605), adapted steppe customs to the more settled Indian peninsula. Noting that the Mughals ruled over an "enormously productive, wealthy and densely populated" realm that was actively engaged in regional and international trade, exporting gems, spices, tea, cotton, and silks, John F. Richards considers Mughal India parallel to European modernizing states for its effective, centralizing authority, skillful development of international trade nexuses, and adoption of new crops and technologies. At its greatest extent the dynasty controlled most ofthe Indian peninsula, but by the early eighteenth century it was weakened by internecine struggles that opened the door for growing British imperial authority. For Russia, Indian cottons were an important import trade and Indian merchants had a strong presence in Russia's trade through Astrakhan.
Russia's most distant political and economic partner was China. In the centuries of Moscow's rise, China was controlled by two successful and productive dynasties, the Ming (1370-1644) and Qing (1644-1917). Despite their differences—the Ming were a Han dynasty that shrank China's imperial space to its pre-Mongol size, while the Qing were Manchus who expanded the empire to its farthest limits—as Timothy Brook argues, their histories are marked by essential continuity. Under both dynasties China's economy expanded continually, responding to the presence of European traders in the South China Sea from the early sixteenth century by actively engaging in world trade, if not taking a leading role in international maritime shipping. China also witnessed a continually growing, dense population, straining the state to provide social welfare in a setting of near Malthusian overpopulation. It continued to rely on a meritocratic bureaucracy to rule as a centralized autocratic state, claiming for the Ming emperor or Manchu khan unlimited authority but, as in Muscovy, limiting his power by the exigencies of space and resources and also by the dominant culture of the "Three Teachings": Confucian, Daoist, and Buddhist. Connecting with Chinese goods through Silk Road intermediaries, Russia constantly sought more direct access, developing in the seventeenth century caravan routes through southern Siberia and culminating with the Treaties of Nerchinsk (1689) and Khiatka (1727) that provided direct Chinese-Russia trade and established border protocols.
At this same time, European maritime routes captured some transit luxury trade but did not displace overland routes, despite arguments to that effect. Morris Rossabi and Scott Levi have shown that, while from the middle of the sixteenth to the middle of the seventeenth centuries political instability in the Ottoman, Persian, Indian, and Qing empires, and the Central Asian steppe, did cause a decline in overland caravan trade, it was compensated for with shorter routes between China, India, Central Asia, Russia, and Europe that went north-south and east-west on a more northerly track through southern Siberia and northern Central Asia.
As we have suggested, the establishment ofmaritime networks linking European states with trading zones of South Asia, Southeast Asia, Indonesia, and China from the late fifteenth century forged a global world economy. The Portuguese began this process with violent takeovers of trading emporia in the Persian Gulf, Indian Ocean, and Indonesia starting in the late fifteenth century. The British, French, and Dutch were relative latecomers to trade in Asia, but came into their own in the seventeenth century, particularly the Dutch. The Dutch drove the Portuguese out of much of Indonesia in the first half of the seventeenth century; the British, after vying relatively unsuccessfully with the Dutch for Indonesian and Asian trade in the first half of the seventeenth century, settled for India, where they developed lucrative textile and opium sources from the seventeenth century on, laying the groundwork for later imperial consolidation in India. France established some presence in Indian trade in the early eighteenth century. European destinations of long-distance maritime trade originating in ports in China, Indonesia, and India chart the evolution of empires: in the sixteenth century, Lisbon was Europe's emporium of colonial goods; in the seventeenth century, Amsterdam, supplanted in the late seventeenth century by London.
Over the early modern centuries, Russia fended off bids by all the European powers—English, Dutch, Swedish, French—for monopolies on trade into and across Russian imperial lands, developing instead a state-dominated trade nexus through Siberia and down the Volga for eastern goods. Russia also developed exchange with European markets through Baltic and Black Sea ports, all the while emulating its counterparts by imposing protectionist tariff and trade policies. By the eighteenth century Russians were purchasing colonial goods from Dutch and British carriers through Baltic and White Sea ports as often as from traditional southern and eastern routes.
The interaction of merchants and communities in all these trading theaters witnessed exchanges of ideas, technological innovations, art, and style. We will briefly highlight some of the rich cultural interchanges that we explore in greater detail later. In the religious sphere these were centuries of heterodoxy, revival, and reasserted orthodoxies—in Europe the Reformation and Counter-Reformation, in Eurasia energized forms of Islam and Buddhism. Apocalyptic thought infused Christianity, Islam, and Buddhism in these centuries. European monarchs capitalized on religious dissent by establishing national churches; Ottoman sultans patronized both Sunni and Sufi Islam to appeal across their diverse population and made Safavid Shiism a rallying cry for militant conquest. In the Polish- Lithuanian lands, Protestantism made great inroads, as did the Counter- Reformation, pushing some Ukrainian and Belarus'an Orthodox into Union with the Vatican (Brest 1596). Russia was affected by all these heady trends. Apocalyptic thought prevailed in sixteenth-century religious writings and art, and was nurtured by religious dissenters from the seventeenth century; the Orthodox Church embarked on religious reform inspired in part by confessionalization happening in the Ukrainian Orthodox Church; those Russian reforms in turn sparked a schism by traditionalists in the seventeenth century.
Advances in military hardware—artillery and guns—stimulated and made possible more ambitious military campaigns; the arms trade, broadly conceived, brought experts and munitions to the Ottoman and Russian empires and stimulated indigenous military industry and fortifications from the fifteenth century. Catching up with China, which had had a form of printing for centuries, printing and trade in books expanded across Europe from the sixteenth century, but Russia and the Ottomans both reacted selectively to this new technology. Initially rejecting printing in the sixteenth century (the Belarus'an Ivan Fedorov and his printing press were thrown out of Moscow after printing only a handful of religious titles in the 1560s), church and state gingerly admitted printing in the seventeenth century for state documents and religious texts. Even when Peter I embraced printing, it remained state-controlled through the eighteenth century. Expanding literacy and communications in much of Europe (France, England, the Germanies, northern Italy) fueled the emergence of a public sphere of political import. Institutions of sociability (coffee houses, pubs, salons, theater, newspapers) across Europe, in Ottoman cities and by the late eighteenth century in the Russian capitals and major provincial towns provided spaces for public discussion, even as European and Eurasian rulers also mobilized communication—literacy, newspapers, proclamations— to further their own goals.
Novel ideologies of rulership emerged in these centuries to underwrite state building. Some ideas were grounded in tradition: in China, Russia, and the Ottoman sphere among others, multiple forms of communication (writings, portraiture, architecture, ritual, dress) broadcast a state's claims to legitimacy in an age- old idiom of godly appointment. Other dynasties (Mughal India, Crimean and other splinter khanates of the Mongol Horde, the Qing dynasty in China) claimed legitimacy through charismatic Chinggisid and Timurid lineage. Claims to centralized monarchical authority in Europe from the sixteenth century onward ("the well-ordered police state," absolutism) justified their reach not only by reference to God-given authority but also to the ruler's obligation to serve and improve "the common good"; these ideas were potent in eighteenth-century Russia as well. New philosophies of rule, principally in Europe, contrasted theories of strong states with visions of representative government, but all sides wielded the concept of social contract to legitimize power.
A striking aspect of political theory in Europe in the early modern centuries was the elaboration of integrated theories of political economy projecting and promoting the power of the state. Mercantilist ideas spread across Europe, advocating the acquisition of productive resources—land and people. Such theories, among other stimuli, prompted between 1500 and 1800 steady territorial expansion within Europe, imperial expansion, and the creation of colonial dependencies overseas (Spain, England, France) or contiguously (Habsburg realm, Ottoman and Russian empires). Myriad domestic economic reforms also served this goal: streamlining of internal customs barriers, protective tariffs, abolition of privileged monopolies on trade to outsiders, construction of roads, canals, and maritime shipping industry. All are seen in Russia from the seventeenth century onward. Eurasia was characterized by empire, but in many ways, so also was post-Westphalian Europe, where the leading states were proto-nation states on the continent and overseas trading empires worldwide.
The Russian empire rose to prominence in the context of these heady trends of the global early modern. From 1450 to 1801, Moscow's rulers inexorably expanded in directions of trade routes, resources, and productive lands. They modernized their military to match steppe and European fronts of expansion; they adapted ideologies of absolutism to Russia's autocracy; they expanded export and transit trade with Siberian caravans and White, Baltic, and Black Sea ports; they absorbed religious and cultural trends. They made the most of the global early modern.
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De Facto Empire
The Rise of Moscow
Russia owed its stunning rise to European geopolitical power by the late eighteenth century to a confluence of geographical location, natural resource availability, and chronological serendipity. Russia was able to provide raw materials and luxury furs when north European cities and states were generating massive demand for them. Its rulers constructed a stable political system, capable ofenduring through political turmoil, organizing an army and using it to conquer and hold territory, building the needed fiscal and bureaucratic infrastructures. While Moscow began to rise as a regional power in the fourteenth century, its consolidation as a particularly "early modern state," with reformed army, bureaucracy, and central government, began around 1450. From that point for about a century, Moscow's grand princes and elites ruled over a small territory in the center and north that was primarily, but not exclusively, populated by East Slavic peasants. One could make the argument that even in its first formative centuries, Moscow ruled over an empire—a multinational and multi-confessional realm—inasmuch as Moscow's subjects around 1450 comprised East Slavs, Finno-Ugric peoples, and some Turks, espousing Christian Orthodoxy, Islam, and animist beliefs. Here we trace how Moscow rose to regional power in its first few centuries.
MOSCOW'S HERITAGE
The grand principality of Moscow was one of several descendants of the Kyiv Rus' grand principality, which emerged in the 800s on the basis of international trade. Forging a north-south extension of the Silk Road, international traders who called themselves "Rus'" and eventually asserted the title of "Grand Princes of Kyiv" were Viking bands; of no single nationality, they were northern Europeans, mostly Scandinavian, but they readily assimilated others, including in this case the elites of local tribes. (Historically these lands called themselves "Rus'," which generated through Latin the English "Ruthenian" to refer to these lands, which comprise the core of modern day Ukraine.) Their goal was to collect from forest tribes in modern day Ukraine, Belarus', and central Russia natural resources in demand by Mediterranean and Middle East urban centers—furs, amber, and, above all, slaves. Thomas Noonan reminds us not to romanticize the process: "The Rus' princes and their retinues systematically stole the furs, wax and even bodies ofthe subjects they had conquered and then exchanged them in Constantinople for luxury goods otherwise unavailable in Rus'. The process... is usually referred to as trade or commerce. In fact it is nothing more than a variety of colonial exploitation." Rus' traders, in league with Slavic tribal allies, shipped their booty down the Dnieper to Byzantine trade centers in Crimea, or down the Volga to entrepots on the Caspian Sea. In return they were paid in silver coin—Arabic, Byzantine, and others—caches of which have been discovered in modern times as hordes that in their day functioned as a sort of banking system for transit traders.
Initially Rus' traders traveled an annual circuit from the Baltic to the Black Sea, returning through Europe; by the tenth century one particular group was settling into a capital at Kyiv on the Dnieper, claiming control over the various trade depots the Rus' had been frequenting in the forest, most notably Novgorod (somewhat inland with ready river access to the Baltic), Smolensk on the upper Dnieper, Rostov in the upper Volga, and others. Claiming sovereign authority, they created a typical medieval kingdom, held together loosely by kinship ties among descendants of the initial leader of the band (historians have called it Riurikovich from a semi-mythical ninth-century founder). The dynasty established a hierarchy of princely seats leading progressively to Novgorod and finally the Grand Princely title in Kyiv, and for a few generations in the eleventh century the family actually managed to rotate among them in orderly collateral succession. It broke down as the family proliferated and the various lines settled down in regional principalities, still loyal to Kyiv.
Kyiv's grand princes ruled over forests north ofthe steppe-forest line in areas that had been colonized by Slavic farming peasants—East Slavs moved in from the south and west, West Slavs along the Baltic coast. Slavic was an Indo-European language that, by these centuries, was evolving into three subgroups as the original Slavs dispersed from a heartland in modern day western Ukraine (ironically, near modern Chernobyl). West Slavs developed the languages of the Czechs, Poles, and others who moved west and northwest; South Slavs became the Serbs, Croats, and others of the Balkan peninsula; East Slavs became the Ukrainians, Belarus'ans, and Russians. That some of the Slavs in the Novgorod area when Rus' traders arrived were West Slavs is attested by traditional Novgorod dialects in Russian. In moving into northern forests from these various directions, Slavic peasants penetrated traditional lands of Finno-Ugric speakers, who were forest exploiters (hunting, fishing, gathering, bee-keeping). Slavs, by contrast, engaged in farming as well as forest exploitation, destroying Finno-Ugric habitat by clearing forest for fields. Over time farming Slavs displaced or assimilated so many of the Finno-Ugric peoples in the forests of what became known as European Russia (to the Urals) that their presence is recalled only in place names, as in the very name of the river and town of Moscow. Some Finno-Ugric tribes endured on the borderlands of East Slavic settlement and in the Urals, and are represented today by the modern Estonians, Finns, Karelians, Komi, Votiaks/Udmurts, Cheremis/Mari, Mordva, Ostiaks/Khanty, and Voguly/Mansi. East Slavic also eventually dominated over West Slavic in the north.
In a similar process, over the ninth to eleventh centuries the primarily Scandinavian Rus' traders were assimilated with the elites ofEast Slavic tribes, in a process one can trace in tenth- and eleventh-century documents. While a 907 treaty of Rus' Prince Oleg listed his emissaries as Karl, Farulf, Vermund, Hrollaf, and Steinvith, the sons of Grand Prince Vladimir (ruled 980 to 1015) had Slavic names: Sviato- polk, Iziaslav, Iaroslav, Mstislav, Boris, Gleb, Stanislav, Sudislav. As settled rulers, expropriation turned into taxation and circuits turned into landed control. Rus' grand princes awarded land and people to their retinues, starting a centuries-long development of a landed elite served by dependent peasants who were not enserfed (until Muscovite times) but owed dues and services in a traditional, pan-European agrarian economy.
Kyiv Rus' was no more cohesive than other medieval kingdoms (e.g. Charlemagne's) that dissolved after a few hundred years from many factors, including dynastic expansion. Here shifting trade routes played a role as well. By the 1100s, as Byzantium declined and trade routes shifted, the Grand Princes in Kyiv lost their ability to control collateral lines. Princely centers had been developing—Smolensk and Polotsk in modern day Belarus, Chernigov and Volhynia in modern day Ukraine, in the upper Volga Rostov, Vladimir, Tver', Suzdal, and Moscow. Princely centers at Novgorod (see Figure 2.1) and Pskov so flourished on Baltic trade that their populations threw off princely control and became self-governing urban republics in the twelfth century, while a collateral line on the booming Volga route in the Volga-Oka mesopotamia (also called Suzdalia and Vladimir-Suzdalia)
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Figure 2.1 Novgorod's Sofiia Cathedral, built in 1045-50 by Greek artisans, reflects the city's status as the Kyiv Rus' state's second princely seat and major Baltic trade port; in the eleventh century Novgorod rejected princely control and became an urban republic. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

invented the title of "Grand Principality of Vladimir." In 1253 the ambitious princes of Galicia and Volhynia on trade routes to Hungary, Poland, and western Europe briefly won a king's crown from the Pope. Still, the title of "Grand Prince of Kyiv" held cachet and regional princes, often allying with steppe nomads, fought among themselves for the honor, if not the physical space. Grand Prince of Vladimir Andrei Bogoliubskii, for example, sacked Kyiv in 1169. Lacking even the loose military and political cohesion of the Kyiv Rus' grand principality at his height, the lands of Kyiv Rus' were easily overrun in Mongol conquests of 1223 and 1237-40.
Although Novgorod negotiated itself out of Mongol suzerainty, most of the East Slavic principalities came under Mongol control in the empire's western wing, popularly called the Golden Horde, more accurately the Qipchaq Khanate. Russian sources simply called it "the Horde." Located at Sarai near the foot of the Volga, the Horde tremendously drained resources in tribute, slaves, and artisans from the Rus' lands. In a region of exquisite eleventh- and twelfth-century stone cathedrals (Kyiv, Novgorod, Vladimir, Bogoliubovo, Iur'ev Polskii), building in stone ground almost to a halt in principalities subject to the Mongols for at least a century. Princes of towns including Suzdal, Riazan', Nizhnii Novgorod, Tver', and Moscow vied for the favor of the Horde, which offered the lucrative right to collect tribute, to call on Mongol military aid, and to claim the title of "Grand Prince of Vladimir." Tver' was a precocious regional leader, its success epitomized by its stone cathedral of 1285. To curb Tver's ascent the Horde awarded Moscow the privileged tax-collector position in the early fourteenth century (marked by replacing the Kremlin's wooden Dormition Cathedral with a stone edifice in the 1320s).
Mongol patronage was one of four factors that the great Russian historian V. O. Kliuchevskii proposed to explain Moscow's rise to regional power; the others were its securing the see of the Orthodox metropolitanate by the 1320s; the dynasty's de facto primogeniture in the face of the partible inheritance practiced by its rivals; and, finally, its advantageous geographical position. Through tributaries of the rivers on which Moscow was located (the Moskva, Iauza, and Neglinnaia), Moscow could access the Caspian via the Volga, Novgorod via the upper Volga and portages and lesser rivers, and the Black Sea via the Don. Tver' was well located, but did not enjoy access to the Don.
The Qipchaq khanate at Sarai exerted strong control over the Russian center from the mid-thirteenth into the late fourteenth century. Later historians have often looked at this stage as formative of Russian history and even of Russian character. The Mongol "yoke," as they termed it, was responsible for splitting the Russian center from the lively interchanges with western Europe that Kyiv had enjoyed (Kyiv princesses married European kings, trade was brisk). The Mongols are held responsible for Russia's centralized autocracy; some say the Mongols' "Asiatic" ethos made Russians crude and barbaric (compared to Europe). These normative generalizations do not stand up to much scrutiny.
The Mongols were Turkic-speaking, steppe nomads, and they remained living in the steppe (no Tatar gravesites are found in the forested center). After the first few generations, few Mongol tax collectors and administrators ventured north; Sarai ruled through the intermediaries of the Moscow princes. The East Slavs and Finno- Ugric peoples of the forest therefore had little contact with the Mongols (unless they were so unfortunate as to be enslaved). They were farmers, the Mongols were nomads. They were Christian or animist, while the Mongols were Muslim. They did not speak the Mongolian or Turkic languages of the Mongols and their local steppe clients. All this meant that there was little intermarriage and little cultural exchange, at grass roots or elite levels. To the extent that historians can identify the "influence" of the Mongols, it is exactly where one would expect it—at the level of princely contact with the Horde. Borrowings of Turkic words into Russian from these centuries fall almost exclusively in the areas of interchange between the leadership—military, fiscal, and bureaucratic terms. The Russian word for money (dengi), for example, has Turkic roots, as do words for weaponry (saadak, sablia, tiufiak) and military commanders (ataman, esaul), and a plethora of terms about horses. Forced to pay homage frequently and leave sons at the Sarai court for years as hostages, Russia's ruling princes and their elites undoubtedly assimilated Mongol practices and concepts of rulership, just as they also had available to them potent ideas about political power and self-representation from their Orthodox religion.
RISE OF MOSCOW IN A REGIONAL VACUUM OF POWER
The political cohesion of the Qipchaq khanate began to weaken from the 1360s with internecine struggles that ended in dissolution into rival khanates by the mid- fifteenth century. This long process created a vacuum of power that sparked tremendous competition for regional primacy. It was a time of expanding trade in both the Baltic and the Black Seas (strife in the Horde relatively weakened the Volga route). Overland routes in modern day Belarus'an and Ukrainian lands through such princely centers as Velikie Luki, Toropets, Smolensk, Vilnius, Vitebsk, and Polotsk carved east-west connections with the Baltic, while towns on routes to the Black Sea also came into their own, including Chernigov (on the Desna), Smolensk, Pereiaslav, and Kyiv (all on the Dnieper). Since the late 1300s Black Sea trade had revived with Genoese colonies at Sudak and Caffa exchanging caravans with East Slavic lands to the north. In the Volga-Oka mesopotamia, merchants forged routes south, through Kolomna and Riazan' on the Oka and on to the Desna, Dnieper, Don, and Volga.
In the mid-1300s Moscow was the strongest military force in the Russian center, but faced a formidable rival in the Lithuanian Gedyminide dynasty on the Baltic (descended from Prince Gedymin, d. 1341), which took advantage of weakness in the Horde to expand aggressively east and south into modern day Belarus' and Ukraine. The Gedyminides halted their expansion south at the steppe near Kyiv around the 1360s. This brought the still pagan Lithuanians (speaking a Baltic language) into control of Orthodox Christian and East Slavic-speaking principalities descended from the Kyiv Rus' state. On the Baltic coast the Grand Duchy, as it is conventionally called in English, faced the expansionist Livonian Knights;
reaching out for military help from the Kingdom of Poland, in 1387 the Gedyminide dynasty formed an alliance with Poland and adopted Catholicism for the Lithuanian elite. They did not, however, impose Catholicism on their Ukrainian and Belarus'an Orthodox elites or peasants. Over time the dynastic union more tightly intertwined the Grand Duchy's elites with Polish culture—they adopted Polish noble and urban institutions and intensified the dynastic union into a full- fledged political federation in the "Commonwealth" in 1569. Polish and Grand Duchy lands all participated in wave upon wave of European cultural trends (Renaissance, Reformation, Counter-Reformation, and Enlightenment); the Grand Duchy's educated Orthodox elites in turn became in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries a powerful conduit of European ideas into Russia.
While Moscow was occupied consolidating its power over neighboring principalities to the mid-fifteenth century, the dissolution of the Horde changed the landscape on the lower Volga and steppe. Splinter groups of the Golden Horde claimed traditional trade emporia—khanates had arisen at Kazan by 1445 and at Astrakhan by the 1460s, both claiming charismatic descent from Chinggis Khan. The Girey clan, also Chinggisid, claimed control over the Crimea and its Black Sea steppe by 1443. While the Kazan and Astrakhan khanates were busy profiting from steady transit trade of furs and oriental goods up and down the Volga, the Crimean Tatars maintained the age-old raiding and trading steppe lifestyle, dominating the active slave trade of the region. Their merchants transported slaves from the Caucasus to their emporia; their slaving raids into East Slavic territories brought in thousands. Further to the east, in the early sixteenth century the Nogai Horde occupied steppe lands on either side of the Volga from the Sea of Azov to the Aral Sea south of the Urals, alternately raiding and trading with Russia, bringing thousands of horses annually to Muscovy for sale. South of them, the Great Horde coalesced on the lower Volga in the wake of the final destruction of Sarai by Timur (Tamerlane) in the first years of the fifteenth century. Like the Nogais, the Great Horde traded and raided as Russia gradually pushed into the steppe over the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, but neither established the settled political permanence of the other three khanates. Eventually, as we will see, they were co-opted into Russian service, but in the fifteenth through seventeenth centuries all these forces in one way or another profited from, or harassed, transit trade down the Volga, Don, and Dnieper. Moving east, the Kuchum khanate in western Siberia similarly claimed Chinggisid legacy, but was less potent than its Kazan and Crimean counterparts.
Like its Gedyminide rivals, Moscow assembled territory with economic and politically strategic goals in the fourteenth- and fifteenth-century vacuum of power. To its northwest Novgorod was an obstacle and target (see Figure 2.2). Founded in the 800s, Novgorod had been the second city in the Kyiv Rus' state. Its merchant elite had wrested control ofthe city from the Rus' princes already in the mid-twelfth century and developed an urban republican government, based on communal assemblies at the neighborhood and municipal level. Over time the elite dominated elected office such that many have called Novgorod more an oligarchy than republic. The city flourished on export fur trade, particularly in the 1300s, becoming a member of the German Hansa network of trading ports. Novgorod
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Figure 2.2 Novgorod's Church of the Transfiguration (1374) on Il'in Street epitomizes the graceful, single-dome style favored by wealthy merchant patrons across town. This church's interior featured ephemeral frescos by Theophanes the Greek in the spirit of hesychast contemplation. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

expanded eastward across a great rural hinterland extending to the Urals; it was farmed in the city's immediate environs, but primarily served as a resource of squirrel pelts for European export.
In the late fourteenth century Moscow began to impinge on Novgorod's fur trade. It edged into lands of Finno-Ugric tribes to its northeast who were at that time tributaries of Novgorod or Sarai. In 1328, Moscow won control over the important city of Ustiug on the Sukhona-Northern Dvina trade route and later in the century Moscow extended claims eastward from Ustiug up the Vym and Vychegda rivers into Komi and Perm lands. Missionary efforts led by Stefan of Perm, later canonized, resulted in a bishopric there in the 1380s, marking the real start of Muscovite control over the Vychegda Perm tribes. As Sarai's power waned, Moscow merchants and envoys claimed tribute in the form of furs and forest goods and shipped them south on the Volga to exchange for salt, silk, spices, gems, and silver. But a direct connection to Baltic trade eluded Moscow.
In the first half of the fifteenth century, both Moscow and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania suffered internal succession struggles, but by 1450 both had stabilized. The Grand Duchy's territory was immense and its power growing as it tightened its union with the kingdom of Poland. Although Muscovy was comparatively small, its internal power was secure, cemented by a dynastic war (1430s-40s) that pitted adherents of grand princely succession by primogeniture against those for collateral succession. Collateral succession was the traditional practice in princely and elite families throughout the Rus' lands. Moscow's rulers had enjoyed de facto primogeniture since the mid-fourteenth century simply because of the accidents of birth and epidemic, but when they won the dynastic war, they gained affirmation of a practice that had helped them create stable central leadership. Collateral succession would have entailed constant rotation of elites as brothers took over from brothers as grand princes; with father to son succession, the same elite families flourished over generations. By 1450, Moscow turned to face its remaining East Slavic rivals (principally Tver' and Novgorod) while pursuing trade advantage in the Baltic and Volga spheres.
MUSCOVY'S EXPANSION 1450- 1580s: WEST TO THE BALTIC
Around 1450, the ambitious Moscow dynasty (historians named it Daniilovichi after an early founder, Prince Daniil Aleksandrovich, d. 1303) was on the threshold of regional power. Like the Osman dynasty of Anatolia, they had built their position as a warrior band seeking wealth and power and at mid-fifteenth century each of these ambitious dynasties had elevated their claims to sovereign status. For the Osmans, the conquest of Constantinople in 1453 provided inspiration for claims of imperial sovereignty; they cast themselves as "new Constantines" as well as righteous warriors for Islam. For the Daniilovichi, a variety of events in addition to the successful dynastic war supported higher aspirations. They included the rejection by Russia's Orthodox hierarchs of the union with the Vatican (agreed at the Florence-Ferrara Council of 1438-45) and their declaration of independence from Constantinople (autocephaly), which cast the Moscow princes as international leaders of Orthodoxy. Furthermore, Grand Prince Ivan III elevated his international visibility in 1472 by marrying the niece of the last Byzantine emperor, Sofiia Paleologa, who had been brought up in the Vatican.
Historians often treat Muscovy's expansion against neighboring East Slavic principalities not as empire-building but as a benign "gathering of the lands," dating "empire" to the conquests of non-Slavic, non-Orthodox Kazan and Astrakhan in the 1550s (Map 2). In so doing, they reflect Russian nationalist historiography based on sixteenth-century claims that the Moscow grand princes were merely recovering the "patrimony" of their dynastic line. Such an expedient interpretation postulates a direct historical continuity in dynasty and sovereignty from Kyiv Rus' to Moscow, ignoring the fact that Kyiv Rus' provided elites, princely dynasties, religion, culture and foundations of national myth not only to the people who
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Map 2. European Russia c. 1750. Modeled on maps from Allen F. Chew, An Atlas of Russian History: Eleven Centuries of Changing Borders, rev. edn. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970), maps 13, 15, and 19.

became the Russians, but also to Ukrainians and Belarus'ans. As a political entity, Russian history begins with the rise of Moscow, and Moscow's acquisitions of East Slavic territories from the 1300s into the sixteenth century were not a "gathering" but a sustained effort at conquest and territorial expansion.
In the second half of the fifteenth century Vasilii II (1425-62) and his son Ivan III (1462-1505) doggedly, and with great success, improved Russia's position on international trade routes linking the Baltic and Volga. In the way stood several principalities descended from Kyiv Rus' that had long been small regional centers. Several were seats of bishoprics with thriving chronicle-writing traditions (Riazan', Tver', Rostov) preserving their own historical memory; their princes enjoyed sovereign powers and fielded small armies of cavalry retinues. Moscow used multiple strategies, including marital connections, purchase, intimidation, and conquest, to subordinate them: Riazan' (1456-1521), Iaroslavl' (1463), Rostov (1463, 1474), and in particular Tver' (1485).
Intent on the Baltic, Moscow persistently aimed at Novgorod, which in turn sought support from the Grand Duchy. In 1453 in retribution for Novgorod's alliance against Moscow during the dynastic wars, Moscow seized Beloozero, a crucial Novgorodian trading center directly north of Moscow. In the face of Novgorod's continued dalliance with the Grand Duchy, in 1471 Moscow subjugated the city but did not physically seize it; it extended control over Novgorod's trade depots ofVologda (on the route north to Beloozero) and Volok Lamskii (west ofMoscow). Novgorod in 1478 mobilized against Moscow again. This time Russia seized the city and its entire hinterland, dismantled its republican government, and installed a governor. To stabilize the territory Moscow forcibly moved populations, exiling hundreds of Novgorod merchant, elite, and lesser landholding families to central Muscovy, confiscating most elite property and much of the property of the Archbishopric of Novgorod and major monasteries. Using this new land fund, it moved servitors from the center and recruited locals into an expanded gentry cavalry army supported by grants of these lands in conditional tenure (pomest'e).
Acquiring Novgorod and its hinterland gave Moscow a toehold on the dynamic Baltic at a time of momentous changes in northern European trade. The German Hansa had weakened over the fifteenth century with the rise of stronger states, notably Poland-Lithuania, the Netherlands, England, and Sweden. Trade had been shifting from Novgorod and nearby Pskov to Livonian ports: Reval/Tallinn, Dorpat/Tartu, Narva/Rugodiv, and Riga. Ivan III tried to capitalize on Livonian trade by founding Ivangorod (1492) on the Gulf of Finland opposite Narva and by closing down the Hansa office in Novgorod (1494, for twenty years), expelling its seasonally resident German merchants. Ivangorod never became a flourishing trade center; merchants and trade turned from Novgorod to the Swedish port of Vyborg on the Gulf of Finland or to Livonian towns. Only gradually in the next century did trade revive through Novgorod, exporting goods such as flax, wax, hemp, tallow, hides, honey, and leather from the rural hinterland.
The conquest of Novgorod did not bring Muscovy riches in furs. Novgorod's fur market had collapsed in the fifteenth century, for reasons including political instability, decline of the Hansa, and the waning of the fashion for squirrel in Europe, while squirrel was the only fur left available in Novgorod's forest. With robust demand for luxury furs from Europe and the Ottoman empire (where precious Russian furs were incorporated into the regalia and insignia ofhigh political office), Moscow merchants went north to the White Sea to the Finns, Karelians, Swedes, and Laplanders, but for truly rich luxury furs, Moscow crossed the Urals, which brought it face to face with the khanates of Siberia and particularly Kazan.
Kazan had been a major emporium for the Volga fur trade since at least the ninth century when the Volga Bulgars controlled the city and its fur-rich hinterland in the Perm and Urals lands to Kazan's north and east. By the second half of the fifteenth century the khanate of Kazan reigned solidly over this age-old entrepot. Here merchants from the Ottoman empire, the northern Caucasus, Persia, steppe nomads, and Central Asia sold silks, spices, fish, salt, livestock, rice, nuts, and oils, in exchange for European woolens, Russian linen, leather goods, hides, weapons, salt, and luxury furs. Situated at the confluence of the Kama and Volga Rivers, Kazan controlled access to passes across the Urals leading to the Tavda, Tura, and Tobol Rivers into fur-rich western Siberia; it collected tribute from the western Siberian khanate. Since the 1380s Moscow had been expanding control among the Perm, Komi, Voguly, and Iugra peoples eastward to the Urals, vying with Kazan for control; the process was bloody and long, with much native resistance. In the 1460s to 1480s Moscow won control over most of the Perm peoples, conquering the key city of Khlynov (Viatka) in 1489. By the end of the fifteenth century most of Kazan's fur hinterlands—peoples in the Vychegda, Vym' Perm, and Perm Velikaia areas, the Voguly and Iugra as far northeast as the lower Ob, and some of the Samoyedic-speaking peoples on the White Sea littoral near the Pechora River— were paying tribute to Moscow, and doing it in luxury fur. Russia now controlled a vast, primarily Finno-Ugric forest hinterland, in addition to the East Slavic peasants of the center.
Because Kazan controlled the middle and lower Volga, Moscow sought overland routes for its sables, silver and black foxes, and ermines. For a valuable and all too brief period it found common cause with Kazan's rival, the Crimean khanate, forming an alliance around 1480. With Crimean aid, Moscow attacked the Grand Duchy and the Great Horde, culminating in a military standoff with the Great Horde on the Ugra River in 1480 that monkish chroniclers anachronistically heralded as Moscow's "liberation" from the Tatar control (which had, in reality, been over for decades). Anxious to subdue the Black Sea steppe, the Crimeans destroyed the Great Horde in 1502. Moscow and Crimea destabilized Kazan through dynastic intrigues: in 1487 Mengli Girey married Nur Sultan, widow of the khan of Kazan and mother of Mehmed Amin, whom Ivan III put on the Kazan throne soon thereafter. There ensued two decades of peace between Moscow, Kazan, and the Crimea.
The Moscow-Crimean alliance fell apart between about 1505-6 and 1512 when the Gireys sided with the Grand Duchy and commenced more than a century of intensive slave raiding and military campaigns into Muscovite lands. Moscow continued to meddle in dynastic succession in Kazan, creating a puppet Tatar principality at Kasimov in the late fifteenth century to groom a collateral line of the Kazan house for eventual usurpation of the throne. An equilibrium of sorts was established in the 1520s, when Safa-Girey took over the throne of Kazan and ruled in a way that satisfied Crimean and Muscovite interests. This balance lasted until his death in 1549, which opened a new era of Muscovite ambitions against Kazan.
From the late fifteenth century Moscow steadily pushed westward against the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, aided by frequent shifting of allegiance of Orthodox princes on the border from the Grand Duchy to Moscow. Moscow's encroachments into the upper Oka area were ratified by a peace treaty around 1492, cemented by the marriage of Ivan III's daughter to Grand Duke of Lithuania Alexander in 1495. War broke out again in 1500, and by 1503 Moscow won Toropets and other upper Oka towns including Starodub, Briansk, Novgorod-Seversk, and
Chernigov (giving Moscow access to the Desna, a key tributary of the Dnieper). There ensued almost a century of non-stop wars between Moscow and the Grand Duchy.
Successes followed quickly. Moscow won the city republic of Pskov in 1510 and Smolensk in 1514, acquiring several overland trade routes: through Pskov to Narva and other Livonian towns on the Gulf of Finland and Baltic (in modern day Estonia and Latvia); through Toropets and Velikie Luki to Polotsk on the Western Dvina and on to Vilnius in the Grand Duchy; through Viaz'ma and Smolensk into the Grand Duchy. Mid-century brought Russia a major opening in the Baltic sphere. The Knights of the Livonian Order were the last remaining small principality on the shore of the Baltic, surrounded by large, ambitious states—Sweden, Poland-Lithuania, and Muscovy. Not only did it contain the most vibrant trade depots on the eastern Baltic (Narva, Reval, and Riga), but Livonia itself was fertile agrarian land, a producer of hemp, flax, grain, and other export goods. In 1557 the Livonian Knights, who had accepted Lutheranism in the 1520s, agreed to accept a vassal relationship with Poland, whereby some of Livonia would become a semi-independent duchy (Courland and Semigallia) and the rest a province in the Grand Duchy. Sweden, Denmark, and Russia immediately attacked Livonia, Poland, and the Grand Duchy. War raged for the next two decades, during which Poland and Lithuania formed a tighter political union in the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania (1569). Russia initially won Dorpat, Narva (1558), and Polotsk (1563), but quickly fell into a quagmire. Now the Grand Duchy's ally, the Crimean Tatars, ceaselessly raided the southern frontiers, while the domestic ravages of Ivan IVs Oprichnina (1564-72) further weakened Russia. When the dust settled, Russia was the biggest loser, ceding Estland (including Narva and Dorpat) and the Karelian shore of the Gulf of Finland to Sweden in the Treaty of Plussa in 1583 and Livonia and Polotsk to Poland-Lithuania by the Treaty of Iam Zapolskii in 1582. The devastation caused by Polish-Lithuanian and Swedish invasions was immense, causing massive peasant flight.
In the background of these dramatic ebbs and flows on the Baltic, Russia unexpectedly developed alternative access to European trade with the serendipitous arrival of English traders in 1553. The White Sea was not an unknown quantity to European traders; the Dutch had been trading offthe Kola Peninsula since the early sixteenth century. When Anthony Chancellor's ship landed on the White Sea coast (a companion ship had been stranded), he was in pursuit of a trade route to India. He arrived at an advantageous moment when Russia welcomed the European connection. Received well in Moscow, with promises of full trading rights for English merchants, Chancellor returned confidently to London, where the Muscovy Company was soon enfranchised (1555). In the same year Russia granted the new Company customs-free trade in Russia, with permission to maintain warehouses at Kholmogory, Vologda, and even Moscow. By 1557 English were purchasing rope walks in Kholmogory to produce the commodity they most desired for export. They also bought tallow, flax, wax, and other products essential to Britain's growing navy. The English enjoyed virtual monopoly of northern trade until 1581, when Russia lost Narva and could no longer afford to restrict European trade. Dutch merchants were allowed into White Sea trade and by the end of the century they had surpassed the British in volume. In 1584 Russia founded the port of Arkhangelsk directly on the shore (Kholmogory was some 75 km up the Northern Dvina) to facilitate trade. With shipping possible through the White Sea for a brief window every summer, Russia and its north European partners built Archangel into Russia's most active trading port by the end ofthe sixteenth century.
In the century between 1450 and 1550 the Grand Principality of Moscow had proven itself a formidable power, consolidating control over major resources and trade entrepots in the crucial Baltic, Volga, and Black Sea spheres. Already Muscovy contained a diverse population—East Slavic, Orthodox peasants and landlords in the center; East Slavic and Finno-Ugric forest peoples north to the Arctic and east to the Urals, who included Orthodox Christians and many still practicing local animist religions. De facto empire had begun, on the eve of conquests of Kazan and Siberia.
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Assembling Empire
The First Centuries
Russia's first centuries of empire, roughly from mid-sixteenth century through the seventeenth, overwhelm the observer with their sheer energy and almost complete lack of self-reflective ideology describing the imperial project. Muscovy's rulers did not define what they were doing; they simply expanded continuously. Sources such as chronicles, decrees, and bureaucratic correspondence form the meager basis on which historians intuit conceptual attitudes. A crusading ideology was not characteristic of the Orthodox Church, although anti-Muslim rhetoric was a trope in chronicle writing. Even if the Orthodox Church had wanted a more energetic missionary role, the state did not support it. Decrees in the seventeenth century, for example, forbade Siberian governors from forcibly converting or oppressing natives, in order to keep tax collection stable. Neither did an ideology of cultural superiority drive conquest. Non-Russian subjects were recognized as different in language, religion, and culture, but were not systematically described or discriminated against as inferior. Valerie Kivelson argues that the Muscovite state reveled in the abundance of its subject peoples, regarding them as God's bountiful creation and evidence of divine favor on Russia.
Russia's experience of "empire" is classically dated to the conquests of the khanate of Kazan (1552) and the city of Astrakhan (1556), both major trading centers with multi-ethnic and multi-religious populations, closely followed by conquest of the khanate of western Siberia (1582) and movement across Siberia. Expansion continued through the seventeenth century south into the steppe, east, and, with greater difficulty, westward. Motives throughout were pragmatic: to conquer important trade routes and depots for customs income and to capture material resources (furs, taxes). So also was colonial policy: in these early centuries of empire, Russia practiced a "politics of difference," maintaining regional cultures and institutions in exchange for loyalty and human and fiscal resources.
CONQUEST OF KAZAN
Although by 1550 Muscovy ruled East Slavic and Finno-Ugric populations, the 1552 conquest of the sovereign state of Kazan, with its Muslim and animist populations and multiple ethnic groups, marked a decisive advance in diversity. Taking advantage of dynastic instability and determined to stave off Crimean influence in Kazan, Moscow mounted a military campaign in 1551—2. The conquest was brutal: using tactics of mass expulsion that had been employed on the western borderland since the defeat of Novgorod (1478), most of the Tatar population was moved out of Kazan city. Leaders and elites were executed or deported; Russian gentry were moved onto their lands and Russian merchants into the city. Mosques were destroyed and an Orthodox bishopric and monasteries were founded on confiscated lands. Resistance was persistent—Tatars and Cheremis (Mari) revolted in 1570-2 and 1581-4—and brutally put down.
Kazan was a cosmopolitan trading center, with a social and political elite of Turkic-speaking Islamic Tatars and a population of Tatar craftsmen, merchants, Islamic clergy, and scholars. Surrounding the city, most of the khanate's rural population was not Islamic, but animist in belief. South of the Volga (which runs west to east here), in wooded steppe lived Turkic-speaking Chuvash and Finno- Ugric-speaking Mordva farmers, fishers, bee-keepers. North of the Volga lived Finno-Ugric Cheremis (Mari) and Votiaks (Udmurty), who added hunting to traditional forest exploitation.
Once the bloody years of conquest had established control, the Muscovite government settled into what Andreas Kappeler describes as its typical early modern colonial approach, a "flexible and pragmatic" toleration of local autonomies wherever possible. The city was greatly Russianized, but in the surrounding countryside the status quo was affirmed for loyal ethnic groups. Elites kept ownership of land and economic resources (beehives, forest, beaver dams) and kept their traditional administrative and judicial leadership below the criminal law. Islamic courts applied Sharia law to most issues, even as non-Russians had access to, and used, the tsar's criminal courts. Tatar and Chuvash men in the Khanate's cavalry were integrated into the Russian army as Tatar units; they were awarded pomest'e land grants like their Russian counterparts and became the majority of the Kazan gentry. Although they did not have to convert to Orthodoxy to receive lands, own serfs, and serve in a privileged status, some of the highest princes (murzy) did convert and become members of the highest elite in Moscow.
Fiscally, the non-military non-Russian population of the Kazan khanate—Tatar, Cheremis/Mari, Chuvash, Mordva, and Votiak/Udmurt—continued to pay tribute, called iasak, as they had for centuries to Mongol khans and their successors. Conquering lands of Chinggisid heritage, Russian tsars stepped into the role of tribute-taking khan (in the steppe world Moscow's adoption of the title "tsar" in 1547 could be perceived as a claim to Chinggisid legitimacy). In contrast to the tax burdens ofEast Slavic Orthodox peasants, iasak was often not as onerous; when the poll tax and regular military conscription were instituted in the early eighteenth century, they were not imposed on native peoples. Nevertheless, iasak, often demanded in furs, contributed importantly to the tsar's income. As "iasak people," Kazan ethnic groups were considered state peasants, overseen by state bureaucrats; Russian and Tatar landholders were forbidden to enserf or enslave them.
In 1556 Moscow conquered the Caspian trading port of Astrakhan, winning control of the Volga route (but not steppe lands on either side). From this outpost Moscow tried to expand its reach into the northern Caucasus. A group of
Circassians of Kabarda entered into a short-lived alliance with Muscovy (1557-8), symbolized by the marriage of the recently widowed Ivan IV to a Kabardinian princess in 1561 (Mariia Cherkasskaia); her family, the princes Cherkasskie, ranked among the richest and most influential boyars at the tsar's court through the seventeenth century. Moscow maintained a fortress on the Terek River (1567), but under Ottoman pressure failed to consolidate a position in the Caucasus until the eighteenth century. The Ottoman empire tried unsuccessfully to wrest Astrakhan from Russia, but its allies the Crimean Tatars did manage to launch devastating campaigns northward, reaching Moscow in 1571 and 1572.
FOREST AND STEPPE, MIDDLEMEN AND MIDDLE GROUND
Russian history was shaped by an interaction of steppe and forest that pivoted between symbiosis and conflict. The steppe was home to nomadic pastoralists who generally spoke Turkic and Tatar languages in this part of the world (the Black Sea or Pontic and Caspian steppes). The forest was home to groups who lived from forest resources (Finno-Ugric peoples, native Siberians) and to East Slavs who farmed as well as exploited—fishing, hunting, gathering. Trade and alliance forged symbiosis between forest and steppe. Since at least the ninth century goods— amber, furs, slaves—had traversed the forest from the Baltic to the Black and Caspian Seas, destined for Mediterranean and Middle Eastern urban centers. Princes of towns in the forest allied with steppe nomads in war and trade. At the same time, nomadic communities relied on a raiding economy to supplement pastoralism; slave raids from the south were a scourge in these centuries. As we have noted, a major turning point in the history of Europe and Eurasia developed when settled agrarian empires—Habsburgs, Poland-Lithuania, and most successfully Russia—were able to conquer the lands of the steppe, block slave raids, monopolize trade, and, most importantly, replace grazing with farming. The process took the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries and required long decades of reliance on middlemen.
As we have seen, Russia's expansion westward put it in conflict with the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the kingdoms of Poland and Sweden, and the city republic of Novgorod—all settled states with which Russia engaged through war and diplomacy. When Russia looked south and east towards the steppe and the Siberian taiga, however, it faced a different political world. This was the Mongol sphere, where Chinggisid lineage guaranteed legitimacy and Mongol practices of diplomacy, negotiation, alliance, and war governed. The dissolution of the Mongol empire's unity from the Qipchaq khanate to China from the late fourteenth century on yielded splinter khanates claiming Chinggisid legitimacy—the strongest in vibrant trade hubs (Crimea, Kazan) and weaker ones in steppe and forest (the Nogai Horde on the lower Volga steppes, the Siberian khanate at Kuchum). In the sixteenth and seventeenth century the Eurasian steppe was a volatile place, with new groups arriving, pushing previous inhabitants to new pastures. In the lower
Volga the Nogais forced the Great Horde out in the sixteenth century, and were in turn expelled in the early seventeenth century by the Kalmyks. In the early eighteenth century the Dzhungars pushed the Kazakhs from Central Asia to the steppes south of western Siberia and the Urals, encroaching on the Bashkirs. All this volatility exacerbated the raiding economy and complicated Russia's push into the steppe.
Well into the eighteenth century, as Russia advanced into the steppe, it moved into what scholars call a "middle ground," a concept made famous by Richard White in his study of encounters between Europeans and natives in North America and applied by scholars of Russian empire including Thomas Barrett, Yuriy Malikov, Willard Sunderland, and Michael Khodarkovsky. A "middle ground" is a contact zone not governed by strong states but created by the interactions of people of different cultures brought together by trade. As beaver pelts changed hands between Frenchmen and Iroquois and sables between East Slavs and native Siberians, a zone of interchange evolved. Each side accommodated to the other; to one degree or another language, diet, dress, weaponry, even religious beliefs crossed cultures. Typically a "middle ground" zone is impermanent—eventually a strong polity consolidates control and imposes its dominant culture. In the process, however, it often leans on intermediaries for alliances, border defense, and cultural access. Mindful of White's definition—"the place in between: in between cultures, peoples, and in between empires and the non-state world of the villages"—some, such as Michael Khodarkovsky, argue that Russia developed a hybrid "middle ground," since the state, rather than private trade, was a driving factor in pushing into the borderlands. But the characteristic interchanges described by White occurred nonetheless; dozens of versions of a "middle ground" formed as Russians encroached upon its borderlands. Central to this encounter were Cossacks, the quintessential "in between" group in the Eurasian steppe.
Cossacks emerged at the edge of forest and steppe at the historic turning point that we have highlighted, when agrarian, bureaucratic settled empires were pushing south and east. Cossacks were renegades who fled to the borders, lured by profits in trade or escaping taxation and enserfment. They appeared from the late fifteenth century across the arc of Eurasia, from the Danube in Moldova outside Habsburg realms, to the Dnieper south of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, to the Don, Kuban, and Terek Rivers of the Pontic and Caspian steppe, to the Yaik (later Ural) and Irtysh Rivers in western Siberia. In addition, bands of men living a Cossack lifestyle trail-blazed into Siberia in search of furs and riches. Similarities in lifestyle were a common denominator in the tremendous diversity ofCossacks; there was no single "cossackdom." They ranged from free-booting adventurers in Siberia to garrison troops to founders of a Ukrainian sovereign state in the Hetmanate, with many gradations of political consciousness and autonomies in between.
In all these places, Cossacks were male confraternities of land-bound or river- cruising bandits: the word "Cossack" is derived from Arabic, used by Turkic speakers to mean freebooter. These men were highwaymen, armed and dangerous, making their livings by banditry and extortion, by slaving and trading. As military units, they emulated their rivals: on the steppe they were lightly armored, mobile, armed with bow and arrow on small fast horses; on the Dnieper, Don, and Volga Rivers and Caspian Sea, they were expert sailors, capturing and ransoming vessels in classic pirate fashion; in Siberia they sailed the rivers and broke through forests on foot and horse. Their paramilitary encampments offered relative security to others escaping settled society: runaway peasants fleeing serfdom, slaves fleeing captivity, religious dissidents fleeing persecution, economic migrants—all often sought protection around a Cossack fortress.
In classic "middle ground" style, Cossack communities adopted language, culture, dress, diets, and trade patterns from their surrounding culture. On the Dnieper, Cossack communities used Ukrainian, while to the east on the Don and in Siberia, they used Russian. But in each case the group was ethnically diverse, drawing Turks, Tatars, Russians, Ukrainians, Kalmyks, Nogais, and others to their hearty bands. A sixteenth-century register of Cossacks in Ukraine, for example, lists origins from seventy-four different towns in the Grand Duchy and seven in Poland, as well as from Muscovy, German principalities, Serbia, and the Crimean Tatars. A group of Siberian Cossacks in 1587 similarly included 50 Polish soldiers, 100 Polish- Lithuanian Cossacks, 1,000 Tatar Cossacks, and 300 Bashkirs. Cossacks on the Irtysh line in western Siberia included Germans, Swedes, and Ukrainians, along with Russians and Kazakhs. To be a Cossack was a way of life, not an ethnic identity.
Cossack communities varied according to the military and economic circumstances oftheir location, but all shared some characteristics. One was a free-booting economy: Guillaume de Beauplan, observing Dnieper Cossacks in mid-seventeenth century, remarked that they worked only as much as they needed to. Not tied to the agrarian life cycle, they enjoyed life until they needed more income, at which time they would set off on another raid. They exhibited sheer disdain for agricultural labor; as Cossack communities became more established, they deigned to own land but hired labor to work it. Cossack economies reflected local resources: in some areas Cossacks raised grain (Dnieper and Don River basins), in others they practiced viticulture (the Terek) or horticulture and animal husbandry (the Irtysh).
Another common characteristic of Cossacks across Eurasia was rowdy self- government by mass democratic council. They had the esprit de corps of a Mannerbund, a warrior band: they elected a leader (ataman, hetman) for each year's campaign and summarily dismissed him if he did not win in battle or bring in enough booty. They distributed spoils of battle and raiding evenly among themselves; they fought for the honor oftheir name, their clan, and their band. Cossacks across Eurasia prided themselves on independence and fraternal loyalties; their political consciousness was personal and local.
Cossacks constituted a middle ground, interacting with peoples ofthe steppe and Siberia decades before Russian sovereign power made an appearance. Approaching the steppe, Russia and Poland-Lithuania enlisted Cossacks into military service, recruiting them as mercenary border guards to block nomadic raids and protect new fortified lines. Some became dependent on Russia, as they received supplies of grain, ammunition, and weapons. But since their service was so valuable to Russia, in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries many groups of Cossacks were able to negotiate what Brian Boeck calls "separate deals," usually including political and military autonomy, freedom from direct and from many indirect taxes, the right to distill and sell alcohol, grants ofland farmed collectively, freedom from enserfment, the rights to distinctive dress, religion, or other cultural markers. Cossacks became agents of the subjugation of the steppe and Siberian forest, but they also became subjects of the state and constantly faced challenges to their prized independence. Each group negotiated these challenges differently as, between the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries, sedentary political authority began to tilt the balance of the middle ground with superior gunpowder armies, bureaucratic record keeping, and enhanced means of communication. By the end of the eighteenth century, much of the world that supported Cossack communities had disappeared and traditional Cossackdom had been transformed—their bands were integrated into Russian or Polish armies and elites or destroyed altogether.
Perhaps the first "middle ground" forged in the lands of the future Russian empire was the Novgorodian hinterland leading towards Siberia (Map 3). Novgor- odian lands stretched from the primarily East Slavic north (the Northern Dvina basin, called in contemporary sources Pomor'e) to the Perm' and Viatka lands (settled by Turkic and Finno-Ugric speakers). As early as the eleventh century, East Slavic hunters and trappers penetrated these lands in search of furs, approaching from different directions: up the Sukhona and Vychegda Rivers; up the Kama and Viatka Rivers; along the Ob and Irtysh; paralleling the White Sea. As noted, Muscovy ventured into Perm and Viatka in the 1380s and had firmly established control by a century later, about the time that it conquered Novgorod and won its hinterland in the process. Still, conquest and Christianization did not displace local animism, nature cults, and shamanism.
With the conquest of Kazan in 1552, Moscow was in a position to move more aggressively beyond the Perm lands into the Urals and Siberia. With the Kazan conquest, Nogai and Bashkir Hordes in the lower Volga and Urals declared loyalty to Russia, as did Khan Ediger of Siberia in 1555. Its Muslim Tatar elites ruled over native tribes including Ostiaks (Khanty) and Voguly (Mansi). In 1558 Russia awarded Grigorii Stroganov (from a prosperous Novgorod merchant family) monopolies to exploit fur, salt, and mineral resources in Perm lands in the upper Kama and beyond, creating yet another intermediary in the middle ground. With their own paramilitary forces, including Cossacks from the Volga and Urals who signed on to profit from the fur trade, the Stroganovs constructed forts, subdued villages, and asserted control. With tacit Muscovite approval in 1582 a Stroganov expedition, led by the Cossack Ermak, defeated the forces of Siberian Khan Kuchum (who had ousted Ediger and rejected subordination to Russia). Official Muscovite troops quickly followed, deposed Kuchum, and proceeded—aided by Cossacks who rushed to get in on the profits—to construct fortresses in western Siberia: Tiumen and Tobolsk in 1586 and 1587. Challenged by Kirghiz and other nomads on the southern frontier, Russians approached through the Arctic, founding forts in 1593 Berezov on the Northern Sosva, Obdorsk at the mouth of the Ob in 1595, and Turukhansk in 1607 on the lower Yenesei. Grain shipments, trappers, and Muscovite detachments traversed these tedious routes until the western Siberian border was stabilized against nomads by the 1660s. After that, more direct routes
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Map 3. Russian conquest of Siberia in the seventeenth century. Modeled on a map from Allen F. Chew, An Atlas of Russian History: Eleven Centuries of Changing Borders, rev. edn. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970), map 34.


were possible, in-migration of Slavic colonists increased, and several of the northern fort towns (Berezov, Mangazeia, Obdorsk) fell into disrepair. The future for Russia was along the southern edge of Siberia.
Following that imperative forces working in the name of the tsar moved astonishingly quickly across the continent, founding Eniseisk in 1619, Krasnoiarsk 1628, Iakutsk in 1632, and more forts approaching Lake Baikal. Russians reached the Pacific by 1649 (when Okhotsk was founded) and established Irkutsk on Lake Baikal in 1652. In all, Russia traversed 5,000 km in seventy years. It was tremendously profitable for Moscow: in 1605, Siberian furs already constituted 11 percent of annual state income, and estimates of their eventual proportion of the state budget in the seventeenth century range from a tenth to a fifth to a quarter. It is also thought that far more furs were taken by private entrepreneurs than as state tribute. At the same time, Moscow pushed expansion across Siberia in order to secure direct trade relations with China. As early as 1608 Moscow sent delegations to negotiate with eastern Siberian rulers for safe passage to China; by 1618/19 a Russian delegation reached Beijing, as did an embassy led by Nikolai Spafarii in 1675/6, but no deal was negotiated until the Treaty of Nerchinsk in 1689. Caravans between Beijing and Russia began (accompanied by vast illegal trade that stimulated Russian trapping activities in northeast Siberia), although Beijing tightly controlled Russian access to the Qing capital; between 1689 and 1727 only eleven Russian state caravans had been permitted.
Russia's expanse across Siberia was fast because it was ruthless. The goal was to collect tribute in furs, and in the process, governors and petty officials, Cossacks and private merchants extorted furs for themselves. Cossack "iasak gangs" raced across Siberia, throwing together log fortresses, killing and enslaving natives who resisted, extorting tribute, fighting among themselves over turf, and moving on when supplies of sables, ermine, black fox, and marten dwindled. Cossack gunpowder decimated natives armed with bows and arrows; indigenous tribes were too small and too scattered to mount effective resistance. Forging a middle ground, Russians recruited willing native elites into their service and played upon local rivalries, using, for instance, regiments of "service Komi-Zyriane" from Berezov and Tobolsk against other tribes.
Independent bands with no overarching political organization, Cossack communities had already been in place on the upper Kama and Iaik Rivers and in western Siberia when the Russian state moved in. They accepted service to the tsar in return for privileges and profit—self-governing traditions, military autonomy, booty from raiding and trade, grain provisions or landholdings, and people to work them. But their loyalty to the tsar was often tenuous; Christoph Witzenrath argues that Siberian Cossacks acted in their own interest, reined in with difficulty by Muscovite governors. Cossack Ermak's fateful encounter with Khan Kuchum started out as a private Stroganov foray on which Moscow capitalized; at the end of the seventeenth century, renegade Cossacks claimed tribute and land in the Amur Valley in the name of the tsar, prompting a military response from China, which led to the Treaty of Nerchinsk (1689). Cossack revolts against Muscovite officials or Cossacks going out on their own were not rare, including an uprising of
Transbaikal Cossacks that galvanized Buriats and local Russian settlers against the Irkutsk governor from 1695 to 1697.
Taking Siberia was extremely brutal. Natives resisted by fleeing, south into Manchu-ruled territories or north away from Russian control. They also fought violently. Buryat resistance to Russian expansion around Lake Baikal broke into full-scale warfare in 1644-6, while across the Iakut lands to the north natives attacked Russian fortresses at Krasnoiarsk and Iakutsk in the early 1640s; in the 1650s Russia fought back Manchu army attacks and put down an uprising of Lamuts who burned the fort at Okhotsk. A decade later, in 1666, Evenki attacked the rebuilt fortress at Okhotsk. Russians reacted harshly. They took elite hostages to guarantee loyalty (amanat); they seized women as concubines; they killed indiscriminately. Human losses were devastating: in addition to deaths in war, the native population died from smallpox and other epidemics imported by the newcomers; many fell into poverty from extortionate tribute taking; many found their traditional patterns of life disrupted by Russian seizure of land for farming. The toll is evident in population statistics: there were an estimated 227,000 native Siberians in the seventeenth century, while by 1795 their numbers had risen only to about 360,000, a modest increase in a century of tremendous demographic growth elsewhere.
Siberian natives adapted to Russian presence as in all such colonial settings. Those in the deep taiga and Arctic north where few Russians settled found little changed in their lives. Siberian tribes were accustomed to paying iasak to overlords; Moscow was the next in a long line, and its colonial policy was as pragmatic as elsewhere. Russia forbade natives to own weaponry, but tolerated clan and tribal units. Moscow pursued a "divide and conquer" policy, luring one tribe with gifts so they would join Muscovite forces against rival tribes: Iakut princes even served as governors in 1724 and in the late eighteenth century, the Iakut native elite was so cohesive that it requested (unsuccessfully) status as Russian nobility. Russia did not force conversion; even when most ofthe Buriats converted to Lamaist Buddhism in the early eighteenth century, Moscow did not protest. Russia did not actively force nomads to settle down, but many communities were pushed into it by Russian seizure of grazing lands. As a rule, in Siberia enserfment did not follow the Russian flag, neither for native peoples nor for Russian settlers (some Russian monasteries tried to enforce serfdom), although slavery continued in various communities. As in the Middle Volga, Siberian iasak payers were treated as state peasants, but they paid tribute and service obligations different than East Slavic peasants in the center (they did not, for example, pay the poll tax or suffer military recruitment in the eighteenth century).
Siberian populations are tremendously diverse in language, custom, and political economies. Here lived Turkic, Finno-Ugric, Manchu, Tungusic, and Mongol language groups, as well as many communities speaking paleo-Asiatic languages unique to them. Most Siberian natives were animist with a shamanist culture, except for Islamic Tatars in western Siberia and Buriat Buddhists surrounding Lake Baikal. On the Arctic and Pacific coasts lived sedentary communities of fishermen and seal and walrus hunters; there and just inland in the taiga lived nomadic reindeer herdsmen: from west to east, Samoyedic-speaking peoples, Tunguz (Man- chu) and paleo-Asiatic speakers Chukchi, Kamchadals, and Koriaks. Deeper into the taiga, tribes were generally nomadic hunters and fishermen; in western and central Siberia, these included Samoeds, Ostiaks (Finno-Ugric, also called Khanty), Tunguz, Iakuts (Turkic), and paleo-Asiatic Iukagir. Those living further south in the forested steppe could add nomadic pastoralism and farming to hunting and fishing: in western Siberia these included Siberian Tatars (Turkic) and Finno- Ugric-speaking Voguly (also called Mansi). The largest groups of nomadic pastor- alists were the Mongol-speaking Buriats and Turkic-speaking Iakuts in fertile valleys of the middle Lena River.
Colonization by East Slavs into Siberia reached large numbers only in the nineteenth century; the trappers, Cossacks, and officials who came in Muscovite times followed the furs and were never numerous. Most Russian in-migration brought agricultural peasants needed to feed officials. Initially grain had been shipped in from the north (Pomor'e) and the Perm and Viatka lands to support Russian officials (Cossacks, governors, bureaucrats) who were paid in land and grain; by the 1590s Moscow was forcibly settling peasants from the upper Kama into western Siberia to farm sturdy crops (rye, barley, oats, peas, hemp, and wheat where possible). Western Siberia became self-sufficient in grain by the 1680s, but was then required to provision points east. In the 1630s-50s and again in the 1680s forcible settlement occurred at Russian outposts in the upper Lena and upper Angara valleys and forts at Irkutsk and Eniseisk, which was as far north as peasant agriculture was reliable. Voluntary peasant migrants preferred the more fertile southern edge of western Siberia. From about 70,000 in 1660 the population of Russians across Siberia rose to about 230,000 in 1709.
In the seventeenth century exiles provided a small stream of new settlers. A large group of Ukrainian prisoners of war were settled around the Lena River in 1645 and by the 1660s a few thousand exiles had been settled along the Yenisei, Angara, and Lena Rivers and in the Lake Baikal area. These were common criminals and political criminals, as well as prisoners of war as diverse as Ukrainian Cossacks, Poles, Swedes, and Germans. They staffed forts at Tobolsk, Tomsk, Eniseisk, Irkutsk, Krasnoiarsk, Ilimsk, and as far north as Iakutsk and Mangazeia. As a rule, exiles were sent to settle and serve (only the most notorious religious or political criminals were kept in jails); most blended into their communities as artisans, peasants, and Cossacks, musketeers, or other garrison guards. Where possible exiles farmed to support themselves, but primarily they exploited the forest and engaged in trade for a living, alongside other required duties. To keep exiles in place, Russia counted primarily on distance and the rigors of travel; for capital criminals, they also used physical marking. In the seventeenth century, this took the form of branding (tattooing) with letters indicative of the crime, and cutting off fingers or ears; in the early eighteenth century less debilitating forms such as slashing of nostrils were introduced, along with branding. Any person so marked who fled exile and showed up in the center could be summarily executed, by law, since their branding and mutilations proved they were exiled capital criminals. The number of exiles in Siberia by the early eighteenth century was not great, about 29,000 in an estimated population of Russians and other European migrants of about 200,000.
East Slavic populations in Siberia over time developed a variety ofcharacteristics that differentiated them from the center. Cossacks, for example, although ethnically mixed, spoke Russian and identified with Orthodoxy, but many joined the Old Belief when schism erupted in the Russian Orthodox church in the seventeenth century. In addition, many Old Belief communities found refuge in Siberia, settling in the Altais, among the Buriats east of Lake Baikal, in Iakutia, and on the lower Ob. They developed closed communities with austere dress and lifestyles—sobriety, quasi-monastic prayer regimes—that they modeled on an idealized image of Muscovite Orthodoxy. Cossacks in cohesive communities "on the lines" (a defensive strip of land at the steppe/forest edge of western Siberia where only Cossacks could settle) maintained Cossack practices and solidarity more than "town" Cossacks in isolated fortresses in Iakutia, Kamchatka, and other northern outposts, where they often became culturally integrated with local populations. They, and East Slavic merchants, peasants, and exiles who took up residence in the Siberian taiga, by necessity intermarried with native women, often seizing them as concubines or forcibly (and superficially) converting them for Orthodox marriage. Particularly in the north (Iakutia, Kamchatka) Russians and other non-natives living relatively isolated from compatriots tended to "go native," for reasons of expediency and safety. They adopted warm native clothing and modeled their hunting, farming, and husbandry on native practices. They took up local culture, speaking local languages, intermarrying, adapting animist to Orthodox practices. Among the Buriats and Iakuts, Russians even adopted the local practice of keeping natives as slaves (iasyry).
Russia's administrative authority over this vast land was skeletal. Moscow administered Siberia through a Siberian Chancery, spun out of the Kazan Chancery in 1637, which lasted until Petrine reforms (1711). Governors ruled large provinces that were in turn grouped into very large administrative districts (Berezov, Tobolsk, Verkhotur'e, Eniseisk, Tomsk, Lena) with even more powerful governors. Corruption was endemic. Distance, after all, as Braudel reminded us, is the "enemy of empire."
STEPPE, SLAVES, AND NOMADS
It was one thing to move into the sparsely settled world of Siberian tribes and substitute the tsar for a previous khan as tribute taker; it was quite another thing for Russia to move against the armed nomadic tribes ofthe steppe. Lands on either side ofthe Volga were home to nomads whose lives and economies followed the rhythm of symbiosis and conflict endemic in these centuries. The more politically organized formed confederations, but such steppe "empires" were volatile, waxing and waning in cycles. The last great steppe empire was the Mongol (mid-thirteenth to late fourteenth centuries); between steppe empires and after the demise of Mongol power, the steppe was a land of unpredictable alliances.
A word here should be said about nomads, as they play an important role in Russian history, whether as conquered subjects or rivals for control of the steppe. Pastoralists or hunters, people who practiced a nomadic economy do not "wander": they have adapted to settings oflimited resources (water, grass, game) by developing practices offood preservation and transport in harmony with their environments. If need be, such communities consciously kept the size oftheir populations and herds limited to match available resources. Nomads understand whose grazing lands are where and when, and they move in parallel circuits. Women do most of the domestic work; children herd; men were free for raiding and warfare.
Yuriy Malikov has provided a robust description of Kazakh nomadic patterns. The Kazakhs, whom Russia encountered in the eighteenth century, were organized in tribes of about 100 communities (called auls) that farmed mixed herds of sheep and goats; they kept horses for cartage and warfare, and took up cattle grazing in areas of Russian influence and only where sufficient grass existed. Sheep and goats were the quintessential steppe domesticates, as they ate any kind of grass, in smaller quantities than cattle; their milk, meat, and hide supplied the Kazakhs with a self- sufficient household economy. Kazakhs traversed grazing circuits with portable iurts made of sturdy felt from animal fur; balls of dried mare's milk called kumys provided lightweight protein; hides provided clothing, containers, and rope. A tribe of Kazakhs lived sedentarily at their winter encampments for about four or five months of the year. As spring came, it gathered for a slow migration to summer pastures, following grass as it emerged from under melting snow. During their moves, runners scouted out water and grass and kept the group on track. The tribe camped every few days and grazed, moving on until they reached summer pasture by May or June. Then the auls separated into smaller areas for efficient grazing; the whole tribe might slowly shift its site several times, tracking water and grass supplies, until August or September. Then they reassembled for a more rapid autumn migration back to their traditional winter site. The distances they traveled varied depending upon resources (from 200 to 300 km in southern Kazakhstan to as many as 1,000 km in western and central, averaging there about 700 km). Migratory paths were not fixed, but geographical zones claimed by neighboring tribes were known and respected.
Nomads in the Eurasian steppe depended upon trade and raiding to supplant what pastoralism could not provide. Nomads raided caravans for goods and settled societies for slaves. Slaves had historically been a major element of the interaction between the Eurasian forests and steppe; slaving certainly was a founding element ofthe Kyiv Rus' state in the 800s, as Rus' traders allied with local tribes to seize slaves and goods for Black Sea and Middle East markets. After Christianization (988), as the Rus' leadership, now claiming princely status, settled into territorial rule, they over time changed from predators to victims in the slave market. Italians ran the slave market from 1204 to around 1475, when the Crimean Tatars took it over, bringing slaves to Caffa where Greek, Armenian, and Jewish merchants sold them.
Statistics tell a sad tale. Halil Inalcik reports that the Crimean Tatars and other steppe nomads carried out annual slave raids into Poland-Lithuania, Circassia (northern Caucasus), and Russia from the early sixteenth through the middle of the seventeenth century, when Moscow began to be able to protect its steppe borderland more effectively. The Rus' palatinates ofthe Commonwealth suffered as much if not more than Russia from slaving raids. The scale of the trade was immense: in 1578, over 17,000 Eurasian slaves were imported into Caffa; another estimate suggests that between 1607 and 1618, 100,000 slaves were caught and between 1632 and 1645, another 26,840. The Ottoman and Persian worlds used slaves in farming, domestic service, harems and administration, and manufacturing; the Ottomans engaged them in the army and public construction work. There are scattered references to eastern traders being able to purchase slaves in Moscow or in Muscovite-controlled ports into the seventeenth century, but such slaves might have been acquired as prisoners of war and these references are rare.
One Russian response to the problem was to ransom Russian Christian slaves with funds regularly collected through the Church. A more effective one was to construct fortified defensive lines on the routes of Tatar incursions, which were so regular that Muscovy fixed scouting parties on the lookout for Tatar armies every summer. Defensive lines were intended to stop the raids, to provide a protected shield for agrarian settlement, and to prevent the flight of taxpaying serfs from the center. Defensive lines also intruded into grazing lands, disrupting nomadic economies and making nomads more dependent upon Russia for market goods. Inexorable advance of ramparts and earthworks into the steppe did not eradicate nomads, but displaced them. Nogais, for example, were pushed south into the Caucasus over the seventeenth and into the eighteenth century.
Moscow began constructing defensive lines into the rich black earth of the forest- steppe and steppe south of the Oka valley and east of the valley of the Dnieper already in the first half of the sixteenth century, against Nogai Tatars and loosely organized Volga Cossacks on Volga shores south of Kazan. By mid-century a defensive line of felled trees, ditches, and earthen ramparts south of the Oka about 150-350 km south of Moscow had been established, anchored by fortresses at Riazan', Tula, Kozelsk, and Putivl'. Once Kazan was conquered (1552), settlement began. Displaced Middle Volga peoples (Tatars, Chuvash, Mordva) moved towards the steppe; Russian gentry and monasteries were awarded land here as pomest'e; court peasants were forcibly moved by the state; runaway Russian peasants fled here. To protect these settlers from raids, Russia continued to build fortress lines.
Fortresses were established on the Volga (Samara 1586, Tsaritsyn 1588, Saratov 1590) and along a forest-steppe line on the right bank varying from 650 km south of Moscow to about 350 km: Belgorod 1593, Veluiki 1599, Elets 1592, Livni 1585, Staryi Oskol 1596, Kursk 1587. After some destruction in the Time of Troubles, Moscow fortified and intensified what came to be called the Belgorod Line with new fortresses anchored by Kozlov and Tambov (1635-6); this border was quickly settled by court peasants from the Riazan area and by Tatars from the Middle Volga. By the 1650s the line included up to twenty-two forts, creating a continuous defensive line of 800 km from the upper Vorskla in the west at the border of Ukrainian lands to the Tsna River in the east, fronting Nogais and Kalmyks. These provided safe havens for Ukrainian-speaking peasants and Cossacks to settle what became known as Sloboda Ukraine; state peasants from the
Russian center were also moved in. At the same time a protective line was constructed from Kozlov to the Volga at Simbirsk, extending the Belgorod line across the full flank of the "wild field" steppes.
These new settlements were supported by grain shipments from the center until settlers produced sufficient resources, which took decades. Fortresses were staffed by Cossacks and anyone else available, including runaway serfs, which set up a constant tension as enserfment in Russia was solidified in the seventeenth century. Frontier governors welcomed any available labor, ignoring government directives to send runaways back to their owners. Behind the line, peasants migrated in, runaways settled, landlords moved serfs and the state forcibly moved gentry and state peasants, turning some of the latter into border guards. Military units farmed their fields communally, creating over the seventeenth century a specific garrison defense formation of semi-agricultural settled musketeers and Cossacks. All this presaged social mobility; in the 1640s the "new model army" was organized by recruiting local peasants to become dragoons, cavalry, and infantry and by 1658 a Belgorod regiment had formed on this borderland.
SLOBODA UKRAINE
Since the 1630s Ukrainian-speaking or Ruthenian (this English term emerged from the Latin root for "Rus'") peasants fleeing enserfment and peasants and Cossacks fleeing the half-century of warfare sparked by the Khmelnytsky revolt (1648) populated black earth lands east of Kyiv in an area that came to be called "Sloboda Ukraine" (sloboda meaning neighborhood). Belgorod Line fortresses cut across these lands in the 1650s, providing protection that stimulated in-migration. Some newcomers joined Muscovite garrison service, others farmed. Towns sprang up: Sumy north of the line in 1654, Kharkiv south of it in 1656. By the end of the seventeenth century Sloboda Ukraine's population included 86,000 Ukrainian- speaking males, 22,000 of them Cossacks.
Moscow asserted loose control over this restless borderland by granting broad autonomies. Cossacks remained independent regiments that Russia deployed in campaigns and border defense against Crimean Tatar raids. Moscow's fortresses were manned by military governors, but the region itself developed administration and judicial systems patterned on Cossack regimental government elsewhere in the Rus' lands. Cossack officers oversaw five districts using Cossack customary law. Cossacks enjoyed autonomies unlike anything in the Russian center: rights to distill liquor, hire labor, engage in free trade, own land, and elect office holders. Russia did not institute serfdom or the service land tenure system; land was free for anyone to settle. By the 1660s Muscovy embarked on the Izium Line south of the Belgorod Line to protect Sloboda Ukraine and push towards the Black Sea. It stretched in a hairpin along the southern Donets and Oskol rivers, extending south from the Belgorod Line at Userd through Valuiki to the apex around Tsareborisov and Izium.
BASHKIRIA
Since the tenth century Bashkirs are recorded inhabiting the forested steppe east of the Volga; their traditional lands were bounded by rivers: the Volga on the west, the Tobol east of the Urals, the Kama to the northwest, and the Iaik (later Ural) to the south. They were Turkic-speaking steppe nomads who were Muslim since before being incorporated into the Golden Horde (itself Muslim since the fourteenth century) and used sharia law and customary law. In the forested northern part of their ancestral lands, Bashkirs were semi-nomadic hunters, trappers, fishers, and bee-keepers; some even farmed. But the majority of Bashkirs were nomadic pastoralists in the wooded and grassy steppe to the south; they raised horses, sheep, and goats. After the demise of Mongol authority, those in the northwest paid tribute to the Kazan khanate, those in the southwest to the Nogais ofthe lower Volga, and those east of the Urals to the Siberian khanate.
After Russia's conquest of Kazan in 1552, some northern and western Bashkirs swore loyalty to Russia (1557), but they regarded the relationship, in typical steppe fashion, as one of equals in which rebellion was always possible if their Russian partners crossed their interests. Conflict soon arose. Russian landlord and peasant settlement moved steadily eastwards into the more fertile Bashkir lands as Middle Volga iasak people—Tatars, Mordva, Chuvash, Cheremis—and runaway East Slavic peasants fled Russian control. Russia founded a fortress at Ufa in 1586, inviting continued colonization and forcibly transferring exiles and servitors. The state forcibly moved in serfs to staff new mines and metallurgical works in the Urals. Groups of Bashkirs revolted regularly: against Stroganov towns and fortresses on the upper Kama in the 1570s and 1580s and against the fortification of Ufa in 1587. Bashkirs joined Middle Volga peoples in mass uprisings against Russia in the Time of Troubles (1605-13). Russia responded brutally and decisively, steadily tightening control in the seventeenth century.
Bashkirs also had reason to cooperate with Russia, since they themselves were harassed from the steppe by Nogais and their steppe successors the Kalmyks. To protect against such attacks in the 1650s Russia constructed the Trans-Kama fortress line south of the Kama River and paralleling it from the Volga (at Belyi Iar south of Simbirsk) east to Menzelinsk in the Urals. Russia recruited local Bashkirs to defend the line; these, and other Bashkir elites who rendered service to Russia, came to be called the "loyal Bashkirs," splintering such unity that Bashkiria might have had and providing valuable military support to Russia.
Other ways in which Russia tried to co-opt the Bashkirs involved social privileges as an ethnic group and to their elites. Russia allowed Bashkirs to maintain lands and privileges: as iasak payers, Bashkirs did not pay the direct taxation due from Russians or participate in conscription; none were enserfed. As landholders, Bashkirs subjugated immigrant Middle Volga iasak people, creating a group of dependent laborers called teptiars. Nevertheless, revolts broke out. In 1662, when Russia raised the iasak as part of measures to increase income across the empire (coinage devaluation in the center sparked massive "copper riots"), Bashkirs revolted, motivated also by illegal Russian seizures of their grazing lands and by the corruption of Russian officials. When the Bashkirs turned to the Crimean Tatars for help, the Kalmyks, caught in between Crimea and Bashkiria, tightened their 1655 alliance with Russia and helped to put down the Bashkirs. Oppression against Islam was often one of many factors of revolt, as in 1681-3 when Bashkirs rose up against a short-lived Christianization campaign and in 1705-11 when oppressive new taxes were applied to mosques and mullahs (more than seventy-five Orthodox churches were burned in this uprising). Russia responded to Bashkir revolts with harsh reprisals and then conciliatory gestures such as lowering the iasak and forbidding Russians to settle Bashkir land. Russia's goal was to establish equilibrium in Bashkiria, slowly drawing them into subjection so that Russia could deal with the persistent raids from unsubjugated steppe peoples, the Nogais, Kalmyks, and eventually Kazakhs.
NOGAIS, KALMYKS
Russia encountered Nogais and Kalmyks in the steppe of the lower Volga and forged with them a complex interdependency. As a rule, they remained autonomous of formal Russian administration. But Russia established a sort of middle ground interaction with them, even occasionally drawing them in to cooperate with Russia's goals. The seventeenth century was a waiting game for Russia: unable to pacify or control the steppe, it pursued compromise.
As Michael Khodarkovsky has described, in interactions in Eurasia—in Siberia, with Kalmyks, Nogais, and other steppe nomads—Russia followed Chinggisid customs. Assuming the role ofuniversal, superior ruler, it observed rituals ofmutual respect and exchange. Russia signed treaties (shert') recognizing each other as fraternal allies; both sides exchanged annual gifts (which Russia regarded as tribute). The parties also participated in amanat, or hostage taking, in which one side sent sons of elites in return for gifts perceived as tribute. The receiving side was obliged to treat the hostages well. In the fourteenth century, for example, princes of Moscow and Tver' sent their sons to the Qipchaq capital at Sarai, where they learned Mongol ways. Evidencing its upper hand on steppe borderlands, Moscow took scions of tribal elites as hostages. As its bureaucratic and military power improved in these regions (generally in the eighteenth century), Russia abandoned subterfuges in favor of more straightforward taxation, cessation of gift giving, and assertions of the natives' subordinate status. Russia shrewdly turned the hostage practice to their advantage by educating these native young men in Russian culture and service.
Both sides regarded these alliances pragmatically, even cynically, and they were further weakened by the fluidity of nomadic confederations. Muscovy, in turn, manipulated or misinterpreted the alliances: Russian translators inserted language in treaties that described nomads' relationships to Moscow as subjugation, even while providing copies to the nomads that maintained the language of fraternal alliance. Nomads saw annual gifts as evidence of reciprocity, while the Russian side interpreted them as tribute and tax. Nevertheless, this pragmatic approach bought
Russia the stability it required on the borderlands through the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
In the early sixteenth century the Turkic-speaking, Islamic Nogais moved into the lower Volga lands of the Great Horde who had been decimated by Crimean Tatars; they were not a cohesively organized federation. Renowned as horse breeders, the Nogais brought huge herds to sell as far as Moscow in the summer season. In the wake of the Kazan conquest, caught between Muscovy and the Crimean Tatars, the Nogais swore subservience to Moscow in 1557, but the relationship was always volatile. When Kalmyks moved into the left bank of the Volga in the 1630s, most Nogais moved east of the Sea of Azov to place themselves under the Crimean Tatars. There they remained a thorn in Russia's side as it later approached the North Caucasus steppe.
From the 1630s the Kalmyks were the force that Muscovy had to deal with on the lower Volga and Caspian steppe. These were Mongolian tribes who had been pushed westward in Central Asian steppe infighting. Lamaist Buddhists, the Kalmyks founded monasteries and became an outpost of eastern Buddhism. In 1655 they allied with the Muscovite tsar and participated in Russian military campaigns in return for gifts of food, weapons, and the like. But they did not relinquish their raiding economy and borders with the Kalmyks remained turbulent in this century.
One expedient that Russia relied upon to protect against Kalmyk attack were the Iaik and Don Cossacks. Unlike the small bands ofCossacks scattered across Siberia, Cossacks on the great rivers of the western end of the Silk Road (the Dnieper, Don, Iaik) could be populous and powerful, often attracting peasant settlers around them. Cossack communities are cited on the lower Iaik up to southern Bashkiria since at least 1591, when some joined in a Russian campaign. Iaik Cossacks were a typical multi-ethnic and multi-confessional band, with many Muslims and even a few Buddhist Kalmyks. A register of the early eighteenth century shows that they hailed from Don, Zaporozhian, and northern Caucasus Cossack communities, from Crimean, Nogai, and Astrakhan Tatars and included Bashkirs, Chuvash, Mordva, Kalmyks, Swedes, and Poles. By the late seventeenth century Old Believers had joined the group and the Host became identified with their conservative beliefs. The Iaik Cossacks played a middle ground role with Russia, guarding the border against the Kalmyks, but maintaining great military and political autonomy. In addition to raiding, they lived off fishing the Iaik and benefited from grain, weapons, and other subventions from the Russians.
DON COSSACKS
Protecting Russia against raids from the Crimean Tatars and to a lesser extent the Kalmyks in the seventeenth century were the Cossacks of the Don. They were cited in the lower Don already in the late fifteenth century; by the seventeenth century they were a populous and powerful band, much more politically cohesive than the Iaik Cossacks. Inhabiting space between the Russian and Ottoman empires, they established fortresses to protect themselves from Nogai, Crimean Tatar, or Kalmyk raids and themselves lived the typical raiding life. But they were also drawn into trading information with Muscovite authorities in return for guns and supplies, fulfilling a valuable surveillance function as Russia moved south. By mid-sixteenth century Don Cossacks had forged a reciprocal relationship with the Russian empire, receiving generous annual grain payments and the privilege of trade in Russian towns in return for serving in campaigns (such as 1552 and 1556 Kazan and Astrakhan) and spying.
The Don Cossack territory was a self-governing enclave in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, divided into Cossack stanitsy ruled by Cossack officers and Cossack law. Their leaders skillfully negotiated their deals with Muscovy: Don Cossacks paid no direct tax to Russia, their regimental and governing institutions were not infringed upon, they did not permit serfdom, and by treaty they enjoyed personal liberties including the right to distinctive colorful dress patterned on Turkish garb. Russian speakers, they were known in the seventeenth century for mixing pagan practice with nominal Orthodoxy—the first Orthodox church in the Don Cossack capital of Cherkassk came under Peter I—and many became adherents of the Old Belief.
When in the seventeenth century local social tensions rose, Don Cossack elites found common ground with Russia. Floods of in-migrating Russian peasants had been winning status as Cossacks but found themselves unable to acquire land; they complained of poverty and inequitable treatment by their richer Cossack brethren. Overturning a time-honored Cossack tradition of integrating newcomers, the Don Cossack elite sided with Russia, rejecting the migrants' claims to Cossack status and joining with Russian search parties to deport runaways to Russia. When Russia concluded peace agreements with the Ottoman empire in 1681 (Bakhchisarai), Don Cossacks deferred to Muscovy, agreeing to curtail raiding into Ottoman territories and even respecting borders drawn by the treaty. Brian Boeck and Peter Perdue both remark that this was long before European states fixed such firm territorial borders in Europe. When poor Don Cossacks rose in rebellion under Stepan Razin in 1670-1 (and later under Kondratii Bulavin in 1706-9), the leadership assisted tsarist troops in bloody repression, capturing Stepan Razin and turning him over to Moscow. When Razin was executed in Moscow in 1671, he was paraded through the streets, but only after he had been made to change from his colorful Cossack clothing to sackcloth. Such loyalty on the part of the Don Cossack elites gave them leverage to renegotiate with Moscow to maintain their most important autonomies.
MODERN-DAY UKRAINIAN AND BELARUS' AN LANDS
Muscovy encountered another potent group of Cossacks—those on the Dnieper— in the second half of the seventeenth century, but to understand the importance that these Cossacks played in the Russian empire, a look back at the cultural and political history of these lands is required. As we have noted, in the vacuum of power accompanying the weakening of the Horde in the second half of the fourteenth century, the Grand Dukes of Lithuania claimed Belarus'an- and Ukrainian-speaking lands of the Kyiv Rus' state. Settled by East Slavic Orthodox Christians, since the eleventh century these lands had been dividing into small principalities ruled by branches of the Kyiv dynasty. Upon conquest those princes were integrated into the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, maintaining local power and serving as governors and administrators. In 1387 the Grand Dukes entered into a dynastic alliance with the kingdom of Poland, which relationship deepened until in 1569 the two states united in a "Commonwealth," according to which the southernmost lands, called at the time the "Rus'" palatinates, were transferred into the kingdom of Poland, while the Grand Duchy retained control of the areas that became modern Belarus'. The Commonwealth had a single ruler (as had been the case since 1387, occasionally honored in the breach), a single noble-dominated parliamentary system, and a single foreign policy. At the same time, significant differences were accommodated: parallel laws and legal systems, two armies, two state budgets.
Across the centuries from 1387, even though elites in these Orthodox, East Slavic-speaking areas retained their status, lands, and religion, they also experienced political and cultural Polonization. At politically sensitive moments in the fifteenth century they demanded and won the extensive rights, privileges, and institutions of the Polish nobility, including a parliamentary political system with representative institutions at county and national levels, an elected king, virtually exclusive access to landholding and serfs, preferential position in the economy including the right to produce alcoholic beverages, freedom from taxation, legal right to resist the king, and legal guarantees of these rights by charter. Orthodox princes and nobles flourished with the rest of the Polish-Lithuanian nobility in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries as the Commonwealth became a major exporter of grain, cattle, and other goods to the growing cities of western Europe. The nobility pushed laws through Parliament to enserf peasant labor and to undercut townsmen in the marketplace, although on the Baltic shore German-language towns from Gdansk to Riga and Reval flourished. As Natalia Iakovenko has shown in her studies of the mentality of the Orthodox princely elite, they shared in common the warrior ethos and culture of the Commonwealth's nobility, even while maintaining a firm sense of their Ruthenian identity.
Polish-Lithuanian lands experienced all the waves of cultural change of the Catholic medieval and early modern times; high Gothic adorned fifteenth-century cathedrals, followed in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries by Renaissance neoclassical architecture and a classical curriculum developed from close ties to Italian universities. Printing spread quickly from central Europe to Poland to Ruthenian lands in the sixteenth century, as well as the use of Polish, Old Ukrainian, and Old Belarus'an vernacular in public documentation (replacing Latin). Literacy became standard for noblemen and wealthy burghers. Towns received self-governing rights according to Magdeburg and other urban lawcodes. Jews were also a significant population group, self-governing in communities protected by monarchical privileges that also ensured religious freedom. Jews in the Commonwealth lived primarily in towns, but in the seventeenth century many moved with Polish gentry to Ukrainian lands to work as agents on noble estates.
The sixteenth century in the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania witnessed confessional struggles on par with western Europe. Lutheranism swept across the lands of the Teutonic and Livonian Knights on the Baltic littoral already in the 1520s, winning over the majority of the population (gentry, townsmen, and peasants). Across the sixteenth century in the kingdom of Poland and in areas of the Grand Duchy, Arianism (Anti-Trinitarianism) found ardent adherents among the peasantry, while Calvinism made dramatic inroads among the Polish, Lithuanian, and even Ruthenian Orthodox nobility (in 1572 Calvinists were in the majority in the Parliament's lower house, and of the lay senators, 70 were Catholic, 60 Protestant, and 3 Orthodox). At this time there were 21 Catholic printing presses in the Commonwealth and 24 Protestant ones; about two-thirds ofprovincial governors in 1564 were Protestant.
From the 1580s or so, Poland's Catholic king, Sigismund I of the Swedish Vasa dynasty fought back, welcoming hundreds of Jesuit and other missionaries who founded schools and colleges with a modern curriculum combining Catholic Counter-Reformation doctrine with science and modern languages. Their allure, plus the king's refusal to appoint non-Catholics to lucrative high office, prompted a wave of conversion back to Catholicism. By the turn into the seventeenth century, the ratio of Catholic to Calvinist noblemen in the Parliament had reverted to 6 to 1, and Protestantism survived primarily among lower classes—Lutherans in the north, Anti-Trinitarians in modern day Belarus', and Ukraine. Jesuits and other proselytizing Catholic orders turned their attention towards the Orthodox as well. A majority of the highest Ruthenian elite—the princely families—did indeed convert, as did many but not a majority of Ukrainian noble gentry, drawn by the political utility and cultural superiority of Catholicism.
In the Ruthenian lands, the great loser was the Orthodox Church, whose social leadership was decimated as Orthodox nobles converted first to Calvinism, then Catholicism. In an effort to reinvigorate the Orthodox Church, a group of bishops negotiated a Union with Roman Catholicism at Brest in 1596, according to which Orthodoxy accepted subordination to the Pope in return for preserving differences such as married clergy and liturgy in Old Church Slavonic. The Polish king then abolished the Orthodox Church in his realm, declaring its parishes property ofthe new Church, which came to be called Uniate or Greek Catholic (see Chapter 20). Its priests were forced to accept the union or be dismissed. In response, opposition Orthodox bishops and laymen, particularly lay fraternities ofOrthodox burghers in Lviv and Kyiv (as Iaroslav Isaievych deftly chronicled), mounted campaigns to save Orthodoxy. They founded "Greek-Slavonic-Latin" schools modeled on the Jesuit curriculum to produce effective spokesmen for the faith; the most famous was the one in Kyiv that was promoted to "academy" level and named after Metropolitan Peter Mohyla (1596-1646). Emulating Counter-Reformation Catholicism, fraternities and Orthodox monasteries founded printing presses and published vernacular religious works, including a catechism written by Mohyla, homilies and collections of hagiographies, and other pietistic texts. Learned Orthodox intellectuals engaged in theological polemics with their Catholic opponents. In 1632 the Polish king relented and legalized Orthodoxy again, but the problem of seized property and persecution of Orthodox persisted.
In this tense atmosphere, Cossacks came to play a pivotal role, rising beyond their warrior band ethos to lead a widespread social and economic revolt. Cossacks had begun to gather on the Dnieper already in the late fifteenth century; already in 1492 groups are mentioned as mercenaries for the Polish kingdom and Grand Duchy on steppe-forest border, protecting against Crimean raids. By the end of the sixteenth century thousands of Cossacks lived on the Dnieper, many at the cataracts or Zaporozhian Sich. The Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth struggled to control this unruly population, creating "registers" of Cossacks who enjoyed certain privileges in return for service. They were paid by the state and served as separate regiments, commanded by their elected hetman; on the model of the Polish nobility, they were exempt from taxation and unjust arrest and enjoyed landholding rights. As much as these claims resembled the legal rights ofthe Polish nobility, the state never recognized Cossacks' demands for that status and it kept most Cossacks outside of the registers. In 1568 there were only 1,300 registered Cossacks, 6,000 in 1625, 8,000 in 1630, while for the campaign against the Ottomans at Khotyn in 1621, Poland recruited more than 40,000 Cossacks. Despite Polish efforts to turn "unregistered" Cossacks into taxed peasants, they continued their military lifestyle, banditry, and raiding as far south as the Crimea and Ottoman ports, endangering the Commonwealth's efforts to keep diplomatic peace with its Tatar and Ottoman neighbors. Attempts to enserf and tax unregistered Cossacks and grievances about Polish oppression caused frequent Cossack rebellions (1596, 1625, 1630, 1637) that were harshly put down and were followed by even harsher strictures on unregistered Cossacks.
Heartbed of the Cossack community, the Zaporozhian Sich became a center of Cossack political consciousness. Led by Hetman Petro Sahaidachny (ruled 1614-22), Zaporozhian Cossacks stepped into the role of defending regional Ruthenian interests against the Commonwealth. In 1620 Cossacks provided the military protection to restore the Orthodox hierarchy and the entire Zaporozhian Host joined the Kyiv Orthodox Fraternity, taking a more public political stance. In 1648 a rebellion erupted, sparked by the grievances of Zaporozhian Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky (1595-1657; see Figure 3.1) against an abusive Polish official. The rebellion quickly expanded to encompass the discontent of broader Ukrainian groups on religious, political, and social grounds. Cossacks brought grievances over access to landholding and Cossack rights; the Orthodox Church mobilized to defend itself against the Union; Ruthenian petty noblemen and burghers complained of Polish social and economic oppression; Ukrainian- speaking peasants protested encroaching serfdom. Coached by learned Orthodox clergy and Ruthenian noblemen adept in the Polish political system, Hetman Khmelnytsky and his Cossack leadership transformed their rhetoric from narrow Cossack grievances to a broad call for restoration of Orthodox faith, Ruthenian regional autonomies, and resistance to Polish control.
At the height of their power (1648-57) Cossacks led by Bohdan Khmelnytsky ruled a vast territory on both sides of the Dnieper. Their rebellion sparked a
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Figure 3.1 This 1888 statue of Cossack hetman Bohdan Khmelytsky in Kyiv stands before the majestic early eighteenth-century bell tower at the entrance to the grounds of the eleventh-century Sofiia Cathedral. In the 1740s the bell tower was restored by St. Petersburg architect Johann Gottfried Schadel and decorated by Ukrainian artisans with an ornate baroque facade. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

half-century of warfare known in Ukrainian history as the "Ruin," in Polish history as the "Deluge" and in Jewish history as the "Abyss of Despair." Although often billed as a fight for national independence, such consciousness was probably limited to the educated ideologues of Church and some nobility. As Iakovenko has suggested, the actual conflicts were diverse and dynamic. Cossack armies attacked at will oblivious to the ideological claims of the Kyiv leadership, looting Orthodox monasteries and Ukrainian and Jewish villages indiscriminately. Thousands were killed on all sides. Ukrainian princely nobles identified more with the warrior ethos of nobility than with ethnic or religious compatriots. Cossack government dispossessed thousands of Polish noblemen and Jews, awarding their property to Cossacks and Ukrainian peasants. The experience fatally weakened the Commonwealth and transformed the Ukrainian lands. When the dust settled at the Treaty of Andrusovo (1667) and its affirmation in 1686, lands along the Dnieper were divided between Right Bank (remaining in the Commonwealth) and Left Bank (ruled by Khmelnytsky and his successors). In 1654 Khmelnytsky negotiated an alliance with Russia at Pereiaslav, making the Left Bank Hetmanate a protectorate of Russia. To the east the Hetmanate was edged by Sloboda Ukraine in the Russian orbit and to the south by Cossacks in the still independent Zaporozhian Sich; thousands of Ruthenian peasants and Cossacks fled to both during decades of chaos.
Right Bank Ukraine was devastated in population and economy by the decades of war that accompanied the Khmelnytsky uprising. In the 1680s the Polish government allowed Cossacks to return and reclaim their lands, but also moved in Polish landholders, setting in motion social tensions that played out in the next century. Serfdom and the Polish social class structure endured. Under Catholic pressure the Orthodox Church in the Right Bank was transferred to the Union in the early eighteenth century. West of the Right Bank, Galicia and Volhynia remained the most Polonized Ukrainian-speaking lands, with no Cossackdom, a serf-based noble manorial economy, and the vibrant, multi-ethnic town of L'viv.
The Cossacks of the Hetmanate enjoyed virtual autonomy for at least fifty years. It was a relatively densely settled territory with about eleven cities, 126 towns, and about 1.2 million in population by the end of the century. Standing for Cossack independence and Orthodoxy, the Hetmanate eradicated the Uniate Church, exiled Polish landlords, and abolished the Polish-Lithuanian parliamentary system with county noble assemblies. In its place the Hetmanate created a regimental administration ruled by Cossack officers and law. The Hetmanate never established legal corporate estates such as a Cossack equivalent of nobility, but within a generation or two, a clear social hierarchy was developing.
Initially the Hetmanate continued the tradition of easy access to Cossack status; peasants, burghers, and Ruthenian petty nobles won Cossack status with rights of landholding, free taxation, and participation in local government. At its height in 1650, the number of Cossacks was 50,000. The admixture of so expansive an elite, in a setting of Polish parliamentary political culture and tremendous agrarian productivity, rapidly transformed the Hetmanate's Cossacks into an exclusive landed nobility with sharp social divisions (parallel to the process occurring on the Don). The Hetmanate's Cossack officer elite (starshyna) took over Polish crown and noble lands; they gradually excluded lesser officers and rank and file Cossacks from landholding, office-holding, and political rights. Lesser Cossacks fell into poverty and were decimated by the warfare of the second half of the century. By 1669 there were only 30,000 Cossacks; by 1730, only 20,000, many of them impoverished.
Culturally and politically, however, the first half-century of the Hetmanate (1648-1709) is considered a high point in Ukrainian history, particularly the reign of Hetman Ivan Mazepa (1687-1709), for its cultivation of early modern national consciousness. A cultural centerpiece was the distinguished Kyiv-Mohyla Academy, which featured a twelve-year classical and modern curriculum offering languages such as Latin, Greek, and Slavonic, classical fields such as rhetoric, oratory, philosophy, and theology, and modern disciplines such as astronomy, geography, and mathematics. It nurtured in its students a Renaissance call to civic engagement around a revived Orthodoxy. From here came two of Russian Tsar Peter I's most influential advisors—Stefan Iavorsky and Feofan Prokopovich—who brought to St. Petersburg potent ideas of absolutism and political and religious reform. In Kyiv at the Mohyla Academy, Prokopovich authored school dramas that celebrated Cossack history and Hetman Ivan Mazepa. Mazepa himself was a graduate of the Mohyla, as well as of a Jesuit college in Warsaw; having served at the Polish court, the urbane Mazepa demonstrated his power and culture in lavish building projects of churches, monastery, and secular edifices done in a "Mazepa baroque" style. His palace at Baturyn, for example, featured a gracious hall for entertainment adorned with portraits of contemporary European rulers and a library filled with books in Latin, German, and Ukrainian and a collection of medieval illuminated manuscripts. Its Mazepa baroque combined the Italianate design of Vilnius architecture of the time, such as a columned facade, with local decorative traditions including colorful ceramic rosettes created by Kyiv artists.
Kyiv continued to be a center of publication reflecting the area's multi-ethnic diversity: thirteen printing presses included nine in Ukrainian, three in Polish, and one in Hebrew. Political identity was greatly contested: David Frick has written of the fluidly shifting identities of Uniate and Orthodox that some Ukrainian theologians and polemicists (Lavrentii Zyzanii, Meletii Smotritsky, Kasian Sakovych) navigated as they traveled between Kyiv, Rome, and Moscow, physically or intellectually. Iakovenko describes the relative religious tolerance, or at least indifference to theological quarrels, of high nobility, while Orthodoxy continued to be central to some ideologues. In Synopsis (1674) Innokentii Gizel, faculty member at the Mohyla Academy, for example, postulated a unified history of Orthodox Slavs, depicting the Dnieper region as the heartland of a common Orthodox civilization in the Russian empire. Others found in Cossackdom and the Hetmanate a defining identity: secular authors penned "Cossack chronicles" to memorialize the Cossack wars and the independence of the Hetmanate and Rus' lands defined by Orthodoxy. The "Eye Witness Chronicle" of the late seventeenth century, attributed to Roman Rakushka (d. 1703), presents a contemporary's dramatic first-hand account.
In the second half of the seventeenth century Russian rule in the Hetmanate was relatively light, based on the Treaty of Pereiaslav in 1654. Khmelnytsky and the Cossacks intended it as a bilateral agreement and military alliance that would allow them to remain virtually independent; it guaranteed Cossack institutions, tax-free status, and military autonomies, carving a wide sphere of independence in the context of the Russian empire. But the hetman and Cossacks had to swear allegiance in the name of their people to the tsar, and whenever the treaty came up for renewal, Russia tried to infringe on Cossack autonomies, most tangibly by stationing Russian governors in five cities with garrisons in 1659 and more thereafter. Although they were not to intervene in city politics, in practice over time townsmen often called on the governor to support them in conflicts with the Cossack administration, and Russian authority grew. Nevertheless, the Hetmanate experienced what Zenon Kohut calls a renaissance of strong hetman power from 1672 to 1709, after the worst of the warfare had subsided.
Another locus in which Russia tried to control Ukraine was the Orthodox Church. In 1686 the Moscow patriarchate took oversight of the Kyiv metropolit- anate from the patriarch of Constantinople. Gradually Moscow shrank the metropolitan's jurisdiction to the Hetmanate alone, moving some Belarus'an dioceses to the Moscow patriarch (others in the Right Bank had gone to the Union). But the Kyiv metropolitan initially was guaranteed autonomies from Moscow in its ecclesiastical court system, its schools, and printing presses and control of its extensive landholdings.
The "Deluge" that the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania, particularly in the Rus' palatinates and Grand Duchy, suffered in the second half of the century is aptly named: Sweden invaded from the north, Russia and Zaporozhian Cossacks from east and south, and Brandenburg-Prussia meddled in Polish affairs on the west. By the end of the century, Russia, Brandenburg-Prussia, and Sweden had emerged as the potent players in central and eastern Europe and the Commonwealth had been crippled as a sovereign power and had lost territory. In addition to gaining the Left Bank Hetmanate as a vassal, Russia had won a valuable north- south strip of territory on its western border, lands that were politically, economically, socially, culturally, and religiously very different from the Moscow center. The city of Smolensk is a case in point. Moscow had won Smolensk from the Grand Duchy in 1514 and kept it until 1611; when regained in 1654, Smolensk had become a very different place, an outpost of political pluralism unknown in Russia. Its burghers enjoyed self-government under Magdeburg law; its Ruthenian noblemen enjoyed Polish political institutions and legal privileges; the Uniate Church was dominant. In the seventeenth century, Muscovy adhered to its laissez-faire colonial policy: it guaranteed the social rights and privileges of the nobility and Magdeburg-law privileged towns and burghers; it governed indirectly through a chancery devoted to this area. But Russia also deployed coercion, forcibly moving over 300 Smolensk nobles and local Cossacks to the Trans-Kama frontier and abolishing the Uniate Church in these areas. Peasants had already been enserfed under Polish control, and that status endured.
In its first 150 years of empire, Russia expanded fantastically. Russian scholar Ia. E. Vodarskii estimates that from the first quarter of the sixteenth century to 1700, the area of European Russia (west of the Urals) had risen from 2.8 to 4 million square kilometers, and Siberia constituted another 12 million square kilometers. In the process the empire assembled a host of dependent peoples in various degrees of subjugation. Cossacks on the borderlands were free-wheeling and hard to control; Kazan and the Middle Volga were becoming Russianized with in-migration. Different subject peoples enjoyed "separate deals" according to a laissez-faire colonial policy. Taxes were collected in furs or cash, rebellions put down brutally, corporal and capital punishment for felonies and political crime meted out. But otherwise, communities maintained their own institutions, languages and religions, elites and institutions. This was an "empire of difference."
It was also a state on the move, expanding into lands of new cultures and peoples. Classically, in early modern comparative perspective, the flip side of imperial expansion is colonization. States send administrations to control subject peoples and they send populations to bring the standards and cultures ofthe dominant center. We end by reflecting on these issues in the Russian context. Historians have waxed eloquent on Russia's historical expansion but much of their attention has been focused on the restless movement of the Russian peasant himself. Early modern East Slavs were a population in constant mobility, even after serfdom was imposed by the mid- seventeenth century. The great Russian historian V. O. Kliuchevskii (1841-1911), following his teacher S. M. Solov'ev (1820-79), famously said that Russia "colonized itself," referring to agrarian practice in the northern forests whereby peasants would exhaust the soil and move a few miles to clear forest and start the process over again. Or they trapped their way across the taiga, forging ahead as they exhausted supplies of squirrels, beavers, and sables. Or peasants moved when land became tight in the overpopulated and enserfed center and more fertile black earth lands became available in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Finally, peasants constantly fled enserf- ment and built lives on the borders. Solov'ev and Kliuchevskii disparaged such restless activity, attributing to it a perceived lack of national spirit and attachment to land and country.
Modern scholars have asked whether this peripatetic movement constituted colonization in the sense of closed communities of subject peoples directly controlled by the state in a way distinct from the state's overall administrative system. Many argue against this concept, noting that, as Willard Sunderland points out, Russians considered the continental, contiguous expanse of Russian power a single space within which they "moved"; they did not have a word for "colonize" and did not express sharp distinctions between themselves and natives. Rather, new settlers took up a wide array of relationships to the state. Some carried with them their previous status, such as taxpaying, recruit-providing serfs, while others morphed into new roles (peasants took up garrison duty on borderlands). Communities of new settlers or natives brought under Russian control usually enjoyed administrative and fiscal autonomies that set them apart from others. There was no single, consistent state policy of colonizing the borderland; particularly in the eighteenth century, the steppes from the Black to Caspian Seas were teeming with variety. Since Russian peasant migration was so constant, and Russian and native populations alike so sparsely settled in the new territories, some, harking back to Solov'ev and Kliuchevskii, argue that Russians have historically had a hard time defining themselves as a nation. Or, one can say they embraced the multi-ethnic imperial empire as Russian space.
A related discussion has recently stirred around this theme. Some scholars use the concept of "internal colonization" to condemn the Russia state's predatory attitude towards its own peoples. Alexander Etkind writes of the historical irony that the state laid the heaviest burdens—serfdom, poll tax, recruitment into the army—by and large on Russian and eventually other East Slavic peasants (Belarus'an, Ukrainian), asking less in taxation (iasak) and military service from borderland, non-Slavic peoples. They evoke sociologist Michael Hechter's study of Britain's "internal colonization" of Celtic peripheries (Wales, Scotland, and Ireland) in the sixteenth through eighteenth centuries, by which he meant the ways in which a central authority makes peripheral peoples in its own contiguous territories into distinct, subordinate, and separate populations, controlled coercively from the center. Etkind argues that the Russian government treated its peasantry in these ways, condescending to their rude culture, keeping them trapped in an antiquated agrarian economy.
Etkind and others, in highlighting the irony of the added burden of the Russian peasantry compared to the non-Russians, point to the fundamental amorality of imperial policy. The center did not rule in a way that was intended to protect the Russians and exploit non-Russians; Russians were readily exploited. In the early modern centuries, nationalism did not yet shape policy. Russia's rulers and elite ruled in a way that kept their power stable and funded their privileges. They taxed and recruited the people they could most control, the people with a common language, religion, and historical experience, who lived readily at hand in the center. These were indeed primarily Orthodox Christians, and training in the Russian field army included mandatory church services. For the field armies Russia avoided recruiting border populations where distance was an obstacle (recruiting Siberian natives from eastern Siberia to campaigns on the Polish border was probably not worth the effort). It did recruit border natives into local garrison service across Siberia and formed irregular units of native elites, such as Bashkirs, to serve in the tsar's army. Other empires did this differently—the Ottoman empire imposed heavier taxes on non-Muslims than on Muslims, for example—but in all cases, early modern empires made the decisions that sustained the existing power structure, not a (still to be born) nation.
As Russia concluded the seventeenth century, the outline of its imperial imprint had been laid down. Expansion moved towards the Pacific, the Black Sea, western Europe. The eighteenth century was Russia's great century of empire, when these aspirations were fully fulfilled.
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Eighteenth-Century Expansion
Siberia and Steppe
Russia's great century of empire was transformative in size and diversity. From about 16 million square kilometers around 1700, in the eighteenth century the empire added another million square kilometers in European Russia and over a million square kilometers in northern Kazakhstan; it grew to encompass over twenty-five different ethnicities. A brief summary suggests the dramatic scale of this century's explorations. In Siberia, Russia pushed into the peninsulas of the Far East and across the Bering Strait to Alaska (where only a few hundred Russian and emigre Siberians lived as late as 1818). Russia's long-time Baltic aspirations came to fruition with Peter I's founding of St. Petersburg on the Gulf of Finland in 1703; in the Great Northern War (1700-21) he won Livonia with trade centers at Riga and Reval. The partitions of Poland (1772, 1793, 1795) brought into the empire the rest of modern day Belarus' and Ukraine, the Duchy of Courland, and some ethnic Lithuanian territory. In the Black Sea zone, Peter I won but Russia failed to hold ports and territory on the Azov and Caspian Seas (relinquishing Derbent and Baku in 1735), but Catherine II enjoyed tremendous success. In three Turkish wars (1735-9, 1768-74, 1787-91) Russia secured Crimea and the Black Sea coast from the Dniester (where the port of Odessa was promptly founded in 1794) to the northern Caucasus. In the last quarter of the eighteenth century Russia continued to push against Ottoman and Persian Transcaucasus and Caucasus, but this highly complex territory, with dozens of separate ethnic and political subdivisions, resisted takeover. Russia succeeded only in winning the voluntary annexation of the kingdom of Georgia in 1801; it took through the mid-nineteenth century for Russia to complete expansion into the Caucasus and to Central Asia; it also acquired much of the former Poland (1815) and Finland (1810). All these territories were strategic and productive. Russia's eighteenth-century acquisitions (Baltics, Right and Left Bank Ukraine, Black Sea steppe) by 1826 were providing almost 29 percent of total government revenues for the empire. In this chapter we survey policies of conquest and control towards the east, the Caspian steppe, and northern Caucasus.
SIBERIA
At the start of the eighteenth century Russia claimed lands to the Pacific and had established its Amur River border with China. Cossacks in the name of Russia kept pushing north and east, following sables and other luxury furs. In addition, Peter I commissioned exploration into Kamchatka, along the coast and to Alaska. In 1725 Vitus Bering sailed to Alaska, but made no landfall; in 1741 he returned and claimed it for Russia, inaugurating a ruthless process ofsubjugating Aleut tribes and decimating the otter, seal, and other sea mammal populations. Peter I and his successors also intensified exploitation in Siberia proper, particularly once luxury furs were greatly depleted by the end of the seventeenth century. Settlement for agriculture, securing trade routes with China, and metallurgy became new focuses. Peter I sent the German scientist Daniel Messerschmidt to explore for minerals across Siberia. Productive mining began with iron and copper mines in the Urals, where hundreds of serfs were transported to work in horrible conditions. As with the sixteenth-century Stroganovs, initially monopolies were granted to private entrepreneurs, here the Demidov family, who turned the southeast flank of the Urals into the most important mining and metallurgy center in the empire by the 1730s. Around Nerchinsk silver was mined from about 1704 and copper from the 1730s, worked by exile labor, while the Demidovs were given monopolies to Altai mines from the 1720s that yielded iron, copper, zinc, lead, silver, and gold. The state claimed direct control of the Altai mines in 1744, the Nerchinsk silver mines somewhat later. Trade relations with China were regulated (Russian state caravans were permitted to Beijing once every three years) and borders affirmed in the Treaty of Kiakhta, 1727.
Across Siberia there were a line of major fortresses, protected by Cossacks and native units (Figure 4.1). Irkutsk was guarded by locally recruited Irkutsk Cossacks; in the 1720s, similarly, Tunguz and Buriat regiments of Cossacks were formed for eastern Siberia, led by Buriat elites and by the 1760s recruited by a system of
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Figure 4.1 The Tal'tsy Architectural-Ethnographic Museum at Lake Baikal preserves the Spasskaia tower (1667) of the Russian fort at Ilimsk. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

conscription among the Buriats. While Russia continued to apply a politics of difference model here, leaving most native institutions and practices intact, across the eighteenth century it did attempt to eliminate slavery among native peoples, not only for humanitarian reasons but also to bring ex-slaves into taxpaying status. As a rule, central administration sat lightly on the vast Siberian lands; Siberia was ruled as one gubernia from Tobolsk with five provinces (Viatka, Solikamsk, Tobolsk, Eniseisk, and Irkutsk) until Irkutsk was made a gubernia in 1764. The vast territory had limited oversight from the center and notorious corruption. The 1775 administrative reforms were introduced into Siberia in 1783 in truncated form. In European Russia, the reform created more gubernii of standardized size by population and relied on local nobles to staff the new offices. In Siberia, a governor- general was assigned (as in European Russia) for better oversight and a third gubernia was created at Kolyvan for the demographically expanding Altai mine region. In the absence oflocal noblemen and with a dearth ofpopulation in general, however, in Siberia the 1775 reform's judicial and fiscal agencies were simplified. Heads of panels had to be appointed from a variety of officials, but the reform's lower level courts with native assessors and traditional legal practice were instituted. All of Siberia encompassed only thirty-three districts (uezdy). Furthermore, six regions at the underpopulated margins were labeled oblasti, maintaining traditional native patterns of self-government. Siberia, then, became somewhat better integrated into Russian control but local differences were respected.
This was a century of in-migration into Siberia. By 1795 East Slavic peasants and other European settlers numbered 819,000, while the native population remained an estimated 360,000 (half Buriats and Iakuts). But settlement was unevenly dispersed. The taiga forest, particularly in the east, was particularly difficult to settle. There Russian settlements were modest in size: the Lena valley in the beginning of the eighteenth century recorded only 164 Russian peasant households, while on the lower Yenisei in 1702 there were 130 Russian households. The entire Iakutsk province had an adult male Russian population of 1,222 in 1697 and 1,932 in 1775. A last major settlement effort focused on the Russo-Chinese border in the 1790s, but failed to bring more than several hundred people to this far outpost. Many more exiles were sent east than in the previous century as Peter I and his successors increasingly avoided the death penalty in favor offorced labor. Exiles were a varied group: criminals were sent generally to eastern Siberia to settle and work mines; large groups of Old Believers (sent to the Irkutsk region in the 1750s- 70s) were allowed to settle; prisoners of war provided skilled knowledge and expertise, most famously the approximately 1,100 Swedish officers, soldiers, and sailors exiled to Siberia after the 1709 battle of Poltava who helped in urban development and cartography. Famed political prisoners such as Peter I's compatriot Alexander Menshikov (exiled to Berezov in 1728) and Alexander Radishchev (exiled to Ilimsk in 1790) also made their way east. But exiles were not so numerous as to greatly add to the population, and their numbers paled compared with what followed in the nineteenth century.
While the state settled the heart of Siberia with difficulty, voluntary settlement proceeded apace on the southern edge of western Siberia and northern Kazakhstan
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Map 4. Urals fortified lines and western Siberia postal roads, mid-eighteenth century. Modeled on a map from James H. Bater and R. A. French, Studies in Russian Historical Geography (London: Academic Press, 1983), figure 7.4.
where the wooded steppe transitioned into steppe. Through the first half of the century Russians and Middle Volga peoples had pushed into the Bashkir lands of the northern and southern Urals; by the 1740s, from there settlement moved east along the steppe border. To protect Russian settlements from Kazakh raids, defensive lines eventually carved an arc around the entire frontier (Map 4). In western Siberia in the 1740s a line was built north from Orenburg along the Iaik River to Verkhne-Iaisk (renamed Ural River and Verkhne-Uralsk after the Pug- achev rebellion). Into the 1750s this line was extended east to Omsk on the Irtysh (founded 1715); from Omsk the Irtysh line followed that river southward to Ust-Kamenogorsk (founded 1720) at the Altai mines, traversing the important trade center of Semipalatinsk (founded 1719). This fortified line opened up space for lively in-migration in the second half of the century. After the Qing empire conquered the Dzhungars east and south of the Irtysh Line in 1755-7, Russia and the Qing gradually incorporated some of their territory. By the end of the century the estimated 39,000 Tatars native to this border were outnumbered by 400,000 East Slavs. Migration into the taiga of western Siberia was aided in the 1760s by the construction north of the Irtysh line of a highway (Moscow trakt) from Tiumen to Krasnoiarsk on the upper Yenisei. The state forcibly settled peasants along the trakt to provide grain for officials (governors and their staffs, Cossacks and musketeers, clergy); other settlers followed. In 1689 Peter I had announced plans to build a road from eastern Siberia to Beijing, but construction began only in the 1730s and dragged out over decades.
East Slavic peasants who immigrated to Siberia were never enserfed, but paid poll tax and performed service as state peasants. They were not required to be conscripted, as the state was eager to populate Siberia, not deplete its population; ethnic Siberians also were not conscripted. As in the center, East Slavic peasants formed self-governing communes, reflecting the robust communal institutions of the Russian north (Pomor'e) where so many came from; other groups—townsmen, coachmen, merchants, and Cossacks—similarly lived as communes. East Slavs and other non-natives living in Siberia developed a culture distinct from the center. Here, without serfdom and landlords, far from county seats, life was free-wheeling, government unintrusive, and populations reliant on their own instincts. Neighborhoods were more ethnically and culturally diverse, and family economies were mixed as emigres learned survival strategies from native neighbors. In more isolated settlements, particularly in the far north, East Slavs often embraced native languages and cultures, particularly in Iakutia, as we have noted. But conversely, in larger East Slavic communities, "old" settlers called starozhily retained Russian customs and developed an independent character that was mythologized in subsequent centuries into an ethos of frontier freedom epitomizing "true Russianness."
THE MIDDLE VOLGA, URALS, BASHKIRIA
The Middle Volga—a stretch of the right and left bank around Kazan where forest meets steppe—witnessed dynamic population change from the sixteenth to eighteenth century. In the Middle Volga most were iasak payers—the Chuvash, Cheremis/Mari, and Votiaks/Udmurty in the forest, and the Tatars and Mordva in wooded steppe. Some did not participate in the trademark mobility of this era. The Votiaks, for example, remained by and large in their homelands of the Middle Volga and the northern Urals through the eighteenth century; the Cheremisy and Chuvash were generally stable in their lands north and south of the Volga above Kazan, with some out-migration to the southern Urals from the 1760s. But many groups scattered far and wide; in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries Kazan Tatars settled in the more fertile lower Volga, northern and southern Urals, and the manufacturing area north of Kazan. By the 1790s Tatars were 14 percent of the population ofOrenburg gubernia in the southern Urals. Similarly, by mid-century only about half of the Mordva lived in their Middle Volga homeland around the Sura River south of Murom; others had emigrated to the black earth region (right bank of the Volga) and southern Urals. Many Mordva who moved into the Urals fell into dependency to Russia, Tatar, or Bashkir landlords as teptiar laborers.
Russia's colonial policy in the Middle Volga became less tolerant of diversity as the century progressed. More Russians moved in, the Middle Volga became relatively closer to the center, imperial borders were moving south and east, and the state was imposing homogenizing fiscal and social policies. By the 1740s iasak payers here lost that status and were made to pay the poll tax and give conscripts, two burdens that few other non-Slavic peoples of the empire bore. Untypically, the state also attempted forcible Christianization in the Middle Volga early in the century and again in the 1740s. Most of the Mordva, Chuvash, Cheremis, and Votiaks who converted did so only superficially, retaining animist traditions, but they gradually Russified in the process. The same superficial, forcible Christianizations took place in Siberia, among western Siberian peoples such as the Ostiaki/Khanty and Voguly/ Mansi and those in the east (Iakuts, Tunguz, Buriats, Chukchi, Koriaks).
In the Middle Volga those who resisted Christianization suffered economically. Muslim landholders (Tatars) who did not convert lost their lands and slipped into the status of single homesteaders (odnodvortsy) and eventually taxed peasants. By the end of the eighteenth century in the Middle Volga the Tatar upper class, once dominant in landholding, had been largely eliminated as a landed elite; many who stayed Muslim transitioned into a merchant and entrepreneurial class in Kazan that facilitated trade between Bashkiria, the Kazakhs, and the Russian empire. The formation of Tatar ethnic cohesion was enabled beginning in the 1760s when Catherine II reversed forcible Christianization policies against Muslims, which she did both for reasons of Enlightenment humanism and for her desire to use Tatar merchants as intermediaries in Chinese and Central Asian trade through Siberia. Tatars, from nobles to peasants, began to construct trade and cultural networks across the empire; they constituted a substantial minority in the southern Urals and northern Caucasus and a majority in the Crimean peninsula. An empire-wide Tatar cultural resurgence grew when Crimean Tatars joined the empire (1780s) and forged ties with Kazan Tatars. Non-Islamic Cheremisy (Mari) and Chuvash who did not convert to Orthodoxy tended to gravitate to Tatar Islamic culture, whether they stayed in the Middle Volga or emigrated to the Orenburg area.
The Russian approach in Bashkiria was similar to that in the Middle Volga; the goal was to displace the native landed elite and import taxpaying farmers loyal to Russia. Bashkiria was both strategic and productive. Metallurgy boomed: between 1699 and 1725 eighteen major metallurgical works were founded in the Urals, with more than 5,000 serfs forcibly moved to work them. In 1721 Peter allowed non- noble entrepreneurs to buy serfs to be used in these enterprises. Such workers went with their families, boosting non-native settlement in Bashkiria. Bashkiria also offered important trade depots on the caravan trade from Central Asia and fertile farming lands in northern and western Bashkiria. Southern Bashkiria, while also a target of in-migration, remained primarily nomadic grazing lands.
Fortification efforts in Bashkiria continued with many purposes: to pacify the trade route from Central and East Asia, to protect from nomad attack (Kazakh and Kalmyk), to prevent flight of Russian taxpayers to the steppe, and to undermine Bashkir political cohesion. The existing Trans-Kama line, constructed in the 1650s, had served its purpose and already around 1730 a parallel line had been constructed south of it, running southwest-to-northeast from Krasnyi Iar near Samara on the Volga to Menzelinsk near the Middle Kama River, cutting across northern Bashkir lands. At the same time the construction of a huge defensive arc across the Kalmyk- Kazakh steppe was initiated: a defensive line from the mouth of the Iaik River to Orenburg was built in the 1730s along the lands of the Iaik Cossacks, as well as the "Samara" line south along the Samara River from Krasnyi Iar on the Volga to Orenburg on the Iaik. The Samara line joined at Orenburg lines stretching to western Siberia. By the 1750s approximately 3,500 km of defensive fortifications extended from the mouth of the Iaik River to the Altais, an immense effort. The whole project was paid for by the newly imposed poll tax on the Mordva and Tatars of the Middle Volga.
Russia capitalized on divisions among the Bashkirs in essence to surround them in their own homeland. As a rule, the more settled northern Bashkirs, including many in Russian service, were less likely to spark revolts than the more nomadic Bashkirs of the southern Urals, but all were capable of uniting in response to common grievances, such as extraordinary levies and land grabs. Bashkirs revolted, for example, in 1705-11 in response to Russia's raising the iasak and the quotas of horses they were asked to provide for the Great Northern War; such higher exactions also sparked revolts in Astrakhan and among the Don Cossacks at this same time.
The Orenburg Expedition in 1734 on the surface looks like a scientific and cartographic mission, but it proved to be a powerful arm of political suppression. Led by cartographer Ivan Kirillov (1689-1737), it included scientists to map, study flora and fauna, prepare for more settlers, and, most significantly, to found fortress towns and fortified lines discussed herein, in the process encircling Bashkir lands. The Expedition founded Orenburg on the Iaik in 1735 in the heart of Bashkir grazing lands (it was moved downriver in 1741 and 1743) and commenced fortification work. Aggressive land seizures and a policy of cutting the number of Muslim elders and putting Islam under more direct Russian supervision prompted a Bashkir uprising (1735-7) that Kirillov put down with extraordinary brutality. Over 700 Bashkir villages were razed and about 30,000 Bashkir men, women, and children were killed, sent to hard labor, or enrolled in infantry service around the empire. This is estimated at 12-14 percent of the Bashkir population. In the ruins of revolt, Russia imposed tighter controls over Bashkir self-government and organized Bashkiria as a new province (Orenburg). In 1743 the city of Orenburg was named a preferred customs depot for Siberian commerce, shifting caravan trade to it from Astrakhan. Thereafter Russia systematically worked to undermine Bashkir autonomies and impose Russian control, using a variety of populationist, military, and bureaucratic strategies.
Not only were the Bashkirs surrounded in their own homeland by defensive lines; they were also being surrounded by non-Bashkir migrants. To guard the new lines, a Host of Orenburg Cossacks was created in 1742 and settlement of the Orenburg territory was promoted. Settlers were forcibly moved or lured here with privileges of land and serfs: retired Russian gentry, converted Kalmyks and Dzhungars, Ukrainian and Russian peasants, odnodvortsy (petty landholders) from the Hetmanate and Sloboda Ukraine, Polish noblemen from recently captured Polotsk. Voluntary in-migration proceeded as well. State peasants, odnodvortsy, and runaway serfs moved in, as did Tatars, Chuvash, and Mordva from the Middle Volga and northern Bashkiria. Tatar merchants from Kazan and Bukharan merchants from Central Asia were lured to Orenburg by trade privileges. Russian landlords moved in; from 1649 they had been prohibited from buying Bashkir land, but they purchased or seized it anyway, as is recounted in Sergei Aksakov's semi-literary memoir of his grandfather's settling in Bashkiria in his Family Chronicle trilogy (1858).
By the mid-1740s more than 50,000 East Slavic settlers had moved into Bashkir land and almost an equal number in the next few decades as the pace quickened. By the end of the eighteenth century, Bashkiria's population had risen 64 percent and it was ethnically diverse, home to Bashkirs, Russians, Tatars, Chuvash, Cheremis, Votiaks, Mordva, and Bukharans. Orenburg was a primarily ethnic Russian city by the end of the century. In landholding, Russian landlords outnumbered Bashkirs and Tatars more than two to one. By the end of the eighteenth century peasant cultivation in the northern and western parts created a vibrant export trade in wheat, while the southern Urals remained primarily an area of pastoral nomadism and animal husbandry (horses, sheep, cattle, goats, and camels) claimed by pastor- alist Bashkirs, Ural Cossacks, and Kazakhs. But in-migration of settled farmers proceeded there as well. While in 1719 Bashkirs accounted for 71 percent of the population in their traditional homeland, by 1795 that proportion had fallen to about 20 percent, with Russians constituting 40 percent of Bashkiria's population.
Bashkirs suffered directly from in-migration and the increasing Russian political, economic, and religious control. Russian religious policy exacerbated tensions. From 1731 to 1764 a commission for conversion to Orthodoxy in the Middle Volga and Urals pressured Muslims to convert; they found the most resistance from Bashkirs, but pressure continued. In Bashkir statements to the Legislative Commission of1767, a prominent demand was to allow construction for more mosques and religious schools.
Nevertheless, Bashkiria was not as integrated into the center as the Middle Volga was in this century, and various social groups enjoyed different status. Unlike many
Middle Volga peoples, poorer Bashkirs and others were not turned into state peasants (with poll tax and recruitment); they paid iasak at a lesser rate than other non-Russians and even teptiar laborers (non-Russians who tilled Bashkir lands) paid quitrent lower than that ofSlavic state peasants. Elite Bashkirs survived by acting as "middle ground" intermediaries. Russia allowed elite Bashkirs to preserve their status; some served as militia on the Trans-Kama line and enjoyed iasak-free status and the honorific title of "Tarkhan." So-called "loyal Bashkirs" served alongside Russian troops in Orenburg, joined by Meshcheriaks (Mishari), Tatars who had joined Russian service after the conquest of Kazan; many had settled near Ufa in the heart ofBashkiria. The Bashkir and Meshcheriak landed elite controlled local government with little intervention by Moscow officials.
The 1775 administrative reforms, introduced in 1781, helped to draw Bashkirs into loyal service to Russia. The existing large Orenburg gubernia was subdivided to create a new gubernia in the heart of Bashkiria at Ufa with twelve districts (uezdy); both were put under the authority of a governor-general. As in European Russia, land courts for the elites, upper civil and criminal courts, and the new courts of equity were introduced at Ufa and Orenburg, with elected native assessors from Bashkir villages and other communities at high and local levels. Lower courts (raspravy) for Bashkirs, state peasants, and other native peoples were created in ten districts that used Sharia law and other native customs. One effect of this structure was to undermine the power of Bashkir elites. The reform's police and judicial organs were generally staffed with Russian and Bashkir military officers, there being few Russian landholders in the area (only five of twelve districts had sufficient presence to need noble land courts).
Another way in which Russia tried to co-opt the native populations of Bashkiria was the creation in Ufa in 1788 of the Orenburg Muslim Spiritual Assembly, a senior Muslim religious official (mufti) and a council to act as liaison between Russia and the Muslim community. The Spiritual Assembly had jurisdiction over Muslims across the empire, theoretically, from the Middle Volga and Urals to Siberia and the steppe as well as European Russia. The Mufti and his Assembly were charged with overseeing Muslim marriage, divorce, inheritance, and administrative issues, as well as promoting loyalty to state and dynasty. The Authority defined Muslim law, provided oversight of Islamic educational institutions, and standardized the appointment of mullahs and religious teachers; the Russian state paid for building new mosques and madrasas in Ufa and Orenburg provinces. With this reform, Russia gained administrative access to the Bashkir community and shaped the terms of imperial interaction with the Muslims of the empire.
Finally, Russia, as it did elsewhere, used military administration to co-opt and create loyal servitors. In 1798 a Bashkir-Meshcheriak Host was assembled under Russian military supervision, a primarily Muslim Cossack-style adjunct to the Russian army. The Bashkir territory was divided into Bashkir and Meshcheriak cantons for recruitment; their role, along with the Orenburg Cossacks, was to maintain the fortified lines, serving two-year stints. The Orenburg to Verkhne-iaisk line paid a salary of 10-20 rubles a year, the more volatile Siberian line to the east yielded 30-50 rubles a year. In 1767 in Orenburg province there were 195,000
Bashkirs, 94,000 East Slavic peasants, 60,000 nobles, 10,000 retired soldiers, and 49,000 Cossack troops. Thus the Bashkirs clung to their traditional military status and lands through the eighteenth century, even while being increasingly surrounded and integrated into Russian imperial life.
KALMYKS AND KAZAKHS
The defensive lines that stretched from the mouth of the Iaik on the Caspian more than 3,000 km to Ust-Kamenogorsk on the Irtysh defined Russia's border with steppe peoples with whom Russia painstakingly worked to create stable relations and eventually dominance. The process advanced but was not concluded in the eighteenth century, and this border also became a quintessential middle ground. Bands of Cossacks helped in securing this border, presenting problems of their own. Russia's goals moving into the Caspian steppe were much the same as approaching the Black Sea steppe with fortified lines in the previous century: to protect against raids, to open up fertile land for peasant farming and to prevent runaway serfs from fleeing.
Relations with the Kalmyks were volatile and tragic in this century. They inhabited the Volga's left bank and had been in tenuous treaty relationship with Russia since 1655. Michael Khodarkovsky has written eloquently of the misunderstandings and intentional misinterpretations by which Russia manipulated their interactions and tightened control; the Kalmyks in turn kept their options open, revolting, raiding, and occasionally allying with Crimean or Nogai neighbors against Russia. By 1718 Russia had completed the Tsaritsyn fortified line, linking the Don and Volga, depriving Kalmyks of access to their grazing lands to the north, and boxing them in an increasingly small swath of steppe, surrounded by hostile Don Cossacks, Nogais, and Kazakhs. In the 1720s Russia used significant military force to subdue the Kalmyks, sparking internal disarray that worked to Russia's advantage. Russia began to intervene in their affairs; in 1741 Kalmyks cooperated in compiling a legal handbook for disputes between Kalmyks and Russians, based heavily on Russian practice and norms.
The Kalmyk steppe land, like Bashkiria, saw aggressive in-migration of Russian and Ukrainian peasants: by 1764 Kalmyks constituted only 67 percent of the population, by 1795 only 48 percent. By the 1760s Russia was interfering in Kalmyk self-government, supervising the elections of officials and demanding more military service; Russian in-migrants were seizing grazing lands. Thus, in January 1771 when the Qing empire invited the Kalmyks to settle in Mongolia, about two-thirds embarked on a mass exodus. Failing to stop them, Russian troops incited Kazakhs to harass the Kalmyks; other nomad tribes continued attacking them across Central Asia and thousands died on the journey. In angry response, Russia abolished the Kalmyk khanate and placed those Kalmyks who remained under the jurisdiction of the governor in Astrakhan. When the 1775 administrative reforms were brought here in the 1780s, local native courts were created, accommodating the Kalmyks. Decimated in number and power, Kalmyks on the Volga retained their nomadic life style and status as iasak people well into the nineteenth century.
Russia was less able to subdue the Kazakhs in the eighteenth century. As Russia sought to safeguard caravan traffic across the Central Asian steppe into western Siberia, the most pressing challenge it faced was Kazakh attack. Pushed by the Dzhungars in the first third of the eighteenth century, two groups of Kazakhs moved from Central Asia into the Caspian steppe. In 1731 the Small Horde, which had taken up the left bank steppe of the Iaik between the Caspian and Urals, created a treaty alliance with Russia, as did the Middle Horde in 1740 (it had settled the steppe south of western Siberia).
As they began to interact with the Russian empire, Kazakhs presented a classic Central Asian nomadic society. They were Turkic speakers, Islamic since the time of the Mongol empire. Their religious practice, however, was syncretic. Nomadic, they did not maintain mosques and Islamic schools; they did not learn Arabic; their Muslim practice was complemented by shamanistic rituals around cults of ancestors and animism, revering spirits of sun and moon, earth and animals, fire and water. Typical of nomadic peoples, they practiced oral tradition, preserving clan genealogies and martial achievements in epics that celebrated the perils and traditions of nomadic life. They practiced typical steppe nomadism, moving from summer to winter pastures in regular circuits, described in Chapter 3. Kazakhs grazed sheep, goats, horses, and, in the south, camels, subsisting on a traditional diet of milk products, mutton, and horse meat; they were renowned as falconers.
Treaties established only a tenuous stability between the Kazakhs and Russia, generally honored in the breach. Many Kazakhs participated with rebellious Iaik Cossacks and Bashkirs in the Pugachev rebellion (1773-5); in 1791-4 a Kazakh rebellion broke out against Russian in-migration whose unrest simmered well into the next century. Russia constantly renegotiated relations with the Kazakhs, often foiled by the intrinsic disunity of the widespread Kazakh tribes. The Small Horde fell under Russian control somewhat earlier than did the Middle Horde. When Catherine II's administrative reforms were brought to the steppe frontier in the 1780s, Kazakh lands were still not a part of the empire. But a court was created in Orenburg in 1784 to mediate disputes between subjects of the Russian empire and Kazakhs of the Small Horde, with six elected representatives from each side. It used Russian law but heeded natives' concerns. Russia also tried to abolish the Small Horde's khan-based government, which efforts met with the same opposition that similar meddling had sparked among the Kalmyks. Russia backed down, allowing the Small Horde to keep its khanate, but asserting more oversight. The Middle Horde remained outside of formal structures of Russian control such as governor- generalships into the nineteenth century.
CURTAILING THE MIDDLE GROUND
As in the seventeenth century, Russia depended upon Cossacks on its various steppe frontiers to play the role of intermediaries, fending off nomadic attack and protecting Russian settlers, fortifying the border against runaways fleeing the empire. Robust communities of Cossacks existed on the Dnieper and Don, the Black Sea, and northern Caucasus areas, and in the Kalmyk-Kazakh steppe frontier. Russian policy towards such Cossack Hosts, however, tightened in the eighteenth century, more systematically curtailing their autonomies and regularizing them into Russian military service. In 1721, for example, Russia shifted oversight for Cossack Hosts from the College of Foreign Affairs to the College of War, a symbolic demotion and sign of a long-term intent to regularize their service. The process proceeded at different paces with each group. In 1774, Catherine II put her formidable governor of the southern borderlands, Grigorii Potemkin, in charge of all Cossack formations and irregular troops; he embarked on reforms that reverberated from Zaporozhia through the Hetmanate, the Don, and Iaik.
Along the fortified line south of Orenburg to the Caspian the Iaik Cossacks had been in service to Russia since the late sixteenth century. On the one hand, Iaik Cossacks developed in much the same way as had the Don Cossacks in the preceding century. As population grew and their economy shifted from fishing to lucrative cattle and sheep husbandry, an elite of Cossack officers emerged, more beholden to Russia. By the 1730s Russia was interfering in their affairs, in 1738 deposing an ataman; by the 1770s the Iaik Cossack hetman was appointed by Russia and the governor-general of Orenburg oversaw the host. But such actions chafed, and in 1772 in response to Russian efforts to regularize them as a military unit and infringe on their practice of the Old Belief, Iaik Cossacks revolted, slaughtering a Russian garrison and its commander. This rebellion was harshly suppressed but within a year Iaik Cossacks took the lead in the Pugachev rebellion in 1773-5. Russia's response was to destroy the Iaik Host, replacing it with a newly recruited Host under supervision of the Orenburg governor-general, surrounded by an increased number of Russian garrisons. The names of the Host and River were changed to Ural, and the new Ural Host was subject to a regularized model of Cossack service that included a term (generally three years) on active duty anywhere in the empire, seventeen years' duty in local defense, and five more in local policing. Thereafter the empire deployed Ural Cossacks throughout the empire, often exceeding the three-year active duty limit.
Russia created other Cossack Hosts on the Kalmyk and Kazakh steppe as the border prospered. Constructing in the 1730s to 1750s the fortified lines discussed herein that stretched from the mouth of the Iaik River to the Altai mines, Russia directed Central Asian trade to customs depots at either end of the line—Orenburg and Semipalatinsk. Like Astrakhan, these towns became vibrant multicultural centers ofRussian, Tatar, and Bukharan merchants, home to churches and mosques. Russia created what came to be called the "Line," a sixteen-kilometer-wide zone of fertile grazing land between Orenburg and the Altais exclusively for Cossacks, closed to Kazakhs and Russian peasants (see Map 4). Recruited to staff the Line with land grants and trade privileges, a new, multi-ethnic population of Cossacks developed here, called variously Orenburg, Siberian, and Irtysh Cossacks. These Hosts began life already constricted by Russian oversight, even though they maintained self-governing autonomies and characteristic lifestyles. All manner of people flocked to this fertile farmland: Orthodox Slavs (Russians, Ukrainians), foreign prisoners of war (Lithuanians and Swedes), native Siberian peoples (who were animist or Muslim), Kazakhs (Muslim), and Kalmyks (Buddhist).
From the 1770s Russia recruited Kazakhs of the Middle Horde into the Irtysh Line as Line Cossacks. Impoverished Kazakhs were also invited to settle deeper into Siberia, receiving grazing land in return for militia service; by 1819 more than 12,000 Kazakhs had moved into Omsk Oblast, where they joined Russian and Ukrainian peasants and adapted aspects of East Slavic life, shifting from sheep to cattle grazing, adding to their meat-based diets Russian vegetables and soups. Some became laborers for Russian peasants and Cossacks; some converted to Orthodoxy. Cultural interchange worked in the other direction as well, as Yuriy Malikov has described. Line Cossacks used Russian as a local lingua franca, but they (and their surrounding communities) also spoke Kazakh; nominally Orthodox, Cossacks mixed animism or inclined to the Old Belief. Some became enmeshed in Kazakh culture: they traded goods, they adopted Kazakh food (horse meat, kumys), sheep husbandry, clothing styles, and mounted military skills. They intermarried; they bought Kazakh children as slaves for labor, despite its illegality. In their conflicts with Kazakhs, Line Cossacks used steppe customary law, resisting Russian courts until late in the century.
Russian control of Cossack Hosts, however, only went so far. They may have been "regularized" under military control, but the state allowed them their own independent regiments and many of their long-standing autonomies. Russian control did not change essential Cossack culture. Whether in Zaporozhia, the Don, Iaik, Kuban, Terek, or the Irtysh Line, Cossacks prided themselves on their free-booting, self-governing lifestyle. Multi-ethnic, multi-religious, these paramilitary bands fought for the glory of clan and Host, not for Russia. Starting in the late eighteenth century Russia tried to shift that allegiance, to instill in Cossack Hosts across the empire a spirit of loyalty to Russia. Russia founded schools in the Don and Urals, promoted Orthodoxy and invented military honors and regalia to honor Cossack bands loyal to Russia. In 1827 Tsarevich Alexander (the future Alexander II) was proclaimed ataman of the Don, Ural, and Terek Hosts. As Cossack elites became more prosperous, more settled, and more assimilated to the imperial nobility, some bought into this identity; by mid-nineteenth century some were writing histories that recast their pasts as Russian and Orthodox from the start. By the end of the nineteenth century the myth of the Cossack as the most loyal of Russia's sons and most fervent defender of the tsar was well established, but it little resembles the Cossacks' more complex origins.
NORTHERN CAUCASUS
Although Russia coveted the northern Caucasus—a rich flatland of black earth north of the Kuban and Terek rivers—in the eighteenth century it remained, like the Kazakh steppe border, a middle ground of many indigenous groups where Russian claims to power were at best represented by Cossack intermediaries.
Already in the sixteenth century the steppe above and the valleys of the Terek and Kuban Rivers were the domain ofCossacks who generally engaged in piracy, plunder, and highway robbery, serving Russia when it suited them. They included Turks, Iranians, runaway Ukrainian and Russian peasants, and Cossacks, Dagestanis, Kalmyks, Georgians, Armenians, Ingush, Ossetians; they were animist, Muslim, Orthodox, Old Believers, and Georgian Christian. Terek Cossacks clustered around the nominally Russian fortress town of Terskii Gorod (founded 1588), whose population of perhaps 20,000 in the late seventeenth century was primarily locals, rather than Cossacks or Russians. In the sixteenth century Russia had forged alliances (Ivan IV married a Georgian princess in 1562) and even claimed control of "Georgia, Kabarda and Circassia" in the tsar's title in 1594. But Terskii Gorod's nominal Russian presence constituted no great foothold of power.
Russia turned serious attention to the north Caucasus during Peter I's Persian campaigns, contesting this area with Crimean Tatars and the Ottoman empire. For most of the eighteenth century Russia struggled to build a presence here. It drew upon local Cossacks to staff forts at Kizliar and Mozdok and imported newcomers as well. In the 1720s Russia ordered 1,000 families of Don Cossacks to move to the northern Caucasus, perhaps a late step of punitive relocation after the Bulavin uprising of 1707-8. Kizliar became the hub of several groups of Cossacks called generically Terek Cossacks. In 1721 Russia put these Cossacks, as others in the empire, under the supervision ofthe College ofWar, but Russian power was lightly imposed at this point.
Russian power became more solidified here from the 1760s with success in wars against the Ottoman empire and construction of fortified lines against attack from Chechens and Karbardinians. A Caucasus Line was built in the 1760s-80s, stretching from Azov on the Black Sea southeast through Stavropol and to fortresses on the Terek River at Mozdok, from there along the left bank of the Terek to Kizliar near its mouth at the Caspian. This created a semicircular fortified line across the northern Caucasus. In 1794 to the south, paralleling the Azov-Kizliar line, a line was constructed from Ekaterinburg just west of Mozdok on the mid- Kuban River to the strait of Kerch. To staff these new lines, in the 1790s Russia moved some of the disbanded Zaporozhian Cossacks to create a Black Sea Cossack Host north of the Kuban River; Nogais disrupted in the Black Sea steppe also joined Cossack Hosts in the northern Caucasus and the Don Cossacks. These Cossacks manned garrisons, defended against attack, served as couriers and military escorts, and performed cartage, road, and bridge-building services.
Their presence provided stability for peasant in-migration that both supported these military forces and expanded Russia's imperial presence. In the 1760s Russia recruited Ossetians as settlers, awarding tax benefits for Christianization, and in the 1780s it moved some 68,000 state peasants, generally odnodvortsy, here. Forcible transfers were joined by runaway East Slavic peasants and Old Believers and, in what Thomas Barrett calls a "great reshuffling of Caucasian populations," great numbers of northern Caucasus peoples. Armenians, Georgians, Ingush, Ossetians, Chechens moved behind Russian lines to farm, raise grapes and silkworms, and to trade.
Although Russia's expansion into the Caucasus was aimed at its pivotal economic location, the area posed a persistent ethical challenge to Russia as well. Since the times of Herodotus, the Caucasus had been the source of a bustling slave trade that continued unabated as the Roman, Byzantine, and Ottoman empires successively took over control of the Black Sea and its slave markets. Poor in resources, slaving provided necessary income to warrior tribes in the northern Caucasus and to Georgian princes and nobles in the south. In what Liubov d'Herlugnan calls a "ritualized" pattern of raiding and warfare, neighbors raided neighbors for slaves and cattle in seasonal campaigns, sending the booty immediately along slave routes that led to the great emporia ofCrimea. Many ofthese slaves were Christian, posing an ethical dilemma for Russia as it pushed into the Caucasus. Governors were told to shelter Christians seeking refuge from slavers, to ransom or forcibly seize any Christian slaves they encountered. With the capture of Crimea in the 1770s, its slave emporia were shut down, but markets simply moved and Russia battled the Caucasus slave trade well into the next century.
East Slavic presence in the northern Caucasus provinces in the eighteenth century joined a diverse society of peoples, cultures, and political economies. In Kizliar in the 1770s, for example, 92 percent of the population was non-Russian, and the town featured more mosques and Armenian churches than Orthodox. Different groups specialized economically: Georgians and Armenians were active in viticulture and sericulture; mountain people (Ingush, Chechen, Ossetian) provided labor or artisan work, and some practiced animal husbandry on the steppe. The Kuban valley with its black earth supported rich farming. The valley of the Terek increased in fertility as one moved upstream into black earth territory, supporting wine, vegetables, and animal husbandry at the Caspian end and field crops farther west.
As Cossacks and non-military settlers multiplied, they demanded farm labor and followed local custom in practicing indentured servitude, which existed here long after it had been outlawed in the Russian center (1718). Cossacks interacted with their surrounding societies much as the Line Cossacks did with the Kazakhs; they crossed fortified lines to trade, they adopted local technologies of farming and husbandry. Despite Russian efforts to Christianize and Russianize Cossacks in the northern Caucasus, they met relatively little success in the eighteenth century. Many who were Christian adhered to the Old Belief; others were Islamic; there was much intermarriage with native peoples. From the late eighteenth into the nineteenth century, as with Line Cossacks, Russia tried to build their identification with Russia, empire, and tsar by creating honors, banners, standards, and special imperial regiments, but Terek and Black Sea Cossacks persistently identified more with Cossack independence. They sang of Stepan Razin's rebellion and the Old Belief; they identified locally, not even regionally, let alone with the entire empire.
Russia's economic and political focus in the northern Caucasus remained Astrakhan, still a major trade center even after Orenburg diverted Silk Road trade at mid-century. Astrakhan was an urban metropolis claimed by Russia but surrounded by semi-autonomous lands of Kalmyks, Nogais, and Kazakhs. A diverse urban community, Astrakhan enjoyed populations of Armenian, Tatar, and Indian international traders, each group with its own rights, including separate judicial systems and laws (in addition to having access to Russian courts) and tax differentials, painstakingly described along with the area's flora and fauna by St. Petersburg scientist Samuel Gottlieb Gmelin in 1770. Non-elite Russian townsmen in Astrakhan paid taxes, while non-elite Tatars did not; Armenian and Indian communities paid a lump sum to avoid direct tax and services. Surrounding Astrakhan were seven Tatar towns that enjoyed tax and service privileges. Astrakhan's administrative diversity was somewhat curtailed by Catherinian reforms. Early in her reign, in the 1760s, a single court for non-Russians was established, replacing the separate courts for Armenians, Tatars, and Indians, but it functioned according to each group's native laws nevertheless. When introduced in the 1780s, the 1775 reforms created a new judicial apparatus of a lower and upper court with Russian law. These reforms also introduced the poll tax more widely for non-elite Russian residents of Astrakhan and increased taxes or service burdens on such groups as the Armenians and suburban Tatars. Outside of Astrakhan, the reforms instituted a simplified hierarchy of local courts, centered in Ekaterinburg; similar to the Kazakh border, a lower level court was also created for suits involving subjects of the Russian empire and Georgians and others beyond Russian borders. Here, native assessors and customs were used, with appeal to upper courts in Ekaterinburg using Russian law with Russian and native assessors. The state, in other words, respected local differences even while imposing the new empire-wide administrative model.
DON COSSACKS
The Don Cossacks fared better than many other semi-autonomous groups on the empire's periphery, resisting being destroyed, transformed into a mere province or merged into Russian regular army units as Zaporozhian and Iaik Cossacks were from the 1770s. Through the eighteenth century Don Cossacks had skillfully negotiated their relationship with Russia. In 1707-8, Kondratii Bulavin led Don Cossacks in a rebellion that recalled the Stepan Razin rebellion (1670-1). Impoverished Cossacks in northern Don territories rebelled against the Cossack elite that was working with Russian authorities to deport or demote them to peasant status. Having brutally suppressed a musketeer uprising in Moscow in 1698, Peter I had no mercy for another rebellion within a decade. He responded with what Brian Boeck calls a "scorched earth" policy, unlike anything Muscovite tsars had ever meted out to Cossack rebels. Over 90 percent of the population in the northern Don Cossack region was killed, their communities razed, and more than half a million acres of Don Cossack lands seized for Russian settlement. But loyal Cossacks were treated to the model that Muscovy developed in the wake of Left Bank Hetman Ivan Mazepa's defection in 1708: rewards and privileges for the loyal and Muscovite control over the appointment of hetmans and officers. Peter appointed the next Don Cossack ataman for life (the position was usually for one or two years) and thereafter Moscow required approval of ataman elections. In 1721 Russia put the Host under the administration of the Military College and created a Chancery of Elders to improve communications with Moscow and co-opt more of the Cossack elite into Russian service. At crucial moments (1718, 1723) Don Cossack leaders acquiesced to Russian demands by deposing elected atamans; in 1720 they conducted a census to register members and cut off Cossack status to newcomers, instituting a passport system. They cooperated with imperial foreign policy by respecting a fixed border with the Ottoman empire and ceasing their raiding across it. They deployed to war wherever the tsar sent them throughout the century (three Turkish wars, Polish wars) and even wars against Napoleon.
In return the Don Cossacks preserved their most important autonomies: independent military regiments, local self-government (with Russian oversight), tax-free status, and exclusive landholding. They became an exclusive, territorially bound group that called itself already in the eighteenth century a "people" (narod). The highest among them became a wealthy landholding class with enserfed Russian or Ukrainian peasants; the ataman position become de facto hereditary in a few families. Social inequities between the wealthy elite and impoverished lesser Cossacks sharpened over the century. In 1775 after the Don Cossacks had served loyally in the Pugachev rebellion, Governor-General G. A. Potemkin reorganized Don Cossack government, paralleling in some ways the 1775 administrative reforms but different enough to perpetuate the Host's autonomous status. Potem- kin introduced a Host Civilian government in the form of a collegial chancery, much like those at the gubernia level elsewhere. It was composed of the ataman and six Cossack members, paid by state salary, and subordinate to the governor-general, who also de facto oversaw the military deployment of the Host under the ataman's putative authority. St. Petersburg retained significant oversight, but the provision of elected assessors from the Don Cossack elders maintained some autonomy. Potemkin both introduced mechanisms to regularize access to office status and also moved to equate the Don Cossack officer elite with the Russian nobility, paralleling the 1775 reform's reliance on noble officials. In 1796 all Don Cossack officers were given noble rank.
In many ways the Don Cossacks were the most successful of the many Cossack Hosts under Russian control since they preserved culture and territory across generations. Catherine II founded a Guards Regiment of Don Cossacks to reward those who had stayed loyal during the Pugachev rebellion and by the next generation, educated Don Cossacks were writing histories extolling the Don Cossacks' long devotion to tsar and empire. They maintained their military autonomies and fought prominently in the tsar's service to the end of the empire, becoming identified with fervent Russian nationalism and devotion to the tsar. But they had also evolved significantly from their original autonomies and military esprit de corps. Over the eighteenth century, the starshina elite became wealthy on Russian favor, noble status, landed wealth, and living the life ofcountry gentlemen; the rank and file was falling into poverty, unable to carry out military service. Reforms in the 1830s were needed to reorganize the Don economy and redesign military training so that the Host could maintain its privileged status as honored irregulars in the tsar's service.
Russia's imperial expansion eastward and into the steppe required "middle ground" intermediaries to accomplish the task of control. Local tribes were conquered and co-opted, Cossacks were recruited and granted degrees of autonomy, native communities retained economic and political privileges. In the eighteenth century the state tried to move Cossack Hosts under more direct military control, but they remained irregular regiments in the overall army, with enduring autonomies. At the same time Russia encouraged, or directly participated in, the movement of East Slavs into these borderlands. Over the eighteenth century these lands were still highly diverse in strategies of imperial control, but becoming more integrated into the whole.
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5
Western Borderlands in the Eighteenth Century
The eighteenth century witnessed breath-taking expansion westward and south to the Black Sea, fulfilling long-standing imperial goals. Peter I accomplished major expansion on the Baltic, while Catherine II presided over major gains from the Ottoman empire and Commonwealth ofPoland-Lithuania. Although Catherine II, guided by cameralism and Enlightenment, attempted to impose some administrative standardization, this was not a century of homogeneity. Brought into the Russian empire, these lands were allowed to maintain their well-articulated political systems and social elites. Side by side with Russian central administration, law, taxation, social services, and governance continued in Livonia, the Hetmanate, Jewish communities, Magdeburg Law towns, the Duchy of Courland and lands of Right Bank Ukraine in a greatly different manner than in the center. Westward expansion more than any other demonstrates Russia's politics of difference.
TOWARDS THE BLACK SEA
By the middle of the eighteenth century the Russian empire was in a strong position to lay claim to the Black Sea steppe (Map 5). Successful against the Ottoman empire and the Crimean khanate in the first of three Turkish wars in this century (1735-9), Russia pursued a steady process of integrating these borderlands into the empire, undermining their autonomies and settling the lands with new colonists, for military and economic benefit.
The Zaporozhian Cossacks were among the first big losers. In 1709 they threw their lot in with Hetman Ivan Mazepa against Peter I and suffered in his defeat. Moscow destroyed their fortress and Zaporozhian Cossacks moved to Ottoman protection on the lower Dnieper. On the eve of the Russo-Turkish war of 1735-9, however, the Zaporozhians negotiated a return to their former territories and a semi-autonomous status under Russian control from Kyiv (1734). Russia built a third line (1731-40) to protect the new Zaporozhian Sich territory, reaching 285 km with twenty fortresses from Orel to the Northern Donets. Colonization— peasants and Cossacks from Left and Right Bank Ukraine and Russian odnodvortsy from the east—flourished behind the line. By 1762 the vast lands claimed by the Zaporozhian Cossacks, stretching from the Southern Bug to Sloboda Ukraine, were settled by 33,700 Cossacks and over 150,000 peasants. Here as in the lands of the
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Map 5. Provinces of European Russia, Black Sea conquests, partitions of Poland, c. 1795. Modeled on a map from Paul R. Magocsi and Geoffrey J. Matthews, Ukraine: A Historical Atlas (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1985), map 16.
Hetmanate, the Cossack officer elite (starshyna) dominated the farming, livestock, and trading economy; social tensions arose between them and rank and file.
Like the Bashkirs, Zaporozhian Cossacks were politically outmaneuvered by the Russian empire, surrounded in their own lands by in-migration. In the 1750s Russia established military colonies in the northern corners of Sich lands. Organized as military regiments, Serbian, Bulgarian, Moldavian, and even Ukrainian- speaking peasants were settled as border guards and peasant settlers in New Serbia (1752) and Slaviano Serbia (1754). Border guards paid no direct taxes; state peasants here paid no poll tax but only a land tax, while serfs paid halfthat amount, although in 1776 all peasants were required to provide recruits. In 1764, Catherine II deprived New Serbia and Slaviano Serbia of most of these privileges and integrated these areas into a governor-generalship of Novorossiia (New Russia). In-migration of Ukrainians, Russians, and foreigners intensified. The Zaporozhian Cossacks were being outflanked.
Russia's victory in the 1768-74 Turkish war provided an opportunity to destroy Zaporozhia as a Cossack entity. Alarmed by waves of unrest—in Right Bank Ukraine, New Russia, and Zaporozhia in the late 1760s, the flight of the Kalmyks in 1771, revolt among the Iaik Cossacks in 1772, Bashkirs, Nogai, Iaik Cossack, and Urals peasants all supporting Pugachev 1773-5—Russia resolved to crack down on paramilitary Cossack Hosts. Even though Zaporozhians had fought loyally in the Turkish wars, in June 1775 Russian troops returning from Black Sea battlefields destroyed the Sich fortress. Much of the senior officer corps was arrested, many were exiled to Siberia; many Cossacks were relegated into Russian rank and file, while some became free farmers and around 5,000 fled to serve the Ottoman sultan, settling on the southern Danube. Lands of displaced Cossacks were distributed to Russian nobles or Ukrainian, Russian, and Serbian settlers. Some Zaporozhians returned to Russian service during the Turkish 1787-91 war, settling the Ochakov steppe near Kherson, but after victory in 1792 Russia resettled them to the Kuban to create the Black Sea Cossack Host.
When the Crimean khanate was annexed in 1783, these lands were included in an immense governor-generalship from the Dniester River to the northern Caucasus and north to Saratov, comprising three gubernii (Ekaterinoslav, Voznesensk, Saratov), Crimea as a separate oblast, and the Don Cossacks maintaining their own lands, under the supervision of the able empire builder and Catherine II's confidant, G. A. Potemkin. The 1775 administrative reforms were introduced in 1783-4 in the three gubernii according to the empire-wide model, with lower-level courts staffed by locally elected assessors given the dearth of Russian nobility in the areas. By 1796 the population of the Ekaterinoslav and Voznesensk gubernii was 80 percent Russian and Ukrainian. Because of the difficulty of securing labor here, landlords could not enforce serfdom and gave their peasants relatively lower labor obligations than peasants in the center.
Sloboda Ukraine was similarly integrated in the eighteenth century. It had had traditional Cossack self-government, organized around five territorial regiments with Cossack rights (no poll tax, freedom to distill and to trade). Sloboda Cossacks loyally served Russia in campaigns against Persia, Poland, and the Ottoman empire across the century. Nevertheless from the 1730s Russia began to limit the register of Sloboda Cossacks, push lesser Cossacks into taxpaying status, and station regular Russian troops there. Meanwhile, as in Zaporozhia and Bashkiria, Sloboda Cossacks were being outnumbered in their lands: from a population of 120,000 in the late seventeenth century, Sloboda Ukraine grew to 660,000 in 1773, primarily from peasant colonization.
In 1763 the poll tax was imposed on non-Cossack peasants in Sloboda Ukraine and in 1765 Russia abolished the region's autonomy as a Cossack entity. Sloboda Ukraine was turned into Kharkiv gubernia, with a new legal structure of Russian procurators and Russian law in some forty-six districts (uezdy), several intermediate level courts, and four civil and criminal chambers at the highest venue. Towns were given Russian-style government. In the 1770s its five Cossack regiments were integrated into the regular army, the officers becoming Russian noblemen and 60,000 rank and file soldiers and laborers demoted to regular army or taxed state peasants. In the 1780s the administrative reforms and Charters to Towns and Nobles were introduced, including in May 1783 the poll tax on all peasants as well as quitrent for state peasants and Cossacks; this decree de facto enserfed Ukrainian peasants by linking them to their place of registration.
A different social and economic history played out in the Rus' palatinates of the Right Bank and western Ukraine in the eighteenth century, still part of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth until the 1790s. Stretching from Galicia and Volhynia to the Dnieper, these lands experienced substantive political and social changes. Cossack governance and landholding was squeezed out in favor of Polish magnates who produced grain and cattle for export. By the middle of the century, only four Polish aristocratic families owned 80 percent of the Right Bank; they populated it by encouraging settlement by Ukrainian peasants from Galicia, Right, and even Left Bank on advantageous terms. Widespread discontent was stoked by religious, economic, and social oppression. As tax breaks and loans expired after a decade or two of settlement, Ukrainian peasants fell into harsh serfdom, with up to four days a week of labor services. In addition, while the Hetmanate had a system of primary schools, Polish landlords prevented peasants in the Right Bank from attending school. The Orthodox Church was systematically weakened, with the bishoprics of Galicia and Volhynia (Lviv, Peremyshl, Lutsk) converting to the Union between the 1690s and 1720s. Once a staunch defender of Orthodoxy, the Lviv Orthodox fraternity became Uniate in 1708; by the 1760s in the Right Bank only twenty Orthodox parishes were left as well as a network of monasteries. Discontent on all these grounds merged into three major peasant uprisings led by "social rebels" called haidamaks attacking Uniates, Jews, and Poles. In 1768 the entire region was convulsed in the chaos that broke out with domestic confederations representing pro-Russian and pro-Polish factions. In the midst of war with the Ottoman empire Russian troops in the Hetmanate crossed into Right Bank to quell the unrest, opening the door to the first partition of Poland.
Galicia with its central city of Lviv, like Vilnius to the north, was a vibrant center of intermingling cultures—Polish, Ukrainian, and Jewish. Ukrainian education and arts flourished here, particularly Polish-influenced baroque architecture in cathedrals, town halls, and noble estates. Its Uniate establishment nurtured Ukrainian language and culture, particularly after Galicia was ceded to the Habsburg empire in the first partition (1772).
The Hetmanate remained an autonomous political entity within the empire in the eighteenth century, despite Hetman Ivan Mazepa's fateful decision in 1708 to throw his support behind Charles XII of Sweden in the Great Northern War. Alarmed by Peter I's cavalier use of Cossack forces outside of Ukraine, Mazepa sought protection in a Swedish alliance. Defeated at Poltava in 1709, Mazepa barely escaped with his life. Personally enraged at Mazepa's "treason," Peter I instituted Russian oversight of the hetman's court and appointments of hetmans and major offices. He punitively conscripted thousands of Cossacks to hard labor, introduced heavy imperial tariffs and taxes, purged the hetman's offices, and asserted Russian control over the Hetmanate's finances and judiciary. When the Great Northern War was over (1721), Peter I regularized Russia's relations with a variety of Cossack Hosts, here transferring the Hetmanate from the jurisdiction of the Foreign Affairs College to the new Little Russia or Malorossiiskii College, a step symbolic of Russia's intent to integrate Ukraine more directly.
But Russia soon found it difficult to assert direct power over the Cossack administrative system and, since these borderlands were an important staging ground for wars against the Ottomans, Russian policy vacillated over the century. As Zenon Kohut writes, "from 1727 to the 1760s the local administration and judicial organs of the Hetmanate functioned without interference from St. Petersburg." Controls over the selection of the hetman waxed and waned in the 1730s-50s; Empress Elizabeth (1741-61) personally favored the Hetmanate, allowing a "golden autumn" of hetman autonomy through the 1750s. Structurally the Left Bank's autonomy from the Russian empire can be seen in the fiscal realm. No direct Russian burdens were instituted here until late in the eighteenth century, most notably the poll tax and the responsibility to provide military recruits. Rather, the Hetmanate's rather chaotic fiscal system continued. Different categories of taxes were levied by different corporate institutions—the hetman's administration, monasteries, private landlords. A few taxes were paid by all taxed peasants and Cossacks in the "hired labor" social rank, one to support the Cossack army and another to support Russian troops stationed in the Hetmanate. But these were collected locally by local agents.
The Hetmanate also maintained independence from Russia in its legal structures; in addition to criminal courts run by the hetman's administration, Cossack landlords had broad civil and minor criminal administration over their people. Towns and the Church maintained their own courts. Various legal codes were applied: church law for religious issues in ecclesiastical courts; Magdeburg Law in towns with such charters; the Lithuanian Statutes of 1566 and 1588, Cossack and Ruthenian customary law, and hetmans' decrees (universaly) from 1648 on. When legal cases came to the Senate in St. Petersburg on appeal, Russia as a rule affirmed local norms and laws. The Hetmanate compiled a comprehensive legal code in 1743; although never approved formally by the Senate, it was used widely in the
Hetmanate and stands as a sharp contrast to the Russian empire's inability to codify its own laws despite efforts by Peter I and Empresses Elizabeth and Catherine.
In the eighteenth century, social inequalities within the Cossack class that had developed in the seventeenth century only worsened. Since the Hetmanate's administrative structure was based on the Cossack regimental model, the Cossack officer elite or starshyna built wealth from access to power. A cohesive landed gentry developed, legally identified as the Society of Notable Military Fellows; it was divided into three social categories associated with three levels ofoffice holding—in the hetman's, the central, and the regimental (provincial) administrations. The Society's approximately 2,000 members effectively excluded lower rank Cossacks from the privileges of Cossack status and monopolized the economy; by 1735 approximately 50 percent of the cultivated land of the Hetmanate was in their control. Culturally over the century this Ukrainian gentry became more European- ized in education and culture, and domestically it enjoyed privileges akin to a nobility: freedom from taxation, trade privileges, right to own estates and demand labor from peasants, the right to produce alcoholic beverages and trade in certain commodities and to participate in councils and offices. But Hetmanate offices were not included in the Table of Ranks, so gentry elites could not earn the status of "hereditary nobility" on a par with Russian nobles.
As high as the families of the Society rose in the eighteenth century, so low did much of the rest of Cossackdom fall. Rank and file Cossacks fell into impoverishment from the dual obligations of rendering Cossack service and supporting themselves from the land, and became unable to equip themselves to fight. The number of battle-ready Cossacks fell from 60,000 in 1650 to 30,000 in 1669 and 20,000 in 1730. Reliant on Cossacks for border defense and campaigns against the Ottoman empire, Russia attempted in the 1720s to slow this military degradation by prohibiting Cossacks from becoming peasants and prohibiting officers' purchase of rank and file Cossack farms. A wide-reaching reform of 1735 attempted to alleviate military burdens on poor small-holder Cossacks or landless Cossacks by creating legal categories of Cossack "helpers" and Cossack hired laborers; they retained Cossack legal privileges and status, but gradually became liable for taxation. By the 1760s 45 percent of the Hetmanate's population was Cossack, but the majority fell into one of these two non-fighting categories of impoverished, taxed Cossacks. With the Society of Noble Military Fellows becoming a landed gentry and most Cossacks too poor to serve, as Orest Subtelny says, by the 1760s traditional Cossackdom had "ceased to exist in Ukraine," militarily and economically.
It was also a difficult time for the taxed population. The plight of the peasants worsened: the starshyna, church hierarchs, and monasteries expanded their lands at the expense of peasants such that by the 1760s 90 percent of peasants were living on private lands, owing two days of labor service as well as other services and dues to their landlords. Still, there were differences from the Russian center. Peasants' position as property owners was stronger than that of their Russian peers. In Russia peasants farmed lands regarded as village or landlord property, and fields were regularly reallocated as communes struggled to meet the collective tax burden. But in the Hetmanate and former Grand Duchy lands, individual family holdings remained the norm, under the influence of Polish property laws, and communities relied on communal institutions to regulate access to other shared resources (grazing lands, fishing, timber) and to govern social life in the village. Furthermore, Hetmanate peasants were not enserfed. They retained mobility, although it was becoming restricted. In 1721 peasants who left their landlords forfeited their landed property; in 1760 a landlord's permission was required to leave. In 1766 the starshyna was allowed to purchase villages with serfs as private property. Nevertheless, many left for the expanding southern frontier.
Typical of eastern Europe at this time, urban life yielded to manorial economy over the century. Cossack and monastic landholders, with tax-free status, could undercut merchants and townsmen; they maintained their own private market towns with courts and administration that they controlled. Only twelve towns in the Hetmanate had Magdeburg Law rights of municipal autonomy, and local Cossack administrations steadily impinged on these rights. The number of towns dwindled as manorial economies prospered. In 1723 there were 200 towns in the Hetmanate; the number fell by 1783 to around 120. Townsmen were a small minority of the Hetmanate population, and there were even fewer in Sloboda Ukraine and Zaporozhia. By the 1760s, townsmen were only 3.3 percent of the population of the Hetmanate, and only 2.5 percent in Sloboda Ukraine. In 1767-8 when Catherine II solicited petitions from communities across the empire in preparation for a new imperial lawcode, delegates from the Hetmanate's towns exposed these tensions. They petitioned for affirmation of their municipal and economic rights, protection from interference by the Cossack administration, and imposition of city taxes on any non-townsmen trading in towns.
The Hetmanate experienced the booming economy of the eighteenth century. Farming produced a variety of crops—wheat, barley, oats, millet, tobacco, hemp, and hops—and light industry engaged in distilling, brewing, tobacco preparation, potash and tar, textile and leather. Exports included grain, cattle, tobacco and alcohol, textiles. Russian economic policy, however, forced the Hetmanate to orient its trade towards Moscow, St. Petersburg and Volga ports, rather than towards the Baltic, and networks of roads, canals, and rivers in that direction were weak. Thus, grain was often turned into alcohol, making Left (and Right) Bank lands the empire's source for vodka. At the end of the century when Russia had acquired trade ports on the Black Sea, including Odessa (founded 1794), these areas, plus the newly settled Black Sea steppe, became major exporters of wheat.
In a setting of economic growth, the Cossack elite and wealthy church institutions prospered; gentry and hierarchs became urbane and well-educated and patronized the arts. Culture in the Hetmanate was fully integrated with that of the capitals, with much interchange. In many ways, the Hetmanate had a more robustly developed cultural life than did Russia. It enjoyed secondary schools and seminaries in many major towns, and elementary schools in most parishes, far outpacing primary education in the Russian empire even after Catherine II's educational reforms. The Kyiv Mohyla Academy remained the leading educational institution in the Russian empire; with its up-to-date curriculum, in the first half of the century it produced generations of secular leaders, including learned intellectuals, some of whom served in St. Petersburg. Left Bank Ukraine produced many fine writers, dramatists, and historians, including poet and philosopher Hryhorii Skovoroda (1722-94). A rich school of dramas on religious and national themes emerged from the Mohyla Academy; Feofan Prokopovich's Vladymyr (1705) heralded Grand Prince Volodymyr as Christianizer of Rus' in 988 and ended with a paean to then Hetman Ivan Mazepa for his patronage of the arts. Over the second half of the eighteenth century the Mohyla Academy shifted more to seminary education, integrating Enlightenment ideas into the curriculum and shaping a modern ecclesiastical elite. The majority of the empire's Orthodox bishops in this century (70 of 117) were Ukrainians or Belarus'ans, trained in Kyiv and other regional centers. Colleges in Chernigov and Pereiaslav provided secular training for administrative service for Ruthenian gentry at a time when the Russian nobility was abjuring non-military service.
Ukrainian national consciousness of several political stripes continued to develop. Some focused on Cossack liberties: immediately after Mazepa's fall, Hryhorii Hrabianka penned The Great War ofBohdan Khmelnytsky (1710), inaugurating a cult of Khmelnytsky as a loyal servant of the Russian tsar in a bid to maintain traditional Cossack autonomies despite Peter I's wrath at Mazepa. Others were broader: Samuil Velychko's Tale of Cossack Wars with the Poles (1720) developed even more strongly an "ethno-national" vision of the Rus' community as the heartland of East Slavic, Orthodox civilization, now arrayed against non-Orthodox forces in the Commonwealth. In 1728 in St. Petersburg even Feofan Prokopovich penned a drama extolling Bohdan Khmelnytsky and implicitly Ukrainian autonomies even while it toed the line of imperial loyalty. Historian Faith Hillis calls this trend the "Little Rus' idea"—an idealized vision of Rus' autonomy and East Slavic Orthodox unity—that endured through the century. In 1767-8 when Catherine II solicited feedback from communities across the empire in preparation of a new imperial lawcode, Cossack delegates from the Left Bank requested the confirmation of traditional Cossack political and economic rights, equality with the Russian nobility, protection of their landholding, and abolition of new imperial taxes, clearly expressing a vision of an autonomous state and ethnic community within the imperial system. Cossack writers continued to develop the Little Rus' theme, as in Semen Divovych's 1762 poem, "Conversation between Great Russia and Little Russia," where "Little Russia" boldly declares its fraternal friendship and equality to "Great Russia."
The fine arts flourished as well. As in the seventeenth century, schools in the hetman's capital in Hluhkiv and one in New Russia developed religious music. Ukrainian-trained musicians dominated at the St. Petersburg court through the century; similarly, Ukrainian painters enjoyed great success in Russia. The portraitist Dmytro Levytsky, for example, born and trained in Kyiv, emigrated to St. Petersburg where he filled an entire room in Catherine II's palace at Tsarskoe selo with sentimental folk portraits, as well as producing exquisite portraits of Russian nobles. Traditional Ukrainian folk singers—itinerant minstrels who played the bandura—traversed the countryside, singing religious and folk songs and historical epics. Architecture, patronized in Kyiv and other centers by Cossack elites, emigre Russian noblemen, and religious institutions, continued in the baroque manner popular in Hetman Ivan Mazepa's time; over the century styles integrated European rococo and neoclassical, executed by Italian, German, Russian, and Ukrainian architects in a full imperial medley.
Russian presence should not be discounted, of course. Russia stationed 50-75 regiments in Left Bank Ukraine, draining local resources to support them; it sent thousands of Cossacks to battle for the empire. In Minister Ivan Shuvalov's empire- wide cameralist reforms of 1755, internal tariffs across the empire and customs at borders between the Hetmanate and Russia were abolished, depriving the Hetmanate of revenue and benefiting Russian merchants. Publication of books in Ukrainian language was not abolished, but supervised. The most direct Russian influence was felt in the Orthodox Church, which tried to regulate Ukrainian religious painting, architecture, and art to limit western artistic innovations.
By the 1760s, led by the dynamic Hetman Kyrylo Rozumovsky, the Hetmanate was working on a major reform of the judicial system, bringing it closer to the Polish- Lithuanian system, with a more regularized hierarchy of venues, streamlined procedure according to the Lithuanian Statute, and better division of civil and criminal courts. Hetman and Cossack elites were energized for other reforms of the Hetma- nate's educational and military systems. At the same time, Catherine II came to power with radically different ideas about empire and region. She abolished the Hetmanate's autonomies in two waves of reform, not as punishment for acts of opposition, but acting on a cameralist vision of empire-wide standardization. In 1764 she abolished the hetman's office, replacing it with a Little Russian Collegium under Governor- General Petr Rumiantsev. For the next decade, despite Russia's involvement in uprisings on the Right Bank and a Turkish War (1768-74), Rumiantsev systematically drew the Hetmanate into the Russian imperial system and the Cossacks into more regular military status: he introduced a flat ruble tax to support Russian troops and a system for their billeting in the Hetmanate; he created stronger fiscal collection and budgeting procedures linked with the imperial Treasury; he created a special guards unit and introduced more Russian-style military organization to the Cossacks.
The second stage of abolition of Ukrainian autonomies followed with Catherine II's administrative reforms, spurred by the wave of unrest across the borderlands already detailed in relation to Russia's abolition of the Zaporozhian Sich. The reforms were intended to create a stronger governmental presence by doubling the number ofgubernii and creating a denser network oflocal offices. Introduced in the Hetmanate in 1779, the reforms, on the basis of a census completed in 1781, abolished the Hetmanate's ten regimental districts in favor of three units called not gubernii as in the Russian center, but namestnichestva (Kyiv, Chernigov, and Novgorod-Severskii) divided into a total of forty-six districts, most replicating existing units (povity). They were given, nevertheless, the fiscal, administrative, and judicial organs ofthe reform. Ukraine's long tradition oflocal elections ofoffice holders was abolished by the reform's practice of having offices appointed by the center or elected by single social groups.
Russia further pursued homogenization on the military and ecclesiastical fronts. In 1783 Cossack regiments were abolished and rank and file Cossacks were blended into the regular army. With the outbreak of war with the Ottoman empire in 1787 and Sweden in 1788, conscription of all taxpayers—peasants, townsmen, lesser Cossack—was introduced for the first time in the Hetmanate (1789). The regional integrity of military service in Ukraine was abolished, and the Hetmanate's Cossacks and rank and file served around the realm. In 1786 Russia imposed the secularization of vast church lands that had been carried out in Russia in 1764. Forty-two monasteries and convents were closed, involving approximately 1,000 clergy, leaving only nineteen such institutions with about 400 monks and nuns. Church peasants were transformed into state peasants, filling imperial coffers. Diocesan borders were redrawn to match new administrative borders. The era of reforms contributed to the Hetmanate's Orthodox clergy becoming a closed social class, as in Russia: now only those social groups not subject to the poll tax were allowed to become clergy. Compulsory seminary training became limited to sons of priests, and the number of parish positions was tightly regulated. With their education in Russian seminaries, gradually the Ruthenian Orthodox clergy became not only a closed estate, but a more Russianized one.
Along with the administrative reforms came a recategorization of Hetmanate society. Petty Cossack landholders were demoted to taxpaying state peasants and in a law of May 1783 all taxpayers were required to pay the poll tax. The same law created serfdom by forbidding peasants from moving from their landlords. Urban institutions were also reformed with the administrative reforms (1779) and 1785 Charter to the Towns: there had been ten magistrates, with a separate court for the influential colony of Greek merchants at Nezhin. The reform maintained the Nezhin Greeks' court, but otherwise introduced Russian-style reformed magistracies, from which the Hetmanate's burghers benefited. They found confirmation of their status; their existing guild organization fit the reform and towns continued to use the combination of Russian law and Lithuanian statute that had become common across the Hetmanate, even in so-called Magdeburg Law towns. The reform did open up towns in the Left Bank to foreign merchants, including Jews and Russians, who joined with local burghers and merchants in the reform's new categories determined by wealth, not ethnicity. Russian gradually became the language of cities and commerce, and in the long run, Ukrainian burghers and merchants assimilated into an imperial urban burgher class.
Most remarkable, perhaps, was the relatively smooth transition into the reforms by the Ruthenian elite. Certainly voices were initially raised in defense of Rus' autonomies, but they were matched by others representing the Rus' lands as an equal partner in the empire and urging tighter integration with it. The most complex issue was equating the Ruthenian elite to the Russian nobility. Initially, since the new administrative reforms created hundreds of new positions for noblemen, any Ruthenian gentryman in military service to Russia in a rank of the Table of Ranks that conferred hereditary nobility was declared noble. Those not in service were invited, under the broad reading of the sympathetic governor Petr Rumiantsev, to submit proof of noble status to be decided upon by panels of local nobles. When the 1785 Charter of Nobility was extended to the Hetmanate, offering the Ruthenian gentry benefits of noble status that equaled (save for political power and institutions) those of the Polish nobility, local boards ennobled upwards of 25,000 Cossacks and Ruthenian gentry by the 1790s, many on flimsy grounds. Even though that number was cut in half by a more stringent review of 1795, ample numbers of Ruthenian gentry received the status and privileges of imperial nobility and went on to serve in police, judicial, and administrative institutions across the southern border (New Russia, Right Bank, Georgia) and in St. Petersburg. Some reached the height ofimperial service: two ofthe six men in Catherine II's powerful Secretariat of the 1770s reform era were Ukrainian: A. A. Bezborodko and Peter Zavadovskii. Certainly pride in the Hetmanate's historical identity did not falter, kept alive by descendants of Cossack officers and Ruthenian noblemen. As Serhii Plokhy argues, such circles produced the anonymous History of the Rus' People (1801-4) which argued eloquently for Ruthenian culture and Cossack rights and privileges, and inspired the development of nineteenth-century Ukrainian nationalism. Nevertheless, in the reign of Catherine II, after more than a century of self-government and regional autonomy, the Left Bank was becoming integrated into the empire.
POPULATING "NEW RUSSIA"
Throughout this century Russia steadily populated the steppe for farming as it subdued Cossacks and nomads from the Black Sea to the Caspian and Ural steppes. In the first half of the century, the focus on settlement was the lower Volga, where local governors aggressively urged landlords to import serfs there; peasants as always were willing to flee enserfment. The peasant population of Saratov Province almost tripled by the 1740s. In the second half of the century the state enticed Russian and Ukrainian settlers from overpopulated regions with a variety of inducements—cash subsidies, years ofexemption from taxation, free land. But their terms were never as favorable as those offered to foreign immigrants.
As we have seen, in the 1750s Empress Elizabeth's government attracted foreign settlers (Serbs, Bulgarians, Moldavians, Macedonians) to military settlements in the northern border of the Zaporozhian Sich (New Serbia in 1752, Slaviano Serbia 1754) with favorable tax breaks. Starting in 1764 and through Catherine II's reign, these areas were transformed into Russian gubernii, and in 1776 their farming peasants were brought into line with Russian state peasants and serfs by being required to provide recruits and pay poll tax. At the same time, the empire created new colonies of foreigners who retained their privileges for decades.
In the 1760s Catherine II promoted foreign immigration in the mercantilist spirit of populationism, the conviction that a country's success is measured by the size of its population. In her Instruction of 1767, she worried, "Russia not only has not inhabitants enough but it contains immense tracts of land, neither peopled nor cultivated." All across Europe in the mid-eighteenth century rulers were trying to attract new settlers, much to the resentment oftheir neighbors. Frederick the Great, for example, aggressively populated Prussian lands with Huguenots and Germans, as did the Habsburgs; meanwhile Britain and France were trying to populate overseas colonies with European emigrants. Catherine II was as aggressively popu- lationist as her European counterparts. Starting in 1762 Russia advertised across Europe, offering land, freedom from taxation for up to thirty years, freedom from conscription, loans, guarantees of religious freedom, and self-government. Those who intended to found manufactories were even allowed to purchase serfs. Since larger European states banned Russian agents, refused to publish their manifestos, and forbade their people to emigrate, most of the applicants came from the free cities and states of southern and western Germany. Up to 30,000 Germans arrived between 1762 and 1775, settling in seven or eight colonies on the west bank of the lower Volga around Saratov; many were Moravian Brothers, called in Russia the Herrnhuters. Groups of Mennonites moved into Zaporozhian lands on the lower Dnieper in the 1770s. Aided by unigeniture in inheritance (compared to Russian peasants' traditional partible inheritance), exempt from military service, billeting, and direct taxation for many years, these German farmers prospered. Thousands of other foreigners—Bulgarians, Greeks, Romanians, and others—flowed in as well. By the first decade of the nineteenth century, government sponsorship of foreign immigration was curtailed as expensive and unnecessary; subsidies were ended in 1819. When in 1780 administrative reforms came to Saratov gubernia where the bulk of the German colonists lived and to other southern borderlands, colonists' language and customs were preserved in lower level courts.
Between 1782 and 1795 the Black Sea steppe accounted for over 56 percent of new settlers in the empire, particularly picking up after the end of the Turkish war in 1792. Novorossiia was divided into the Kherson (from the Dniester eastward past the Bug) and Ekaterinoslav (extending east to the Don Cossack lands) gubernii. Settlers came from all directions. In addition to Mennonites, Moldavians moved eastward to settle the Ochakov steppe between the Dniester and Bug; peasants moved south from Left Bank and Sloboda Ukraine; Russians fled serfdom or were moved by their landlords from the overpopulated center; Old Believers were invited to return from abroad to settle this steppe. Throughout such settlement serfdom was the exception; immigrants received privileges as colonists or the status of state peasants. These, plus a steady influx of Ukrainian peasants, increased the population of Novorossiia exponentially from the 1760s.
Russia's last major acquisition in the steppe was the Crimean khanate, the most politically articulated and successful of the successor states of the Mongol Horde. Crimean Tatars were Turkic-speaking, Islamic descendants of steppe nomads who had long established themselves as a landed elite on the Crimean peninsula and Black Sea steppe. Their Chinggisid heritage elevated their status: while they accepted vassalage to the Ottoman empire, they insisted on sovereign superiority to both the Muscovite and Polish-Lithuanian states, successfully demanding tribute from them well into the eighteenth century. The Crimean khan of the Chinggisid Girey clan ruled, with a large elite of clans of respected lineage (mirzy and beys), over a multi-ethnic, urbanized society on the peninsula, with Greek, Armenian, and Jewish merchants in Caffa and other major cities. The Crimean steppe and peninsula supported nomadic pastoralism, farming, viticulture, livestock, and arts and crafts; slaves were used as well as a range of peasant labor. Although 1769 is often cited as the last major Crimean Tatar raid into the southern borderlands of Russia, Crimean slave emporia continued to be populated with captives from the Caucasus. Russian conquest abolished slavery and closed down Crimea's slave markets, but the trade continued to be a scourge on Russia's southern borders well into the nineteenth century.
Russia established a protectorate over the Crimean khanate in 1774 after a brutal campaign in which cities were razed and thousands killed. Initially Russia allowed the last Girey khan, Sahin, to endure under watchful eye, but his machinations forced Russia to take direct control in 1783. Despite being in the midst of standardizing administrative reforms, here Catherine II maintained a politics of difference. In the newly named Tauride province the rights, tax privileges, and landownership of the Tatar elites and other groups (Greeks, Wallachians, Armenians) were affirmed. Islamic schools and courts were maintained. Crimean Tatars were exempted from the poll tax and conscription. Confessional rights of Islam were affirmed with the creation in 1791 of the Tauride Muslim Spiritual Authority. Like the Orenburg Muslim Spiritual Authority created in 1788 for the Middle Volga and Urals, the Tauride Authority was intended as a supervisory body over institutions of the faith and as a liaison with Russia. In the Crimea it was particularly charged to monitor itinerant Islamic mullahs suspected of rousing up pro-Ottoman sympathies. As in Orenburg, the Tauride Authority was headed by a newly created senior hierarch (mufti) and religious hierarchy where none had existed before.
Despite these many pragmatic accommodations, the area's population suffered tremendous out-migration from the 1780s. Even before annexation in 1783, Russia moved most of the peninsula's Christian urban population of Armenians and Greeks (over 30,000 people) to towns on the Azov Sea and most of the Nogai Tatars to the Kuban steppe to form a Cossack Host; at the same time over 200,000 Tatars left for the Ottoman empire. Tatar out-migration continued at the time of annexation and after the Turkish war of 1787-92, when thousands more left, alienated by Russian steps during the war to disarm Crimean Tatars. Kelly O'Neill argues that the process of "integrating" Crimea into the Russian empire proceeded somewhat differently here than elsewhere in the empire because of Crimean Tatars' close identification with their co-religionists in the Ottoman empire; proximity and cultural connection meant that many simply did not make the effort to join the Russian imperial nobility, as Cossacks, Baltic Germans, Georgians, Poles, and others had done. Those who did stay, however, strove to preserve their political dominance. When the 1785 Charter to the Nobility came to Crimea, the Tatar mirza elite was initially equated with the Russian nobility and their landholding rights affirmed regardless of wealth. Initially nearly 5,000 members of the mirza elite enrolled as "nobles" in their local associations. When Russian policy across the empire tightened up on standards of proof, in part to keep the numbers of non- Russian elites (Ukrainian, German, Polish, Crimean) from overtaking Russians, officials took a second look. By the 1820s, the number of mirza families officially granted noble status had been restricted to fewer than 100.
Still, Tatars dominated in the peninsula. Initially Russia created a model of civil and administrative rule by native intermediaries in the Crimean Land Government, led by a governor from a leading family and a board of mirzy and overseen by the Russian-appointed military governor for fiscal and security issues. Within a year, in 1784, this structure was dissolved with the introduction of the 1775 Russian administrative reforms. This system, which relied on local nobles being elected to staff the dozens of new civil and judicial offices, resulted in a generous participation of elite Tatars in office. While, as Kelly O'Neill showed, Tatar mirzy held only about 15 percent of very high, appointed offices, they gained over 80 percent of district level offices, thereby maintaining their dominance in governing this multiethnic community. By 1802 Russia had limited Tatars to district level to open up more opportunity for Russian, Greek, Armenian, and other elites. Russia also co- opted Crimean Tatars by enlisting them in a voluntary Light Horse Regiment with land and salaries, attached to the Russian army as irregulars like a Cossack Host. Russia deployed them in the Polish and Napoleonic wars but cautiously did not send this regiment against the Ottomans.
Governor-General Potemkin tried to balance Tatar authority with the in-migration of hundreds of state peasants and Orthodox clergymen from Russian- and Ukrainian-speaking areas into Crimea; foreigners also arrived—Moldavians and Wallachians, Swedes, Poles and Germans, Greeks, Bulgarians and Corsicans, a Mennonite community. All enjoyed differential rights and privileges. Russia even advertised in Europe for traders and craftsmen to replace the urban populace that had left and to restore local viticulture, sericulture, animal husbandry, and other enterprises. Most settled on the steppe north of the peninsula, leaving Tatars in control on the peninsula. In absolute numbers the Tatar population had been cut in half, but by 1795 it still constituted about 75 percent of the population, with Russians about 4 percent and many other ethnic groups (Greeks, Armenians, Ukrainians, and Jews) constituting around 2 percent each. Tatars were forced to engage in the empire's multi-ethnic governance institutions, but they were still dominant in their homeland.
THE BALTICS
When Russia won Livonia (Estland and Livland) from Sweden (de facto in 1710, affirmed by the Treaty of Nystadt in 1721), it acquired lands with robust European social and political structures originating in the thirteenth-century capture of these Latvian and Estonian lands by German-speaking Catholic Knights. When the Teutonic (based in Prussia) and Livonian Knights secularized in the sixteenth century, they set off decades of warfare between Sweden, the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania, and Russia over this valuable Baltic littoral. The Livonian War (1558-83) was disastrous for Russia (embroiled in Ivan IVs Oprichnina 1564-72), but a great success for Sweden, which won Estland (the bulk of modern-day Estonia) with capital at Reval/Tallinn (Figure 5.1) and major port at Narva. The Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth kept control of the Latvian-speaking lands of Livland and Courland until 1629, when Sweden captured them, with the capital at Riga and major city at Dorpat (Tartu, Iur'ev).
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Figure 5.1 The sixteenth-century bell tower, long the highest spire in the city, of the town hall of Reval (Tallinn) stands on a foundation going back to the thirteenth century. It is said to be the oldest town hall in Scandinavia and the Baltics. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

Under the minimal oversight of a Swedish governor, the two provinces of Estland and Livland essentially maintained their historical status quo through the seventeenth century. German-speaking, Lutheran noblemen ruled in a communal assembly (Landtag) and twelve-man executive committee of Landrats. German nobles staffed the judicial system, using German provincial law codified in 1740 (but never ratified by the Senate). The nobility formed a closed, exclusive landed elite, their privileges codified in charters from Poland and later Sweden. Even though peasants were not enserfed in Sweden, under Swedish rule Latvian and Estonian serfdom was maintained. Terms, however, were not as harsh as they were becoming in Russia: under Swedish law peasants had recourse to Swedish courts and could sell their surplus product. Swedish rule also benefited the Baltic peasantry with native-language elementary schools mandated for each parish in 1686. Intellectual life was rich: colleges had been founded at Riga (1566), Vilnius (1579), and Dorpat/Tartu (1583) in the Counter-Reformation; under the Swedes Dorpat was upgraded to a university in 1632.
Peter I launched the Great Northern War precisely to win a Baltic presence, founding his new capital of St. Petersburg in 1703 on Swedish land. The war years were devastating here; famine (1696-7, 1709-10) and plague (1710) halved the population by the 1710s (the population rebounded, more than doubling by the 1790s). Population loss was exacerbated by mass deportations from Dorpat and rural Livonia in 1708; Russia also closed down the University of Dorpat until 1802 in consolidating control. After aggressive moves of conquest, Russia adopted its typical policy of maintaining diversity: it affirmed the rights and institutions of the German nobility and reversed a Swedish campaign of land reclamation that had alienated Baltic noblemen; it affirmed the rights of Magdeburg Law municipalities; it maintained serfdom. Andrejs Plakans calls this Baltics policy "permissive autocracy."
Two agencies from St. Petersburg ruled the Baltics, one judicial (the College of Justice for Livland, Finland, and Estland Affairs) with five members, most of whom were Baltic Germans, a procurator and staff, and a financial office (Kontora for Livland, Finland, and Estland Affairs) whose senior members were also Baltic Germans. Locally, Russian control sat lightly. Russian-appointed governors-general rarely resided in the Baltics, and their lieutenants were elected by local noblemen. The Livland and Estland nobility in the 1720s-40s created restrictive registers of the noble estate to preserve their power. Nobles monopolized office: local courts and police courts were staffed by elected local nobles, with appeal to the Landtag. Over the century they intensified demands on their peasants for labor and service.
Russia also acquired in 1710 rural areas in Finland north of St. Petersburg, which became the Vyborg gubernia of five districts where a judge appointed from local nobles staffed local courts, working with elected peasant assessors. An appeals venue was provided by a circuit court appointed by the Senate. Three languages—Russian, Swedish, and German—were used in public life in these Finnish territories.
The linguistic diversity of the Vyborg lands was characteristic of the entire Baltic region, particularly since the influence of the Reformation encouraged the development of the vernacular. In Livland and Estland, German was the language of political control, but Latvian and Estonian peasantry (Figure 5.2) benefited not only from the continuation of native-language elementary schools but also from the spread of literacy. Translations into the vernacular abounded: a full Estonian Bible was published in 1739, as well as other publications in Estonian and Latvian. The religious movement of the Moravian Brethren or Herrnhuters gained popularity from the 1730s. A Pietistic strain of Lutheranism, it preached sobriety, order, and the dignity of the individual and encouraged literacy and even spiritual writing by all Christians. Alarmed at the competition, the Lutheran Church asked Empress Elizabeth to suppress the Herrnhuters, which she did in 1743. Catherine II permitted the movement again in 1764 and it persisted as a pietistic parallel to Lutheranism.
Intellectual life in the Baltics flourished with tight connections to the Polish- Lithuanian Commonwealth and German towns of Prussia. By the eighteenth century a recognizable group of public intellectuals emerged, generally men of noble background who had been educated in German (Gottingen, Rostock, Halle, Leipzig, Jena) and other European universities (Leiden in Holland) in the spirit of the Enlightenment. Returning to Livonia and Estonia, some wrote works condemning serfdom and proposing earnest plans for agrarian and social reform, to concerted opposition from local nobility. The Riga publishing house of Hartknoch was a center of German Enlightenment publishing. In addition to German- language tracts, these literati also published in the vernacular. Johann Gottfried Herder, whose later philological and literary studies crystallized the concept of the German nation, taught in Riga in the 1760s and there began to develop his
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Figure 5.2 Estonian peasant farms are preserved at the Estonian Open Air Museum outside of Tallinn (historical Reval). Photo: Jack Kollmann.

thinking about the "folk" and the collective spirit of ethnicity and culture. In Riga Herder collected and later published Estonian and Latvian folk songs. Others continued his collecting and publishing of Latvian and Estonian folklore, songs, and tales, as well as of Latvian grammars and dictionaries and ethnographic encyclopedias of Livland and Estland. Plakans suggests that over 220 works in Estonian were published in the eighteenth century, and in Latvian about 700 between 1755 and 1835. As he points out, however, by the end of the century in revolutionary times all this attention to educating the peasantry prompted suspicion in official and noble quarters, and in some areas (particularly non-Protestant pockets of the Baltics), education for peasants was scaled back.
Peter and his successors valued Baltic Germans in imperial service; over 3,000 were allowed to study in German universities in the eighteenth century, and a large minority of the Russian empire's senior public servants (one-eighth between 1710 and 1917) were Baltic Germans. Peter I modeled some of his administrative reforms on the Baltic model and its Swedish forebears, particularly urban institutions and the elected noble Landrat in provincial government. Catherine II drew on the Baltic German judicial model for the 1775 administrative reforms, a major thrust of which in the Russian center was to enhance noble participation in local government.
The implementation of these reforms in the Baltics undermined regional autonomy. Despite, or perhaps because of Baltic Germans' responses to the Legislative Commission in 1767, where they resisted any effort to be put under empire-wide law, deeming their local laws and privileges sufficient and superior, Catherine II strove to integrate Livland and Estland's fiscal systems and noble institutions into a new imperial standard. When in the 1780s Russia introduced in the Baltics the 1775 administrative reforms—gubernia board, procuracy, and judicial and fiscal chambers at local and gubernia levels, with elected noble officials and peasant representatives at the lower level—these institutions were designed to include non-Germans and non-nobles. Even state peasants were allowed to be assessors in local courts. An assembly of nobles of all ethnicities was instituted. The head tax and recruitment were imposed.
In 1787 the Charters to Nobilities and to Towns were introduced to the Baltics, further undermining German exclusivity. The urban charter created a hierarchy of merchants, shopkeepers, and craftsmen based on property, not social and ethnic origin. Opening up the tariff barrier between Estland and Livland and the rest of the empire in 1782 also helped break the monopoly of German merchants and enliven Riga trade. The Charter to Nobility opened up more access to office and landholding for Russian, Polish, and other non-German nobles. Nevertheless, German nobles continued to dominate the administrative system and Russian was used only at the gubernia level, with local laws and German still in use at the local level. In Vyborg, as John LeDonne points out, paradoxically the reform put more power in the hands of locally elected landholders and diminished the existing role of peasant assessors. Nevertheless, Swedish persisted in those courts into the 1790s. Baltic Germans lost institutions, but they maintained great local power and cohesion and seamlessly flowed into the imperial nobility and officialdom, the creation of which had been one of Catherine II's goals.
Not the nobility but the lower townsmen and peasantry suffered most from Catherinian reforms in the Baltics. Replacing an outmoded land-based tax system, the Russian poll tax was introduced for Livonian peasants and townsmen in 1783; tax registration formalized serf status even more firmly than before. Despite a peasant uprising the burden remained, and under Paul I Livonian and Finnish peasants were made subject to conscription, joining some Middle Volga people as one of the few non-Slavic peasantries of the empire required to pay these two classic burdens of East Slavic peasants.
In the partitions of Poland, more Latvian and Baltic German areas—Inflanty/ Latgale and the Duchy of Courland—came into the Russian empire. Inflanty, with major city Dunaburg (Daugavpils/Dvinsk), came into Russian control in 1772 in the first partition and was added to the gubernia of Vitebsk. A rural southeast corner of Livonia, Inflanty had been administratively a part of the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania since the sixteenth century; here a diverse Catholic (Polish, Lithuanian, Ukrainian) and Lutheran German nobility ruled over enserfed peasantry of Latvians (speaking Latgalian), Poles, and Lithuanians. This ruling class enjoyed Polish noble rights, parliamentary institutions, and Polish culture, which Russia maintained. The population was equally diverse— in 1784 estimated to be 62 percent Catholic, 31 percent Uniate, 4 percent Lutheran, 2 percent Jewish, and less than 1 percent each of Reform Protestants and Old Believers.
The Duchy of Courland, centered in the peninsula that forms the southern rim of the Gulf of Riga, on the other hand, was an autonomous Duchy created by Grand Master of Livonian Knights Gotthard Kettler in 1561 when he secularized the Order. The Duchy remained an autonomous part of the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania thereafter. Ruled by the Kettler family, often in tension with Courland's German nobility, the Duchy flourished from shipbuilding, trade, and manufacturing; in the seventeenth century it even established short-lived colonies in Africa and the West Indies. Its primarily Latvian peasantry was enserfed. In the eighteenth century Courland, like the Commonwealth itself, fell increasingly under Russian control. Peter I married his niece Anna Ioannovna to the Duke of Courland in 1710; widowed in 1711, she governed Courland until she became Russia's Empress (ruled 1730-40), in both settings ruling with a coterie of Cour- land Germans. As Empress, Anna generously patronized the Duchy and when the Kettler line died out in 1737, she installed her favorite, Ernst Biron, as Duke. The Duchy's court at Mitau/Jelgava became a lively outpost of St. Petersburg culture, ornamented by Francesco Rastrelli's court architecture. The Duchy came into the Russian empire in 1795 when the last Duke abdicated in the face of the third partition; Russian administrative reforms and district divisions were immediately introduced, but local German nobles were appointed to regional offices, maintaining de facto much of the status quo for the short period until Paul I's reversal of Catherinian reforms in 1796. In 1801 Courland peasants were officially exempted from conscription, reflecting the wide variety of treatment of ethnic groups and borderland peasants across the empire.
PARTITIONS OF POLAND: POLES, LITHUANIANS, AND JEWS
Three partitions destroyed the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania as a sovereign state. Of the three partitioning powers (Russia, Austria, and Prussia), the Russian empire received the most land. More than 460,000 square kilometers and over 7.5 million Ukrainians, Belarus'ans, Lithuanians, Latvians, Poles, and Jews joined the Russian empire from 1772 to 1795, presenting tremendous challenges for imperial governance.
In 1772 in the first partition a vertical swath of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania was taken, including the towns of Polotsk, Vitebsk, Mstislav, and Gomel', as well as Inflanty, a total of 1.3 million people, primarily Belarus'an-speaking peasants but also townsmen, some Jews, and Polish nobles. The poll tax and recruitment were imposed on Belarus'an peasants and townsmen and Jews immediately (1773), but much of the status quo for the upper classes was affirmed. Polish noble privileges, local noble assemblies (sejmiki), the Grand Duchy lawcode, urban self-government (often according to Magdeburg Law), and serfdom were affirmed. Noble privileges such as the right to distill and sell vodka were confirmed. These lands were integrated into the gubernii of Pskov (moved to Polotsk 1777), Vitebsk, and Mogilev, with district-level governors and local land courts for civil and land disputes, subordinate to a governor-general. At the gubernia level, Russian language and appeals and criminal courts were imposed, but on the local level litigation continued in Polish according to Polish law, as long as it did not contradict Russian law. The new administrative reforms introduced gubernia boards and fiscal, judicial, and police organs at gubernia and local levels in 1778. Polish noblemen remained dominant locally, taking the lead in the newly established noble assemblies after the Charter of Nobility (1785) was introduced. The law of May 3, 1783 applied here as well as in Left Bank and Sloboda Ukraine, giving all peasants a poll tax and ending peasant mobility.
The diversity and breadth of lands acquired in the second and third partitions (1793, 1795) made the imperial task more difficult; Russia's traditional approach of affirming regional customs had to be balanced with Catherine II's efforts since the 1770s to create an empire-wide administrative system. While Galicia went to the Habsburgs, the rest of the Rus' lands came into the empire. Right Bank and western Ukrainian lands were organized into the gubernii of Volhynia, Podolsk, and Bratslav. The rest of the Grand Duchy's lands became the gubernii of Vilnius, Minsk, and Slonim, subordinate to the governor-general of Livland and Estland. Polish and German courts were phased out gradually in favor of the 1775 Russian model of civil and criminal chambers at gubernia and district level. Thousands of Polish noblemen from these lands were accepted into the Russian nobility; poll tax and recruitment were imposed on their serfs. Forcible conversion of Uniates to Orthodoxy succeeded in the Right Bank, but Uniate bishoprics in the Grand Duchy areas resisted and forcible conversion was deferred until the 1830s. As noted, when the Duke of Courland abdicated in 1795, the institutions of the 1770s-80s gubernia reforms were introduced, but local German nobles maintained political dominance.
Ethnic Lithuanian lands joined the Russian empire in the third partition (1795), organized as the gubernii ofVilnius and Grodno. These were lands ofPolish culture and political institutions, having been in a dynastic relationship or confederation with the kingdom of Poland since 1387. Here Russia affirmed the status quo: the 1588 Lithuanian Statute remained in effect, the rights of the Polish and Lithuanian Catholic nobility were affirmed, but their institutions oflocal self-government were limited. These lands were classic areas of rural enserfment (the peasants were generally East Slavic Orthodox), but Vilnius and Kaunas constituted vibrant centers of ethnic and cultural diversity. An ancient medieval town, Vilnius flourished as a political center of the Grand Duchy, with a royal palace and University (1579) that was an early modern center of science, humanities, and Catholic theology. Self-governing under Magdeburg Law, Vilnius was home to Polish and Lithuanian (Catholic), German (Lutheran), Ruthenian (Orthodox), and Jewish communities, who interacted in trade, culture, and daily life across confessional boundaries, as David Frick has shown.
Vilnius was particularly a center of Jewish life, emblematic of the significant Jewish population in the Commonwealth as a whole. Jews had lived in the kingdom of Poland and later Grand Duchy of Lithuania since the thirteenth century, protected by royal charters that guaranteed institutional and religious autonomies. The Commonwealth's Jews governed themselves with a hierarchy of communal institutions paralleling the county and national levels of noble self- government of the Polish-Lithuanian nobility. A local assembly or kahal governed all aspects of a community's internal life (public safety, education, courts, and justice) and interacted with local authorities; representatives met at regional levels and sent spokesmen to the biannual Polish Parliament (Sejm) to advocate for Jewish interests.
Protected by official policy, Jewish communities lived a stable, prosperous existence in Polish and Lithuanian lands. Colleges of higher learning (yeshiva) were founded in the 1500s and flourished into the mid-1600s (Lublin, Cracow, Poznan, Vilnius). Here Hebrew law, ethics, mystical contemplation, and Talmudic commentary were taught and researched, while the language ofpopular culture was Yiddish. The sixteenth century was a high point of Ashkenazic Talmudic learning: learned rabbis—Moses Isserles (1520-72), Solomon Luria (1510-73), and Mordecai Jaffe (d. 1612)—published codifications of Jewish law and legendary Talmudic analyses. Vilnius was called the "Jerusalem of the North" for its Jewish presses, schools, and community.
Jews were initially urban communities of merchants and artisans, but when the Rus' palatinates became part of the kingdom of Poland in 1569, Jews followed Polish noblemen to work as bailiffs, tavern keepers, mill-owners, and managers on magnate estates. The Jewish population in Volhynia grew by 400 percent from 1569 to 1648 (from 3,000 to 15,000); in the Kyiv and Bratislav palatinates, by 1648 19,000 and 13,500 Jews lived, respectively, where only a few thousand had lived in 1569. By the mid-eighteenth century two-thirds of the Commonwealth's Jews lived in urban communities and one-third in villages. The population steadily grew with the demographic rise of the era. By about 1500, Jews comprised 10,000-20,000 people; by 1600, 80,000-100,000; by 1650 150,000-170,000; on the eve of the partitions, about 800,000, a good 10 percent of the Commonwealth's population, the fourth largest ethnic group in the Commonwealth and the largest Jewish population in the world.
Since Jews had been forbidden to settle in the Hetmanate after Russian control tightened there (decrees of 1717, 1731, 1740, 1742, 1744), the Russian empire had few Jews until the partitions. Some Jews were allowed to settle in Novorossiia in the 1760s, but the partitions brought a major Jewish presence to Russia. In 1772 over 50,000 Jews of the Grand Duchy came into the empire, and another half million to 700,000 in the 1790s, concentrated in Right Bank and ethnic Lithuania. By the early nineteenth century, as Alexei Miller noted, "More than half of all European Jews ended up in the Russian empire." This took place at a time when Catherine II was advocating Enlightenment religious tolerance, and Russia had not had a medieval tradition of "blood libel" and anti-Semitic pogroms. Nor was the Orthodox Church officially anti-Semitic in the early modern era. But anti-Semitism and economic resentments had persisted since they were exacerbated in the seventeenth century by economic depression and political turbulence sparked by the Khmelnytsky rebellion. Working for noblemen as leaseholders for distilling and selling liquor, Jews were distrusted by
Russian authorities and subjects, and their contributions to local economies were not appreciated.
Official Russian policy to Jews alternated between Enlightenment-inspired declarations of religious toleration and socially homogenizing efforts, on the one hand, and forcibly managing their economic roles and settlement on the other. Initially, under Catherine II, Jewish representative institutions were maintained (useful for tax collection and providing liaison with the government), but efforts were also made to integrate Jews into existing Russian social categories. Jews were classified in the urban categories of merchant or poll taxpaying townsmen; they were encouraged (even forcibly moved) from rural roles into urban settings. Lower-class Jews were expected to provide recruits, but were allowed to buy out the obligation. In 1780 Catherine II declared that all Jews should join burgher ranks or the merchantry, which opened up economic opportunity, particularly since Jewish merchants were permitted to travel around the empire (a privilege not allowed to most merchants). In principle the 1785 Charter to the Towns allowed Jews to be elected to town government and in the same year the Senate affirmed that any Polish laws that discriminated between Poles and Jews were to be negated. In 1787 Catherine II declared that official documents would not use the derogatory term of "zhid.."
In the 1790s, however, official policy on many of these issues changed in response to the opposition of Christian townsmen and nobles and to the greater influx of Jews in the second and third partitions (1793, 1795). In 1794 their poll tax rate was doubled. Even the most successful Jewish merchants were forbidden to move to major cities beyond the lands of the partitions and some of the new Black Sea acquisitions. As the state investigated how to alleviate general rural poverty in the new western borderlands, Jews tended to be blamed; hostility rose. In 1802 the state inaugurated work on a new legal code for Russia's Jews; issued in 1804, it maintained double taxation, backed off from their access to urban government and guilds, and formalized a Pale of Settlement to which Jews were restricted. The Pale consisted of Commonwealth territories acquired in the partitions and new farming lands and urban centers in the Black Sea steppe. Jews continued to be able to lease distilling operations and taverns, but this remained a point of tension into the nineteenth century. Perhaps more than with any other ethnic group, Jews were treated officially with hostile and discriminatory attitudes, generally reflecting beliefs at large in the lands of the Commonwealth.
EMPIRE IN 1801
By the end of the reign of Paul I (1796-1801), the Russian empire was massive and powerful. It stretched across European Russia and Siberia to the Pacific, it enjoyed brisk trade on the White, Baltic, and Black Seas. It was a major player in central European power politics, epitomized by multiple victories over the Ottoman Turks and partnership with European allies to partition Poland. Russia's army had proven formidable, and European powers regarded with apprehension Russia's potential naval capacities in the Black Sea and Mediterranean.
Domestically, the empire had begun to implement a rational, homogenized administrative structure in Catherine II's reforms of the 1770s-80s. But by no means had Russia's essential character as an "empire of difference" been erased. We will see in further chapters where Catherinian reforms asserted standard imperial practices and where local differences persisted. Concluding this chapter, one might simply note that even after the 1775 gubernia reforms were introduced across the empire, the borderlands were treated to different models.
Borderlands with the steppe from the Volga eastward, for example, were administered as large governor-generalships with less articulated hierarchies of lower and upper courts, police, and fiscal institutions. Cossack Hosts, more and more drawn under Russian military control, nevertheless maintained autonomies over territories and communities. Each was different, representing the eclectic diversity of military defense and social organization characteristic of the middle ground. By 1801 Russia had "separate deals" with a vast array of Cossacks—the Don Cossack Host, the Black Sea, Greben and Terek Hosts in the northern Caucasus, small groups of Cossacks on the Bug and Volga Rivers, the Orenburg, Ural, and Siberian Hosts on the Kazakh "Line," and smaller Cossack-type regiments of Bashkirs, Tatars, and others.
The western borderlands, where one might expect rationalization to have proceeded on the basis of pre-existing administrative divisions and state organizations, also persisted as islands of difference in the empire. Paul I felt that Catherine II had reached too far in destroying the autonomies ofBaltic Germans and Polish elites; he regarded these lands as functioning sufficiently well not to need such drastic revision. As discussed in Chapter 14, in 1796 he designated most of the lands of the partitions, from Volhynia to Vyborg, as areas of special status, restoring many traditional rights to the German and Polish nobles, particularly in local government. He also restored rights to non-Orthodox religious communities (including Jews). His step was particularly welcome in the Baltics, where he restored Baltic institutions and partly abrogated the 1785 Charter to the Nobility to restore traditional rights to the Baltic German nobility. Thus, strong Polish and German traditional nobilities, welcomed into the imperial Russian nobility and civil service, also retained local power into the nineteenth century.
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PART II
THE MUSCOVITE EMPIRE THROUGH THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY
Broadcasting Legitimacy
One of the most visible characteristics of early modern empire was its self- representation of legitimacy, often embodied in visual and literary media. One might call this "ideology," but that bookish term does not fit well with early modern societies of limited literacy. Jane Burbank and Fred Cooper introduce the more flexible concept of "imperial imaginaries" to embody the myriad ways in which states expressed a vision of self in ritual, symbolic, and literary media as well as in political praxis and terminology. Imperial rulers broadcast their image to audiences including foreign powers, their subject peoples, and perhaps most importantly their elites, whose support was crucial to maintaining empire-wide control. The intent in disseminating an ideal image of ruler, elite, and society was to inspire respect, awe, cooperation, and, optimally, social cohesion, although the latter, in early modern conditions, could never be very strong.
Empires constructed wide-reaching, even cosmic, claims to legitimacy that gave them, in Thomas Allsen's phrase, "a kind of immortality." These claims depicted rulers as bringing "good fortune" on the realm, sometimes arrogating to them sacred status, more often giving them the role of conduit of the deity's blessing. In the Mediterranean and Eurasia, imperial rulers typically claimed legitimacy by linking themselves to a prior imperial tradition (translatio imperii), adopting its terminology, regalia, architectural and documentary styles, and the like. Russia drew on two imperial legacies, the Roman through its affiliation with Byzantine Orthodoxy and the Chinggisid. From the Mongols Russia borrowed pragmatic tools—vocabulary, institutions, and practices in finance, military, and politics. In adopting the title of "tsar" in 1547, Russia was evoking Chinggisid legitimacy, since its sources used "tsar" for khans as well as for Byzantine emperors. As we have seen, in negotiations with steppe peoples through the eighteenth century Russians acted out Chinggisid practices. Furthermore, at the crucial time when Moscow was assembling its myth of self in the 1480s, Ivan III explicitly deployed Mongol political symbolism in a missive to the Holy Roman Emperor, calling himself the "white emperor." But to European powers this reference was obscure, and thereafter Ivan III's court deployed the symbolic vocabulary of its Christian Orthodox heritage.
In so doing, Muscovy followed the example of most empires by creating a supranational ideology that depended upon a dominant religion, but not exclusively. Imperial ideologies need to somehow encompass their diverse peoples. As Karen Barkey reminds us, skillful imperial rulers patronize a dominant religion, but do not let the institutional Church run the show. In the Ottoman empire, for example, Sunni sultans openly made alliances with Sufi Muslims; they expected religious (kadi) judges around the realm to administer Sharia law in accord with local custom and sultanic law, not dogmatically. In Russia, similarly, the state's self- representation was based on Orthodoxy, but ecclesiastical interests were almost always subordinated to the political. It was a Chinggisid legacy to tolerate native religions, reflected in the Ottoman empire's giving them "separate, unequal, protected" status (in Barkey's phrase). In practice, this meant that the dominant religion, whether Orthodoxy or Sunni Islam, had the sole right to proselytize and convert, but that campaigns of conversion were rare. The status of other faiths could be lesser; in the Ottoman empire, non-Muslims paid higher taxes and wore different dress or other markers ofdifference; in the Russian empire, non-Orthodox often paid lower taxes and burdens such as military recruitment, but enjoyed limited access to official position and, as we have seen, could become targets of missionary activity campaigns when their homelands became desired objects (Middle Volga, Bashkiria). In both empires the dominant religion aggressively persecuted sects within the faith that they deemed heretical: in Russia, the Old Believers and Uniates; in the Ottoman empire, Shiites.
In turning to Byzantine Orthodoxy, then, Muscovy was grounding its imperial imaginary but not limiting itself. Byzantium provided a rich toolkit for claiming legitimacy—literary genres (chronicles, hagiography), religious ritual, political ceremony and regalia, icons and frescos, church architecture, and an elaborated political theory of ruler, state, and society. In the late fifteenth and early sixteenth century writers and artists at the grand prince's and metropolitan's courts projected an image of Muscovy as a powerful and pious godly realm using Byzantine precedents, such as coronation ceremonies (1498, 1547), icon themes and fresco cycles and the genre of chronicle writing. Moscow also borrowed from other influences. Ivan III's court, for example, took the Roman symbol of a double-headed eagle directly from the Habsburg Holy Roman Emperors in the late fifteenth century, and in the 1510s and 1520s Russia joined in an early modern European trend of claiming antique ancestry. Attributed to various authors with literary or diplomatic connections with central Europe, the Tale of the Princes of Vladimir depicted imperial regalia being transferred from Caesar Augustus to the Byzantine Emperor at Constantinople to Grand Prince Vladimir Monomakh in Kyiv, to the grand princes of Vladimir and finally to Moscow. About that time an exquisite crown of Uzbek golden filigree, given to Muscovite rulers before the fifteenth century, was modified with the addition of a cross and precious stones to support this claim of translatio imperii; it came to be called the "Crown of Monomakh." The Tale was deployed widely; parts of it were included in the 1547 coronation ceremony and scenes from it, notably one showing the grand prince in council with his men, were carved on an elaborate tsarist pew erected in the Dormition Cathedral.
In addition to linking Russia to Roman imperial heritage, the Tale might be considered an effort to promote the ruling Daniilovich dynasty, as it includes their genealogy alongside a scurrilous one of their rivals, the Lithuanian Gedyminides. In the first third of the sixteenth century, leading military and political clans (the boyar elite) were also assembling their genealogies as competition for status at court intensified. Tapping into translatio imperii legitimacy, several claimed mythic foreign ancestries from Europe or the Horde. Dynastic promotion persisted: Sergei Bogatyrev has shown that the coronation ritual was edited in the late 1550s to elevate the ruler's sacrality and a royal banner, helmet, and crown were also designed to elevate the ruler's glory, ultimately associating Ivan IV with the righteous victory of the Apocalypse. But it should be remarked that the dynastic theme pales in comparison to its use by Muscovy's contemporaries. In England, for example, secular writing, portraiture, and imagery shored up the new Tudor dynasty: Tudor kings commissioned histories to glorify their line; the Tudor rose appeared everywhere in interior decoration, clothing and mementoes, documents. Tudor kings adorned public buildings with frescos of themselves with family; they distributed portrait miniatures to followers and embossed their portraits on royal documents. British gentry followed suit by commissioning their own portraits and assembling galleries of images of rulers and dignitaries. Similarly, at the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Ottoman court, the imperial imaginary combined the sultan's Islamic piety and justice with an accent on dynasty. Books of portraits of sultans were compiled, portrait medallions were widely distributed, and expert illuminators at the Topkapi palace compiled massive illustrated histories of Suleiman the Magnificent and his predecessors. Russia's Daniilovichi were not so expansive in their self-promotion.
Like the Tudors and Osmanlis, in the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries Russia's rulers did deploy art and history writing to project legitimacy, but with a religious, not dynastic, focus. Secular portraiture was unknown in Russia until the last quarter of the seventeenth century, when Polish cultural influence through Ukraine brought the genre to Russia. Once it arrived, portraits, as Lindsey Hughes has shown, were put to political ends. In oils, tempera, and printed frontispieces tsars, Patriarch Nikon, and courtiers depicted themselves in styles ranging from iconographic to realistic, often with insignia and baroque panegyrics extolling their piety, valor, and wisdom. Most notable were regent Sofiia Alekseevna's portraits of herself in coronation regalia. Similarly, sixteenth-century Russia lacked secular artists, literature, and printing. Ideological expression, like all creative expression outside of folk art, was in the hands of the Church.
Clerical authors and artists legitimized power by placing the state and ruler in the contexts of biblical history and Orthodox religiosity. Lacking a secular elite and genres of political philosophy in the Muscovite centuries, clerics did not produce theoretical statements about the relationship of tsar and people, the purpose of political power, or the rights and obligations of subjects. An ideology seeing the ruler as appointed by God and the realm as a godly community emerges between the lines of sources not necessarily designed for such a purpose. Muscovite history writing, for example, provided a vehicle for ideal images of ruler, state, and society, but it has to be read against the grain. Unfamiliar with either the Greek genre of istoria or its early modern European epigones (histories in which the author consciously shapes a persuasive narrative with argument and moral message), Muscovy used only the genre of annalistic chronicle. Chronicles are written paratactically, compiling information with no authorial voice, argument, or causal nexus. The intent was to record God's providential work on earth; in Russia, chronicles were written to inscribe Russian history into the path of universal Christendom. Princes were of course depicted as pious and just, but the genre of unsynthesized snippets of political, religious, and cosmic history, arranged chronologically, made it difficult to promote a dynasty, a ruler, or a political viewpoint. All was done implicitly. Moscow certainly did deploy the chronicle genre to assert its legitimacy. As it conquered neighboring East Slavic centers that had had their own chronicle tradition at bishops' sees (Novgorod, Pskov, Tver', Viatka-Perm, Rostov), Moscow developed the "all-Rus'" chronicle, massive compendiums that shuffled together thousands of snippets (sometimes longer tales) from all these places. This work culminated in the "Nikon" chronicle, completed in the 1520s, an immense melange of annalistic entries that began in biblical times, traced Christian history, and focused on Moscow's rise as regional power.
Production of immense historical works in almost unique copies, as a sort of conspicuous display, continued at mid-century in the grand-princely and metropolitan's workshops in the Kremlin. Three huge works showcased Moscow's piety, power, and historical legitimacy, associated with Metropolitan Makarii and artisans of Novgorod who joined Kremlin workshops when he left the Archbishopric of Novgorod to become metropolitan. The Illuminated Chronicle (Litsevoi letopisnyi svod) used the text of the Nikon Chronicle and later additions, but its spectacular novelty was its illustrations: more than half of almost each page (over 16,000 images in 20,000 pages) displayed a hand-painted depiction of the history described. Done in iconographic style by icon and fresco painters, this art constitutes one of the few loci of secular artistic imagery in Muscovy. In overall concept as well, the work was new, diverging from earlier Byzantine or East Slavic illustrated chronicles and also not emulating contemporary illustrated European printed books. Its artists might have devised their multi-episodic scenes from tropes in Orthodox icon and fresco painting. Thus it combined novelty with tradition, as did another huge compendium of the court of Ivan IV, Makarii's Great Menology (Velikie Minei Cheti). In size and content it was novel: twelve immense monthly volumes of pietistic readings, including lives of saints particularly associated with Russian history and the court. But the messages of these works was the traditional providential message typical of Muscovite history writing: Russia belonged to God's creation, was a godly community, and was progressing to salvation. Apocalyptic ideas were also encountered at court and in religious writings in this time, expressed in some complex Novgorodian and Moscow icons and texts, but it was not a key theme in these officially produced histories and menology. An unwieldy project to showcase the dynasty demonstrates the limitations imposed by genre: unprecedented in Muscovite history writing, the Book of Degrees (Stepennaia kniga) was divided into chapters by ruler from Kyiv Rus' to Ivan IV; its text was edited from compendious chronicles to focus on individual grand princes. But it could not transcend the lack of narrative and argumentation intrinsic to annals.
These massive projects to define Muscovy's piety and legitimacy were done, apparently, for the court. None was printed and few were widely dispersed. The Stepennaia kniga was copied and distributed to a handful of monastic centers and the Menology had broader distribution. But the Illuminated Chronicle was never reproduced, never bound, and never taken from the Kremlin in Muscovite centuries. Immense and difficult to encompass, these compendia might have been more symbolic than communicative. Like treasures in royal courts around the world, they were written for display or for the edification of the court clerical and boyar elite; they stand as physical symbols of Moscow's territorial expansion and ideological control. For those literate folk who wrote, illustrated, or dipped into them, they do evidence Muscovy's unifying vision of legitimacy based on godly appointment and the tsar's piety and justice.
Other genres also disseminated that unifying vision to the elite at court. Frescos and icons in Kremlin cathedrals linked Moscow and its princes with the biblical narrative. Following Byzantine tradition, the interior decoration of Muscovite churches depicted the connection of heaven and earth through successive bands ofimages. As Otto Demus describes, the dome was the sphere ofGod and seraphim and Old Testament prophets; interior decoration transitioned to Christ's incarnation and his life in the middle band; at ground level, the saints who embodied God's grace on earth adorned walls and pillars. Images ofrulers were rarely included in Russian church interiors (unlike depictions of emperors in Byzantine churches), except for the princely necropolis in the Kremlin's Archangel Michael Cathedral. Here, each ruler was generically depicted, with a halo, on wall frescos. Otherwise, church interiors evoked the ruling family by honoring saints particularly associated with it, such as the sainted Metropolitans Peter, Aleksii, and Iona (fourteenth and fifteenth century) and Filipp (d. 1569). Their icons took honored places in the Kremlin Dormition Cathedral iconostasis. Here also was the revered Vladimir Mother of God icon: a twelfth-century Byzantine work, it had been brought to Kiev in 1125, to Vladimir in 1155, to Moscow temporarily in 1395, and in the late fifteenth century was permanently installed in the Dormition Cathedral (Figure 6.1).
Church interiors also served as political sites by displaying images of favorite saints from provincial centers conquered by Moscow. Revered, often credited with supernatural grace, such "miracle-working" local icons were transported with special ceremony to Moscow where they were copied and returned with fanfare to their hometowns, creating a sacral link between center and periphery. At mid- sixteenth century the Church officially recognized numerous local saints into the Church's official hagiography in further display of imperial unity.
These religious ensembles depicted the grand prince's power as grounded in his piety and devotion to the faith and legitimized by God's blessing. Court ceremony and texts accentuate the ideal ruler's splendor and majesty, but couch these attributes in a rhetoric of humility. Multiple sources in sixteenth-century Muscovy (such as works by Joseph Volotskii and Metropolitan Makarii's Menology) included the philosophy of sixth-century Byzantine theorist Agapetus, who reminded rulers that their power is like that of God, and therefore they must be humble, just, and protective of their people. Myriad Muscovite sources strike that theme. The Stepennaia kniga praises Vasilii III's justice, for example: "His imperial heart and mind are always on guard and deliberating wisely, guarding all men from danger with just laws and sternly repelling the streams of lawlessness ... For truly you are
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Figure 6.1 The Illuminated Chronicle of mid-sixteenth century depicts Grand Prince Ivan III praying to the revered Vladimir Mother of God icon in the Kremlin's Dormition Cathedral. With permission of AKTEON Publishers.

called tsar... who are crowned with the crown of chastity and draped in the purple robe of justice." Eulogies to grand princes in chronicles throughout the Rus' lands praise them for their piety, patronage, of the Church and compassion to the poor, for their defense of the realm and their loyalty to their men. They are not praised for education, manliness, innovation, or worldly achievements. Implicitly, the purpose of political power is to lead one's people to salvation, set a moral example of Christian love, and preserve tradition—a cautionary message to an audience of rulers and elites busily pursuing empire and clan self-interest. Agapetus' advice to princes circulated through the seventeenth century; Kyiv Metropolitan Peter Mohyla printed a version in 1628 that was reprinted in Moscow in 1660. Peter I owned a copy of it, alongside a collection of rather different European theories of absolutism.
At the same time at mid-sixteenth century, as Boris Uspenskii and Viktor Zhivov have forcefully argued, rhetoric from the Church elevated the sacred stature of the ruler. By taking the title of "tsar," by emphasizing the powerful half of the Agapetan duality, by creating a coronation ceremony and later modifying it to add anointing, ideologues were asserting that the tsar's authority was other-worldly, connected to God, unchallengeable. Uspenskii and Zhivov stress that the image of the tsar as sacred was to be taken metaphorically, but that later generations often took it literally, producing a broadening of the concept of tsarist power. One might remark that such broadening complemented other discourses and political mandates that penetrated Russia, particularly in the seventeenth century, that encouraged rulers, particularly Aleksei Mikhailovich, to claim broader power over society and Church. Another important implication of the heightening of sacred rhetoric, Uspenskii notes, is that the only discourse of legitimacy in Muscovy became "pretenderism," that is, to claim blood kinship to the charismatic ruler. Uspenskii broadens the concept of "pretender" to all manner of political rivalries, but even the most narrow definition finds repeated examples in the political turbulence of the seventeenth century and later.
Crucial to the realm's legitimacy were the women at court, as Isolde Thyret has argued. On the one hand, the tsar's wife (tsaritsa), sisters, and daughters (tsarevny) were players in court politics—tsaritsy were behind-the-scenes marriage brokers; they could represent their fathers' and brothers' interests; they administered bureaucracies, lands, and budgets of their own. In a unique cache of letters from 1654 to 1675 from Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich to his wife and sisters, he treats them as partners in hard-ball politics. He informs them of how the military campaign was going and how certain boyars were behaving and asks them to take care of the families of men killed in battle. But ideology also gave royal women a more spiritual role. They were considered intercessors for God's blessing on the realm and for the tsar's mercy to his people. In his letters, Aleksei Mikhailovich implores their prayers and attributes his military success to their intercession to God. The public petitioned to tsaritsy to plead with the tsar for them. Their piety was as essential to the legitimacy of the realm as was that of the church.
Just as the tsar was expected to heed the intercession of his family and clerics, rulers were expected to be open to the advice-giving of all his people, speaking righteously. A ruler who did not heed advice or patronized too narrow a circle of advisors was criticized, although Muscovy did not work out a legal or even theoretical right to resist a tyrant. Muscovite rulers are depicted regularly consulting churchmen, great men of the realm, and even all the people. The protocols of the 1551 Stoglav Church Council depict Ivan IV asking the assembled hierarchs of the Church to "speak in unanimity... assist me, all of you together and in unanimity." An early seventeenth-century chronicle castigated the people for their "foolish silence... when they did not dare to tell the tsar about the truth." The tsar and his people were to work together to keep the tsar righteous; this was not a constitutional connection, but a personal relationship of Christian compassion and righteous advice.
The relationship between the ruler and his men was a central focus of ideological writings. Here one might expect the theme of military prowess to be accentuated in the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries when Moscow's grand princes and boyars were conquering lands and assembling the state. Moscow's grand princes and boyars were a quintessential warrior band—a small cohesive elite notably successful on the battlefield. Bravery and manliness is a mainstay of many imperial myths; the Ottoman Osmanli family, for example, continued to style itself as frontier warriors for Islam (gazi) even as it also embraced Byzantine and Persian imperial imagery. But in most Muscovite sources (art, history writing, hagiography, encomia to princes), warrior attributes such as courage, valor, and skill in warfare were downplayed in favor of piety, as we see with the few warrior saints honored in the Russian tradition (Boris and Gleb, Alexander Nevskii). Still, one element of a warrior band ethos rings loud and clear in sources produced by the church, and that is the obligation of the ruler to respect, honor, and consult his men. A twelfth- century encomium (included in Muscovite chronicles) to Kyivan Grand Prince Vladimir declared, "For Vladimir loved his retinue and consulted them about the administration of his land, about wars and about the law of his land," while the mid-sixteenth-century Chronicle of the Beginning of the Tsardom depicts Grand Prince Vasilii III telling his men on his deathbed, "I ruled the Rus' land with you and I held you in honor" and entrusting his wife and children to their care.
Pragmatically early modern rulers needed the support of their elites, particularly in Muscovy, which lacked the complex social structure (middle classes, gentry and aristocracy, professional classes) with which kings in Europe leveraged power. The expectation that the ruler receive the advice of his men was observed by monarchs across Europe in the medieval and early modern periods, and in the Mongol horde with which Moscow's princes were personally familiar. While the Ottoman sultan in the sixteenth century developed an aloofness that elevated his status, looking on at council meetings and diplomatic receptions from hidden upper sanctuaries, Muscovite ritual and text consistently depicted rulers surrounded by clerics and boyars. Chronicles praised boyars as "wishing well" for the ruler and giving him good advice, and condemned those who refused to participate in council or who acted on their own volition. Significantly, in all the representation of consultation, there was no reference to disputation, disagreement, or compromise, the stuff of real politics; rather, stabilizing "unanimity" was the explicit goal ofadvice giving. In diplomatic audiences, for example, the grand prince sat on a raised throne, but was always accompanied by boyars who lined the room. Ivan III in 1488 is said to have refused to discuss issues with a visiting diplomat without his boyars present, and chronicle and diplomatic sources constantly underscore that the grand prince consulted boyars in decision making. Respect was ceremonially marked in banquets, where grand princes personally distributed choice food and drink, as well as valuable presents, to the assembled great men.
Historians have institutionalized such consultation as the "Boyar Duma," as if it were a fixed, proto-parliamentary body. This is too reified an image; consultation with boyars took place constantly and personally, with hours of meeting defined only late in the seventeenth century when the number ofmen in conciliar ranks had grown so large that format meetings were necessary. That immense size (almost 150 men) also spelled the end ofMuscovy's traditional face-to-face, personalized politics of tsar and his men. Personal advice giving continued in a small inner circle of tsar and favored boyars and in-laws.
Similarly amorphous were assemblies of most social ranks (peasants were excluded) summoned in the name of the tsar on an irregular basis to discuss issues of pressing state concern—the succession of a new dynasty (1598, 1613), taxation, legal reform, war, and peace. About thirty such assemblies are cited between the 1540s and 1653; dubbed "Councils of the Land" by nineteenth-century historians, they had none of the attributes of early modern parliaments (fixed meeting times, division into chambers representing different social groups, elected and/or representative membership, legal definitions of spheres of competence, power of fisc, legislation, or other constraints on executive power). Rather, they legitimized the government in moments of political crisis or import. Displays of ideal, consultative rulership, such councils also probably functioned as communication between state and society, particularly from the center down. Not constitutional bodies, "Councils of the Land" fulfilled the expectations of the ideology of Moscow's patrimonial ruler.
The ruler's obligation to heed the advice of his people was couched in a personalized language. Individuals were to approach him directly and humbly, and he was to give them "mercy" and "favor." Muscovy paralleled Chinggisid tradition in language and rituals of servility towards the ruler. Petitioners called themselves variously "slaves" (for the highest ranking), "orphans" (for taxpayers) and "intercessors" (for clerics); the document they submitted was called a chelobit'e, literally meaning "beating one's forehead to the ground," although such prostrations took place only in the most extreme circumstances (Figure 6.2). This terminology of servility, and court rituals that elevated the ruler, befuddled early modern European noblemen. Coming from an arena of bitter struggles for noble privilege and political freedoms in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century France, England, Austria, Poland, and elsewhere, they took literally the terminology of "slavery" and denounced Muscovy as a despotism. And indeed, Muscovite rulers often exerted the complete power they claimed—they claimed all land patrimonially, liberally dispensed peasant villages (let alone conquered lands) to military men and favorites, and enserfed peasants to provide a steady tax and labor supply. But the language of tsarist humility and elite servility also provided parameters for political interaction.
The complex interplay of ideology and political reality can be observed in the judicial realm. Here the ruler was given opportunity to act on his obligation to
[image: ]
Figure 6.2 Hierarchs and secular leaders of conquered Novgorod prostrate themselves before Ivan III in the literal meaning of "petition" in Russian, to "beat one's forehead" to the ground. Here illustrated in the mid-sixteenth-century Illuminated Chronicle, submitting a personal petition to the ruler was the normal form of interacting with the tsar's bureaucracy. With permission of AKTEON Publishers.

protect his people from injustice, punish evil, and render true justice. In Muscovy people energetically used the court system; individuals petitioned for grievances (involving land disputes, crime, military service, taxation, and other realms) and courts responded in the ruler's name. Not only individuals but communities presented collective petitions about social injustice. They expected action and often received it; a wave of collective petitions contributed to the compilation of the 1649 Lawcode. Society felt a moral economy around the ruler's obligation to protect it from injustice. In 1636 a community righteously executed condemned criminals (who had been a scourge on the town) when it felt that the tsar's governor corruptly would not do it. In even more extreme circumstances rulers themselves honored the community's demands to punish evil-doers, even unto death. During rampaging urban uprisings in Moscow, on two occasions rulers—in 1648 Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich and in 1682, regents acting for the boy tsars Ioann and Peter Alekseevichi—sacrificed corrupt boyars to certain death by mob violence, knowing that the only way to stop the riots was to satisfy the moral economy ofthe crowd. In so doing, they acted out the ruler's liminal capability of "sacred violence," shedding blood to fulfill their obligation to protect the people from injustice, however high the cost.
Most of the time, however, Muscovite rulers fulfilled their obligation to provide justice more routinely. The empire-wide bureaucracy doubled as a judicial network (as discussed in Chapter 7); governors and scribes professionally trained in the law adjudicated cases of felony and high crime according to rudimentary legal handbooks of procedure and punishment (issued 1497, 1550, 1649, 1669) and individual decrees. Justice was not arbitrary. Like all sovereign states, Muscovy levied the death penalty for the worst crimes—murder, heresy, treason—and assigned lesser penalties (corporal punishment, fines) for lesser felonies and misdemeanors. Judges regularly tempered the written law by invoking "the tsar's mercy" to reduce sentences.
The empire-wide judicial system offered all subjects, regardless of confession or community, recourse in cases of highest crime, land disputes, service remuneration, and other major issues. Non-Russians participated in the criminal justice system as plaintiffs and defendants, witnesses and guarantors. Perhaps most interesting was the defense of personal honor. Individuals of all social ranks and ethnicities, from slaves to boyars, from Ukrainians to Tatars to Iakuts, could receive monetary compensation (on a graduated scale according to social rank) for verbal injury. The practice, echoing similar protections of personal honor in medieval and early Europe, helped to preserve stability in face-to-face communities, while garnering the ruler credit for protecting his people from injury. When European noblemen brought dueling to Muscovy in the late seventeenth century, it was immediately banned and the quarreling parties were sent to the tsar's courts to sue for dishonor. European style dueling became fashionable in Russia only at the turn of the nineteenth century.
Thus, Muscovy's imperial imaginary envisioned a world in which the ruler claimed wide authority, but was moderated in that authority by his Christian obligation to heed advice, protect his people from injustice, defend faith and realm, and lead his people to salvation. His power was limited by religion, by tradition, by the moral economy of his people. Ultimately, legitimacy was ensured by the ruler fulfilling these expectations. But the ideas themselves had to be disseminated if they were to bind the community together. In a setting of limited
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Figure 6.3 The court artist traveling with Habsburg diplomats Augustin von Meyerberg and Horatio Clavuccio to Moscow in 1661 sketched this stunning image of tsar and patriarch re-enacting Christ's entry into Jerusalem on Palm Sunday, one of several annual religious rituals in which the tsar participated. General Research Division, The New York Public Library.

literacy, texts were less important than visual media—art and physical embodiment in ritual and the built environment.
jp
Religious ritual displayed the ruler's piety, God's blessing on his realm, and his connection to his elite to the witnessing crowd (Figure 6.3). In the Kremlin, where the audience was the elite, Muscovite rulers participated in an annual schedule of liturgies on major Christian holy days from Epiphany in January through the Easter and Christmas cycles. Rituals that took him and his entourage outside of the Kremlin, such as cross processions in Moscow and annual pilgrimages around a circuit of central monasteries, allowed grand princes to symbolically "take possession" of their realm. They distributed alms to the poor, offered amnesties to prisoners, dined with local officials, and worshipped at local monasteries and shrines. They thereby displayed their piety, devotion to the Church, and compassion for the people. The ruler's entourage demonstrated the political hierarchy, from clerics to boyars to lesser servitors, and in their number and impressive clothing demonstrated the ruler's wealth and power. The impact on audienceand participants of such ritual is not recorded, but the intent of such rituals in all settings was "communicative." Their impact could be, as Emile Durkheim argued, cathartic, inspiring, and even integrating.
Some rituals were overtly political. When foreign diplomats came to Moscow, splendidly dressed cavalrymen lined the streets for miles and boyars in resplendent robes greeted the envoys. So overwhelming was the spectacle that even experienced ambassadors from wealthy countries with impressive civic structures and grand public ritual reported being awed and impressed. Others combined political and religious roles: at moments of succession, governors assembled the ruler's subjects to renew their oath of loyalty to the tsar. Orthodox subjects did so by physically kissing the cross, making a promise on one's very soul, a gesture so serious that, when used in courts of law to swear to testimony, litigants routinely settled cases to avoid imperiling their souls. Non-Orthodox subjects of the tsars took their oaths according to their own religions, equally solemnly.
The court elite was the principal target of visual displays of legitimacy, for their loyalty to the regime was essential. Starting in Ivan III's formative reign, court ritual was heightened. A Byzantine coronation ceremony was tried out in a moment of political crisis in 1498 and a more elaborate one used in 1547 when Ivan IV took the title of "tsar"; participants processed through the Kremlin's cathedrals and listened as the ruler was admonished about his power and his obligations. Elaborate wedding rituals began to be recorded, since the formal roles assigned to men and women in the highest clans constituted proof of high rank. When the Romanov dynasty came to power in 1613, they shored up their legitimacy by copying these books and replicating traditional wedding ceremonies.
SYMBOLIC CENTERS AND BUILT ENVIRONMENT
The built environment has long served empires as a means of broadcasting power. The anthropologist Clifford Geertz drew attention to how states construct "symbolic centers," often a capital city that declared symbolically through its architecture, the functions of public buildings, and their interior decoration the nature of ruler and state. In turn such capitals established an imperial style that would then be disseminated around the realm. Capital cities—Persepolis, Rome, Baghdad, Constantinople, Istanbul—routinely claimed legitimacy by uniting architectural and monumental styles across time. Emperor Theodosius in the late 300s imported to Constantinople a fifteenth-century BCE Egyptian obelisk to lay claim to universal empire; when Khubilai Khan occupied Beijing in 1265, he created imperial architecture in a mixture of Mongol, Chinese, and Muslim styles; Ottoman architects retained Byzantium's monuments and Orthodox cathedrals in Constantinople, while they built their own palaces and mosques in a style integrating Turkish and Persian architecture and decoration. Symbolic centers acted out the imperial imaginary: Ottoman rulers, for example, constructed mosque communities with schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes to fulfill the sultan's obligations of benevolence and piety; Muscovite rulers founded and patronized monasteries as they traversed their realms (Mozhaisk, 1563; Pereslavl'-Zalesskii, 1564).
Just like other imperial counterparts, Muscovite rulers constructed a "symbolic center" in the Kremlin. Ivan III (ruled 1462-1505) and Vasilii III (ruled 1505-33) transformed this fortress high above the Moscow River from an outpost ofwooden walls and buildings to an exquisite stone ensemble, glittering with gold leaf and onion domes, and magnificent in the magnitude and variety of its edifices. Demonstrating Moscow's conquests, new cathedrals incorporated decorative elements from Novgorod and Pskov architecture and Novgorodian-style icons and frescos. Italian engineers proclaimed Moscow's cosmopolitan status by inserting Renaissance details across the Kremlin—Milanese swallow-tail merlons on the fortress wall, Venetian scallop shells in the Archangel Michael Cathedral, protruding brick facets from northern Italy on the "Faceted Chamber," a tower clock (Figure 6.4). Aristoteli Fioravanti from Bologna and Florence subtly designed the centerpiece Cathedral of the Dormition (Uspenskii sobor, 1479) according to Renaissance "golden section" proportions, even while heeding his patrons' instructions to copy the twelfth-century Dormition Cathedral in Vladimir. Such replication not only embodied historical continuity with the Grand Princes of Kyiv and Vladimir, but also provided Muscovy with an imperial architectural style. Anchoring
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Figure 6.4 Reconstructed in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth century, Moscow's Kremlin ensemble with several grand cathedrals broadcasts the realm's identity as both powerful and Orthodox Christian. Motifs such as Milanese swallow-tail merlons evidence the hand of the ensemble's Italian architects, while decorative and structural details from Novgorod and Pskov architecture testify to Moscow's regional conquests. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

monastic ensembles, as in the Khutinskii Monastery in Novgorod (1515), the Novodevichii Convent in Moscow (1524), and the Trinity St. Sergii Monastery outside of Moscow (1559-85), or constituting a town's main church, as in Iaroslavl' (1506-16), Rostov (early sixteenth century), Pereiaslavl' Zalesskii (1557), Vologda (1568-70), Dormition-style five-domed cathedrals imprinted the landscape with Moscow's imperial presence.
As Moscow moved into non-Russian territory, its ability to use architecture to make a visual statement depended upon the local setting. In conquering Polotsk in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania in 1562, for example, Moscow's architectural idiom was not radically different from the Orthodox churches of this old East Slavic city. Rather than construct new edifices, the conquering Ivan IV "consecrated" the city by entering on foot in cross procession and by hearing the liturgy in the town's ancient Sofiia Cathedral (1044-66). In brief occupations of the Livonian town of Narva, Moscow constructed a mighty fortress (late fifteenth century) and an Orthodox church (1558), marking an alien imperial presence in this town of German architecture.
Moving towards Kazan' in the mid-sixteenth century, church and military architecture provided a sharp contrast to local building styles. In 1551 in Sviazhsk, a staging area outside of Kazan, Moscow built a fortified center, a monastery, and a magnificent Dormition Cathedral. Once having conquered Kazan' in 1552, Moscow transformed the Kazan citadel. The Tatar population was moved out and mosques, minarets, and fortifications were destroyed. The fortress was rebuilt in the style of the Moscow Kremlin, with tent-shaped towers and Italianate merlons. A wooden Cathedral of the Annunciation was consecrated, followed soon thereafter (1561-2) by a limestone five-domed Dormition Cathedral, adorned with decorative brick detail by Pskov architects. By century's end the Kazan Kremlin's Savior-Transfiguration Monastery had two stone churches, monasteries had been established on the outskirts of Kazan, and wood and stone churches erected in urban neighborhoods for Russian cavalrymen, musketeers, artisans, and coachmen. All these structures evoked Muscovite styles from the five-domed cathedral to more modest tent-shaped churches.
In the seventeenth century Moscow's style of religious architecture added decorative features from Russian tradition in sufficient effusion to merit the title "Moscow baroque." Scallop shells borrowed from the Kremlin's St. Michael Cathedral, painted motifs echoing the brick facets from the Faceted Chamber, nested tiers of gables evoking Russian married women's headdresses—all adorned Orthodox churches that remained structurally unchanged. At mid-century reformist Patriarch Nikon banned the tent shape (derived from village wooden architecture) from churches as too undignified for a consecrated building, but it was promptly used in bell towers instead. This created a characteristic "ship"-shaped horizontal outline: a tall, vertical bell tower/entrance at the west connecting to a long nave and cuboid domed apse at the east end (Figure6.5). By the late seventeenth century, Moscow's home-grown "baroque" was joined by a style called the "Naryshkin baroque" after the family of Peter I's mother who patronized it. Stemming from Ukrainian baroque, this style featured centrally planned churches
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Figure 6.5 Moscow's St. Nicholas Church in Khamovniki (the Weavers' District) (1679-82) demonstrates the "ship" profile of church ensembles that became common as a result of Patriarch Nikon's prohibition of the "tent" shape on churches. A tall tent-roofed bell tower at the west entrance links to a cubical four-domed church in a long horizontal line. Its exterior decoration displays the Moscow baroque. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

with a predominantly vertical, rather than horizontal, silhouette. In some cases their facades were more orderly than the "Moscow baroque," but still very detailed, with rounded corners, oval windows, elaborate window surrounds. In other examples, such as the Fili Church outside of Moscow (1690-3), Naryshkin baroque was exuberantly decorative, with balustrades ornamented with statuary (unheard of in Orthodox churches), multiple staircases, and profuse pilasters outlining windows and structural lines, bespeaking Catholic influence through Ukraine.
These styles moved across empire. In Kazan, for example, the seventeenth- century Church of St. Varlaam retains a simplicity unlike the ornate Moscow baroque of the time, causing some to suggest the influence of more austere Tatar mosque architecture. As Russia moved towards steppe and Siberia in the seventeenth centuries, it entered few urban centers save its own fortress towns. Little indigenous architecture, certainly not in stone, vied for the symbolic skyline, so Russia's imperial presence was easily recognizable. Wooden forts were the most common, but stone churches made the biggest statement. Russian conquest, provisioning, and settlement of Siberia flowed through the towns of the Northern Dvina and Kama river basins and into the Perm lands. This vibrant northern area— rich in salt and mining, conduits of fur trade—generated a distinct and influential architectural style. Here the Stroganov family enjoyed monopolies in trade, salt, and mineral production over a vast territory of the upper Kama. Patronizing music, painting, and architecture, they created a decorative Stroganov style borrowing from the Moscow and Naryshkin baroques. Surviving stone churches in booming economic centers such as Cherdyn', Tot'ma, Solikamsk, Verkhotur'e, and Usol'e date from the eighteenth century, but perpetuated Muscovite styles of the previous century. In the Cherdyn area in the Perm' lands, for example, the ornate baroque Church of St. Nicholas in Nyrob (1704) commemorated the death here in 1601 of Mikhail Nikitich Romanov, exiled by his rival Boris Godunov; its exterior is profuse with carved ornament and pilasters. The city of Tot'ma is studded with similarly decorative baroque churches with carved cartouches that traveled from there into Siberia. In two key Stroganov trading centers, Usol'e and Solikamsk, a multitude of churches developed the decorative baroque, including Solikamsk's Church of John the Baptist (built 1715-21 and remodeled in 1772) and Usol'e's Church of the Transfiguration (1731). In Solikamsk, the Trinity Cathedral featured exterior frescos, colorful ceramic tiles, and a characteristic strip of brickwork resembling the spider-like Cyrillic letter "zhe" (Figure 6.6).
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Figure 6.6 Solikamsk's 1680s Trinity Church features an ornament resembling the spidery Cyrillic letter "zhe" that traveled from here across Siberia in the next century. Photo: William Brumfield.

Making a statement of imperial power in architecture as Russia moved westward in the late seventeenth century was more difficult; here, Russia's architectural styles often complemented existing urban landscapes. In the 1660s, for example, in Belarus'an-speaking parts of the Grand Duchy and the Hetmanate, Russia won major centers with old Orthodox cathedrals, Uniate Orthodox and Catholic churches, and Jewish synagogues. Smolensk and its surrounding lands had been Orthodox and East Slavic from the eleventh century, and had been politically a part of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania since the mid-fourteenth century; although Russia controlled Smolensk from 1514 to 1611 and reconquered it in 1666, the city's experience in the vibrant Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, particularly as a stronghold of Uniate Orthodoxy, shaped Smolensk's urban landscape. Conquering the city, Russia asserted Orthodoxy by settling the Orthodox see in a Trinity Monastery taken from the Uniate Church in 1669; in 1676 Russia constructed the Cathedral of the Life-Giving Trinity, remodeling it in 1727 in a decorative baroque derived from Moscow—ornate window surrounds, octagonal windows, friezes at the roof edges. In the 1670s Moscow also began construction of a Dormition-style cathedral on the spot of the city's twelfth-century cathedral, which had fallen into disrepair, but construction was not completed until well into the eighteenth century.
Even more than in Smolensk, Russia's contributions to the symbolic landscape in Ukraine complemented local architectural styles. In the second half of the seventeenth century the Cossack Hetmanate enjoyed an economic boom where hetmans, merchants, Cossack starshyna, and Orthodox hierarchs and monasteries actively patronized art and architecture. Kyiv's prosperity under the Hetmanate is evidenced by Hetman Ivan Mazepa's stone cathedrals in the Pechersk neighborhood and in the Podil lower town in a style that combined European, Ukrainian, and Muscovite decorative elements to produce a distinct Mazepa style. In the Pechersk neighborhood, Kyiv's religious center, the patriarchate remodeled the twelfth-century Sofiia Cathedral in the baroque style of Jesuit architecture of the time; the Caves Monastery adorned its Trinity Over-the-Gate Church with an elaborate baroque exterior and similarly ornate icons, frescos, and carved iconos- tases for which Ukrainian artisans were valued around the realm (Figure 6.7). With these edifices, Kyiv had a decidedly more European visage than Moscow and, as we have seen, intellectuals from the Mohyla Academy, artists, and architects brought new ideas, new genres, and a decorative architectural baroque to Moscow.
POLITICAL SUCCESSION AND LEGITIMACY
A crucial factor in the stability of all political systems is succession to the throne. The Mongol empire suffered the unpredictability of succession by competition (called by Joseph Fletcher "tanistry") as well as heredity; the Ottomans successively use fratricide, the harem system, and hereditary succession to eliminate rivals. Like many of its European and Eurasian counterparts, Muscovy observed hereditary succession by primogeniture, regarding the dynasty as appointed by God and thus
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Figure 6.7 The Trinity "Over-the-Gate" Church at the entrance gates to the Caves Monastery in Kyiv stands on twelfth-century foundations, but exhibits the exuberant facade of late seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Ukrainian baroque. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

charismatic and untouchable. In Muscovy there were no written or legally binding traditions of participation by the people or elite in succession, but various forms of consultation were the first resort.
Moscow's Daniilovichi inherited from Kyiv Rus' princely succession in the male line, but it was complicated by a tradition of collateral inheritance. In princely and boyar families, senior clan position passed from brother to brother. In Kyiv Rus', in principle, heirs to the grand-princely throne of Kyiv advanced among a hierarchy of princely seats as they awaited their elder kinsman's demise. Collateral succession is destabilizing in that it forces circulation of elites, as each new prince brings in his own men. Furthermore, collateral succession presupposes partible inheritance, as each prince claims a share ofsovereign territory. In practice in Kyiv Rus' this system worked for only a few generations before collateral lines became impatient for power and began to develop regional principalities.
Princes and their boyar clans in the Vladimir-Suzdal area shared these customs, with destabilizing effects. The prolific Tver' princely dynasty was riven with internecine struggles and territorial splintering. Moscow, however, benefited from biological accident: from 1328 to 1425 a sole surviving male took sovereign power seamlessly with no collateral rivals. Division of the realm for collateral kin was minimal, and boyar clans became ensconced in Moscow. At the death of Vasilii I in 1425, this lucky happenstance ended: he left a son (the only to survive him of five sons) and four brothers. Vasilii I's next youngest brother, Prince Iurii of Galich, collaterally claimed succession over Grand Prince Vasilii's 10-year-old son Vasilii. But the Moscow boyar elite resisted, backed by the young heir's powerful grandfather Grand Duke of Lithuania Vytautas, and the boy took the throne. Tensions between him and his uncles and cousins, and equally importantly between two factions of elites, broke into a dynastic war in 1433 that waxed and waned until Vasilii II's victory around 1453. The dynastic war confirmed that the ruling line would follow vertical succession, a linchpin of stability for successive generations of Moscow boyars.
Like all dynasties, however, the Daniilovichi still faced the challenge of controlling their kinsmen. The Osman dynasty solved that problem with successively more coercive practices: from the late fourteenth century they practiced impartible inheritance to keep Ottoman territory undivided; Mehmed II (1451-81) instituted fratricide to eliminate rivals; a harem-based concubine and celibate sultanic marriage system, and the use offorcibly converted Christian slaves (devshirme system) to staff the court, limited and isolated political rivals. In Muscovy, policies were ostensibly less ruthless. Grand princes settled brothers and cousins on appanages with limited sovereign rights stipulated from the 1350s in treaties and wills that deployed a patrimonial vocabulary of "elder" and "younger" brother and personal loyalty.
More coercive policies included restricting collateral kinsmen from marrying and thereby producing heirs. OfVasilii II's six sons, one succeeded to the throne as Ivan III, one died before marriage, two were not allowed to marry and two married quite late. One of the latter two died without issue; the other faced another, more coercive strategy of control—imprisonment. Prison was expedient since it observed a Christian taboo on killing, particularly within the family; numerous dynastic kinsmen died in prison accused of treason, but the ruler was not identified with murder. Ivan III's next youngest brother, Uglich appanage Prince Andrei, for example, was imprisoned with his two sons in 1491 at a moment of political crisis. All died of their imprisonment, father in 1493, eldest son in 1522, and the younger son in 1540 having been released just before his death in a show of mercy. Similarly cruel policies were visited on Ivan IVs uncles: three of his father Vasilii III's four brothers were not allowed to marry, and when Vasilii III died in 1533 leaving 3-year-old Ivan as heir, the boyars reacted quickly. They arrested and imprisoned Ivan IVs eldest uncle, Iurii of Dmitrov. Soon after Iurii died in prison in 1536, his younger brother Andrei of Staritsa was sent to prison (1537), where he died, leaving behind only one young son, Vladimir. Ivan IV's other uncles died without issue. This left the mature Ivan IV with only one line of collateral kin—the Staritsa princes—who were assassinated in the Oprichnina. When Ivan IV died, he had only two male kin of any sort, his sons Fedor and Dmitrii, hardly a reassuring prospect for the future.
Neutralizing collateral dynastic kin did not eliminate struggles around succession within the court elite, but there were relatively few in Muscovite political history. In the 1490s, for example, succession was disputed between the lines of Ivan III's two wives (he married Princess Mariia Borisovna of Tver' in 1452 and Sofiia Paleologa in 1472). In the process a coronation ceremony, modeled on Byzantine rites for crown princes, was introduced for one ofthe candidates. When the future Vasilii III and his faction won the upper hand, the rival Patrikeev faction suffered the forcible tonsuring of three men and the execution of another. Throughout Ivan IV's minority in the 1530s-40s, factions of boyar clans (associated with Shuiskii, Bel'skii, and Mstislavskii princes) struggled over Ivan's eventual marriage, which would establish primacy within the elite. They exiled and imprisoned rivals to avoid outright violence, but also murdered a few men on each side. Tensions were resolved when the elite agreed to marry Ivan to a maiden of the Romanovs, a middling-rank clan in the Bel'skii faction. Even as the Bel'skii-Romanov faction triumphed, equilibrium was ensured by distribution of benefits to Shuiskii and Mstislavskii rivals as well. Succession came into question again in 1552 when, with Ivan IV gravely ill, many boyars refused to support his infant son, some favoring Ivan IV's cousin, the adult prince Vladimir of Staritsa. Ivan recovered, and some argue that this incident fueled his paranoid attacks in the Oprichnina of 1564-72.
Little effort was taken to publicly legitimize succession by dynastic inheritance until the time of Ivan IV. A tsarist coronation ceremony, oath taking by the populace, manifestos justifying rule—none of this is recorded until the mid- sixteenth century or later. Ivan IV succeeded as grand prince at age 3 in 1533 with no public show of legitimizing ritual or document. But when he reached maturity, after two decades of boyar strife, the court introduced an elaborate coronation ceremony (1547) elevating his title to "tsar" in addition to the traditional wedding ceremony, both ofwhich attested to stability having been restored at court. Modeled on Byzantine precedents, employing regalia evocative of that described in the Tale of the Princes of Vladimir, the ceremony included a peroration by Metropolitan Makarii reminding the ruler of his imperial eminence and duty to defend Church, faith, and people. A revised version from the 1550s, as Sergei Bogatyrev noted, elevated the ceremony by adding anointing to underscore the ruler's sacrality.
More overt demonstrations of legitimacy, however, were called for by the political crises that followed the demise of the Daniilovich dynasty in 1598 and the selection of an entirely new dynasty in 1613. Tsar Fedor Ivanovich died in 1598 without a direct or collateral heir, a result of the family line being pruned so ruthlessly in the sixteenth century. The boyar clans were faced with having to choose a successor from among themselves or from outside; initially Boris Godunov, brother-in-law to the deceased tsar and the power behind the throne throughout Tsar Fedor Ivanovich's rule (1584-98), took the throne. His accession was legitimized by elaborate recourse to the tradition of advice giving. Godunov's supporters, after forty days when his sister refused to take power as regent, organized in Moscow a council of approximately 100 church hierarchs, 50 boyars, 300 gentry, and a few dozen taxed townsmen. They declared for Boris Godunov and mounted a public procession to beseech him to take the position. Only then did Boris, legitimized by mass consensus, take the role, affirming it with an elaborate coronation. This was not a constitutional election, but affirmation using a traditional practice of consultation. When Godunov died in 1605, however, fellow boyar clans refused to accept his son's accession and there ensued almost a decade of struggle over the throne. Dynastic crisis opened the door to the "Time of Troubles": Sweden and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth invaded, Volga Cossacks led peasant uprisings against the center, and the army was in disarray as boyar leadership splintered.
It took until 1613 for elite factions to agree upon a successor while Russia suffered all manner of attempts at establishing legitimate rule. Because legitimacy had been solely associated with dynastic succession, the era was rife with pretenders. Save for a few boyars who might have understood the Polish parliamentary system, in Muscovy there was no political vocabulary of legitimacy other than dynastic succession; thus, candidates underscored their real genealogical claim to the ruling dynasty (Vasilii Shuiskii, for example), or "pretended" to be one of the Daniilo- vichi. Pretenderism endured into the eighteenth century, evidence of how deeply engrained was the ideology of patrimonial autocracy. In the Time of Troubles, a defrocked Russian monk who garnered Polish support posed as Ivan IV's son Dmitrii and took the throne briefly (1605-6). Several other "false Dmitriis" and other claimants of Daniilovich blood emerged in the chaos. After the First False Dmitrii, Tsar Vasilii Shuiskii (1606-10) took the throne. He scrambled to legitimize his accession by issuing manifestos condemning his predecessor as a "heretic" and imposter, citing his ancient princely heritage and claiming to have been selected by all the people. In his manifestos he promised not to abuse power by arresting without just cause and trial, a comment that some modern scholars take as a constitutional limit but that others see as a promise to restore the traditional consensus-based relationship with the boyar elite that had been destroyed in the time of Ivan IV.
Shuiskii was deposed when a Polish army captured the Kremlin (he died in Polish captivity and is buried near Warsaw). Between 1610 and 1612 boyar clans negotiated with Polish King Sigismund Vasa regarding succession by him or his son Wladyslaw, also insisting on no arbitrary arrest or treatment of elites. Muscovite armies expelled the Poles from Moscow in late 1612 before negotiations were finalized, and the selection of Michael Romanov as the new tsar demonstrated the traditional ideology at work—his succession was made legitimate by a claim of dynastic heritage (he was the grand-nephew of Ivan IVs first wife Anastasiia) and by public consensus. Hundreds of representatives of the gentry, Cossacks, and taxpaying townsmen were summoned to Moscow to select a tsar. Throughout January and February 1613 delegates debated options, rejecting foreign candidates and settling on Michael Romanov. Back-room politics undoubtedly played a role, as this was a shrewd choice for the ruling elite. In selecting 16-year-old Michael Romanov, whose boyar father had been forcibly tonsured by Boris Godunov and was in exile in the Commonwealth in 1613, they expected a weak ruler. Again, all this consultation was traditional affirmation, not constitutional power. Crowned in the Kremlin, Michael Romanov instituted the ritual, thereafter standard, of bringing the empire's entire populace to swear an oath of allegiance to the new tsar (Empress Elizabeth in 1741 ceased asking landlords' serfs to take the oath; Paul I restored the practice in 1796). Russia returned to previous patterns of autocratic rule: Michael Romanov's father returned to Russia in 1619 to become effectively co-tsar as Patriarch Filaret, the new dynasty cultivated and expanded the elite, councils were called less and less frequently (only to deal with immediate issues of war and peace), and the new dynasty projected legitimacy by symbolically "restoring" as much of sixteenth-century court procedure as possible while harshly punishing dissent. An illustrated history of Michael Romanov's accession, done decades later, underscores the significance of popular consensus by depicting hundreds of people welcoming him as he entered Moscow in 1613 (Figure 6.8).
Accidents ofbirth shaped tsarist succession differently in the seventeenth century than in the preceding. As a rule, succession was stable. Only Michael Romanov's sons were considered sovereign; his collateral kin were lavished with lands, boyar status, and wealth, but were not given appanages, any hint of sovereign power, or place in succession. Succession was made easier by the fact that few sons survived; daughters, however, proliferated. Michael Romanov (1613-45) left three daughters of a total of seven, but he had only one son, who succeeded as Aleksei Mikhailovich (1645-76). Aleksei Mikhailovich and his two wives in turn had ten daughters (eight of whom survived to adulthood) and four sons (three of whom survived him). To prevent rival power bases, none of these sons received territorial appanages and none of the daughters was allowed to marry, domestically or abroad, to prevent factions from proliferating. Aided by long reigns, Romanov succession flowed smoothly with minimal struggle among boyars from 1613 to 1682, when Tsar Fedor Alekseevich (1676-82) died without issue, leaving one brother from each of his father's two marriages (to Mariia Miloslavskaia and Natalia Naryshkina).
As in Ivan IV's minority, the stakes were so high for boyar clans that violence broke out. The claim of 16-year-old Ioann and his Miloslavskii clan against that of 10-year-old Peter and his Naryshkin clan was weakened by Ioann's physical disabilities; initially the patriarch summoned a council of hierarchs, court elites, and Moscow townsmen, less capacious than many such Councils, but within the tradition. It declared Peter tsar. The Miloslavskie then took advantage ofgrievances among the Moscow musketeers to incite them into a rebellion that quickly attracted urban masses. Their storming of the Kremlin and arson across the city resulted in the murders of several boyars, including Peter's uncle Ivan Naryshkin. The victorious Miloslavskii faction then engineered what Lindsey Hughes calls "a makeshift assembly similar to the one that had elected Peter"; it proposed the unprecedented solution that the two boys share the throne. Oath-kissing around the realm and coronation of the two tsars followed. The Miloslavskie then promptly took charge, with Sofiia Alekseevna acting as regent for Ioann, and Peter and his Naryshkin kinsmen expelled from the Kremlin.
From May 1682 the remarkable Sofiia Alekseevna de facto ruled, but traditional political culture came to bear in 1689 when Peter reached maturity, symbolized by his marriage in January. This, compounded by Ioann's inability
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Figure 6.8 An illustrated book of 1673 depicts the 1613 election and coronation of the new Romanov dynasty; here the thousands celebrating 16-year-old Michael Romanov and his mother on the way to Moscow suggest the legitimacy of his succession. General Research Division, The New York Public Library.


to produce a male heir, reignited tensions and by autumn boyar clans had read the handwriting on the wall. Avoiding violence, they trekked out to swear loyalty to Peter at his place of refuge, the Trinity-St. Sergii Monastery. Peter deposed Sofiia, Ioann endured as co-ruler until his death in 1696, and the Naryshkin faction ousted the Miloslavskie. Despite this crescendo of violence and factional struggle, succession by primogeniture was fairly regular from the fifteenth century to 1689, with crises over Ivan IVs marriage (1533-47) and disputes between factions in tsarist in-laws in 1682.
Otherwise, violence flared up rarely in this political system; in this regard one might mention the infamous Oprichnina of Ivan IV. From 1564 to 1572, Ivan carved out a physical territory for himself and his "Oprichnina" army as a sort of "widow's bench," a place to retire to, leaving the rest ofthe realm to be ruled by the boyars as "the Land." From 1564 to 1572, Ivan ruled the state from the Oprichnina court at Aleksandrov, while he acted out a facade of living in an appanage. He set up the Oprichnina territory with its own administration and army that grew to 6,000, recruited from non-boyar lines of established clans as well as from lower families. His new men were granted lands (confiscated from established princely and gentry families) with generous immunities at a time when appanages, and to a lesser extent immunities, were being phased out. Later, continuing the appanage analogy, in 1575 Ivan transferred his tsar's title to the Chinggisid tsarevich Semeon Bekbulatovich for a year in 1575, "retiring" from rule.
The Oprichnina was exceedingly violent, even taking into account the literary luridness of non-witness foreign accounts: elite families were dispossessed of their lands and many high ranking men murdered; Oprichnina troops killed indiscriminately. Memorial records cite up to 4,000 losses, including hundreds in the sack of Novgorod in 1570. But no method has been found in Oprichnina madness: no single institution, region, or social class was targeted; suffering fell on all with no discernible social or political goals. No new institutions or political practices were established, although some new Oprichnina families endured in elite status. Once it was over, Russia reverted to the same institutions ofgovernment, the same ideologies, the same boyar clans in charge, with a larger elite, a ravaged economy (the Livonian War was a fiasco, taxes had skyrocketed), and undoubtedly a deep psychological wound in individuals and groups. The impact ofthe violence can be sensed in part by efforts of the next several regimes (Boris Godunov, Mikhail Romanov) to avoid violence with the elite, as Andrei Pavlov has stressed, and also by an unprecedented emergence of history writing focusing on tyranny and legitimacy.
In the failure of rational explanations of the Oprichnina, historians now focus on Ivan himself, positing a range of irrational motivations, for example, that Ivan was paranoid and fearful ofboyar disloyalty in a time ofwar; indeed several grandees did try to flee the realm (although plans to depose Ivan cannot be firmly identified). Some, such as Richard Hellie, argue he was insane, while others interpret his violence as inspired by a messianistic image of himself as inflicting "sacred violence" in an era of apocalyptic expectation. The latter argument would seem to rationalize his behavior in a millenarian time. But the theory of "sacred violence" evoked by these authors does not fit the model established by scholars such as Rene Girard and
Giorgio Agamben. They have theorized that "sacred violence" is the exclusive right of sovereigns (or sovereign states) to wield violence even unto death to maintain or restore social stability. In other words, sovereign authority uses violence in a ritualized or regularized manner—regular rituals of sacrifice, just war, capital punishment in the criminal justice system. But Ivan's violence was outside of the norm, arbitrary, short-lived, and fundamentally destabilizing. "Sacred violence" as theory does not apply here. An intriguing insight into Ivan's life was provided by inspection of his skeleton in the 1960s; Ivan was found to have suffered from a painful disease of the spine and to have taken mercury, traces of which were evident in the bones. Mercury is intoxicating and harmful, causing brain damage. Ivan's body was malformed; he probably limped. Whether the mercury affected him, whether one can draw a causal connection between his pain and suffering and the Oprichnina, has been hotly debated, but this evidence certainly complicates our understanding of his complex behavior. Irrationality of some sort is the best solution to the puzzle of Ivan's terribleness, but no analytical framework has yet satisfactorily explained the tremendous violence, destruction, and futility of the Oprichnina years.
A few points might be made in conclusion about Russia's imperial imaginary and its relationship to politics on the ground. First of all, Muscovy's ideal image of politics embodied in art, ritual, architecture, and political practice did not envision politics as institutions, but as practices and relationships between ruler and people and ruler and elite. The ruler's power was envisioned as unlimited in theory, like that of a father in a family, but moderated in practice. Like a patriarchal father figure, the ruler was to be stern but fair, merciful and forgiving, constrained by piety and Christian kindness. He led his people to salvation by his own pious example. He dispensed "politics" as personal favor and mercy. Not institutions but practices of liturgy, ceremony, and advice taking kept the ruler on the righteous path and the political system in balance.
Second, the intrinsic flexibility of this ideology allowed it to serve all the ruler's varied subjects. He provided justice, order, and providential blessing upon his people and his realm. Within that umbrella, political practices were shaped to fit the varied circumstances of empire, in a way that Jane Burbank has called an "imperial regime of rights." All groups in society could claim the autocrat's protection and benevolence, but each group's "rights" were defined differently, according to religion, ethnicity, and class. The presumption that the ruler would accommodate his people, in the affinitive groups to which they belonged, enacted the ideology of patrimonial, pious ruler.
Third, political reality was hardly as serene and harmonious as this ideal, but the ideal corresponded to the real and shaped it. The political world was organized around clans, marriage, kinship, and clientage. Elite families were well taken care of (land, serfs, gifts, status) and did not need (or have a vocabulary with which) to seek legal guarantees of rights or institutions. We see in practice a taboo of killing the ruler (no assassination attempts in Russian history until Peter I), since the elite rightly feared competition among themselves, which indeed turned bloody and destabilizing in the few moments when the stabilizing center was vulnerable (the minorities of Ivan IV and Ioann and Peter Alekseevichi) or disappeared (1598). Consensus and cooperation maintained the system that gave them access to benefits, so boyars strove for a united front. Rulers and elites understood the mandate to take advice, and the political world provided for it, with an empire- wide court system ready to accept petitions from even the lowliest subject; rulers, hierarchs, and boyars participated in personal advice-giving councils in sizes from the intimate group of the tsar and his boyar in-laws, or all the boyars, or boyars and hierarchs, or large public assemblies. Boyars and rulers might not have been personally pious, but they readily participated in religious rituals that demonstrated legitimacy in this God-appointed ideology. Political life acted out and was structured by an ideology ofthe state as "Godly community," to quote Daniel Rowland. What resulted was an affinitive, personal political system based on kinship and connection, very stable and enduring over time.
Finally, a word about "despotism." Since the sixteenth century when European travelers applied this Aristotelian category to Russia, it is a cliche that has been repeated about Russia, gaining renewed currency during the Cold War of the last century. But the power of the Muscovite tsar was hardly unlimited. Even though grand princes and tsars claimed to own all land patrimonially, the power of the state in daily practice was limited by the imperial imaginary. As self-styled Orthodox rulers, Muscovy's tsars were required to be pious, to patronize the faith and defend the realm, to provide justice and perhaps most importantly to protect their people from evil. It was this expectation, in the absence of constitutional guarantees of the right to resist, that created justifications for the populace to turn against a ruler until he fulfilled his duty. Rarely did Muscovite rulers behave unilaterally and despotically; that is why Ivan the Terrible's excesses were so shocking. Even as they wielded coercion to mobilize the people and resources of the empire, and even as they used those resources for the benefit of a narrow elite, Muscovite rulers fulfilled the expectations of their roles, not only in symbolically carrying out rituals but pragmatically in providing justice and order. Such equilibrium between expansive theoretical claims of power and pragmatic limitations of political practice was the same for Russia's early modern neighbors who have also been labeled despotic by European observers. Regarding Ming China, Timothy Brook noted that a Chinese emperor's power was limited by centuries of codified law and bureaucracy, while Camal Kafadar enumerated the wide array of expectations (that sultans be pious, just, merciful) that limited Osmanli power in its founding centuries. Theories of legitimacy prescribed roles that rulers had to act on and limits that bound them in order to create legitimacy. Legitimacy, however, did not require timidity. Muscovy's imperial imaginary by no means prevented Muscovite tsars from using forceful policies to reach their goals of conquest, control, and mobilization of resources. They conquered, they bound populations to the land and moved others en masse, they created empire-wide institutions. From the power of an abstract imaginary we turn to the power of the knout, the army, and the bureaucracy.
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The State Wields its Power
Early modern Eurasian empires were capable of flexing their power across the realm. But in doing so, they sought power more than cohesion. Cohesion was to be deliberately managed. Certainly imperial imaginaries strove to disseminate a vision of cohesion: rulers and elites broadcast their ideal image of legitimacy in hopes that subjects would accept and even identify with it. Cohesion within the elite was a positive goal: rulers certainly intended that their imperial elite should be cohesive, forged from multiple groups and united around loyalty to ruler and empire. But linking the entire empire in some sort of united identity was not a goal or practice, nor was standardization of administration or cultural homogenization. To some extent cohesion was to be avoided.
Karen Barkey speaks of early modern Eurasian empires as "strong states" composed of "weak societies," weak because the composite societies of an empire were not linked "horizontally" across territory or across class. Rather, such empires are linked vertically, from community to center. Barkey uses the analogy of spokes on a wheel: everyone has a direct relationship to the center, be it the imperial elite or local societies, but the outside rim of the wheel is missing. Jane Burbank's model of Russia's "imperial system of rights" expresses this verticality: everyone related directly to the Russian emperor with a different package of "rights." Early modern empires tolerated difference across their realms, imposed little on colonial subjects in daily life, and limited their demands to those goals that were most lucrative or most central to the state—extracting and maximizing human and fiscal resources, defending and expanding the realm and rendering high justice.
Certainly such an approach suited Muscovy. As Muscovy developed empire, it faced challenging circumstances. By climate and geography, most of the empire before the eighteenth century could support neither dense population nor surplus agrarian production. Communications in the empire's vastness were physically difficult, with spring thaw and autumn rains creating weeks of impassible roads (rasputitsa; Figure 7.1); travel was best when rivers were clear of ice or when the ground was covered with firm snow and ice (providing forage could be found for horses in winter). Dearth of bureaucratic personnel also challenged communications, as officialdom always stood in low priority to staffing the army and maintaining the ranks of taxpayers. Thus, the state's presence was light in the provinces through the early modern period. Some have called the Russian empire "under-governed," but perhaps the term is not so much under-governed as lightly governed.
Governing lightly, however, does not mean passively. As much as early modern empires tolerate difference, they did not hesitate to intervene in society where
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Figure 7.1 The spring and autumn muddy seasons (rasputitsa) slowed down road travel in Russia; here contrasting seasons outside of Novgorod. Photos: Jack Kollmann.

necessary to pursue their goals. Despite the challenges of size and dearth of personnel, early modern empires deployed their power empire-wide where needed. In so doing, they exerted a range of coercion from conquest and forcible population movement to the building of empire-wide institutions of communication, law, and bureaucracy.
COERCED MOBILITY
Stable at the center, tsars and the political elite wielded coercion to create and control their empire. States, however, need to use violence wisely; violence cannot be the primary means of governance, particularly in early modern conditions. Empires as large and sparsely populated as Russia had neither resources for a dense police presence nor a concept of total control. Rather, they conquered with force and left in place credible threats ofviolence. Where possible, Moscow did not destroy productive resources in conquering, as in razing towns and villages. But they did not hesitate to kill if need be. In conquering Novgorod in 1478, the city's leadership was decimated: several were executed. As Russian troops moved across Siberia, they brutally killed natives and destroyed their villages. Opposition was brutally put down, as we saw with the regular uprisings of Tatars of the Middle
Volga and Bashkiria; when organized rebellion broke out, as in the Stepan Razin (1670-1) and Emelian Pugachev (1773-5) uprisings, rebel leaders were executed by the hundreds, their bodies left swinging from gallows to deter others. In conquered territories, Russia stationed a governor with a garrison of musketeers or Cossacks to enforce control.
One potent tool of control—namely forcible resettlement of peoples—Muscovy borrowed from the Mongols, who moved artisans and merchants to their urban centers (for the Qipchaq khanate, to Sarai) and enslaved others. In times of conquest Muscovy moved populations to replace potentially rebellious communities, capitalizing on expertise where possible. Examples begin already in the fifteenth century. Within ten years of the conquest of Novgorod in 1478, hundreds of Novgorodian merchants had been expelled to towns such as Vladimir, Pereia- slavl', and even Moscow in the center. They were replaced with merchants from Moscow, who formed their own neighborhoods and maintained their identification with Moscow so much so that a century later, when Ivan IV expelled more than 100 Novgorodian merchants to Moscow, many of them identified as descendants of those who had been moved to Novgorod in 1478. Not just merchants, but gentry were transported: over 80 percent of landholdings in the Novgorodian countryside were confiscated around 1478, their owners imprisoned or forcibly transferred to become provincial gentry in the center. Their landholdings were turned into the new category of "service tenure" (pomest'e) lands and settled with at least 1,300 families loyal to Moscow, some transferred from the center, some promoted from lower social status.
Subsequent conquests followed the same pattern: Tver' merchants were moved to Moscow after that town's subjugation in 1485. After the conquest of Pskov in 1510, more than 1,000 servitors imported from the center took the estates of the richest Pskov landowners, who were exiled away from the border. Pskov merchants were moved to Moscow, where they settled together in a specific quarter. Similarly, after Smolensk was conquered in 1514, its merchants were moved to Moscow, where they became so successful, probably specializing in trade to the Grand Duchy and Poland, that they were given their own privileged status as a group within the Moscow merchants. Riazan' merchants and gentry were made to exchange places with counterparts from the center when that city was taken over in 1521.
Through the sixteenth century population transfers from border towns and the center continued: periodically Moscow kept Novgorod in check by moving merchants to the center, as in 1546 and during the Oprichnina. During the Livonian War (1560s-70s), merchants from Pskov, Pereiaslavl', Viaz'ma, and the old Novgorodian hinterland were moved inland. The bloody conquest of Kazan was followed by expulsions of Tatar elites, merchants, and population, replaced by traders and military men from Moscow, Ustiug, Vologda, Kostroma, Vladimir, Pereiaslavl', and Iaroslavl'. Those moved from Pskov in 1555 took up a whole city street as they had in Moscow. In 1565 eminent princely families, expropriated in the Oprichnina, were moved to Kazan province. Although amnesty followed within a year, many did not receive their original lands back and were simply moved back closer to Moscow.
Manning fortress lines and settling new frontier areas often required forcible population movement of servitors and of peasants to support them. As we have seen, the Middle Volga witnessed turbulent population movement. From the late sixteenth century onward, Russian and Middle Volga peoples moved steadily from Kazan through the Middle Volga region south and towards the Urals into Bashkiria. Already in the 1570s gentry from Tula and Kashira were resettled on the frontier at Venev and Epifan; as the Belgorod line was being constructed in the mid-seventeenth century, gentry were settled in the Voronezh area as border guards. By the eighteenth century they had coalesced into a self-conscious group called the single-holders (odnodvortsy), discussed in Chapter 17, who resisted being turned into taxpaying peasants. In the Urals, Polish noblemen from Polotsk captured in war were transferred in 1668 to the Trans-Kama Line and given land and peasants; by the 1690s, they numbered several hundred households in northwestern Bashkiria.
Forcible movement of peasants occurred on an even larger scale. When the Belgorod line was being built, over a thousand people were forcibly sent to create the town ofTsarev Alekseev in 1647, and smaller towns experienced similar forced population movement. Forcibly moved people were often joined by peasants transferred by church and private landlords, as well as by runaway serfs and local steppe peoples recruited into Russian service. Such movement was not always successful: of a group of more than 1,000 state peasants sent to the Voronezh lands (Bitiug valley) in the late seventeenth century, 69 percent had died and 23 percent had fled within two years. Similarly Peter I's attempt to build and settle a new harbor town on the Sea of Azov between 1696 and 1711 was a huge failure, resulting in the death or flight of thousands of laborers and their families. And as Brian Boeck observed, at this same time the state worked assiduously to contain population as well as to move it. Knowing it could not protect or control settlement beyond fortress lines, the state actively destroyed voluntary settlements that had moved too deep into the steppe and returned the pioneers to border settlements. Fortress lines were intended not only to keep nomads out, but peasants in.
The Church also moved peasants from the center to new lands: by the end of the 1550s there were approximately twenty new Orthodox churches in the Kazan area and many monasteries. From there monasteries pushed up the Kama, often bringing with them serfdom. Seeing the Church as a helpful partner in settling new lands, the state granted lands to church institutions well into the eighteenth century, even while it was restricting church landholding (from the 1560s) and confiscating monasteries and convents (in the eighteenth century). All in all, Muscovy did not hesitate to move and manipulate its populations to subdue and manage its conquests.
MILITARY PROVISIONING
One of the most fundamental acts of state power is the requisitioning of resources in various forms of taxation. Collecting furs from Siberian natives often took place at the point of a gun; in the center, where peasants and townsmen had been paying taxes for centuries, the actual collection was not a highly coercive moment, since peasant and urban communes assumed collective responsibility, dividing the tax burden among families according to ability to pay. Elders could of course manipulate the process, burdening their rivals and favoring their friends. Another category of taxation, however, put the coercive power of the state directly in the face of the population. That was in assembling and feeding the army.
Recruitment and the related burden of billeting troops in communities were not major issues in Muscovite centuries, since the army was composed primarily of gentry cavalrymen settled on conditional land tenure and supported by peasant labor. Some conscription began in the 1630s on the Belgorod Line when Moscow assembled "new model" infantry and dragoon corps by recruiting into light cavalry and dragoons impoverished gentry, Tatars, Cossacks, and taxpayers. In the 1640s conscription of state peasants and serfs by household was introduced, but it was not a standing army; "one year's muster returned home after a season's service to be replaced by a new muster the next season," as Carol Stevens notes. In the last years of the Thirteen Years War (1654-67) peasant conscription became normalized into a regular national recruitment, reaching almost 100,000 infantry conscripts, but service remained seasonal. The burden of recruitment—one man per twenty-five households in 1658—certainly exacerbated peasants' burdens and contributed to peasant flight, but it did not require large-scale coercive enforcement. With seasonal service, billeting of the army was not the oppressive burden it became on the population in the next century.
Charles Maier points out that "decisive military force" in the early modern age consisted of cohesion founded in good training and discipline and the maintenance of "networks of frontier fortifications and provisioning sites" allowing the center to "project power far from the capital." In the seventeenth century, Russia began to build such capacity, creating a logistics network to supply the army along the fortified steppe frontier or on the move. In the sixteenth century, Muscovy's radius of expansion was relatively small: most campaigns extended relatively small distances west, or east to Kazan, and could be held to a month or two in the summer. The army of about 35,000 landed gentry carried their own supplies or sent them ahead to staging areas. But while on campaign non-landed military units—artillery, engineers, musketeers—required grain or cash to purchase it, or both, presenting major challenges. The territory Russian armies were moving into, even to the west, was not heavily populated and the state could not count on requisitioning or purchasing from local communities while on campaign, let alone putting supply in the hands of private contractors as their counterparts in more populous and prosperous early modern Europe could do. Steppe lands in particular lacked everything but forage.
Thus, the Military Service Chancery took provisioning on itself. In the sixteenth century supply regiments led by high ranking officials accompanied the army; storage granaries in fortresses (Smolensk, Pskov, Kazan, and Astrakhan) and new territories (Voronezh, Sebezh, Sviazhsk, Kolomna, Pronsk) were created. Into the seventeenth century Russia built major river shipbuilding centers at Vologda,
Ustiuzhna-Zheleznopol'skaia, Astrakhan, Nizhnii Novgorod, Kazan, and Kaluga. A river voyage from Moscow to Astrakhan could be done in 45-60 days. Russia supplied new fortresses on the Volga as best it could. Towns including Samara (1586), Tsaritsyn (1588), and Saratov (1590) were initially provisioned from the center, lacking local farmers, but as fortified lines pushed south, the state provided population instead.
Steppe expansion and military reform in the seventeenth century challenged logistics. New model army units and garrison towns demanded tons of grain supplies, as did steppe vassals (Don Cossacks, Kalmyks) who were pacified or co-opted with annual "gifts" in grain and cash. New taxes for grain were introduced early in the seventeenth century; the "musketeer grain" tax by mid-century had been monetized and it, as well as other taxes directed for "grain," were serving all units. As the new model army was assembled between the Smolensk (1632-4) and Thirteen Years Wars (1654-67) in tandem with the creation of fortified lines, the issue of food supply for army and frontier garrisons came into sharp focus. To provide food and forage to the army during the spring-summer fighting season, the Military Service Chancery decentralized collection, creating military regions on the west and south that organized their own requisitioning. At the same time it centralized grain collection in the heartland under a national Grain Chancery (1663-83) and expanded a network of granaries in Belgorod, Korotiak, Sevsk, and Briansk. Special levies in cash or in kind (1650s, 1660s) supplemented these stocks; changes in the tax basis to households and consolidation of taxes in the 1640s and 1670s-80s were intended to yield more income for military reform and provisioning.
Some areas in the center won exceptions from requisitions for the army: in the strategic borderlands of Novgorod and Kazan, grain and cash collected in the "musketeer tax" was retained there; probably for reasons of dearth, grain levies were not collected in the south itself. After the Thirteen Years War, Russia's attention turned to supplying Russian troops stationed in Kyiv, Nezhin, Pereiaslav, and elsewhere in the Left Bank; special levies of "Kyiv grain" were declared across the realm from 1668 onward to feed the 3,000-5,000 Russians in Ukraine. As Alessandro Stanziani has stressed, Russia also developed a second provisioning strategy in the seventeenth century: the state awarded land to garrison regiments (musketeers, Cossacks, even some new model infantry) and garrison guards from nearby peasant villages. All these groups became semi-agrarian frontier forces, a self- supporting residential military presence on the frontier, parallel to the mobile army.
Despite their efforts, Moscow's military administration was insufficient to prevent the debacle of Prince V. V. Golitsyn's two campaigns against Crimea in the 1680s. Moving into the unpopulated steppe, all food, firewood, water, and other essential supplies had to be carried with the army. Taking a force of 112,000 with at least 20,000 accompanying staff in the first campaign (1686-7) required a supply train so huge that it slowed forward progress to a crawl, even after as much had been sent to forward depots as possible. When the army neared Konskaia Voda and discovered that the Tatars had burned the steppe ahead of them, destroying forage grasses needed for the army's thousands of horses and pack animals, it was forced to turn back. In the second campaign in 1689, better planning (leaving earlier in the season, strategic advance work) allowed Golitsyn's army to reach Perekop north of the Crimean Peninsula. But, facing an impenetrable fortress and running short on supplies, his army again turned back ignominiously. Moscow's dilemma was not unique to it; several times in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the Ottoman army turned back from campaigns into the Don and Hungary when it reached the limit of its supply networks.
From the 1580s Russia provisioned its expansion into Siberia by forcibly requisitioning grain from towns in the Northern Dvina basin; it also began to forcibly move peasants from the Russian north into Siberia. A key responsibility of Siberian governors was to identify arable land and to recruit peasants (exiles, runaway serfs) to farm it. It took until late in the seventeenth century for western Siberia to become self-sufficient in grain for its network of garrisons, and its villages were then forced to provide grain for villages further east, in a progressive eastward advance of grain requisitions.
Conversely, taking care of the civilian population was not an important focus of state policy through the seventeenth century; this burden fell on communities themselves. Urban and rural households individually or communes collectively kept reserve stores of grain; in times of famine, as at the end of the sixteenth century, the state distributed what stores it had, and landlords were expected to help their peasants in times of dearth. In the seventeenth century the state did establish some official warehouses of grain on the southern frontier for emergency civilian relief, but such social welfare was not a focus of overall state policy until much later.
POPULATION MOBILITY AND MOVEMENT
While the state was busily moving people, people were also energetically moving on their own accord. As we have noted in Chapter 3, Russian historians S. M. Solov'ev and V. O. Kliuchevskii created an enduring image of the Russian peasantry as constantly moving, depriving them of attachment to the land (and implicitly to the nation). While we cannot know how early modern peasants felt (anachronistically) about the nation, Solov'ev and Kliuchevskii are right about mobility: land surveys of the early sixteenth century suggest, as Boris Mironov has shown, that 70 percent of peasants had moved away from the birthplaces of their fathers, within or beyond their district even though these were not decades of particular economic stress. During the turbulence of war and Oprichnina (1560s-70s), peasants fled in droves. Up to 60 percent of Russian peasants in the center had fled their place of residence due to war, epidemic, and crushing taxation. Movement continued through the Muscovite period.
In Siberia, as we have seen, territorial expansion did not attract much Russian settlement in these centuries, since the main purpose was extraction of furs. Most voluntary Slavic settlers came to trap and moved with the furs. By the end of the seventeenth century, non-native population more or less equaled that of the natives (devastated demographically by conquest and epidemic). The situation was different on the forested steppe and steppe borderland, where the distance from the center and better farming conditions attracted runaways. The state's response was to try to control mobility, a difficult task in early modern conditions. Like its counterparts in Europe at the time, Russia did not require identity documents; Natalie Zemon Davis has chronicled how a sixteenth-century French court struggled to establish the identity of a man claiming to be "Martin Guerre." Russian subjects similarly had no standardized markers of identity; the state resorted to branding capital criminals to identify them in exile (brands spelled out "robber" or "thief' or their place of exile—"Tobolsk"). The state did require that anyone traveling on trade or service assignment needed to carry a travel pass (proezzhii) from their landlord or superior officer, although this procedure was hardly seamless. Similarly, those using the coach system had to prove their business was "official" by showing a pass (podorozhnaia gramota).
The state also made efforts to guard its borders, with an eye to movement in both directions. Foreigners needed permission of governors at border crossings to enter Russia, and at those crossings peasants were prevented from pushing into the steppe while it was indefensible. When the Don Cossacks conquered Azov in 1637 and offered it to Russia in 1642, for example, Russia refused, knowing that it could not settle and control so distant a territory. Russia allowed Ukrainians to settle in Sloboda Ukraine but forbade Russians to do so, as they would escape from Russian taxation. In the late seventeenth century the Don Cossacks curried favor with Moscow by agreeing to send runaway serfs back to the center, provoking rebellions by Stepan Razin (1670-1) and Kondratii Bulavin (1707-8). Nevertheless, as we have seen, people fled steadily towards the Black Sea to Bashkiria, joining Cossack bands or their surrounding communities just out of reach of Russian control.
In the center the state worked to control such a mobile population in the form of serfdom. Labor to support the landed gentry was in such short supply that the state began in the late sixteenth century to institute legal limitations of the ability of peasants to move to new masters; by 1649 the process of enserfment, discussed in detail in Chapter 10, forbade all taxpayers, urban and rural, from leaving their place of residence. Townsmen were required by law to report newcomers, visitors, and vagrants, on penalty of corporal punishment. Keeping people in place required violence. As Evsey Domar theorized, the more mobile the population could be, with endless stretches of land available, the more controlling the state needed to be. The flip side of the mobility of the productive population was the autocracy of the state.
In principle, once the 1649 Lawcode abolished the statute of limitations for reclaiming runaway peasants, the state was obliged to track down peasants, but that duty stood constantly in tension with the needs of borderland governors to staff and feed their garrisons. In the second half of the seventeenth century policy vacillated: governors regularly accepted newcomers, no questions asked; the state declared in 1653 that garrisons on the crucial Belgorod line need not return fugitives to their owners. By 1656, however, in deference to the landed gentry, the state reversed itself: laws thundered penalties up to capital punishment for knowingly harboring runaway peasants; between 1658 and 1663 fifteen commissions were sent out to reclaim runaways, followed by twenty-two more in the 1660s and similar numbers through the rest of the century. These efforts, however, pale in comparison to the size of the empire. The problem of runaways and these tensions persisted through the early modern era.
Serfdom could only be enforced by the threat of the landlord's knout and the tsar's posses tracking down runaways. Even so, coercion against serfs was most often wielded by the peasant commune itself. As Stephen Hoch and Tracy Dennison have shown, peasant communes preferred to keep landlords' agents at bay by self- disciplining. The council of elders exerted a tyranny of men over women, old over young, ordering whippings for petty crime, sending young men off to the army, disciplining uncooperative members. Village councils also, however, offered support for the aged, widowed, and anyone devastated by personal misfortune; they kept villages stable through self-regulation. In this way, the landlord estate and village commune were perhaps a microcosm of the state itself. Violence was a harsh reality, its threat was ever-present, but in day-to-day life leaders domesticated it into institutions such as the village commune, the bureaucracy and the judicial system.
MONOPOLY ON VIOLENCE: THE CRIMINAL LAW
Max Weber famously called monopolization ofthe means ofviolence the marker of sovereignty. In many ways, this is the institutionalization of the sovereign's right to wield "sacred violence" for the stability of the state, a theory that post-dated Weber. Rulers can imbed their monopoly on violence in exclusive control over armed forces, outlawing private militias; they can imbed it in control over personal violence through the criminal law, punishing everything from duels to fisticuffs to murder. In order for sovereign violence to be legitimate, it needs to be perceived as fair, and the system needs to be perceived as responsive to the people, in terms appropriate to the setting (constitutional and legal remedies in some states, the sovereign's personal mercy and favor in others).
In Muscovy, the criminal law enforced the state's monopoly on violence. Only the tsar's courts had the right to prosecute felony, to torture, and to assign corporal or capital punishment. Landlords whose peasants committed a felony would be punished for torturing and punishing on their own; they were required to bring them to state courts. Similarly, one could kill in self-defense, but if a landowner caught someone in the act of crime, he was not to torture or punish, but was to turn the culprit over to the courts. People were forbidden to pursue vendettas over honor; they had to go to court. Legal scales of compensation for injured honor offered protection to everyone from slaves to witches to boyars, exempting only people who had broken their ties with the community, namely "thieves, criminals, arsonists and known evil men," according to a Lawcode of 1589.
Boyar clans did not settle their rivalries on the dueling field (unknown before European influence in the late seventeenth century, and forbidden for a good 100 years after that), but used an elaborate legal practice of suing for precedence (mestnichestvo). This occurred when a man felt a military assignment put him unjustly subordinate to another clan. The court then meticulously established the relative status ofthe two clans according to official records ofgenealogy and military service. Since virtually no challenger ever won a precedence suit in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the practice functioned more as a face-saving and perhaps precedent-setting defense of clan and personal honor rather than as a limit on the tsar's autonomy to deploy his men. In the rare cases when an eminent man refused to accept a negative ruling, the tsar turned his "righteous anger" on him; Aleksei Mikhailovich's tongue-lashings to such recalcitrants were biting. In the last resort, for defying the tsar, such men were subjected to a public ritual of humiliation that functioned as a "social drama" in Victor Turner's terms, providing a liminal space in which both sides in the quarrel could claim a modicum of dignity, thus restoring equilibrium in the riven elite.
The tsar's courts were for high crime, including land disputes, service remuneration queries, felonies (recidivist robbery and theft, murder) and political crime, here construed to include religious crime (treason, heresy, witchcraft). The Church participated in cases of heresy, but punishment was meted out by the state. The state had no compunction in using the legal system to protect its interests: the early Romanovs, for example, vigorously persecuted any whiff of political dissent by instructing governors to expedite cases of suspected treason. Such "word and deed" (slovo i delo) cases (accusations of treason) continued for the first four decades of Romanov rule, but yielded few serious results. Governors often found peasants guilty of nothing other than ill-considered words about the tsar blurted out in drunken revelry. By mid-century the intensity of such prosecutions waned, although crafty litigants often falsely claimed a "word and deed" case to delay their own prosecution.
Basic law and order was left to local communities and their norms; local languages, traditional law, and elites held sway from German codes in Livonia to East Slavic customary law in peasant villages to sharia law in Kazan to Cossack law in the Don and Hetmanate and native custom in Siberia and Bashkiria. The Church had jurisdiction over all Orthodox on issues of belief and religious practice, as well as lower-level civil adjudication in minor disputes for its lay dependents. It jealously protected its authority over the prosecution of clerics in non-religious crime. In 1649 the state created a Monastic Chancery to collect church taxes and try clerics in civil issues, but in 1669 the Church successfully negotiated shared jurisdiction over such cases. The vast lands of the patriarchs had particularly broad immunities from state jurisdiction.
A rudimentary handbook of East Slavic customary law (The Russian Law), compiled by the twelfth century, resembles other medieval European codes of common law; it circulated in Muscovy through the early modern centuries but was superseded for procedure and punishment by grand-princely lawcodes (1497, 1550, 1649, 1669) and individual decrees. Most of Byzantium's great heritage of secular Roman law was not translated into Slavic or transferred to the Rus' lands, although Byzantine church law was. In the seventeenth century, in lively exchange with cultural centers in Ukrainian- and Belarus'an-speaking lands, particularly among churchmen, some Byzantine law was revived in Muscovy; its influence, and that of the Lithuanian Statutes of the Grand Duchy, is evident in the 1649 Lawcode and 1669 Criminal Articles.
Muscovy's legal infrastructure was rudimentary compared to the sophisticated courts, personnel, and jurisprudence of Byzantium and its European contemporaries. Chanceries in Moscow and governors in the provinces constituted an empire- wide judicial network. Governors were not trained in the law, but were advised by scribes trained in Moscow chanceries; there were no professional lawyers or notaries, no law schools. For capital cases, central chanceries supervised local courts each step along the way, as time-consuming as that was. Procedure was followed and recorded in case transcripts, which also included the legal bases of verdicts. Justice was not arbitrary. Punishments in local criminal cases often tilted towards the lenient, particularly because reputation was included as evidence. Invoking "the tsar's mercy," judges regularly reduced sentences prescribed by written law, deferring to social class or local sentiment. But when professional criminals, particularly strangers, plagued a community, locals welcomed the court's punishments. At the highest levels the state did not hesitate to use tremendous force in prosecuting political crime; Valerie Kivelson has chronicled the sickening excesses of torture in witchcraft cases.
Like that of their European contemporaries, Muscovy's written codes and practice were infused with violence. Evidencing some influence of the resurgence ofRoman law across Europe in the sixteenth century, Muscovy developed a form of the inquisitorial procedure in which the state controls arrest, investigation, and resolution (as opposed to the accusatory procedure used for non-criminal disputes). But, reflecting Muscovy's lack of professional jurisprudence, the process was less secret and less centered in judges, jurists, and written documents than in European practice. As in European criminal law, Muscovy used torture to win confessions and provide information of co-conspirators and intent. In Muscovy torture was uncomplicated—a knouting usually in strappado position—with fire or even water torture used occasionally for the most serious cases. Criminal punishments could include fines and brief prison sentences (jail was generally used for custody during trial), but were primarily corporal, especially in the 1649 Lawcode influenced by the Grand Duchy's norms. This took the form of whippings by the heavy knout or the lighter bastinadoes (Figure 7.2). With the influence of Byzantine versions of Roman law in the 1669 Criminal Code, bodily mutilation is prescribed, but this was a relatively short-lived phase because of the evolution of exile.
Exile became a common form of punishment in the seventeenth century when the law began to defer capital punishment for recidivist felons. In the sixteenth century, exile had been primarily used for disgraced political figures, in lieu of killing high ranking men and/or kinsmen. Towns and monasteries in the center (Iaroslavl', Uglich) and the north or in Perm' and Viatka lands hosted such exiles. By the end of the sixteenth century, however, paralleling European practice, the state began to use exile (preceded by knouting) to capitalize on the labor power of felons, even capital criminals. The death penalty was narrowed to the worst offenders (traitors, ringleaders of rebellion, witches, unrepentant heretics, hardened recidivist felons) and exiles were sent across the empire: Tomsk, Ufa, Tobolsk or "on the Lena" in Siberia; southern frontier towns from Belgorod to Kyiv; Kazan and Middle Volga towns to Astrakhan; the Northern Dvina basin and northern
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Figure 7.2 The ethnographic illustrations of the travel account of Adam Olearius, secretary to Holstein missions to Moscow in the 1630s and 1640s, were based on his eyewitness sketches; here he depicts five types of flogging as judicial punishment. Courtesy of Dartmouth College Library.

towns such as Pustoozero, Kholmogory, Kol'skii ostrog; to the south, the northern Caucasus (the Terek).
While in exile, criminals were not imprisoned; governors simply had no resources. As discussed in Chapter 3, most Siberian exiles, accompanied by families, were sent to serve in farming, artisan work and trade, and garrison duty. Governors counted on distance to keep exiles from escaping. After a brief stage in the late seventeenth century when fingers and ears were severed to mark the criminal, less debilitating branding or tattooing was used. The law direly warned that if a person so branded showed up outside of Moscow, he would be subject to immediate capital punishment as an escaped capital criminal.
As for capital punishment, while at this time in Europe states deployed horrific, theatrical "spectacles of suffering" in a form of rule by terror, as Pieter Spierenburg, Michel Foucault, and others have shown, Muscovy staged rudimentary executions. It did not build elaborate scaffolds or viewing stands, nor precede execution with religious ritual, formal last meals, and supplementary tortures on the scaffold, as was the practice in London and Amsterdam. The terror of Muscovite executions was likely in their speed. Once a corporal or capital verdict had been handed down in the tsar's name, the law required the judge to carry out the sentence promptly, "not delaying the tsar's order." Judges were to delay only long enough to give the condemned a few days for repentance (the 1649 Lawcode mandated six weeks, but that was rarely enforced) and to gather a crowd "to deter those watching from similar crime." Executions were generally by hanging or beheading (women who murdered their husbands were buried in the ground; witches and heretics were burned).
In its violence, Muscovite criminal practice—torture and punishment—was comparable to its European counterparts. All were painful and cruel. Muscovy's diminished use of capital punishment constitutes some mitigation, but the alternatives—knouting and exile—were hardly benign. Knouting could be mild or death-dealing depending upon the judge's order to the executioner, while travel to exile alone could kill, as could harsh conditions in the new land.
Early modern Russia constantly balanced the use of official violence with the benefits of mercy. In the criminal law, judges routinely mitigated sentences in the name of the tsar's favor and mercy. Rulers awarded amnesties for special occasions such as birthdays in the dynasty and holydays; they distributed alms on pilgrimages and travels around their realm. How the state punished public unrest perhaps demonstrates best its measured use of official violence. In 1648, 1662, and 1682 when urban uprisings rocked major cities in the center, the state responded with massive investigations ofsuspects, but meted out punishment in gradations ofguilt. Ringleaders were publically executed in prominent spaces and scores were knouted and/or exiled, all "to deter others" in the words of court transcripts. But hundreds of rioters were not punished, the state perhaps realizing the futility of arresting everyone and the greater benefit of mercy. Even in the massive Stepan Razin rebellion on the lower Volga (1670-1), large groups of rebels were hanged in prominent places to shock and deter, but at the same time, whole villages were forgiven and left unpunished ifthey were willing to renew their oath ofallegiance to the tsar. Moscow's rulers strove for a balance between the deterrent effect of pain and the integrating possibility of forgiveness.
EMPIRE-WIDE CONTROL: BUREAUCRACY
Like the army and the criminal law, bureaucracy represents an institutionalization of the state's right to control and coerce. Empires had been ruled by bureaucracies connected by networks of communication since before the celebrated Roman empire. Certainly in the energetic state building of early modern Europe and Eurasia, systematic recording of material and human resources—what Anthony Giddens calls "surveillance"—and effective communication networks were essential. In Europe, monarchs and municipalities emulated the Catholic Church's record-keeping practices; professional lawyers and notaries evolved in the late medieval period. As state apparatuses developed in early modern England, France, German principalities and states, and Prussia, civil service became an acceptable career, although military heritage retained superior social status. The power of early modern states depended upon the strength of their bureaucracies as much as the power of their armies.
Not surprisingly, offices to record the state's finances, human resources, and international relations accompanied Muscovy's rise to regional power in the late fifteenth century. The first officials to be mentioned were Ivan III's treasurers from the Greek Khovrin and Trakhaniotov families. Before then only a few bureaucratic records survive—grand-princely wills, treaties among the ruling family, a few administrative charters. By the sixteenth century, the court was keeping essential military records: land cadasters for the growing service-tenure land system (pomest'e), rosters of officer assignments in campaigns (razriadnye knigi), and official genealogical books of the highest clans. References to offices (initially "desks," eventually chanceries) begin to be encountered in the early sixteenth century—Foreign Affairs, Military and Land Offices. Thereafter their number grew rapidly with state and empire building. Some were multi-functional (judicial, financial, administrative) over territories (chanceries for Kazan, Siberia, and northern provinces) or social groups (musketeers, gentry, new model troops). Others did a single function empire-wide (criminal law, revenue collection). Some lasted through the seventeenth century, others only a few decades.
At mid-sixteenth century, Moscow enhanced centralized control by leaning on local traditions of collective responsibility. Two important functions were decentralized into locally elected boards, one oflocal gentry for arresting and prosecuting bands of recidivist robbers and thieves (guba reform of the 1530s) and one of peasants for collecting direct land taxes (zemskii reform of the 1550s). Both boards constituted unpaid service to the tsar and were under central control: overseen by the central judicial chancery, the criminal law "elder" used grand-princely judicial procedure and laws (1497 and 1550, 1550s criminal charters); the "land" boards had no autonomy to spend locally the taxes they collected. But the state was able to enforce such uncompensated labor because of East Slavic traditions of collective responsibility (communities were used to working together for local interest) and because these institutions served local needs. Criminal law posses were patrolling their home area; putting tax collection in peasant hands allowed collective distribution according to locally perceived needs.
From mid-sixteenth century Muscovy began to establish a bureaucratic framework that endured through the eighteenth century, an empire-wide network of military men appointed as governors as part of their mandatory military service. Jacks of all trades, governors worked with scribes who provided specialized fiscal, administrative, or judicial expertise. Governors had numerous incentives to perform: they depended upon the state for land, labor, and cash support; the law threatened harsh punishment for malfeasance. The state tried to limit corruption or the emergence of local satrapies by keeping terms short (two years), by mandating sufficient material support (from the community), and by not assigning governors to their native regions. Over the seventeenth century, governors folded criminal law and tax collection boards under their purview, streamlining central control.
Central chanceries in Moscow oversaw this local network and kept it functional. They kept meticulous records of personnel, from which a fascinating picture emerges. From 44 in 1626 the number of chanceries grew to 55 in 1698, and clerical staff increased accordingly: senior secretaries (d'iaki) from 656 in 1626 to 2,762 in 1698; undersecretaries (poddiachie) from 575 to 2,648. Local offices expanded with empire—in total in 1626 there were 185; in 1645, 212; in 1677, 295; in 1698, 302. Regionally, their number in the center remained at 54 and in the north around 20 throughout the seventeenth century, but in the northwest and western borders (including Ukraine) numbers rose from 25 in 1626 to 45 in 1698; local offices on the southern steppe rose from 44 in 1626, 84 in 1664, to 95 in 1698; those to the southeast, down the Volga and in Siberia increased from 42 in 1626, to 77 in 1664, and 87 in 1698. Thus, local government offices almost doubled on the western frontier and more than doubled on the south, southeast, and east. Still, Kremlin-based bureaucrats outnumbered all local ones. In the 1640s 1,611 bureaucrats were divided between 837 in Moscow and 774 locally; similarly, in the 1690s, 2,739 Moscow bureaucrats and 1,918 local officials made up the 4,657 total bureaucrats. The bureaucracy had grown, in other words, 2.4 times in those five decades, with expertise clustered at the center. Russia's bureaucratic network was a light spider-web cast over a vast space.
Nevertheless Moscow's experts kept the system running by developing strategies to ride herd on inexpert governors (and in the seventeenth century, on honorific heads of chanceries who were not professionally expert). One was to require collegiality; administrative and judicial decisions were to be made collectively by panels of governor and scribes or chancery head and secretaries. In practice, secretaries and undersecretaries served longer in place than did their military governor partners (locally, undersecretaries averaged four years to the governor's one or two), and thus were in a position to provide expertise and oversight. Scribes at the center and in the provinces were trained in the law, which was straightforward and readily disseminated. The 1497, 1550, and 1589 codes were brief handbooks of fines, sanctions and procedures, while the Lawcode of 1649 was much more comprehensive, with chapters on political crime, criminal law, land- holding, serfdom, and judicial procedure (its longest chapter). A printed book, the 1649 Code was widely dispersed and stayed in use for more than a century.
Another means for the bureaucracy to ride herd on unprofessional judges was the format ofofficial correspondence. This was intentionally didactic as well as efficient in a roundabout way. Written exchanges between offices were required to reiterate—word for word—previous communications and orders before adding the next step of information or resolution. Case transcripts, written in rolled-up scroll form, became longer and longer, analogous to today's online e-mail chains. As scribes read aloud to often illiterate local governors orders from the center in the course of a case, and as they read to judges full case transcripts in preparation for verdict, procedures and norms were being repeatedly spelled out, instructing these amateur judges in the law. Equally importantly, such redundancy also maintained continuity ofknowledge in a case that might have been going on across the terms of several governors and office staff.
Disseminating important tsarist directives and news in a setting of limited literacy and almost no printing culture was a challenge. Only at mid-seventeenth century was printing used and then primarily for church service books and thousands of forms for the appointment of priests, archbishops, and deacons in the 1650s. As for secular documents, as Simon Franklin notes, the Lawcode of 1649 was the only complete administrative book published in the seventeenth century, followed by publications of some land charters and privileges from the 1670s. Governors used a variety of other means to disseminate state decrees. Provincial practice mimicked that in Moscow, where major decrees were announced to the court elite in the Kremlin as well as in public places, and copies were distributed among the many chanceries. In provincial centers, town criers announced decrees and news in public squares through the community; when felons were punished, a crowd was gathered and the verdict was read aloud. If a man were executed, the verdict was posted by the scaffold. Handwritten copies of important directives were also posted in market squares, by city gates, on city walls, by the governor's offices, and other public places. Governors' offices recorded every incoming directive from Moscow in registers. Such means ofcommunication were fleeting, but if consistently practiced, they should have impressed the community with the tsar's presence.
Muscovy's chancery system has been criticized as inefficient according to the modern Weberian model in which bureaucratic offices are uniform in design and "rationally" limited to one function. Despite its diversity in structure and function, Moscow's bureaucracy was highly professional because of strict training, effective oversight, and more or less adequate compensation. Clerks were trained in central Kremlin chanceries in a rigorous series of career stages, each of which could last several years; the Chancery of Land Records (Pomestnyi prikaz), for example, created its own school for clerks in land law. Chanceries compiled standards of bureaucratic work and substantive law in their particular fields (the criminal law in particular) in handbooks that were then included in the 1649 Lawcode.
Bureaucratic documentation was highly standardized. Offices kept some information in book form as registers, but much day-to-day chancery work came as petitions on individual sheets of paper that were glued together into a scroll as the case developed. By the sixteenth century the formulaic template ofjudicial petitions had been worked out; its rhetoric was couched in direct and personal supplication to the ruler, identified with a long and exact title, by the petitioners who adopted a self-deprecating diminutive name and sobriquet according to social class. As noted in Chapter 6, servitors called themselves the tsar's "slaves," actually an honorific relationship; taxpayers called themselves his "orphans" and clerics his "intercessor." An eminent Prince Ivan Mikhailovich became "your slave Ivashko" when addressing the tsar, for example. Stock phrases were used at the beginning and end of each document, pointing out the petitioner's loyal service, suffering in battle, dire financial straits, and the like, ending in a direct plea, "grant me your favor." Other documents were also standardized, such as the format of military muster books, interrogation transcripts, land records, and the like.
The language of official paperwork was a chancery Russian close to vernacular, and by the seventeenth century bureaucratic handwriting was a standard cursive (skoropis), with consistently used conventions of abbreviation. Punctuation and spelling varied, as it did in manuscripts and printing at this time in Europe. Through the seventeenth century the Kremlin bureaucracy evolved increasingly complex procedures of assembling, proof-reading, signing off, and recording documents, with the goal of protecting documents' integrity. Registers of incoming and outgoing documents, as well as expenditure books, were assiduously kept. Harsh penalties were levied for fraudulent documents; scribes were forbidden to take work home, and hours of work were defined by law in the second half of the seventeenth century. Governors were required to make a reckoning of records and finances when they left office, and were periodically audited. A weakness was in document archiving: piles of scrolls were difficult to label, store, and retrieve.
Muscovy tried to compensate bureaucrats sufficiently to prevent corruption. In principle chanceries provided decent salaries, provisions in kind, and, for the highest bureaucrats, the ability to own land, a right nearly exclusive to the military servitor class in the seventeenth century. They were considered "servitors" to the tsar, not taxpayers. But official promises of land and salary grants were not always fulfilled; by the second half of the seventeenth century, salaries were given less and less regularly and bureaucrats, particularly locally, more and more relied on income from fees and the obligatory material support provided by communities (food, housing, labor). This support, called kormlenie, a form of collective responsibility for the community, was construed as a form of gift, creating a reciprocal "economy of exchange" that could be manipulated by the community to its advantage. Brian Davies has uncovered an instance when a community refused to accept a new governor since he rejected their gifts; "we cannot work with him," they reported, if he failed to accept their largesse. Conversely, this community obligation could also slip into extortion by underpaid officials, and extensive sections of all major lawcodes (1497, 1550, 1649) were devoted to punishment for official malfeasance. Nevertheless, complaints about corruption were endemic; Moscow prosecuted vigorously but did not fix the problem structurally. Bureaucracy played third fiddle to staffing the army and preserving the taxpaying basis to support it.
Bureaucrats working in central chanceries and local offices were almost the entire repository of secular literacy in the realm. Artisans and merchants were as literate as they needed to be for trade, and clergy were versed in Slavonic-based liturgical languages and texts. But there were no lawyers or formal notaries, as in contemporary Europe, China, or the Ottoman empire. The only notarial exceptions were scribes on large estates (lay and ecclesiastical) and small unions of scribes working for fees in towns who were knowledgeable of official document format, formulae, and administrative procedure. These men were the only sources of legal advice available to the general public, save for moonlighting chancery scribes.
Secretaries working in central chancelleries could amass great expertise in their chosen field, such as the law, international relations and foreign languages, and fiscal administration, but in the seventeenth century they faced the challenge of social rank. Power and prestige accrued only to military men with landed estates— boyars and provincial gentry. Bureaucrats served them, but even the highest secretaries were considered inferior to the military elite. This was enforced symbolically as well as economically. Until 1680, secretaries could not use the patronymic, an honorific allowed to the military elite; in audiences in chanceries, secretaries stood while military governors sat. Bureaucrats were excluded from the clan-based system of precedence (mestnichestvo); gentry and boyar families did not intermarry with scribal clans. Through the seventeenth century, military men began to develop into "noble officials," in Robert Crummey's term, intruding on the most prestigious, influential, and lucrative chancery leadership roles, but that did not raise the status of civil service in Muscovy.
One important strategy that kept this bureaucracy an effective institution of empire-wide control was that the state, unlike its Ottoman and French counterparts in the eighteenth century, never farmed out local offices, and thus never lost its grip on local control. All areas, from center to periphery, were under the authority of a centrally appointed governor, however lightly his authority was imposed on daily life. All were subject to the tsar's taxes, his criminal law, his bureaucratic procedures. This was reflected in the consistency of bureaucratic paper: documents of the same genre separated by decades and produced as far apart as Belgorod in the west and Irkutsk in Siberia use the same format and language, bespeaking a centralized and professional bureaucracy. This persistent achievement of centralized, highly focused control gave the Muscovite state a purchase on local power.
COMMUNICATIONS: CADASTERS AND MAPS
Historical sociologists see "surveillance" at the heart of the early modern state project, by which they mean the systematic gathering of information about the resources of one's realm. Through the seventeenth century, Muscovy focused intently on resources, human and material. To identify and mobilize resources, it developed censuses, cadasters, and tax registers that focused on people, borrowing from Mongol practice familiar to Moscow's princes as tax collectors for the Horde. Adopting Chinese practice, throughout their conquered territories Mongols had carried out counts of households in the Rus' territories in the 1250s and 1270s. Their surveys introduced terminology of divisions of village and town populations into "hundreds," "fifties," and other numerical units, used in Muscovy into the seventeenth century. Muscovite rulers' first censuses surveyed populated land in newly conquered territories in the late fifteenth century—Novgorod, Iaroslavl', Beloozero—in preparation for their being assigned as service-tenure grants to expand the cavalry. Populated land was categorized into good, medium, and poor quality and assignments were adjusted accordingly. Thereafter Muscovy regularly compiled cadasters of populated, taxable arable land and urban properties not only in newly conquered territories but also in the center to assess taxes and to regulate service land. In the sixteenth century the use of cadasters accelerated the unification of the currency (reforms of the 1530s and 1590s) and speeded a shift from tax payment in kind to cash. Cadasters promoted enserfment: starting in the 1580s and 1590s, urban and rural taxpayers were forbidden to move from their place of registration. In the aftermath of the Time of Troubles through the 1620s, cadastral surveys assessed the loss of population and cultivated land in the northwest and center where devastation had been great, and pinned people to their place of registration for ease of taxation.
New systems of taxation generated new kinds of censuses. In 1646, some special taxes shifted from land to household based, resulting in a household census; the household replaced land as the basis of direct taxation in 1679, based on new cadasters ordered in 1676; regular surveys of rural and urban taxpaying households continued into the early eighteenth century. These are not surveys of the entire population; not only were non-taxpaying individuals not included (military, church), but also groups such as iasak-paying natives and other non-Russians who were listed in taxation records specific to them. Land and population surveys were done in this century for other purposes as well, such as the 1649-52 survey of untaxed neighborhoods in towns, in order to eliminate their immunities according to the 1649 Lawcode; in the 1680s an ambitious and contentious survey of gentry land was launched, but never completed.
Military intelligence, particularly on the borders, was a particular concern. A primary role of governors on border posts from the west to Siberia was to monitor border crossings, capture and interrogate suspected spies; on the southern border the Don Cossacks played this role of intelligence gatherers for Muscovy. Peter Perdue notes that expansionist efforts of the great Eurasian empires in the seventeenth century resulted in the first demarcations of fixed territorial borders: the Ottoman empire demarcated borders with the Safavids (1639) and Habsburgs (1699), while Muscovy defined borders in its progression into the steppe with the Kalmyks, Tatars, Don Cossacks, and Ottomans. By treaties of 1689 and 1727 Russia defined a territorial border with China centering on the Amur which endured for more than a century.
Russia systematically gathered information on the Qing empire. Diplomats, border governors, ambassadors, and merchants wrote reports and smuggled out Chinese books and maps. Several wrote travelogues, often pastiches of their own and previous diplomatic records. All this information found an eager audience in Moscow and European capitals, audiences anxious to forge an overland route to China and to learn more about the new Manchu empire (1644). Ambassadors Nikolai Spafarii (1674) and Isbrandt Ides (1692-5), for example, penned reports and created maps that were widely circulated in manuscript (Spafarii) and print (Ides) across Europe. Nicholas Witsen epitomizes Moscow's lively exchange of knowledge with Europe: resident in Moscow 1664-5, for the rest of his career in Amsterdam he compiled and published ethnographic accounts, illustrations, and maps of the Russian empire and steppe borderlands in what he called North and East Tatary (1692).
For expanding empires, maps were crucial to the process of conquest and control. As Valerie Kivelson reminds us, mapping of large political entities arose "from England to Japan" in eras of political centralization, notably the fifteenth century for the leading states ofwestern Europe. But before the eighteenth century Muscovy, in Willard Sunderland's phrase, "did not have a coherent state ideology that valued territory as an intrinsic good." Rather, it focused most cartographic energy on land as taxable resource: new possessions were mapped for taxation potential and trade routes, maps were drawn for military planning, sketches were made for land disputes, but the state did not invest in developing native cartographic expertise on the level of contemporary Netherlands, England, and France. Rather, it leaned on imported sources. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the Kremlin court collected western maps and atlases of Russian territories; European geographical works were dominant among books translated into Russian in the seventeenth century. Foreign travelers (Isaac Massa, Jan Struys, Guillaume de Beauplan, and others) published maps in their accounts, sometimes producing them with Russian informants, otherwise working from their scientific investigation, as in Adam Olearius' first accurate mapping of the Caspian Sea in the 1640s.
From the late sixteenth century the court evinced some interest in mapping the entire realm: in Boris Godunov's time (1598-1605) the Military Service Chancery produced the Great Draft, the first collection of maps of the empire, including western Siberia. When its original was lost in fire in 1626, it was recreated, along with a new map including territories on which Russian expansion focused—the Black Sea steppe and western border with Poland-Lithuania. Other chanceries— Foreign Affairs, Kazan, Siberia, and others—also engaged in mapping their subordinate territories and towns, with particular interest in strategically important Siberian and Chinese borders. The first surviving map of Siberia dates to 1666/7 and the great Siberian mapmaker Semen Remezov created, in Kivelson's words "a dazzling corpus" of maps of Siberia at the turn of the century. The Foreign Affairs Chancery in Moscow, led by A. A. Vinius, was producing sophisticated maps by the end of the century, if not yet up to modern cartographic standards. Rich in ethnographic detail, Muscovite maps lacked systematic scale, Cartesian coordinates, or other modern attributes. Focused primarily on pragmatic purposes— taxation, trade routes—the use of mapping to claim imperial possession did not enter the Muscovite practice of empire until the time of Peter I.
COMMUNICATIONS: ROADS AND COACHMEN
Fernand Braudel's quip, "Distance—the enemy of empire," reminds us of the importance of connections on the ground. Maps may have depicted the empire as connected territory, but communication networks—roads and rivers, coach and postal services—were crucial to the governing of empire. The greatest empires are renowned in this regard—Rome, China, the Mongols—and early modern European and Eurasian state builders put effort into this as well. Rivers and roads had run through the principalities and towns of the East Slavic forest since Kyiv Rus' times, as well as courier service for princely business. The Mongol empire deployed a system of coach stations across the steppe staffed by local populations with horses, carts, and coachmen: from the late thirteenth century principalities in the Mongol- ruled Rus' forest were setting up such networks, assessing taxes or service for their own and the Horde's correspondence.
Ivan III's conquests and diplomatic outreach prompted the development of better roads; constructing roads, including "winter roads" of packed snow, and repairing roads annually were another of the unpaid collective service obligations put on communities. A more formal system of coach stations is cited already in the 1480s by foreign diplomats. Intended only for official messengers or embassies, Moscow's system of coach stations was modeled on Mongol practice, taking the Tatar term "iam" and the model of taxation that paid for it. Initially "coach service" bureaucrats (iamskie d'iaki) in the Treasury oversaw the building of the network; by 1516 a separate chancery for the expanding coach service is cited. Since lines were dictated by the needs of war and diplomacy, the first followed existing roads to the west, to Novgorod, Pskov, Viaz'ma, Dorogobuzh, Smolensk, and Vorotynsk. When White Sea trade began to prosper with the arrival of English traders in the 1550s, existing roads were improved and more were developed; coach stations were set up as far as Vologda and Arkhangelsk. Foreigners found Muscovy's road system impressive, as John Randolph observes, since it did allow fast travel over great distances for government business. Anthony Jenkinson, a mid-sixteenth- century British traveler, reported that there were coach stops at intervals of 20 to 50 versty (a versta equaled a kilometer). A "tract" was laid out into Siberia by the end of the sixteenth century and from the late sixteenth century military roads were laid to southern borders (Tula, Belgorod, Tambov); as control over steppe lands was stabilized, they became trade arteries. By the seventeenth century coach routes, with stations every 40-50 versty, linked Moscow to Arkhangelsk, Novgorod, Pskov, Smolensk, Nizhnii Novgorod, and key southern frontier towns. Focused on state needs, the coach system left the private traveler to fend for himself. Furthermore, whole areas of the realm remained untouched, primarily most northern towns and most of Siberia. Here communities were held to the traditional obligation of providing horses and support for the occasional official envoy, but they were not made to pay the annual taxes and services for a coach system.
Initially Moscow's coach system was a network of stations with a few coachmen, supported by a direct tax (iamskie dengi) that was collected in cash already by the early fifteenth century as well as by community contribution. The coachmen's task was to summon horses from the community quickly when messengers arrived; the community's obligation was to provide horses, food, and feed promptly. These stations were not inns; the point was speedy, constant communication. Way stations used river travel where appropriate, but usually went overland for speed. Dry summer and clear winter days favored travel (as long as forage could be found in winter); estimates of speed of travel vary widely. Some sixteenth-century foreign travelers report speeds of 100 to even 200 miles in a day (Sigismund von Herber- stein, Jerome Horsey) in good conditions; Herberstein reported that his servant went 400 miles from Novgorod to Moscow in 72 hours! But these speeds are unusual. Others estimated that Novgorod to Moscow normally took five days in winter, seven to eight in summer; similarly the mercenary soldier to Ivan IV Heinrich von Staden reported that he traveled from Dorpat to Moscow, 200 miles, in six days. Mail traveled between Arkhangelsk and Moscow using water and land routes in the late seventeenth century in the summer in eight to nine days for 700 miles, and in the spring and fall, ten to eleven days. In practice, however, most travel was probably less speedy. Bad weather, poor road upkeep, back-breaking coaches without springs, lazy or venal coachmen, or lame horses slowed things down.
In the mid-sixteenth century the state imposed on communities a different format of coach service. The community was to provide not horses but "volunteers," individuals who would maintain a stable of horses at a way station. Communities supported these coachmen with subventions for them and their horses and were also obliged to provide food and escorts for official messengers and travelers. Communities joined coachmen in various public services, such as maintaining local roads and providing additional horses and carriages when major parties traveled through (embassies, supply trains in war). These permanent coachmen provided officials with fresh horses, food, feed, and occasionally drivers, escorts, and carts; travelers required official letters of passage (podorozhnye). Stations ranged in size from ten or so families to up to seventy. In addition to a residential enclave, coach stations included stables, hay fields, grazing fields, and strings ofhorses which were branded (coachmen had a system for returning horses to their home stations). The largest stations constituted independent suburbs on the edges of towns; Moscow had six coachmen's suburbs already at the end of the sixteenth century, at the gates to highways to Smolensk, Tver-Novgorod, Dmitrov, Iaroslavl', Vladimir, and Kolomna-Riazan. In such settings, coachmen could do well for themselves: with many hands to share the work, they could devote some time to lucrative side work in trade, artisan work, or private shipping. But the work could be onerous, particularly in small, isolated settings where the state struggled to maintain staffing as coachmen fled to the easier life of townsmen.
Extending into the great distances of Siberia was a difficult challenge: the earliest coach stations (built 1598-1601) were staffed with men recruited from towns of the Russian north and Kazan. Coach stations extended through Verkhotur'e (the main customs gate until 1763) to Tobolsk by the 1630s, but for many decades to points farther east the state relied on local communities for horses and carts on demand, unable to staff enough coach stations. Relying on community support for official transports, early modern Russia had a skeletal but effective communications network among the towns and frontier posts that mattered most to it.
Other networks of communication occasionally supplemented the system of coachmen and fixed stations, again involving forcible population movements. One was what Americans might call a pony express, that is, a network for urgent communications between Moscow and its provincial governors and commanders. This developed in the second half of the seventeenth century as Muscovy expanded its fortified lines into the steppe, became engaged in war with the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and won the suzerainty of the Left Bank Cossack Hetmanate. The Military Service Chancery created a system of express couriers, assigned from musketeers, artillery men, and even gentry who were moved to the frontier where they served a year-long term, living in groups of four to six men at existing coach stations or newly created ones. Passing the mail pouch from rider to rider without stop, they could transport documents from Tula to Moscow in twenty hours, from Kyiv to Moscow in 114 hours; they went daily in high campaign season (spring into summer), less often through autumn and winter. With the Cossack alliance in 1654 and the outbreak of the Thirteen Years War (1654-67), an express courier network was created to Ukraine. Less urgent correspondence, as well as individuals and goods, were to go by the coach system where it could be established on the turbulent frontier, or otherwise by requisitioning horses from communities. Speedy courier services existed only as long as they were needed; as Peter I turned his military attention from the south to the Baltic arena in the first decades of the eighteenth century, express service was ended to Ukraine and developed in the Baltic theater.
A commercial mail network was developed in the late seventeenth century, growing out of the state's importation of European newspapers and the increasing pace of diplomatic communications through Baltic ports. Monopolies for regular mail service (diplomatic, official, and private) between Moscow and Vilnius and Riga were awarded to foreigners in the 1660s, but the routes did not flourish until A. A. Vinius in the 1670s and 1680s took over the project. He established a regular postal service between Moscow and Baltic ports, points in Ukraine, the southern frontier, Smolensk, Arkhangelsk, even as far as Tobolsk in Siberia. Although mail was carried by couriers wearing white uniforms to distinguish them from coachmen's green, Vinius' mail service was based on coach stations, where dedicated horses and riders stood at the ready. When it worked well, the mail could travel very quickly: in the summer in the 1690s mail between Moscow and Arkhangelsk took eight to nine days, Moscow and Tobolsk two months.
One should not, however, exaggerate this communication network. The state created it for military and diplomatic purposes, with little attempt to serve the population at large. Towns and villages were responsible for construction of their own roads and bridges. This was a skeletal network that reflected the state's pragmatic definition of its role.
PUBLIC HYGIENE
A final demonstration of the state's ability to assert its power came in the fight against infectious diseases. We saw in Chapter 1 that Russia suffered in the common European and Eurasian transfer of diseases. The infectious nature of epidemics was somewhat known to folk medicine and the state imposed some basic prohibitive measures when disease broke out in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, particularly for plague. There is reference already in 1552 to guards posted on the roads between Novgorod and Pskov to Moscow, prohibiting communication in time of epidemic, and of quarantines of infected houses and streets within cities, as in Novgorod in 1570-2. Punishment was severe for those crossing such boundaries. Guards were routinely placed at borders, governors were queried for information on epidemics abroad, foreigners were questioned about plague in the areas they had come from, diplomats could be turned back or quarantined. In 1636, for example, word had it that plague (associated with outbreaks slightly earlier in Italy and in this same year in Holland) had broken out in Crimea. Quarantines were placed in Livny and Oskol, two key routes connecting to the
Crimea, and ambassadors from the Crimea were forbidden to enter Moscow. At times in the early seventeenth century the government forbade the import of grain from infected areas, and burials of the infected dead were supposed to be confined to specially designated repositories. The plague epidemic that hit Moscow in August 1654 and endured in the vicinity until 1657 presented a particular challenge: the royal family fled the city and guards were placed on all roads from Moscow to prevent the contagion from spreading to the Russian army encamped at Smolensk.
In the 1640s a complete line of guard stations against disease was built between Moscow and Vladimir, guarding the Vladimir highway and nine smaller crossings to the west and south. Local populations bore an onerous burden of building and manning them, as well as quarantining suspected carriers and maintaining quarantine if disease broke out in their border town. There were established routines for disinfecting infected homes and for burning property directly associated with the infected. These efforts, however, were only as good as local administrations, which chronically suffered from lack of manpower and resources. Particularly interesting were measures to protect that government's rulers: in the seventeenth century government documentation sent from infected areas was carefully watched so as not to bring infection to Moscow. Documents were to be passed through the smoke of a juniper or sagebrush fire, thought to be disinfecting, and anything destined for the Kremlin chanceries or Tsar had to be copied multiple times on new sheets of clean paper before the final copy would be sent on to the capital. These good efforts depended upon available manpower and density of network to be effective.
All in all, through the seventeenth century the Muscovite state showed itself capable of exerting force to accomplish its goals. It used coercive force to conquer and suppress resistance; like its European counterparts it imbedded violence in criminal procedure and punishments. It oversaw the realm with a skeletal but highly professional bureaucracy; it surveyed its resources with cadasters and maps. It forcibly mobilized human and material resources to build roads, provide coach service, fill granaries, settle border areas. Much of this effort supported Russia's military aims. Another arena in which the state used its power was in organizing and profiting from the international and domestic economies, to which we turn in Chapter 8.
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Trade, Tax, and Production
No one was going to get rich from taxing the peasant economy in Russia's extreme climate and location. Direct taxes on the populace did provide a steady and important part of the Russian budget, but the state always supplemented with income from export and transit trade. It was transit trade from the forests to the Silk Road that attracted Rus' traders to this part of the world in the ninth century, and capturing trade depots and key river routes determined the directions of Muscovy's territorial expansion. These were the centuries when a truly global economy was developing: European maritime empires were linking already vibrant maritime and overland routes from Africa to Asia and along the old Silk Road into one global nexus of goods, as well as people and ideas. Globalization was not a solely European phenomenon: while their fast and capacious ships exponentially expanded the amount of goods that traversed seas and continents, European traders fit themselves into established trade and merchant nexuses. Overland Eurasian caravan routes, Red Sea maritime trade, busy shipping channels between India, the South China Sea, and Southeast Asia, all provided links and local manpower to the networks that powerful new European ships and navigation made truly global. The challenge to Russia was to join in and hold its own.
This was difficult, as Russia had relatively little to offer in the market. What Russia offered was raw materials of the forest (furs, timber), some semimanufactured goods (hemp, leather), and strategic geography. European merchants coveted Russia's Volga route, seeking a fast and safe passage to markets to the Middle East and beyond. In the seventeenth century Central Asian caravan trade was disrupted, and Russia, busily constructing a network of fortresses along the southern edge of Siberia, offered an alternative route, as Morris Rossabi showed. Hardly a commercial powerhouse, Russia lacked specie, capital, corporations, investment and banking infrastructures, and experienced merchants; it could hardly compete with merchants who possessed all of the above. So Muscovy's rulers navigated these challenges by doing what its peers were also doing in early modern centuries. As Matthew Romaniello remarks, they designed protectionist fiscal policy with an eye to bringing in specie, holding the foreigners at bay and protecting domestic merchants and industry.
At the same time the government engaged actively in domestic fiscal policy, striving to maximize income even from a subsistence agrarian economy and to diversify sources of income by developing industry. Russia's economic policy— protectionist to the outside world, interventionist towards its subjects—in the seventeenth century laid the foundations for what some scholars call its "modernization." The term should be used with caution, as it evokes a model that has been critiqued as Euro-centric (for discounting the greater strength of Eurasian and Asian economies compared to the European throughout the early modern era) and as deterministic, as if early modern trade led inexorably to modern capitalism. Certainly, in Russia such commercialization and economic opening did not occur. Its economic model, like its political one, was state driven and state focused, as befit an ambitious state in a situation of very limited resources. Transit trade, export trade, fiscal and industrial policy, the development of the merchant class—all were shaped by the state for the sake of state income. In taking such a tack, Russia was making the best of its limited natural, human, and political resources and became remarkably successful in its goals.
Russia's foreign trade in the sixteenth and seventeenth century was what Jarmo Kotilaine calls demand driven; Russia profited from selling goods for export and collecting customs on transit goods. It was a simple trade model: most export was in foreign hands and export was generally raw materials. Its balance of trade was good, as Russia did not offer a large market for purchase of foreign goods, certainly in these centuries. There was little wealth to be spent, peasant villages were autarkic (increasingly so as serfdom was established by 1649) and peasant manufacturing relied on locally available raw materials.
Foreign demand for Russian forest goods—naval supplies such as timber, iron, and rope, flax, linen, and leather—from northern Europe, and England in particular—increased exponentially from the sixteenth century. England, France, and the Netherlands were constructing merchant fleets and navies, all dependent on materials that Russia could offer. Furs continued to be in demand for Europe's growing middle classes; burgeoning European regions of textile and leather manufacturing flourished with Russian raw materials. Similarly, demographic growth and commercialization in the Ottoman empire, Persia, and China in these centuries kept demand for Russian furs and raw materials stronger than ever. Russia profited from foreign trade in several ways: by selling monopoly goods (a small portion), by charging protectionist tariffs and by selling monopolies to foreigners.
TRADE ROUTES AND PRODUCTS: THE NORTHERN EUROPEAN CONNECTION
Russia's trade with northern Europe had gone through Novgorod since ancient times, but once Muscovy had conquered that city in 1478, its rulers tried to establish a port on the Baltic to take direct advantage of foreign trade (see Map 2.1). Frustrated in that before 1700, the fortuitous arrival of English merchants in the 1550s kick-started trade between Russia and northern Europe on terms most advantageous to Russia.
As noted in Chapter 2, the English Muscovy company won tax-free trade rights in 1555 after Anthony Chancellor landed on the shore of the White Sea. The Muscovy Company was allowed to maintain warehouses at Kholmogory, Vologda, and even Moscow. By 1557 English were purchasing rope walks in Kholmogory to produce the commodity they most desired for export. They also bought tallow, flax, wax, and other items essential to Britain's growing navy. The English enjoyed virtual monopoly of northern trade until 1581, when Russia lost Narva and could no longer afford to restrict European trade. Dutch merchants were allowed into White Sea trade and by the end of the century their shipments to Amsterdam (sometimes to ports as far as Italy) had surpassed British trade to London in volume. In 1584 Russia founded the port of Arkhangelsk directly on the shore (Kholmogory was some 47 miles or 75 km down the Northern Dvina) to facilitate trade. With shipping possible through the White Sea for a brief window every summer, Russia and its north European partners built Arkhangelsk into Russia's most active trading port by the end of the sixteenth century.
Throughout the seventeenth century the Dutch petitioned for the tax-free privileges that the British enjoyed, but the Russian government shrewdly never gave in. As Romaniello notes, by selling (at lucrative income) the tax-free privilege to the Muscovy Company, Russia forfeited sales tax income. The state stood to profit from the lucrative sale of monopoly rights to certain commodities, for which the British and Dutch vied throughout the century. In the northern arena, these were notably tar, potash, and caviar; Russia constantly raised prices ofthe last. By awarding such monopolies to the Dutch, Russia reaped both sales tax and the premium paid for the monopoly itself. By 1649 the British had lost tax-free status with increasingly protectionist Russian policy and were outpaced by the Dutch in volume ofWhite Sea trade in the seventeenth century. As Kees Boterboem notes, the seventeenth century was the apex of Dutch global importance, its "moment" in history.
The dominant goods in the Arkhangelsk trade hailed from the Northern Dvina basin. Five goods, produced by or collected from state peasants in the north, constituted about two-thirds to three-quarters of its exports in the mid-seventeenth century: furs, prepared leather (iuft'), potash, tallow, and grain. Other products, shipped from Siberia and regions accessed by the Volga, included caviar, wax, linen and wool, Persian silk, hats, and rhubarb. The state also systematically moved trade around the realm in the seventeenth century, directing shipments of goods to the Baltic or Arkhangelsk based on shifting price and demand, despite the distance and costs involved. Hemp and flax from northwestern regions, for example, were shipped to Arkhangelsk through a network of rivers and lakes when prices or circumstances were advantageous.
At Arkhangelsk Russian merchants imported European cloth (from Flanders, England, and central Europe), arms and munitions, paper, pins, herring, and wine. By the seventeenth century colonial products from Dutch and English African and Asian possessions also arrived, including gems, fruit, dyes, pepper, and spices, and above all silver in payment for a favorable balance of trade. Timothy Brook argued that it was the seventeenth century when Europe fully became a partner in global trade, adding maritime empires to Eurasian overland trade that had linked much of the globe for centuries, and "possessing" new lands through colonial, economic, and cultural control.
Arkhangelsk thrived as one of Russia's most important emporia from the mid- sixteenth through the seventeenth century, despite its challenges. The journey there from Europe was possible only in the summer season and took four weeks from Amsterdam in good conditions; the Arkhangelsk trade fair lasted through August and ships returned in September. Most foreigners did not venture inland, prohibited from retail trade and inhibited by transit fees and higher tariffs; in Arkhangelsk merchants of the city of Moscow (but not necessarily the wealthiest and most important ones, called gosti) dominated over merchants from smaller Russian towns, purchasing over half the imported goods in 1630, for example. Economically, it was an advantageous situation for foreign merchants, as the customs duties were lower than Sweden charged in its Livonian and Baltic ports, and the remoteness of the location meant that Russian merchants could be bargained down in price, since they wanted to avoid return shipping or storage costs for unsold goods.
From Arkhangelsk purchased goods went by river south to Vologda, where parties waited out the autumn muddy season; in the seventeenth century merchants from Moscow, Holland, and England had homes and warehouses there. Today a
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Figure8.1 This towering Sofiia Cathedral (1568-70) in the now sleepy town of Vologda once presided over a busy trade route between Moscow and Arkhangelsk on the White Sea. It is one of several sixteenth-century cathedrals in the style of Moscow's Dormition Cathedral disseminated around the realm to represent Moscow power. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

sleepy backwater, in its heyday the town boasted an immense cathedral (1587; Figure 8.1) patronized by the ruling family; the region was surrounded by enterprising monasteries also active in trade. With winter freeze, transit resumed overland by sled to Iaroslavl', where some goods took the Volga and others continued on the Moscow. Arkhangelsk, therefore, became Russia's most direct link in a chain that connected its goods with global trade through the Volga route and European maritime routes.
During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the Baltic Sea itself continued to be a constant focus for Russian trade, in spite of regular disruption: in the Livonian War (ended in 1582) Russia lost its port on the Baltic (Narva) and had to use Swedish ports (Riga, Reval), and during Russia's "Time of Troubles" (1605-13) trade virtually collapsed in this arena. Still, the Baltic was much more directly connected to a demographically booming part of Europe than was Arkhangelsk, being open for more months ofthe year. Here the Dutch were dominant in Russian export trade until the 1680s, when the English surged ahead on the strength of colonial goods and naval technology. As in Arkhangelsk, Dutch and English sold European textiles and colonial products to Russian merchants in exchange for linen, hemp, hides, and iuft'produced in Livonia, the Grand Duchy, and Russian western borderlands.
In the Baltic arena local merchants were more active in trade than in the White Sea. By the Treaty of Stolbovo (1617, affirmed in Treaty of Kardis 1661) Russian merchants were allowed to trade in Stockholm, Vyborg, Reval, and Narva, and Russian policy made sure to make goods available for this trade by shifting goods. Russian merchants have a reputation for not venturing abroad (lacking capital to maintain fleets of ships competitive with British and Dutch carriers), but in the Baltic they did, using small craft to venture as far as Stockholm. They traded hides, lard, hemp, and flax for Swedish copper and iron. They created informal trade associations for credit and cooperation, cited from the 1640s: those from Novgorod, Tikhvin, and Olonets formed a loose union for Stockholm trade, while those from Pskov cooperated in trade with Narva, Reval, and Dorpat. Pskov and Novgorod merchants flourished on this trade, providing centers of exchange of Russian and transit goods such as Persian silks between Livonian ports and Volga- based trade.
Through the seventeenth century Russia's balance of trade through the Baltic was favorable, generally in the form of silver and copper money and bullion. By the 1680s and 1690s, on the eve of Peter I's founding of St. Petersburg on the Gulf of Finland (1703), trade in the Baltic rivaled Arkhangelsk.
Overland trade through the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania had existed for centuries, and flourished in these centuries of European and Polish demographic and economic growth, flexibly adjusting to disruptions of war and conquest. Smolensk, acquired by Russia in 1514, was a key hub east, and in the sixteenth century Russian merchants traveled as far as Vilnius (where their trade center and customs house, or gostinnyi dvor, was cited from 1503), bringing furs, hides, and fish, honey and hops to sell for textiles, wine, and metal products such as knives. With the loss of Smolensk in 1618 and seventeenth-century warfare, the borderland town of Viaz'ma became a key borderland hub of trade into the Grand Duchy. When Russia regained Smolensk after 1667, its trade oriented towards Riga in Livonia, rather than into the still turbulent Grand Duchy.
After the Thirteen Years War (1654-67) won Russia a strip of territory of the Grand Duchy and closer ties with the Hetmanate, export and domestic trade developed in response. While Right Bank Ukraine and Poland-Lithuania were embroiled in a half-century of war, the Left Bank's export trade reoriented toward Russia. Ukrainian goods that had previously shipped to Gdansk in Poland now aimed at Moscow, traveling through the new towns of the Belgorod line. Exports included distilled spirits and tobacco, cattle, sheep-skin, cloth of European and Ukrainian production, potash (often shipped on to Arkhangelsk for re-export) and saltpeter (for Russia's growing munitions industry). Briansk and its fair at nearby Svinsk became lively centers of trade by Ukrainian, Greek, and Armenian merchants in goods from Ukrainian lands and the Ottoman empire. By the end of the century, goods from the Hetmanate were in value about a third of Baltic and Arkhangelsk exports, while the still-turbulent Smolensk route amounted to less than a tenth.
TRADE ROUTES: EASTERN TRADE
The drama of the British "discovery" of Russia through their shipwreck on the White Sea should not obscure the fact that Russia's traditional trade with the east was more profitable than European trade, at least from the sixteenth century to the mid-seventeenth. Russia's trade with the great Middle Eastern markets—the Ottoman empire, Safavid Persia, Mughal India, China—remained a vital source of income, as Russia's persistent efforts to win ports on the Black and Caspian Seas and to control the steppe attest. Accustomed to caravan trade, some Russian merchants ventured farther into this arena than into northern Europe, traveling into Persia, Central Asia, India, and eventually China, but as a rule eastern merchants—Christian Armenians, Hindu Indians, Muslim Turks and Bukharans, and others—brought most eastern goods to Russia. To traders from the great emporia of the Silk Road, as Stephen Dale notes, Russia was "the most underdeveloped or 'peripheral' European state in the early modern era," inasmuch as here, as in points north, Russia exported raw materials, or re-exported European items. But demand was steady.
Russia's biggest eastern trading partner and sphere in the seventeenth century was not the Ottoman empire. Political relations were tense: the first direct military engagement between Russia and the Ottoman army occurred in 1677 in the course of war sparked by the Khmelnytsky revolt. Tensions stayed high as Russia tried twice, unsuccessfully, to capture Azov in the 1680s. Thus, Turkish merchants did not approach Russian ports directly, but through the vibrant market town of Jassy in Moldova. Some traveled on to trade in Kyiv, Viaz'ma, and even Moscow. From Muscovy Ottoman traders wanted luxury items of government monopolies— walrus tusks, hunting birds, sable, and silver fox—as well as cloths and hides.
They brought to Russia silk, cotton, linen, processed hides, sabers, dyes, spices and gems, and Turkish horses.
Most of Russia's eastern trade in the seventeenth century went through Russia's great emporium in the east, Astrakhan, designated by the New Commercial Code of 1667 an official customs gate; in the seventeenth century in volume of trade it rivaled Arkhangelsk. Russian merchants from Moscow, Nizhnii Novgorod, Kazan, and other Volga towns brought goods to Astrakhan down the Volga, sailing with the current in the summer; return trade made the journey north in late summer, rowed in boats owned by Astrakhan merchants. They awaited winter freeze in Nizhnii Novgorod, and in winter some goods proceeded overland to Moscow. Russian merchants sold the familiar local products (processed hides, linen, wooden utensils, furs, honey, and caviar) and transit goods (European woolen cloth, finished clothing, leather goods, and hats).
At Astrakhan, Persian, Armenian, and Indian merchants sold Persian silks and leather goods, raw silk (for production by Moscow artisans), rugs, cottons, and velvet. To encourage trade, from the 1630s Russia maintained a fleet of armed barges to ferry traders and goods safely across the Caspian, fearing Cossack raids. In addition to a trade center (gostinnyi dvor) for Russian merchants, Astrakhan hosted three other such centers, for resident Indian, Armenian, and Muslim traders (Persian and Central Asian).
Armenians played a particular role in eastern trade into Russia. They had been engaged in Volga trade for centuries before the Ottoman and Safavid empires, and in those empires they enjoyed religious tolerance and autonomies. The Armenians cited as resident in Astrakhan as early as 1616 were probably the so-called New Julfa Armenians from Persia. Shah Abbas (1587-1629), in the midst of war over Armenia with the Ottomans (1604-5), had forcibly transferred many Armenians from Julfa to a diaspora suburb ofNew Julfa near Isfahan and had given them trade privileges. Capitalizing on their common Christianity, Julfa Armenians cultivated good relations with Russia. In 1659, for example, an eminent Julfan merchant of the Shahrimanian family gave a fabulous golden throne, studded with gems and diamonds to Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich; it was subsequently used in Russian coronation ceremonies. Armenians in Astrakhan were affluent enough to erect stone churches; by the mid-eighteenth century they had compiled a commercial code by which they regulated their community in their own courthouse.
Since the arrival of the British, they and many others—Dutch, Swedes, Germans—had wooed the Russian government for exclusive transit rights along the Volga. When the great German scholar Adam Olearius visited Russia in the 1630s-40s, he served in an embassy for Schleswig-Holstein Duke Frederick III, who hoped to win such a monopoly for his ambitious realm. In 1619 the Persian Shah granted the Dutch rights to export silk through Russia, but Russia jealously controlled that trade, limiting them to markets in the north and Moscow, consigning silk trade from Astrakhan north on the Volga to Russian merchants. At the same time, the Dutch worked closely with Armenian merchants in worldwide trade. Thus, when in 1667 Russia awarded a trade monopoly of silk and some other Iranian and India goods to the Christian Armenians, the Dutch were collateral winners. Russia took this step not only for the lucrative income of the monopoly license, but also as an overture to the Safavids, hoping to build an anti- Ottoman coalition. This monopoly directly violated the 1667 New Commercial Charter, inasmuch as it allowed Armenian merchants to traverse Russia and engage in retail trade in Astrakhan, Moscow, and Arkhangelsk as well as deliver Persian silk to their Dutch partners in Moscow. Armenians maintained their privileges for decades; they were confirmed and extended in 1711.
Equally important in Russia's Volga market were Indian merchants, like the Armenians an age-old Eurasian trade force. Indian merchants appear in the Volga trade by the early seventeenth century, and by mid-century had established a community in Astrakhan. Like Astrakhan's Armenians with their ties to New Julfa in Persia, Astrakhan's Indian merchants represented family firms headquartered in Isfahan, Kandahar, Bukhara, and India. For them, export trade to Russia was a tiny portion of a thriving global enterprise. By the 1670s and 1680s Astrakhan's Indian community had grown to almost 100 merchant families; it enjoyed privileges of religious observation and self-government for internal disputes.
Indian merchants in Astrakhan sold spices, Iranian silk, and Indian cottons, gems, and jewelry; they bought European re-exports and Russian goods—western woolens and other cloth, Russian leather, fox and sable, iron and needles—to ship back to Iran. In Astrakhan they were also famed as money lenders in a credit-starved business environment; they were better capitalized than their Russian counterparts because of their family-based international trade networks. According to the 1667 New Commercial Code Indian merchants were supposed to work with Armenian or Russian partners to bring their goods to Kazan, Nizhnii Novgorod, and Moscow, and many such shared caravans are recorded. But these protectionist regulations were not firmly enforced: in 1684 a small trade center (gostinnyi dvor) in the Kitaigorod neighborhood of Moscow housed a variety of eastern traders— Bukharans, Iranians, Armenians, and some twenty-one Indian merchants. When Russian merchants petitioned the state to prohibit their access to Moscow ("these Indians who live in Astrakhan without paying tribute enrich themselves because they never serve our state"), the Indian merchants responded by pointing out how much income they had brought the state in customs duties. The state reiterated the regulations but continued not to enforce strictly. At the same time Russia sought trade privileges for its merchants to trade in its eastern neighbors; ten embassies to Persia between 1590 and 1626 and many to the Ottoman empire were unsuccessful, as were repeated embassies to India (1646, 1651, 1675) until 1695.
After Persia, the second most important trading partner for Russian trade was Central Asia. Since Mongol times goods from Central Asia and parts east were being brought to the Volga by "Bukharan" merchants, a generic term including traders from Bukhara, Khwarazm (Khiva), and other Central Asian centers. They brought hides, saddles, bridles, sheepskin, horses, slaves, Chinese textiles and goods, colonial goods including spices, tobacco, indigo, fine leather, rhubarb, and gems. They purchased European woolen cloth, walrus tusks, Russian hats, and wooden products, and especially furs—it is said that in 1595 they purchased so many that they flooded the market in Iran with black sables and foxes.
From Central Asia Bukharan merchants reached Astrakhan by several routes: traveling across the plains between the Aral and Caspian Seas along the Kazakh steppes, or sailing across the Caspian from Karagan and Kabakly, after the 1630s in barges provided and armed by the Russian government (see Map 3.1). With the conquest of Kazan and Astrakhan, Bukharan merchants traded in several Volga towns, including Tsaritsyn, Saratov, Samara, Kazan, and Moscow; in the late sixteenth century they were excluded from trade in Moscow, but the policy was relaxed after the Time of Troubles to allow the most important Bukharan merchants with large shipments of valuable goods into the capital.
In addition to bringing goods for the Volga route from Astrakhan, Bukharan traders also developed routes through western Siberia. To encourage the trade, in the 1590s Russia awarded them freedom from customs duties; the same privilege was given to the Nogais, great breeders of steppe ponies who, along with Kazakhs, Kalmyks, Bashkirs, and other steppe groups, sold thousands of horses annually for the Russian, Indian, and Chinese armies. Even when the state was cutting back on such privileges, in 1622 Bukharan merchants were still paying only half the rates imposed on foreigners elsewhere in the empire. This route took them directly north from Bukhara along the Irtysh and Ilim Rivers. Bukharan merchants brought Chinese goods, spices, tea, rhubarb (valued in Europe for medicinal purposes), and gems; in the markets of Tiumen and Tobolsk they bought the familiar basket of Russian exports—furs, and some textiles and European re-exports.
In the seventeenth century Tobolsk was the key center for Central Asian trade, followed by Tara farther up the Irtysh and Tiumen. By the early seventeenth century Bukharans had not only a gostinnyi dvor in Tobolsk but a neighborhood and settled population from which they set out on caravans to China to gather goods. Tobolsk Bukharans were also given trade privileges to travel to Kazan, Astrakhan, and Arkhangelsk and by the end of the seventeenth century they had a trade center in Krasnoiarsk in the Altais and had set up in trade in Irkutsk in eastern Siberia as well.
When the traditional "Silk Road" caravan trade was disrupted at mid-century by turbulence in northwestern China, Uyghuristan, and Central Asia, Siberia offered a more secure route and the Bukharans were in place to manage that trade. By this time, Russia had established a line of fortresses across the southern edge of western and eastern Siberia. At mid-century Bukharan merchants bought a lucrative monopoly (1644, renewed in 1686) on the China trade for Russia that allowed them to bring goods all the way to Moscow and trade at centers in between. Their caravans from China went north from Beijing to Nerchinsk (Figure 8.2), then followed the Amur west to Lake Baikal and Irkutsk and on to Tobolsk; in 1652 the Russian government declared first right of purchase for these Chinese goods. Going in the opposite direction, Russian merchants from Moscow and Ustiug readily brought goods as far as Nerchinsk, traveling from Verkhotur'e across the Urals to Tobolsk, from there overland to Eniseisk and via the Yenisei River to Irkutsk, then across Lake Baikal to Selinginsk and on to Nerchinsk.
The Bukharans enabled Russia to play a significant role in overland global trade, but Russia also strove to win treaties for direct trade. Russia sent missions to China
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Figure 8.2 The Angara River, the only river that exits the immense Lake Baikal in Siberia, is visible beyond this village wooden chapel; nearby are Nerchinsk (1689) and Kiakhta (1727), sites of treaties and busy entrepots for trade with China. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

to formalize trade relations repeatedly—1618-19, 1653, 1658, 1666, 1675, 1684/5— succeeding only in 1689 with the Treaty of Nerchinsk, to which China agreed in return for stopping Russian settlement into the Amur valley basin. The treaty forced Russia to yield settlements south ofthe Amur, but establishing durable terms of Russo-China trade. State caravans of monopoly goods and private merchant caravans were permitted to travel annually to Beijing. China guarded its trade even more jealously than Russia did, and this treaty established a single town of entry (initially Nerchinsk, Khiatka in the 1720s) through the eighteenth century and maintained a policy of limited caravans.
TRADE POLICY
Before the eighteenth century, Russian trade policy did not follow a formal philosophy such as mercantilism; rather, it skillfully toed a line between sometimes conflicting goals. The state wanted, on the one hand, to bring in income and specie (customs duties, state monopolies, or selling lucrative monopolies on sales or production to foreigners and natives) and, on the other, to protect domestic merchants and production. Foreign specie was crucial to underwrite military reform and state building, but acquiring it risked turning Russia into a de facto colonial outpost of Dutch, English, or Persian trade. Therefore, as noted, Russia was stingy with trade monopolies: the English received trade monopolies in 1555, but their repeated requests for renewals and expansion were refused, and the English lost those privileges entirely in 1649. Despite repeated efforts, the Dutch never received an official trade monopoly, although many individual Dutch merchants received charters for trade and industry, the premiums for these licenses bringing Russia valuable income. Monopolies granted, for example, to the New Julfa Armenians in 1667 for silk and to the Bukharans for China trade similarly lined state coffers as well as bringing in customs income.
State policy tried to prohibit foreign merchants from retail trade entirely and from the interior as much as possible. Major foreign merchant communities enjoyed neighborhoods, warehouses, and/or markets in key trading towns for wholesale trade only. Nevertheless, many trade centers enjoyed cosmopolitan populations. In the seventeenth century the English had warehouses in Arkhangelsk, Kholmogory, Vologda, and Moscow; the Swedes had access to Moscow, Novgorod, Pskov, and Ladoga, while Dutch merchants had warehouses in Arkhangelsk, Kholmogory, Vologda, Iaroslavl' (a key customs depot), and Moscow. As we have seen, in 1684 Moscow hosted a trade center for Bukharan, Persian, Armenian, and Indian merchants; furthermore, Bukharan merchants traded in Volga towns and Persian traders in Kazan and Nizhnii Novgorod.
Foreign merchants tended to live in communities, a practice that Moscow formalized over time. Since the sixteenth century the capital had had a neighborhood for merchants from Poland and the Grand Duchy; in 1652 a "German" neighborhood was established for northern European Protestant traders. Small communities of Armenians were cited from the 1640s in Kazan, the 1660s in Moscow (with a church) and in St. Petersburg as early as 1710. Such neighborhoods offered the foreigners self-government and religious autonomy (there had been a Dutch Reformed church in Moscow since 1625), but they also allowed the state to collect customs and control trade more efficiently.
As in most early modern states, the tsar claimed monopolies (in Europe often called the king's economic regalia) or right of first refusal for a wide range of products; already in the sixteenth century luxury furs, walrus tusks, wax, and honey were sold by the tsar's agents for the benefit of state coffers. In 1653 the extensive transit trade in rhubarb from China (valued in Europe as a purgative) was declared a state monopoly, as Erika Monahan has shown. The Dutch in the seventeenth century won a monopoly on export of caviar (valued in Catholic countries during Lenten fast). But the state's monopolies should not be exaggerated: the state's portion of exports was perhaps 10 percent, and its preferential purchases of imports (cloths, gold, jewels, woolens, silks and velvets, wine, Persian luxury goods) at Arkhangelsk in the seventeenth century were only 1 percent of that port's volume.
Nevertheless, throughout the seventeenth century Russian merchants complained of unfair competition from foreign merchants, perhaps because foreigners easily got around prohibitions on retail sales. In petitions of 1627, 1635, 1637, 1646, and 1649 Russian merchants sought preferential tariff rates and protection in retail sales. The state responded by raising tolls on foreigners at Arkhangelsk in 1646 and in 1649 by depriving the British of their remaining tax immunities and of permission to reside in the interior (this was also in protest at the execution of King Charles I). The 1649 Lawcode codified rules against foreigners owning shops or engaging in retail trade and imposed higher fees for transport, customs, and licensing.
After 1649 Muscovite trade policy became more emphatically protectionist, but remained flexible. Decrees of 1653 simplified taxes and customs on all trade, setting a 5 percent basic rate for Russian merchants, but imposing on foreign merchants an extra 2 percent transit duty within Russia. The 1667 New Commercial Code, intended specifically to bring in bullion in the aftermath of the successful but expensive Thirteen Years War (1654-67), simplified and standardized in an effort to eliminate foreign merchants from the Russian interior. Restrictions would be applied to all foreigners, with no individual monopolies offered. Fees were raised and were to be paid up front, regardless of the subsequent success of the venture. Customs duties were to be paid in silver or gold, but export duties were forgiven if they purchased such goods in bullion. Prohibitions against retail trade were reiterated and wholesale sales tax rates for the interior were hiked up for foreigners. Foreigners were limited in their ability to own land in Russia and, to further the goal of simplification, flat rates for transit of goods were defined. Foreigners were by and large kept to border towns—the Dutch and English to Arkhangelsk, the Swedes to Novgorod and Pskov; eastern traders to Astrakhan; those trading overland to the Baltic and Poland-Lithuania to Smolensk; trade with Left Bank Ukraine to Putivl'.
The effect of the 1667 New Commercial Code was many-fold: it succeeded in bringing in specie and it protected domestic merchants and trade. In particular it reined in trade on the Volga, limiting foreign merchants' access north of Astrakhan. It also forced foreigners to work with Russian merchants to bring goods to the interior; smuggling also soared. The example of tobacco is most telling: by 1634 tobacco sales were forbidden, Russia having calculated that, as Romaniello shows, importing such a potentially popular consumer item would drain more specie than it brought to the state in fees. But illegal trade continued, with British and Chinese imports leading the way. Tobacco trade was legalized in 1697 by granting a lucrative license fee to a group of British merchants. At the same time, the state was not fully protectionist when it suited its purposes, indicated by the fact that the New Commercial Code's restrictions were generally not applied in Siberia. Bukharan merchants maintained their privileges in the China trade and in access to the domestic market.
Muscovite merchants failed to take advantage of their favorable position, however, because of dearth of credit and capital, lack of economic infrastructure, and lack of a labor market. There was insufficient capital and expertise, for example, to found a native Russian merchant marine; the only shipping done in Russian boats plied the Baltic from Livonia to Sweden in modest vessels. Only Europeans had the technological know-how and resources for the large ships required for White Sea and Baltic passages. Russia's successful merchants were constantly vulnerable to being drafted into state service in one of the three corporations of merchants, as we discuss in Chapter 11; these roles had potential for great earnings, but also exposed the merchant to the state's confiscatory power if they failed to meet their expected income. Being a merchant in Russia's underdeveloped economy was perilous.
Russia's trade policy over the seventeenth century accomplished its goals: indirect taxes on trade constituted 40 percent of budget revenue, to which were added monopolies awarded to foreigners; the percentage grew in the late seventeenth century. As Jarmo Kotilaine argues, Russia had leveraged foreign trade to gain the income and specie it needed to reform the army, win crucial wars and territory (particularly on the western frontier and Siberia), monetize its economy, and stimulate production ofproducts in demand for Europe's growing navies and industry. By refusing to grant Europeans transit rights across Russia to India and China, Russia preserved the income from a vibrant export trade. Government policies, including serfdom that kept labor costs down as well as state monopolies and protectionist fees, promoted Russia's interests.
By the end of the century, Russia was criss-crossed with several global trade nexuses—from the White Sea to Astrakhan down the Volga, from the Baltic to the interior, connecting with eastern trade through Ukrainian and Volga spheres. The Baltic was growing in importance among the key border ports. The stage was set for further growth, as demand from Europe only increased.
DOMESTIC TAX POLICY
Despite the romance of export trade transporting exotic silks and luxurious sable and fox along mighty river routes, the foundation of Russia's economy through the early modern period—and the bulk of the income of the Russian state—came from direct and indirect taxes from the towns and villages of a primarily agrarian countryside. At home peasants produced much of what they needed for daily life, but they turned to fairs, markets, and towns to sell surplus food and manufactured goods to pay cash tax levies and to obtain items they did not themselves produce. For many reasons, including the autarkic nature of Russian peasant society, towns in early modern Russia were fewer, smaller, and less "urban" in many of the characteristics that characterized towns in Europe. But they existed and provided key functions of goods exchange. With its tax and other fiscal policies, the state exerted its most direct influence on individuals across the realm.
Domestic economic policy in Muscovy was aimed to bring in income to finance war, military reform, government apparatus, subvention of the elite, and the like. Grand princes early on strove to monetize the economy by producing coinage and shifting taxes to cash. Various principalities and towns had been minting since the 1360s or 1370s, and with Moscow's conquests of Novgorod (1478), Tver' (1485), and Pskov (1510), the grand princes centralized minting. Monetary reforms of 1534-5 standardized Novgorodian and Moscow coinage to a single system and established standard weights and measures; coinage, however, was always in short supply until domestic silver mines were exploited in the mid-eighteenth century. Until then, silver coinage was produced by melting down European silver thalers.
Experiments with cheap copper coinage in the 1660s provoked widespread riots and were short-lived.
If the seventeenth century marks what looks like "modernization" on the European model for Russia's economy, the concept of "centralization" is often applied to the sixteenth century. It was a time when Moscow's grand princes began to consolidate their authority in more systematic ways, including building a bureaucracy and expanding the land fund for the army, as we have seen. The economy was a principal focus of such centralization. Early in the sixteenth century myriad fifteenth-century direct taxes were consolidated and new ones introduced to pay for new military formations, an expanded coach network, and urban fortifications. The state (and landlords) commuted to cash as many taxes as possible; at mid-century the state standardized the unit of direct land taxation as the "Moscow sokha," a measure of acreage calculated differentially according to the quality of land. To support the army, rates for military servitors' land were set lower than those for monastic land. Indirect taxes were also introduced, including by mid- fifteenth century a state monopoly on distilling and selling honey, beer, and vodka.
Immunities from state taxes were a central, but conflicted, aspect offiscal policy in the sixteenth century. Efforts were made to limit them: in 1551 many fiscal immunities were cancelled to increase revenues, and in 1572 and 1580 the donation ofland to immune landlords such as monasteries was limited in order to maintain the fund of land from which military servitors served and their peasants paid state taxes. But the state's immunities policy was inconsistent. Periods of canceling fiscal immunities alternated with eras (1530s-40s, 1560s-70, 1590s) when they were generously granted to reward political favorites, to garner support in time of war, and to encourage trade and settlement (as in monopolies and immunities given to the Stroganovs in the Urals). Immunities and land grants given to favorites continued to undercut the state's income through the seventeenth century.
Perhaps the most contradictory, and certainly self-destructive, economic policy in the sixteenth century was the wanton raising of taxes to pay the costs of state building and war, without regard for the population's ability to pay. Russian rulers did not attempt to work out a state budget until the late seventeenth century, and did not come near to getting control of an empire-wide budgeting process until a century after that. In the sixteenth century, taxes simply reflected demand. The tax rate per unit of land (sokha) rose from five to eight rubles from 1500 to 1520 and stayed steady for a while, then climbed precipitously. Tax rates rose 55 percent from 1536 to 1545, an estimated 286 percent (with commutations to cash) from 1552 to 1556, another 60 percent in the 1560s, and another 41 percent in the 1570s, reaching 151 rubles. Meanwhile, landlords were squeezing their peasants in a time of the Oprichnina, Livonian war, and natural disasters such as plague, crop failure, and famine in these Little Ice Age decades. In the seventeenth century rates rose again to pay for war and rebuilding after it (the Time of Troubles)—in the 1610s-20s, they reached 1,200-600 rubles per sokha. Tax rates fell through the 1630s to about 500 to 560, but soared to 1,700 rubles by mid-century, with relatively little inflation in this century. Even accounting for the sixteenth-century commutation of in-kind services to cash, these are unbearable rates. The result was arrears, abandonment of settled lands, followed by enserfment, as discussed in Chapter 10.
In the seventeenth century the economy prospered with demographic growth, territorial expansion, wealth from Siberian furs, and steadily rising foreign demand for these and other Russian products. But war and military reform claimed all this income, and state fiscal policy turned towards control of productive resources, more indirect taxes, and greater protectionism. Significant government revenues came from indirect taxes, including customs, sales taxes, and the domestic alcohol monopoly (landed gentry could produce alcohol, but it could be sold only by state shops or by holders of this tax farm). These were collected with a mixture of state oversight (merchants acting as the state's factors were assigned to collect customs, for example) and tax farming. Tax farming was more common in the center and on the steppe borderland than in the north (where community self- government provided officials to collect taxes). The wealthiest merchants, recruited into the role of factor (the gosti), could afford to purchase the most lucrative tax farms (such as alcohol income in Moscow), while lesser farms (local taverns, tolls, and customs) were purchased by a range of people—merchants, townsmen, Cossacks, soldiers, and peasants. The state constantly battled the problem of graft in collecting its income.
The state also tried to standardize customs and taxes across the empire, with limited effect. It was customary, for example, that towns favored their own merchants in sales taxes and tolls; from the late sixteenth century the state tried to restrict such policies and decreed them abolished in 1653. It also combined some customs taxes to ease shipments through major ports and increase profit to the state. Still, Russia was riddled with different taxes and tolls at regional borders across the empire in these centuries.
In addition to direct taxes on land, throughout the seventeenth century Russia added others. In the aftermath of the Time of Troubles in the 1620s, the Romanovs declared extraordinary levies to pay for military reform and restoration; these became annual taxes (a "third" tax, a "fifth") to pay for the Smolensk (1632-4) and Thirteen Years wars (1654-67). Although extraordinary levies continued into the 1670s, by mid-century the state was trying to impose a more consistent fiscal policy. The Lawcode of 1649 decidedly improved direct tax collection by fixing rural and urban populations to their towns or villages, accomplishing enserfment. It also deprived landlords of the immune tax status that their properties in towns had enjoyed, a move that in principle awarded taxed townsmen a monopoly on urban trade. This ban on immune neighborhoods, however, proved difficult to enforce well into the eighteenth century. The state also tried to capture income from church peasants by establishing a state chancery for church property in 1649; under protest from the Church, it was abolished in 1677.
The late 1670s and 1680s witnessed energetic reforms; an effort to produce a unified state budget was made, and in 1679 the basis of direct taxation was shifted to the household on the basis of new land cadasters. The state also attempted to set rates that took into account the ability of townsmen and peasants to pay. Certainly Russia was not yet developing the sorts of sophisticated record keeping and consistent fiscal policy that smaller, more developed states like England were developing, what John Brewer called the "sinews of power" for eighteenth-century England and that Charles Tilly underscored as key to early modern state building. But the last decades ofthe seventeenth century did witness self-conscious economic reforms that tried to exert more control over the national economy.
PRODUCTIVE INDUSTRY
Russia's townsmen were not renowned for their fine work. Except in rare cases, such as the fine silk weavers ofAstrakhan, who were Armenian craftsmen, or those who wove tapestries, painted icons, and crafted jewelry in the Armory at the Kremlin, the quality of early modern Russian artisanal work was rudimentary, to judge by foreigners' comments. There were no guilds to ensure high standards and foreign goods were so expensive and so distinctive that the common artisan had no incentive to emulate them. Russia's early modern productive industries were in raw and semi-finished materials more than finished products, produced by semi-skilled peasants and townsmen.
To some extent foreign export trade stimulated Russian industry and production. For example, demand for forest and agricultural products in the north stimulated production of tar and potash (used in textile processing, soap, and glass making). Tar was declared a state monopoly in 1615, its farming generally awarded to English or Dutch merchants. Foreign merchants also invested in rope walks to produce cordage, a crucial commodity for the British navy. Demand for treated leather (iuft') prompted the development of that manufacture in Iaroslavl', Kostroma, and Nizhnii Novgorod, situated close to upper and Middle Volga ports that led both to the Caspian and the White Seas; worked leather production also developed in the Novgorod and Pskov hinterland for Baltic export. Similarly, in that area as well as on Russia's western borderlands, hemp and flax were cultivated for export through Arkhangelsk and the Baltic.
The town-country nexus of trade—by peasants themselves or in the hands of petty traders—was lively despite the autarky of serfdom. Already in the fifteenth century, regional production was developing to serve urban and export demand: fishing, drying, and preserving fish in salt for shipment was a major activity in the lake and river districts north and northwest of Moscow (Pomor'e, Beloozero, Lake Ladoga, the Volkhov and Sheksna Rivers), while the forested north and northwest produced honey and wax. Peasants of the northern St. Cyril-Beloozero monastery's many properties produced salt, fish, tallow, and leather for export or sale across the entire realm. Peasants of the major monasteries in the center, particularly the Joseph-Volokolamsk east of Moscow and Trinity-St. Sergii near Moscow, produced firewood, fish, grain, and salt. The Trinity Monastery maintained shipping fleets on the Volga, Northern Dvina, and Lake Beloozero, trading as far away as Novgorod and Kholmogory. Flax and hemp found peasant producers in a wide swath including Livonia, the Pskov and Novgorod areas, the Smolensk region, Iaroslavl', and Mozhaisk; these areas also produced textiles and leather goods for export. Central and northern towns such as Kostroma, Vologda, and Mozhaisk, where livestock production was more profitable than agriculture, specialized in leather work.
Salt and iron were important products throughout this period. Requiring capital investment and labor, salt (sol') production tended to be developed by big players, such as the Solovetskii monastery in the north and the Stroganov family in the Urals, which got its start in Sol' Vychegodsk. By 1570 the Stroganovs employed 6,000 peasants in ten salt works. Salt production on a smaller scale was also done in the Northern Dvina basin and around Astrakhan. In the fifteenth and sixteenth century iron production was rudimentary but constituted a robust small-scale industry around the realm—in Novgorod, Ustiuzhna Zheleznopol'skaia, Karelia, Iaroslavl', Tver', Vologda, Tula-Serpukhov. Bog ore could be found readily and could be processed with potash produced locally from timber. From it, blacksmiths crafted plows and scythes, kettles, and weapons for use on their estate or sale in towns.
At the same time, the state flexed its muscles to develop productive capacity for its military needs or income, readily drawing on foreign talent. Already by 1446 Russian masters were producing bronze cannon and artillery (as well as cannon balls, gunpowder, and artillery carriages), used to terrifying effect. Russian artillery, for example, forced the capitulation of Novgorod in 1478. Russia boosted its artillery industry after Ivan Ill's 1472 marriage to Sofiia Paleologa from Rome; with this Italian connection, the state recruited engineers for artillery, architecture, and fortifications. Aristotele Fioravanti founded the "artillery yard" in 1479; Italian engineers rebuilt the fortress walls of the Moscow Kremlin and the Novgorod Detinets in the 1480s, and, more famously, rebuilt the Kremlin cathedral ensemble from the 1480s into the early sixteenth century. They introduced innovations in design and structure (iron support rods, brick construction, regular proportions, decorative elements) that transformed Russian stone and brick architecture thereafter.
The state continued to cultivate foreign contributions to its industrial and political development; Ivan IV hired a succession of European doctors and foreign mercenaries (from the Grand Duchy, Crimean Tatars, Ukrainian Cossacks, German, Dutch, and Scots officers) brought expertise to Russia's armies in the sixteenth century. But the next century witnessed an intense push to welcome foreign talents. After invasions by more sophisticated Swedish and Polish armies in the near debacle of the Time of Troubles, the Romanov dynasty pursued military and industrial reform and aggressively recruited foreign expertise. One focus was construction: starting in the 1630s, engineers improved city fortifications, roads, and bridges and constructed secular buildings ofstone. Efforts in shipbuilding were less successful: Dutch expertise was brought in for Volga and Caspian trade in the 1630s and 1670s, but these marine fleets failed to flourish. The most important arena for Russia's patronage of foreign industrial expertise and capital was in military-related metallurgy: blast furnaces and waterwheel generators were produced, far outpacing small local iron smelting.
To mine for ore, process it into iron and steel, and produce weaponry, foreign entrepreneurs were granted favorable terms—advance loans with decades to pay back, tax breaks, access to serf labor, raw materials, and land. From the 1620s state
subsidies and charters went to foreigners for gunpowder factories; in the 1630s Dutch merchant Andrei Vinius—father of Andrei Vinius, postmaster-general, translator, and economic advisor to Aleksei Mikhailovich and his son Peter— founded the Tula iron forge and armament factory using water-powered mills. Wealthy Russians, such as Aleksei Mikhailovich's confidant and brother-in-law Boris Morozov and the tsar's Romanov relatives, also received state support. The state allowed foreigners to hire Russians and even transferred whole villages to their possession as factory labor. The state itself developed ironworks at Zvenigorod and Tula, which produced not only weaponry but iron equipment needed for other enterprises (salt and potash works) and for construction of royal residences and churches.
The state encouraged foreign investment in other industries in the seventeenth century, but they were generally less successful. Glass works, silk production, paper mills, and luxury leather tanning were all launched, but their products proved inferior or more expensive than imported counterparts. Nevertheless, the state's efforts to encourage industry brought hundreds of European entrepreneurs and skilled artisans to Russia, and transferred some skills to Russians in the generations before Peter I, particularly in the iron industry. By 1725 Russia was one of Europe's leading producers of iron.
By the 1670s there were perhaps 3,650 foreign experts in Moscow, about one- fifth of Moscow's adult male population; entrepreneurs and engineers were joined by military officers creating Russia's "new model" infantry and cavalry army. Primarily European, most lived in the "German Suburb"; other ethnic neighborhoods focused on merchants. The German suburb had a German school, one Dutch and three Lutheran churches, and many two-storey European mansions laid out on European-style straight, wide thoroughfares. Arkhangelsk also supported a Dutch church in the 1670s. As Joseph Fuhrmann details, some foreigners, like the Dutch Calvinist Vinius family, converted to Orthodoxy, while others, like the Dutch Marselis family, retained their Calvinism and remained more aloof from Russian culture. Both families, however, served the tsars over generations.
By the end of the seventeenth century Russia's domestic and international economy was modernizing on the European model, inasmuch as the state was creating more systematic forms of direct and indirect taxation, trying to exert control over national fiscal policy, and enforcing a protectionist policy that supported local merchants and maximized state income. Its economy may have been of a colonial sort, exporting more raw materials than manufactured, but it was developing the capability and wealth to compete in the global market and geopolitical world.
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Co-optation
Creating an Elite
One of the great challenges of empire was to maintain stability in a multi-ethnic, multi-confessional setting. Russia did this by keeping constituent parts of the empire separated from each other and dependent on the center. The state sought only as much cohesion as it needed. The strength of its cohesion was in the constant renewal and renegotiation of its relationships with elites and commoners, confessional and ethnic groups, and other elements of empire. The state co-opted important social groups to perform essential service to the tsars; with grants of status, land, wealth, and privilege, the state forged an elite of military men, who stood at the center of a society that might be envisioned as an embracing circle.
CIRCLES OF SOCIETY
Muscovites wrote no social-political philosophy, no theory of the state similar to medieval Europe's analogy of society as the human body. Muscovy was not a self- conscious state in that regard; it is even difficult to reconstitute what were the constituent groups of society. Scattered records—household censuses, lists of dishonor compensation, military musters, signatories or historical accounts of political assemblies—give the general outline. Several visual analogies come to mind. From the perspective of ideology, the ruler would be uniquely on top of, or at the center of, all the people, who would be in an undifferentiated mass, since, in theory, they all had equal status before the tsar. They were all his children, whom he was leading to salvation by moral example. They all possessed honor, protected by the ruler's courts (save for criminals who had severed their ties with community). They all served; no one in Muscovy was a free agent, living off private income. The privileged served in the army or high merchantry, or prayed for tsar and realm in the Church. The rest of society paid taxes and more; packages of service requirements (tax burden, recruitment, labor) varied among ethnic groups, but all owed something.


But of course Muscovite society had more differentiation than theory would suggest, even if not rigidly defined. The metaphor of a circle works well to envision these fluid relationships. The ruler takes the center, surrounded by permeable concentric circles of social groups whose greater distance from him indicates less access, lesser status, and fewer economic privileges. The broken concentric circles underscore the possibility of access to the ruler. The first grouping would be his inner circle—kinsmen, boyar in-laws, and his closest other advisors. They would be encircled by the rest of the boyars and church hierarchs resident in the Kremlin, most notably (if not in the inner circle) the head of the Church (metropolitan of Moscow, elevated to patriarch in 1589) and on occasion perhaps the highest of merchants (gosti) and state secretaries (d'iaki) who had access to court and were even given the rare right to own land. With changing marriage alliances and expansion of the boyar elite, there was a lot of interchange between these two rings.
Next out, still very close to the ruler, would be military servitors who constituted the senior officer corps, called the "Sovereign's Court" in the mid-sixteenth century and men "of the Moscow list" by the seventeenth. Perhaps of equal status, but living in a clerical, non-secular world, in this circle would also be church hierarchs (archbishops, bishops, abbots of the 3-5 richest monasteries). In the next circle would be provincial gentry, organized in regional corporations around towns in the heartland. These men served as military officers and local governors. Members of all these circles enjoyed the highest status and economic position in the realm; they could own family land outright (votchina), they received service-tenure land from the state (pomest'e), and they could possess serfs. They enjoyed the honorific privilege of using the patronymic in their names and of calling themselves "slaves" when they petitioned the tsar.
The next circle marks a step out in social and economic privilege. These were semi-privileged military groups who did not pay taxes, but could not own land and serfs. They were engineers, musketeers, Cossack regiments in garrisons, and most bureaucrats in central chanceries and local governors' office. They too called themselves "slaves" but did not use an honorific patronymic in official address. Perhaps in this circle would also go other relatively privileged groups, such as European foreigners in military service and the members of lesser, but still untaxed, merchant associations. Next comes those people who called themselves the tsar's "orphans" when they petitioned, taxpayers of several types: townsmen, peasants belonging to the ruling family and those belonging to the state, serfs owned by an ecclesiastical or secular landlord. In this circle also belong the iasak-paying natives of the Middle Volga, Siberia, and the steppe. Beyond these circles might be a circle of personal, indentured servants, who paid no tax (kholopy), a status eliminated in the early eighteenth century. Outside the circles, two exceptions through the seventeenth century, the Don Cossacks and the Hetmanate: self-governing, they stood in vassal relation to the tsar, and their populace turned to those respective hetmans, rather than the tsar, for grievances and aid.
Such a graduated circle suggests both real differences in wealth, power, and prestige and also essential equalities shared by the ruler's subjects. All lacked legal definitions of corporate estates or personal rights. All served, all had honor, all could petition the ruler, and all—women, serfs, slaves, and non-Russians alike— could participate in legal proceedings as plaintiffs, witnesses, and sureties. They were connected to the ruler, each group receiving its own special deal with the sovereign.
THE INNER CIRCLE AND BOYARS
The court elite received the best deal. In Muscovy, these were the boyars, the great men of the realm, who were easily co-opted as Moscow rose to power even in the century before 1450. Moscow emerged as a partnership of grand princes and boyar clans; boyars were constantly at the grand princes' sides: they witnessed grand-princely wills and treaties, they stood by the ruler during diplomatic audiences, they are depicted in the Illuminated Chronicle constantly in attendance on the ruler. As noted in Chapter 6, the central interdependence of ruler and his men was idealized in the ruling ideology as the ruler's obligation to take advice. In principle he should listen to all righteous people, but two groups enjoyed constant access to his counsels—clerics and boyars (Figure 9.1). Muscovy had a very weakly developed concept of tyranny and resistance to rule, but the theme is repeated in historical accounts that a bad ruler was one who did not listen to good advice but ruled on his own. Grand princes tended to be related by marriage to the boyars of their inner circle and they certainly knew all their boyars personally. Rulers occasionally gathered larger assemblies to symbolically assemble the realm for advice giving and consensus (the so-called Councils of the Land).
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Figure 9.1 This is one of several images in this late seventeenth-century illustrated history of Tsar Michael Romanov's marriage in 1624 that shows him consulting with his boyars. ("Opisanie v litsakh torzhestva...," Moscow, 1810). General Research Division, The New York Public Library.

Well into the seventeenth century, the personal, face-to-face relationship of the ruler and his boyars endured. A boyar's position was hereditary—succession to boyar rank followed collateral succession within clans; in the fourteenth to mid- fifteenth century there were ten to thirteen boyar families at any given time and often fewer boyars, as men had to reach a certain maturity to take the role. This elite changed and grew—new clans could be brought in as expanding clans fissured into separate families or by choice of the grand prince and/or the group of boyars. From 1462 to 1533, a time of military and bureaucratic growth, the number of boyar clans rose gradually from about fifteen to about twenty-four, and the new title of okol'nichii was devised to accommodate more men in high rank about 1490. The system of rule, based on heredity, was remarkably stable: behind a "facade" of the grand prince's claim to possess all power, boyars were there to run the army, foreign policy, and other administrative leadership, regardless of the grand prince's age, health, or personal qualities.
Stability among the boyars was ensured, as it was in the elite at large, by generous distribution of benefits: grants of service-tenure land (pomest'e), peasant labor, outright gifts. The boyar elite was structured by affinity—alliances of dependency, friendship, and kinship. Marriage forged enduring alliances and mutual obligations between clans and determined the pecking order among all the clans. From the mid-fifteenth century, as a rule the grand prince's marriage, often to an elite clan (although rarely one of the most powerful), established the inner circle, which was then cemented by boyar marriages to kinsmen or kinswomen of the new royal bride. Those inner circles often lasted two or three generations before being displaced by another faction; the Vel'iaminov clan was there at the beginning, dominant from a key marriage to the future Ivan II in 1345 until about 1433. They were edged out by the faction around the prestigious Patrikeev clan (princes from the Grand Duchy), which was ousted in 1499 by a coalition of clans including the Zakhar'iny (future Romanovs) and Cheliadniny. These clans were dominant until Vasilii III's death in 1533 left the 3-year-old Ivan IV on the throne and a two- decade-long minority. It was resolved with the victory of the same faction, now including the Bel'skii princes and the Romanov clan (Ivan IVs wife in 1547). One of Ivan IV's most pernicious acts was to marry upwards of six times after his first wife, Anastasiia Romanovna, died in 1560. Boyar clans strategized over decades to cultivate connections with the tsar's in-laws, and constant change ofthe tsar's bride wreaked havoc with status and power among the boyars. Ivan IV died in 1584, and a stable, old-fashioned inner circle was restored around the Godunov clan on the strength of Boris Godunov's sister's marriage to Tsar Fedor Ivanovich.
This clan-based system of court politics endured by the constant pursuit of equilibrium: when political crises were resolved, for example, winners and losers were both rewarded. In the years around Ivan IVs marriage in 1547, after two decades of struggle, the families of the losing faction (Shuiskie, Mstislavskie) were rewarded along with the victorious Bel'skie and Romanovs with status (honorific roles at Ivan's wedding) and benefits (new families were given boyar status, boyar and similar ranks were distributed to more members ofestablished clans). The number of hereditary boyar clans almost doubled at the end of the minority (from 24 in 1533 to 46 in 1555), and the number of men in boyar or okol'nichii rank accordingly expanded, from about 15 to 55, in pursuit of reconciliation and equilibrium. When he de facto came to power in 1584 and became tsar in 1598, Boris Godunov reconciled with his rivals by expanding the number offamilies and men in high rank; the first Romanov ruler Mikhail Fedorovich did the same in 1613.
Generous distribution of benefits (made possible by imperial expansion) helped to appease the elite in the sixteenth century as state building deprived some great families of power. One strategy of centralization involved reeling back immunities that had been granted to private landholders (lay and clerical) to supplant inadequate bureaucracy and build networks of local support. Such grants exempted a landlord's lands and people from the ruler's taxation, judiciary, or administration. At mid-sixteenth century the state centralized by reclaiming fiscal and judicial immunities as it developed a network of governorships. Until about that time the state also granted territorial appanages with limited sovereign rights to a variety of prestigious families: the brothers of the rulers, princely emigres of Gedyminide heritage from the Grand Duchy of Lithuania (Patrikeev, Bel'skii, Golitsyn, Mstislavskii) and sovereign East Slavic princes from lands that Moscow had conquered (Shuiskii, Rostovskii). Similarly, in the mid-fifteenth century Moscow created a virtually autonomous appanage for Tatar princes at the Kasimov "khanate," ruled by a branch of the Chinggisid Kazan ruling family. It endured until the 1680s, while a similar enclave in the town of Romanov for some Nogai Tatars lasted until the 1620s. These two Tatar appanages were exceptions where, as discussed in Chapter 6, most appanages were eliminated over the sixteenth century and none was awarded in the seventeenth century to men in the ruling family (fortuitously there were few surviving males). Although the state continued to distribute immunities to political favorites and church institutions well into the seventeenth century, these were deviations from a general trend away from subdivided rule.
Affinitive politics worked well for the small, face-to-face warrior band of the fifteenth century, and they shaped the characteristic institutions of the state in the sixteenth century. The system showed signs of strain, however, as imperial expansion and military modernization demanded a larger and more diversified administration. By the early seventeenth century the highest elite had four "conciliar" ranks, the term derived from the verb dumat'(to consult). The so-called "dumnye" ranks were boyar, okol'nichii, conciliar gentryman (dumnyi dvorianin) and conciliar or state secretary (dumnyi d'iak). The last, representing the most expert chancery heads, were rare bureaucrats in an elite defined by military status. Over the entire seventeenth century there were about fifty state secretaries, and a few (thirteen over the century) even rose to conciliar gentryman, okol'nichii, or boyar status once reserved for the military clans.
That the most talented scribes broke into elite status demonstrates gradual transformation in the elite. As the empire grew and the state modernized to control it and mobilize its resources, the bureaucracy demanded more personnel. As skilled bureaucrats began to impinge on the preserves ofmilitary elite status, military men also invaded their sphere, becoming what Robert Crummey has called "noble officials," literate men who took leadership and judicial positions in central chanceries and important provincial governorships. Some amassed multiple positions for power and income: in the 1620s, for example, Prince I. B. Cherkasskii simultaneously headed the Land Chancery, the Treasury, the Chanceries for Musketeers and New Model army, and the Apothecary. Some developed expertise, such as Prince V. V. Golitsyn in foreign policy and A. S. Matveev and A. L. Ordin Nashchokin in economic policy. Over the course of the seventeenth century at least a fifth of men in the conciliar ranks combined military with civil service, usually adding the latter to the end of a long military career. Half of them spent their careers only in military roles, and a tenth of the boyar elite did nothing but chancery service. In all, as Crummey shows, 60 percent of all boyars served in chanceries at some point. Chancery service was attractive because its location in Moscow kept men in close contact with family factions and networks, because chancery service offered bribes and gifts, and because it could involve real power. This did not mean that the military elite transformed itself into a civil service. Lines of status and economic privileges still separated these spheres. These military men in high chancery leadership continued to lack training in bureaucratic techniques, contributing instead "a tradition of leadership."
Starting in the reign of Aleksei Mikhailovich (1645-76), and particularly as a response to military reform and bureaucratization sparked by the Thirteen Years War (1654-67), the number of men in conciliar rank expanded quickly, particularly at the "conciliar gentryman" level, a door through which new families could join the elite. In Aleksei Mikhailovich's reign, the number of men in the four conciliar ranks rose from about 45 to about 70. In the last quarter of the century political pressures subverted gradual expansion: tsarist succession was hotly contested from 1676 through the 1680s, resulting in weak rulers who distributed ranks to curry favor. The number of men in conciliar ranks after 1676 ballooned to a high of about 160 in the early 1690s, devaluing the status and utility of these ranks. Many of the recipients were mere "courtiers," in Crummey's term. In response, the rank of boyar became more honorific than policy making, the process of consulting and advising became unwieldy, and reforms in the 1680s were suggested (but never implemented) to streamline the elite.
Parallel to such innovation, old traditions at the center of power endured. Aleksei Mikhailovich's inner circle, for example, was shaped around his brother-in-law Boris Ivanovich Morozov, who had been his tutor and who had married a sister of the tsar's Miloslavskii wife. With Aleksei Mikhailovich's second marriage to Nataliia Naryshkina, her clan and its broader clientage came into prominence, including A. S. Matveev, who had been Natalia's guardian. The marriages of subsequent contenders for the throne—Fedor, Ioann, and Peter Alekseevichi—were similarly orchestrated to build their respective factions, as discussed in Chapter 6.
By the end of the seventeenth century the boyar elite had changed from a small warrior band of about fifteen clans to an expansive elite of well over a hundred eminent families and a devaluation of boyar status. In the seventeenth century, central government was carried out by expert bureaucrats and some expert "noble officials," as well as by specialized commissions and, as always, the tsar's trusted inner circle of friends and in-laws.
GENTRY CAVALRY AND MILITARY REFORM
Moscow also co-opted the landed elite with gifts ofland, serfs, and status. Princes of the Rus' principalities like Moscow traditionally fielded a cavalry army, armed with bows and arrows suitable for their steppe enemies. They assembled these military forces from families who owned their land as family property (votchina); the wealthiest among them in turn mobilized retinues of clients and peasants. As Moscow conquered neighboring principalities, it absorbed their sovereign princes, their retinues, and local cavalry elite. In this challenging climate and natural environment, wealth was not to be had from working the land; landed elites therefore did not tend to develop regional power bases or attachments to particular territories. Rather, recognizing that winning booty in war was a more lucrative prospect, they readily joined Moscow's expanding principality. Moscow forestalled resistance from conquered princes and their men by offering generous land grants, as well as rewards in cash, gifts, and status, particularly after the conquest of Novgorod in 1478 provided a vast land fund that could be distributed as land for service (pomest'e). A string of later conquests added more land, and the state also gave free peasant villages to landlords as pomest'e. By the end of the century virtually all of the free peasants in the center where arable farming was productive enough to support a landlord had been awarded to ever more cavalrymen. Initially men did not reside on the land they were given, but merely lived off its income; gradually for most of the gentry in the provinces, their pomest'e became their home base.
The pomes 'te system allowed Moscow to centralize its army. Until then, the army was apparently retinue based, starting with the grand prince, his boyars, and their retinues, joined by other great men of the realm and their retinues (the grand prince's uncles and brothers, other sovereign princes, and forces mustered by wealthy church institutions). Text and illustrations of Ivan III's campaigns against Novgorod in the 1470s visually depict the assemblage of these disparate armies. Liberal distribution of pomest'e land allowed Moscow, over the first half of the sixteenth century, to disband private retinues and turn the army into a single grand- princely force (gradually, as appanages were eliminated). Previously sovereign princes and some oftheir men were now officers in Ivan III's army, their allegiances directly to the grand prince. Since everyone benefited, the process proceeded with little apparent resistance. The resulting army by the middle ofthe sixteenth century had a central core whose lands were near Moscow, the "Sovereign's Court," and provincial gentry mustered from major towns.
This was an old-style cavalry militia. They were entitled to an annual cash subsidy for equipment, but they equipped themselves; they mustered in local regiments under the leadership of a Moscow-appointed captain; training was father to son. Gentry mobilized for the summer battle season and returned home for the winter. In 1556 the state established norms by which any man with 400 acres of good arable land, whether pomest'e or hereditary, had to muster to service, with a reserve horse. Those with more land brought combat and baggage slaves according to that ratio. By one estimate the cavalry army in the mid-sixteenth century was composed of perhaps a third slaves. As late as 1681, the approximately 2,500 men in the tsar's regiment each brought about nine armed slaves to battle with them. Thus, in essence, the retinue principle endured in miniature, but all served the ruler directly. The cavalry army was relatively small: Richard Hellie estimates about 25,000 from the end of the sixteenth century into the 1660s.
The pomest'e system gave the army great stability. Distinctions gradually faded between service-tenure and hereditary land (votchina) owned by older families and clerical institutions—all required service, and all were becoming hereditary. As long as a son was able to continue the requisite service, pomest'e stayed within families. By the seventeenth century, laws allowed exchanges of pomest'e lands and de facto families were awarding them in dowry, mortgaging and exchanging them. In 1714, the distinction between them was legally abolished and all nobles were required to serve, based on salary, not land. But until then, elite status was determined by ownership of land and, even more significantly, of peasants to farm it.
Divisions developed in the cavalry army between men in the higher officer ranks and the provincial gentry. Men in the former, the "Sovereign's Court," led the army and served as envoys and governors in major towns. They came from families just below conciliar ranks. Their lands were located around Moscow and they mustered directly to the tsar's army as central officer corps; they were eligible for high pomest'e allotments and annual cash subsidies in the annual musters of officers; thus they came to be called collectively the "Moscow list." Their numbers grew as the state expanded its army, its borders, and its network of central and provincial offices. Honorific titles, some untranslatable (stolnik, striapchii, zhilets, Moscow gentry- man), distinguished ranks of prestige, and men advanced among them, although rarely to boyar rank if their clan were not a hereditary boyar clan. Their numbers grew over the seventeenth century, from about 2,500 in 1630 to about 6,000 in 1681. Their land could be distributed around the realm; by the seventeenth century, many "Moscow gentrymen" lived in provincial towns, dominating local office over local gentry and working to consolidate their landholding locally.
Provincial gentrymen were organized around regional towns where, by the seventeenth century, they were developing local cohesion—marrying locally, consolidating landholdings to their province whenever possible, and holding local office even when state policy forbade it (as in the case oflocal governors). As the pool ofpopulated land for pomest'e failed to keep pace with demand, men often received less land than their rank entitled them to and were underpaid in annual cash and grain allotments. They worked their peasants harder than larger landholders (lay and clerical) and struggled to prevent their peasants from fleeing to better landlords or to the borderlands. Starting in the 1630s they regularly petitioned the state, often collectively in the name of town-based gentry "corporations," for protection from large landholders ("strong people" or sil'nye liudi), demanding more responsive local courts and longer statutes of limitations for tracking down runaway peasants. The state extended those retrieval limits from five to up to fifteen years in the first half of the seventeenth century, ultimately abolishing limits entirely in the 1649 Lawcode, enshrining enserfment in order to support the gentry class.
Ironically, the gentry cavalry was being phased out militarily at that same time. New regiments of infantry and light cavalry on the European model were being introduced. The Moscow elite survived these challenges by reliance on landed wealth and by diversifying into high-level bureaucratic service, but provincial gentry had fewer options. Although they numbered about 25,000 from mid- sixteenth to mid-seventeenth century, their weakness was already apparent in the Smolensk campaign (1632-4), when only about 16,000 of the 100,000-strong army were old-style cavalry; at least 10,000 provincial gentry were sent to local or fortress defense, unable to equip themselves properly for field fighting. By the Thirteen Years War (1654-67), provincial gentry were being folded into regiments of light cavalry (reitary), where they were retrained. Their status was respected by their being assigned to regiments composed solely of other gentry, and they were allowed to retain pomest'e and serfs (as opposed to the billeting and salaries normal reitary received). In 1678 only the wealthiest of the old-style gentry militia in the Moscow ranks (those with twenty-four or more serf households) were allowed to muster as an old-style cavalry regiment. All the rest had been transitioned into the light cavalry or even (for the poorest gentry) into the infantry (soldaty). This elite's raison d'etre was being undermined.
What saved Muscovy's landed elite, particularly the provincial gentry, from extinction was its utility in local leadership and its importance as a bulwark of autocracy. Locally, their authority over serfs provided a de facto administration, saving the state from investing in a denser bureaucracy and police presence. Politically, the state needed the gentry's support in a polity that was constantly scarce on population and manpower. They were gradually being integrated into a modernized army, and they retained their markers of social status and power: tax free status, exclusive ownership of serfs and land. In 1682 precedence—the system of disputes (mestnichestvo) over relative rank in the highest elite that was discussed in Chapter 7—was formally abolished (it had been irrelevant for decades), but in its place an effort was made to compile genealogical books to identify the elite, a first step towards corporate, "noble" consciousness. In the first decade of the eighteenth century, the remaining old-style militia units were transformed into light cavalry, and separate regiments of gentry were discontinued. At the same time, the Muscovite boyar elite and gentry had stayed intact, ready for Petrine reforms.
BUREAUCRATS AS ELITE
Muscovy's scribes and secretaries were also co-opted to serve the state, although with fewer privileges than the military elite. A few secretaries (d'iaki) worked their way up to become state secretaries and share in the privileges of boyar status, namely land and serf ownership. Most secretaries and undersecretaries, in Moscow and the provinces, held a distinctive middle status. They did not pay direct tax, but could not own land. Their work gave them access to fees and gifts. As a result, the bureaucracy was socially quite diverse. Heredity within families provided most of the workers in Moscow chanceries, but this was not a closed social stratum. As the bureaucracy grew, literate people were tapped wherever they could be found. In the seventeenth century in the central provinces priests' families and even provincial gentry joined bureaucratic work. In the north, state peasants staffed offices; on the frontiers, provincial gentry and contract servitors (Cossacks, musketeers) took these roles. A 1707 survey of undersecretaries in the Chancery of Land Affairs demonstrates this social mobility: 31 percent were from hereditary chancery families, 30 percent from clerical families, 14 percent from provincial gentry, 7 percent were slaves, 6 percent were taxed townsmen, 4 percent were from families of artisans employed at the court, 3 percent were contract servitors, and 2 percent were foreign prisoners of war.
As noted in Chapter 7, in addition to salary bureaucrats were supported by local communities with housing, fixed deliveries of food, and gifts (opening a slippery slope to corruption). Communities also supported other officials sent to serve in the provinces—governors, holders of salt and alcohol monopolies, short-term census takers, and the like—with similar upkeep, called feeding (kormlenie). This system endured through the eighteenth century, and marked another way in which the state supported army and administration on the cheap.
In many early modern states alongside military-based nobilities there developed a powerful and socially prestigious civil service elite composed of lawyers, notaries, and other educated professionals (as in the French noblesse de robe). This did not happen in Muscovy. Relatively few undersecretaries advanced to the rank of secretary (d'iak), and that social status never found equal footing with military men. Quite the contrary. Military men penetrated into chancery service at the center, taking leadership positions in most of the chanceries, except for those few that required such specialized knowledge—the Military Service and Foreign Affairs chanceries, as well as the tsar's Privy Chancery—that they continued to be led by trained bureaucrats. By the 1680s almost half of the di'aki in central offices came from the conciliar elite or Moscow list, and early in the eighteenth century the proportion rose to 60 percent. But men from these military backgrounds still disdained chancery service per se, shunned the lowly role of undersecretary, and played their roles as leaders, not bureaucratic experts. Civil service continued to be undervalued.
LESSER MILITARY SERVITORS
The state was constantly challenged to recruit men to fulfill new needs, but to do so in a way that did not dilute the status of the highest and that was affordable in a state with limited resources. There were simply not the resources to give grants of land and serfs to all the military men the state needed. As military reform created demand for different sorts of units (artillery, musketeers, garrison Cossacks, new model infantry), the state developed a status that fell between the landed elite and the taxpayers. Men in these ranks were free of tax, but they could not own serfs or land. They were compensated with cash salaries, grain requisitions, and weaponry. Some also received land awarded collectively to their community (musketeers, Cossacks) that they would farm on the side to support themselves; they were also allowed to trade in the petty retail market. This model was expedient and inexpensive for the state. Their economic position was superior to taxed peasants and townsmen, and to that degree they were co-opted into service to the state. A common English phrase for them—servitors by contract—is woefully inadequate; they were not hired laborers and their diversity was so great that it is hard to connote with one phrase.
Perhaps the earliest group in this status (Richard Hellie calls them the "lower service class," with the gentry as "middle") was the coachmen (iamshchiki), discussed in Chapter 7. These were the communities who maintained stations with horses, carts, provisions, and escorts for state messengers. Over the sixteenth century they became a hereditary social group separate from town and village taxpayers; decrees of 1556, 1580s, 1619, 1627, and 1631 awarded them a semi- privileged status. They were exempted from most taxes and labor obligations not related to road upkeep; they received an annual cash salary (in 1714 their salaries, as for bureaucrats, were rescinded and they lived off service and farming). Coachmen received homesteads for households and stables and plots of arable and grazing lands that they worked as a community. In addition to tax privileges, in their spare time coachmen could hire out for general hauling and delivery work. Communities of coachmen formed strong, self-governing communes, overseen in judicial affairs locally by their own local bailiffs and centrally by the Iamskoi chancery in Moscow.
Coachmen stood in status between gentry and taxpaying peasantry and townsmen; most other groups in this status were military. First to appear by the late fifteenth century were artillerymen and engineers, trained in cannon warfare and fortification by Italian masters. Both groups lived in towns in their own neighborhoods with small plots to support themselves, and did not pay tax, save on trade they might do on the side. Sappers and gunners, as well as gatekeepers, are also mentioned in this form of service not compensated with land and serfs.
By the 1540s and 1550s the gunpowder revolution had arrived, with regiments of musketeers recruited from non-taxpayers. By the end of the sixteenth century there were 20,000-25,000 musketeers around the realm. Over time the musketeers became a semi-closed caste, sons following fathers. Musketeers were infantrymen, trained in arquebuses, swords, and pikes. Initially they were paid cash salary and grain, supported by new "musketeer" taxes; in provincial garrisons or towns, regiments of musketeers lived in their own "suburbs" on lands that they farmed communally. By the end of the sixteenth century musketeers were also given the right to tax-free trade in artisan items they produced, and the right to brew beer, fixing their attachments to garden plot, community, and trade.
Musketeers provided mass firepower in battle and were assigned to year-round garrison duty in border towns between military campaigns; as they became bypassed militarily by new models of infantry at mid-seventeenth century, musketeers became garrison troops and in Moscow they became the Kremlin palace guards, city policemen, and a general military guard for the capital. In 1681, for example, Moscow had twenty-one musketeer regiments, of about 100 men each. By this time they had developed into a hereditary, closed social group, jealous of its privileges; their propensity to flock to the Old Belief accentuated their sense of distinctiveness. In the 1680s provincial musketeers were humiliatingly transformed into new model infantry, while those in Moscow and some major towns (Astrakhan, Kazan) endured as urban policemen. Motivated by short-term grievances over salaries and deep-seated apprehensions about the erosion of their status and liberties, Moscow musketeers took the lead in two late seventeenth-century urban riots (1682, 1698), after which Moscow musketeers were virtually disbanded. Some units endured to fight in the Great Northern War, but after another musketeer-led rebellion in Astrakhan in 1708, Peter I fully disbanded the musketeers, merging them into the infantry or registering them as taxpaying townsmen by 1713.
In a similar position to musketeers were provincial Cossacks, not to be confused with the independent Hosts of Don, Zaporozhian, and Left Bank Cossacks or Urals Cossacks who were semi-autonomous vassals to Muscovy, as discussed in Chapter 3. Serving the tsar directly, provincial Cossacks manned garrisons in Siberia and across the southern frontier; they elected their leaders and supported themselves by communally farming land granted to their communities. As light, mobile cavalry in the mid-seventeenth century several regiments of such Cossacks participated in the field army, in units separate from the European- trained troops.
The capacious status of untaxed but non-landed military servitor also absorbed an important new military force in the seventeenth century. Fighting Poland- Lithuania and Sweden during and after the Time of Troubles (1605-13) had exposed Russia's need for European-style infantry and light cavalry armed with firearms and trained in disciplined field tactics. Even though Russia always maintained a greater emphasis on cavalry than its European peers (given its steppe frontier), it adopted the European "new model" in the early seventeenth century and imported hundreds of European officers to command and train it. Already in the Smolensk War (1632-4), regiments of foot soldiers were being recruited from urban and rural taxpayers; light cavalry and dragoons were recruited from impoverished gentry, Tatars, Cossacks, and taxpayers. Richard Hellie estimates that between 1651 and 1663 the army went from about 7 percent new model formation to 79 percent of the army. The overall size of the army grew as well, reflecting the mass infantry approach of European armies, filling the ranks with conscription of state peasants and serfs by household from the 1640s. As Carol Stevens showed, by about 1663 the army had reached about 100,000, and aggressive reforms from 1678 through the 1680s completed its modernization. Most provincial gentry were assigned to light cavalry (reitary) regiments; musketeers save for Moscow regiments and Siberian Cossacks were blended into the infantry.
This was not yet a permanent, standing army. Peasant recruits often served seasonally and returned to their villages in the winter months. While in camp or on campaign they were supposed to be paid salary and food provisions, but paying for them created a chronic shortage of cash throughout the century, with multiple expedients introduced to pay for the army. The basis of direct taxation on peasants and townsmen was shifted from land to households in 1679; from early in the century extraordinary cash and grain levies were decreed for military units and made permanent. In 1662 the government experimented with debasing the currency, sparking the so-called "copper riots" in major cities. Chronic dearth of cash to pay for the army prompted a final expedient that made the Muscovite army overall quite distinctive.
Alongside the growing new model standing army, Muscovy also created in the seventeenth century a settled garrison defense force on the steppe lines. Garrison troops came from all social backgrounds: runaway serfs, gentry from the center seeking more land, gentry forcibly moved by the state, retired gentry, Cossacks. On the frontier they were awarded relatively small plots of land that they farmed themselves, reflecting the dearth of local serf labor, even though the gentry among them had the right to own serfs. A particularly cohesive group of the latter were descended from troops who had manned frontier fortresses in the black earth provinces of Kursk, Orel, Tambov, and Voronezh and had been moved south with the frontier over time. They jealously protected their past gentry status, even though they owned few if any serfs and themselves worked the land. They came to be called generically the odnodvortsy (literally, single householders), discussed in more detail in Chapter 17. Garrison troops, including the once gentry odnodvortsy, were humiliatingly demoted to the status of taxed state peasants in 1679. But into the eighteenth century they fought for recognition of their special status: the term odnodvorets became a legal category protecting their theoretical right to own serfs and buy or sell their lands, even if they could rarely exercise that right. As Alessandro Stanziani remarks, frontier garrisons were a unique solution to the problem of state support (they supported themselves), and they constituted a flexible border guard trained in tactics more appropriate for the steppe frontier than the massed new model infantry and cavalry army being developed for the European front lines.
Thus, Muscovy evolved a continuum of privileged statuses to serve the tsar in ways that the state could afford. All of them were, in essence, on the cheap. The most privileged strata were the serf-owners, ranging from greatly endowed landed clans to modest provincial gentry. Bureaucrats were paid salaries and fees for service, but the state imposed on communities to provide their upkeep. Non- landed but tax-free military groups such as musketeers, Cossacks, and garrison troops collectively farmed fields that the state awarded them (to the detriment of their military readiness). For the new model troops, the state struggled to pay salaries, and was unable to maintain the army on a year-round basis. Nevertheless, people in these ranks enjoyed more economic opportunity, physical mobility, and even the chance at some upward social mobility.
A NOBILITY?
The word "nobility" is difficult to apply to the ruling elite of early modern Russia, inasmuch as in common usage it conjures images of European grandees whose rights to property and political participation were legally protected by charters and acted out in parliaments and other political institutions. In the thirteenth century the English nobility won such guarantees in the Magna Carta (1215), followed soon thereafter by an equally sweeping charter for the Hungarian nobility (1222);
from the fourteenth through sixteenth centuries the Polish and Bohemian elites won such legal guarantees as well. In each of these cases, nobles over time transformed the European tradition of kings consulting with their men into institutionalized parliaments with real political power.
By contrast, Muscovy's elites had no legal protections of their privileges and no formalized, estate-based institutions for exercising political power or defending their rights. But even without legal protections, Muscovy certainly had an enduring elite, a sliver of the population that enjoyed social privileges, status, access to office, and wealth and political influence. Jonathan Powis uses the term "aristocracy" to describe elites like these who endure over time without legally defined charters of rights. Even more significant in creating and maintaining aristocracies over time, Powis argues, were social and political practices: corporate self-consciousness engendered by a common myth; corporate solidarity, enforced by land or genealogical records that helped to restrict membership in the elite; marriage within the group; monopolies on office holding or productive resources such as land or serfs; exclusive occupations such as military service; distinguishing lifestyle (education, dress, language, culture, avocations such as English fox hunting); and the ability to adapt to changing political landscapes. Even in the period before Peter I, Russia's ruling elite wielded such social and political strategies to maintain itself throughout the early modern centuries.
Not all did so. The semi-privileged military groups (provincial Cossacks, musketeers, garrison troops) struggled to keep their privileges and status during the relentless military reforms of the seventeenth century, and many, most notably the musketeers, impoverished gentry and odnodvortsy, fell in status, transformed into soldiers in the new model army or taxed state peasants. But serf-owners coalesced into a lasting elite. Families in the conciliar ranks, the Moscow lists, and provincial gentry were marked by cavalry military service, ownership of land and serfs, and exemption from taxes. As their mode of warfare became outdated, they maintained utility to the state and their privileges. Anticipating Powis's categories, they formed group cohesion by marriage within the group and by cultivating strong, affinitive factions based on marriage and clientage. They monopolized the highest, most lucrative military and civil offices. In the seventeenth century corporate myths, distinctive clothing, education, and lifestyle were poorly developed, but numerous groups of provincial gentry were self-conscious enough to submit collective petitions for rights and protections. They endured as an elite, when they might have been demoted into the salaried new model army in the mid-seventeenth century, by their access to power and their ability to shape reforms that maintained their privileges even as their roles became transformed.
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Rural Taxpayers
Peasants and Beyond
The majority of the Russian empire's population was taxpayers, mostly agrarian, but also including townsmen and native peoples practicing a variety of economies from nomadism to trapping and forest exploitation. Taxpayers were a steady source ofincome and labor services for the state, and much ofthe story ofempire is the tale of their control, primarily control of their mobility. At the same time that the state exerted impressive surveillance, maintaining taxation records, collecting taxation, and enforcing enserfment, taxpayers lived lives often well removed from tsarist authority, governing themselves in all but the most serious issues. Here, too, the state made "deals" with subject peoples, balancing exploitation with autonomies.
SERFDOM AND SLAVERY
Around 1450 the grand princes of Moscow were consolidating regional power in a forested plain with a very simple society. Here were few towns, almost all, save Novgorod and Pskov, fortified military settlements rather than commercial centers, and few townsmen. There were no professional classes, minimal literacy, minimal wealth, little of the social diversity, commercialization, or prosperity of the Ottoman empire or Europe at this time. The elite was the cavalry officer corps; clergy were "black" (married parish priests) and "white" (monks and hierarchs); the bureaucracy was just emerging. Population was sparse, primarily taxpaying peasantry.
In the fifteenth century East Slavic peasants were mobile. Many lived in free villages managing their own fates, the so-called "black peasants"; others lived on lands owned by lay or clerical lords and, like peasants the world over, enjoyed a right to move masters when they had brought in their crops, settled their debts, and performed other traditional duties to their masters. Custom established a few times of the year when peasants could move—Lent, Shrovetide—but most common was a two-week period around the autumn celebration of St. George's Day in November. That norm was cited in Muscovy's 1497 Lawcode and repeated in its 1550 successor as an attempt to stabilize movement of the labor force; this became the first of successive steps to limit the peasantry's freedom of movement.
The term enserfment covers only part of the process at hand, inasmuch as it is usually taken to refer to the binding of peasants to landlords. That fate befell about half of Russia's East Slavic peasants over the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. But the same processes that made peasants serfs also bound all taxpaying people to their registered residences. State building in Muscovy demanded control over peasant and urban populations as taxpayers, as providers of food to provision the army and cities and as serfs for the gentry officer corps. These processes started in earnest in the late fifteenth century, when the state started granting populated villages in service-based tenure (pomest'e) to cavalrymen in lieu of salaries, obtaining such lands by conquest and confiscation of free villages. So thorough was the state's patrimonial distribution of "black" peasant villages that by the end of the sixteenth century the only non-landlord peasants left were on lands claimed by the ruling family (crown peasants) or in the northern borderlands where it was difficult to support a landlord in addition to a peasant household (state peasants).
The social disruptions of state building, of which the pomest'e system was only one element, exerted constant pressure on the taxpaying population. Urban and rural alike, taxpayers owed fees and services to the state, services and goods to any landlords, and support for clergy and Church. It was a time of almost constant warfare and violence in various corners of the realm—Kazan and Volga campaigns of the 1550s, Livonian War (1558-82), Oprichnina (1564-72)—followed in the early seventeenth century by the foreign invasion, social rebellion ,and political crisis of the Time of Troubles (1605-13). Crippling taxation exacerbated the burden on populations. Cannon and weaponry had to be produced or purchased, experts hired, armies fed, roads improved, diplomacy paid for, local administration set up, bureaucracies and criminal court systems maintained. Even though Muscovy depended upon local labor services wherever possible, it still needed cash. As we saw in Chapter 8, taxes rose without regard for the population's ability to pay.
One result was a marked abandonment of settled lands by the end of the sixteenth century; while some of this might be normal abandonment in the slash/burn method, much was flight from social disruption. Peasants fled to the better conditions of wealthier landlords or to the frontier to be on their own. In the mid-1580s in the northwest 83 percent of settlements were deserted. Towns suffered disproportionately: while the populations of urban communes (posad) had risen in the first half of the sixteenth century, they fell by 61 percent in the 1550s-80s, and then another 45 percent from the 1580s to the 1610s. In Novgorod in 1582, for example, a census recorded only 122 occupied urban households, with over 1,300 abandoned for reasons of death in the family and impoverishment.
Many peasants fell into debt to their landlords, and some have argued that enserfment was essentially an economic process of inescapable indebtedness. Certainly debt was a contributing problem. Short-term indenture (zakladnichestvo) spiked in the last decades of the sixteenth century and early seventeenth century; the state sought to curtail it by forbidding gentry from deserting their military roles and townsmen from deserting their tax obligations by this device. Other forms of indenture often resulted in de facto slavery (kholopstvo). Individuals indentured themselves in debt servitude (kabala) for varying lengths of service in return for loans or upkeep. In a move that worsened the indebted person's situation but helped to stabilize the gentry's labor force, decrees of 1586 and 1597 made such loans terminal only with the death of the master. There were other categories of slaves in Muscovy, such that historians estimate that in sixteenth- and seventeenth- century Muscovy up to 10 percent of the population was enslaved. Although foreign prisoners of war were enslaved, as a rule slaves (kholopy) in Muscovy were fellow Russians, locals who had sold themselves into slavery to escape poverty. Richard Hellie called slavery in Muscovy a social safety net. Slaves worked as domestics or field hands, or accompanied their landlords to war (datochnye liudi). They often lived side by side with serfs in a landlord's village or household; legally the property of their owners and exempt from taxation, they nevertheless blended into the population. In 1723 with the introduction of the head tax, slavery was abolished and these people were folded into taxpaying serfdom.
The state's response to the devastation of the peasant economy was to limit peasant mobility, by declaring from 1580 "forbidden years" (intended to be a temporary abrogation of the right to move) and by compiling from the late sixteenth century cadasters to register urban and rural taxpayers. "Forbidden years" were announced regularly, becoming de facto permanent by 1603. Cadasters from 1592 became a benchmark when in 1597 a decree established that landlords could chase down any peasant registered to them within the past five years, creating a "statute of limitations" in which landlords could claim runaways. From the 1590s to the 1640s gentry repeatedly submitted collective petitions complaining of peasant flight and unfair competition from large landlords, and the state responded by extending the statute to nine years and in 1642 to as many as fifteen. The 1649 Lawcode abolished the limit entirely, ending legal peasant mobility.
The 1649 Lawcode not only tied landlords' peasants to their lands, but also tied townsmen and non-serf peasants to the communities in which they were registered. This result explains the seeming irony that the gentry were being awarded a fixed labor force just at a time when they were being militarily eclipsed by new model infantry and cavalry. Binding peasants and townsmen to lords and land was a political, not economic, choice: it ensured the loyalty of the traditional elite and it created a de facto local administrative system over the most densely populated areas of the realm.
To fully exploit the taxpaying population, the state transformed taxation. In addition to new dedicated taxes (to pay for new model troops and fortifications, to redeem captives), special levies (for military reforms and wars), and state monopolies (particularly on alcohol sale), the state changed the bases of direct taxes. Until the mid-seventeenth century they had been assessed on the amount and quality of the land a household farmed, which allowed some flexibility in assessing a given family's burden. In 1647 the state shifted to a flat rate per household for special levies, and in 1679 the household became the basis of direct taxes as well, supported by new cadasters. The more lucrative head tax on individual males was declared in 1718 and put into effect in 1724 after a nationwide census (the first reviziia). Thus, after 1649, East Slavic peasantry and townsmen were bound to their landlord's estates or state and crown peasant villages.
THE SOCIAL LIFE OF THE PEASANTRY
Peasants in Russia's forests and cultivated steppe lands organized their lives in a complex interaction of cultural, political, economic, and ecological factors. As noted, peasants were responsible for significant burdens to outside parties. Serfs paid quitrent—in kind, in cash, or in labor—to their landlords; they performed services for their landlords (cartage, construction, military service); some were delegated to household work or to skilled labor such as blacksmithing, tending to horses, and carpentry. In addition, all peasants paid dues to their community for common expenses; they paid to support their parish church and clergy; to the state they paid land tax, the iasak, or another form of direct tax for non-Russian taxpayers, and many (few non-Russians) were recruited into the army when this began in mid-seventeenth century. Peasants of all sorts were obliged to do public services such as road building and cartage for officials, for the coach service and for military provisions.
Despite the diversity of the empire's populations, East Slavs (Russian, Ukrainian, and Belarus'an speakers) were always a majority. The first direct population data emerged in the eighteenth century, and it showed that non-Slavs constituted less than 15 percent of Russia's population; so diverse was the empire that each of the almost twenty other ethnicities constituted no more than 2 percent of the total population. Thus, the lives of the Russian peasantry represent a great piece of the social experience of the empire, and will be our focus here. The lands into which Moscow expanded in the early modern centuries offered at least three zones of agricultural engagement. The coniferous forest north of Moscow and across all of Siberia made arable farming only a minor part of household economy, if at all, while the richer soil of the mixed-forest (a wide triangle from around Novgorod south to Kyiv on the west narrowing eastward to the Volga-Oka "Mesopotamia") supported production of hearty grains such as rye and barley, with oats for horses. Arable farming in the mixed forest produced historically a 3:1 or subsistence yield. Root vegetables and legumes supplemented the diet—cabbage, cucumber, carrots, turnips, beets, onions, peas, and beans (potatoes were not introduced until the nineteenth century). Since livestock had to be housed and fed over a long winter, peasants kept relatively few animals and their meat did not supplement the diet regularly. But meat from hunting (elk, reindeer, bear, boar), fish, eggs, and cheese provided protein; mushrooms, wild plants, honey, and berries were foraged; food was preserved by pickling for the long winter. It was a nutritious diet by contemporary European standards, as noted in Chapter 17.
How East Slavic villagers worked the land varied with geography and political pressures. Absent constraints imposed by the state or landlords, villagers made rational decisions in light of a dearth of labor and abundance of land. Thus, they adopted what David Moon calls "extensification" of agricultural production: communities regularly moved, breaking new land with slash/burn agriculture. They cleared a field, burned the tree stumps, and farmed for several years until the fertility of the earth had been exhausted (Figure 10.1). Then, they moved on. Bespeaking the limited fertility of the soil, villages were small. As long as peasants
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Figure 10.1 Augustin von Meyerberg's Album (1663) of his embassy to Russia depicted the cultivated fields, homes, and churches through which they traveled from the Baltic coast to Moscow with impressive accuracy; here the large peasant villages of Spasskoe and Klin on the approach to Moscow. General Research Division, The New York Public Library.

were free to move and land was available, this political economy made sense. Even when Russian and Ukrainian peasants began to move into the more fertile steppe lands, they used a similar practice of "field-grass husbandry," clearing and farming patches of prairie, then moving on.
Peasants also relied on many communal labor practices. Communities joined together to clear a field, to sow and harvest grain, thresh and glean. Sources of water, meadows for hay, pasture for grazing, forest for timber, rivers and ponds for fishing were all managed by the collective. Families worked their own land but it was usually identified as narrow strips within a larger communal arable field.
In the sixteenth century, as more peasants fell under the control ofpomeste-based gentry and as the state was raising its demands for taxes and services, peasants in the center found their mobility constrained. They were forced by debt or "forbidden years" to stay put. In such situations, many adopted a two-field or three-field system, in which plantings rotated annually among fields and one field was left fallow to restore itself. In the three-field system, one field was planted in spring with fast growing grain (barley and oats in the north and mixed forest, wheat in the steppe lands) and harvested in August. In late summer another field was sown with winter rye, to be harvested a year later in July. In the following year, the fallow was used and plantings rotated among fields. Although as peasants moved south and southeast into the steppe, the growing season became longer and climate and soil more hospitable, it never extended long enough to provide two plantings in one season, as the more moderate European continent enjoyed. Steppe land was not without its agricultural risks, as drought was a regular threat. Thus East Slavic peasants in most settings supplemented their diets with forest products where available, as well as handicrafts, livestock, and trade.
The commune was the fundamental living situation for Muscovy's Russian taxpaying classes, whether rural peasants (serfs or crown and state peasants) or townsmen. While East Slavic farmers had always worked together for some needs, a more embracing collective management of village life emerged only from the mid-sixteenth century. Communalism was not an organic element of the Russian character, as some have idealistically argued, but a rational response to increasing demands for production and taxes. In the rural setting, male heads of households formed a council that ruled the commune. Villagers also met in assemblies to make decisions unanimously. The council of elders was the organizer of collective economic work, the expression and guarantor of the community's moral economy, the organ of self-discipline and self-policing, the provider of mutual aid, the liaison with landlords, Church, and state.
Russian communes were patriarchal; male heads of households represented family units. Peasant households waxed and waned in size as lifespans played out, but as a rule they were multi-generational: sons brought their wives home to raise their children until the elder yielded control or died. Then, one son would maintain the household, others would split off to form their own households, and the cycle would start again. Russian peasant households through the eighteenth century practiced what is called the East European marriage pattern, in contrast to the pattern that emerged around the sixteenth century in some of the economically advanced western and central European states. In the European marriage pattern, marriage was delayed to the late twenties while men and women built up nest eggs to start a household; a good percentage never married at all. Illegitimacy was common due to late marriage age, and families were nuclear and small because of later marriage and also the use of contraception. In the East European pattern, on the other hand, marriage was universal and early (for women between 16 and 18, men 18-20). Illegitimacy was relatively rare since women married young; fertility was high. Peasant women could in principle have been constantly pregnant throughout more than twenty years of fertility, but the general contraceptive effect ofbreast-feeding kept the average ofpeasant women's pregnancies to seven to nine, if they survived all those childbirths. Nuclear families were not necessarily large, because infant and child mortality was high, but households could be large at the point in the life cycle when several sons and their wives and children remained under the patriarch's roof.
In the Russian peasant village, a married couple was considered a work unit, and a household was not viable without a strong adult couple, and preferably several. When a woman was widowed, the community quickly arranged her remarriage to prevent her from slipping into poverty and becoming a public burden. Everyone, including children, worked, in tasks determined by age and gender. Men plowed, harrowed, and sowed the fields, women tended gardens and domestic livestock. Women did the cooking and preserved food; they made clothing and oversaw the domestic economy. Everyone harvested in the intense months from late June through at least August, men reaping and women threshing. Within the family the male elder had absolute authority, including corporal punishment, over the younger men and all the women. Women were particularly vulnerable to the vagaries of fate—the loss of a male head of household or absence of sons or children at all could impoverish a female. Peasant women had some property rights over dowry property and were eligible for widow's support, often from land in equivalent ofthe dowry gift. In a stable family, women could achieve a certain status. The patriarch's wife lorded over younger women in the household; on rare occasions, widows (with capable sons) joined the council of elders as head of household. If they fulfilled their central roles in reproduction and in production in the household economy, women were valued and respected members of the group.
Power in the commune replicated patriarchal authority in a household. The council of elders oversaw all; they selected officials to manage tax collection, collective agricultural and construction work, law and order (Figure 10.2). Their goal was to keep the community running smoothly so that it produced enough food to live on and enough profit to pay their obligations to the state, the Church, and the landlord if they had one. Communal government also worked to keep a buffer between the community and state and/or landlord. Communal officers worked with state officials to collect taxes and recruits and to manage public services such as road and bridge upkeep. Landlords actually living on small estates might have exerted direct control and high exactions, but most villages did not have a resident owner. The more serfs an owner owned, the less burden he put on individual households. Landlords' bailiffs generally cooperated with communes, trusting in peasants' understanding of the agrarian cycle, deferring to peasants' risk-averseness (because of the precariousness of the climate and burden of taxes). Landlords also relied on the commune's self-policing; bailiffs stepped in to provide control, relief, or coercion in times of famine or crisis, and could be involved in discipline and coercive processes such as recruitment. But communes preferred to manage for themselves, including strict discipline.
[image: ]
Figure 10.2 This seventeenth-century chapel of St. Nicholas from the Novgorod area illustrates the straightforward log construction that East Slavic peasants, working communally, turned into an art of secular and church architecture. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

The elders and officials of the commune had tremendous power. They apportioned obligations and tasks collectively; they assigned and redistributed lands; they apportioned the tax according to families' ability to pay; they regulated when collective work would be done (harvest, sowing) and how much firewood, timber, fish, and other resources each family could collect. Communes exerted judicial authority over all sorts of disputes and problems, sending only the highest of felony criminals to the state courts. They could and did flog, fine, exile, and punish their members to keep people in line. They policed moral and sexual behavior. In all this, factions and petty rivalries could shape elders' decisions.
Steven Hoch presents a picture of Russian commune life that amounted to the tyranny of male over female and old over young. Men dominated their wives, daughters, and daughters-in-law; older men kept young men in line, through discipline within the family or meted out by communal assembly. Household elders decided when to retire or clung to power in the family and in the village while their sons waited impatiently. The scourge of recruitment was a constant threat from the early eighteenth century, and elders could use it to rid the village of disruptive young men, or for that matter, of their rivals' son. Otherwise, recruitment usually fell on a family that had sons to spare. Such power was extended in a 1760 law that allowed landlords (through the agency of their serf peasant communes), state peasants, and urban communes to send unruly serfs to Siberia or as recruits as punishment.
In the nineteenth century Russian and European scholars and publicists idealized the commune as spiritually superior to western individualism and competition (the Slavophile point of view) or as providing an alternative to capitalism for those seeking a more equitable modern society (a socialist tack). Certainly the commune had its positive sides: communities provided social welfare to orphans, widows, and the disabled; they stepped in when death, fire, or illness decimated a family; they provided for physical sustenance and social stability in this economy of scarcity and autocratic control. Communes provided the "face to face" nurture of small communities.
But sometimes "face to face" communities can be "back to back": claustrophobic and riven by infighting and inequities. Petty rivalries could turn into power plays by corrupt peasant officials. The constant constraints of a living situation in which everyone knows everyone else's business took its toll. A commune's interest in maintaining tradition and stability impinged on everyone's freedom, in moral life and love, in avocations and economic prospects. Teodor Shanin argued that the risk-averseness of traditional Russian peasant life led to a culture of leveling, where communal policies consciously prevented any one household from becoming rich by demanding more of high achievers (office holding, larger tax and recruitment quotas). The interests of the collective trumped those of the individual or even the individual family. Such social and economic patterns are discernible on the broad scale, but one should be chary of extrapolating them as determinants of Russian peasant psychology; plenty of Russian peasants had the individuality to strike out on their own, or with families or whole villages, to change their lives for the better.
AGENCY AND RESISTANCE
It was not in the self-interest of communes to resist the state or their landlords; peasants were tied to the annual cycle of crops for their very subsistence. But peasants exerted a lot of agency, resisting in everyday ways, as James Scott has chronicled. In Russia, for example, they insisted that their landlords observe prohibitions on work on Sundays and all state holidays and religious holydays. David Moon notes that by the mid-nineteenth century, Russian Orthodox peasants observed 95 Sundays and holydays off work, a greater number than other faiths in the empire (38-48 for Catholics and 13-23 for Protestants in the Baltics, 13-15 for Muslims). Such regular days offprovided peasants with an acceptable workload, and they complained to their landlords or to officials about overwork.
Religion provided a locus for dissent. Many Russian peasants joined the Old Belief when schism broke out in the Orthodox Church from the 1660s. Some found Old Belief religious practice more compatible with their beliefs and chose to live outside the mainstream; others saw it as an expedient way to rebel against the dominant society. Cossack communities, for example, ostentatiously adopted the Old Belief as a claim to separate status and age-old traditions. Such religious distancing was usually accompanied by physical movement: Old Believer communities fled to the borderlands, even outside of Russia, to create lives anew.
Peasants resisted on the job. They poached game and cut timber in landlords' forests; they underpaid their taxes and built up arrears; they bribed officials to avoid recruitment; they surreptitiously brewed illegal vodka. They also resisted change, even in the late eighteenth century when enlightened landlords with all the best intentions tried to introduce crop rotations and new foods that would have improved peasant well-being. It was simply too risky to innovate. Peasants also resisted more overtly. They fled their landlords, becoming Cossacks and garrison troops on the borders. Some blended into urban occupations, while others escaped even state control by fleeing so far into Siberia or the steppe that tsarist taxation, let alone landlords, did not follow, at least for a few generations. And some escaped tsarist control, albeit often briefly, by becoming highwaymen. Bands of robbers preyed on major roads and rivers where the distance between settlements made travel perilous. A scourge on communities, such robbers generated relatively little idealization in Russian folk tradition.
Rarely did peasants erupt in mass revolts, usually when grievances became too sharp and when outside leadership provided organization. In Eurasia catalyst and organizational ability for rebellion was usually provided by Cossacks—Ivan Bolotnikov (1606), Stepan Razin (1670-1), Emelian Pugachev (1773-5) were all Cossacks, each with travel experience that gave them greater political savvy. These rebellions generally followed a pattern: they erupted from the borderlands and gathered disparate social groups rebelling against increasing government control (enserfment, taxation) or loss of traditional Cossack or native autonomies. In the Time of Troubles, Bolotnikov's followers included peasants resenting encroaching serfdom; Stepan Razin mobilized not only lesser Don Cossacks, resentful of oppression by their own elite, but also natives in the middle and lower Volga, angry at Russian seizure of their lands or newly imposed taxation or enserfment. None of these rebellions was successful in changing fundamental structures, but both Razin and Pugachev engendered vibrant folk songs and tales evoking nostalgia for frontier freedoms that migrated into mainstream literature and art. Alexander Pushkin set his novella The Captain's Daughter (1836) in the time of Pugachev; the artist Vasilii Surikov immortalized Stepan Razin in defeat (1906). In the seventeenth century, the government punished such opposition with calculated steps. In the heat of battle, they strung rebel leaders up on gibbets for all to see, as discussed in Chapter 7; they staged an elaborate execution for Stepan Razin in Moscow. But for the mass of the rebels, the state moved cautiously, demanding oaths of loyalty and sending them home, following up with reforms to improve policing to prevent a recurrence.
OTHER TAXPAYERS
Landlords' serfs constituted about half of all the peasants in the realm; the rest were in direct relationship to the tsar as state and crown peasants or native communities. In lands north ofMoscow (the Dvina basin, Pomor'e), where landlord serfdom was untenable, state peasants had strong communal government. Villages were small, and organized in regional communes to handle common legal and economic issues and to represent their interests to the local governor. They regularly petitioned and won Moscow's cooperation on issues such as relief from taxation after natural disasters, onerous labor services, bands of highwaymen. They negotiated the best deal they could with the center, and they were good at it. Many who emigrated (forcibly or not) to Siberia brought these strong communal traditions to their isolated outposts, contributing to Siberians' reputation for independence.
Moscow's expanding empire grew to include many other taxpaying groups by the end of the seventeenth century, each with its own deal with the center. East Slavic peasants and serfs acquired in the Grand Duchy with westward expansion were treated like Russian peasants in tax and service obligations. Non-Slavic populations fared differently, primarily iasak payers who lived in territories of historic Chinggisid rule. Iasak payers were as varied as the empire's vast terrain. They included nomadic Bashkirs in the Urals and Iakuts in Siberia, reindeer herders and walrus hunters near the Arctic Circle, Tatars and Chuvash in the Middle Volga. They generally lived in tribes, sometimes organized at a larger level (the Buriats and Iakuts of eastern Siberia). Iasak was paid in kind and in cash depending on the setting—in furs in Siberia until they ran out. Iasak-paying peasants were not recruited into the new model army, but some were asked to perform labor services for local garrisons and other military needs.
Outside the tsar's direct taxation through the seventeenth century were several semi-autonomous areas—Don Cossack territory, the Hetmanate, semi-autonomous Sloboda Ukraine, nomadic Kalmyks. Muscovy dealt with each differently— providing grain subsidies and gifts to the Don Cossacks and Kalmyks, taking customs and other indirect taxes from Sloboda Ukraine, demanding that the
Hetmanate support Russian troops and pay some taxes. As discussed in Chapters 3-5, these areas each organized their own government, used their own laws and courts, collected and deployed their own taxes, and were not yet integrated into the judicial or fiscal systems of empire.
Paying direct taxes constituted one element of cohesion across the empire; another element in empire-wide cohesion was the tsar's criminal justice network. As noted in Chapter 7, in Muscovy all subjects of the tsar engaged in the legal system through the fiction of personally petitioning the tsar. All the tsar's subjects (save the highest criminals) were considered to have honor and could litigate to defend it in court; similarly, all social groups, regardless of social status, gender, religion, or ethnicity, could and did initiate cases, testify, put up surety, and otherwise participate in the law. Even indentured slaves (kholopy) used the legal system, even though as slaves they did not pay taxes.
To fulfill his theoretical obligation to protect his people from evil and pragmatically to maintain law and order, the tsar offered courts for highest crime—felonies, recidivist crime, treason, heresy—as well as courts for disputes over land and other productive resources. Like the Ottoman kadi courts, they were open to all subjects of the ruler individually and collectively. In a multi-ethnic empire, the tsar's courts—a governor's court in the provinces, chanceries at the center—provided venues for resolving inter-ethnic or inter-confessional group conflict, enforcing the tsar's monopoly on violence to prevent vendetta and private violence. Non-Slavic subjects did use the tsar's courts on equal footing with East Slavs. Ample surviving court records from the Middle Volga in the seventeenth century demonstrate that Tatars, Mordva, and other natives regularly sued Russians and non-Russians alike. For example, in 1674 a Russian man serving as a Cossack in the Kadom garrison was convicted of murdering a Tatar woman; in 1670 a group of Cherkass merchants sued a group of Russian peasants for assault and robbery. Russians worked with non-Russians in suits, as in 1680 when a Russian peasant listed Tatar and Mordva neighbors as witnesses in his suit. When judges ordered community inquests to seek out facts and reputation of accused parties, Russians and non- Russians were interviewed, the Russians taking an oath on the cross, the non- Christians swearing "by their own faith."
Such access to the courts was not unique to the Middle Volga; in Siberia as well, iasak-paying natives grieved against Russians and non-Russians alike when the issues were serious enough. In 1639/40, for example, a group of natives sued their local governor for not giving them appropriate gifts, bringing "shame" on them; in 1673 a Iakut sued another Iakut for raping his wife; in 1680 two Tatars in Russian service (sluzhilye Tatare) went to court in a land and dishonor dispute. When non-Russians sued each other for major crime, the trials showed no influence of local traditions but followed empire-wide procedures and punishments. This was the case in two murder cases of 1675 and 1685 involving Tatars accusing other Tatars; the principle was explicitly stated in a homicide case of around 1649. A Russian had shot a Tunguz prince, pleading self-defense, and the Tunguz community demanded that he be handed over to them "to hang or kill." The court ruled that the guilty party should be punished according to Russian law, explaining to the Tunguz tribe, "if he had planned this with intent, then he would be killed without mercy. But in an unintentional crime we sentence our Russian people to corporal punishment, we do not execute them. And even among the Tunguz, they don't give people who commit homicide without intent to the other side for execution." Here, the court asserted the state's monopoly over violence and applied the standards established in the Moscow criminal law chancery.
Courts of law provided a unifying network for subjects of the tsar to experience something from the state other than oppression and taxation. The tsar's courts could protect communities from bands of robbers, punish murderers, try to settle snarly land disputes, and defend the honor of even a slave. Furthermore, as noted in Chapters 3-5, on the local level for lesser crimes, communities maintained their traditional justice systems. East Slavic villages were self-governing by communes; Muslim communities used sharia law and Muslim judges; Siberian natives used their traditions; Don and Left Bank Cossacks had their own legal traditions and courts. Peasants and common people across the realm through the seventeenth century were touched by the tsar's taxation and East Slavic peasants were pinned down to their place of registration. But in true "empire of difference" style, through the seventeenth century the state did not endeavor to standardize its treatment of subject peoples.
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Towns and Townsmen
Townsmen in primarily Russian towns were not as different from the empire's East Slavic peasants as one would think. Legally, they suffered the same burdens of taxation and conscription. Towns developed differently in Russia than in western Europe and Eurasia. Muscovy's urban populations were neither as many, nor as densely settled, nor as prosperous as their counterparts elsewhere, nor did they as a rule enjoy municipal autonomies as did most cities in western Europe. Here we will explore what sort of "deal" the empire made with its urban populations, from taxpaying townsmen to more privileged merchants, through the seventeenth century.
Russia's urban landscape featured towns that were small in population but large in size. Many townsmen lived in courtyards, with gardens and livestock, expanding the urban footprint. In the sixteenth century, for example, Paris covered about 500 hectares, while at the same time Moscow sprawled over 2,000. In population, most were decidedly modest. In the sixteenth century western Europe and much of the Ottoman empire were experiencing a "new urbanization," with rapid growth of large cities, as discussed briefly in Chapter 1. Cities with populations over 40,000 nearly doubled from 26 to 40; a few had populations of 150,000 (Naples, Paris, London, Milan, Antwerp, Palermo). In that century Istanbul was the largest city in the Middle East and Europe, with at least 400,000 in population, rising to perhaps 800,000 by the end of the sixteenth century; its empire was dotted with other large cities (Cairo, Aleppo, Bursa, Edirne). By the end of the seventeenth century, there were at least twelve cities in Europe with populations over 100,000. By contrast, only Moscow consistently had a population so large: foreign observers suggested a population of 100,000 in the early sixteenth century, and records for 1730 suggest a population of about 140,000.
Russia's cities constituted less of the entire population than elsewhere. In 1678 there were only 185,000 male city residents in the entire realm, about 2 percent of the total population, while in western Europe in the late 1600s the overall urban population was 12.4 percent of the total. Russia's cities were also relatively young. While cities in the Ottoman empire boasted pedigrees to antiquity and many in western Europe to medieval centuries, in the Russian center the oldest towns dated to the twelfth century and new towns were being founded constantly. At the beginning of the sixteenth century, there were about 130 towns in Muscovite possessions; by the end of the century, over eighty new towns had been established in the wake of conquests of Kazan, Astrakhan, and western Siberia. All began as fortress outposts, but most gradually acquired local trading significance as well, with artisans and markets. Urban growth intensified after the disruptions of the
Time of Troubles, such that by the end of the seventeenth century another 110 towns had been created or acquired in territorial expansion, in Siberia and particularly on the southern and southwestern steppe frontiers.
Such a pattern of development meant that the Russian empire was a realm of small towns (under 5,000 in population); none (other than Moscow) larger than 15,000 in population by the late seventeenth century. Serfdom contributed to this, as peasant villages produced for the landlord and their own needs and created relatively little demand for urban market goods. Most of Russia's towns were more military than commercial. All towns served administrative functions for the state; they were headed by governors to collect tax and oversee defense and the criminal law. Otherwise, most cities performed military functions for the state; trade and handicrafts were minimal and often were in the hands of military men (musketeers, Cossacks, artillery), not a specifically urban populace. Towns on Russia's western border in the seventeenth century, as J. M. Hittle has shown, were composed of as much as 71.2 percent military servitors; the percentages were even higher on the southern (85.3 percent) and eastern (87.3 percent) borders. Other towns, located in the more densely settled center or on key trade connections, were commercial-administrative centers, with fewer military residents: in the north, only 23.6 percent of town households were military servitors, in central Russia only 13.9 percent.
Commercial towns were full of shops selling produce purchased wholesale from the countryside by petty merchants or manufactured items produced in the town itself. Early modern Russian towns differed from their European counterparts in that they tended not to develop large-scale industry; substantive manufacture grew up in rural settings, near the sources of raw materials and peasant labor and often under the auspices of landlords. In towns artisan work was done in small-scale workshops in many specialties, including carpentry, tailoring, leatherwork, candle and soap production, pottery, and weaving. Goods were usually presented in "rows" organized by specialty: in 1583 Novgorod had 1,800 shops in 42 rows, while in 1586 Pskov had 1,230 shops in 35 rows; at the end of the century Kazan had 368 shops and 240 smaller trade operations. The biggest trade centers by the mid-seventeenth century supported great emporia: in 1638 Moscow had 2,367 artisans and Novgorod about 2,000; in the 1670s the upper Volga customs depot of Iaroslavl' also had about 2,000 artisan households. Most towns, however, were more modest—Nizhnii Novgorod, Viatka, Kostroma, and Vologda all had 1,000 or more, while the iron production center of Serpukhov had only 331 artisan households.
Most Russian towns were founded on key river junctions for trade; a geographical peculiarity of Eurasia made them easily defensible. Major rivers from central Europe to Siberia characteristically have a high bank (the Vltava, Danube, Dnieper, Volkhov, Moskva, Dniester, Don, Volga, Ob, Irtysh, Lena, Enesei), where a citadel might be placed and defended. The other bank is usually low and flat, easily accessible to river transport, historically developing as a town's trading emporium, as in Prague, Budapest, and Novgorod. In other towns the trading district developed outside the fortress walls, and the city grew in concentric circles from the fortress center. Moscow (Figure 11.1) is the classic example of such a circular city,
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Figure 11.1 Adam Olearius' map of Moscow depicts its circular growth out from the Kremlin, with city neighborhoods (Kremlin, Kitaigorod, Belyi gorod) separated by wide firebreaks. From the 1727 Amsterdam edition. With permission of Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam.

with walls and wide firebreaks separating the town into neighborhoods: first the Kremlin, then the "Kitaigorod" trading neighborhood, beyond that the "White Town," and beyond that, already by the end of the sixteenth century, the "Earthen" town. Whole neighborhoods could be dedicated to a particular craft, such as those of the "armorers" (bronnaia), smiths (kuznetskaia), and leather workers (kozhevni- cheskaia). Moscow fortified the walls between these sections for defense in the sixteenth century, turning earthen ramparts into brick edifices: the Kitaigorod wall received twenty-nine towers and eleven gates in a 1584-91 renovation, while the Earthen (zemlianyi) wall had no fewer than fifty towers. Some borderland towns took a simple rectangular orientation with four walls of a wooden fort.
The citadel of a major town was surrounded by a powerful wall that enclosed at least one church or cathedral, state offices, palaces and homes for secular rulers, dignitaries, hierarchs, and bureaucrats. From such a center radial streets often led out to the major highways. Moscow had several gates, each labeled for the towns towards which its road led (Smolensk, Tver'-Novgorod, Dmitrov, Iaroslavl',
Vladimir, Kolomna-Riazan'). Otherwise, streets were narrow and winding; homes were built inside a wooden fenced courtyard, not facing out as in contemporary Europe.
Physical characteristics alone, however, did not define Russian towns. Perhaps their most interesting aspect was invisible, in their legal make-up. In the modern world we are familiar with a type of city that was actually a rarity in world history, namely the city as independent municipality. This type arose in Europe in the medieval era on the model of the ancient Greek "polis"; over time cities negotiated themselves out of the control of their owners, be they church hierarchs, local nobles, or the king. The European "polis" was an autonomous legal and physical urban sphere, separate juridically and politically from private overlordship, acting as an independent subject in relation to monarchical administration. Towns governed themselves with councils, generally elected from the propertied citizenry (although in practice civic government often fell into the hands of a merchant oligarchy). Citizens were free to work, invest, and prosper as they might. Towns of this sort developed in the Polish kingdom and Grand Duchy of Lithuania over the medieval and early modern centuries, receiving privileges of self-governance under Magdeburg or other German lawcodes. Such cities paid taxes to the king, but their town councils and burgher population were independent of the king's administration. When Russia took over a Magdeburg-law city—Smolensk (1514-1618, 1667), numerous western border towns (Thirteen Years War 1654-67), and many during the partitions of Poland (1772-95)—as a rule it honored these urban institutions and privileges, even though they resembled nothing in the Muscovite past.
Historically most cities have been legally private entities, that is, they belong to private owners, be they landlords, bishops, princes, or kings. Their inhabitants were personal dependents ofthe owner, and the profits ofthe city went to him. That was the sort of town that early modern Russia had until late in the eighteenth century; they were private, and very complexly so. All their inhabitants were dependents of private owners and owed their service and income to them, just as peasants owed work and service to their owners. Russian towns were patchwork quilts of physical and/or virtual neighborhoods belonging to different landlords. What we might think of as the city per se—the artisans and traders of the urban commune (posadskie liudi)— were only about half the population and were juridically the equivalent of state peasants. They owed direct taxes (tiaglo), as well as sales taxes on their trade and rent on their shops (obrok). They also owed public services that included not only upkeep of city infrastructure (streets, wells, gates, bridges), but also specialized services such as accounting, book-keeping, tax collection, helping in customs houses, and the like.
Myriad other communities completed the urban landscape, each with a different "deal" and virtually all of them allowed to trade on terms more advantageous than those of the townsmen. Some of the city population might be musketeers working as city police and/or garrison troops; other military people as appropriate to a given locale could live there (engineers, artillery). They often inhabited their own suburbs and paid no direct taxes, although they might pay tax on trade. Other urban residents were serfs and townsmen who belonged to private owners—landed gentry, monasteries, bishops, and other hierarchs—and their "white" neighborhoods enjoyed freedom from taxation. Some urban residents did specialized services for the ruler, such as coachmen with tax-free status, or expert weavers who served the Kremlin court in Moscow (kadashevtsy). Some were foreigners, who were overseen by the relevant chancery, whether merchants, engineers, or military officers. Many of these groups lived collectively—musketeers and Cossacks, coachmen, court weavers, often foreigners; others lived throughout the town.
Seventeenth-century Moscow provides a good example of this urban legal diversity. It is estimated that half the population was military (musketeers and other servitors). A quarter of the rest was the posad or urban commune (divided into twenty-five neighborhood communes for self-government). Gentry and boyar households made up another 10 percent, clergy 5 percent (in about twenty-six small settlements) and government officials another 4 percent. The rest were palace settlements, foreigners, and other groups. The only specifically city government applied to the taxed city people: paralleling villages, they organized themselves as communes and a town assembly met to consider petty crime, apportionment and collection ofthe tax burden, and other common concerns. They were subordinate to a centrally appointed governor, or in Moscow to the Land Administration Chancery, and had no independent executive or fiscal authority. The greatest bane in the life of early modern townsmen was unfair competition from other town residents: Cossacks, musketeers, and secular and ecclesiastical serfs could produce crafts or bring in goods from the countryside and undercut the townsmen on the market.
From at least the difficult last decades of the sixteenth century, townsmen abandoned their statuses just as did peasants; they fled to other places or they sold themselves into debt slavery. The state tried to prop up the urban commune in coercive and supportive ways. In the 1580s townsmen were forbidden to sell themselves into slavery to escape taxes; in 1591, like peasants, they were forbidden to leave their communities. From this time into the seventeenth century the government impressed into city taxpaying service any non-peasant, non-noble vagrant who barely qualified for the role. Meanwhile, townsmen repeatedly (1627, 1629, 1637, 1646, and 1649) petitioned the government for relief from unfair competition by foreign merchants and locals and from unbearable tax burdens created by flight from the commune. In 1637 Moscow townsmen complained that a third of their commune had fled; in the next decade some successful efforts were made to track down and return runaway townsmen to their communes and to their taxpaying roles within them.
The Lawcode of 1649 tried to answer some of these complaints in a way that created a more cohesive urban social estate. It abolished the privileged neighborhoods of non-taxpaying artisans and declared that urban artisans had exclusive right to manufacture and sell in Muscovy. But that was difficult to enforce as the economy and population continued to grow and, as foreign travelers often remarked, "everyone was a trader." Furthermore, the Lawcode also de facto enserfed the townsmen with the peasants, in that it required townsmen to remain in the towns where they were registered in 1649. Their mobility was cut off, but little else had been done to bolster their economic prospects.
Some Russian towns in these centuries had even less of a "municipal" presence, with very fewposadskie and everyone in town engaged in trade. International transit trade in Siberia was in the hands of Central Asian "Bukharan" merchants, and major merchants from Moscow, Novgorod, and Iaroslavl' regularly bought and sold goods in Siberian towns. Siberian towns were rustic outposts: Erika Monahan finds the following panoply of traders listed in Siberian customs books: soldiers, musketeers, coachmen, Cossacks, vagrants, Kalmyks, peasants, priests, with not a single townsman (posadskii) among them. Garrison Cossacks were particularly heavily engaged in trade, even acting as the tsar's representatives in China trade in the 1680s; they dominated the populations of many Siberian towns. Thus, in these centuries Russia had very little social capital from which an indigenous "middle class" might have developed.
Those who did constitute a potential middle class were merchants and artisans who managed to build up capital for intra-city trade. But they, too, faced challenges in managing their wealth for their own benefit. As national and international trade developed, the state coercively recruited merchants into its service for high-level trade. The wealthiest among them were called gosti and are cited in the 1550 Lawcode; by the 1590s two groups of lesser merchants are also cited, the "merchant hundred" and the "cloth weaver's hundred." These three groups of merchants served as the tsar's factors, called upon to leave their successful businesses to serve once every five or so years. The ranks of these groups were replenished from successful townsmen, which promotions, of course, deprived the taxpaying commune of some of its most able-to-pay members.
The highest ofthese merchant groups, the gosti, served as ambassadors on foreign trade missions, collectors of customs in the port cities or alcohol taxes around the realm, buyers of goods on which the tsar claimed first right of refusal, and sellers of goods claimed as a state monopoly. In return for such service, they received significant privileges: freedom from direct taxes, exemption from many tariffs and customs, until 1666 the right to own land and serfs, and adjudication by the Chancery of the State Treasury rather than by the Moscow Administrative Chancery to which the normal townsman was subject. They also could personally benefit from the access and trade opportunities the work exposed them to. The number of such privileged merchants was limited—fifteen to thirty in Moscow in the seventeenth century. Those based in Moscow outnumbered those of other towns, and dominated in wealth and volume of trade, but there were gosti in several other active trading centers, such as Ustiug Velikii, Iaroslavl', Smolensk, Nizhnii Novgorod, Novgorod, and Pskov. The merchants of the lesser hundreds did similar but less responsible jobs (collecting taxes and customs) and enjoyed similar exemption from direct taxes and from the administration of the Moscow Administrative Chancery. In the seventeenth century some foreigners became gosti, including the Dutch entrepreneurs Marcus Vogelaer and Andrei Vinius. In 1649 the government expanded all these ranks to more than 25 gosti and 274 in the two hundreds in Moscow; by the end of the century gosti had reached about 40 in number.
Two life stories of Moscow merchants take us inside the economic lives of merchants in Muscovy. Samuel Baron chronicled Vasilii Shorin, whose career ranged across European Russia and reached heights ofsuccess and depths offailure. Shorin was the son of a gost' and became one himself around 1634; he did not specialize in one area of trade, but ranged wherever opportunities arose, benefiting from his government contacts and gost' position, particularly in the 1650s and 1660s. He purchased a lucrative tsarist monopoly in fishing in the lower Volga, and managed a fleet of boats to ship the fish up the Volga to Nizhnii Novgorod and Moscow. To provide preservative for the fish he got into the salt business with the help of a government loan to start up a salt works and by buying a monopoly of salt production in the Middle Volga. Shorin owned his own landing dock on the Kama River for salt shipments and kept a large compound in Nizhnii Novgorod for fish and salt shipments. He was active in the fur trade, selling sables on credit from the tsar's treasury and buying and selling lesser furs not claimed as tsar's monopoly. Shorin also organized large shipping expeditions to Russian settlements in Siberia, bringing clothing, leather, hardware and tools, guns, wax and candles, beads and trinkets, to be sold in exchange for furs. Shorin also shipped Russian goods to Arkhangelsk to sell to European merchants not allowed to travel freely in the interior. In turn he purchased and shipped back to Moscow and Nizhnii Novgorod European goods: gold and silver thread, satins, velvets, needles, bells, paper, and silver coins. He kept a hand in eastern trade with warehouses and retail activities in Astrakhan. Finally, he was involved in grain shipping from his various landhold- ings. Shorin's trade was generally wholesale, but he also had over eleven retail shops in Moscow and elsewhere, selling fish, salt, grain, hemp, luxury items from Europe and Persia.
Vasilii Shorin performed the most important tasks assigned to gosti; twice he served as customs collector in Arkhangelsk, a lucrative position for its holders. He similarly reaped benefits from serving as assessor of the "fifth" tax; he acted as the tsar's agent in negotiations with Swedish and Persian traders; he was reprimanded for his harsh treatment and tough application of customs duties on foreign traders in Arkhangelsk.
Despite this seeming success, Shorin ended his life crippled by debt. The infrastructural challenges of carrying on business in Muscovy and of being a gost' combined with the risk involved in major business deals caught up with him. He repeatedly sustained great losses without insurance. In 1648 a rise in the price ofsalt brought popular outrage down on him and on boyars associated with the salt reform; rioters in Moscow pillaged his house, but he avoided death because he was on duty in Arkhangelsk. Undaunted, in 1650 he sent a trade caravan to Persia and India, but met complete disaster, the goods spoiled or stolen by highwaymen and corrupt officials all along the way. Shorin estimated he lost 17,000 rubles on that expedition.
Second, he lost big on both sides of Russia's dearth of credit. He loaned money that he could never collect, to the tune of 5,000 rubles or more in total, and borrowed without the ability to repay. By 1655 he owed over 28,000 rubles to three state departments for services as a gost' or for loans he had taken; his political connections got most of the loans forgiven, but he was still in dire straits. In 1660 he launched another failed caravan to Persia; in 1662 he was again saved from a
Moscow riot (this time in protest of a new tax that he as gost' was in charge of levying), but his home was plundered. In the 1660s more of his debtors defaulted and he to his own lenders. To cap it all off, around 1670 his properties on the Volga were destroyed in the Stepan Razin uprising. So dire was his situation that at the end of the 1670s some of his properties in Moscow were confiscated to pay off debts to the state. His children had no capital to succeed him in business.
Gavriil Nikitin's career as a merchant in Siberia had similar highs and lows, but was perhaps even more impressive than Shorin's given his modest social origins. Nikitin was born in a family of state peasants near Vologda; he began in the trading business by working as an agent for the Moscow gost', Ostafii Filat'ev, in Siberia. As Filat'ev's agent in the 1670s Nikitin purchased caravans of exotic eastern products (textiles and silks, gems and spices) and sold Russian goods and European imports, successfully leading a caravan to Beijing and returning with what Erika Monahan calls "a small fortune in exotic Eastern wares." By the 1680s Nikitin was headquartered in Moscow and was advancing through the guilds of merchants with his own agents in Siberia. He managed trading shops in Siberian towns from western (Irbit, Tobolsk) to far eastern Siberia (Eniseisk, Mangazeia, Nerchinsk). Monahan describes his trade network as made up of "hired, indentured, contract or slave labor" and kinsmen, including a Mongol slave that he adopted as his son Aleshka Nikitin. Just before Nikitin died, his net worth was a healthy 30,000 rubles. Politics, not economics, did him in; he was arrested in late August 1698, having been denounced as speaking against Peter I precisely during the musketeer rebellion; Nikitin died in prison by mid-September. He was caught up in a politically charged moment that had nothing to do with his business acumen.
Trade was not easy in seventeenth-century Russia, but fortunes could be made. All early modern trade on the scale that these men ventured was precarious, but they also dealt with particularly Russian challenges. Clearly the state was a hard taskmaster, setting quotas and calling in loans with ferocity. There was neither available credit and insurance nor business trust to stabilize this system, and the potential for catastrophe—uprisings, highwaymen—always loomed. But for every bankruptcy like Shorin's, there is a successful merchant like Nikitin. Even in difficult Siberian conditions, over vast distances of dangerous caravan routes, Russian merchants managed to turn a profit. As Paul Bushkovitch and J. M. Hittle remind us, other gosti did annual business of up to 100,000 rubles on their own, trading on the advantages that their gost' status gave them. They learned where the best commercial opportunities were, they bought up the best fisheries and salt works, they won contracts to ship the tsar's goods, and they prospered from state loans in cash and goods. Gosti, for example, routinely took furs from the state treasury, sold them for a profit and split the difference with the state. That few created long-lasting dynasties was typical for all but the most affluent of west European merchants in these centuries; merchant families in central and eastern Europe, Bushkovitch showed, paralleled the Muscovite pattern of lasting only a few generations. Given these structural challenges, Muscovy's merchants could not match their west European counterparts, but they kept the economy moving.
Muscovy's towns and townsmen from taxpayers to gosti represent in microcosm the diversity of an empire of "difference." Towns were patchwork quilts of divided jurisdictions; townsmen had no esprit de corps as "citizens" since they were virtually as enserfed as peasants. They were urban taxpayers, constrained in amassing capital and innovating. Muscovy's petty and larger merchants faced the same constraints on growth. But the expanding empire continually opened up opportunity for transit trade, and state protectionist policies carved out a sphere of opportunity for the bold. Shorin's and Nikitin's careers exemplify the dynamism of the empire's trade.
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Varieties of Orthodoxy
Empires project supranational ideologies to legitimize their power, often deriving their "imperial imaginaries" from an established religion. For Russia, that was Orthodoxy. Imperial rulers use their dominant religion circumspectly, shaping their message around it but not excluding other religious groups from a sense of loyalty to the state or from practice of their faiths. Chapters 3-5, and 19 discuss the religions of the empire's subject peoples; in Chapter 6 we explored how Muscovite rulers projected an image of themselves as pious defenders of the faith. Since Orthodoxy was the religion of the majority of the empire's population (East Slavic Russians, Ukrainians, and Belarus'ans) and provided the cultural package of ideas and visual expression for political power, here we explore Orthodoxy and its varieties, as faith and institution.
PATHS OF SPIRITUALITY
Christianity came to the East Slavs definitively in 988 when the grand prince of Kyiv, Vladimir, accepted the faith from Byzantium in a pragmatic political alliance, rejecting overtures with Latin Catholicism, Judaism from the Khazars on the lower Volga, and Islam from the Middle Volga Bulgars. There is ample evidence of Christian presence in Kyiv before then, but this conversion lasted. The Greek Church, as typical in eastern Christianity, allowed new converts to practice the faith in their native language. Liturgical and pietistic works, translated into Old Church Slavonic (a South Slavic language dating back to Bohemian Christianization efforts in the ninth century), were sent to Kyiv and to the archbishopric at Novgorod. A centuries-long process of converting the East Slavs began.
Institutionally eastern Orthodoxy is organized as individual churches roughly reflecting political entities or ethnic groups—Syrian, Coptic, Greek, Bulgarian, Georgian, Russian, each with a sacerdotal hierarchy of consecrated priests, bishops, archbishops, and metropolitans. Unlike the Catholic Church (with which Orthodoxy broke by 1054), eastern Christianity did not evolve a single ruler like the Pope; of the four patriarchs (Antioch, Alexandria, Constantinople, and Jerusalem), Constantinople's was respected as senior, but he did not have formal juridical, administrative, or sacerdotal authority over the others. Within national Churches bishops conferred on issues of practice, but eastern Orthodoxy considered the first seven Ecumenical Church Councils (to 787) as an unchangeable foundation of Christian doctrine and did not summon councils for issues of dogma thereafter.
On the one hand, eastern Orthodoxy is a quintessential religion of the book. It regards its task as preserving established dogma and tradition, "changing nothing." It was guided by the works of the early Church—Old and New Testaments, canons, councils and writings of church fathers until approximately the eighth century, hagiography—and practiced a faith that was sacramental, liturgical, and hierarchical. At the same time, eastern Orthodoxy preserved an enduring emphasis on the contemplative side of Christianity dating back to desert father monks of the earliest Christian centuries. Contemplation was always a purpose ofmonastic life in Christianity, but medieval Catholic monastic orders also evolved an activist tradition, reaching outward to do good works—teaching, tending the sick and elderly, missionizing. But in Russia monastic life remained focused on prayer. Monks lived lives of quiet contemplation, founding small eremitic outposts of men living in single cells or larger cenobitic communities guided by rules of common life (generally following Rules from fifth- and sixth-century Constantinople or Jerusalem). Laymen participated in prayerful contemplation even in the liturgy.
Fundamentally Latin Christianity and eastern Orthodoxy preserved the same Eucharistic liturgy, divided into the Liturgy of the Word (readings from Old and New Testaments, hagiography) and Liturgy of Communion. But in Latin Christianity in medieval centuries the Liturgy of the Word took on a didactic character with sermons and art; Pope Gregory the Great's decree around 600 underscored the goal of teaching the faithful by mandating that religious painting should be done in a representational style to instruct the illiterate. In eastern Orthodoxy, by contrast, visual expression (icons, frescos) was done in a two-dimensional style representing "God's reality" rather than profane life; espousing such an ethereal approach to the visual was one of the ways in which the Church secured a victory over opponents of religious imagery (iconoclasm) in the eighth century. In Orthodoxy images and Eucharistic liturgy were used to create a mystical union of believer with God called "theosis." Contemplation and veneration (not worship) of images opened up conduits of God's grace and connection with the sublime. In liturgy, all the human senses were drawn into the pursuit of theosis: the aroma of beeswax and incense, the splendor of priestly robes and gold-leafed icons, the flickering of candlelight, the soaring voices of choirs and celebrants, the touch of kissing icons, the physical exertion of prostrations and repeated signs of the cross, even the fatigue of intentionally long service and repetition of prayers and supplications. The three-fold interior imagery successively unfolded the story of Christ's incarnation (see Figure 12.1). Scripture was read in the first half of the service, but sermons were not a regular practice throughout the early modern centuries; liturgy was repetitive prayer, chant, and ritual. As theologian John Anthony McGuckin argues, all these sensory and kinetic elements were designed to physically exhaust the body in order to place the worshipper in a space of inner calm, emptiness, and readiness to connect with the Divine.
In addition to Eucharistic liturgy, ritual in other forms connected the people with God in Orthodoxy. This was as much a religion of the sign as of the book, not only because Russia's populace was illiterate but also because worship required embodiment (singing, kissing icons, prostrations, signs of the cross), not merely
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Figure 12.1 The mosaic and fresco interior of Kyiv's eleventh-century Sofiia Cathedral demonstrates the three layers of church decoration: the uppermost heavenly realm where Christ Pantocrator looks down (not shown); a middle range focusing on the incarnation ofChrist, with imagery of the Mother of God, Christ, and his disciples; at street level images of saints providing models of Christ-like righteousness. The scene of the Annunciation—Archangel Gabriel announces to Mary the virgin birth—is typically included on the arch. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

reading, responding, or listening. Thus holydays were celebrated with processions around the church and through public squares; churches were lined with icons and frescos intended not so much to teach the faith as to open windows to prayer; icons in homes served the same purpose. Inheriting the saints of early Christianity and Byzantium and adding its own, Russian Orthodoxy venerated saints through their icons and relics, often crediting them with "miracle-working" powers.
Orthodoxy lived with a constant tension between inner spirituality—the pursuit of kenosis through liturgy, ritual, and prayer—and the dogmatic, hierarchical, and sacerdotal structure of the Church as institution. This tension burst forth periodically when some felt the Church had fallen into formalism; such outbursts took the form of revivals of mystical, contemplative practice. In the 1300s such a revival swept Byzantium; following Gregory of Palamas, who theorized the presence of God as "uncreated Light," it was called hesychasm after its techniques of meditation, which involved a mantra-like chant of the Jesus Prayer and breath control to achieve states of mystical visions and union with God. Hesychasm reached Russian monasteries by the 1400s but was not fully integrated into practice, as we discuss in this chapter. Similarly, in the second half of the eighteenth century another "hesychast" revival reached Russia, with influences from European Catholicism and Protestantism, as we discuss in Chapter 20.
THE CHURCH AS INSTITUTION
By 1450 the Russian Orthodox Church had a strong presence at the Moscow court, the grand princes leaning on the Church for justification and representation of their power. The metropolitan resided there, as did most of the bishops; major monasteries also kept a presence within Kremlin walls. The Church enjoyed exemptions from secular taxation, administration, and most secular judicial authority save criminal justice, and jealously guarded its right to judge clergy on virtually all issues. It also judged the entire population in religious areas, including family law, marriage, divorce, rape, inheritance and dowry, as well as heresy; it judged its dependent lay peasants and servants in petty crime or other disputes. For all this judicial work the 1551 "Hundred Chapters" (Stoglav) Church Council decreed a system of diocesan courts; when in 1649 the state created a Monastic Chancery to abolish monastic immunities and to try clerics and their dependents for all but religious crime, the Church fought back and in 1669 forced the abolition of the new chancery.
Ostensibly the Church was centrally run and powerful; rejecting the Byzantine Church's agreement with the Vatican to the short-lived Florence-Ferrara Church Union (1438-9), in 1448 the Moscow metropolitanate declared itself independent of Constantinople. That autocephaly was enhanced in 1589 when fellow patriarchs elevated the Moscow metropolitan to the status of patriarch, a move made in anticipation of the 1596 Brest Union of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church with Catholicism and in recognition of the fact that Russia was the most powerful political entity in the Orthodox world. Dynamic leaders such as Patriarchs Filaret (1619-33) and Nikon (1652-8) amassed wealth and power for the patriarchate; enterprising bishops did the same for themselves. In reality, the Russian Orthodox Church lacked central institutional control. Each hierarch was sovereign in his vast domains, as were monasteries over their lands. Most of the hundreds of monasteries throughout the realm were small and poor, but a few were economic and cultural powerhouses. The St. Cyril-Beloozero in the north, the Joseph-Volokolamsk and Trinity-St. Sergii near Moscow, and several in Moscow and the Kremlin benefited from generous patronage by elite and tsar. Their vast holdings of peasant villages made them rich, which they reflected in splendid treasuries, architectural ensembles, and cultural production (scriptoria, icon, and fresco workshops). Juridically, monasteries enjoyed immunities not only from the sovereign's courts but also from diocesan courts; they adjudicated cases with in-house panels of elders and tried to avoid even the mandatory criminal jurisdiction of secular authorities when possible. Paralleling this institutional diversity was textual chaos. Virtually each monastery, each cathedral, each parish church used different service books, books that had over time accreted minor variations in rituals or prayers.
Compounding the problem of diocesan and monastic autonomy was the weakness of the church at the parish level. Monasteries could own populated lands throughout the realm and devoted few resources to parish oversight. Dioceses for Orthodox not on monastic land were huge. In the mid-sixteenth century, the Muscovite Church had one metropolitan, two archbishops, and seven bishops; in 1672 there were seventeen such entities, and the Council of 1681/2, recognizing the need for more and smaller dioceses, created four additional ones. But the Church's efforts to further improve the density of church oversight in the 1680s were rebuffed by bishops unwilling to lose lands and resources. Unlike their medieval Catholic counterparts, Russian bishops did not do routine visitations of their dioceses, ruling through minions more renowned for corrupt exploitation than for pastoral solicitude. Parishes were small and scattered; since they elected their own parish priests and supported them with land and goods, they had significant control. Priests had little oversight from their bishops and little leverage against communities' divergences from canonical belief or practice.
VISIONS OF SPIRITUALITY
It is impossible to penetrate the spiritual world ofEast Slavs in the fifteenth through seventeenth centuries; one can only observe outward manifestations of spirituality, such as the ideals attributed to a particular saint by his or her hagiographer or the messages conveyed in sermons or history writing. These were, however, remarkably consistent and changed over time in interesting ways.
A major locus of expressions of spirituality was monasticism, so much so that the monastic ideal has been taken by some as the spirituality of the mass of the population. We cannot know that. But it is clear that Russians were drawn to join monasteries in the centuries when Moscow was consolidating its power, from about the late 1300s to about 1500. Whether out of spiritual commitment or for material gain (donors generously supported some monasteries with gifts ofland and treasure), religious leaders founded more than 250 new monasteries in the Russian forest, in addition to many small hermitages of single hermit monks. To the extent that some of the founders associated themselves with the grand princes of Muscovy, Church and state made the most of the association, depicting in hagiography and chronicles Russia's rulers as particularly devoted to pious advisors. Russian historians in turn generalized that Orthodox spirituality particularly characterized early Russia. This is undoubtedly an accident of the sources, since churchmen wrote the histories and saints' Lives, and provided the documentary forms for state documents (such as wills and treaties) that are our principal sources for these centuries. And, as we have said, Moscow's grand princes did patronize the Church as a legitimizing tool. But we must separate the projected image from any claims about personal spirituality.
We can identify several trends in spirituality promoted by literate churchmen who wrote hagiography or led monasteries. One was overtly political, but the more dominant was moralistic, and focused on finding paths to God. The political trend we have encountered in discussions of the "imperial imaginary": the Russian Orthodox Church promoted itself and its secular partners through hagiography and history writing. In the fifteenth century several diocesan and political centers (Novgorod, Tver', Rostov, Suzdal') and Moscow promoted themselves by compiling chronicles and promoting cults of saints that bolstered their own claims to local power. Although the chronicle genre was unwieldy, its compilation of events from biblical times to the present allowed a given princely family or bishop to depict their lands as part ofGod's providential design. Each regional chronicle assembled earlier chronicles from Kyiv Rus', which themselves began with a swift passage through biblical history; they became thicker with local events toward the time of composition, and made sure to include encomia to rulers, bishops, and other notables whose piety and patronage of the faith (the authors, after all, were churchmen) demonstrated God's blessing on their realms. Principalities such as Novgorod, Rostov, and Tver' constructed pantheons of local saints, often founders of local monasteries. After conquest by Moscow most of this regional chronicle writing declined, save for Novgorod, while Moscow inaugurated vast compilations of "all- Rus'" history that put it at the apex of historical time.
In the fifteenth century Church and state also used hagiography to promote grand-princely power, focusing on cults of three sainted bishops who were closely tied to the ruling family. Called the "Moscow miracleworkers," they included Metropolitan Peter (d. 1326), revered for bringing the metropolitancy to Moscow; Metropolitan Aleksii (d. 1378), mentor to the young Grand Prince Dmitrii Donskoi, who ruled 1359 to 1389 and came to the throne at age 9; and Metropolitan Iona (d. 1461), honored for rejecting the Florence-Ferrara Church Union of 1448. The great iconographer Dionisii painted large matching icons of Petr and Aleksii, replete with scenes from their Lives, for Moscow's newly constructed Dormition Cathedral; hagiographies with extensive cycles of their miracles were compiled. Chronicles describe grand princes venerating shrines to these miracle workers on their way out to battle.
Other church writings focused on monastic and by extension lay morality, although most likely the authors had in mind an elite audience, namely monks, their elite patrons, and the court elite to whom bishops sermonized. Here, two trends developed over the fifteenth century from within monasticism. One was a trend to promote a morality focused on public behavior—drunkenness, sexual license, disorder. Church leaders such as Metropolitan Daniil (d. 1547) fulminated on these topics in sermons that were widely reproduced, while monastic leaders such as Joseph Sanin (d. 1508), founder of the Trinity Monastery in Volokolamsk, embedded such concerns in advice to monks. Joseph of Volokolamsk (sainted regionally in 1579 and for the whole Russian Church in 1591) composed a Rule for proper monastic life in communal (cenobitic) monasteries, which he believed offered the discipline and pastoral oversight needed to keep monks focused on God. His Rule became common for Russian monasteries for the next two centuries; it prescribed a life of labor, prayer, abstinence, humility, and self-discipline for monks while their monasteries accumulated property, wealth, and lands, in Joseph's view, all to better serve God.
Another trend in spirituality paralleled Joseph Volotskii's emphasis on cenobitic life; it was related to the influence of hesychasm in Russian monasticism in the fifteenth century. As noted above, hesychasm was a fourteenth-century Byzantine revival of contemplative spirituality; Paul Bushkovitch has shown that when Russia received hesychasm in the fifteenth century, it developed its own "regional variant" that excluded some key elements of hesychast theology (Gregory of Palamas's theory of uncreated light) and practice (mystical visions), although they knew about them. Rather, hesychasm had a more generalized impact of sparking a revival ofcontemplative life in monasteries, modeled on age-old Christian prescriptions for silence, prayer, and ascetic disciplines. Great spiritual leaders were memorialized by great writers: Epifanii Premudryi wrote the Life of St. Sergii of Radonezh (d. 1392), while Pakhomii Logofet authored the Life of St. Cyril of Beloozero, both depicting their subjects as ascetic ideals living lives of discipline, hard labor, humility, and prayer, denying worldly passions in a generally solitary setting to pursue a connection with God. Nil Sorskii, founder of a small hermitage at Sora in the late fifteenth century, integrated hesychastic theology more faithfully in his writings: while writers of the school of Joseph of Volokolamsk took the hesychast concept of "absence of passion" to mean control of sexual desire, for example, Sorskii understood the original Greek meaning of subduing inner turmoil such as greed, pride, and anger. Thus, Sorskii represents a more inward morality than that preached by Joseph and Metropolitan Daniil; his works were revered in monastic circles through the Muscovite period. The goal of hesychasm as ethereal union with God was hauntingly depicted in some of the greatest works of Russian religious art in the fifteenth century—the other-worldly spirituality of icons and frescos by Theo- phanes the Greek in Moscow, Novgorod and the Ferapontov Monastery near Beloozero, and of Andrei Rublev in Vladimir, Zvenigorod, and Moscow.
It was not obligatory that a monk seeking to pursue a life of contemplation live in an eremitic, solitary hermitage, but Nil Sorskii makes clear the challenges posed by the alternative—large monasteries that balanced worldly wealth with inner spirituality (Figure 12.2). Nil argued that too easily such cenobitic communities slip into worldly vices, such as living off the labor of others and indulging in luxurious clothing, treasures, and architectural ensembles. Joseph of Volokolamsk, on the other hand, felt that only the discipline of a large communal monastery governed by a strict Rule would provide the setting for prayerful contemplation. The idea that these two men had a spirited debate about whether monasteries should own land has been dismissed; such debates emerged later, at mid-sixteenth century. Both Joseph and Nil were committed to the same goal—contemplative monastic life—and supported different environments to achieve it. Robert Roman- chuk has detailed how assiduously the monks of the St. Cyril-Beloozero Monastery practiced contemplative spirituality in two forms—one based on pietistic reading modeled on the "desert fathers" (spiritual ancestors of hesychasm) and the other a more scholastic emphasis on study, learning, and analysis. The monastery's wealth made possible its rich library and educational program. To navigate this tension, Russian spiritual leaders developed codes of spiritual discipline, such as Volotskii's Rule, and persistently campaigned against the most egregious of sins of public morality.
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Figure 12.2 Outside of Moscow, the Trinity-St. Sergii Monastery was patronized by the royal family and great boyars, and grew wealthy with extensive landholdings. Its thick walls withstood siege in the Time of Troubles and protected the ruling family during disturbances of 1682 and 1689. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

Whether these ideals and moralistic messages penetrated to laymen almost cannot be known. They were embodied in hagiography, icons, and sermons; collections of sermons, from great Byzantine saints such as John of Chrysostom to Moscow's Metropolitan Daniil, were available to be read. But that eliminated the illiterate masses. In principle hagiography was a good medium for promoting lay or religious messages, since saint's lives were read aloud in daily church services. In addition to ascetic saints, promoted by the founder's monastery, Russians also patronized cults of other kinds of holy figures, evidence perhaps of popular spirituality. In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, for example, tales of "holy fools," such as St. Michael Klopskii or St. Basil (of St. Basil's Cathedral in Moscow), circulated widely. Following the ancient Christian model of a "fool in Christ," holy fools lived outlandish lives of extreme poverty, deprivation, and irrational, often theatrical, behavior. Feared and shunned, they were also revered for their willingness to speak truth to power, whether in scolding people who humiliated them or exposing corrupt public officials. The popularity of such saints would suggest that their extreme humanity and vulnerability spoke to people, perhaps in ways that the ascetic saintly model could not. Icons within reason modeled ideal spirituality; icons of holy fools showed them disheveled, while the ascetic saint was presented in modest robes, thin and gaunt, reinforcing the message of both the hesychast and the cenobitic monastic ideals.
We are still far from lay spirituality, however. It is difficult to see how these ideas emanating from monasticism could filter down to the populace. But in the seventeenth century, new emphases in icons, saints' cults, hagiography, and sermons suggest some changes in popular belief. After the Time of Troubles (1605-13), spirituality seems to have moved towards a more personalized faith, as Paul Bushkovitch argued. In response to enserfment, rising taxes and more aggressive state intervention in society, new saints' Lives showcased saints who represent normal people living lives of piety and good works in home and community. Iuliana of Murom earned saintly status not as a nun, but as a wife, mother, and local benefactor, caring for the ill and poor. The semi-mythical Life of Sts. Peter and Fevroniia became quite popular, with folk elements of female power, magic, and conjugal love. Both these Lives celebrated women's spiritual role and depicted a more inner and more personal piety than seen in the Lives of sixteenth-century saints. Where St. Sergii was depicted advising princes and performing large public miracles for large groups of people, Iuliana's good works were domestic and individual. A similar piety is evoked in a new profusion of cults of local saints unremarkable in worldly achievement but revered for their ability to heal. Their shrines became the sites of posthumous miracles and cycles of miracles done in their time and posthumously were added to their Lives. People flocked to these shrines, finding these saints accessible and human compared to the strict and aloof ascetic saintly model.
The Church responded to this pious enthusiasm by policing sainthood as best it could, given that the Church lacked the sort of formal procedures for canonization that the Latin West enjoyed. On the one hand, periodically the Church recognized new saints, affirming many new cults in the mid-sixteenth century (as a way of embracing conquered lands into the Muscovite state) and in the mid-seventeenth (to nationalize, as it were, some of the local cults). On the other hand, in the seventeenth century the Church, with reformist zeal, also embarked on widespread review of local claims to saintliness and miracle working: they rejected many local cults as more reflective of a town's or monastery's desire to profit from pilgrims than evidence of the revered person's sanctity. They declared some "miracle-working icons" fraudulent, all to the discontent of locals.
New ways of thinking about self, God, and society, and new ways of depicting the spiritual, came from Ukraine to Russia in the second halfofthe seventeenth century, with impact on elite and lay religious life. As we have seen, from the late sixteenth century the Ukrainian Orthodox Church had been under siege, first by successful Protestant missionaries and then by even more successful Counter-Reformation Jesuit proselytizing. Many Orthodox magnates converted to Catholicism (pushed by the Polish Vasa kings' refusal to award high office to non-Catholics); Ukrainian Orthodox clergy, townsmen, and some lesser nobles responded by meeting the Jesuits with sophisticated polemics and reviving their Church pastorally. They published vernacular service books, catechisms, and pietistic works to rally the faithful, in the process introducing new ideas, texts, and artistic imagery from the Catholic West. In the first half of the century Ukrainian clerics and Cossack leaders, eager for Russia's aid, regularly traveled to Moscow, bringing with them a reformed faith. After the Cossack Hetmanate of Left Bank Ukraine agreed to become a protectorate of Russia in 1654, cultural contacts multiplied.
At the tsar's court in the 1670s-80s, Ukrainian, Belarus'an, and Russian churchmen (Semeon Polotskii, Karion Istomin, Epifanii Slavinetskii, Sylvestr Medvedev) preached to the tsar's family (including future regent Sofiia and the future Peter I) and boyar elite new concepts of spirituality and self that derived from the Jesuit- based curriculum of Ukrainian schools. As Bushkovitch details, they called people to a more personal morality, replacing the sixteenth century's condemnation of public displays of excess with a focus on vices such as avarice, pride, and lack of charity. In the political realm, they introduced Aristotelian ideas such as the ruler's duty to serve "the common good" and Renaissance concepts of civic virtue; they validated change and social improvement.
At least in major urban centers, visual expression reflected a more activist, "humanist" emphasis that also came from the west through Ukraine. A more realistic, three-dimensional painting style with true perspective and lifelike visages modeled on baroque Catholic painting appeared in icons and frescos. Church architecture sported exuberant baroque external ornament and vibrant colors; donors made their tastes and patronage known, including the tsar's Naryshkin in-laws.
While courtly art and philosophy probably had little impact beyond the Kremlin elites, the more personal and domestic spirituality preached in seventeenth-century hagiography might well have resonated broadly. But one should not assume that all subjects of the tsar were aware of all these innovations; after all, most parishioners lived so far away from their parish church that they rarely attended services. In the absence of parochial schools for the layman and seminary education for parish priests, parishioners might not have understood the faith well to begin with. But those that did, or that observed cross processions and other rituals, were exposed to a dynamic message about faith—one that promoted loyalty to Church and state, one that militated against moral excess, one that turned inward for spirituality, one that saw saintliness in mundane good works, and one that alleviated their anxieties about sickness, death, and the mysteries of life.
POLICING THE FAITH INTO SCHISM
The Church was constantly concerned that laymen did indeed not understand the faith well nor practice it accurately. It policed the faith in two ways in these centuries: judicial processes against those deemed heretics and reform programs to improve religious life. Freethinking tended to enter the trading cities ofNovgorod and Pskov from their contacts with Europe, and "heresies" are recorded there since the fourteenth century. Although some of these ideas spread to Moscow elites, they were not broad popular movements. Some persecuted "heretics" challenged the Church's sacramental claims (strigol'niki), others criticized secular claims to power over the Church, others earned the epithet "Judaizers" for anti-Trinitarian, rationalist and anti-clerical beliefs and others opposed changes in iconography. For trials of heretics, hierarchs met in council, often with secular rulers, and they did not hesitate to execute serious offenders. But David Goldfrank argues that the Church became less harsh in punishing heretics in the sixteenth century, preferring, for example, corrective, penitential monastic exile for religious offenders. That pattern continued through the far more turbulent seventeenth century, as we will see in this chapter, when the Church did not hesitate to execute those who refused to recant, but preferred to offer forgiveness to those willing to accept spiritual rehabilitation.
The Church's efforts to police belief and improve practice by institutional reform had little success in the early modern centuries. Its principal anxieties and reform proposals were enunciated at the 1551 Stoglav Church Council and repeated in subsequent church councils in 1620 and the 1650s. One area of concern was the proper representation of the faith: the Stoglav Council spoke out against innovations in icon painting and in the shape ofthe crucifix (preferring the eight-pointed cross). Another was ritual: the Council criticized simultaneous reading ofservices to speed them up and ruled on the proper form of certain rituals (the sign of the cross should be done with two fingers; two alleluias, not three, were mandated in a particular prayer). Standardization of liturgical books was a major issue, a problem recognized already in 1518 when a learned monk from Mount Athos, Maxim the Greek (Michael Trivolis), was invited to Moscow to standardize religious texts. His suggestions, in line with contemporary Greek scholarship, were rejected and earned him condemnation as a heretic in 1525 and 1531; he died in confinement in 1556. The Stoglav Church Council did not propose a better path to standardization, but recognized the problem.
Moral behavior was a wide-ranging concern for the 1551 Council: it condemned bishops' officials for corrupt treatment of laymen; castigated priests for poor education, drunkenness, and shoddy performance of liturgy; condemned monasteries and convents for lax discipline and sexual misbehavior by monks and nuns. The council directed particular animus against folk belief: the bishops accused both clergy and laity of mixing folk superstition with Christian belief and practice; they condemned sexual license and unseemly dancing and singing by minstrels at holy- day celebrations that often coincided with winter and summer solstice or at other moments in the agricultural or seasonal calendar. Nevertheless, the Stoglav Council proposed few concrete measures—it advocated not a school system (a proposal put forth already in the 1490s by the learned Novgorod Archbishop Gennadii), but simply that master teachers should teach priests; it proposed supervisors to rein in corrupt diocesan tithe collectors, but this idea went nowhere. It mandated the creation of priest supervisors to improve the moral and spiritual performance of parish priests; this latter proposal was not widely implemented until the Church Council of 1675 revived it, and even then the supervisors did not provide rigorous oversight.
The seventeenth-century Church made some progress on the Stoglav's reform programs. Various stimuli towards reform came together in the first half of the century: Greek churchmen brought books and ideas to Russia with the metropolitan's elevation to patriarch in 1589; the Time of Troubles brought Russian elites in close contact with Polish Catholics, particularly in the person of Fedor Nikitich Romanov, father to Tsar Michael Romanov. A powerful boyar rival of Boris Godunov, he had been forcibly tonsured in 1601 and was held in Polish captivity from 1610; when he returned to Moscow in 1619, he was immediately made patriarch and served as de facto co-ruler with his young son (born 1596) until his death in 1633. As Patriarch Filaret, Fedor Romanov was not only a shrewd secular politician, but also a vigorous proponent of the Church's economic power and political autonomies. At this same time, influence was flooding to Muscovy from the reformed Ukrainian Orthodox Church. A final new influence were the visits, throughout the seventeenth century, of patriarchs and monks of the worldwide Orthodox diaspora, seeking alms.
All these forces combined for tremendous spiritual and institutional ferment in the Russian Orthodox Church in the seventeenth century. From about 1640 it was focused in the Kremlin in a group oflearned churchmen who came to be called (by modern historians) "Zealots of Piety." Their concerns fell into two areas, epitomized roughly by two groups, although there was much overlap. The first concern, reminiscent of the Stoglav fathers, was the moral and spiritual quality of lay religious life; this theme was promoted by learned parish priests and dynamic preachers (Avvakum, Ivan Neronov, Daniil, Loggin). They advocated changes in the liturgy, such as the introduction of sermons to instruct the faithful and the abolition ofpractices used to shorten lengthy services, such as simultaneous reading by multiple priests that rendered a service incomprehensible. On sermons they were successful in principle, but it took almost two centuries for sermonizing to become regular practice by parish priests. Like the Stoglav Council, these churchmen railed against folk belief and pagan practices, minstrels, drinking, tobacco, and other moral offenses; in this they won Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich's support, expressed in state decrees against minstrels and moral offenses in the 1640s.
While one group was pursuing moral reform, a second, represented primarily by Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich, his close associate F. M. Rtishchev, his confessor Stefan Vonifat'ev, and the cosmopolitan metropolitan of Novgorod Nikon, focused on preparing Russian Orthodoxy to take its rightful place of leadership over eastern Christianity (in 1685 the Kyiv metropolitanate was made subordinate to Moscow, not Constantinople). Associated with a newly sanctioned printing press (Pechatnyi dvor), they returned to a key problem identified by the 1551 Church Council: standardizing liturgical books so that Slavic-speaking Orthodox would worship with the same words and rituals. They embarked on the difficult task of identifying authentic texts in a tradition that had been developing for centuries. They were most influenced by Greek advisors and patriarchs, who pressed upon them the service books of the Greek diaspora, often printed in Venice and influenced by post-Tridentine Catholicism. Guided by such sources, on issues of ritual and text Moscow's editors often contradicted the 1551 Church Council, whose rulings the Church repudiated in the 1660s.
In 1652 Metropolitan Nikon was made patriarch, and with his new position he pushed forcefully ahead to reform texts. In 1653 he issued a revised canon law book, Nomokanon; in the next few years a raft of reformed books appeared—a Psaltyr, a book of Hours, New Testament, Acts of the Apostles, and other service books. They, and myriad decrees, contained changes in wording and ritual that subtly but substantively changed Orthodox practice, if not belief. They included a three-fingered sign of the cross, a Greek four-pointed crucifix (in place of the traditional eight-pointed shape), a different number of prostrations and bows in Lenten services, a new transliteration of the name of Jesus, and small but significant changes in the Nicene Creed. Abrasive and ambitious, Nikon sent the new books to all parishes, cathedrals, and monasteries with orders to adopt them or face (by a decree of 1656) charges of heresy. He made no effort to prepare the ground or explain to far-flung monastic and parish communities the rationale for the changes.
In these reforms the Orthodox Church was following Russian tradition, fulfilling pastoral goals it had set itself in church councils since 1551. But it was also paralleling self-disciplining processes occurring across Catholic and Protestant Europe since the sixteenth century, processes of which some of these reformers were aware. In many ways, Nikon's new books and the Church's interventions into lay moral life constitute a kind of confessionalization like that being done by Protestant sects and the Catholic Counter-Reformation. Confessionalization involved an institutional Church's effort to define its creed in vernacular catechisms and bibles, to instruct the faithful in belief and ritual practice, and to discipline church members in moral behavior and adherence to the creed. In Russia, however, this disciplining process was less successful than that of Catholic, Lutheran, and Calvinist Churches in Europe because it lacked resources. Nikon's new books were disseminated by fiat, but little was done to bring the laity on board. Key elements of European confessionalization were not even tried: founding seminaries, improving clerical education, creating a parish school system, publishing vernacular pietistic works, and expanding literacy for the laity. An important first step would have been to create a denser parish network, but a 1680s effort to create smaller dioceses was rebuffed by bishops jealous of their power. Even so, in Russia many in the laity rebelled at these reforms, precisely because they changed what they considered the most integral part of the faith, namely ritual.
Opposition broke out immediately, starting with the Zealots ofPiety themselves. Avvakum and Ivan Neronov had consistently protested that the Greek books were not antique originals but were influenced by the heretical Catholic west; they protested that the changes in ritual were not justified by religious precedent and that the mandate of Orthodoxy was to change nothing of the sacred heritage; they embraced the 1551 Church Council protocols as authentic Russian tradition. Avvakum, Neronov, and others immediately rejected the 1653 Psaltyr and subsequent revised books, bringing down the Church's wrath. Ivan Neronov was declared an apostate in 1656 and sentenced to monastic exile; he fled confinement and continued fiery preaching against the reforms until called to the Church Council of 1667 as a heretic. There he recanted, but many others did not. Avvakum became the exemplar of this opposition; exiled to Siberia in 1653, he proselytized there and continued to do so when he returned to Moscow in 1664. Brought before the Council of 1667, he and a group of compatriots refused to recant and were exiled to Pustozersk and executed there in 1682. Patriarch Nikon, meanwhile, had resigned his position in 1658 in a stand-off with the Tsar over his assertion that Church was superior to state. Fittingly, in his defense Nikon cited two analogies, one of the Church and state as sun and moon and one defining "two swords" of Church and lay power, that both were arguments used by medieval popes against European kings. Nikon's arguments did not succeed.
The Church Council of 1666-7, dominated by visiting Greek patriarchs, was a turning point in Russian Orthodox Church history. While it deposed Patriarch Nikon, it affirmed his reforms, anathematizing those who resisted. This prompted open revolt by dissenters; hundreds of communities joined the movement, which has become called the Old Belief. By 1684 a draconian law threw the weight of the state on dissenters, up through the death penalty, construing dissent as disobedience to the state.
Open opposition to the Church was a difficult step for ordained churchmen like Avvakum and Neronov, and they were able to justify it only by reference to apocalyptic thinking. Prevalent in Russia in the sixteenth century, millenarianism took on greater force in the seventeenth century with an influx of Ukrainian apocalyptic writings and illustrated works. Already in the 1620s, a millenarian movement of religious dissent emerged in central Russia under the charismatic leader Kapiton that presaged much of the Old Belief's views and structures. In a time oftremendous social and cultural change in Russia (serfdom, taxation, a more bureaucratic state, religious reform), Kapiton and his followers identified their era as the End Time, declaring Church and state heretical. They fled to the forests, living in small monastic-type communities, emulating early Christian fathers in extreme asceticism, condemning the state as heathen.
The Old Belief similarly drew upon apocalyptic belief when it rejected the official Church. Dissenters declared that Nikon's reforms, the Church Council's condemnations, and the Tsar's political persecution signified that Christian history had come to an end. Tsar and patriarch were declared Antichrist, an easy claim to maintain once Peter I introduced European culture and radical institutional reforms of the Church. Old Believers' response to demands to recant was in keeping with their devotion to Orthodoxy: when their impassioned preaching failed to sway Church and state, when their leaders were arrested, interrogated, tortured, exiled, and executed, most did not mount armed opposition. There was some of that early on—as Georg Michels showed, some groups latched on to the Old Belief as a form of social banditry and violently took over villages; the Solovetskii Monastery violently withstood siege by the tsar's troops for eight years (1668-76). But the Old Belief did not provoke years of religious war; as a rule these dissenters resisted by turning their backs. Some made the awful choice of mass suicide by self- immolation, an epidemic of which flew through their communities in the 1670s-80s. They justified such suicide (ordinarily a sin in Christianity) by the extraordinary circumstances of the End Time, but already in the 1690s Old Believer leaders were preaching against it. Their other response was simply to flee and await the Last Judgment. To escape a society they considered pagan and a state they rejected, from the second halfofthe seventeenth century Old Believers moved to the empire's borderlands: the far north, the northwest borderlands, the Urals and Siberia, the lower Volga, across the border to Poland. There they faced the problem of how to reconstruct godly lives outside of the institutional Church until they were redeemed; Chapter 20 explores their various solutions to that challenge in the eighteenth century.
FOLK BELIEF AND SYNCRETISM
Like all forms of Christianity in early modern Europe, however, the story of the institutional Church and even of major dissent tells only part of the story. Throughout the medieval centuries in Europe, laymen assimilated Christian belief and practice to folk custom. The Reformation and Counter-Reformation went a long way to standardize belief and practice, but even there folk accretions, magic, and superstition persisted well into the nineteenth century. Russia's Christianity was similarly syncretic, but missed Europe's stage of confessionalizing and thus remained more or less unreformed through the nineteenth century.
As early as the sixteenth century European travelers to Russia roundly criticized Russian Orthodoxy. Much of what they criticized reflected their stance in the Reformation: Catholics such as Sigismund von Herberstein (1520s) were comfortable with liturgy and sacraments, but Protestant travelers such as Giles Fletcher (1580s) displayed contempt for them, as well as for icons, saints, and monasticism. Both sides were united in criticizing Russians for immorality (drunkenness, sexual license) and in particular for ignorance and superstition. Adam Olearius, polymath intellectual, was particularly critical of Russians' ignorance and distrust of science. As we saw, the Church Council in 1551 echoed these concerns, particularly the adaptation by Christians of "pagan" customs. Lacking a concerted effort to con- fessionalize, Russian Orthodoxy went into the modern period with a syncretic faith.
Russian ethnographers in the nineteenth century indeed found animist and pagan beliefs and practices widespread among titular Orthodox. Stella Rock even argues that by then Russian religious syncretism or "dual belief" (dvoeverie, a modern term) constituted a parallel beliefsystem wielded in opposition to Church and state, but for many it was simply normal Orthodoxy.
Across the European Christian world, east or west, conversion to Christianity involved assimilation of local belief and practices. Saints were assigned in the place of local deities. Among the East Slavs, St. Elijah was associated with the god Perun; a cult arose around St. Paraskeva that combined Byzantine Christian cults with veneration of the female deity Mokosh; Christian holydays were matched to many agricultural and calendrical festivals. The Church was complicit in some of this: in rural France, Germany, and Russia, for example, clergy participated in agrarian ceremonies of animist origins. In Russia, peasants venerated arable land as "Mother Earth" and safeguarded key moments in the agricultural cycle with fertility rituals. The start of plowing in some areas involved the men of the village praying with an icon and a loaf of bread at the fields and plowing a single, first furrow before working the whole field. Harvesting was inaugurated by a village woman chosen for her virtue: she lit candles before icons, ceremonially cut the first sheaves and arranged them in the shape of a cross; priests later blessed the grain that they yielded.
Christian churches were keenly aware, however, of the risk that popular belief could slip from harmless folk tradition to deviance and even heresy. Church fathers in east and west drew on patristic and conciliar texts of the early Christian centuries to rail against deviations of two types. One, sometimes called high or occult magic, emanated from a rich antique literature on astronomy and astrology, medicine and healing, mathematics and other sciences; the other represented non-textual folk traditions, shamanistic and animist beliefs and practices. In early modern Russia, the 1551 Church Council and a sixteenth-century domestic handbook (the Domostroi) railed against the occult, producing lists of banned books taken from Byzantine sources. But this was not a major source of religious deviance in Muscovy. Few antique medicinal, astronomical, and scientific texts were translated into Slavonic; some came to Russia by the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries from humanist and Jewish circles in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and provoked heresy trials. By contrast, in the late fifteenth century monk Efrosim of the St. Cyril- Beloozero Monastery produced a compendium of biblical, hagiographical, and pietistic texts along with secular tales, medical texts, and works on divination, without suffering consequences. Overall, high-level magic and occult had little circulation in illiterate Muscovy.
More problematic for early modern Russian churchmen was deviant lay and even clerical practice. Penitentials, sermons, and encyclicals railed against laymen's use of amulets, spells, and almanacs; the 1551 Church Council railed against clergy allowing people to secrete objects—salt, soap, cauls—at the altar to be blessed by proximity to the sacrament. It condemned licentious revelry at holydays, especially the eves of Christmas, Epiphany, the Nativity of St. John the Baptist, and Trinity Sunday (which coincided with winter and summer solstices) and key moments in the agrarian calendar. The Council's bishops condemned minstrels as agents of the devil, with their songs, dancing bears, and quasi-spiritual authority (minstrels were believed to ward off evil spirits from wedding processions). Such critiques—paralleled in Catholic and Protestant efforts against magic and superstition—were continued by the Zealots of Piety and later the Old Believers in the seventeenth century.
Many of these official critiques might have been formulaically repeated from canonical Byzantine sources, but there is plenty of contemporary (as well as later ethnographic) evidence that Muscovite laymen integrated non-Christian beliefand practice into Orthodoxy. Parish service books contain supplicatory prayers said by clergy and laymen alike on occasions of personal need and daily life (illness, falling in love, going to court); such prayers deeply intertwine Christian and animist belief. They prayed to some natural spirits along with Christian figures for benevolence, while they identified evil in the Devil and in other natural forces. They combined references to Old Testament figures, saints, Jesus, and Mary with invocations of a "folk otherworld," in Eve Levin's phrase. Holy oak trees, mythical islands and oceans, the light of dawn and sunset intertwined with Christian spiritual intervention. Local cults of saints attributed miracle-working powers to relics, saints' bodies and shrines, and their icons in ways that made the official Church quite anxious.
Muscovites indulged in magic, at all levels of society, including the ruler's court. Since the time of Ivan III European doctors had been recruited to Kremlin service, often bringing with them the typical early modern European doctor's combination of antique healing arts, potions and prayers, astrology and astronomy, and science. Some, such as Ivan IVs doctor Eliseus Bomel and Aleksei Mikhailovich's doctor Daniel von Haden, went to their deaths accused of black magic and heresy; most, however, thrived in the circle of the "Apothecary Chancery," established by Aleksei Mikhailovich to import western medicine, herbal remedies, books on astrology, and learned experts to Russia. By the seventeenth century rulers and elite were intrigued by such ideas: Aleksei Mikhailovich and regent Sofiia Alekseevna both had palace rooms decorated with astronomical symbols; Sofiia's advisors Sylvestr Medvedev and Prince V. V. Golitsyn had connections with male witches. Aleksei Mikhailovich had herbs collected for magic and he and his father Mikhail Romanov recruited magicians to protect them, even as rulers also constantly feared magical spells cast against them. Several late seventeenth-century treason trials involve members of the court elite (stolnik Andrei Bezobrazov, Grigorii Talitskii) patronizing people with magical powers.
Laymen turned to magic in their love lives—charms and potions helped women to find a good husband, men to entice a woman into sexual dalliance, or couples to revive marital affection. Often such charms invoked Christian deities along with magical powers. The primary locus of magical arts was in healing through the use of spiritually powerful potions, herbs, grasses, and spells, often in the hands of identified healers. Even Orthodox manuals on healing often combined physical medicine with magical incantations and rites. Such healing was ubiquitous, but its practitioners ended up in court accused as witches when someone was harmed. Others were accused of witchcraft when an inexplicable calamity befell an individual, family, or community. In Muscovy, those accused as witches were primarily men, in contrast to most early modern European and American cases; as Valerie Kivelson argues, this might be explained by the tendency to accuse outsiders, and most people with mobility in Muscovy were men—soldiers, peasants traveling to market or sent to the city to earn income to pay cash dues back home. Clergy, with their esoteric knowledge and spiritual authority, were also often accused of witchcraft. Secular courts litigated accusations of witchcraft as criminal harm, and punishments ranged from fines and minor corporal punishment to death according to the offense.
What early modern Russia lacked was the phenomenon of witch crazes and the rhetoric of satanic possession as it developed in Europe under the influence of the Inquisition. Certainly Orthodoxy's beliefs about witchcraft emanated from the same early Christian sources, and Russian sources do refer to witches as influenced by the devil. But the early modern European discourse was highly sexualized (the witches' "Sabbath" was an orgy with Satan) and personalized around Satan himself. In Muscovy accused witches were not interrogated with this concept in mind, nor was possession of magical powers described in this way until the Military Code of 1715 borrowed the concept of satanic possession from German and Swedish sources. This generated a few accusations of satanic activity in the eighteenth century, but interest in witchcraft as a crime faded in this century of Enlightenment and skepticism. By the time of Catherine II, magic was treated as fraud in the "Courts of Equity" rather than as a criminal act or religious deviation.
As for the beliefsystem ofthe laity, historians have suggested that the concept of "dual belief" be replaced with a more complex understanding of"lived Orthodoxy." Clearly this was a society that Christianity had deeply penetrated, but it took the form, well into the nineteenth century, of what Gregory Freeze calls "Russian heterodoxy." Across regions and across time, practice and belief integrated local custom into a panoply of diversity that learned churchmen might identify as deviant or even heretical, but which laymen considered good Christianity. By the nineteenth century Russia, some scholars argue, could even be called a more Christian country than its counterparts in post-Reformation Europe, since it lacked the growing traditions ofskepticism and atheism that weakened Christianity's hold on society. In Russia, Christianity, however flawed from a canonical perspective, was fervently embraced.
Real progress in what Gregory Freeze calls the "re-christianization" of the Russian Orthodoxy started in the mid-eighteenth century and continued for at least a century, as discussed in Chapter 20. Enlightened bishops addressed issues of parochial education, policing saints' cults, making sermons regular in the liturgy, standardizing texts, improving parish priests' education, and other familiar issues. Progress was slow: Elise Wirtschafter argues that not until the 1770s did the Church really accomplish Nikon's goal of disseminating standard liturgical books around the realm. Lacking widespread literacy, means of communication, and lay education, well into the eighteenth century Orthodox laymen integrated, adapted, and embraced pagan, folk, or non-canonical behavior and belief in constructing Christianity.
"CHRISTIANIZATION WITHOUT CONVERSION"
A final word might be said about the relationship of the Orthodox Church to other religions in the Muscovite period. On the one hand, despite the state's colonial policy of "tolerating" difference (ethnic, religious, cultural, linguistic, administrative), neither state nor Orthodoxy ever espoused a policy of "religious toleration." As Gary Hamburg has chronicled, Russian religious writers rarely raised the issue well into the eighteenth century. A lively discourse on this theme developed in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Ukraine in the face of Protestant and Catholic conversion campaigns, but Muscovy faced no such direct challenge to its status as established Church. When confronted with Christian freethinking, Church and state had no compunction about labeling it as heresy, and in the spirited polemics surrounding the Schism, neither side (Polotskii, Avvakum) argued for toleration of religious belief and practice, but rather declared the superiority of their own beliefs.
On the other hand, religious diversity characterized the empire through the Muscovite period for two reasons. First, the Russian Orthodox Church itself, drawing inspiration from the Byzantine Church that was its origin, practiced what might be called a religious version of "politics of difference" when it came to conversion. Paul Bushkovitch points out that, while modern scholars often take the Catholic Church (particularly the post-Tridentine Counter-Reformation) as normative, that modern norm was not what shaped Russian Orthodoxy's attitude towards other faiths. It followed Byzantium's more pragmatic aversion to imposing conversion on non-believers or trying to create confessional unity across the empire. Examining church writings on Islam, Bushkovitch observed that the Russian Church did not develop a vocabulary or tradition of holy war or crusades against Muslims; its rhetoric against Islam was based on tropes about fighting for the faith. Far more virulent were Byzantine writings against Judaism.
Second, state policy allowing colonial subjects to maintain their religions was practical politics. Michael Khodarkovsky makes the opposite argument (that conversion was "an integral part of the government's policies"), but admits that conversion efforts rarely succeeded and were generally balanced by pragmatic tolerance, especially on the borderlands. When Moscow conquered Kazan, it seized Muslim religious property and transformed the city center into Christian space; it welcomed those who wanted to convert and gave them land, military roles and status. But it did not forcibly convert en masse. Russia did the same in Siberia, an impulse that Valerie Kivelson calls "Christianization without conversion": they seized lands and built churches to demonstrate the glory of the tsar's Christian rule, "Christianizing the land and landscape in ways that did not necessarily rely on conversion of the pagan populations." Conversions were often superficial and the whole process was shaped by instrumentalist state policy: across the sensitive borderlands, the state directed governors not to antagonize the iasak-paying natives with abuse, corruption, or interference of the sort that conversion campaigns represented. Through the seventeenth century Russian Orthodoxy was not a highly
missionary Church, and state policy of allowing religious and cultural differences
gave the empire stability.
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PART III
THE CENTURY OF EMPIRE: RUSSIA IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY
Imperial Imaginary and the Political Center
To stay viable, empires must stay dynamic. They must regularly renegotiate their deals with subject peoples; they should adjust fiscal policy to pay for state building and military reform in ways that do not undermine the crucial "hub and spokes" verticality of imperial power. They must successfully integrate new peoples and new practices without upsetting imperial structures. They must keep the center strong, with regular administrative reform or growth, maintenance of revenue streams, and vigilance over succession in the ruling family; they must prevent the development of rival political centers. Finally, they should constantly refresh or alter their ruling ideology to embrace new trends, new constituents, and/or new needs. The Russian empire in the eighteenth century was strikingly successful in these challenges, not least in the recasting of its imperial imaginary.
REFRESHING THE IMPERIAL IMAGINARY
A welcome aspect of the imperial imaginary in the eighteenth century is how explicitly stated it was. As we saw in Chapter 6, Muscovy produced no political philosophers and few explicit statements of political philosophy; its vision of the purpose of the state and relationship of state and society must be extracted implicitly from chronicles and sermons, court rituals and architecture. Only with the arrival to Muscovy of Ukrainian and Ukrainian-educated clerics—the Zealots of Piety early in the seventeenth century, and from the 1670s Semeon Polotskii, Epifanii Slavinetskii, Sylvestr Medvedev, and others—did a written political discourse develop, taking the form of baroque panegyrics. These men constitute the kernel of an intellectual elite, although there was little debate and dispute in their literary community. Clerics in service to the state, they wrote to inspire and celebrate the state. In so doing, they set the pattern for literary production for at least the first two-thirds of the eighteenth century, when writers were closely connected with the state (often state servitors) and perceived their tasks as celebrating the virtues and achievements of Russia and its autocratic rulers. In the eighteenth century their genres (odes, epic poetry, panegyrics, and plays) and identities (nobles, scholars) became more secular, but their activity and messages perpetuated tropes shaped by the late seventeenth century.
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Figure 13.1 Ukrainian-trained engravers brought baroque book illustration to Moscow in the second half of the seventeenth century, often using it to political ends. In the frontispiece to Lazar Baranovych's Blagodat' i istina ["Grace and Truth"] (Chernigov, 1689), engraver Ivan Shchirsky depicts co-tsars Ioann and Peter Alekseevichi with Christ at center, while a maiden is being crowned above in emulation of the iconographic representation of "Holy Wisdom." This is considered an allegorical reference to regent Sofiia Alekseevna, whose name means "wisdom." General Research Division, The New York Public Library.

The messages that Kyiv-educated clerics preached to the court elite from mid- seventeenth century reflected the integration of classical thought into Orthodoxy through Byzantine sources and Jesuit models that had been occurring in Kyiv through the century. Polotskii, Slavinetskii, and others wrote panegyrics and poetry in honor of regent Sofiia Alekseevna and court notables; Sofiia Alekseevna was eulogized as "God-given" and pious, and also for more modern attributes. Playing on the meaning of Sofiia's name as "wisdom" (Figure 13.1), Karion Istomin construed this as secular learning as opposed to tradition and praised her wisdom for bringing the decidedly worldly benefits of peace, prosperity, and riches. Ukrainian-influenced preachers introduced the court elite to concepts of the "common good" and a more secular purpose for governance. Introducing Aristotle's concept of tyranny, Polotskii also evoked biblical precedent in depicting the good ruler as one who leads his people to better pastures. All these authors depicted society as an earthly paradise and the state's role as creating, in Viktor Zhivov's phrase, "cosmic order" in a turbulent world, drawing on ideas both age-old in Orthodox thought and common to seventeenth-century European political theory. Themes of the ruler as presiding over social harmony were not only inspiring but pragmatic for Muscovite autocracy, inasmuch as they implied that the state was modeled on godly images, was implicitly superior to the Church, and needed no fundamental change.
From the 1680s Russian rulers manipulated the political sphere in word, image, and artefact in ways that preceding rulers had not. Fedor Alekseevich had engravings made to commemorate his marriage and in 1678 minted coins in celebration of a military victory. Sofiia Alekseevna commissioned baroque portraits of herself in coronation garb, extolling in Latin and Russian her magnanimity, liberality, piety, prudence, chastity, justice, and hope in God; she had banquets given and medals cast to celebrate Prince V. V. Golitsyn's Crimean campaigns even though they were complete failures.
When Peter I came to power, he was convinced of Russia's need to emulate Europe to advance its geopolitical interests. That meant everything from reform of the military to entirely new social and cultural institutions. With a close circle of European and Ukrainian advisors, Peter oversaw the development of a powerful ideology of state and ruler, one that heightened what Viktor Zhivov and Boris Uspenskii have called the sacralization of the ruler at the same time as it secularized the goals of state and society and the media in which political ideas were expressed. Marc Raeff drew attention to the central role of the concept of "Polizeistaat" or "well-ordered police state" in Petrine ideology. This set of ideas, emanating most notably from Brandenburg-Prussia, reflected pietistic and early Enlightenment values of the late seventeenth century. It argued traditionally that monarchs were appointed by God, but construed the breadth and purpose of political power in a new way. It posited that rulers exist to create prosperous, well-run states composed of pious, disciplined individuals who served God all the more effectively by pursuing order, hard work, and public service. The Prussian vision of Polizeistaat construed a ruler's power as "absolute," but constrained by service, duty, and obligation. The monarch was "first servant of the state" and all social forces united to improve social welfare, state power, and social discipline. Such rulers pursued cameralist and mercantilist policies to improve the life of their people, promoting population growth, economic dynamism, and expansion.
Instrumentally, in Prussia, the vision was carried out by co-opting the nobility, empowering the bureaucracy, and reforming with law—decrees and ordinances regulated social life, public health and education, taxation, trade, and military organization. In Russia, the Polizeistaat vision was implicitly radical in that it implicitly embraced change and progress, in contrast to Muscovite ideology's focus on tradition and stability. In addition, it depended upon the cooperation of "intermediary bodies" in society—corporate groups such as nobility, bureaucracy, professionals, bourgeoisie, clerics, municipal leadership, guilds, and the like. Russia, by and large lacking such corporate groups, struggled to effect such social mobilization. In the realm of ideology, however, Polizeistaat secular theory complemented Orthodox traditions that political power was sanctioned by God and constituted a perhaps more instrumentalized version of late seventeenth-century Enlightenment pursuit of reason and social harmony through political power.
Central among Peter I's ideologues were Ukrainian-educated clerics, most notably, Feofan Prokopovich and Stefan Javorskij, who, as Zhivov argued, adapted these trends of European Enlightenment thinking to Orthodoxy's focus on the sacred origins of political power. Others, such as Petr Shafirev and European military advisors, contributed more decidedly secular writings and ideas. The result was an explosion of political themes and display to promote an energized vision of ruler, state, and empire. A panoply of genres—written and material—promoted this program: learned manifestos, probably primarily intended for the European audience; lawcodes and decrees annotated with narrative commentary to explain their purpose; sermons and panegyrics; the built environment; dress, festival, ritual; parodies of religious symbolism and belief. Petrine ideologists combined religious and secular justifications of power: Feofan Prokopovich, for example, in defending the new law of succession by appointment ("The Justice of the Monarch's Will," 1722), drew on Orthodox theology (political power is appointed by God), natural law, and Grotius' conservative reading of social contract. Petrine decrees explicitly broke with Muscovy's vision of society as a godly community and political power as intended to preserve tradition and achieve Edenic harmony; rather, they proclaimed the ruler's complete, secular power. The Military Articles of 1716 declared: "His Majesty is an autocratic monarch who is not obliged to answer for his acts to anyone in the world; but he holds the might and the power to administer his states and lands as a Christian monarch, in accordance with his wishes and best opinions." Prokopovich's manifesto on imperial succession confidently asserted, "For the monarch's statutes and laws are perfectly confirmed by the Power Above and require no aid from the reasoning of the teachers."
Peter I's ideologues promoted a more activist model of the ruler. They declared that the ruler was valued primarily for his achievements, and the political elite was to be celebrated for merit and achievement, not genealogy. Richard Wortman argues that they even transformed the basis of sovereign legitimacy—only a ruler who transforms his realm constantly is legitimate. Ubiquitous models of Petrine ideology became the martial power of Mars and the tempering justice, wisdom, and culture (as well as bravery) ofMinerva; their statues and images appear in buildings, parks, and rituals across Peter I's new capital (Figure 13.2).
Peter I also abandoned much of the religious court ritual that had occupied previous tsars (doing so, notably, only after his mother had died in 1694 in deference to her), replacing it with secular events such as triumphal processions through gates adorned with Roman gods and symbols. Court ritual followed a European model of banquets, weddings, and dances staged for a newly European- ized elite; engravings of such festivities were published in Russian and Dutch. Famously, Peter I abandoned traditional Russian dress for him and his men in favor of European coats, breeches, and boots, and mandated ball gowns with revealing decolletage and the latest in coiffeurs for women of the court. Even more famously, perhaps, with vicious parody and rituals of humiliation Peter undermined traditional authority figures (clerics, boyars) and forged a comraderie of boon companions dedicated to his transforming project. Peter, in other words, used all possible media to create his new state and elite.
In addition to statuary depicting Mars and Minerva, portraits of the ruler projected new images (Figure 13.3). Peter commissioned dozens of portraits of himself, some celebrating his imperial power or military victories, others depicting love and affection, implicitly undermining clan-based practices of marriage politics and foregrounding the individual. Like Tudor and Ottoman rulers a century earlier, Peter lavishly distributed miniatures of himself, which noblemen and women wore ostentatiously as brooches when they had their own portraits done.
Brashly emulating their European rivals, Peter and his advisors devised a new terminology of rule—after his victory in the Great Northern War, in 1721 Peter claimed Roman titles of "Father of the Fatherland" and "Emperor"; observing the king of Prussia being called "the Great," he had the Senate declare him the same. New imperial regalia were designed on the European model—thrones, orbs, scepters, and crowns.
Political practice in a Polizeistaat mode became less patrimonial: prohibitions from petitioning the ruler directly, issued since 1649, were heightened to allow it only for information of the highest crimes. The rhetoric used in court cases and government documents changed from the self-deprecating formulae of Muscovite petitions to more straightforward forms of address. The elite's self-consciousness was bolstered with the invention of ceremonial "Orders" (of Saints Andrew, Catherine, and others) and European titles. Their new identities were to be shaped in new physical spaces: Peter I mandated that his elite construct urban homes in European style, with rooms for sociability (dancing, cards, reading, hobbies) and self-development (studies, libraries) to create engaged partners of empire.
Peter and his men, as James Cracraft has described, also projected their new image of power by creating St. Petersburg as the new "symbolic center" of the realm (Figure 13.4). Here, instead of the Kremlin's tightly packed, wall-enclosed ensemble of cathedrals and palaces, St. Petersburg opened up from an expansive riverbank studded with classical buildings into a city rationally planned around radial streets and connecting canals. Its first structures announced the values of Petrine ideology:
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Figure 13.2 Peter I filled the garden alongside his Summer Palace with statuary symbolic of classical virtues and skills; here Architecture and Navigation are embodied, while the owl denoting wisdom peeks out from "Night." Photos: Jack Kollmann.



[image: ]

[image: ]
Figure 13.3 This modern engraving of a 1672 portrait of Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich from the "Tituliarnik" (a collection of portraits of contemporary rulers) shows the tsar arrayed in religious symbols of legitimacy, in sharp contrast to the anonymous contemporary portrait of his son, the young Peter I, beardless and dashing in cuirass, blue sash, and Order of St. Andrew. The juxtaposition nevertheless underplays the degree of cultural and political change that Aleksei Mikhailovich himself initiated and that paved the way for Peter's reforms. General Research Division, The New York Public Library; with permission of Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam.
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Figure 13.4 Peter I planned St. Petersburg as his new capital and a new symbolic center for his realm, celebrating its European culture and geopolitical power by arranging it around a spectacular ensemble of eighteenth-century classical buildings on the banks of the Neva River. Here, the Academy of Sciences and Kunstkammer, housing Peter I's ethnographical collection. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

military power (Peter-Paul Fortress), naval power and shipbuilding (Admiralty), orderly government (Twelve Colleges), practical learning (Academy of Sciences, Cabinet of Curiosities, and Ethnographic Museum), God's blessing on his realm (fortress Cathedral of Sts. Peter and Paul, Alexander-Nevskii monastery). Peter commissioned two (summer and winter) modest palaces in restrained baroque style, and a sumptuous Versailles-style suburban palace and garden ensemble to impress and to entertain. Palace interiors were filled with European portraits and paintings (Peter was fond of seascapes); his nobles followed suit. St. Petersburg was a military, political, and economic center on the European model.
After Peter I died, the frenetic energy of Petrine ideology was reined in somewhat, for several reasons. In ideological terms, as Wortman analyzed it, Petrine theory required each ruler to totally transform his realm, thus posing huge problems ofinstability. Furthermore, as noted below, the path ofsuccession proved turbulent across the century and resulted in primarily female rulers, making an ideology that stressed Minerva over Mars all the more expedient. For the first half of the century, rulers and their official panegyricists shaped their rhetoric of rulership around three themes: God's approval of the ruler, allegories to classical antiquity stressing wisdom and military might, and dedication to the Petrine reforms. Continuity, rather than change, became the hallmark of accession odes by Aleksandr Sumar- okov, Mikhail Lomonosov, and others.
Official odists celebrating accessions, name days, and military victories clothed Empresses Anna, Elizabeth, and Catherine in a rhetoric of social harmony and benevolence regardless of how turbulent the historical reality was. They found the world of pagan mythology particularly fertile ground for positive images of female rulers. Minerva, Astraea, and Dido, for their strong rulership, military feats, and Edenic harmony, were all invoked as allegories for the three female empresses.
Importing European architects and landscapers as had Peter I, Empresses Anna, Elizabeth, and Catherine adorned the realm with museums (Kunstkammer 1727), Academies (Sciences 1789, Art 1788), and palace ensembles (Peterhof, the Catherine Palace at Tsarskoe selo, Pavlovsk) that showcased not only the wealth of the realm, but also its culture and refinement. Here they harked back to the paradise image imbedded in religious thought and contemporary Enlightenment thinking, creating extensive grounds, gardens, and parks for display and personal reflection. Wealthy nobles similarly used their estates as planned gardens where orderly perfection and cultivation of nature's abundance depicted Eden on earth. The Enlightenment specifics of this imagery of garden, abundance, and Eden might have been lost on the laboring populace, but as an imperial imaginary it was a skillful step. It provided continuity with Muscovite ideology (the realm was blessed by God, the tsar's power Christianized imperial space, the dynasty was continuous) and identification with an Enlightenment cultural package that laid claim to parity with the dominant powers of the day.
Legitimacy was a particular concern in this century when political succession was not fixed (as we discuss in this chapter), and Russia's rulers based claims to legitimacy on touchstones of Muscovite ideology. Upon coming to power, they issued manifestos (a novel step) justifying their succession in generally traditional terms: kinship link to Peter the Great, the expectation of the people's participation expressed through oaths and acclamation, the assertion of the ruler as benevolent, and fealty to his vision (which embraced change). Zhivov notes how the Church, chafing under Petrine reforms, nevertheless readily assumed its role of defending the ruler as godly and sacred.
Like Peter I, Catherine II was particularly attentive to self-presentation. Not particularly religious herself, she played out the role of a traditional godly, Muscovite monarch: she patronized churches, visited monasteries, bestowed alms and amnesties, and staged a central legitimizing ceremony, her coronation, in Moscow in the Dormition Cathedral as required by Muscovite tradition. She also donned other images: emulating Minerva, she fashioned herself as a giver of justice, issuing a lawcode (the Instruction of 1767) that, as Viktor Zhivov rightly notes, was a sweeping statement of Enlightenment values that bore no resemblance to Russian reality and had no realistic chance of being implemented.
At the same time, she also cultivated her image as warrior and conqueror, depicting herself in military uniform, staging recreations of her naval victories, commissioning paintings that linked her victories over the Turks with Peter I's feats. She particularly celebrated her victories over the Turks, laying claim to the classical heritage of Greece and Byzantium as well as reveling in defeating the formidable Ottoman empire. Heinrich Buchholtz's 1780s painting of Russia's naval victory at Chesme in 1770, for example, shows Peter I admiring from the clouds while Turkish captives place flags at the foot of the celebrated equestrian statue of him erected by Catherine. Catherine commemorated the Chesme victory in a church and palace in faux-Turkish style, and like Sofiia Alekseevna and Peter I before her, distributed over 150,000 medals in honor of her victorious generals (Aleksei Orlov at Chesme and Grigorii Potemkin at Ochakov) and herself, often with inscriptions lauding her benevolence rather than her power.
One might regard all this ideological work as so much theory, removed from reality. Certainly Viktor Zhivov declared that the eighteenth-century "mythology of the state" ultimately "destroyed" the state by transferring cultural authority from ruler to poet as state policy turned conservative and new spokesmen for Enlightenment emerged. Perhaps in the rhetoric of poetry and odes Zhivov is right. But at the level of political practice, the new ideas, imagery, dress, and practices of power created a new politics for new times. Eighteenth-century monarchs refreshed Russia's imperial imaginary in powerful ways. Deploying the language of European Enlightenment and Roman classicism, they laid claim to a place among European nations and developed a political vocabulary to define and mobilize Russia's social elites as never before. At the same time, like their European counterparts and true to their Russian heritage, they continued to ground ideology in the overarching legitimacy of religious justification, producing a powerful amalgam of sacred, charismatic authority and secular mandates for action.
THE ROLE OF INDIVIDUALS
Perhaps one of the most striking aspects of political legitimacy and power in Russia's eighteenth century was the dynamic role ofindividuals. This might be an accident of the sources, inasmuch as we simply lack sources that would tell us how much personal control was exerted by tsars such as Ivan IV and Aleksei Mikhailovich (to name some of the most dynamic Muscovite tsars). But it is entirely possible that the forcefulness of eighteenth-century rulers (Peter I, Catherine II) was new in Russian sovereign power and that this was enabled by European theories of absolutism.
Not all eighteenth-century rulers were dynamic; the majority were not. It was a century when the nobility waxed in power, winning concession after concession in the economic realm. Autocrats did not always surround themselves with talented individuals or exert force to curb their favorites from corruption and favoritism. Two rulers of the eighteenth century in particular have come in for blistering criticism, deserved but unfortunately gendered. Anna Ioannovna and Empress Elizabeth were dismissed as frivolous, petty, or uninterested in power, even in their own century, and with some justification. Neither was raised to rule or given the proper education to do so, and neither seemed to have Catherine II's inclination to teach herself with voracious reading. Anna's reign witnessed widespread corruption in her entourage and ruthless campaigns of arrests by her favorite Ernst Biron. Elizabeth is criticized for her obsession with fashion (she owned thousands of dresses) and with budget-breaking palace ensembles; in this she was excessive, but rule through display was a precept of absolutist rule across Europe. Gendered cliches about Russia's female rulers, which started in the eighteenth century and persist in modern scholarship, are a way of dismissing female power and distracting attention from the collective achievements of government. In these cases, Anna's corrupt entourage did manage to bring the state budget into order after Peter I's riotous spending and Elizabeth assembled an officialdom capable of accomplishing military and economic reform and achieving significant success in the Seven Years War. In their reigns the Russian economy steadily grew, along with the empire's stature in European geopolitics.
The most arresting story of eighteenth-century rulership is the dynamic personalities of Peter I and Catherine II, who together ruled for fifty-nine years of the century. Each was competent, decisive, and successful. As noted, Peter I transformed many Russian institutions and practices and has left in his wake a rich historiography. Lionized in Russia until the late nineteenth century, the image of Peter was first subject to influential criticism in the work of Russian historians V. O. Kliuchevskii and Pavel Miliukov, who dismiss him as impetuous and unguided by any master vision and criticize him for producing more suffering than gain. Current historiography reshapes a positive evaluation. Marc Raeff, James Cracraft, Paul Bushkovitch, and others set Peter's quarter-century of rapid change in a larger context, arguing that by the end of his reign he was executing a coherent policy of Polizeistaat institutions and practices. They also recognize the broader social support that made his work possible, crediting the depth of talent assembled around Peter. While his friend and confidant Alexander Menshikov ended his career mired in corruption, many of Peter's men acted with innovation and competence: diplomats Boris Kurakin, Andrei Matveev, and Peter Tolstoi, political theorists Prokopovich, Javorskij, and Shafirov, trusted comrades in the Dolgorukii family, homegrown administrators like Andrei Vinius and Pavel Iaguzhinskii, foreign advisors Patrick Gordon, Francois Lefort, James Bruce, Anton Devier, and scores of imported engineers and entrepreneurs.
Catherine II's greatness as a ruler is equally undeniable (Figure 13.5). She worked to present herself as a devoted servant of her people, consulting her people, awarding rights and privileges, patronizing the arts. In private she was a demonic worker, insisting on personal control, putting in long hours daily, and always keeping minions in check. She was intelligent, well read, and a stern manager. She selected excellent, qualified military and administrative leaders to guide her ambitious reforms, talented men who well deserved the tasks she assigned, such as governor-generalships of vast territories (Potemkin) or managers of her new imperial bureaucracy (Aleksander Viazemskii, Jakob Sievers, Aleksander Bezborodko). Her accomplishments are myriad: she was responsible for empire-wide administrative reforms, vast imperial acquisitions, skillful geopolitical positioning, expansion of cultural institutions and expression.
Even more than with Empresses Anna and Elizabeth, Catherine's reputation has been tarnished by gendered slander. European writings of her day and much modern historiography have accused her of excessive sexuality, citing her many favorites. Certainly she had a monogamous series of lovers, but most European
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Figure 13.5 Catherine II, like Peter, commissioned myriad portraits of herself to shape her public image; this by Vigilius Erichsen (painted between 1749 and 1782) emphasizes her cultured sophistication. With permission of Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam.

monarchs did, and she kept them, as John Alexander has detailed, at arm's length from power. But contemporary English and French press slandered her with pornography to diminish her reputation, a tactic of Enlightenment political discourse also used against Marie Antoinette and Frederick the Great. Meanwhile, in Russia contemporaries grumbled about her favorites squeezing them out of access, but a specifically sexual discourse did not develop until late in her reign, itself inspired by French erotic writing. The future fabulist Ivan Krylov, reeling from having three journals of political critique shut down between 1789 and 1793, published in 1792 and 1793 allegorical tales and poems laced with sexual double entrendres known to anyone familiar with French pornographic literature, and clearly directed at the ageing Catherine. M. M. Shcherbatov at the same time criticized the loose morals of Catherine's court, but not in explicitly sexual terms. Insulting the Romanov dynasty as illegitimate and immoral through pornography found some currency among dissidents of the early nineteenth century, but neither these ideas, nor pornographic images, became common Russian parlance. Rather, Catherine was extolled in Russian history writing and public opinion for her achievements, her Enlightenment culture, and complete devotion to Russia, an image honed by her grandson Alexander I. She is memorialized in a statue in St. Petersburg that can be read as a celebration of her cultural contributions, as it surrounds her with the writers, poets, diplomats, and officials that thrived in her glittering reign.
Returning to Russia's imperial imaginary: Russia's eighteenth-century rulers did not transform the imperial imaginary, but refreshed it. They blended Muscovite political practice with sweeping claims to absolute power and Enlightenment nods to legality; they maintained the politics of difference towards imperial subjects and continued to play the role of just judge. Like their Muscovite forebears, eighteenth- century rulers distributed largesse to nobles and populace (lands, serfs, honors, gifts, alms, pardons). They reformed but did not abandon Orthodoxy. They resisted efforts by some nobles, notably in 1730, to formalize elite consultation into a constitutional Supreme Council, but they ruled in consort with noble factions that endured over decades as in Muscovite times. All in all, Peter and his successors remained patrimonial and autocratic while updating Russia's imperial imaginary with European goals and symbolism to justify the intensive state building that Russia's geopolitical situation and goals in the eighteenth century demanded.
LEGITIMIZING SUCCESSION
Maintaining control of rivals for succession was as important in the eighteenth century as it had been in Muscovite times, but it took on a decidedly different shape. That succession was in theory appointive, not hereditary, complicated things; a dearth of male heirs in the Petrine line ended up with several unmarried empresses without direct male heirs. Those complications made for unruly moments of succession that in turn generated an unprecedented literature justifying the appointments—political theory emerged for the first time in Russia. The accidents of longevity stabilized the situation: only three rulers accounted for sixty-five of the seventy-five years after Peter I's death.
After a bitter conflict with his son Aleksei that resulted in the latter's death in prison in 1718, in 1722 Peter I declared that succession would follow by imperial appointment, with no mention of either primogeniture or gender; this was the first written statement of any principle of succession in Russian history. At the time, Peter I hoped on the succession of his son Peter (b. 1719), but that child died in 1723, leaving only Peter's two daughters: Anna (b. 1708), later married to the Duke of Holstein-Gottorp (1725), and the never-married Elizabeth (b. 1709). That they were born before Peter married their mother, his second wife and the future Catherine I, in 1712 made them suspect to some. Peter also bolstered Catherine I's legitimacy, as Gary Marker has shown, by promoting the cult of St. Catherine to associate her with this pious saint. After his son Peter's death, Peter I crowned Catherine as Empress (1724), although he did not formally appoint her successor. She did indeed succeed him in 1725, perpetuating the Menshikov faction in power and demonstrating that Russian political culture had neither legal prohibition nor cultural aversion to women in power.
The groundwork for that tolerance had been laid in Muscovy, when royal women were revered as intercessors for the state whose prayers were as crucial to the proper ordering of the state as was the tsar's political leadership. In Muscovite times women in the ruling family had wielded power in several instances. As Isolde Thyret has shown, whether issuing documents and attending receptions during a spouse's life (Irina Godunova 1584-98), de facto ruling Moscow during a plague outbreak (Maria Miloslavskaia 1654-5), or serving as regent (Elena Glinskaia 1533-8, Sofiia Alekseevna 1682-9), dynastic women exercised real power. Even during their husbands' lives, tsars' wives ruled over their own lands and staffs; they connected factions at court and had intercessory authority. Sofiia Alekseevna's seven-year rule was a particularly salient lesson to Peter I; an adolescent during his half-sister's stable and successful reign, he watched warily as she maneuvered to have herself crowned (which Peter thwarted). At least twice (1682, 1698), once from the monastic confinement to which Peter sent her in 1689, Sofiia mobilized musketeer rebellion against Peter. He feared and respected her, and had no doubt that women could be effective, even ruthless leaders.
Catherine I came to the throne in 1725 through her tie with Peter I and a claim of affirmation by elite and people. Not only was a lavish engraving surrounding her with all previous Russian rulers issued, a coronation portrait (a genre that became de rigueur for subsequent rulers) and a manifesto claiming broad consensus were also commissioned. Furthermore, 22,000 copies of Feofan Prokopovich's 1722 defense of appointive succession, The Right of the Monarch's Will, were distributed to be read aloud as the population was taking oaths of loyalty. After Catherine I died in 1727, however, court factions struggled throughout the century to find consensus on a candidate, accomplishing several successions by coup; as John Le Donne has shown, the factions behind the candidates perpetuated for several decades the late seventeenth-century factional divide between the Miloslavskie and Naryshkiny, even though the names of dominant families changed in a typical circulation of elites. Factions legitimized their choices by a variety of claims: genealogical link to Peter the Great or his half-brother Ioann, appointment by a sovereign according to the 1722 manifesto, loyalty to the Petrine legacy, some form of consent from the capital nobility, oath taking by the populace. The nobility developed the expectation of a role in the "election" of the ruler, evoking Muscovite traditions of the good tsar taking advice and of mass councils consulting on new dynasties (Godunov 1598, Romanov 1613).
In 1727 the Menshikov-led faction selected (having Catherine affirm it on her deathbed) a boy in the Naryshkin line, Peter's 11-year-old grandson, son of Alexei, Peter II and legitimized the choice in a manifesto citing both heredity and tsarist selection; empire-wide oath taking followed. But Peter II died in 1730 of smallpox at age 14 not having named a successor. Alexander Menshikov had betrothed the young tsar to his own daughter, a power play that so exercised rivals in the Saltykov- Dolgorukov faction that when he died, they exiled Menshikov and elevated a descendant ofPeter's half-brother Ioann (ofthe Miloslavskii line). Ioann's daughter Anna (1730-40), who had married the Duke of Courland in 1710 and had been widowed almost immediately, became empress.
Anna's succession cemented the nobility's role of "electing" a monarch, for the gentry that had assembled in the capital (over 1,000 strong) successfully overturned the aristocracy's attempt to force constitutionally limiting concessions on Anna. She came to the throne celebrating her legitimacy based on such consent, and was reminded of her duty to rule in concert with the nobility in Feofan Prokopovich's coronation sermon (1730). Anna and the Saltykov faction tried to maintain their position by designating as her successor any future son of her 13-year-old niece, granddaughter of Ioann, Anna Leopoldovna of Mecklenburg, who was not even engaged or married at the time. When Empress Anna died in 1740, Anna Leopol- dovna, by that time wife of the Duke of Brunswick, had had a child; a mere two months old, he succeeded to the Russian throne as Ivan VI with his mother as regent, with celebratory manifestos and engravings announcing his legitimacy by appointment. But Anna Ioannovna had ruled with a tight oligarchical faction renowned for corruption but unsuccessful in diplomacy (Evgenii Anisimov calls the territorial gains in the Turkish War of 1735-7 "squandered") and support was strong for a change of factions. In November 1741 the current incarnation of the old Naryshkin faction ousted Ivan VI in favor of Peter I's daughter Elizabeth. The baby Ivan VI was imprisoned, where he languished during Elizabeth's twenty-year rule (1741-61).
This is a rare moment of violence in eighteenth-century succession; there were two, in 1741 and 1762. They paralleled the moments of violence in Muscovite succession when boyar clans struggled for primacy: Ivan IVs minority (1533-47), Time of Troubles (1605-13), and the disputed succession in 1682 and 1689. But, echoing Muscovite tradition, they were similarly followed by equilibrium: Elizabeth, and later Catherine II, coming to power by coup, promptly distributed lavish benefits to all groups to reconcile the factions and proceeded to rule with consensus and solicitation for the nobility.
In manifestos and odes, particularly by her favored odist Mikhail Lomonosov, Elizabeth and her supporters constructed her claims to legitimacy on familiar grounds: direct Petrine descent, commitment to Peter's reforms, "election" by the nobility, and popular consent. Throughout her reign panegyrics praised her wise rule, her educational reforms, her success at war and peace, all in her father's image. Elizabeth also immediately appointed a successor, in 1742 securing oaths of the people and support of the nobility for her sister Anna's son, the future Peter III (1761-2), then prince in Holstein-Gottorp. In 1743 she brought him to St. Petersburg, following in 1744 with a fiancee, also from lesser German princes, the future Catherine II, Princess Sophie from Anhalt-Zerbst. Peter and Sophie (converted and renamed Catherine) married in St. Petersburg in 1745.
Peter III succeeded Elizabeth in December 1761 and should have been accepted as legitimate. A far more competent ruler than his historical reputation (shaped and sullied by his wife's later memoirs), he initiated a program of reform. He inaugurated confiscation of church lands, released the nobility from mandatory service, adopted physiocratic policies to reduce an immense debt—all sound moves that his successor Catherine II quietly continued. But Peter III ignored crucial pillars of political support: he ruled by command and alienated the nobility, particularly the officer corps, with his single-minded intent to attack Denmark in pursuit of Holstein regional interests. A Guards coup to which Catherine was privy deposed him in June 1762. Catherine II (1762-96) succeeded, while her supporters assassinated Peter III in July 1762 and in 1764 the unfortunate Ivan VI (age 22), still in prison, to secure her position.
Catherine II had no blood tie to the Romanovs, but she worked assiduously on her self-representation throughout her reign. Initially she underscored themes of Orthodoxy, filial piety to the Petrine legacy, and military valor, issuing multiple manifestos justifying her accession as a choice of the people over her husband's tyranny and oligarchy; she declared herself heir to Peter I's reform program that Peter III had disdained. She proceeded to act out the role of traditional Orthodox autocrat: like Catherine I, she had herself elaborately crowned in Moscow's Dor- mition Cathedral; she traveled around the realm visiting monasteries, distributing alms, and hearing petitions from her people. Vowing to rule "legally," in 1766 she invited all of society (save serfs) to consult on a new legal codex. In the first decade or so ofher reign, her odists seconded these themes. Her favored odist Vasilii Petrov praised her as infused with Peter I's spirit and Lomonosov declared that God himself had granted Catherine her scepter of power. Petrov and others likened her to Amazon queens, to Astraea and Dido, even to Caesar Augustus. Odes praising her victories over the Turks were particularly full of antique references.
Over her long reign, Catherine consciously shifted her self-image, particularly in the long era of peace and administrative reform from about 1774 into the late 1780s. Victorious in Turkish wars, confident of her international and domestic power, inspired by Enlightenment themes of harmony and the pursuit of happiness, she encouraged her painters and odists to depict a more human, accessible sovereign. Dmitrii Levitskii's 1783 portrait of her in the "Temple of Justice," for example puts the emphasis on her benevolent rule, and law-giving and the cornucopia of bounty that they produced. Later he depicted her as an elderly lady strolling with her dog in the garden, while panegyrics began to downplay the theme of powerful pagan goddesses, emphasizing the joy and harmony she brings to her people. Gavrila Derzhavin's cycle of "Felitsa" poems to Catherine (1782-9) even shifted the linguistic register of the ode from high vocabulary and syntax to a middle register and a conceit of dialogic interchange between the wise ruler Felitsa and her loyal subject Murza, all to embody Catherine's engagements with her people.
Most interesting perhaps is the degree to which Catherine dared to shift the traditional hero-worship of Peter I. She is famous for erecting the Bronze Horseman, Falconet's dramatic statue of a mounted Peter I bounding towards Sweden (Figure 13.6). Catherine advised on the design of the statue, insisting that it not be fussed up with plaques of episodes from Peter's life and statues of his devoted comrades, but rather that it exemplify the elemental force he represented by placing horse and rider on a rough-hewn boulder called "wild" in its day. In doing so, she subtly contrasted the order and civilization that she brought to Russia with Peter's frenzy of creation. She frequently made reference to Augustus Caesar's comment that he encountered a Rome constructed in brick and left it made of marble, bringing beauty and civilization; she pursued this goal literally in urban renewal around the realm, the impressive sheathing of St. Petersburg's canals in granite, and particularly in her classical building projects at the Winter Palace, Marble Palace, Hermitage Theater, Catherine Palace, and Pavlovsk. Furthermore, she herself wrote a tale in French that criticized Empress Anna for her cruelties and Empress Elizabeth for her frivolity, all the better to contrast to her hard-working devotion to the state; she even allowed Ekaterina Dashkova to publish some mild criticism of Peter in 1783.
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Figure 13.6 Catherine II used this statue, known as "The Bronze Horseman," to link her legacy with that of Peter I; with studied modesty, the inscription reads "To Peter the First, Catherine the Second." Photo: Jack Kollmann.

Catherine worked in the last decades of her reign to depict herself, and the Russia she ruled, as a civilized, European state. The nobility welcomed the lively intellectual ferment in poetry, novels, and particularly satirical plays and tragedies that she fostered until the early 1790s. Fundamentally loyal to autocracy, Russia's educated elite believed in an autocracy shaped by law, tradition, and consent; echoing the Muscovite expectation that the good tsar consults his boyars, Enlightenment- educated elites expected that their rulers would rule with their welfare and that of the realm in mind. When Catherine II was followed by her son Paul, the elite grew wary. On his coronation day he pronounced a law of succession by male primogeniture (a somewhat ironic step since he is widely rumored, then and now, not to have been a legitimate Romanov but offspring of one of Catherine's early liaisons). His intent was to raise the status of the dynasty vis-a-vis the nobility, evident also in other policies, such as his European marriages (to German princesses; his first wife died in childbirth), strictures on the nobility (restoration of mandatory service, limiting their rights of local government, limiting travel) and on the intellectual freedoms they enjoyed (censoring foreign publications). The court nobility came to fear him as unpredictable, prone to irrational fits of rage, and capable of undermining traditional privileges and status of the nobility. Simmering discontent gelled into a coup: with the knowledge of his son Alexander (who expected only that Paul would be forced to abdicate), conspirators assassinated the emperor in 1801 in the Mikhailovskii Castle that he had specially constructed with a moat for protection. So relieved was the elite that the explanation that he had died of apoplexy was readily believed and his son Alexander succeeded, promising to rule in the moderate, reforming, and inclusive spirit of Catherine II, the grandmother who had raised him. Male succession (usually from father to son, sometimes brother to brother) ensued thereafter until Nicholas II (1892-1917).
IMPERIAL IMAGINARY IN THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT
The eighteenth-century imperial imaginary transformed the visual look of empire— European-style secular art, portraiture, and classical architecture became de rigueur. As in Muscovite centuries, the built environment became a canvas on which to stamp an image of the state. Peter I designed St. Petersburg in a northern European baroque, contrasting with the profusion of detail of late Muscovite buildings. Empresses Anna (1730-40) and Elizabeth (1741-61) favored Italian and French- inspired rococo, epitomized by the opulent gilded and carved facades of Bartolomeo Rastrelli's Catherine Palace in Tsarskoe Selo (1748-56) that shouted out the state's wealth. By mid-eighteenth century, and certainly by the reign of Catherine II, neoclassicism, with its rational order and straight lines, edged aside these sinuous lines and flamboyant display, representing the realm as rational and orderly, evoking antiquity for those with classical education, and impressing with size and scale. Royal palaces and noble estates alike exhibit classical style: Charles Cameron's Palladian palace at Pavlovsk outside St. Petersburg (1782-6), Giacomo Quarenghi's Academy of Sciences (1783-9) in the city and, outside of Moscow, the Sheremetevs' estate at Kuskovo (1760s; Figure 13.7). The classical impulse was disseminated empire-wide by Catherine II's Commission for the Stone Construction of St. Petersburg and Moscow: founded in 1762 with instructions to create rational plans for the capitals, it soon spread across the empire, producing over 300 town plans, many of which were put into stone in provincial centers in the next decades.
Built environments, however, as a rule cannot be changed quickly and the particular shape of Russia's cultural change, along with the directions of imperial expansion, meant that across the realm imperial architecture had a varied, sometimes muted, impact. In the Middle Volga, for example, local architecture lagged behind the imperial center. Eighteenth-century prosperity sparked the construction of stone edifices—the Annunciation Cathedral in the Kazan Kremlin (1736) and the Church of the Moscow Miracle-Workers exemplify Moscow "Naryshkin" baroque, not St. Petersburg's European counterpart; older churches were remodeled with baroque cupolas. The stunning parish church of Sts. Peter and Paul (1726) in a Russian section of Kazan displays an even more decorative Naryshkin baroque (Figure 13.8), also seen in Kazan's northern trading partners. Only at the
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Figure 13.7 One of two Moscow suburban estates of the Sheremetev family, Kuskovo, built in the 1760s, demonstrates the wealthy nobility's penchant for creating fanciful worlds on their estates, with gardens, statuary, orangeries, grottos, and artificial lake. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

end of the eighteenth century did classicism come to Kazan, aided by a 1765 fire that opened opportunity for Catherinian urban planning. In the next several decades the city was redesigned; neoclassical buildings sprang up, including public offices (1770s), the city hospital, and the trade arcade (Gostinnyi Dvor 1800).
Although since the 1990s a magnificent mosque has joined the ensemble of Russian architecture in the Kazan Kremlin and many others have been built around the city, historically Kazan's Tatar population struggled to maintain a visual presence. Tatars were moved out of the fortress center outside of town or at least across the Bulak River; through the seventeenth century they were forbidden to construct mosques (although some modest wooden structures slipped by). Most of the central city was given over to Russian settlement; in their unusual northeast orientation a few Orthodox churches of the time show evidence of having been built on the remains of mosques. By the eighteenth century four dense Tatar neighborhoods had developed and under Catherine II restrictions on mosque construction were eased. About ten new mosques are attested, of which the surviving stone ones—the Apanaevskii (1768-71) and Mardzhani (1766-70)— exhibit restrained, undecorative baroque style.
As in Kazan, in Siberia Russian architectural styles lagged behind the capitals. As the seat of the Siberian eparchy whose bishops were primarily Ukrainian, Tobolsk
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Figure 13.8 The Church of Sts. Peter and Paul (1726) in Kazan displays the florid decorative style of the Moscow late seventeenth-century baroque. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

exhibited an ornate Ukrainian baroque, as in the Church of Sts. Zacharias and Elizabeth (1757-76), perpetuating seventeenth-century architectural styles for much of the century. Its wooden Dormition Cathedral was rebuilt in stone in 1686 faithful to the fifteenth-century Kremlin original, but was remodeled with Naryshkin baroque cupolas in 1726. Only late in the century did St. Petersburg classical styles make their appearance, and even then with a time lag. The 1771 Church of Michael the Archangel reflected a restrained baroque typical of early St. Petersburg architecture. Neoclassical appeared in the Tobolsk city plan (1763), the archbishop's residence (1773-5), and the cathedral bell tower (1797). The visual landscape of Tobolsk certainly exhibited a Russian presence, but it was not one in tune with the cutting edge of imperial design until late in Catherine II's time. Similarly, nearby Tiumen was graced in the early eighteenth century with the Holy Trinity Monastery ensemble done in Ukrainian baroque style by architects from Kyiv.
These trends are all the more marked moving eastward in Siberia. In the 1750s in Eniseisk in central Siberia the Savior Monastery constructed a church in restrained
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Figure 13.9 The Church of the Elevation of the Cross (1747-58) in Irkutsk features a cartouche design that traveled across Siberia; its design follows seventeenth-century Moscow baroque at a time when the classical St. Petersburg style dominated in the center. Photo: Jack Kollmann.
seventeenth-century baroque. The cartouche ornament that had developed in Tot'ma and Solikamsk in the seventeenth century traveled all the way to Irkutsk, at Lake Baikal, where it shared space on Orthodox church facades with native imagery. Terra cotta Dharma wheels and door frames evocative of Buddhist stupas create relief on exterior walls, evoking the Buddhist Buriat population that would have been involved in construction. Beyond Lake Baikal, eighteenth-century Orthodox church architecture of Buriatiia combines all these influences, from Naryshkin baroque to Tot'ma cartouches and Buddhist stupas, a striking image of empire of difference. In addition, as in Kazan, in the late eighteenth century non- Russian shrines were permitted: the first stone Buddhist shrines and monastery buildings, in characteristic eastern style, were constructed.
When the Russian empire moved westward, however, a different accommodation with imperial style occurred. Smolensk, for example, had been in Russian control since the 1660s and displays a version of the Naryshkin baroque in stone churches erected by merchants, monasteries, and parishioners. The Church of the Elevation of the Cross (1764-7; Figure 13.9) erected in Irkutsk by a Colonel Leslie and the merchant F. Nashivankin, for example, shows the characteristic seventeenth-century "ship" silhouette of bell tower, nave, and domed church, with exuberantly decorative pilasters and window surrounds. In 1787 Catherine II attended services in Smolensk's Dormition Cathedral, restored on the site of a collapsed twelfth-century predecessor. Completed in 1772 after a century of effort, it perpetuated the imperial style of Empress Elizabeth—decorative baroque with elegant windows, striking green-blue walls, complex details, and ornate iconostasis carved and filled with icons by Ukrainian craftsmen. Smolensk's religious architecture demonstrated Russian imperial imprint, but at a lag.
Since Russia acquired Livland and Estland in 1710, in principle it might have transformed the urban landscape with Russian-style architecture over the century. But its visual mark was muted. Reval and Riga were thriving metropolises with strong German merchant and suburban noble communities whose tastes dictated architectural styles. The fortresses, cathedrals, and homes of these trading centers dated back to the medieval Livonian Order and demonstrated styles ranging from Gothic to Renaissance to restrained north European baroque, housing the confessional diversity of post-Reformation Europe: Lutheran, Reformed, and Polish Catholic cathedrals and parish churches, Uniate and Russian Orthodox cathedrals, Jewish synagogues. Reval was home to the soaring and graceful cathedrals of the Dome, the Holy Spirit, St. Nicholas, and St. Olai, all medieval edifices remodeled in late Gothic in the fifteenth century; its Town Hall from the late fourteenth/early fifteenth century is a model of central European Renaissance civic architecture; its many surviving Renaissance guilds and home structures of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries testify to the city's bourgeois wealth. Like Reval, Riga was a charming medieval city with magnificent medieval Gothic cathedrals and multiple modest churches, some enduring as Catholic churches (the Dome, St Peter's, St. John's, St. Jacob's), some converted to Lutheran in the sixteenth century. As in Reval, Riga's secular architecture showcased the prosperity of its guilds and urban magistrates.
Russia did not make an architectural statement in Livland and Estland until late in the eighteenth century, restrained in part by the prohibition (1714-41) of stone building when St. Petersburg was being constructed and by a laissez-faire policy towards the Baltics. Russian presence was more evident in Riga and its environs in the eighteenth century than in Reval, but in neither area was the essentially German look of the cities and countryside displaced. Russian-sponsored buildings adopted the restrained baroque and early classicism of the era and were matched by active building by local urban and provincial German elites. Peter I, for example, commissioned a charming summer palace outside of Reval for his wife in 1718 (Figure 13.10), with a restrained baroque exterior and exuberant Italianate interior, designed by Italian architect Nicolo Michetti. In similar early Petersburg baroque, in the 1730s St. Peterburg's court architect Bartolomeo Rastrelli designed two residences for Empress Anna's minister Biron in Courland, not then formally part of the Russian empire, but in its circle of influence. In Riga, an early stage of Russian building
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Figure 13.10 Peter I's charming "Ekaterinthal" palace (1718-23), designed for his wife Catherine outside of Reval (contemporary Tallinn), evoked a restrained baroque. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

included suburban gardens commissioned by Peter I in French style and the transformation of a Lutheran church in the city fortress into an Orthodox church (1725-6). In the 1740s and 1750s St. Petersburg baroque appeared in palaces and Orthodox churches. But at the same time in both areas local merchants and elites were building in St. Petersburg style as well, such as a new Riga City Hall (1765) and new churches and merchant homes in the Old Town. In none of this did Russian churches or palaces make a specifically Russian stamp.
Russia's most prominent public buildings came at the end of the century, coinciding with the introduction of Russianizing reforms, such as integrating Estland and Livland into the Russian gubernia system and their elites into the systems mandated by the Charters to Nobility and Towns. As part of classicizing urban renewal the "official architect of Livland" appointed by St. Petersburg (1781-5) redesigned Riga's Citadel, the locus of government, around a new square edged with a grandiose neoclassical church of Sts. Peter and Paul and a governor's palace. In Reval a new governor's palace (1773) was built in a restrained baroque presaging the classicism that became dominant in subsequent decades.
Imperial architecture in Kyiv made a similarly muted statement, although in this century Russia established a stronger physical presence here. Peter I razed the Cossack capital at Baturin and built a fortress in Kyiv after Mazepa's apostasy (1709); over the century the town's Pechersk neighborhood became the Russian administrative and military center. Russian official buildings ran parallel architecturally with construction by wealthy monasteries, burgers, Cossack elites, demonstrating various shades of baroque across the century. In Pechersk the Trinity-over-the-Gate Church in the Caves Monastery (1722-9) displayed an effusive baroque, while by mid-century the monastery was adopting a more orderly but still magnificent baroque for bell towers and churches at its various campuses. Empress Elizabeth's court architect Bartolomeo Rastrelli constructed a tsarist palace in restrained baroque here in 1755. In Podil a Town Hall featured rococo style in the 1690s, while Rastrelli brought there a decorative Petersburg baroque with the St. Andrew church, orderly but energetic in its bright blue color, defining pilasters and sinuous gilded detail (Figure 13.11). Similarly ornate pilasters and decoration characterized the remodeled bell tower (1788) of the Sophia Cathedral in the Old Town. Outside of town, Kyrylo Rozumovsky, a quintessential imperial noble, commissioned the St. Petersburg Palladian architect, Charles Cameron, for a neoclassical mansion in Baturin in 1799. There was much interaction between Kyiv and Russia in this realm, with the St. Petersburg architect Johann Gottfried Schadel designing buildings here and Ukrainian craftsmen filling churches in St. Petersburg, Smolensk, and Moscow with florid icons and ornate carved iconostases for which they were celebrated. Such cultural interchange meant that Russia hardly overwhelmed the city skyline with an imperial statement of power.
When Catherine II annexed Crimea in 1783, however, literate and artistic Russia took it as a canvas on which to paint Russia's vision ofempire. For Catherine and her ideologues—governor-general of the south Grigorii Potemkin, odists, and poets—Crimea represented all things: a garden paradise of abundant orchards and vineyards redolent of Eden, an exotic Oriental playground of beauty and leisure, a demonstration of Russia's multi-ethnic richness, a link to "civilization" through the antique grandeur of Greek and Roman ruins (evidenced by Russia's naming and renaming Crimean landmarks with Greek names), and an untamed wilderness of mountain vistas and uncivilized Muslim Tatars. All these currents were played out in political discourse and in the visual.
As Andreas Schonle suggests, some indication of Catherine's complex vision of Crimea can be derived from her celebrated visit to New Russia and Crimea in 1787. Her goals were both political and cultural. Founding new harbors, cities, and a capital, she celebrated her imperial possession of this strategically important territory and her defeat ofthe Ottoman empire. She also aimed to impress the European public as well, at a time when she was engaging in brisk disputes with French intellectuals about whether Russia was uncivilized and despotic. (In 1770 she had published in French a refutation of the scientist and Siberian traveler Jean Baptiste Chappe d'Auteroche's scathing critique of Russia.) For the European dignitaries who accompanied her (the incognito Joseph II of Austria, the French envoy Count Louis Philippe de Segur, and others), she and Potemkin staged spectacles that demonstrated Russia's ancient ties with Greek civilization through Byzantium (rebuffing French assertions of its superior "civilization") and paraded before them troops and tableaux representing all her subject peoples—Cossacks, Tatars, Kalmyks, Bashkirs—as harmonious and civilized.
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Figure 13.11 St Petersburg's imperial baroque is exemplified in this graceful Church of St. Andrew (built 1747-54) in Kyiv, by Bartolomo Rastrelli. Photo: Jack Kollmann.

In its building policy towards Crimea, envisioned together by Catherine and Potemkin, the garden was a dominant motif, as it was for much thinking about the empire in this century. A malleable symbol, a garden can represent heavenly Edenic blessing, connote a space in which subjects can be free and or in which they can be transformed and controlled by design. Catherine envisioned Crimea as a garden that demonstrated the bounty of nature (orchards were to be planted, gardens crafted) and a landscape that showcased the multiplicity of her peoples. Crimea's rich landscape of cultural edifices was to be respected. There was no overt policy of dismantling Muslim structures, although many were destroyed in the brutal conquest campaign before 1783 and in plundering for building materials after that. On the contrary, Russian rulers identified and preserved buildings considered of historic or community value, whether of Christian or Muslim, Greek, Armenian, Tatar, or other communities.
Russia put its imperial stamp on the built environment in Crimea in two major building complexes. On the site of a fishing village Russia built the port city of Sevastopol in European style. Russian plans for a new capital of Simferopol on the site of a thriving Tatar city and khan's palace produced more ambiguous results. Although plans called for an orderly neoclassical urban blueprint, with a central square and classical cathedral, it did not supplant the Tatar parts of the city. Simferopol became bifurcated into separate Russian and native neighborhoods. The Russian city featured classical Orthodox churches, government buildings, and radial arteries connecting planned squares and urban townhouses of European design, while the Tatar part of town retained winding streets, walled home ensembles oriented towards courtyards, mosques in traditional design, and thriving market culture. As Kelly O'Neill pointed out, the Kebir mosque "dominated the visual space of the city" until the 1830s, when a grand Alexander Nevskii Cathedral with rational classical lines was erected. Elsewhere, the Tatar religious and political center of Bakhchisarai was preserved in all its oriental splendor, continuing on as the heart of Tatar Crimea for decades.
The eighteenth century, in sum, displayed a more complex imperial imaginary than did Muscovite times. Imperial architecture across the realm announced the ruler's European cultural turn, but complemented local styles as often as it contrasted. Less religious and pietistic, this century's vision of power was action oriented. Rulers were to serve their state for the common good and energize their elites to do the same. In Peter I's time, such service took the form of warfare, conquest, and domestic reform. As the century developed, mercantilist economic policies played a more important role. Rulers were to develop their empire's resources by encouraging trade and manufacturing, immigration, and settlement. As French Enlightenment ideas joined German cameralism, a universalist vision of the empire as harmonious community of God's great creation took hold. Although Russian religion and culture remained dominant in the rulers' self-presentation, other creeds (save for splinter Orthodox sects) were allowed and ethnicities embraced. At their core, however, Russia's eighteenth-century emperors remained patrimonial rulers in the Muscovite mold. They ruled autocratically—welcoming advice, cultivating their elites, defining the law, but never yielding sovereignty, never granting constitutional institutions or rights over fiscal, legislative, or executive power. The image of autocracy expanded from godly community to rationally ordered universal community, but its practice remained a state governed by personal relations of power.
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Army and Administration
Expansion of the administration and army captured most of the attention of eighteenth-century rulers. They struggled to balance central structures with local and to coordinate the many offices needed to finance and oversee an expanding society, economy, and army. Reforms were informed by Enlightenment ideas, combining the German Enlightenment's emphasis on orderliness and duty with a French preoccupation on rational thinking, rule by law, and individual self- development (Kant famously said that Enlightenment meant "dare to know"). In their prodigious programs of institutional change, both Peter I and Catherine II declared their intent not only to maximize state income but also to improve social welfare. Both were committed to drawing the nobility into civil service to create an officialdom equal in prestige to the military officer corps. These goals proved elusive but progress was made.
MILITARY REFORMS
One of the century's most fundamental preoccupations was military reform. Peter I devoted prodigious energies to creating a navy out of whole cloth and transforming Russia's army in one generation. Although military reforms towards a "new model" army had been well under way since the mid-seventeenth century, Peter's efforts dwarfed them—in scale (he created a massive infantry army), speed (in a decade), and success in battle (he defeated the best army and navy in eastern and central Europe in the Great Northern War, namely Sweden). Peter's youthful experiences shaped his commitment to military might. Exiled from the Kremlin from ages 10 to 17, living in the suburban enclave of Preobrazhenskoe near the German Quarter, Peter met foreign officers and created "play" regiments of European-style troops that carried out real military exercises. They became the core of the future Semeonovskii and Preobrazhenskii Guards regiments. He was fascinated by sailing and began as early as 1690-2 to have ships constructed at Lake Pereiaslavl', most likely (as had been done in his father's time) to produce ships to guard Caspian shipping.
Peter deposed regent Sofiia Alekseevna in 1689 and returned to the Kremlin, but he actively took the reins of leadership around 1698. His initial focus was, following Muscovite priorities, towards the Black Sea. In 1695-6 a new fleet of galleys assembled at Voronezh to campaign against Azov; Peter won the port from the Ottoman empire in 1697, but was forced to destroy his ships and yield the city after his defeat on the Prut River in 1711. He immediately set off on the Grand Embassy of 1697-8 where, along with diplomatic meetings, Peter learned shipbuilding in London and Amsterdam and recruited primarily English engineers for a planned Baltic fleet. Its construction began at Lake Ladoga and shifted to St. Petersburg soon after 1703. Peter I defeated the Swedes at Hango in July 1714 with a fleet of galleys; by the end of his reign he had a Baltic fleet comprising impressive ships of the line and frigates as well as multitudes of galleys.
Peter expanded the army to more than twice the size of the Muscovite force, with 121,000 field army and 74,000 garrison troops. In contrast to west European militaries that at the time included about 75 percent infantry, Russia (like its neighbors the Ottoman empire, Sweden, and Poland-Lithuania) maintained half the army as cavalry, needed for the great open distances in Ukrainian and Belarus'an lands and the steppe frontier. Peter also improved Russia's artillery and military manufacturing capabilities: Russia was self-sufficient in arms by 1712 and produced most of the textiles needed for non-commissioned officers' uniforms.
Muscovy's old boyar families and gentry were folded into the new army as the few remaining old-style gentry cavalry units and gentry-only light cavalry (reitar) units were abolished. Most gentry went into one of thirty-three light cavalry or dragoon regiments composed also of Cossacks, soldiers, even peasants; the most impoverished of them became infantrymen. Most of Muscovy's serf-owning gentry became the Petrine officer corps, although naval service never had the prestige or draw that the army did. Officers were paid salary, ending the Muscovite form of compensation by service-tenure land (pomest'e) and serfs. By the end of the seventeenth century pomest'e had de facto become hereditary, a situation made formal law in 1714. Officer rank, rather than landholding, now determined status.
Petrine military change also regularized garrison service on the frontier. Previously staffed with Cossacks, musketeers, and odnodvortsy (as discussed in Chapter 17, these were men descended from serf-owning gentry who now owned few serfs, or even farmed their own lands), now disciplined, salaried regiments of infantry and dragoons, capable of field action as well as border defense, were assigned to fortresses. Local odnodvortsy were organized into more disciplined land militias. This move raised professional quality and military flexibility on the borders.
By the 1720s Russia's army was more diversified and cavalry based than its European competitors, with a more professional garrison force on the southern frontier and Siberian fortresses. These military achievements, however, were expensive, and in the next fifteen years the army and navy were neglected as Peter's successors struggled to put state finances in order. At the end of the Great Northern War, Russia had 34 ships of the line, 15 frigates, 77 galleys, about a dozen smaller vessels, and about 27,000 sailors, but shipbuilding essentially ceased thereafter; by the early 1740s the navy had only 20 usable ships of the line and about 50 lesser ships, primarily in the Baltic at bases in Kronstadt and Reval.
Elizabeth's government undertook a major rebuilding effort from 1741, expanding the field army from approximately 140,000 to 344,000 between 1740 and 1756; in the ensuing Seven Years War (1756-63) the army performed well. At mid-century the army displayed its characteristic diversity appropriate for Russia's imperial terrain: 172,000 field troops, 74,000 garrison troops, 27,000 Ukrainian land militia, 12,000 engineers/artillery, and 43,000 irregulars including Cossacks. Elizabeth expanded the navy to 21 ships of the line, 5 frigates, and 158 lesser ships. For all this effort, the state continued developing domestic metallurgy and textile industries.
The second half of the eighteenth century (and into the Napoleonic period) saw almost constant war, military expenditures, and expansion. Paradoxically, as Walter Pintner has shown, as a proportion of state expenditures, military costs declined over the century, from a high of 64 percent in 1725 to 46 percent in 1764 and 37 percent in 1796, primarily because of territorial and population expansion and increased expenditures on the imperial court and imperial administration. But this masks their huge size. Reckoning costs as a share of net state revenues rather than expenditures, Pintner found that military expenditures alone exceeded all net income by 1791.The field army became steadily more massive, with the standing infantry growing from about 105,000 in 1763 to about 181,000 by 1774; during the third Turkish war (1787-92), it rose to a high of about 279,000. The entire army stood at about 450,000 at the end of the century, Europe's largest.
Catherine II increased the percentage of light infantry, but weaponry did not change much over the century. Infantry were equipped with simply designed smoothbore muzzle-loading musket with bayonets, a "static technology" in Walter Pintner's phrase, facilitating Russia's self-sufficiency in arms production. Cavalry were equipped according to their purpose: reconnaissance cavalry (Cossacks and hussars) had light cutlasses and pistols; some heavy and light infantry (dragoons, cuirassiers, carabiniers) were equipped for field battle with cutlasses, pistols, and muskets with bayonets, while light infantry that chased the foe had lighter guns and sabers.
Catherine II raised the profile of Russia's navy, sending Baltic ships to the eastern Mediterranean to destroy the Turkish navy at Chesme in 1770. She strengthened the Baltic fleet, by 1788 adding 37 line ships, 13 frigates, and 30 smaller ships. Russia's naval presence was strongest on the Baltic, but with Black Sea conquests Catherine II developed shipbuilding centers at Voronezh, Pavlovsk, Kherson, Sevastopol, and Nikolaev. By 1787 Russia boasted a Black Sea fleet of 4 ships of the line, 14 frigates, 3 bombardier vessels, and 50 smaller ships. Smaller fleets were also developed on the Dnieper and Bug Rivers. Naval forces here numbered approximately 13,500 by 1785, compared to about 35,000 officers and sailors in 1764 in the Baltic arena. By 1790 Russia's fleet of 145 ships outnumbered Denmark's 87 and Sweden's 48, but was dwarfed by the French (324 ships) and British (473) navies.
RECRUITMENT AND ITS SOCIAL IMPACT
The massive Petrine army and navy changed life for Russia's East Slavic villagers and to a lesser degree townsmen. Mass recruitment of the East Slavic peasantry and urban taxpayers (even occasionally bureaucrats as well, so desperate was the need for troops) during the Great Northern War claimed more than a quarter of a million men into service, their numbers needing to be constantly replenished due to flight, disease, starvation, and battlefield injury. The demand continued through the century: 90 levies between 1705 and 1825 yielded an estimated 2 million men. While one recruit was taken per 20 households in Peter's time, the exaction lowered with population growth: in the 1730s, the norm varied from one recruit per 98 male souls to one per 320, the average yield being one per 179. The gubernia reform of 1775 set a standard of one recruit from each 500 souls and gave the responsibility of recruitment to local boards overseen by the gubernia Treasury. Extraordinary levies occurred in wartime; in the Turkish wars of 1787-92, for example, there were three levies of five per every 500 male souls and one of four men per 500.
Nevertheless, Walter Pintner calculated that in the eighteenth century "in a typical five-year period a village with 100 male souls could expect to lose from one to three young men," and only twice in the century did the number reach four per hundred. Thus, the impact was heavier on the individual than the village. Men could be recruited from age 17 to 35, although even older recruits are also recorded. Levies for sailors were less frequent, smaller in size, and tended to be limited to Baltic port areas. There, men were recruited in their early teens and trained on the job.
Levies were traumatic: when military recruiters arrived in villages, they came as armed expeditions to shackle unwilling youths; in 1711 Field Marshall Sheremetev traveled with a mobile gallows to deter his men from deserting and after 1712 recruits were branded on the hand to identify them (such marking was changed in 1738 to a characteristic shaving of the front of the head). Recruitment required coercion through the century; laws alternately threatened death for desertion and, desperate for troops, offered amnesty.
The burden fell primarily on East Slavic, Orthodox taxpayers: peasants, townsmen, non-ordained sons of priests; coachmen and artisans, factory workers, and some Middle Volga Tatars and other natives. Belarus'an-speaking peasants were brought into the poll tax and recruit status of Russian peasants as their lands were acquired in the late seventeenth century. In the 1780s peasants in the Hetmanate and East Slavic lands acquired in the first partition of Poland (1772) were made subject to recruitment (for a shorter period of fifteen years). Russian townsmen could buy out their levy with substitutes, and Jews paid double taxation in lieu of recruitment until 1827. Very few non-Russians were required to serve: some Middle Volga populations who were being assimilated into state peasant status were exceptions. Late in the century Bashkirs and Kalmyks faced conscription as irregular troops, but avoided it by forming their own regiments. Many other populations (iasak payers, Baltic peasants, Don Cossacks, southern garrisons, foreign colonists) were exempted.
Recruitment had myriad social impacts. Billeting became a huge burden on communities, since soldiers served year-round, housed in communities. Although in principle paid in salary and goods, their demands and disruptions on host households were a scourge. Recruitment also created a whole new social category of soldier's families. Since service was for life (changed to twenty-five years in 1793, perhaps emulating a recent Prussian reduction), a young man taken for the army left his family and home forever. His wife and children were typically left with few resources, becoming a burden on relatives and community, often turning to manufacturing or domestic work. Recruitment also strengthened the power of elders within households and the council of village elders collectively, as they determined which men would be sent away. Sometimes villages took men from larger, more prosperous households, reasoning that they had sufficient labor to survive. Sometimes they took from small households who were having trouble carrying their collective tax burden, often dissolving the household and redistributing their lands to more able households. Petty rivalries among elders could be played out in the selection process, as well as community self-interest: it helped village and landlord for the community to send to the army men who were most disruptive, lazy, drunken, or otherwise nonconformist.
Another social impact of recruitment came from the practice of purchasing substitutes for recruits; on large landlord estates, or wealthier villages, the cost was spread among the families, often (like the tax burden) disproportionately falling on wealthier peasants. Robert Jones points out that in a typical village of200 male state peasants in the 1780s, the estimated head tax burden (140 rubles) paled in comparison to other obligations: 250 rubles collectively to the commune for community needs, 512 for quitrent to the state, and between 400 and 500 rubles collectively for purchasing recruits. Such purchased men came from impoverished families and vagrants.
Scholars such as John Keep, Richard Hellie, and Walter Pintner have characterized eighteenth-century Russia as a militarized society or a "garrison state," due to its immense standing army and large military expenditures. But others disagree, pointing out that military demands did not structure the economy, polity, or society empire-wide; the impact of military mobilization fell unevenly across the empire, negligibly in areas remote from strategic sites and heavily in borderlands and in radiuses around fortified points where soldiers were billeted in peacetime and provisions bought or confiscated. Society-wide, an ethos of military coercion and discipline did not permeate society, at the peasant or noble level. As Janet Hartley points out about peasants, soldiers' lifelong service meant that communities did not experience much effect of their young men's military experience. Soldiers did not return to their villages with new ideas, new attitudes, or a military ethos. Traditional social institutions stayed intact. As for nobles, their education in the eighteenth century was as influenced by Enlightenment values as military discipline. Surprisingly, as Walter Pintner shows, in the eighteenth century a much smaller percentage of male nobles actually served in the military than one might assume (rising from about 17 percent of male nobles in 1755 to about 35 percent by 1795). Neither economically nor culturally did Russia's immense commitment to a landed army (and smaller navy) make it a militarized state.
ADMINISTRATION
To pay for army and warfare, several administrative reforms were tried over the century. Peter I's government transformed central and local government in three waves, searching for the most effective taxation structure. Muscovy's bureaucracy had arguably been top-heavy with central administration, and Peter initially kept this structure, adding and consolidating chanceries. Around 1708 he changed course to decentralization, dividing up the realm into eight gubernii, abolishing most central chanceries and assigning their duties to the gubernii. Gubernii were charged with supporting regiments with recruits, horses, uniforms, and upkeep; virtually martial law, it failed and around 1718, with the Great Northern War wrapping up, Peter embarked on his most enduring initiatives, adapting Swedish models. A centralized model was restored: a new (1711) Senate oversaw Colleges to which were subordinate governors in the now eleven gubernii, subdivided into 45 provinces and around 175 uezdy or districts. This stage of reform notably created an independent judiciary, separated from administrative offices. The judicial hierarchy went from provincial courts to Superior Courts (ultimately twelve around the realm) to the Justice College, which was in turn overseen by the Senate.
Petrine bureaucracy ballooned. Around 1700 there were about 360 central and local chanceries and offices; by 1726 there were about 1,700 different offices from Colleges to kontory and chanceries. Developing the Muscovite principle of unpaid service, local taxpayers provided lower-level staff and local nobles were made to serve as "assessors," that is, colleagues, in administrative, fiscal, and judicial offices. A 1719 "Instruction" to governors assigned lofty Polizeistaat goals of building institutions of public health, welfare, and education in addition to their traditional administrative, military, and judicial work. This effort to provide social welfare was stillborn until Catherine II's reforms raised the issue again; the sole systematic efforts by the state to provide aid to the poor went to soldiers and their families; otherwise monasteries, churches, communes, and families were expected to provide for the destitute and abandoned.
One of the most striking indications of how fundamentally the bureaucracy was transformed appears at the level of paperwork, where more rational, professional practices were introduced. Scrolls were abandoned as wasteful of paper and impossible to archive properly, replaced with bound notebooks. Registers of documents were to be kept for different functions (incoming decrees, fiscal expenditures, court cases) and labelled for easy retrieval. The very script in which bureaucrats wrote was changed, probably in response to the development of a simplified Cyrillic "civic script" for printing. Bureaucratic formulae were changed from Muscovy's humble, personalized rhetoric to a confident, declarative address; the Muscovite practice of litigants calling themselves by self-deprecating names was dropped. In true Polizeistaat form, Peter issued a General Regulation in 1720 that defined bureaucratic roles and standardized work practices; a law of 1724 defined how local offices should be physically arranged (staff, equipment, lawcodes, and archived documents). Such change in deeply engrained practices, from handwriting and archiving to office management, is usually difficult to implement; that Peter's administration retrained Muscovy's bureaucratic corps in one generation speaks of the forced- march pace of change.
As the cost of central administration alone rose in the 1720s by two to three times, the state economized at the expense of bureaucracy. Pressed to pay for war, already in 1700 salaries for some chanceries were docked. Salary was often underpaid or not paid at all: scribes were expected to provide their own ink, candles, sand (for blotting the paper), and even firewood. The state often demanded extraordinary levies for war from chancery staff, recruited lower bureaucrats into the army, or exacted high fines on scribes to buy themselves out of recruitment. L. F. Pisar'kova eloquently describes how governors pleaded with Moscow to send salary for their poverty-stricken scribes. Petrine administrative reforms had created a more rational ordering of administration, but the economic wherewithal to support it was lacking.
Russia also struggled to fulfill another of Peter's goals, that of making civil officialdom equally prestigious to military service. He had in mind the European model of civil service professionals, but those powerful middle classes had emerged out of a centuries-long development of universities, judiciaries, and professions, whereas Muscovite bureaucrats learned their skills on the job. Lacking universities (Moscow University was founded in 1755), substitutes were created: Navigation and Artillery schools (1701), Medicine (1707), Engineering (1712), Mining (1716), Naval Arts (1720). A school for foreign languages, founded in 1703 by the Chancery of Foreign Affairs, was oriented towards civil service; a German Lutheran, Pastor Johann Ernst Gluck (d. 1705), ran a more general school in the German Quarter around 1703. The Church was urged to open schools for children of all ranks in the bishoprics, and some were created. Decrees, such as the Table of Ranks (1722) and General Regulation (1720), urged the gentry to send their children to Colleges and chanceries to learn bureaucratic skills; orders around 1714-16 mandated that children of the military elite and of bureaucrats (secretaries and undersecretaries) be trained in writing and arithmetic. In November 1721 a school was created to educate noblemen for chancery service.
But government policy was contradictory, openly favoring military over civil service careers in key aspects. Decrees of 1715 and 1722 mandated that salaries for military and chancery service were to be equal, but by December 1724 salaries in colleges and other central institutions were half of those of military officers of the same rank; in the provinces, civil servants earned a quarter of the military pay scale. Officers were enticed to join the civil service only with the promise of receiving their army level of pay (a situation that lasted until 1763). Furthermore, salaries stagnated as prices rose and inflation rose in subsequent decades. Peter's signature social legislation, the Table of Ranks, gave clear preference to military service. The Table, as detailed in Chapter 21, defined parallel hierarchies—military, civil, and court—of fourteen ranks, each of which was given an honorific name (privy councilor and the like) and matched to job positions. The Table awarded hereditary nobility to any man who attained a military officer rank that was the equivalent of the lowest rank (14), whereas in the civil service, hereditary nobility accrued only to those who climbed to rank 8; the lower six ranks (14-9) in civil service bestowed nobility on the individual, but not his descendants. Furthermore, the old Muscovite bureaucracy was treated poorly: the few state secretaries (dumnye d'iaki) were put in ranks 6 and 8, giving them hereditary nobility but putting them distinctly below other posts in the civil service. Muscovy's senior scribes (d'iaki) were renamed "secretaries," but the Table left their status ambiguous; a law of 1724 allowed them hereditary nobility, but throughout the century nobles tried to close this loophole. All other Muscovite chancery workers, undersecretaries in particular, ranked below the Table. So Russia's administration struggled to meet the model of a well-ordered police state.
OFFICIALDOM BETWEEN PETER AND CATHERINE
From 1725 to 1762, Russia's rulers paid little constructive attention to civil administration, squeezing it for resources to pay for pressing needs. As we have seen, within a year Peter's successors were retrenching his expensive programs, particularly non-military. They consolidated judiciary and administration, returning to the Muscovite model of all-purpose, unprofessional governors. The number of gubernii was reduced by 1728 from 11 to 9, divided into a total of 28 provinces (down from 45) and about 170 districts (uezdy). Staffing was even more reduced, particularly at the crucial level of undersecretaries, the heart-blood of chancery work where expertise might be lodged. At the end of the seventeenth century, there were 1,900; under Peter I, 1,200, but in the late 1720s only 660. The immediate effect was striking: in 1698 there were three times more employees in central agencies than in 1726; in local agencies, 1.5 more; in all, twice as many workers in government offices in 1698 than 1726. An already "under-governed" realm had become even less well served: in 1698 there was one state employee for every 2,250 people, but in 1726 there was one per 3,400.
As in Muscovy, but even less well supported, governors were placed at the district, provincial, and gubernia level, each with a small garrison and each with broad autonomies and little hierarchical subordination to governors at other levels. Each heard criminal cases; until 1764 military commanders collected taxes from village officials who actually apportioned and collected the funds, but after that, governors did this role. As in Muscovite times, for assistance in rural policing, governors relied on local forces (state peasant village organization, landlords' bailiffs, parish priests); they also oversaw police duties in towns, but the actual work was done by neighborhoods, who organized gate watch, fire safety, and street maintenance.
Understaffed and underfunded, bureaucracy became notoriously bad, not only because the initial retrenchment strained the system, but also because the bureaucratic apparatus kept growing in the 1730s to 1750s. It grew in the direction of centralization, reflecting concentration of power in the center, failure of executive vision, and the nobility's clamoring for prestigious and lucrative high office. Powerful "Departments" were added to the Senate, paralleling the Colleges, for military, fiscal, judicial, and borderland issues; new chanceries and kontory were created for functional (criminal and civil law) and regional (Siberia, Livonia) issues. Between 1726 and 1742 numbers of central administrative staff rose by four times, with highest offices (those listed on the Table of Ranks, or chinovniki) climbing by 4.5 times. At the same time, local governments were not sufficiently staffed to handle the work coming from myriad institutions in the capitals: one governor complained that he received orders from fifty-four different offices in the capitals.
Noblemen dominated in the highest offices for their salary, prestige, and access to noble status, but, as we discuss in this chapter, they had little professional training and commitment to the work. Two Russian scholars, S. M. Troitskii and L. F. Pisar'kova, have done prosopographical analysis of the eighteenth-century civil service. Pisar'kova confirmed Troitskii's data that showed relatively few non- noble civil servants in high rank from the 1730s through 1750s. In central offices, about 88 percent of the top four ranks and about 77 percent of the next four ranks were filled by nobles. Only the ranks that did not give hereditary nobility (ranks 9-14), were predominantly non-noble (about 65 percent), including descendants of Muscovite bureaucratic families, raznochintsy ("people of various ranks," a growing social group of literate urban people, discussed in Chapter 18), clerics, and others. For local offices, in 1740, she found about 96 percent filled by noblemen and in 1755, about 83 percent.
Those nobles who did serve were not wealthy gentry; they served because they needed the salaries and the material support that communities were obliged to provide. Pisar'kova found that from 1727 to 1755, nobles with smallholdings (fewer than 100 serfs) dominated, with some polarization by 1755 (more very poor and more very wealthy, at opposite ends of the staff hierarchy). The vast majority took up civil service as a retirement sinecure, motivated by benefits promised after service was limited to twenty-five years in 1736. Pisar'kova found that in central government in the 1730s-50s, only a quarter of the officials had served solely in civil service, where they might have developed professional expertise. The rest were evenly divided between men who had served only in the army and those who had combined military and civil posts. In local government, she found that 87 percent of officials were retired military officers. This means that most noblemen in central and local office brought neither a lifetime of experience and training in the civil service nor commitment to the career.
Little progress was made in these decades in educating nobility for civil service. The 1736 law that reduced mandatory service for the nobility to twenty-five years and raised the age of service from 15 to 20 defined the educational standards for young men before starting military service. Assuming that home schooling was the norm, sons of the nobility were to be checked at age 12 for reading and writing skills and at age 16 for theology, math, and geometry, and were to be sent thereafter to specialized schools for civil and military service. Some schools were founded, primarily to help a young nobleman advance through ranks while growing up. The prestigious Cadet School was founded in 1731 with military, humanistic, and some civil service (jurisprudence) training; in the 1730s to 1750s civil service academies for noblemen (Kollegii-Junkery) operated in the Senate (for prosperous nobles with at least 100 male serfs) and the Colleges (for nobles with at least 25 serfs), but found few takers. In 1751, of 182 spots for noblemen in civil service academies, only 95 were filled. S. M. Troitskii found that by the 1750s only 20 percent of all civil servants in positions on the Table of Ranks had such formal education, more in central administration than local. In these decades, appointment for high offices depended upon patronage; for lesser office, promotions were regularly granted after eight years of service, rather than according to merit. This deadened incentive to perform and, as Pisar'kova notes, destroyed a "pillar" of Peter I's vision of a merit- based hierarchy.
Even more than in Muscovite times, then, lower-level bureaucrats worked to support higher officers who had great power and little expertise. Local governors possessed wide authority, according to a revised "Instruction" of 1728 that dispensed with the social welfare aspirations of the ordinance of 1719. Governors were to keep order, oversee the collection oftaxes, and hold criminal court. Opportunity for corruption expanded: governors were still supported by local communities (kormlenie) and, as John LeDonne points out, they approved government contracts from which they could squeeze graft.
Meanwhile, the far more numerous chancery workers below offices on the Table of Ranks were beleaguered. In 1726 and 1727 more bureaucratic salaries were docked: officials below heads and directors of the Colleges were deprived of salary, to be supported by the community for higher officers and by fees for service for lesser. Although these steps were accompanied with warnings not to demand excess fees or gifts, the situation was untenable. Procurators appointed by the center to oversee the quality of work were too few and too weak to exert control. There were many in these ranks: S. M. Troitskii, using a sample of bureaucrats from 1755, suggests a five to one ratio of undersecretaries to ranked officers. As a group, unranked chancery workers were poor; only about 31 percent of them owned any serfs at all (descendants of Muscovite secretaries and undersecretaries could legally own peasants), and their serf holdings constituted only 2.3 percent of all serfs. They subsisted on fees and gifts.
These ranks were filled by people from the interstices of Russia's social categories. In 1755, they were overwhelmingly descended from Muscovite bureaucratic families (about 71 percent), with the rest coming from clerical backgrounds (7 percent), non-landed military groups (soldiers and cavalrymen of the new model troops, 8.26 percent), and peasants, Cossacks, and raznochintsy in small amounts. Only 4 percent of chancery workers came from gentry background. Laws prohibited service by taxed people, but some served anyway, particularly in the north and Siberia. Thus, most civil servants below the Table of Ranks came from the non-taxed groups. This in principle could constitute an avenue of social mobility if the nobility had not established a stranglehold on the ranked positions.
As salaries disappeared, the eighteenth-century state lost the professionally trained, relatively well-paid clerks and secretaries that constituted the backbone of Muscovite administration. Corruption soared, especially in local administration; huge backlogs built up, most notable in the appeals court of the Senate. Local governors acted as satraps, despite efforts by the government to enforce the Muscovite model of two-year terms (1730). After persistent lobbying by the nobility, in 1760 governors' terms were extended to five years. The state also tried to prevent governors and their kin from buying property and peasants in the areas where they served (1740), but just as in the seventeenth century that practice was honored in the breach and repealed in 1765. The great historian of local administration, Iu. V. Got'e, found that in the eighteenth century local noblemen regularly served locally.
Rulers between 1725 and 1762 did little to improve civil service. In 1740 Empress Anna's government was working to provide adequate and more widely distributed civil service salaries, but war with Sweden (1741-3) cut short this effort and even forced reductions in civil service salaries to pay for war. Similarly, in 1754 Empress Elizabeth's minister P. I. Shuvalov proposed paying decent salaries to local civil servants and creating a strict system of education and promotion for officialdom but, in the face of Seven Years War expenses, the idea was shelved. Thus, from the 1730s Russia's officials were aware of problems but made little progress.
CATHERINE II BETWEEN CAMERALISM AND EMPIRE
Mercantilist and cameralist, inspired by the rationalizing urge of the Enlightenment, Catherine II resolved to create a unified empire (see Map 5). She envisioned an imperial nobility united by the same privileges, institutions, and law, a single fiscal regime of direct taxes to rectify the traditionally lighter fiscal burden of the borderlands, and a single administrative system around the empire. But, ever the pragmatist, she did not hesitate to maintain different tax and governance regimes in communities when it was economically or politically advisable to do so.
Catherine began her reign with immediate attention to the deplorable state of local government, which she attributed to geography and antiquated organization. As the population had grown, existing territorial divisions made less sense: some gubernii were huge, but underpopulated; some provinces were more populous than gubernii. Rationalizing size suited her Enlightenment proclivities. Furthermore, local government was both unresponsive to the center and unable to serve local needs. Already in 1762 Catherine II created commissions for immediate changes and more fundamental reform; after more than a decade's work, they proposed intensification through decentralization.
Immediate changes (1763-4) introduced vice-governors at the gubernia level and assistants to governors at lower levels. Governors' duties were defined, pensions were improved for noblemen (men could retire with halfpay after twenty-five years in service and after reaching age 50) and better salaries were set for most positions, almost doubling those that did exist. The British traveler William Coxe, writing about Catherine's judiciary in the 1790s, observed: "she has increased the salaries of the judges, who before, from the narrowness of their income, were necessarily exposed to almost irresistible temptations from bribery." At the same time aggressive corruption investigations of bureaucrats were launched and the procuracy expanded, placing an agent independent of the governor at all levels. Central oversight was strengthened by creating several Senate Departments that bypassed and undermined the Colleges. Currying noble favor, and in the long run wanting to cultivate a more energized noble estate, Catherine also reversed policy to permit noblemen to develop local roots: in 1764 and 1766 governors at all levels were allowed to buy land where they served, and in 1760 governors' terms were extended.
To create an administrative structure of units of uniform size that made sense geographically, Catherine inaugurated a major mapping and census project. As John LeDonne points out, if Catherine intended to introduce more officials and pay them more, then each region needed population sufficient to pay those salaries. Between 1764 and the implementation of the 1775 administrative reform, land surveys were undertaken that redrew the administrative map of the empire; these maps ultimately appeared in a 1792 Atlas. Many gubernii lost or gained territory at the boundaries, sometimes destroying local coherence but in many cases shaping a more sensible region according to geographical features and natural boundaries.
Even before the administrative reform (1775), new gubernii were being created as territories were added or consolidated on the borderlands. Activity was prodigious in 1764. Siberia's sole, huge gubernia at Tobolsk was divided to create a gubernia at Irkutsk. On the Black Sea steppe the military colonies of New Serbia and Slaviano-Serbia were combined into the Novorossiia gubernia. To its east Sloboda Ukraine became Kharkiv gubernia and the Left Bank Hetmanate was abolished, replaced with a governor generalship. The quasi-military form of governor-generalship also oversaw Livland, Estland, and Smolensk in the 1760s.
Catherine II's government was spurred to introduce empire-wide administrative reform in 1775 not only by Enlightenment conviction but also by social unrest and success in war. Protest had flared through the first decade of Catherine's reign— uprisings in Right Bank Ukraine, New Russia, and Zaporozhia in the late 1760s, flight of the Kalmyks in 1771, revolt among the Iaik Cossacks in 1772. In 1773-5 Bashkirs, Nogais, Iaik Cossacks, and Urals peasants rose with Emelian Pugachev in revolt, exposing the weakness of local defenses and center-periphery connections. Acquisition of new territory (the first partition of Poland, 1772; Turkish war 1768-74) also prompted administrative change. Finally, the 1762 release of the nobility from compulsory service and postwar demobilization left thousands of local noblemen in need of retirement sinecures. Responding to all these stimuli, Catherine II issued what was called the Organic Law of 1775: intended to "furnish the Empire with the institutions necessary and useful for the increase of order of every kind, and for the smooth flow of justice," the reform included elements that improved trade, communications, and tax collection; provided social welfare services; put people in closer contact with local judicial and other offices; and provided employment for local nobility.
The Organic Law increased the number of gubernii, imposed uniform size, and staffed each with the same institutions across the empire. The provincial level was abolished; gubernii and districts (uezdy) were composed of uniform population size (for the gubernia, 300,000-400,000 males, for districts 20,000-30,000 males); borders were intended to create sensible economic and geographical units that enhanced connections between center and periphery and among centers of trade and production; capital cities of gubernia and district were to be centrally located (some were relocated, many were created from modest villages). The reform abolished the centuries-old office of all-powerful governor (voevoda), replaced with a gubernia-level governor (gubernator) with somewhat less direct power. The reform reintroduced the short-lived Petrine division of powers in three hierarchies—police, judicial, and fiscal. The governor oversaw the judicial and police apparatus, but had less authority over the fiscal, which reported directly to the procurator at gubernia level and procurator-general in St. Petersburg. Furthermore, procurators were assigned in all offices, enhancing an inherent tension between the governor and the procurator-general. (A further tension was created in 1785 when the office of Marshall of the Nobility was instituted, a potential rival to local governors, but with less authority.)
At the highest level, the reform was structured around meta-units of governor- generalships (namestnichestvo). In use in border areas before 1775, these powerful military commanders oversaw two gubernii. During the reforms this structure was kept in areas (Left Bank, Novorossiia, and Orenburg) where strong authority was needed to dismantle local autonomies and/or to organize and control newly annexed lands. In central Russia as well, by the 1780s governor-generals had been appointed for every two gubernii, but here the post was more political than administrative; the appointees were Catherine's eyes and ears in the localities, asserting central oversight while gubernia governors did the work.
Staffing the new offices revealed some ofCatherine's Enlightenment convictions: she reintroduced a strong element of participation by all social classes in regional and local government, like the old Muscovite system ofselected representatives and Peter I's recruitment of local nobles into administration. These offices were integrated into the Table of Ranks with status and salary, making the reform hugely expensive for the state and a boon to the nobility, which received the majority ofthe new offices.
At the gubernia level, the governor, appointed by the Senate, ruled with a deputy governor who was primary fiscal officer and an appointed administrative board of himself, two councilors at high rank, five secretaries, the procurator, and his two deputies. Probably the central institution of the reform was the Treasury Chamber, directly responsible to the procurator-general and headed by the deputy governor and a board of five more, with a wide array of collection and administrative fiscal roles. Judiciary was also a central focus, divided by social estate. The gubernia level had an Upper Land Court with Criminal and Civil Departments; each, with six appointed noble members, heard appeals from district courts and complaints from local nobles on service-related issues. Areas settled by state peasants or ethnic groups had an upper court with appointed noble chairman and elected peasant or native assessors. Each court also had a procurator and his staff to oversee procedure and legality. Above these courts, also in gubernia capitals, were civil and criminal chambers (Palata ugolovnogo and grazhdanskogo suda) with six appointed noble members to serve as courts of appeal for all social groups; above them was the Senate with territorially defined Departments in St. Petersburg and Moscow.
The reform introduced two new functions as well. The first was a Court of Equity with an appointed noble chairman who convened for each case a board of assessors elected by the social estates of the litigants. This court was intended for minor civil and criminal cases that fell outside the usual law, particularly involving minors and the insane. This body introduced something akin to the concept of habeas corpus to Russian law in allowing investigation of complaints of false arrest and imprisonment. It oversaw conflict resolution by arbitration between the parties, it addressed cases of humanitarian concern, and dealt with other cases outside normal courts, including witchcraft (treated secularly as superstition or fraud, no longer a religious crime). Also innovative was a Board of Social Welfare with elected representatives oflocal estates. Funded by the government, it operated as a sort of lending bank for major projects; it was charged with providing each town and major village with welfare services, such as primary schools; major towns were also to have hospitals; gubernia capitals were to create almshouses, workhouses, orphanages, and prisons as well.
At the district level there was to be a treasury and two lower courts—one for nobles and peasants under their jurisdiction (consisting of three nobles elected locally) and for taxed groups a lower court (rasprava) with four assessors. State peasants, Cossacks, or native peoples elected four assessors from villages, who could be landowners or peasants; the court was presided over by a judge appointed by the gubernia board. Governors worked to find appointees with local administrative experience and supplied the courts with translators; they were attentive to the complex ethnic and religious composition of their communities. In Orenburg province, for example, dozens of Bashkirs, Mordva, Chuvash, Cheremisy/Mari, and other minorities were regularly elected to the lower courts, as the reform intended.
For policing, there was no central apparatus, before or after the reforms. The 1775 reforms were an improvement on the existing model, where the governor and his meager garrison relied on local forces to police, arrest, imprison, and otherwise maintain public order and welfare. The 1775 reforms introduced at the district level a lower land "court" (not a judicial body) with an appointed land captain (zemskii ispravnik) and two assessors elected from local nobility (joined with two assessors elected by the community from state peasants, Cossacks, or native groups). This board served as the executive arm of gubernia administration, conducting investigations, carrying out judicial decisions, collecting tax arrears, arresting criminals. This difficult job, similar to the posses for criminal affairs in Muscovite times, provided positions and income for poor local noblemen who, as in Muscovite times, mobilized estate stewards and village representatives (hundred- men and tensmen) for help. The Russian countryside was nevertheless inadequately policed. Some major towns could call upon regiments of regular troops, and fortress towns had garrison troops, but the 1775 reforms supplemented these with local detachments (shtatnye komandy) at the gubernia and district level.
For towns, the reform created magistracies composed of merchant and artisan population in gubernia and district capitals. The magistracy in each gubernia capital heard appeals from town courts and channeled further appeals to the noble-controlled judicial chambers. At each level magistracies consisted of a panel of two burgomasters and four ratmany, elected for three years by an assembly of townsmen and confirmed by the governor. Assemblies of townsmen also elected board members to the Equity Court. All these urban representatives were paid from the state budget but at rates less than other officials in similar ranks; their chancery staffs were similarly less well provided for by the state. By 1784, when the reforms had expanded through most of the empire, the old Central Magistrate was abolished, its duties having been given to the cities themselves.
The reform and the 1782 Police Code directed particular attention to urban policing. Towns were to have a Police Board (Uprava blagochiniia) with the town director (gorodnichii), two bailiffs for civil and criminal affairs, and two counselors from the town magistrate. Towns were to be divided into sections, each with at least two policemen and other minor officials to oversee public order in the Polizeistaat sense: building codes, public hygiene, fire safety, morals offenses, and misconduct.
As the abolition of the Central Magistrate suggests, the 1775 reform distributed the duties of the Colleges to governors and their gubernia boards; most Colleges were abolished in the 1780s, except for those of the War, Commerce, Navy, and Foreign Affairs. The reform was a combination of central control and decentralized execution. The empress maintained central control through governor-generals, the oversight of the Senate's First Department, and procurator-general with his local procurators around the realm. Within the gubernia governors exercised centralized power over districts. Still, day-to-day administration was decidedly decentralized.
Implementing the Organic Law around the realm took more than a decade and when done, reflected the tremendous diversity of empire. When the reform began, there were ten gubernii in central Russia, with a total of 188 districts, and nineteen gubernii in the borderlands, with 325 district-level entities; when it was concluded in the 1790s, European Russia had 26 gubernii with 321 districts and the borderlands 24 gubernii with 264 districts. Eight "oblasti," units distinguished by ethnic composition or scattered and sparse population, were also carved out with minimal administrative change—five in the borderlands, three in the center. By 1796 the total was 50 gubernii with 585 local administrative units.
Although Russia's map had been made much more uniform, in the borderlands the 1770s-80s administrative reforms often perpetuated existing district-level units and maintained native courts, languages, and elites with Russian supervision. The Don Cossack lands remained untouched by the reforms, for example, maintaining Cossack stanitsy and Cossack government, overseen by the governor-general of New Russia and the Don. Where sufficient noblemen were lacking for appointed or elected positions, non-Russian nobles (Baltic Germans, Ukrainians, Poles) moved into these roles, forging a transnational imperial nobility. In ethnically diverse areas lacking landed nobility such as Siberia, Bashkiria, and northern Caucasus, the reform was simplified to minimize noble representatives.
Across the borderlands, local traditions were taken into account at the lower court level (rasprava). Left Bank and Sloboda Ukraine maintained most previous Cossack administrative divisions, and continued at the local level to use Cossack laws, even as elites assimilated into the Russian nobility. In the northern Caucasus, local laws were maintained at the lower court level. In Belarus'an lands won in the first partition of Poland, Polish law and language continued in local courts as long as it did not contravene Russian law; with appeals at the gubernia level, John Le Donne suggests that "a body of jurisprudence developed... combining Great
Russian and local norms to form the foundations of an Imperial law in certain important areas such as property and family law." The case was similar for Grand Duchy and Right Bank Ukraine lands annexed in the last partitions; in the six new gubernii, local courts continued to use law and language from the Commonwealth. In Livland, Estland, and Vyborg, by introducing this reform and the 1785 Charter to the Nobility Catherine II intended to undermine the Junker nobility and open the door for non-German nobles to serve in local government and for Russian language and law to be used at the gubernia level. But at the local level German and Swedish law and language endured.
BUREAUCRATIC PERSONNEL
L. F. Pisar'kova estimates that at the end of Catherine's reign, there were more than 3,700 mostly new offices, particularly at the lower level (compared to Peter I's total of about 700 offices), requiring about 10,000 to 11,000 men at Table of Rank status, about 11,000 to 12,000 selected estate representatives, about 19,000 chancery workers, and several thousand lesser employees. In practice she found that in 1786 at the gubernia level, 35 percent of the positions went to members of the nobility, 26 percent to townsmen, and 39 percent to peasants, and at the district level, 33 percent to nobles, 42 percent to townsmen, and 25 percent to peasants.
Chancery positions were filled by seminarians and priests' sons, other non-taxed people, and even taxed people despite prohibitions on this. A particularly striking example was Catherine's advisor, Jacob Sievers, who, as governor-general of Novgorod and Tver', openly hired taxed people for chancery work. This happened elsewhere and the state, in Pisar'kova's words, "turned a blind eye." All in all, finding qualified people was difficult. Pisar'kova notes drily that in the seventeenth century it would have been impossible to find an illiterate bureaucrat (save for the governor), but that in the eighteenth century, it was common.
John LeDonne calls the nobility the big winner in these reforms, evidence of its triumph as a "ruling class." Local nobility selected from their own number a huge array of new offices: ten representatives to the higher Land Court and two members of the Equity Courts; two district judges, two police land captains, two representatives to the lower land courts. Noblemen filled the higher appointed offices as well, and the class also acquired new positions in the 1785 Charter to the Nobility for those territories with sufficient residents of this estate. Marshalls of the Nobility were elected at the district and gubernia levels; the gubernia Marshal was affirmed by and reported directly to the ruler. Local nobles oversaw heraldic record keeping for the noble estate and maintained public works projects.
The reform's emphasis on locally selected representatives evidenced Catherine's vision of more engaged government, but it also exacerbated the dearth of professionalism in the civil service. The quality of bureaucrats rose only as much as the nobility possessed appropriate education and experience. As we have seen, at the local level retired military men predominated and even appointees to higher offices were primarily (80 percent) retired military. But the eighteenth-century nobility was better educated than their seventeenth-century counterparts, bringing more talent and career experience to administration, evidenced by governors' conscientious efforts to implement the local reform.
Catherine II recognized the need for professionalism; hoping for social mobility, she abolished the various schools for noblemen (Junkery) in the Senate and Colleges for lack of noble patronage, and directed Moscow University, the Academy of Sciences, and a secondary school in Kazan to offer classes in civil skills for lower class people. Furthermore, the increased ability to travel abroad for education after the 1762 ending of mandatory service gave noblemen access to education for civil service. But progress towards professionalism was slow. Elise Wirtschafter argues that gradually a class of civil servants, coming from noble background but identifying with state and monarchy, was being forged from late eighteenth century onward. But she cautions that as a group, the elite families who dominated the highest positions, civil or military, always identified more as rural nobles than as civil servants, despite their education.
REFORMS OF PAUL I
Catherine's reforms created a denser geographical arrangement of the huge empire and attempted to create a rational and uniform administrative structure across the empire. Not all problems had been solved, however. Noble governors and board members retained ample power in their fiscal, judicial, and police oversight; governors approved public contracts, confirmed local offices, reviewed judicial decisions. Corruption still loomed, since in the late eighteenth century the state indiscriminately issued paper money (assignats) and inflation decimated salaries (as discussed in Chapter 15). Oversight of personnel was weak.
When Paul I came to power in 1796, he faced a crushing state debt and a decentralizing reform program with which he fundamentally disagreed. Paul believed that Catherine II had yielded too much power to localities and nobility and had ballooned the state into an inefficient and expensive apparatus. He embarked on streamlining and centralizing reforms. Following up on some steps already taken in recent years, he restored some colleges, particularly for economic issues (Commerce, State Domains, etc.); he abolished the office of governor-general as an unnecessary and expensive sop to the nobility; he reduced the number of gubernii from 50 to 41 (plus the Don Cossack Host), doing so by eliminating one in Siberia, three in the Black Sea steppe, two in Ukraine, and one in the north and consolidating others. At the district level he consolidated 143 districts into neighboring ones, reducing to a total of 429 (Alexander I restored many).
Paul rejected much of the elective principle of the reforms, streamlining and focusing power in appointed officials. He eliminated, for example, peasant and native representatives on local police boards and district level raspravy (but his successor Alexander I's government restored lower-level native involvement, in realistic assessment of the difficulty of creating a single, homogeneous system empire-wide). Undercutting the privileged position of the nobility in Catherine's reforms, Paul I combined estate-oriented courts into single all-estate courts; he abolished the Courts of Equity and Boards of Social Welfare (to be replaced with medical offices), and consolidated fiscal offices. Challenging the nobility to serve more professionally, Paul I abolished noble assemblies at the gubernia level and reduced noblemen's roles on fiscal, judicial, and police boards, making the remaining ones appointive rather than peer elected. In the towns he eliminated officials selected from the community, replacing magistrates and town councils with an institution called the ratgauz whose officials were primarily appointed and which consolidated fiscal and judicial roles.
Other changes moved in a different direction. Paul restored national traditions and elites that he respected, most notably in the western borderlands. There he declared eleven gubernii in Ukrainian, Belarus'an, and the Baltic lands (plus the Don Cossack lands) to be special administrative areas, restoring local courts, laws, and languages of public service (German, Polish, and Ukrainian primarily). In the central administration he increased the number of senators (from 46 to 90) and staff (from 272 to 782) in order to reduce the Senate's huge backlog of appeals. His goal, across the board, was to create a more professional, less estate-based, officialdom and to enhance the power of state over nobility, center over province.
To support these changes Paul I laid the foundations for a professional civil corps. He promised to raise pensions for civil servants and officers, paying for it by doubling fees on chancery services, making this the fastest rising area of state income in the 1790s. He introduced mandatory training and literacy standards and created schools for noblemen to enter civil service. A decree of 1798 rescinded laws of 1744-5 and 1771 that forbade people who paid the poll tax, such as literate state and church peasants and townsmen, from joining the civil service; it also exempted civil servants from the poll tax. His reign was too short to see immediate results, but the trends he began were fulfilled by his successors. In 1802 Alexander I brought the number of universities in the empire to five (St. Petersburg, Moscow, Kharkiv, Vilnius, Dorpat/Tartu) with civil service training in mind. Within the next generation, Russia had a more literate, professional, and educated civil service, particularly at higher ranks. One should not exaggerate the achievement; nineteenth-century Russian novels rail against the corruption and inefficacy of local bureaucracy. But Roderick McGrew credits Paul I with setting the foundations of centralized government that would endure in the nineteenth century.
Reflecting on late eighteenth-century administrative reform, one sees steady improvement in the ratio of population to civil servant, from about 2,000 people per official in 1755, to about 1,400 in 1763, to about 1,000 in the early nineteenth century. But with expansion and demographic growth, the realm was still under- governed. Pisar'kova notes that at the end of Catherine's reign, the empire had 37.4 million in population, and about 38,000 officials from top to chancery—one per 980 residents. At the same time, in Europe's most bureaucratic country, France, with 26 million people, there were 90,000 officials, one per every 290. Thus, Russia threefold lagged behind in staffing its empire.
Russian administration in the eighteenth century maintained a balance between tolerating differences in local communities and maintaining central control.
Catherine's urge to impose an empire-wide standard, to forge an imperial nobility, and to rationalize governance was always tempered by recognition of the limits of the possible in local conditions. The state became more interventionist toward the end of the century (urban planning, canal building, etc.) but its goal was never particularly to improve conditions in the localities, despite rhetoric from Peter I and Catherine II about social service. By the end of the eighteenth century, the Russian empire still featured significant regional variation in administrative structure, in law, and in institutions of governance.
Nevertheless the state maintained the institutions that it needed to control the empire on its terms. It perpetuated a centralized bureaucratic network that accomplished its fundamental tasks of revenue collection, military recruitment, and local control. With the 1775 administrative reforms it standardized its administrative framework to a great degree and improved the connection between government and populace. Most significantly, unlike its Ottoman and French counterparts in the eighteenth century, Russia never farmed out administrative office, and thus never lost its grip on local control, despite noble predominance in local office. There was no venality of political office. All areas, from center to periphery, were under the authority of a governor and governor-general; all subjects were subordinate to the emperor's taxes, his criminal law, his bureaucratic procedures. Even when Paul I exempted some western territories from the 1775 administrative reforms, these lands were still overseen by Moscow-appointed governors and subject to the center's taxation and military demands. This conscious projection of central control gave the Russian empire enduring power.
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Fiscal Policy and Trade
In the eighteenth century money was constantly on rulers' minds, except when it wasn't. They spent without regard to income, until pressing need (war expenses, foreign debt) forced drastic fiscal measures. Challenges were many, but resources were also potentially available. Domestic and European population growth and a rising European economy spurred demand for Russian products; warfare stimulated production; expansion brought new resources. Across the century Russia responded less with innovation than with traditional practices (direct and indirect taxes). Responding reactively to budgetary crises meant that fiscal reforms were aimed more at revenue than at broader visions, but ideology including both mercantilist controls and Physiocratic liberalization shaped goals and reforms.
TOWARDS FISCAL POLICY: CATHERINIAN FISCAL INSTITUTIONS
There was plenty to spend money on for eighteenth-century European absolutist rulers. Throughout the century in Russia, as in France and Great Britain, military expenditures were the bulk of state budget: in Peter I's reign they rose from about 50 percent in 1701 to about 70 percent in 1724. Governments of Peter's immediate successors Catherine I (1725-27), Peter II (1727-30), and Anna Ioannovna (1730-41) ratcheted back by slashing local administration, curtailing foreign wars, and neglecting the military. Rulers also continued, and went far beyond, Peter's expenditures on the court, sparing no expense on building and furnishing palaces, churches, state buildings, gardens, and parks, and in constructing rich programs of culture and entertainment at court. Isabel de Madariaga reminds us that one of the pillars of legitimacy for absolute rulers was display (of culture and civilization, of wealth, of power) and rule by display was being done across Europe. Empress Elizabeth (1741-61) excelled in both sorts of expenditures: she rebuilt the military and paid for a very expensive Seven Years War (1756-63), while also constructing ornate rococo palaces and churches around the realm. Budget figures tell the tale: in 1744 the army consumed 80 percent of state revenue, but by the end of Elizabeth's reign, in 1762, its share had fallen to 74 percent with the increase going to court expenses. Not surprisingly, deficits grew in her era as well, from about 8 percent of the budget in 1733 to about 40-45 percent in 1760.
Even more than in Elizabeth's time, under Catherine II warfare (Ottoman empire, Poland, Sweden), palace and garden ensembles, art collections, largesse
to friends and favorites, and state expenditures vastly outstripped revenue. Administrative reform added new costs: in 1763 and 1764 salaries for civil servants, central and local, were instituted or raised and pensions for nobles were increased. With the many-fold multiplication of salaried offices in the 1775 administrative reform, expenditures on the state apparatus rose by 2.4 times from 1764 to 1782. In 1785, about 36 percent of state expenditures went to the army, navy, and garrison troops, 36 percent to civil administration, and 10 percent to the imperial court. All this expenditure was beyond the budget: as noted in Chapter 14, Walter Pintner found military expenditures alone exceeding all net income by 1791 and, as Janet Hartley argued, Russian rulers were so consumed with warfare from Peter's time through the Napoleonic period that their fiscal and administrative reforms could hardly be systematic.
Until Catherine II's reign, the state's financial apparatus was uncoordinated. Peter I's last era of reforms had left a simple central administration of about ten Colleges, the Synod, and relatively few other central offices, topped by the Senate. But after his death the central administration became top-heavy: over fifty different agencies were empowered to collect taxes by 1760, for example. Separate Colleges collected income from vodka and salt sales, customs, and trade; military Colleges collected income from the poll tax since it was dedicated to the army; separate offices managed income and expenditures of the court and its lands. Each such agency operated with its own estimated budget; there was no Finance Ministry, Finance Minister, or empire-wide oversight. When Peter III in 1761 and Catherine II in 1762 each came into power and requested empire-wide budgetary reports, local and central offices were unable to provide them. Catherine II focused immediately on the problem of information gathering, insisting in 1763 that tables of organization and budgets be created for civil administration and in 1765 for military. Realistic accounts of expenditures were compiled in 1769, 1773, 1776-7, and annually after that, and from 1780 a unified annual national budget (civilian, army, navy, and court expenses) was produced.
Catherine understood the need to create a centralized hierarchy of fiscal institutions and a fiscally expert corps of bureaucrats who could carry out collections, budgeting, and auditing. Throughout her reign but particularly in the window of time between wars (1774-87), she set to major reforms. In 1773 she centralized state finances in the Expedition (i.e. Office) of State Revenues; by 1780 it was the state's major Treasury organization, divided into departments for income, expenditure, audits, and arrears, all subordinate to the procurator-general. She unified the empire's fiscal administration in reforms of 1775-80s, transferring most fiscal duties to the gubernii; central agencies were gradually phased out (those that remained with fiscal responsibilities—primarily having to do with the Court and Military—were put under the procurator-general's oversight). The key institution in each gubernia and all districts was the Treasury, which was made directly responsible to the procuracy-general in St. Petersburg to forestall abuses of the old system of governors. Surveillance in the form of information gathering— population, maps, harvests, food prices, and the like—became the central task of the new institutions. District Treasury offices kept tax rolls and population statistics and carried out surveying; they oversaw vodka and salt farming contracts and custom houses; they kept financial audits; they managed state lands, supervised mines and factories, and litigated on behalf of the state in financial matters. Respecting the reform's separation of judicial from other arms of government, the Treasury Office had no judicial authority but referred disputes to the gubernia board or to the courts.
At the gubernia level Treasury Chambers were headed by a vice-governor appointed by the empress, five other appointed officials with fiscal knowledge, and a staff of financial clerks. At the district level the treasurer was appointed by the procurator-general and a board of assistants, all generally from the local gentry but selected from experienced, qualified officials. With more specialized officials, these administrative changes improved tax collection, audit ofresources, and the empire's overall ability to budget. Paul I maintained this general structure, adding a few institutions of empire-wide policy making and execution, such as restoring the College of Manufacturing abolished by Catherine II.
INDUSTRY, MANUFACTURING, AND EXPORT
In confronting the challenge of paying for all its commitments, Russia relied on a variety of forms of taxation, monopolies, loans, and currency manipulation. At the same time, trade was the ultimate goal of eighteenth-century European rulers, and their ministers worked to encourage domestic production and trade. Mercantilism by and large shaped policy towards growing the economy and population, winning a favorable balance of trade by developing productive resources, simplifying the national economy, and protecting native industry. Arcadius Kahan, however, pointed out that Russia's ability to implement mercantilist ideas was hampered by its history and social structure. The success of mercantilist policies in Europe depended upon a robust level of economic development, including a relatively commercialized agricultural sector, well-developed money market, industrial skills and organization, access to resources as in a colonial empire and the transport facilities (merchant marine) to move them, and a well-organized bureaucratic apparatus. Russia spent much of the second half of the eighteenth century working on these structural building blocks; it suffered in particular from lack of a free market in labor and available capital. So, in Kahan's phrase, it followed a "proto-mercantilist" policy, pragmatically asserting state control and direct investment in some cases, opening access to the market, and working through merchants and the market when possible. In the crucial mining and iron industries, for example, the majority of factories and mines began as state owned and operated; the state developed crucial roads and waterway networks. In other industries, the state supported private industry and the market. Robert Jones points out, for example, that the state was deeply interested in maintaining a stable grain supply for St. Petersburg and around the realm, but it worked to create that supply without taking the grain trade under direct control of the state (other than maintaining reserves).
Growth in industry in the eighteenth century responded not so much to indigenous demand, but to the intensity of government need for a particular raw material or finished product. Thus, Peter I invested heavily in war-related industries (precious metals, shipbuilding, iron and armaments, textiles, saltpeter and sulfur), using labor forcibly recruited by military recruitment or ascription of state peasants. But not all industrial production was in state factories; Peter and his successors also turned industry over to enterprising foreign or domestic entrepreneurs or noblemen, inspired both by political favoritism and economic theory, providing subsidies and facilitating access to labor. In 1721 merchants were allowed to acquire serfs for industrial labor in the form of whole villages bonded to their factory (the same format applied to serfs ascripted to state enterprises). Free labor (vagrants and the emerging urban class of raznochintsy, discussed in Chapter 18) who signed on were converted into serf status in 1736. Merchants' right to purchase serf villages was rescinded in 1762 in a move that benefited noble entrepreneurs who had been eagerly moving into industry and manufacturing from the 1740s. Empress Elizabeth awarded Urals ironworks and lucrative monopolies to favorite government ministers, although many lacked the expertise to manage a complex industry. In 1775-9 Catherine II abolished the College of Manufactures that had previously provided industrial licenses and opened up manufacturing to all social groups (nobles, merchants, craftsmen). Wealthy nobility engaged in manufacturing using a mixed labor force of serfs and hired labor; they also shadow-partnered with merchants and specialists. Boris Ananich notes that the number of factories using hired labor (vagrants, serfs, and state peasants who left villages seasonally or permanently) increased fourfold to around 2,000 in Catherine II's time.
Metallurgy was in state and private hands. Silver was discovered at Nerchinsk as early as 1704 and run by state mines, but when copper was discovered in the Altais in the 1720s, initially the Ural mining magnate Demidov family was awarded a monopoly. When gold and silver were discovered there in 1745, the state took over the Kolyvan fields. These Siberian metallurgical complexes were worked by a skilled officer corps of Saxon engineers (over the century Russian cadets trained in the capitals joined them) whose titles were equated to grades on the Table of Ranks; below them were master workers (free workers or state peasants "attached" or assigned there) who were draftsmen, craftsmen, steelmakers, furnace-men, and other skilled workers who could be promoted to officer rank. In the mines worked convict exile labor and local peasants, while "ascripted" (assigned) peasant villages cut timber for smelting furnaces, produced coal and charcoal, and did cartage. As Ian Blanchard notes, all was done with military regimentation, with back-breaking workloads. Over time Nerchinsk and Kolyvan became bustling communities: mine officials had administrative, civil, and criminal jurisdiction over their populations; they supported schools for children of master workers and the garrison soldiers who protected the works, as well as a fire service and hospital. Kahan estimates that by the end of the century about 16,000 skilled workers (some foreign specialists) and 115,000 exile and peasant workers were engaged in these two mining centers. In 1779-83, the Imperial family's administration was shifted to local Treasury boards and Kolyvan became the center of a new gubernia focused on the mining area.
Urals mining continued to thrive in the eighteenth century. Business dynasties such as the Demidovs, Stroganovs, Iakovlevs, and Batashevs dominated metal foundries there; in Elizabeth's reign the number of industries in the Urals more than doubled. Numbering about 100,000 in the 1740s, the workforce had doubled by the 1770s. Working conditions were harsh, food prices were rising, and the increase in quitrent imposed on state peasants empire-wide in 1769 hit workers in state factories in the Urals particularly hard; they joined the Pugachev rebellion (1773-5) in droves. The uprising caused tremendous damage to factories and worksites that took through the 1780s to repair. Catherine II responded by mandating a wage increase and regulating work conditions at mines here and in Siberia; whether private owners respected the wage rate increase is unclear, but for workers in state factories conditions somewhat improved. As in Siberia, a skilled industrial worker elite evolved here with better pay and conditions.
Mining and metallurgy made huge strides over the eighteenth century: by the mid- 1760s Russia was producing 2.5 times more pig iron than Great Britain and by 1803 Russia was Europe's biggest exporter of iron, ahead of Great Britain and France. But Peter I and subsequent rulers had promoted these industries not only for export profit, but also to supply the domestic armaments industry. The production of firearms, centered in Tula, was always in state hands (although private industry in Tula became famous for smaller metal items), while related industries—artillery, gunpowder, ammunition—were in state and private hands in the Urals, the Baltic (Olonets), and the lower Volga. Similarly important for domestic military needs was the woolen industry, which produced a rough quality of cloth suitable for rank and file uniforms (officers' uniforms required higher-quality imported cloth). By the end of the century textiles were primarily in private hands, mainly nobles employing serf labor and serving the domestic market as well as army.
The state also took a direct role in the salt monopoly. Production was done by state mills, private entrepreneurs, and recipients of state monopolies, such as the Stroganovs, who made their fortune in the Perm' lands around towns with names redolent of salt—Sol' Vychegodsk and Usol'e (salt in Russian is sol'). Other industries that the state took a self-interested role in founding or supporting included linen factories, associated with paper making and the state monopoly of stamped paper for official documents. State-owned brickmaking boomed with the founding of St. Petersburg; the state recruited soldiers and ascripted peasant villages aggressively to staff these factories and kilns; over the century private entrepreneurs moved into this field. Copper was in demand by the state (for arms and coinage) and by the populace (for household items, church bells); the state provided smelters and support in the form of labor, land grants, and prospecting rights. By the 1760s Russia was self-sufficient in copper, and by the end of the century it was exporting.
Conditions were propitious for the expansion of manufacturing in the eighteenth century. Nobles needed the income to support their Europeanized culture and peasants had higher state and landlord obligations to pay. Expansion into black earth lands opened up possibilities for distilling and other manufactories there, while an empire-wide market in surplus grain freed peasants in the less fertile north to concentrate on manufacturing. Peasants had always manufactured small items for local needs—small ironware, cutlery, leather goods, furniture. Now a rough division of labor and trade developed: the fertile south expanded export-oriented agriculture (particularly after 1774 when Russia secured Black Sea navigation from the Ottoman empire), while peasants in the northwest, north, and center turned to artisan work and production for the market. Often landlords organized whole villages around a single mode ofmanufacture (textiles, metal working). Households individually or working as a commune engaged in milling grain, brewing beer, producing cheese, butter, and tallow for soap and candles, weaving linen, canvas, and wool.
Production for trade spawned migration: peasants in the central non-black earth areas and northwest often moved seasonally for industry or urban jobs (cab drivers, domestic service). Landlords and communes provided passports and took a cut of the wages. Nobles rented out their serfs for hired labor to other manufactories. In Catherine's time nobles as a group became dominant over merchants in manufacturing, aided by their monopoly over distilling and peasant labor, their ability to trade in serf labor, and their greater access to court favors and subsidies. But Kahan notes that, deprived of serf labor, entrepreneurial merchants probably benefited from being forced to develop a more productive, free labor force from the increasingly dynamic populace, laying ground for future economic change.
MARKETS, TRADE, AND PORTS
The eighteenth century witnessed the development of regional trade networks and expanded export trade, if not a fully "national" market. Despite canal and road construction, particularly focused on St. Petersburg but also spanning Siberia and crossing European Russia, communication infrastructure was still insufficient to knit the empire into a single zone of pricing and supply. Rather, the empire had several flourishing trade regions, structured around arteries for transit and export trade, integrated regionally by fairs, bazaars, and small towns interlinked with a large urban center. Weekly bazaars on a fixed day in towns and rural centers were the lowest level of this trade system; here all manner of goods were exchanged. Larger transfers of goods were done in fairs that took place annually for anywhere from three to seven days; here wholesalers bought local goods and sold imports and manufactured goods. The number of fairs grew steadily across the century from about 625 in the 1750s to over 4,000 in the 1790s; the fastest growth was in the central non-black earth area where manufacturing was expanding. Noblemen edged into this activity after their emancipation from service in 1762: in 1760 36 percent of all fairs took place in villages owned by noblemen and by 1800 a full 51 percent did. Itinerant peddlers provided exchange, while the shopping "rows" of towns continued to serve urban dwellers and merchants (Figure 15.1).
Effectively situated towns and ports define the empire's vibrant economic regions in this century. The node of empire-wide trade markets remained Moscow. With its central location, radial transport network, and surrounding manufacturing region, Moscow hosted the exchange of goods from the heartland and importedfrom Baltic and Volga arteries. Shifting gradually from grain to manufacturing, Moscow's hinterland became a manufacturing hub for leather goods, textiles, and other products generally for the domestic market, produced by quitrent-paying peasants whose villages turned to the market for grain.
From the beginning of the century the thriving Livonian trade centers, acquired in 1710, provided a huge boost to Russia's export trade; they shipped goods produced in Latvian and Estonian borderlands as well as inland in the Grand Duchy. Livland's port of Riga was the empire's most important port until eclipsed at mid-century by St. Petersburg; nevertheless it and other Baltic ports (Narva and Reval/Tallinn) remained important. Livland and Estland constituted a somewhat discrete economic zone, inasmuch as these ports retained their traditional tariff structure, customs duties, weights and measures, coinage, and other trade practices until 1773. A traditional producer and exporter of grain, under Russian control Livonia continued to sell to grain-poor Sweden according to Swedish-Russian treaties (1721). Grain surpluses in Estland were turned into alcohol for lack of good transit capacity and exported to Europe and Russia. As a trade region in the Russian empire, Livonia provided outlet for hemp, flax, leather, and the growing manufacturing energies of the Western Dvina basin (Pskov and Smolensk provinces).
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Figure 15.1 Catherine II's urban redesigns prescribed opening up a municipal square with religious and secular buildings including, as here in Kostroma, an arcaded "merchants' quarters" for shops. Photo: Jack Kollmann.
St. Petersburg's rise as the empire's most significant export port was momentous. With the cessation of hostilities in the eastern end of the Baltic Sea around 1710, it grew fast. Peter the Great forcibly populated the city with merchants and noblemen from Moscow, Iaroslavl', and other central towns; he diverted tradefrom Arkhangelsk by awarding the new capital favorable tariffs and simply mandating redirection of goods, even before proper means of transport to the new capital existed. As canals were built to supply it, St. Petersburg became the empire's primary international port, receiving transit goods from the Volga route and domestic products (leather, hemp, flax, rye to feed the population) from the upper and Middle Volga and its own hinterland of Novgorod, Olonets, and Pskov provinces.
Arkhangelsk, founded in 1584 in response to the development of English and later Dutch trade through the White Sea, flourished as the destination of export goods from the Volga route through Moscow and Vologda. Its drawbacks as an international port were considerable, however, iced in more than half the year and so distant that passage to it from Europe took three times as long as the trip through the Baltic to St. Petersburg. In the eighteenth century Arkhangelsk declined as St. Petersburg rose, but it continued to export forest products (naval supplies, furs, pitch, tar) from its Northern Dvina hinterland and even some surplus grain from the Middle Volga. It was still the third busiest port in the empire in this century.
Astrakhan was Russia's fourth most important trade center, the empire's most international city, and a magnet for goods produced along the Volga and Black Sea through the century, but its dominance in the south waned as the empire expanded. As in the preceding century, it featured neighborhoods of Bukharan, Indian, Persian, and Armenian merchants who, unlike European merchants, were allowed to engage in retail trade (after 1745 they were forced to pay local taxes on it). Astrakhan played an important role in the importation of Iranian products (often through Indian merchants) and in the shipping oflocally produced silk, leatherwork, and silver, crafts dominated by Armenians. Astrakhan served as the catch basin for grain produced in the lower Volga (Kazan, Simbirsk, Penza, Saratov, Tambov, and southern Riazan' provinces), areas too distant from Moscow and St. Petersburg to profitably ship north.
For eastern trade, Astrakhan gradually yielded to Ural trade centers. In the seventeenth century overland caravan routes from China and Central Asia had shifted northward, bypassing a turbulent steppe. Instead of routes across the steppe north of the Caspian, or via northern Iran and across the Caspian Sea to Astrakhan, trade originating in China and Central Asia moved through Tobolsk and Verkho- tur'e in western Siberia. Bukharans brought silks and cottons, Kirghiz sold horses, camel hair and skins, wool and sheep, other steppe nomads sold horses by the thousands. Over the century, the state developed customs ports that offered more direct connection to central Russia than Astrakhan; these included Ekaterinburg, Orenburg, and Semipalatinsk. Ekaterinburg was founded in 1713 in the Perm lands as a mining and ironworks center, laid out in a regular square urban plan. Designated in the 1760s the main customs center (replacing Verkhotur'e), Ekaterinburg became Russia's "window on Asia," particularly after the Siberian highway was constructed through it (1763). In the 1730s Orenburg was founded in the southern Urals Bashkir lands and Semipalatinsk far to its east on the Irtysh Line, and the state redirected trade from Astrakhan to Orenburg. By the 1740s Astrakhan's Indian population had resettled in Orenburg and the city had become a center of Central Asian caravan trade in silks, cottons, horses, wool, and sheep.
Russia's long-term goal of securing direct trade with China advanced in this century. Despite China's anxiety at foreign traders coming inland, the Treaty of Kiakhta (1727) allowed triennial Russian state embassies and trade caravans to Beijing. About half a dozen major state caravans reached Beijing between 1727 and 1755, when regional instability brought an end to this important conduit of goods and information. A vibrant local market developed around Kiakhta on the border, which in turn stimulated fur exploitation and expansion into eastern and northeastern Siberia and much illegal smuggling. Russian caravans brought into China furs and textiles, often European re-exports, and returned with Chinese textiles, spices, tea, medicinal rhubarb, and luxury goods. Trekking across Russia's line of fortress towns in Siberia, the China trade was primarily transit trade, although expanding populations in the Urals and western and eastern Siberia also stimulated regional markets there.
Russia's victory over the Ottoman empire (1768-74) energized new Black Sea ports, including Azov, Kerch, Kherson, Taganrog, and eventually (founded 1794) Odessa. The Treaty of Kuguk-Kaynarca (1774) also won Russia crucial rights of navigation to the Aegean and Mediterranean, rights that were by and large respected. Catherine II's tariff treaty of 1783 specified lower tariffs for Black Sea ports to direct trade to them. Trade immediately surged, since these ports provided an affordable port for surplus grain from Ukrainian lands not previously well linked with the Baltic (Chernigov, Poltava, Kyiv provinces), as well as grain from across the Pontic steppe. Although the export ofthe food staple rye was always monitored, the luxury crop of wheat was readily exported. By 1805 70 percent of Russia's cereal exports went through Black Sea ports.
As a source of state revenue export trade increased fifteen-fold in the eighteenth century. In the first half of the century exports shifted away from forest and agricultural products (tar, timber, hides, tallow) towards manufactured goods (linen, leather) and iron, while flax and hemp remained in great demand. By the end of the century agricultural crops such as hemp and flax still constituted about 40 percent of all exports, iron and textiles another 20 percent, and grain and animal products (tallow, candles, meat, butter, leather) had moved into dominant place. Great Britain was Russia's major trade partner through the century: by 1800 it was taking in 65 percent of all of Russian exports, including two-thirds of Russia's flax, hemp, and woolen exports for the British army and navy. St. Petersburg and Riga carried over 80 percent of the trade by the end of the century. Russia's imports ranged from colonial products (coffee, sugar) and alcoholic beverages to high- quality luxury goods (silks, jewelry) and foreign raw materials for Russia's textile industries. The balance of trade was consistently in Russia's favor.
TARIFFS
Tariff policy in the eighteenth century pursued the goals of import substitution (protecting domestic industry from import of manufactured goods and raw materials that could be produced domestically), creating a favorable balance of trade and bringing in foreign specie by forcing foreign merchants to pay customs in silver thalers. Tariff rates skyrocketed twice in the century, both in times of war (1724, 1757), but as a rule were moderate, often ranging according to the significance of the item in Russian domestic production. Having developed militarily essential industries (iron, coal, potash, and sailcloth), in 1724 Peter I's government placed high protectionist levies on imports that competed against them, but those rates were lowered in a tariff of 1731. In 1757 Elizabeth's fiscal minister Petr Shuvalov used a protectionist tariffprimarily to increase income during the Seven Years War, targeting already well-protected items ofdomestic production such as iron, copper, linen, and sugar and prohibiting the export of essentials such as rye, timber, gold, silver, and wool. Catherine II's tariffs of 1766 and 1783 were moderately protectionist, aiming towards freer trade; they allowed imports of raw materials for Russian industry but sharply restricted imports of goods that would compete with Russian production. For income generation, imports of luxury goods enjoyed by Russia's nobles were particularly highly taxed, but the fact that revenue from customs more than doubled in the second half of the eighteenth century suggests the prosperity of nobles and energy of entrepreneurs.
The Russian state pragmatically pursued liberal policies to support economic growth and trade. Minister Shuvalov, for example, maintained the seventeenth century's prohibition of foreign, particularly European, merchants engaging in retail trade in Russia, probably to counter-balance his abolition of internal tolls in 1753. This step created a more efficient movement ofgoods and served the interests of nobles who were getting into surplus grain, distilling and manufacturing on their serf estates. Furthermore, Shuvalov allowed nobles the right to engage in wholesale and retail sale of items from their estates, impinging on the merchant estate's traditional claim on trade.
Shuvalov also founded in 1754 the sorely needed Nobles Bank and Commercial Bank to provide long-term mortgage credit and short-term commercial credit. Neither bank survived long (the Commercial Bank folded in 1782, the Noble Bank in 1786): major borrowers in each bank were such eminent nobles, including government ministers like Shuvalov himself, that forcing them to pay offtheir loans proved impossible. A few other institutions provided loans and savings banks in Catherine II's reign, including foundling homes in the two capitals and the Boards of Social Welfare in the gubernii. But their capacity to provide productive investment opportunity was minimal. Credit could be available from private individuals, but at rates up to 20 percent, even though Shuvalov had set a legal maximum interest rate of 6 percent (usury of any sort had been forbidden by the Lawcode of 1649). Merchants did, however, have access to some useful commercial instruments: an effective, regulated system of letters of credit (veksel) provided security for large-scale purchases. The Veksel Regulation of 1729 provided for legal recourse in commercial courts (managed by urban governments) throughout the century. Urban courts also protected contracts.
Throughout the eighteenth century the state depended upon monopolies selectively. The state claimed monopoly control over strategic and very lucrative items, such as precious metals, salt, and alcohol. Other monopoly products were associated with industries that relied upon state provision of labor to produce them—potash, caviar, tar, pitch, blubber oil—or represented items in high demand (caviar, rhubarb, tobacco) whose supply the state could readily control. Kahan and Boris Ananich remind us that the share of exports taken up by state monopoly goods was modest, only about 10-15 percent of exports. The state never claimed control over the majority of important export items, such as flax, iron, tallow, and grain, and pursued a trend over the century of encouraging private enterprise over state control. Peter I, for example, dropped state claims on monopolies ofalmost all export items in 1719 in order to encourage private trade. Catherine II released most state monopolies to the market in 1763, except for potash and iron (which were released in 1773) and alcohol and salt.
Alcohol and salt were the most consistent and lucrative state monopolies. Temporarily lowering the poll tax as a concession to peasants, Shuvalov raised prices on them, producing a 2.7 time boost in indirect tax revenues. He also curried favor with the nobility by awarding it in July 1754 exclusive right (along with state distilleries) to make alcohol. Before the 1750s, production was diversified and the sale of vodka and salt was handled directly by towns and villages; now sales of noble-produced alcohol were farmed out to merchants. In one decade after 1749 the alcohol monopoly rose from 12.8 percent of all state income to 21.2 percent. Overall for these two products, by the 1760s, alcohol constituted 25 percent of state income, salt another 7-10 percent.
The state managed its monopolies in two ways: fiscal agents directly managed the sale of some of these products, and others the state farmed out on contract. Many ministers in Empress Elizabeth's court benefited from lucrative monopoly contracts, but Catherine II, perceiving that such farming led to corruption and rarely yielded maximum income for the state, abandoned the practice on most monopolies save salt and alcohol. In 1763, for instance, she reclaimed the contract on customs collections and took direct control, creating a Customs Chancery. In a liberalizing measure, in the 1760s Catherine II opened up the purchase of liquor sale contracts to all social groups—nobles, townsmen, state peasants, even serfs— and in the 1775 reform she put the sales of alcohol on gubernia Treasury boards. They were expected to award local contracts and keep tighter oversight. In 1795 the system was further opened up when landowners were allowed to sell directly to state stores, bypassing middlemen.
Tax farming, therefore, was not common; unlike France and the Ottoman empire, Russia used it sparingly (for the liquor monopoly primarily), for good reason. Such venality sacrificed revenue to corrupt tax farmers, encouraged abuse of the population, and, most importantly, decentralized state control over regional elites. Realistically, Russia also lacked propertied elites with resources to invest in many different tax farms. In any case, Russia's vaunted central control in this case avoided a pitfall that might well have weakened the state.
Catherine II's economic policies moved in a liberalizing direction, opening up economic opportunity to more social groups. In this she was influenced by Physiocratic advisors who had sparred since the 1750s with mercantilist advocates. Some of Catherine II's other liberalizing steps include the gradual opening up in the 1780s of export of surplus grain to the voracious European market, particularly that of wheat since it was not a staple food for peasants and towns. In the second half of the eighteenth century Russia's grain exports, primarily wheat, rose 47-fold.
At the same time, Catherine II maintained pragmatic protectionist policies, particularly regarding the grain market. From the time of Peter I, export of rye grain, a staple of the peasant and urban diet, was effectively banned to preserve domestic stability; Catherine II continued that policy, keeping a vigilant eye on grain prices and shutting down such exports during times of dearth (as in 1785-6). Philosophically Catherine's vision of the ideal society included maintaining social groups in their given spheres—merchants in trade, peasants in farming—so she supported small-scale peasant manufacturing rather than opening up the labor market for industry. In her Instruction of 1767 she wrote, "Agriculture is the first and principal Employment to which a People ought to be incited; the next is the manufacturing of their own Productions." Catherine's successor Paul I reasserted some state control. He maintained the relatively liberal tariff policies of the 1780s, kept vigilance over the grain market, and restored ministries for commerce, mining, and manufacturing.
All in all, the importance of indirect taxes increased over the century. Export trade receipts rose in Elizabeth's reign 2.5 times and state income from customs rose three times with increased demand. By mid-century indirect taxes constituted more than half of state income, whereas direct taxation had previously been dominant. By 1762, sources of indirect income included state monopolies, less so salt and increasingly vodka (about a third of income), customs on import and export (about a tenth), fees such as leases on state properties, minting, taxes on industry (about a quarter). By the 1790s, direct taxation accounted for only 30 percent of state income.
SOURCES OF INCOME: DIRECT TAXATION
Even though statistically the share of direct taxation in state revenue fell over the century (as state deferred to nobility), nevertheless, it constituted a large portion of state income and a major burden on peasants. Direct taxation was revolutionized by Peter I with the poll tax. In the first years of the Great Northern War (1700-21) taxation efforts had been chaotic and unsystematic. Peter I demanded that wealthy lay and church landholders subvent naval construction; he introduced new taxes (stamp tax on paper, extra tax on iasak payers, a one-tenth tax, bridge and road tolls, a new salt tax); he dragooned labor forcibly for projects from shipbuilding in Voronezh to construct St. Petersburg and the Azov harbor. After Russia's victory over Sweden at Poltava in 1709, more systematic solutions evolved: in 1718, adopting an idea floated since the 1680s, the household tax was replaced with a head tax levied on all male taxpayers, rural and urban. Various lower social groups were folded into the taxpaying ranks (slavery was abolished and slaves became serfs, Muscovy's "itinerant people" were declared taxpayers).
A poll tax rate of 74 kopecks per adult male peasant became the official direct tax rate in 1725 after a census had been carried out (1718-24), but was immediately reduced after Peter's death in February 1725 to 70 kopecks (one ruble 20 kop for merchants and townsmen), where it remained (despite inflation and growing state need) through the century. All taxpayers also paid a surcharge of 2 kopecks per ruble (nakadlye dengi) from 1736 through the century to pay for the costs of collection. As Carol B. Stevens points out, since villages and town communes apportioned the tax communally, the net effect was like a household tax, but state receipts were higher. Poll tax was collected in two installments, during autumn after harvest and in winter.
While the state raised quitrent on peasants it controlled, it was hesitant to raise the poll tax on serfs, in deference to landlords' desire to exploit them. In 1769 at the start of the Turkish War the poll tax for urban groups was raised to 2 rubles. The 1775 administrative reforms substantively changed tax obligations for townsmen: merchants with certain capital value were released of the poll tax and assessed instead at a fee of 1 percent of their declared capital, while the poll tax for townsmen was reduced to 1.2 rubles. In 1794, however, to deal with huge state indebtedness, the poll tax for all taxpayers rose to 2 rubles.
The poll tax was by far not the only direct tax imposed on rural and urban taxpayers. Since landlords demanded dues from their serfs, state peasants without landlords were expected to pay something extra as well, a tax called quitrent (obrok). State peasants and odnodvortsy initially paid the poll tax and a quitrent of 40 kopecks, while townsmen paid 50 kopecks. The quitrent rate gradually rose, although not as fast as landlords' dues did, reaching one ruble in 1760, when landlords were averaging one to two rubles and the state was dealing with Seven Years War expenses. (Arcadius Kahan reminds us, however, that landlords' increases barely kept pace with inflation, driving them to more intensive exploitation of their estates and serfs.) In 1764 the state's increase was applied to the odnodvortsy and Siberian peasants; in that same year peasants living on recently confiscated church lands (discussed below) were assigned a quitrent of one and a half ruble.
On the eve ofthe Turkish war in 1768 state quitrent (landlords' serfs did not pay it) was raised to two rubles (in the next year the poll tax for townsmen was raised), and to three paper rubles in 1783 as state debt and expenditures rose (at the time landlords were asking around four rubles). In 1797 quitrent rates were increased on Treasury peasants to 3.5 to 5 rubles, when landlords' exactions were around 5 rubles. Over the century quitrent became a good source of state revenue, overtaking the poll tax after 1783, since its rate was higher and more social groups were being folded into state peasant status.
The poll tax declined as a source of state revenue over the century. In 1724 it accounted for about 55 percent of state income. Only regular censuses (every fifteen years starting in 1747) that captured rising population could increase direct tax revenues; in 1769 the poll tax provided 42.7 percent of tax revenues and by 1796 33 percent of state revenue, offset by inflation in the last third of the century and arrears so endemic that the state was often forced to issue amnesties. Initially dedicated to pay for the costs of the Petrine army, the poll tax proved increasingly inadequate. Since, unlike France and Britain in the late eighteenth century, Russia did not choose to tax the nobility, the state turned to indirect taxes and other sources.
The Church became one of those resources. Peter I abolished the patriarchate, replacing it with a Synodal organization charged with improving the pastoral care of parishioners. To that end, the state rescinded any remaining fiscal immunities on church lands, raised their taxation rates and forced the Church and major monasteries to contribute to such projects as the building of triumphal arches for victory celebrations and the construction of the Azov fleet in 1696-7. Peter also limited monasteries' landholding and instituted a Monastic Chancery in 1701 to better collect income from these lands. Peter identified a group of wealthy monasteries and bishoprics who were expected to pay some oftheir income directly to the state. Peter stopped short, however, of ending the right of the Church to own land and did not dismantle existing monasteries.
The Church remained a potent economic force well into Catherine II's time. It repeatedly (unsuccessfully) lobbied to restore the patriarchate and boldly made the argument that since Peter I had not made claims on most church lands, then the Church's right to own land was affirmed and its immunities should be restored. With donations and economic growth, by 1762 church and monastic landholdings constituted roughly two-thirds of all the plowed land and about one-seventh of all the rural population in the empire, primarily in the north and center. To pay for war, Peter III, following plans developed under Empress Elizabeth, proposed a major confiscation of church land according to which church peasants would become subject to a new College of Economy, to be supervised by retired noblemen. The state, then, would support bishops and monks with state salary and leave monasteries enough land to support their staff. In 1762 Peter III began implementation of this reform, and his successor, Catherine II, after some timely hesitation (she did not want to alienate the Church soon after a turbulent accession), followed through in 1764. She was also probably responding to peasant unrest that had broken out when the reform (which peasants welcomed) appeared to be being canceled. The majority of Russia's convents and monasteries were closed: of 562 monasteries, only 161 survived, as did only 67 of 217 convents and by 1770 17,000 displaced monks had been recruited into the army. Former church peasants, now called "Economic" peasants, enjoyed better terms than even state peasants, since the reform redistributed land to increase the size of their plots. Even though their quitrent rate was raised above what the Church had collected, they prospered, and the state yielded a net gain of about a million rubles of new annual income.
FISCAL POLICY AND EMPIRE
Many ethnic groups across the realm paid different taxes and different rates, although an effort at fiscal homogeneity was made in the 1780s in the western borderlands (it proved to be short-lived). In Siberia, for example, East Slavic taxpayers paid poll tax and quitrent at the empire-wide rates. Natives, on the other hand, paid iasak. Throughout the eighteenth century the state preferred to collect iasak in furs, rather than cash, but occasionally tried setting a cash value for it. This foundered on the problem of properly evaluating the furs; natives would hold their best back to sell surreptitiously to traders (even though they were forbidden in principle to trade in furs). Catherine II tried to create in Siberia an administrative and fiscal reform similar to elsewhere in the empire. Furs were to be collected from native groups collectively; the iasak value was fixed and each community should select its own administrative elders to act as liaison with Russian collectors. With fixed iasak and rising market prices, state income did not rise, nor was a network of elders successfully installed. But the native population continued to pay by a different taxation system that they had more leeway to manipulate than did Siberia's Russian- and Ukrainian-speaking state peasants.
As for indirect taxes, in Siberia vodka was the state's second largest source of revenue, as in European Russia. It had been sold by communities through sworn representatives ("na vere") until 1767, when tax farming was in principle introduced. But in western Siberia, nobles were lacking to take up the farms, so the state and towns produced and sold vodka; in eastern Siberia, because natives enjoyed the right to brew and sell their own fermented mare's milk liquor, the vodka market was limited and its sale confined to state stores.
Taxation was similarly diverse in Bashkiria. Here state peasants paid poll tax and quitrent and provided recruits. As discussed in Chapter 4, by the 1740s Mordva and Tatars here and in the Middle Volga, previously iasak payers, were sinking into state peasant status, as the poll tax was levied on them to pay for fortified lines in Bashkiria. Landed Bashkirs and Meshcheriaks were, meanwhile, rising in status: after 1754 they did not pay iasak or other direct taxes, but rather provided military service on the Orenburg Line, and in 1798 they were allowed to form a Cossack Host. Their dependent people, the teptiars (non-Russians who tilled Bashkir lands on a contractual basis) and landless workers (bobyli) had a privileged position compared to state peasants. As of 1747 they paid a quitrent of 80 kopecks (which did not rise in 1760 and 1783 as others did). This made them well off compared to the state peasants, who after 1783 had to pay a 3-ruble quitrent and 70-kopeck poll tax and provide recruits as well. The state tried to rectify this inequity in 1789, in a situation of continuing Russian in-migration, by putting teptiars and bobyli on the same fiscal basis as state peasants, but this was rescinded in 1790, because teptiars offered to become a Cossack regiment, serving in lieu of paying tax.
The Don Cossacks preserved the privileges they had negotiated over centuries. The 1775 administrative reform was not imposed in Don Cossack lands; the Don Cossacks paid neither poll tax nor quitrent. Their Russian or Ukrainian serfs, however, paid poll tax and provided recruits. Don Cossacks also enjoyed a privileged position in the vodka monopoly, being allowed to brew vodka and wine for sale in their own lands, although in the 1770s they faced some competition from state vodka sales.
In the northern Caucasus, Cossacks and nomads paid no personal direct taxes; John Le Donne notes that as late as 1794, 61 percent of the sparsely populated
Astrakhan-northern Caucasus gubernia population was not subject to direct taxes. The few state peasants there paid poll tax and quitrent. Similarly, in Astrakhan Russian townsmen paid poll tax and quitrent and provided the full panoply of urban services, such as selling vodka and salt, being book-keepers in state interests, carrying out night watch. Non-Russians in Astrakhan—Tatars, Armenians, Indians, etc.—meanwhile paid a variety of fees in lieu of city taxes and services.
The state had tremendous challenges in taxation policy for the dynamic new area of the Black Sea Steppe. As John LeDonne details, in 1764 a statute for New Russia divided it into 70 districts: 52 for military settlers, 2 for townsmen, 16 for foreigners, Old Believers, and Russian immigrants, most of them with different taxation statuses. Military settlers paid no personal taxes; state peasants and serfs did not pay the poll tax but paid by unit of land, at a rate for serfs half that of state peasants. These provisions lasted till 1796, except that non-military settlers had to provide recruits after 1776. Foreign immigrants, such as Greeks, Armenians, Wallachians, or Germans in Volga colonies, enjoyed tax exemptions of up to thirty years. The native Crimean Tatar population paid no personal taxes. Where there was sufficient surplus grain and firewood for distilling, vodka was made and sold by nobles, settlers, and Cossacks, while tax farmers and the sale of vodka (generally imported from Poland) in state taverns provided state income.
The Ukrainian-speaking lands were similarly diverse in fiscal and other categories. When Sloboda Ukraine was turned into a gubernia in 1764, a census established taxation rates and privileges according to status. Cossacks did not pay direct taxes and had rights to brew and sell vodka; various rates were set for lesser social groups, but not the empire-wide poll tax or quitrent. Similarly, the Left Bank Hetmanate maintained its own fiscal exactions; serfs, state and church peasants, and townsmen paid a quitrent of one ruble, not raised with quitrent hikes in 1760 and 1768. In May 1783 Ukrainian peasants in Left Bank and Sloboda Ukraine were enserfed when recruitment, the poll tax, and local registration were introduced. Rates were the same as in Russia: poll tax for peasants was set at 70 kopecks; Cossacks and townspeople paid 1 ruble 20 kop. Lower quitrent rates (1 ruble) were imposed.
At the first partition in 1772 in the Grand Duchy lands Russia introduced fiscal uniformity cautiously. A census was carried out and the poll tax introduced on serfs, but only 60 kopecks. Jews paid a poll tax of 1 ruble and townsmen of 1.20. Landed Polish and Ukrainian nobility and townsmen kept their privileges of distilling and selling vodka, for minor fees. This situation lasted until the May 1783 decree that imposed, as in the Left Bank, Russia's 70 kopeck poll tax and a modest quitrent of 1 ruble for court and state peasants. In the towns, meanwhile, according to the 1775 reform, merchants paid tax on declared capital (1 percent) and townsmen paid a 1.20 poll tax; Jews were taxed as members of one of those groups. In 1795 after the third partition, Jews across the western borderlands and Crimea were forced to pay a double poll tax if they were shopkeepers and a double tax on capital for merchants.
In the Baltic lands, peasants, whether serfs or free, paid taxes according to unit of land, based on Swedish standards and record books dating to the seventeenth century. In 1783 here as in the Ukrainian and Belarus'an lands the poll tax and lower quitrent were introduced. Townsmen also paid taxes according to their merchant or shopkeeper status. Finnish peasants in the Vyborg area, on the other hand, even in 1783 were given a lesser poll tax, and their traditional brewing privileges were maintained. All these reforms were rescinded by Paul I, but reforms of 1784 that established uniform weights and measures on the Russian standard were maintained.
Finally, in the annexations of 1793-5 in Right Bank Ukraine and the Grand Duchy, fiscal homogeneity was an immediate goal, but not at the Russian standard. A poll tax of 1 ruble was imposed. Production and sale of vodka were put under provisions of a law of 1784 for Left Bank and Belarus'an lands in the Grand Duchy, which was more generous than for Russia: while there gubernia institutions oversaw local alcohol contracts, in Belarus'an lands the nobility kept its monopoly on distilling and selling, for a small fee, plus the ownership of taverns where they could sell. Prices were fixed locally by landowners and the governor's representatives. Towns could produce and sell vodka in return for paying a lump sum to the state.
Complete fiscal homogeneity, therefore, was never a goal ofRussian policy. Even when the poll tax was extended to non-Russian lands, terms were adjusted to fit local circumstances.
CURRENCY, FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS, AND DEBT
Since all this effort to raise income through direct and indirect taxation and fees proved insufficient, rulers used one more strategy to increase income, one that had proven volatile in Muscovite times. That was currency manipulation. By the end of Peter I's reign Russia's economy was primarily monetized. Tax obligations had been commuted to cash everywhere except in those areas where landlords found it profitable to demand labor services. The primary currencies were silver for large- scale exchange and copper coinage, both of which retained solid value through the first half of the century. Elizabeth's government sparked what became a steady trend of raising prices by devaluing copper coins in 1757; in 1763 Catherine II devalued the silver ruble and minted more coins, such that the next decade saw prices (particularly grain) rise by 50 percent.
Catherine II compounded the growing inflation of her first years by embarking on a risky fiscal policy with paper money (assignats) in 1768. Initially used as a substitute for silver, issued in cautious amounts with ample reserves, assignats maintained parity with silver until 1788. Then the government slipped into issuing vast amounts without reserves, using them to subvent loans to the chronically indebted nobility and primarily to pay for Swedish and Turkish wars in the late 1780s. Inflation was the predictable result; by the end of the 1790s paper rubles were worth only two-thirds their face value. Grain prices rose fourfold between the 1760s and 1790s; salaries to civil officials and soldiers paid in assignats lost value, as did the direct and indirect taxes paid in them. The situation reached crisis point in the 1790s.
So also did Russia's foreign debt. Russia had run a mounting deficit throughout the century, but could not borrow internationally until the 1760s because European creditors did not trust its creditworthiness. Doing well in the Seven Years War reassured lenders, and Catherine II made ample use of foreign funds. She accepted over a million rubles in loan from Prussia for the Turkish war in 1768, and 1769-73 she borrowed another 5 million rubles for the Turkish war from Dutch and other lenders. She repaid most ofthis debt with indemnity forced on the Turks, but in the 1780s costs of expansion, bureaucratic reform, administration of new territories, and her second Turkish war required more loans. As fixed taxes lost their value and poll tax arrears mounted, foreign debt climbed precipitously and servicing it took about four-fifths of all customs income.
By 1794 fiscally Russia was in a "monstrous crisis," in John LeDonne's term. The cause was not merely looming war with revolutionary France. More deeply, it was rooted in a continued lack of budgetary accountability, a crisis of foreign debt and sharp inflation, visible in rising grain prices despite steadily increasing supply. From the late years of Catherine II through the reign of Paul I the state took numerous measures to raise income. Most were familiar expedients, some ofwhich we have reviewed: indirect taxes were raised with higher fees on all sorts of minor services; a census was ordered to identify new taxpayers; a one-time levy was imposed on merchants; the price of alcohol was raised and the alcohol monopoly system reorganized; quitrent on state peasants was raised, as was the poll tax (to one ruble, in 1794).Taxes on merchants' declared capital and on Jews were doubled; new inheritance and production taxes were introduced. But inflation and the weakness of paper and copper money meant that real income hardly rose, while expenses continued to soar.
Paul I responded with good policy, but had little success. His proposal for a levy on the nobility to pay for local government (in which they were directly involved) was too unpopular to be implemented. He attempted to reduce the number of assignats in circulation but failed; he tried to consolidate the foreign debt; he founded a new Noble Bank but its capital was expended in a few years. Furthermore, Paul's spending on the army and court matched his mother's expenditures on the court. Chronic deficits faced the state as it looked into the nineteenth century.
By the end of the eighteenth century Russia had moved from being primarily a source of luxury furs and forest products on the periphery of Europe and Eurasia to being an essential partner in global trade. The Dutch rose to their seventeenth- century zenith of international shipping in part because of their engagement in Russian trade; by the eighteenth century Great Britain owed its naval supremacy to Russian imports. The Russian state benefited from effective protection of domestic production and trade. Serfdom kept labor cheap; state policy promoted production of export products; tariff policies protected domestic industry and exacted specie whenever possible. Profits from export trade paid for an expanding army that in turn won huge territorial gains, where the state developed agriculture, industry, and infrastructure such as ports and canals.
The weaknesses of Russia's fiscal situation, however, are obvious. Not until Catherine II's time were systematic efforts made to identify a state budget, but deficits soared as expenditures (on wars, on conspicuous consumption at court, on salaries to noble officialdom) continued unchecked. Income from direct taxes was fairly inelastic. Before 1801 Russia was the beneficiary of European industry dependent on so much foreign import. As European industry and farming improved in the next century, however, Russia failed to keep up, squandering the exuberance of the eighteenth-century economy.
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Surveillance and Control in Imperial Expansion
In earlier chapters we surveyed the degree to which the Muscovite state exerted strong, central control when it needed to, even while maintaining an overall tolerance of difference and laissez-faire imperial governing strategy. Here we will not pause long on the theme of armed violence; it is abundantly clear that the Russian state, almost constantly at war in the eighteenth century, used coercive force to conquer and pacify, as a few examples demonstrate. Peter I's punishment of Don Cossacks in the Bulavin revolt of 1708 killed an estimated 90 percent of the population in the northern Don Cossack lands; as fortress lines inched into the steppe, Russian troops inflicted as much violence against Bashkirs, Kalmyks, and Kazakhs as nomad raids had done on them. Russia's invasion of Crimea in the 1770s-80s was devastatingly destructive; Suvorov's army massacred an estimated 20,000 in the suburbs of Warsaw in 1794. Serfdom relied on banal, quotidian violence and threat of violence. Nothing changed in the use of coercion in this century.
Nor had the empire's fundamental goals of empire building and expansion changed; the state still forcibly moved populations to staff and support factories and mines or settle new lands; it used punishment and exile to assert power and maintain order. But this was also a century of a more engaged and self-conscious state. Russia applied new energy to gathering data to inform policy and to shaping, marking, and connecting society more energetically through road and waterway construction, map making, knowledge collection, food provisioning, and public health.
FORCIBLE POPULATION MOVEMENTS
Throughout the eighteenth century the state forcibly moved people to serve its needs. Peter I, for example, transferred 2,750 military men and over 6,500 accompanying family members to create a colony and harbor at Azov in 1698. By 1701 more than halfhad fled or died, long before Russia was forced to yield Azov to the Ottomans in the Treaty of Adrianople in 1713. Furthermore, Peter forcibly transferred over 5,000 state peasants to metallurgical works in the Urals and, by a decree of 1721, allowed non-nobles to purchase serf villages for this purpose.
These practices continued as the empire moved fortified lines into the steppe. From the 1730s the state moved 12,300 Russians from Voronezh and Kursk gubernii


to construct and settle the fortified line around Sloboda Ukraine. They were the ancestors of odnodvortsy, border troops who jealously guarded their ancestral status of serf-owning Muscovite gentry, but who fell into taxed status over the eighteenth century (discussed in Chapter 17). They were joined in this borderland in the 1740s by families of Sloboda Ukraine Cossacks forcibly moved to the border near Bakhmut where military colonies were established in the next decade.
Cossacks were particularly malleable resources, no longer so able to preserve an independent lifestyle outside the reach of state power. Throughout the eighteenth century, Russia abolished, co-opted, or reshaped Cossack Hosts in the Black Sea steppe and southern Urals and created new ones. As we saw in Chapter 4, in the 1770s and 1790s remnants of the Zaporozhian Cossacks and Nogai nomads were moved to the Kuban to create a Black Sea Host, while Russia was at the same time supporting the formation of Hosts to the east in the northern Caucasus—in the 1770s, for example, Don and Volga Cossacks were moved to staff the northern Caucasus fortress of Mozdok. After the Pugachev rebellion (1773-5), the Iaik Cossacks were renamed and reined in as the Ural Cossacks. In the 1790s regiments from the overpopulated Don Cossack Host were resettled in the Terek river valley and Orenburg line, prompting, however, in 1792-4 a brief and harshly suppressed revolt of those unwilling to move.
In addition to forcible movement, throughout the century the state also encouraged population movement with material incentives. Foreigners were welcomed: as we saw in Chapter 5, in the 1750s Empress Elizabeth imported Serbians and other foreigners to new military colonies south of Left Bank and Sloboda Ukraine, and Catherine II recruited up to 30,000 German settlers to the Volga and Serb, Moldavian, Wallachian, Bulgarian, and Polish migrants to the Black Sea steppe and even Crimea. Foreign migrants were offered land, tax breaks, food provisions, and guarantees of religious and administrative autonomy. The state offered similar (but lesser) incentives to East Slavs—state peasants, odnodvortsy, retired and disabled soldiers, Cossacks, and even Old Believers—to relocate to the borders as garrison troops. In the 1730s and 1740s they were directed to the Middle Volga, in the 1760s to the Siberian line in the southern Urals and to the Astrakhan steppe, by the 1780s to the northern Caucasus. In 1781 the state ordered governors of provinces affected by land shortages to identify state peasants suitable to be moved to empty steppe lands; they were to be offered tax relief for a few years. A bit past our period, in 1805 the state embarked on a more systematic program of moving state peasants from the center (Smolensk) and from overcrowded black earth areas (Poltava, Kursk, Chernigov provinces) to Novorossiia, supported by tax breaks and government assistance in settling.
MAPS AND CENSUSES
As we saw in Chapter 7, in the late seventeenth century the state intensified "surveillance" of the empire's human and natural resources, particularly regarding taxation. Before Peter I introduced the poll tax, household censuses listed only rural and urban taxpaying households, omitting privileged elites (servitors, church) and natives who paid iasak or enjoyed tax privileges. Recording the empire's population became more complete when Peter I's government shifted to a head tax: while the primary focus was male urban and rural taxpayers, privileged social groups (nobility, clergy, Cossacks) and non-Russians were included in poll tax censuses. After the initial survey ordered up in 1719 and completed in 1724, censuses were supposed to be carried out every fifteen to twenty years. They date from 1744, 1763, 1782, and 1795 in this century, providing benchmark dates for demographic change. Since the 1775 administrative reform was predicated on gubernii and districts being apportioned according to population, a key responsibility of the reform's most important and most professionally staffed new agency—the Treasury Boards in each gubernia—was to carry out regular demographic surveys.
Peter I created institutions to train native experts in surveying, navigation, and mapping. Mapping served purposes of economic exploitation, military planning, and intelligence gathering. As in the seventeenth century, Russia gathered foreign maps: from his Grand Embassy of 1697-8 he brought home a collection of Dutch globes; in his campaign against Azov in 1696 he ordered nautical surveys and maps that were later published in the memoir of the secretary to a Habsburg embassy, Johann-Georg Korb (1700), and assembled in an atlas of the Don region produced in Amsterdam in 1704. Throughout the century Russia cultivated intelligence on the Qing border and obtained Chinese and Manchu maps. The Russian Ecclesiastical Mission in Beijing, for example, founded in 1715 to minister to Russian Orthodox captured and taken into Chinese service, became a reliable source of information. Russian students sent there to learn Chinese and Manchu clandestinely collected maps and histories, transmitted correspondence from Jesuits in Beijing, and collected botanical samples and other scientific objects to send to Russia.
Peter's famous efforts to educate his nobility in schools of "mathematics" were intended not only to give them navigational skills but also mapping and surveying capability. Peter I in 1701 founded the Mathematical-Navigational School in Moscow and invited European astronomers, mathematicians, navigators, and engineers to train the first professional Russian topographers. A noted boost to local mapping was created by the capture of thousands of Swedish officers at the battle of Poltava in 1709; exiled around the realm, many contributed engineering skills to mapping Siberia and other areas. Throughout his reign Peter sent expeditions to explore, map, and collect ethnographic information about Siberia and the Far East, the fruits of which are evident in his collections in the Kuntskammer in St. Petersburg; he ordered up systematic mapping of all of Russia's provinces. He worked closely with Ivan Kirillov, a Russian who had been trained in cartography and surveying in both Russia and Europe, to collect and systematize cartographic knowledge.
The Russian Academy of Sciences, founded in 1724, took the leading role in Russian cartography and scientific exploration of the empire through the century. Academicians compiled two immense collections of empire's natural history in the late eighteenth century: over several decades Peter Simon Pallas assembled voluminous studies of the empire's flora and fauna, while Johann Gottlieb Georgi did the same for the empire's many ethnic groups (1776). As for mapping, Ivan Kirillov headed its Geodetic Service and personally compiled hundreds of regional maps. He was involved in the expedition that founded and mapped Orenburg, establishing Russian control in the heart of Bashkiria; Kirillov compiled his expertise in the first general map of Russia, published in 1734. A decade later the Academy of Sciences, under the direction of Joseph-Nicholas de l'Isle, published the Atlas russicus of the empire with more sophisticated geodesic standards than Kirillov's.
Military engineers also were involved in mapping. Together academicians and military engineers mapped new territories in the southern Urals and Kazakh steppe, the Far East, the Arctic border and routes across to Alaska and North America in the second half of the century. Catherine II established her own Privy Geographical Department and assiduously commissioned maps of her expansion into New Russia, Crimea, and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Paul I transferred this collection to the military as the Map Depot (1797-1800), which formed in turn the basis of the Ministry of War's Military-Topographic Depot that became the lead institution for surveying and map-production into the next century.
Mapping for non-military purposes proliferated in the second half of the eighteenth century; almanacs and calendars regularly included maps of various aspects of the empire, such as postal roads. The need for accurate cadastral surveys of landed estates at the local level increased over the century with the growth of noble landholding and the confiscation of church lands in 1764. A General Land Survey of noble and state property was ordered in 1765 to establish property rights and to compile empire-wide maps. Carried out by the Survey Department of the Academy of Sciences, by the end of the eighteenth century nineteen provinces in European Russia, comprising almost 70 percent of the empire's population and most of its manorial property, had been mapped in detail; by 1843 thirty-four gubernii had been mapped. In preparation for the 1775 reforms, a complete redrawing of the gubernia system was carried out, as noted in Chapter 14. Existing gubernii were reduced in size to conform to the reform's population limits and new gubernii were created. As John LeDonne showed, surveyors designed gubernii to follow natural geographical and cultural boundaries, in the process occasionally shifting a border district (uezd) from one gubernia to another. Alongside census takers the 1775 reform installed surveying teams in each gubernia Treasury, supported by a school of surveying established in St. Petersburg in 1779. All this effort resulted in a new general map of the empire in 1785; detailed atlases of each gubernia were planned but not completed, and how regularly and accurately gubernia teams carried out their mapping tasks varied with locality.
Gradually in the eighteenth century Russia was developing a more territorial sense of the state. At the same time, it had a long way to go to match its European counterparts' knowledge of their own territorial acquisitions. Borders, for example, were an issue in point. While progress had been made with defining borders with the Ottoman empire already in the seventeenth century and sovereign borders were identifiable when Russia acquired lands from the Commonwealth in the Thirteen Years War (1654-67) and partitions of Poland, elsewhere in the empire knowledge of borders was sketchy. In the task of claiming territory all the way to Alaska, ethnographic information about the often nomadic populations of these lands was as important as territorial maps; vast distances and harsh climate made surveying the entire realm impossible. Attention was focused only on the most strategic areas—trade routes to China, fortresses, tax collection centers. But Peter I and his successors had established the critical institutions for surveying, cartography, and intelligence gathering that would bear fruit in increasingly systematic imperial mapping projects in the next century.
ROADS, COACH, AND MAIL
Over the century numerous improvements were made to Russia's skeletal system of roads and coach stations. Essential to Peter I's military reform were better roads for military communication and trade; thus he founded schools and corps of military engineers, improved roads with bridges and mileage markers, and inaugurated construction of a highway between St. Petersburg and Moscow. He extended the coach and postal services with a monthly mail service to western Siberia by 1724 and direct lines between St. Petersburg and Arkhangelsk and to Livonia, in addition to the existing mail services to other Baltic capitals.
Legislation in 1722 formalized existing practices of road construction and maintenance: communities within a radius of 50 versty (a versta equaled a kilometer) were required to construct and repair roads after the spring and autumn muddy seasons, as well as providing additional horses and carriages for major parties (embassies, supply trains in war). Standards were established for coach service: a minimum number of coachmen per station (28) was decreed in 1752, if not enforced; norms were set for acceptable weights of cartage. By the 1740s coach stations began to offer inns and taverns; a 1773 decree mandated that each coach station offer mail services and an inn.
Over the century the coach system expanded as networks of roads improved, with about 16,000 to 17,000 km of postal/coach roads by mid-century. As in Peter I's time, most attention was paid to the key routes between the capitals and from St. Petersburg to trade and diplomatic centers to the west. A decree of 1740 ordered all gubernii and provinces to create postal/mail stations to expand the network. Since stations were supposed to be placed at intervals of 20-50 versty (about 20-50 kilometers) on major highways, the system could work well in clear winter or summer conditions.
The coach and mail systems sometimes shared duties, with all coach stations being required to transport mail in 1717; coachmen and mailmen were also allowed to take private passengers when they had the capacity. Still, coachmen as a social group maintained their separate status until Catherine II's time. At the same time that most bureaucrats lost salaries in 1714, coachmen did as well; they lived off service, taking passengers on the side and farming. Until the 1775 administrative reforms, coach and mail systems were administered separately. For the coach system, around 1730 the Coach Chancery (Iamskoi prikaz) was replaced with an empire-wide Chancery (Iamskaia kantseliiaria) in St. Petersburg and its subordinate (Iamskaia kontora) in Moscow with jurisdiction over central Russia. These two institutions held jurisdiction over coachmen in all but criminal cases and oversaw the construction of new coach stations. Meanwhile, the General Post Director oversaw mail and mailmen through a network of regional postal offices (pochtovaia kontora) in towns on the coach roads; there were four in 1723, ninety-five around the realm by the end of the century. They in turn oversaw post offices in their localities. Meanwhile, responsibility for road upkeep and construction was lodged with gubernia and provincial officials, with various institutions taking national overview, such as a Chancery for the building of state roads founded in 1755.
Throughout the century Russia's rulers devoted attention to road improvement; in 1740 and 1741 firmer standards for community road building and technical specifications for roads were issued; in 1746 the St. Petersburg-Moscow "Perspective" highway, which had taken decades to complete, was improved and by mid- century the state was hiring crews to repair it in the fall and late spring. Landlords often supported local road building and maintenance to provide them with better access to markets or ports. The best roads, such as the first stretches of the St. Petersburg-Moscow highway, were well constructed of planed logs covered with stone. But as a rule most roads, if paved at all, were corduroy, that is, composed of tree trunks lightly covered with gravel or sand, which produced not only a bumpy ride but a surface that quickly deteriorated. Outside of important arteries (and even between populated centers), most roads were dirt, dissolving into muddy ruts in spring and autumn. Although a few streets in Moscow and St. Petersburg were paved with stone in the eighteenth century, the first macadam roads (crushed stone, often bound with tar or asphalt) were not built in Russia until the first quarter of the nineteenth century.
Communications became a major complement to Catherine II's empire building. Immediately upon accession to power Catherine II revived in 1764 the Chancellery for Construction ofState Roads and ordered more systematic mapping of existing roads. While the Academy of Sciences had produced an atlas of roads in 1748, in 1786-8 a single map of all postal routes in the empire was prepared and published. The General Land Survey reinforced norms of the 1730s and 1740s for road construction: major roads were to be 10 sazheni wide (about 70 feet) for horses and carts, flanked by 25 sazheni (about 175 feet) on each side for driving cattle; lesser roads (such as the highways of Siberia) were to be three widths of 10 sazheni each. Village roads could be three sazheni wide (about 20 feet). The 1775 administrative reforms located in each gubernia's Treasury Office, in addition to mapping and census taking, responsibility for maintenance and construction of roads and assigned a Postal Director to each gubernia to oversee mail and coach stations. Rates and the structure of stations were standardized. Coachmen lost social privileges, such as their independent bailiffs and venues of jurisdiction; they were subordinated to the gubernia judicial hierarchy.
Travel remained unpredictable and slow. Transport on the Vyshnyi Volochek canal system between Tver' and St. Petersburg by the end of the century took between 57 and 79 days; traveling the 640 kilometers between the capitals (today a railway trip of four hours) improved over the course of the eighteenth century from five to two weeks with improvements in the highway. The densest network of roads was the thirteen "tracts" radiating from Moscow to north, west, and south. When Russia acquired lands to the west, it linked its roads and post routes with existing networks created by Swedish, German, Ukrainian, or Polish governments. Governor-General Petr Rumiantsev had developed an extensive postal service in Left Bank Ukraine, for example, in the 1760s after the Hetmanate was abolished in 1764. This postal system for state and private mail had nine routes and over seventy postal stations; by the 1770s roads extended through the Hetmanate and connected with Crimea and Novorossiia. In 1782 as the Hetmanate's central administrative offices were abolished, this system was integrated into the imperial system. Empire-wide post service was improved in 1799 with the creation of six Post Offices (Pochtamt) to oversee mail and coach services, in Moscow, St. Petersburg, Left and Right Bank Ukraine, lands taken from the Grand Duchy, Tambov and Kazan. International postal lines to Constantinople, Vienna, and into Poland expanded as the borders of the empire expanded.
Connections to the east were less dense: as the southern frontier was pacified, in 1763 traffic was shifted from a route through Verkhotur'e to a more southerly (and more direct to Moscow) track through Ekaterinburg, which became a busy customs post for Siberian trade. From the 1760s to the end of the century a "great Siberian trakt" was constructed from Ekaterinburg to Iakutsk, forcibly settled with peasants from European Russia as farmers and coachmen. Further south, roads through the Barabinskii steppe between Omsk and Krasnoiarsk paralleled the forced settlement of peasants to this area in the 1750s and 1770s. By the 1780s a new 790-versta road in central Siberia extended to Irkutsk. In the 1790s Paul I ordered the creation of more stations in eastern Siberia to bring practice in line with that in European Russia. Russia's road, coach, and mail system, however, was primarily oriented towards military and trade networks in European Russia, as were its new waterways.
WATERWAYS
As Robert Jones notes, in pre-modern times grain was like oil, essential for the functioning of society. One can add that for Russia transit trade was a lifeblood of government income. Movement of trade and grain required reliable and affordable means of transport, which Russia's natural geography—an extensive and low plain criss-crossed by major rivers—afforded. Road travel was expensive when it was easiest, that is, in the frozen winter, since horses (unable to graze in snow-covered fields) required expensive fodder. It was difficult in the spring and autumn muddy periods. Thus, river travel was essential. In the eighteenth century, with the growth of population, cities, and state ambitions, the state intervened to improve on Russia's bounty of rivers with canal construction.
Peter I, as interested in fostering export trade as in his military exploits, immediately embarked on canal building. He initially focused, as in military campaigns, to the south, aiming to connect the Volga and Don during his Azov campaign in the 1690s.The English engineer John Perry used his memoirs to vent his frustration with unreliable Russian labor and corrupt officialdom on this project, which was abandoned with the loss of Azov in 1713. Peter's projects for canals to link the Don and Oka and Oka and Volga also foundered, but waterways to the new capital had greater success. With the founding of St. Petersburg in 1703 work began on the Vyshnyi Volochek canal system to link the city with the Volga through rivers and lakes (Il'men, Ladoga). It was finished by 1722, followed by a canal bypassing turbulent Lake Ladoga in 1731.These canals were essential in provisioning the new capital with grain as well as export goods; by 1725 export trade out of St. Petersburg surpassed Archangelsk in value, and by the end of the century it surpassed other Russian ports in volume of goods.
Empress Elizabeth's mercantilist minister P. I. Shuvalov proposed new canals, but they were sidelined by expenses of the Seven Years War. Catherine II's government significantly improved the Vyshnyi Volochek system, where shallows on some rivers, rapids on the Msta River, and turbulence on the lakes made for tedious or treacherous sailing. When the young merchant Ivan Tolchenov escorted shipments of grain through this route in the 1770s, he regularly lost barges or was forced to leave some stranded over the winter because of low water levels. The new Directorate of Water Communications (1773) and Corps of Hydrologic Engineering (1782) built aqueducts and reservoirs to augment the Vyshnyi Volochek system's water level, rebuilt locks in stone, renovated the Ladoga Canal and modified hazardous rapids. Travel became safer and faster and traffic through the system doubled over Catherine II's reign.
Paul I launched a major canal-building era that extended into the 1820s, giving Russia "one ofthe most extensive and successful networks ofinland waterways in the world," according to Robert Jones. It included improvements to the Vyshnyi Volochek system (1797-1802), a new Mariinskii system (1799-1810) through Lake Beloozero, and bypass canals skirting Lakes Ladoga and Onega. The Mariinskii system was shorter than the Vyshnyi Volochek by almost 300 km; a later system through Tikhvin (1802-11) was another 200 km shorter. Paul and his successors also pursued several less successful canal projects linking the Volga to the White Sea and the Dnieper to the Baltic.
Harbor building also flourished by Catherine II's time. Peter I famously failed in his harbor and port at Azov, but his construction ofthe harbor at St. Petersburg and its deeper partner at Kronstadt was a great success. Harbor building developed in earnest with Black Sea acquisitions at the end of the century. Victory in 1774 brought new ports—Taganrog, Kerch, Nikolaev, and Kherson—but they were not deep-water. With the Treaty of Jassy in 1792, Russia acquired Black Sea littoral from the Dniester to Dnieper that allowed for a major deep-water port, Odessa (1794). Serving the Black Sea steppe hinterland, its rise was phenomenal: by the early nineteenth century Odessa was handling 40 percent of the Russian empire's grain exports.
PASSPORTS
The century's tremendous mobility challenged the state in its most important efforts, namely, taxation and military recruitment. We have seen in Muscovite times various efforts to identify and control travel. Use of the coach system required written confirmation that it was official business; some exiled criminals were branded; guards monitored passage across borders. But the reign of Peter I intensified efforts to monitor mobility. To curb desertion from the army, a decree of 1719 required itinerants to show travel documents, implying that such were current practice. Poll tax legislation of 1724 produced a more complex approach. Concerned with keeping taxpayers associated with their place of residence, it mandated that a peasant traveling within 30 versty (about 30 kilometers) of his village needed written permission from his estate steward (or from the elders of a state peasant commune), and for longer trips from a district (uezd) police official. The term "passport" began to be used early in this century, joining a myriad of older terms for travel and free passage documents (proezzhaia gramota, podorozh- naia, propusknoepis'mo). John LeDonne suggests that in the eighteenth century all townsmen carried passports, as they were checked at city gates.
Soon thereafter, concern with fraudulent documents resulted in a 1726 decree that passport documents for longer distances were to be written on printed blanks provided by the state to all local administrative offices. As Simon Franklin remarked, in a setting in which the state controlled printing presses, this was a good attempt at maintaining authenticity. Germany, France, and other European countries were, like Russia, also mandating travel documents to prevent desertion and tax evasion at this time, but Russia's centralized bureaucracy succeeded in standardizing printed forms decades before its European counterparts. Nevertheless, that providing the forms in sufficient number to all the relevant offices posed continual problems is suggested by repeated decrees that all travelers carry a printed passport (1744, 1801). Issuing such documents was another key task entrusted to district level Treasury offices in the 1775 reforms. Fees for passports proved a helpful source of government income and they were raised significantly in 1763. Since a passport contained information on a person's criminal record, it provided a form of surveillance, but a relatively weak one given the incomplete coverage of passport ownership in this century.
Foreign travel required state permission and passports but it was not significantly restricted for nobles through the eighteenth century (education abroad was encouraged). Nobles received passports from agencies where they served (or local administrators or Marshall of the Nobility if they did not serve), clerics from the Synod and bishops, and townsmen from their magistrates. As in earlier centuries, foreigners arriving in Russia were required to register and obtain internal travel documents, and to obtain exit permits from Russian authorities as well (to hinder someone escaping debts or litigation).
The Russian Empire 1450—1801 MILITARY PROVISIONING
Russia's military provisioning improved in the eighteenth century but systematic practices for feeding the army in peacetime, on garrison service, or on campaign were difficult to implement due to the vast scale of the empire, low crop yields, and incomplete road networks. Peter I's creation of a standing army paid in salary (cash and in-kind) and billeted in communities increased the state's engagement in provisioning. When billeted in communities (which could be for six to eight months a year), troops were supported by peasants and townsmen, in principle using provisions from the army but often drawing on their own as well. This economic and personal burden fell heaviest in the Baltic arena where most troops were stationed in this century, although more regiments were shifted to the Black Sea in the 1780s. Using funds from the new poll tax, the army purchased grain, meat, and vegetables for distribution. By the 1730s such purchasing was put under a central War Commissariat and later under its provisioning chancery, whose agents bargained with landlords and merchants for long-term supply contracts. The Provisions Chancery maintained granaries for military garrisons in the capitals.
The system was strained when the army was on the move: Russia struggled to meet the European standard of placing supply granaries within five days' march in territories where action was anticipated. Its network of grain reserves for campaign and garrison forces was skeletal; in 1731 there were 14 major provision depots, in 1766, 135. The chronic food and forage shortages suffered by the Russian army in Poland and Prussia in the Seven Years War proved the system to be inadequate and an empire-wide solution was not found. In particular cases, however, some progress was made. In the protracted Black Sea campaigns Governor-General Grigorii Potemkin created an impressive network of forward grain storage points on the Dnieper and Bug. Depots were spaced at a six- to eight-day march distance on the main roads as well as mobile warehouses with a month's supply of flour and groats, a system judged at the time better than its Ottoman counterpart.
The army also bought food and forage on the move, often raising local grain prices for the entire populace, while benefiting wealthy landholders with grain to spare. Armies also requisitioned when all else failed. Such impact on local communities was primarily felt in Siberian garrison towns and on the western and southern borders. Nevertheless, throughout the eighteenth century, to cite John Keep, Russia relied on "a set of makeshift devices that did not readily complement each other," and shortages plagued the army on campaign well into the nineteenth century.
GRAIN RESERVES, GRAIN SUPPLIES
Maintaining civilian stores of grain and grain supply for urban centers had been a concern in more populous and urbanized parts of the world for centuries; reserves both stabilized prices and provided food in times of dearth. China's centuries-old tradition of grain reserves was represented in the eighteenth century by a large network of urban and rural granaries. In Byzantine times Constantinople had been systematically provisioned through agreements with Genoese merchants; under Ottoman rule the state developed a network of grain reserves and sources of supply for the capital so that the population rarely suffered famine in the eighteenth century. In Italy from the late fifteenth century major towns established grain reserves and by the eighteenth century France and Prussia had developed national systems to provision major cities.
Founding his new capital in a far-flung location poorly served by existing trade routes, Peter I immediately faced the problem of provisioning St. Petersburg with grain. In 1703 he ordered grain requisitions in kind delivered to collecting centers for St. Petersburg; by the 1720s this burden was monetized. In 1724 Peter I ordered granaries established for St. Petersburg, but George Munro calls the system that developed "haphazard." Canal-building efforts, as we have seen, greatly improved St. Petersburg's steady supply of grain.
Through the middle of the eighteenth century, as noble estates were becoming less autarkic, the Volga grain trade proved sufficient for local populations and the capitals. Landlords were expected to maintain reserves to provide for their serfs in time of dearth, although the subsequent repetition of a 1734 decree to that effect suggests that landlords might have fallen short in this regard. But by the 1760s, demographic and urban growth and mercantilist ideology combined to encourage a more systematic approach. In the 1760s the Empress decreed that all towns and state-owned and crown-owned villages should maintain granaries, to be stocked annually by peasants and townsmen themselves. The Charter to the Townsmen of 1785 repeated the requirement that towns maintain grain reserves; reminders to landlords of their obligations also recurred. By the 1780s Moscow was developing reserves, while St. Petersburg was better equipped. In 1766 a masonry structure had replaced the town's wooden grain reserve; by the 1780s the city and province had a network of granaries. When bad harvests hit in 1785, St Petersburg had sufficient reserves to avoid food riots of the sort that bedeviled Russia's European counterparts.
Beyond the capitals, the population was less well provided for. Peasants and townsmen considered the obligation to build and stock granaries an additional tax burden, while landlords expected the state to pay for construction and maintenance of granaries. The result was inertia. Paul I's government more effectively enforced the call for granaries on noble, state peasant, and court lands, resulting in a system that served the army and populace well in the Napoleonic wars a decade later. Provisioning was of particular concern in Siberia. There, as in the seventeenth century, governors were attentive to maintaining grain reserves, given the severity of the climate; they recruited and subsidized peasant agriculture to provide stocks. Iakutsk had state grain warehouses from the 1740s, and the state imposed on the Iakuts (nomadic horsemen) the service obligation of transporting state goods eastward. Across the empire, however, the difficulty of oversight and the unpredictability of agrarian supplies made such mandates impossible to fulfill consistently.
PUBLIC HEALTH
The state responded more systematically in this century to the continued outbreaks of disease that we saw in Chapter 1 for the Muscovite period. The general instruction to regional governors of 1728 created a model for the rest of the century, synthesizing the measures used in the seventeenth century (creating guard posts, quarantining infected people, destroying infected homes, property and livestock, and the like) and expanding them across the realm more systematically. To protect against a 1738-9 epidemic in Ukrainian lands and the Black Sea coast, a "plague commission" was formed in Moscow to coordinate preventative measures; from the 1740s the state created a network of permanent quarantine stations, staffed with doctors, at major cities and border crossings. They were initially placed near the southern border in Kyiv and in Smolensk gubernia in 1755, in the Baltic near St. Petersburg in 1786, in Irkutsk in 1788, and in 1793 in the Ekaterinoslav gubernia and Crimea. These were generally effective in keeping disease confined to the perimeter of the country. In reaction to the 1770-3 plague epidemic, the state created a centrally organized series of commissions and practices to fight epidemic; it inaugurated the formal study of epidemiology in Russia, providing specially trained doctors for quarantine posts. In July 1800 the state issued a lengthy (179-clause) instruction on quarantines at all border crossings and ports.
Nevertheless, the familiar diseases attacked. Typhus, for example, ravaged armies in 1715-17, 1738, 1758-9, and 1769. Although the government prepared handbooks for the military to check the disease's spread through good hygiene, the first significant success in this regard came only in 1792 when General Suvorov systematically implemented such practices in the Polish campaign. Civilians also suffered from typhus, as in 1718 in St. Petersburg, in the 1730s in the northwestern corner of the empire, and in 1743 and the 1760s in the center. These outbreaks were, however, usually regionally limited, kept in check by quarantine and even, some say, by the hygienic benefit of the peasants' customary weekly sauna baths (bani).
Plague also hit Russia hard. In the first decades ofthe eighteenth century Russia's massive armies fell victim to contagions in Turkish campaigns and in wars with Swedish and Polish troops. A wave of plague hit the Baltic lands where Russian troops were encamped in 1710-11 and spread into the Pskov and Novgorod areas and south into the Grand Duchy and Ukrainian lands. Plague continued to rage in 1711-12 in Poland, Ukraine, and the Black Sea area, and reappeared in 1718 in Kyiv, Azov, and the Black Sea steppe in 1718. Preventative measures kept it from penetrating to Moscow, but Astrakhan lost half the city's population to plague in 1727. Similarly, an outbreak of plague in Ukrainian lands and Crimea in 1738-9 during the war with Turkey did not expand farther northward. Moscow, however, was hit with plague seriously in 1770-3, originating apparently with the Ottoman army in Moldova. From there it quickly spread, reaching Kyiv in August 1770, Sevsk southwest of Moscow in September, and Moscow in December. In Moscow it reached its height in September 1771, when almost 20,000 people died and the population rioted in rejection of public health measures. By the time the epidemic subsided in 1772, half the city's population had fled and three-quarters of those who remained had died, upwards to 70,000 people. St. Petersburg established a plague hospital in 1770 but stringent quarantine measures kept it at bay; a permanent quarantine hospital was founded there in 1783.
Smallpox continued to be endemic here as in Europe; mortality was highest in the youngest population and tapered off for people over age 10. St. Petersburg suffered a major outbreak in the early 1770s. Siberia suffered major epidemics in the 1710s, 1730, and the 1760s and smaller ones every five to six years; the disease hit the Pacific coast, killing two-thirds of the native people of Kamchatka in a 1768-9 outbreak; it decimated the Kalmyks by the 1770s. Smallpox even affected the ruling family: the young Tsar Peter II died of the disease in 1730 and Catherine II's husband, Peter III, contracted the disease in his childhood in Holstein and survived with disfiguring facial scars.
Inoculation for smallpox came to Russia late in the century. Russian folk practice traditionally combated smallpox by exposing babies to people who seemed to have a weak case of it, but peasants did not practice inoculation as traditional societies in China and India had been doing from ancient times. Catherine II is famous for bringing modern smallpox inoculation to Russia when she summoned to St. Petersburg British doctor Thomas Dimsdale, who had been championing the method across Europe. He inoculated Catherine herself and her son Paul in 1768 and returned in 1781 for her two grandsons. Catherine insisted the court nobility be inoculated and through the next three decades the state established inoculation centers in St. Petersburg, Moscow, Kyiv, Irkutsk, and Kazan; enlightened nobles established them on their estates. An estimated 20,000 (some estimate many more) were treated, but Russia lacked the public health network to make a real impact across the empire.
The same might be said about the entire enterprise of protecting against infectious disease in this century. Russia lacked a public health network, advanced medical and epidemiological studies, and means of dispersal of information sufficient to protect the population from disease. Hovering in the background of people's experience across the early modern period was the debilitation and mortality of disease. It was a fact of daily life, as well as an occasional terror.
THE LAW
Second to taxation in touching people's daily lives was the tsar's legal system for such important issues as land and property, trade and personal honor, felony and political crime. The state continued to guard its monopoly on violence jealously, which can be illustrated by a 1716 decree on dueling. As private violence, dueling had been condemned since Europeans brought it to Muscovy in the late seventeenth century; quarreling parties were told to use the tsar's courts for insult to honor. The 1716 decree's unusual punishment underscored the state's intolerance of private violence: if two men were found guilty of dueling, both were to be hanged, even if one had been killed in the duel and had to be hanged as a dead body. Over the eighteenth century the state did not waver in its control of major judicial issues; as discussed in Chapter 14, judicial institutions underwent major restructuring under Peter I and Catherine II, but little changed in substantive law and practice.
Russia's "well-ordered police state" ruled with barrages of individual directives, but few major new codifications in this century, not for lack of trying. Peter I commissioned Military (1716) and Naval (1720) Statutes, based on Swedish models that provided military courts with more elaborate procedure and much harsher practices of punishment. But civil courts continued to use the Conciliar Lawcode of 1649 for procedure and punishment. Regularly through the century rulers called for complete codifications. Three times between 1700 and 1719 Peter I appointed legislative commissions, but each failed, primarily due to lack of judicial expertise for so immense a project. His immediate successors issued similar directives—in 1726, 1728, 1729, 1730—to no avail. Empress Elizabeth commissioned a codification of criminal and property law in 1754; the panel made major progress on the criminal law, but never completed its work, perhaps stalled by the Seven Years War. That project was then superseded by Catherine II: she summoned representatives of most social and ethnic groups in the empire (save for serfs) to a Legislative Commission in 1767 to advise on a new compilation. To guide the Commission's work (and demonstrate to the European audience her Enlightenment credentials), she published an outline of the laws (the Instruction of 1767) based on contemporary European theory, published in twenty-five editions in nine languages between 1767 and 1797. Although the cahiers submitted by each group proved helpful indicators of local conditions, the legislative work was interrupted by rebellion (Pugachev 1773-5) and war (Turkish campaign 1768-74) and was never completed. Legal codification awaited the systematic efforts of Alexander I's minister Mikhail Speranskii (who oversaw the Complete Collection of Laws of the Russian Empire, 1649-1825 in 1830, followed by several thematic Digests).
Simon Franklin notes that some might call these repeated failures to codify the law an indication of a fundamental weakness in the state's entire project of rule. He cites Viktor Zhivov's argument that the eighteenth-century state's assertion of rule by laws was so poorly executed in practice that it constituted more "cultural fiction" than legal reality. It is certainly true that Russia's bureaucratic infrastructure was so skeletal and its jurisprudential expertise so underdeveloped that the law was known and enforced unevenly across the realm, but nevertheless the legal system functioned in day-to-day reality. Furthermore, Franklin counters Zhivov's pessimism by noting that over the century, the state made significant progress in disseminating the law in print. A law of 1714 mandated that tsarist and Senate decrees be distributed in printed form, with the intent of broader distribution (in addition to traditional oral pronouncements and posting in public places), avoiding fraudulent or inadvertent change in the law by copying mistakes, and perhaps most significantly to project the state's power and authority with the "aura" of print. Catherine II repeated similar mandates in 1764 and 1773. Print by no means replaced manuscript transmission of laws, directives, and state communications in this century, but it provided an additional tool to the state for its most important initiatives.
As a rule, Russia maintained a seventeenth-century judicial structure until the 1775 administrative reforms, despite a very successful but brief (1718-24) period when the judiciary was separated from administrative and fiscal offices and personnel. These courts were judged too expensive to maintain, and Peter's successors reverted to the Muscovite model in 1727. Courts, as well as fiscal, military, and administrative authority, were housed in governors' offices at the provincial (gubernia) and district (uezd) levels, with appeal in theory to the Justice College (founded 1717) and the Senate (1711). In practice, however, litigants often venue shopped, skipping over lower level courts for higher, going directly to the capital, bypassing local jurisdiction, and the like.
Adjudication suffered from the same, or more, lack of professionalism of the personnel. Judges had no judicial training and depended upon learned scribes. As the judicial apparatus grew with empire, it became more difficult to staff local offices with knowledgeable bureaucrats. Most crucially, in 1726 and 1727 decrees abolished salaries for all but the highest civil officials, leaving local officials living on fees for service; corruption was an unavoidable result. It is no surprise that folk tales lampooning judicial corruption originated in the late seventeenth century and enjoyed wide popularity in the eighteenth. Disseminated in illustrated broadsheets, The Trial of Shemiaka extolled a clever peasant getting the best of a corrupt judge (Figure 16.1); in the Tale ofErsh Ershovich, fish go to court over possession of Lake Rostov, parodying scurrilous litigants.
The administrative reforms of 1775 significantly improved the empire's judicial structure by creating a uniform hierarchy of courts at district and gubernia levels in each of fifty gubernii and eight oblasti across the empire. This reform accomplished the separation of judicial from other functions that Peter I had strived for. As noted in Chapter 14, native groups used their customary laws at lower level courts (rasprava), while at higher levels Russian law was applied but often combined with local legal traditions. The latter was particularly the case after the acquisition of western borderlands that enjoyed established German, Swedish, or Polish- Lithuanian legal systems. The 1775 reforms did not require professional expertise in judicial staffs, relying on noble appointees and locally elected panels, but the higher level of noble education perhaps improved judicial quality over the amateur Muscovite judges. Semen Desnitskii, a Russian trained in Glasgow, taught Russian law and jurisprudence at Moscow University from 1767 to 1787, providing a small source of judicial expertise, but no other formal institutions of legal training were founded in Russia until the nineteenth century.
The state enhanced its judicial power at the expense of the Orthodox Church over the century. Peter I reduced the range of the Church's jurisdiction, already in 1692 impinging on the judicial autonomy of patriarchal properties and in 1701 creating a Monastery Chancery with secular jurisdiction over laymen and clerics from all church properties—patriarchal, diocesan, monastic, and parochial. With the creation of the Holy Synod in 1721 and the Ecclesiastical Regulation in 1722, the Orthodox Church's judicial authority over religious affairs—blasphemy,
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Figure 16.1 Broadsheets and penny press in the eighteenth century generally steered clear of political themes, but critique of official corruption was tolerated, as in this popular booklet of the Trial of Shemiaka, where a clever peasant outwits corrupt officialdom. General Research Division, The New York Public Library.
heresy, magic, marriage, and divorce—was affirmed, but other issues were moved to secular courts, such as sexual offenses (rape, fornication, incest), bastardy, and some illicit marriages. Inheritance disputes were assigned to joint church and secular panels. Other religious denominations (Catholics, Lutherans, Muslims, and Buddhists in particular) continued to adjudicate according to their own customs in religious areas.
In the practice of the criminal law, seventeenth-century procedures and punishments endured, with major innovation only in the area of capital punishment. Here, legal practice went in two directions. For highest state crime, primarily under Peter I who assiduously prosecuted corrupt officials and traitors, new forms of capital punishment were introduced. As noted in Chapter 7, in Muscovy as a rule executions had been simple and prompt affairs by beheading or hanging, with minimal delay and minimal ritual. While this remained the practice for routine executions, for highest crime when he wanted to make an exemplary lesson of a corrupt official or traitor, Peter I introduced a "spectacle" of execution like one he had witnessed in Amsterdam in 1697. Crowds were assembled by drummers throughout the city, dignitaries and state officials were forced to attend, scaffolds and viewing stands were constructed, pamphlets were published excoriating the crimes of the punished, and bodies and body parts were left on display for years.
This sort of brutality, however, was exercised relatively rarely in Russia in the eighteenth century because of a countervailing trend in criminal practice. Under Peter I law and sentencing began to limit the use of capital punishment: all capital crimes were to be reviewed and affirmed by higher courts, and punishment norms for recidivist crime required more instances of felony before the death penalty was invoked. Lifetime exile was used more regularly, for settlement of new lands (particularly Siberia) and hard labor projects (katorga) that could involve textile factories for women and construction sites for men. Russia did not develop a European-style prison system in this century, using jails for short-term detention and on the rare occasion sentencing religious offenders to lifetime imprisonment in dreary, often underground, keeps in monasteries.
As noted in Chapter 7, exiling capital offenders posed the problem of containment. They were escorted under guard to their places of exile, but once there, they were to live and work in communities without confinement. Exiles guilty of capital crimes were branded to keep them in place: tattoos marked their faces with letters connoting their crime (theft, robbery) or names of the towns to which they were exiled; sometimes facial disfigurement (slitting nostrils) was also included. If a person so disfigured appeared in the Russian center, he or she would be immediately identified as liable for execution for deserting exile.
On the one hand, the evolution from capital punishment to exile can be construed as a pragmatic capturing of the labor power of criminals rather than a principled retreat from judicial violence. Corporal punishment, primarily knout- ing, after all, continued into the middle of the nineteenth century, as Abby Shrader has chronicled. But on the other hand, humanitarian values, from Orthodoxy and from the Enlightenment, also encouraged aversion to judicial brutality. Religious motivations might be behind Empress Elizabeth's move to abolish the death penalty. In 1743 she expressed her discomfort with the practice, and in laws of 1751 and 1753 the Senate essentially replaced it with exile for all but the highest crime. Executions were rare in this century: Catherine II is said to have been reluctant to transport the rebel Pugachev to Moscow for a staged theatrical execution, and in the end she had him beheaded before being drawn and quartered in Bolotnaia Square south of the Kremlin in 1775. The Enlightenment writings of Cesare Beccaria shaped her condemnation of judicial torture in the Instruction of 1767. Russia's use of torture had already declined over the century, its use being more formally regulated by decrees of the 1740s and 1750s. In his brief reign Paul I, famous for military ethos and discipline, restored public executions and judicial torture and rescinded the nobility's freedom from corporal punishment, but his successor Alexander I reversed these moves and abolished judicial torture in 1801.
Russia became more intentional and effective in exerting empire-wide control in the eighteenth century, particularly in the second half. Throughout the century it expanded roads and communication systems. Provisioning the army and the populace advanced, and public health measures became more systematic. The 1775 administrative reforms provided a denser and more homogeneous fiscal, bureaucratic, and judicial network, separating powers between these realms; they also increased social welfare services and surveillance tasks in each gubernia with mapping, census-taking, road construction, and development of the postal system. Distance, of course, mattered: European Russia was far better served with roads and communications than the borderlands; eastern Siberia continued to be a vast realm sparsely settled and lightly touched by Russian administration. Nevertheless, in vision and in achievement, the empire was more mobilized and better connected by the end of this century.
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Soslovie, Serfs, and Society on the Move
The development of society in the Russian empire in the eighteenth century is full of contradictions. On the one hand, at a time when estate structures in Europe were weakening, the Russian state was consciously creating privileged social estates. Starting in Peter I's reign, the poll tax fixed people into a small number of social categories, the better to tax them; mass recruitment into the army created a tax-free but socially vulnerable status of "soldier" and soldier's children; religious reform started a process of forging a hereditary clerical estate; the Table of Ranks and urban reform planted seeds of a self-conscious nobility and bourgeoisie. Catherine II's charters of 1785 solidified the corporate status of each of these groups. By the end of the eighteenth century the word soslovie, interpreted variously as "order" or "estate," was in use to define most, but not all, of the empire's social groupings in terms of their service obligations, taxation status, place of residence, community of association, and mobility.
On the other hand, the century's explosive change destabilized legal categories. Imperial expansion brought dozens of groups with unique ethnic, class, or religious status. Demographic growth and a booming economy pushed everyone into trade and production, crossing the boundaries of soslovie— serfs and state peasants traded, merchants purchased serfs through noble intermediaries, nobles invested in mines and factories. As Alison Smith chronicles, some formally petitioned to join a new soslovie, while most simply seized opportunity where they found it. Historians have labored over what to make of these contradictions: did soslovie matter? Were sosloviia the equivalent of European "estates"? Did grouping society by soslovie enhance cohesion or constrain change?
Research in social and cultural history, microhistory, local and regional history, and other approaches that look behind grand paradigms to lived experience has revealed tremendous fluidity in society and identity in the early modern Russian empire. Legal categories and recognized groups proliferated: noble, merchant and clergy, soldier, peasant and serf, iasak payer, Baltic Junker, Cossack, German colonizer, Indian and Bukharan merchants. But even within these social groups, life circumstances gave individuals tremendous diversity—region, ethnicity, religion, economic activity. Not all peasants, not all serfs, not all townsmen, were alike. Often economic opportunity and education counted more than legal category: provincial gentry had more in common with a well-educated local merchant than with a more impoverished nobleman, for example. We will explore Russia's eighteenth-century social diversity in this and the next chapter, beginning with collective population change across the empire.
POPULATION GROWTH AND MOBILITY
Russia's eighteenth century was a century in motion: between 1646 and 1796, the Russian empire expanded from 14.1 million square kilometers to 16.6 million square kilometers, encompassing at the end over twenty-five different ethnicities. Notwithstanding the fact that a majority of the population was legally required to live at their place of registration, be it under landlord control or enrolled in a state village or town, people moved. Serfs fled illegally; the state moved populations to borders and factory work and invited new settlers into the empire; landlords moved serfs to black earth estates; state peasant villages moved; they and serf villages sent men to work seasonally in towns and factories. Economic growth in tandem with explosive demographic growth drove this movement.
The population boomed in Russia in the eighteenth century, as it did across Europe. Russia saw about a 75 percent increase over the century, based on the data provided by the head tax (initiated in 1718-24 and repeated roughly every fifteen to twenty years thereafter). Around 1724, population is estimated from 14 to 15.6 million; in 1744 about 18.2 million; in 1762 about 23.2 million, and in 1796 about 37.4 million. Even before major territorial acquisitions, European Russia's population grew by almost 34 percent by mid-century (1718-62). The second half ofthe century witnessed a 66 percent rate ofincrease (like Britain and far faster than France), about a third of which growth can be attributed to annexation of land (much of the annexed land was sparsely settled, some population was lost in war), the rest to natural increase.
Agriculture was the focus of most of this movement. Black earth lands offered more fertile farming precisely at a time when dearth ofland was developing over the century in eastern Ukrainian lands and central Russia: state peasant holdings fell to 4 desiatiny (one desiatina was about 2.7 acres) or fewer, when 15 was ideal. Between 1696 and 1796, imperial expansion more than doubled the plow land available in European Russia; in black earth provinces like Tambov, Voronezh, Riazan', and Kursk, cultivated land rose by 60 percent to 100 percent. Thus, the population redistributed itself.
To some extent migration had always happened, as the infertility ofthe soil in the center and points north encouraged an extensive use of forest land. But these were small groups of villages moving not far away. In the eighteenth century landlords and the state also drove population movement, the state systematically working to fill in territories behind fortified lines before expanding further. As Brian Boeck has pointed out, the state's interest was in curtailing free movement. So, for example, in the first decades ofthe eighteenth century Russian administrators directed Bashkirs to return Russian and Ukrainian peasants who had fled into the southern Urals, since Russia begrudged loss of taxpayers. By the 1730s, Russian control in the southern Urals was firming up, and administrators no longer tried to return Slavic in-migrants. Similarly, at the same time, Russian officials prevented taxpaying peasants from fleeing Sloboda Ukraine into the Black Sea steppe which Russia did not yet control. A few decades later, such emigration was welcomed when Russia had claimed the area. At the same time, as steppe opened up, movement was difficult to control.
In the first decades of the eighteenth century as fortified lines pushed south into the forested steppe between the Dnieper and Volga and to the east into the southern Urals, population flowed from central and northern provinces and Left Bank Ukraine; these areas actually saw demographic stagnation or even decline. Movement went to the forested-steppe and black earth (Voronezh, Riazan', Tambov, Orel, Kursk, and Tula gubernii), to the Middle and lower Volga, northern Urals (Viatka and Perm gubernii) and southern Urals. In the first half of the century, the lower Volga received the highest concentration of new settlement of anywhere in the empire. About a third of this movement was illegal runaways, along with legal movement by the state (permitting or forcing state peasants to move) or landlords moving serfs into more fertile lands.
In the second half of the century, the fertile Voronezh gubernia more than doubled its population; movement towards the Black and Caspian Seas took off as successful wars against the Ottoman empire opened the Black Sea littoral between the Dniester and Don: more than half a million people emigrated in Catherine II's reign. Some of this was foreign in-migration, as discussed in Chapter 5: Moldavians moved eastward into the Ochakov steppe from the 1760s (future Kherson guber- nia), as did Russian Old Believers invited back to the empire; German Mennonites settled in Ekaterinoslav gubernia on the lower Dnieper in the 1790s. By the 1790s Novorossiia (Kherson and Ekaterinoslav gubernii) comprised about half Ukrainian and Russian peasants and about 40 percent Moldovan. In the last quarter of the eighteenth century the steppe between the Prut and the Dniester Rivers, the future Bessarabia (gained by Russia in 1812) was settled by Bulgarians, Gagauz (a Turkish Orthodox Christian community), Russian Old Believers, and Ukrainian peasants.
East Slavic peasants also moved eastward into Siberia; by 1790 the native Siberian population was estimated to be only about 300,000, a modest increase (from around 230,000 in 1709) reflecting the ravages of Russian conquest. With in-migration Siberia's overall population grew by over 77 percent, with 700,000 East Slavic migrants settling the narrow arable western borderland. Population also flowed northeast from Moscow towards St. Petersburg in this century. In 1719 Peter I decreed that all landowners with at least forty serfs construct a house in St. Petersburg and move there. Government offices were transferred there, trade was redirected from Arkhangelsk and Riga to St. Petersburg, and thousands of peasant conscripts, criminals exiled to "hard labor," and Swedish prisoners of war were imported to drain marshes, lay roads, construct shipyards, and build the city. From a population of about 8,000 in 1710, the city had 40,000 by 1725. Over the century the St. Petersburg area became an industrial region as export trade boomed and peasants moved from neighboring gubernii to the city and its environs. The area's population rose sixfold from 1750 to 1825, and the city itself grew from about 150,000 to about 185,000 from 1764 to 1782.


Population redistributed itself in this century. Statistics for 1782-95 show that the lower Volga accounted for 18 percent of new settlement, taking in not only Russian and Ukrainian peasants but also German colonists. Settlement into the northern Caucasus accounted for 16 percent of all new settlers, primarily Ukrainian Cossacks and peasants, while that into the southern Urals and western Siberia took 10 percent of the new settlers, more than half of it Russian peasants, the rest Tatars and Middle Volga peoples. The Black Sea steppe dominated all other areas, with 56 percent of all new settlers. All in all, the population in forested steppe lands increased from 27.9 percent of the whole recorded adult male population in 1678, to 44.3 percent in 1719 to 44.5 percent in 1856, according to Boris Mironov, and that of the steppe exhibited an even more striking increase (2.3 percent in 1678, 2.6 percent in 1719, and 13.3 percent in 1856). But the empire's traditional center and north declined in population, from 57 percent in 1678 to 40.1 percent in 1719 to 30.9 percent in 1856.
COMPOSITION OF THE POPULATION
Despite the increasing diversity of the eighteenth-century Russian empire, its basic social groups maintained about the same percentage in the population from 1678 to 1795, according to Mironov: the tax-free secular elite stayed around 1.7 percent to 2 percent of the population; parish and hierarchical clergy were about 0.9 percent to 1.2 percent; men enrolled in the military ranged from 0.9 percent to 1.2 percent. Townsmen declined in the early eighteenth century but rebounded with urbanization in the late eighteenth century: they were 4.2 percent of the population in 1678, 3.9 percent in 1719, 2.8 percent in 1762, and 4.2 percent again in 1795. The peasantry stayed essentially the same at about 88.8 percent of the population. Minor losses in various categories were made up for by the emergence of a new category of educated free people, the raznochintsy, who appear in 1719 poll tax records at 1.6 percent of the population, and grew to 2.6 percent by 1795.
Ethnically, East Slavs constituted the vast majority of the population. The most numerous among them were Russian speakers, but their proportion declined from about 70 percent in the 1720s to just under 50 percent by 1795. Russians were concentrated in the traditional center and points north and northwest; with emigration they became dominant in other areas: the lower Volga population was 70 percent Russian by the 1795, Siberia 68 percent, the Middle Volga 64 percent, and the northern Caucasus was 53 percent Russian. Russians were also well represented, if not the majority, in the southern Urals and Novorossiia.
Ukrainian- and Belarus'an-speakers were also East Slavs. Belarus'ans were a sizeable group, growing from 2.4 percent in 1719 to about 8 percent in 1795. They tended not to emigrate and remained concentrated around Minsk, Polotsk, and Smolensk, while Ukrainian peasants were mobile. The second largest ethnic group in the empire in the eighteenth century, also primarily peasants, Ukrainians constituted about 13 percent of the empire's population in 1719 and almost 20 percent in 1795 after the partitions of Poland. Most lived in Left Bank (where they were 93 percent of the population in 1795) and Right Bank Ukraine (87 percent) but, as we have seen, in the second half of the century many fled overpopulation and serfdom to other areas. In Voronezh and Kursk gubernii and in the Crimean peninsula they constituted about 12 percent of the population by the end of the century; in Novorossiia they expanded from about 24 percent of the population in the 1760s to about 52 percent by 1795. Ukrainians also moved into the Don Cossack lands, constituting a third of the population by the end of the century, and into the lower Volga (about 7 percent).
Virtually all the other ethnic groups in the empire in the eighteenth century— Estonians, Tatars, Chuvash, Bashkir, Finno-Ugric peoples of the Urals, Iakuts, and more—each constituted under 2 percent of the overall population. Few of these ethnic groups moved much, save for Middle Volga peoples, who were as dynamic as Ukrainian and Russian settlers, if less populous. Tatars lived around the empire, from the late sixteenth century moving out from their Middle Volga heartland. By the eighteenth century they were a significant portion of the populations in the southern Urals (about 14 percent) and lower Volga. Crimean Tatars were in the absolute majority in the Crimean peninsula (about 76 percent in 1796), even after many had migrated to the Ottoman empire with Russian conquest. Ofother Middle Volga people, Mordva moved from the Middle Volga to the southern Urals, lower Volga, and west to Tambov and Nizhnii Novgorod gubernii. Many who went to the southern Urals became Tatar in culture as they fell into economic dependence on Tatars. The Cheremisy (Mari) were a smaller group but paralleled the Mordva in their movement into the Urals and Nizhnii Novgorod gubernii. Meanwhile the Chuvash remained compactly in the Middle Volga, with some out-migration to the lower Volga and Orenburg gubernia in the late eighteenth century.
The Bashkirs remained concentrated in the southern Urals, but over the eighteenth century their declining share of the population illustrates the speed of settlement of the Orenburg area. While 71 percent of the southern Urals population in 1719, by the 1740s Bashkirs were already 33 percent and from the 1760s through 1790s they declined from 25 percent to 20 percent of the population in their traditional homelands. In the empire's western borderlands, Jews and Germans were other regionally concentrated groups. Jews constituted 10 percent of the population in Ukrainian and Belarus'an territories acquired in the partitions, with a concentration in Right Bank territories acquired in the 1790s; by the end of the century they were also moving into Left Bank Ukraine and Novorossiia. Germans, meanwhile, were concentrated in a few areas. In the Baltic provinces German Junker nobles were politically dominant, but constituted only 7 percent of the population in Livland, 4 percent in Estland; in the lower Volga, German agrarian settlers were about 5 percent of Saratov gubernia in the 1780s-90s. In the Baltics, Estonian and Latvian peasants, enserfed, did not migrate much.
East Slavic peasants were the largest social group and greatest source of the diverse life paths the eighteenth century sustained and are the primary focus in this chapter. We begin with "single-holder" settlers (odnodvortsy) on the southern border and proceed to explore the varieties of peasant life.
ODNODVORTSY
Odnodvortsy represent a rural interstitial group between serf-owners and serfs in the southern borderlands. Small landholders, as a social group they were descended from Muscovite gentry (deti boiarskie) and other social groups from Cossacks to runaway serfs who manned steppe garrisons in the seventeenth century in black earth provinces of Kursk, Orel, Tambov, and Voronezh. Here the state awarded the gentry among them (and often others as well) pomest'e with right to own serfs. But labor was so difficult to find that over time many farmed their own plots. As the steppe was pacified and the frontier pushed south and east, these "single householders" moved with it and struggled to retain historical privileges and status. Many impoverished gentry families fell into this status as Peter I assembled garrison troops. The state saw them in essence as state peasants: in the household tax of 1679 they were included with taxed peasants and under Peter I were counted in poll tax and recruitment levies.
Odnodvortsy, however, claimed quasi-noble social status based on their historical right to own serfs and land. Since they were valuable as a border militia and cheap since they supported themselves with farming, the state gradually accepted their claims, recognizing odnodvorets as a legal category that connoted a taxpayer who could own serfs (if they could afford them) and could buy or sell their land. By mid- century when men were recruited from lesser groups (soldiers, artillerymen) into garrison service, they aspired to this transitional status. The state responded by trying to create a cohesive social group: it forbade odnodvortsy to sell their lands to outsiders and to fall into dependency to large landlords. Over the century these small farmers cultivated a corporate identity, which they clearly enunciated in their reports to the Legislative Commission in 1767. As noble status became more tightly defined and advantageous with the 1775 administrative reforms and 1785 Charter to the Nobility, many odnodvortsy tried to move up in military ranks to be declared full noblemen, but few succeeded. In the 1780s, approximately 750,000 odnodvortsy owned only 22,000 male serfs and many were in fact landless. They endured on the uneasy edge between peasant and servitor well into the nineteenth century.
TAX AND LABOR: PEASANT OBLIGATIONS IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY
Odnodvortsy resented paying taxes, a marker of low status as well as a real burden for the majority of the empire's subjects. At the end of the century about 89 percent of the empire's population was peasants, all of whom, regardless of legal status, paid taxes. After thousands of peasants were taken from church ownership in 1764, about 56 percent of peasants were serfs belonging to the nobility, while the rest were various categories of state peasants. All peasants paid poll tax to the state, quitrent to the state or landlord, and cash payments to communes for collective responsibilities, and by far the lowest burden on the peasant community was direct taxation.
As we have seen in Chapter 15, the poll tax stayed the same (70 kopecks per head) from 1724 to 1794, the state deferring to the nobility. Quitrent (obrok) rates did, however, vary, as did landlords' application of this fee. In the early eighteenth century the rate of quitrent for state and landlord peasants stayed about even, but subsequently landlords raised quitrent faster than did the state. In the 1760s, landlords were asking one to two rubles in obrok, while the state rate was 1.5. By the 1770s landlords were charging two to three rubles, while state obrok stayed the same. In the 1780s, in a time of inflation, landlords were asking about four rubles and the state raised its rate to three. In the inflationary 1790s, landlords were asking five rubles, and the state was asking 3.5 to 5 (rates were graduated according to the prosperity of the province), in addition to having raised the poll tax (between 1769 and 1775, for townsmen it ranged from 2 rubles to 1.2; in 1794, it was raised for all to 2 rubles).
All this pushed peasants into finding supplemental income in manufacturing or seasonal labor, particularly in the less fertile center and northwest. In the center, including Vladimir, Moscow, Kaluga, Iaroslavl', Kostroma, Nizhegorod, and Tver' gubernii, the eighteenth century saw only modest increases in farmed land even though the population was expanding. A good two-thirds of the population was engaged in the production of flax and hemp, producing linen, cordage, sailcloth, and other products. Moscow and Vladimir provinces led the empire in textile production, while the relative importance of flax and hemp production declined over the century to the west (in Belarus'an-speaking, Novgorod, Pskov, and Tver' gubernii), because population pressure there pushed cereal cultivation to the detriment of herds, flocks, and gardens. By the end of the century some 20-33 percent ofthe adult male population were engaged in non-farming activity, without leaving peasant status. As Blanchard notes, economic change occurred "from within peasant society not without." In the north the population of state peasants had long favored non-agrarian sources of income—fishing, hunting, manufacturing of goods for export through Arkhangelsk—and production increased there as well as in the center.
The story was different in the newly acquired lands where farming was profitable. Over the century, farmed arable expanded from about 20 percent of the area of the entire realm in 1696 to about 31 percent by 1796, a 55 percent increase in one century even as the empire was expanding territorially. Russian nobles from the time of Peter I were investing in (or being awarded) lands in the wooded steppe; with Catherine II's conquests and the progress of fortified lines, by the 1760s a "land fever" (in Arcadius Kahan's phrase) erupted among the gentry, clamoring to have estates awarded to them; the general land survey of the 1760s enhanced this process in the center by identifying available lands, whose settlement then contributed to overpopulation. In the black earth provinces of Tambov and Voronezh, arable land expanded by 60 percent in the last decades of the century, primarily in wheat production, while in Riazan' and Kursk provinces the arable doubled. To farm it most profitably in a time of rising grain prices, lucrative export trade and overall inflation, landlords reversed the trend towards cash quitrent and turned to labor services (barshchina). By the last third of the eighteenth century in black earth areas, 26 percent of the peasantry paid quitrent and 74 percent did labor services, generally exceeding three days a week. By contrast, in non-black earth lands, 55 percent of serfs paid cash, while 45 percent did some barshchina (two days a week was the norm, while the 1649 Lawcode had set a maximum of three). Aware ofabuses, Paul I at his coronation spoke in favor ofthe three-day labor limit and no peasant labor on Sundays (but since in some areas two days were still the norm, some panicked peasants took this as an increase).
Everywhere peasants lived with one foot in the farming economy, another in production or trade. Even while only 1.4 percent of the population was engaged solely in commercial activities, in the 1780s there were more than 6,400 shops in Moscow and across the realm hundreds of weekly fairs, manned by serfs and state peasants. They hired themselves out for labor, hauling barges up the Volga, building boats for grain shipping through canals to St. Petersburg, working in factories. They were small shopkeepers, rural peddlers moving among urban and rural fairs. When agrarian crisis hit in the 1780s (caused by drought, declining yields due to over-farming in the center, inflation, and monetary crises), the agricultural sector weathered it with familiar adaptations. Landlords devoted more resources to export grain production, peasants turned more to crafts and manufacturing, particularly textiles and ironwork in the center, and the expanded husbandry ofthe Pontic and Caspian steppe lands made tallow and meat products a major export crop. Peasants suffered some decline in diet and income, but by the first decade of the nineteenth century the economy had rebounded.
The serf economy was profitable for landlords. Prices of serfs, populated estates, and adult serfs suitable as recruit substitutes rose steadily in the eighteenth century, faster than the rate of growth of other staples such as grain and manufactured goods. Boris Mironov found while the quitrent and direct taxes on state peasants rose by 2.8 times from the early eighteenth century to the mid-nineteenth century, those on serfs rose fourfold. No wonder that Emelian Pugachev in 1774 promised serfs that his rebellion would liberate them from landlords.
Cash and labor in the fields were only the most prominent form of peasants' obligations in this century. All taxpayers—townsmen, serfs, and state peasants— owed other services to commune, town, landlord, and state, whether transport of army supplies in time of troop movement, billeting of troops for six to eight months a year, road and bridge building and maintenance, and more.
UNENSERFED PEASANTS
Serfdom did not define the Russian empire; serfs constituted about half the peasant population and were regionally concentrated in the mixed-forest center and central black earth lands. Elsewhere peasants lived without the burden of a landlord. Such peasants could be directly subordinate to the crown, Church, College of Economy (for confiscated church peasants after 1764), or to the state, but we will call them generically state peasants. They clustered in empire's borderlands. In the coniferous forest—the north, northern Urals, Siberia—where a gentry population could not be supported, serfdom was untenable economically. Here villages of free ("black") peasants, including Tatar and Finno-Ugric natives in the northern Urals (Tatar, Votiak/Udmurt, Mordva, Chuvash, and Cheremis/Mari) were liable only for state taxes and services. State peasants also clustered in the southern steppe as various categories of military servitors were folded into the peasantry. These included odnodvortsy, gentry, musketeers, provincial Cossacks, and other military men who were too poor to support themselves. Peasants owned personally by the imperial family declined from 9 percent to 5 percent of the peasant population in the eighteenth century as emperors lavished land grants on noble allies; they were scattered around the realm, as were the thousands of peasants taken into state ownership from the Church in the 1760s (Treasury or Economic peasants). Peasant mobility in Left Bank Hetmanate endured to 1783; as a rule on the southern steppes (Novorossiia, the Crimea, northern Caucasus) in the late eighteenth century, serfdom was difficult to impose. In a situation of very scarce labor, even Russian landlords importing serfs offered lenient terms, while other settlers (foreign colonists, resettled communities of Russian peasants, odnodvortsy, Tatar natives, Cossacks) maintained free status. At the end of the eighteenth century state peasants represented 20 percent of the peasants in the central mixed forest zone, but were almost half of all peasants in the north and in southern borderlands.
Like all taxpayers since the seventeenth century, state peasants were registered in cadasters and after 1649 were required to remain in their place of registration; nevertheless as a rule they were more mobile than serfs. As the economy boomed, state peasants moved to towns or manufacturing areas for seasonal work; others traveled to markets with goods produced in the village. Even though state peasants bore the same burdens as serfs (poll tax, recruitment, quitrent, and labor services to the state), they were free from landlords' whims and paid a lower quitrent. Their status was symbolized by the fact that after 1741 serfs were considered so subsumed under their landlords that they were not required to pledge allegiance to new tsars, but state peasants continued to do so. Catherine II included representatives ofstate peasants in the Legislative Commission in 1767 and considered awarding state peasants a charter of freedom. Their representatives served in lower land courts established in the administrative reforms of 1775, while serfs continued to be subject to landlord and communal courts.
State peasants in the north are particularly known for strong communal organizations that worked with local officials for effective self-government. They enjoyed more personal integrity: they had no landlord to sell them with or without lands, nor were their marriages obstructed by a landlord. Towards the end of the eighteenth century restrictions on state peasants' engagement in contracts, leases, commerce, and industry were eased, as were restrictions on their freedom of movement: exit fees for women marrying out of their communities were abolished in 1782, for example. But not all was rosy. They could be "ascripted" into brutal industrial work or mining in the Urals, Altais, and Nerchinsk. State peasants were forcibly moved for hard labor projects; between 1721 and 1762, whole villages could be purchased by merchants for factory work, making them de facto serfs; thereafter, only noblemen enjoyed that right until 1798, when Paul I allowed factory owners in the merchant class to purchase peasants with or without land for factory labor.
Living disproportionately in less fertile northern lands, state peasants were more engaged in manufacturing and in peddling those wares, although seigneurial serfs certainly also engaged in trade and crafts. Some married their way, or talked their way, into urban taxpaying or higher social statuses with their wits and entrepreneurial energies. Some built businesses and owned serfs under the legal radar screen. The eighteenth century was the century of the peasant trader, and many of these were state peasants.
LORD AND PEASANT
Serfs had a more precarious relationship to all this mobility and change. Between 1719 and 1744, according to V. M. Kabuzan, the percentage of the empire's population that was enserfed rose from 48.4 percent to 50.4 percent, concentrated in the forested central and northwest gubernii. By 1762 the percentage of serfs in the overall population rose slightly above half and their location shifted to include the southern Urals and Novorossiia. By the end of the century, serfs constituted more than 70 percent of the population in the central forested and forested-steppe regions. In the Baltic lands (Livland, Estland) that Russia acquired in the eighteenth century, German landlords' peasants had been enserfed since the sixteenth century and this endured in the Russian empire (although peasants in Finnish provinces north of the Baltics were not enserfed). Since peasants had also been enserfed in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and Right Bank Ruthenian lands from the sixteenth century, their peasants came into Russia in the partitions of Poland (1772, 1793, 1795) enserfed, but in the Hetmanate peasants enjoyed at least a de jure right to move until 1783. In the second half of the century, despite the tightening of peasant mobility in Left Bank Ukraine in 1783, the proportion of serfs in the empire's population actually declined to just less than half with demographic growth and the settling of the steppe primarily with non-serfs.
Landlords' power over their people waxed in the eighteenth century in part because neither the 1649 Lawcode nor subsequent law directly defined the relationship between lord and serf, as Elise Wirtschafter has noted. Landlords exploited the law's ambiguity. The 1649 Lawcode, in principle, bound peasants and townsmen to their physical residence, particularly peasants on pomest'e who were intended to be a fixed workforce for a military servitor. But even the 1649 code allowed landlords in many cases to treat their peasants as moveable property. They could shift serfs between pomest'e or hereditary properties, they were obligated in some criminal cases to offer peasants as compensation to victims of crime, they could claim the wife and children of a fugitive peasant who was recovered after he had married in a new location, even if he had fled unmarried. A serf's property was considered his master's and could be confiscated to pay off a landlord's debts. Serfs maintained some legal competence: serfs could bear witness in court, they could win awards for dishonor in court, and they were subject to the criminal laws. But in many affairs outside of the lord's estate, they were to be represented by their landlord; any contractual agreement that an entrepreneurial serf wanted to engage in (trade, artisan work, hiring labor, purchasing land or even serfs) had to be done in the landlord's name. We see the fruits of the law's ambiguities in the eighteenth century.
Because most landlords did not live on their estates in the eighteenth century, experience as a serf varied widely. Until 1762 nobles were required to serve all or most (twenty-five years after 1736) of their adult lives in military, naval, or civil posts far from their home estates, which could, in any case, be distributed around the realm. After emancipation, some noblemen chose the life of a country gentleman and by the end of the century an "enlightened" landowner stratum, particularly in the black earth areas, was emerging. They expanded their estates, imposed labor dues, and tried to implement agrarian reform and estate improvements, such as more complex crop rotation regimes, planting of grasses and legumes, and use of new fertilizers to replenish soil, introduction of new, more nutritious, or profitable crops (potatoes and tobacco in the black earth lands), use of better plows and tools. Such agrarian reforms tended to be successful on a broad scale only in the Baltic provinces, where estates were smaller and landlords generally took more direct control. In Russia, most peasants proved unwilling to change crops or farming techniques, particularly in fields that they farmed not under the landlord's direct control. While their caution reinforced landlords' attitudes towards peasants as crude, backward, and in need of patrimonial protection, their reluctance to change was well grounded. Many farmed on the edge of subsistence and crop failure meant famine; they trusted the tried and true. Serfs also had little incentive to produce more if only their landlords benefited. Their aversion to innovation was not only a form of resistance but of self-preservation.
Landlords' physical and cultural distance from their serfs might have lessened a landlord's direct burden on his serfs, but as a social estate, the nobility needed the income derived from peasant labor. The pressure on noblemen to pay for a Europeanized lifestyle—dress, education, homes and furnishings, travel, entertainment, including largesse to clients and community—could be crippling for middle and lower gentry. Arcadius Kahan has directly linked the "costs of Westernization" on eighteenth-century nobility to their expansion of lands and increased use of labor services, as well as more intensive engagement of their peasants in manufacturing over the century.
Nobles in this century took full advantage of their political dominance to legislate control in the economy, including over serfs. Initially village communes collected the poll tax on landlords' estates, but in 1731 the law made landlords explicitly responsible. Paul Bushkovitch remarks that with such an indirect mode of collection, the state undoubtedly lost potential income but gained noble allies. Landlords and communes also oversaw recruitment; in 1727 the state forbade serfs to voluntarily join the army without a landlord's permission (thus closing off an avenue of escape). Landlords won more control over peasants' personal lives: in 1754 landlords gained the right to demand compensation for a serf woman's marriage off the estate; laws allowed landlords to punish serfs for petty crime (1736), to deport delinquent serfs to Siberia (1760), and to punish them by sending them to hard labor at the Admiralty shipyards (1765). Some landlords exceeded their legal rights by prosecuting and punishing criminal offenses on their estates, when the law demanded that state courts control criminal justice. Landlords could cynically emancipate serfs when they were old and infirm; they and village communes could play favorites in choosing recruits for the army. By the end of the eighteenth century laws affirmed serfs' inability to contract loans, hire out one's labor, or enter into any contractual relations without their owner's permission.
A particular bane was landlords' increasing disregard of the prohibition against buying and selling serfs separately from land or family. Peter I condemned the practice and subsequent laws reinforced the prohibition (1721, 1771). But it expanded in part because other statutes and practices implicitly promoted it. In 1714 Peter I abolished the distinction between pomest'e and hereditary lands (putting military and state service on a salary basis instead), ending any remaining hesitancy of landlords to treat serfs as hereditary property and move them among scattered properties. Laws that legalized the sale and purchase of young men as army recruits (1717, 1720, 1747) and set purchase rates for such substitutions implicitly allowed landlords to break up peasant families. Trade in serfs peaked in Catherine II's time. Landlords sold, mortgaged, and gave serfs as dowry without land and even as individuals; they bought peasants without land for field labor, domestic service, artisan work, theatrical troops, and sexual exploitation. Douglas Smith has, for example, poignantly chronicled the love affair of the fabulously wealthy Count Nikolai Petrovich Sheremetev with a serf opera diva in his family's serf theater; eventually he married Praskovia Koval'eva, stage-named "The Pearl" (Count Peter Sheremetev had named all his singers and actors as precious, but inanimate, gems). Despite their marriage, one should not forget that Nikolai and Praskovia's relationship began in coercion, as she was owned by him.
The century was full of state decrees warning nobles not to abuse their serfs. The 1649 Lawcode and subsequent legislation (1734) mandated that serf and slave owners support dependents during famine and other disruptions, but enforcement was not consistent. No government regulation over how serfs were treated in resettlement was ever issued. Peter I condemned abusive landlords; Catherine II spoke eloquently about abuse of serfs in chapter 12 of her 1767 Instruction, but in her thirty-year-long reign, she prosecuted and punished only a handful ofnobles for abusing serfs. Enlightenment values penetrated some 1770s decrees: in 1773 landlords were forbidden to knout serfs for petty theft and the 1775 provincial reforms prescribed state receivership of lands of nobles who abused their peasants. Paul I expressed remarkable solicitude for the rural population: he insisted that landlords ensure that each village establish grain reserves for times of famine; he issued several injunctions against landlord abuse of serfs, in 1797 forbidding the sale ofhouse servants and landless serfs at auction and in 1798 the sale ofUkrainian peasants without land. He forgave poll tax arrears in December 1797, established three days of labor services (barshchina) as maximum, and, when he came to the throne, he restored the practice of serfs taking the oath of allegiance to new rulers.
Nevertheless, landlords' serfs had few avenues of recourse. In multiple decrees from 1649 through the eighteenth century all subjects were forbidden to submit petitions directly to the ruler (using proper judicial venues was expected); a 1767 law forbade peasants to file complaints against their masters, on pain of corporal punishment and exile. When peasants did manage to complain, they were rarely heeded by local authorities. In one case in the 1720s in Arzamas, nobleman Andrei Lopatin was found guilty of killing more than ten of his peasants and was executed, but in the notorious case of nobleman Afanasii Nikiforov, it took several petitions by his peasants to catch the attention of local officials. Found guilty of murdering several of his serfs in the Shatsk region in the 1710s, Nikiforov eluded justice with judicial maneuvers for almost thirty years until he died of old age unpunished. The most infamous case was that of noblewoman Daria Saltykova, found guilty in 1768 of murdering thirty-eight serfs (and implicated in 100 more serf deaths on her estate); she died after thirty-three years in prison in 1801. Such cases were the exception, both in prosecution and brutality. Most serfowners ruled coercively, but not murderously. It was, after all, in their self-interest to keep their productive forces alive.
Elise Wirtschafter argues that the dark underside of the social dynamism of the eighteenth century was the slippage around serf ownership and the de facto persistence of slavery in the form of indenture and bondage of various sorts. Serf ownership spread beyond the legally exclusive rights of the nobility: entrepreneurial serfs bought serfs in their landlords' names as hired labor, raznochintsy and merchants purchased serfs using nobles as middlemen, noblemen could hire out their servants to people in other estates. Alexander Kamenskii found several cases in Bezhetsk in the early eighteenth century oftownsmen seeking state help in tracking down their runaway serfs, whom they had purchased from local noblemen. The extent of the problem is suggested by the 1785 Charter of the Nobility's explicit statement denying rights of ownership to non-nobles who owned serfs. People could fall into indenture through impoverishment, as in Muscovite times. Orphans, illegitimate children, soldier's wives, impoverished peasants—all could find themselves dependent on someone with the wherewithal to support them— nobles, state peasants, raznochintsy, merchants, townsmen. Such de facto servitude fell below the radar screen.
VARIETY WITHIN SERFDOM
Serfdom was certainly a moral shame and source of suffering for almost half the empire's population. But historians caution against drawing too schematic a picture of what it meant to be a serf. Certainly serfdom was not a benign experience— people ran away from it, they resisted passively and violently. But "serfdom" was not the same for all peasants, nor was peasant status the same for state, Economic, and court peasants across the realm. Rather, serfdom adjusted its form to suit regional circumstances. Historians accordingly accent its diversity and flexibility. Steven Hoch calls serfdom "not a system, but a widely varying set of practices," while Tracey Dennison called it "a loose framework in which a wide continuum of different forms of estate governance... could be implemented." David Moon concludes that serfdom "achieved a valence, albeit an unequal one, between coercion and exploitation of the enserfed peasants by the ruling group" that produced "a viable way of life" for peasants; Dennison concurs that serfdom produced "a more open, dynamic society than that usually portrayed." Alessandro Stanziani argues that Russia never really had serfdom at all, at least officially decreed. He argues that the state was more concerned with defining property rights as a basis of taxation and with creating cadasters to do so; although in the process peasants were fixed to the land, the form of their service was never legally defined or regulated. Stanziani's view is provocative, and his point echoes what others have been saying: the "world the peasants made" in early modern Russia was diverse, full of unpredictable possibilities for peasants.
Certainly the constraints for all peasants of being obligated fiscally to one's registered community were real, as was the power that landlords possessed to buy, sell, and move their peasants. But within those constraints peasants worked to carve out control. As discussed in Chapter 10, Steven Hoch and others have shown that peasant communes worked assiduously to keep landlords' bailiffs at arms' length by managing their own affairs. The power of the commune was not benign, in many ways a tyranny of the old men over the young, and of men over women. But at the same time the commune took care of its own in hard times, communal assemblies gave some individuals and families forums in which to shape their own fates, and peasants and communal boards could even carve out spheres of entrepreneurial energy and self-determination. Tracey Dennison shows how peasants learned to work around and within the limits placed by their landlords, using the example of serfs on properties owned by the wealthy Sheremetev family. Administering estates around the realm, the Sheremetevy created an administrative system that provided "transparent" and reliable mechanisms by which peasants could purchase land, found businesses, hire labor, and even enrich themselves. The overarching legal framework of serfdom and recruitment, and the demands of landlord power, frustrated and complicated these ambitions—time was wasted on work-arounds, ample money was dispersed on bribery, anxiety over landlord or state confiscation always accompanied success. But still many peasants carved out a sphere of their own.
Living standards rose for Russian peasants overall across the century. Ian Blan- chard argues that from about the 1720s to 1788, in the Russian empire per capita income of the entire population rose to levels unimagined in Peter I's time, increasing by 70 percent between about 1720 and 1762 and by 70 percent again by 1802, despite agrarian crises of the last decades of the century. The rise reflects what he calls the "agricultural revolution" of the eighteenth century, a transformation not in methods of farming so much as its physical conditions and complementary infrastructure. As Russia moved into more fertile wooded steppe and black earth, the empire's productivity ofgrain, cattle, and garden products soared. Citing statistics of 1788, he notes that the mixed-forest center constituted 40 percent of all plowland, but yielded only a third of the total grain harvest while the black earth lands constituted the same percentage of the empire's plowland and yielded half the harvest; relatively small Left Bank Ukraine produced another 20 percent.
On the average, only a third of the grain harvest was needed to provide peasants with bread; the rest was turned into livestock feed and vodka, while some 40 percent of the grain harvest was exported, Riga being the primary port until Black Sea ports got going at the end of the century. Grain constituted a much less important part of the peasant diet in this century than for counterparts in Europe, where since the sixteenth century the peasant diet had increasingly been relying on grain. Russian peasants, by contrast, in the eighteenth century derived only
percent of their calories from grain, benefiting from vegetables, fruits, honey, fish, beef, mutton, and dairy. The British traveler William Coxe remarked that Russian peasants got "plenty of wholesome food." Even when the economic turndown in the late 1780s reduced variety in the peasant diet, it was still composed of meat as much as grain.
The improved network of river and canal communications facilitated the availability of goods. Virtually all peasants kept gardens and those in the forested north harvested fish, honey, and berries that fed them and found their way to market. The plains of the south from Novorossiia to Bashkiria nurtured huge herds of cattle and sheep (in the east among Nogai and Kalmyk nomads, horses as well); more than a million head were driven annually north through regional depots along the Volga, Don, and routes through modern day Ukraine and Belarus', making meat products readily available all along the way. In Ukrainian lands and the Baltics, for example, traveling herds feasted on the by-products of vodka production that consumed much of the local cereal crop. By the end of the century the highlights of the holiday seasons in St. Petersburg, before Christmas and Shrovetide, were markets for frozen meat and game held on the ice of the Neva and around town. Blanchard notes that the interdependence of husbandry and cereal farming typical of the wooded steppe and steppe lands maintained high soil fertility as well as providing a much more calorie-rich diet.
Boris Mironov has claimed that the peasant's standard of living must have fallen since the average height of army recruits (primarily East Slavic peasants) declined by
centimeters over the eighteenth century. He attributes this to a decline in the peasant diet by diversion of grain to the export market, vodka distilling, and the ever expanding army, which in turn raised prices. But most disagree with Mironov, citing the dietary diversity outlined above. Furthermore, Steven Hoch argues that recruits are not representative of the whole (villages were unlikely to select for recruitment the most hale and hearty) and Paul Bushkovitch, noting that Russia's population expanded demographically faster than any other European or Eurasian realm in this century, dismissed the decline Mironov cites as "modest" in comparison to this fertility-driven demographic growth.
RESISTANCE
In his stimulating study of Eurasian borderlands, Arthur Rieber links resistance with accommodation. He explores how some groups and individuals "accommodated" to imperial power: elites joined nobilities, educated strata joined the bureaucracy or served the state in similar skilled capacity. Some passively cooperated, others assimilated culturally and religiously. If the imperial center skillfully co-opted enough of regional elites and power structures, they would help control the lower classes. Fewer options for accommodation were open to taxed, lesser groups; resistance was one of them.
While Russian peasants in the eighteenth century enjoyed a rising standard of living, they did so in the interstices of an economy oriented towards the noble ruling class and based on service—service to state and often to landlord. Popular dissatisfaction was always latent. Russian peasants resented their conditions of servitude as peasants did the world over. Increasing tax and work burdens were only one cause; being ascripted into factory and mine labor was another; state peasants being awarded as serfs in mass distributions to favorites for which Empresses Elizabeth and Catherine and Emperor Paul were famous was another. For non-Russians, being expropriated out of traditional grazing lands in the steppe and hunting lands in Siberia was yet another. As discussed in Chapter 10, resistance took familiar forms—flight, work slowdowns, refusal to innovate agricultural techniques, and the occasional violent rebellion.
Violent rebellion on small scale was common, on large scale rare, as it required the sort of organizational ability that peasants could rarely muster. The century began with the rebellion of Don Cossacks led by Kondratii Bulavin (1707-9), which was put down brutally. The century was punctuated by Bashkir rebellions (half a dozen major uprisings from the 1640s through the 1770s), regular riots by Urals factory workers, endemic attacks by Siberian tribes, and persistent raids by Kazakhs, Kalmyks, and Tatars. Peter III's 1762 emancipation of the nobility spawned expectations of an end of serfdom and won him the misguided loyalty ofpeasants. When their hopes went unrealized, they blamed the nobility and rural unrest followed, with over forty serious disturbances between 1762 and 1772 and a rebellion by the Volga Cossacks in 1772. In Paul I's brief reign over 300 peasant disturbances were recorded in thirty-two southern provinces.
The eighteenth century's counterpart to the Stepan Razin revolt (1670-1) was the uprising led by Emelian Pugachev (1773-5). There are many similarities: both Razin and Pugachev were Don Cossacks with worldly experience and military training conducive to organizing a revolt. Cossacks provided the military leadership and both leaders legitimized their revolts with inversions of the dominant ideology. While Razin traveled with two pretenders—a false Tsarevich and a false Patriarch Nikon—Pugachev himself claimed to be Peter III reclaiming the throne from his illegitimate German wife. In so doing, Pugachev was one of more than twenty false Peter III's in Catherine II's reign.
Pugachev's rebellion, like Razin's, began as a protest by Iaik Cossacks in the Urals against decades-long erosion of their military status and autonomies. Pug- achev was an experienced servant of the empire; as a Don Cossack he had served in the Seven Years War in Prussia, on the Polish border, and in the Turkish war in 1768 before deserting and taking refuge in an Old Believer community in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Making his way to the Iaik in late 1772, he rallied Iaik Cossacks around his claim to be Peter III and his defense of the Old Belief, popular among the Host. Other social groups joined the unrest: in the Urals, factory workers working in unspeakable conditions, Bashkirs, Tatars, Kalmyks, and
Kazakhs defending lands, nomadic life, and status. As the rebels moved into the Middle Volga and forested steppe, they were joined by peasants protesting higher taxes and burdens, by odnodvortsy angered at loss of status and threatened by in-migration of nobles, and by non-Russians (Chuvash, Votiak) resenting their transformation into taxpaying state peasants. At the height of his rebellion Pug- achev claimed a force of 10,000-15,000, led by at least 1,500 Cossacks armed with over 100 cannons and other arms furnished by rebels in the ironworks.
The rebellion spread in 1773-4 from the Urals westward to Kazan and south along the Volga to Astrakhan. Pugachev created a fairly sophisticated central military and political apparatus shaped and named in parody of Russian imperial institutions. Despite his central oversight, the rebellion was chaotic and hugely destructive. His supporters were internally disunited: in the Urals, workers attacked factories and management, while Bashkirs attacked workers, as well as peasants and Cossacks whom the Bashkirs rightly perceived as undermining their status and lifestyle. On the Volga, peasants and native peoples attacked landlords and German colonists. Terrific violence was turned on people and property everywhere: more than half of the about 120 factories in the Urals were seriously damaged; churches were ransacked, granaries looted, and estates burned; city suburbs, notably Kazan, were sacked, looted, and burned. At factories, rural centers and noble estates, crowds not only killed landlords but also (as in the Razin rebellion) destroyed the documents that ensured their subjugation—tax rolls, deeds, account books, work logs. In the summer of 1774 major Volga regions were aflame—Kazan, Nizhnii Novgorod, Arzamas, Alatyr', Simbirsk, Penza, Saransk, Tambov, Voronezh. One contemporary estimate reckoned that 1,572 nobles, 1,037 government officials, and 237 clergy were killed, with total loss of22,000 in the revolt, mostly rebels. In the end Pugachev captured no major administrative center save for Cheliabinsk (briefly), but tremendous destruction befell the entire area of the rebellion.
By late 1774 regular Russian troops were routing the rebels and Pugachev was captured (turned in, like Razin, by Don Cossacks loyal to Russia). Retribution was fierce. Hundreds of rebel leaders were hanged, others beaten and exiled. Pugachev was taken to Moscow, tried and quartered in January 1775, although Catherine II notably did him the mercy of forbidding torture in his trial and of having him beheaded before quartering. In the aftermath, Catherine tried to erase the memory of the revolt, renaming the Iaik River the Ural and the Iaik Cossacks the Ural Cossacks. By March 1775, she declared that the rebellion be shrouded in "eternal oblivion and profound silence," just as twenty years later she and the partitioning powers declared the name of the sovereign state of Poland forever abolished. More substantively, she moved to destroy Cossack independence across the empire, regularizing and putting greater political controls over Cossack units from Zaporozh'e to the Kuban, as we saw in Chapters 4 and 5. Catherine also responded with new labor regulations for mining and the 1775 administrative reforms that created a much denser infrastructure of rural government and control, discussed in Chapter 14.
No one, however, seriously considered abolishing serfdom, particularly not as a response to peasant rebellion. Catherine II played theoretically with the idea.
Inspired by populationism and natural law, in principle she considered revising serfdom, in an attempt to create a prosperous and productive peasantry. Her Instruction of 1767 decried noblemen "who, having seldom or never been upon [their] Estates," levy taxes that force peasants to leave villages to work and peddle, diminishing population and agriculture. She encouraged the Free Economic Society to discuss the institution ofserfdom and to publish in 1768 a winning essay that argued for its abolition; in the 1780s she commissioned a "draft" charter for the state peasantry that included legal status, property rights, and governing institutions, analogous to those granted to townsmen in 1785. The draft was never promulgated, perhaps anticipating that it would inspire revolt among serfs, just as the 1762 emancipation of the nobility had raised serfs' hopes for emancipation.
Noble attitudes, however, diverged from the Empress's abstract Enlightenment theory. Although they did not, as Colum Leckey describes, evolve a coherent argument against abolition (as did American slaveholders), their views were similarly patrimonial. To the extent that public discussion ofthe agrarian economy was supported in the consciously apolitical Trudy of the Free Economic Society, in theater and other forums, Russian noblemen presented themselves as bringing a civilizing mission to their serfs as enlightened seigneurs. They floated programs for gradual improvement in agrarian techniques, village culture, and peasant morality, all to be accomplished within the time-honored bounds of serfdom. Only nobleman Alexander Radishchev condemned serfdom as a violation ofhuman rights, and his book (published a year after the French Revolution) proved too radical for Catherine II; Radishchev paid the price of Siberian exile. Serfdom was not ended until advisors in the 1850s convinced Nicholas I and Alexander II of the economic and military value of abolition, which occurred in 1861. In the eighteenth century lord and peasant, peasant and state, worked within this framework to find mobility and opportunity in the interstices.
This century's social mobility certainly complicates the concept of soslovie. Certainly it mattered in day-to-day life—it determined taxation status, juridical venue, administrative dependence, service obligations, and mobility. It opened privileges to nobles and merchants and constrained the life chances of urban and rural taxpayers. But soslovie boundaries were also penetrable: merchants aspired to rise into the nobility, runaway peasants became landholding garrison troops. Soslovie boundaries were also disregarded: peasants and nobles, Cossacks and iasak payers infringed on townsmen's monopoly on trade. Social dynamism transcended the structuring weight of formal legal categories to sustain tremendous economic growth in this century.
Soslovie definitions became more sharply developed in the nineteenth century and some argue that this approach to society helped Russia develop into what might theoretically be called a "corporate society," composed of institutions, groups, and social strata directly connected to the state and more socially cohesive. But that was yet to come. In the eighteenth century other attributes shaped individual and collective identity: ethnicity, language, religion, region, political economy. Such social cohesion as the empire possessed came from individuals' and groups' direct, vertical relationships to the center around service, taxation, the law, and
subordination to a skeletal administrative network. Otherwise, this was an imperial
society of "difference."
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Towns, Townsmen, and Urban Reform
Russia's rulers in the eighteenth century believed cities and middling estates to be essential for a flourishing economy. Peter I returned from his first embassy to Europe (1697-8) convinced that Russia needed the sorts of urban autonomies and bourgeoisie that he had seen there. His advisors' conceptual framework of a "well- ordered police state" explicitly mandated intermediary social bodies to promote the state's vision. Catherine II personally wrote the section in her Instruction of 1767 extolling the benefits of the "middling people," a group "founded upon Virtue and Industry, and productive of them," encompassing "neither Nobles, nor Peasants [who] are employed in Arts, Sciences, Navigation, Trade and Manufacture." Russia's rulers tried to create more energized cities and bourgeoisies because of an Enlightenment appreciation of the Third Estate and pragmatically because of their constant search for better tax structures for productive entities such as towns.
Russian political and economic reality made it difficult to achieve these goals. Traditionally the empire's population was regarded as a collection of discrete social groups: peasants were to farm the land; townsmen and merchants had exclusive right to trade; landed serf owners were military servitors; native peoples paid iasak and carried on traditional lifestyles. As noted in Chapter 17, social change in the eighteenth century undermined these categories, producing a whole new social category (raznochintsy, or people of various social status). Nevertheless, a strong middle class and dense urbanization did not evolve, in part because Russian rulers granted the nobility rights once exclusive to the merchantry—trade, industry, monopolies. The empire's cities were cacophonies of different social, ethnic, and legal groups, all engaging in trade or civic society, but not combining to create true municipalities.
RAZNOCHINTSY
One of the most striking developments in eighteenth-century Russia was the generation of skilled experts to serve as international and empire-wide merchants, entrepreneurs, inventors, scientists, cartographers, teachers, and intellectuals. Military and naval reform, mining, metallurgy, and other industry, village-centered manufacturing, bureaucratic expansion, cultural Europeanization—all generated people with specialized skills who transcended old categories. Catherine II's policy navigated a tension between controlling taxpaying groups and encouraging the emergence of new social energy.
Muscovite society had always known people who escaped fixed social statuses despite the state's efforts to record and tax them; sources call them "wandering people" (guliashchie) or "people of various ranks" (liudi raznykh chinov). These generally were poor vagrants. By the early eighteenth century a new designation was becoming current, initially derogatory but ultimately official—raznochintsy (people of "various social statuses"). Documents from as early as 1701 and 1718 use the term to refer to lower class people not registered in taxpaying communes or not members of the clerical estate. Raznochintsy generally avoided the poll tax since they hailed from non-taxed groups. They could be literate sons of clergy, often seminarians; they were civil servants who did not reach ennobling ranks in the Table of Ranks; they were children of people who had achieved personal, not hereditary, nobility. Retired soldiers, soldiers' wives, and soldiers' sons also fit here, although they were technically in a social/military category of their own; soldiers' sons could serve in the army or do artisanal or bureaucratic work needed by regiments. Soldiers' wives were in a much more difficult situation; technically "free," as Elise Wirtschafter has discussed, their separation from commune and community generally condemned them to poverty, labor in manufacturing, or even prostitution. Even iasak payers in Siberia found the term applied to them. But the term became particularly appropriate for the increasing number of educated non-nobles in all walks of life: traveling traders, shop assistants and laborers, successful merchants, university professors, and artists. Never formally legally defined, the term was nevertheless used in the 1767 Instruction. At the time of the first poll tax (1719) raznochintsy constituted 1.6 percent of the population, and grew to 2.6 percent by 1795, as noted in Chapter 17.
Even small towns reflected such social change: Aleksander Kamenskii found a small number of raznochintsy in early eighteenth-century Bezhetsk, including peasants and landless peasants (bobyli) who had moved from local monastic villages, retired soldiers and their widows, retired officials and children of clerics, all of whom sought employment and sustenance by working for townsmen or setting up in trade. A particularly fertile field for such social transformation was opened up by cultural Europeanization. Even though schools were founded for nobles (Cadet Schools and other regimental schools) and noble families tutored at home and educated their sons abroad, education was by no means limited to the nobility. Peter I's vocational schools produced engineers and surveyors. Founded by Empress Elizabeth in 1757, the Academy of Arts offered a rigorous training program for artists, greatly in demand by the rulers' court and courts of wealthy nobles, along with musicians, singers, theatrical troupes, architects, poets, and panegyricists. From the mid-eighteenth century and particularly with Catherine II's patronage of the Enlightenment, venues for literary publication and theatrical presentations proliferated.
While many ofRussia's literary leaders—Aleksandr Sumarokov, Denis Fonvizin, Alexander Radishchev—and most of the intellectuals in the capitals and provincial centers were noblemen, their numbers were enriched by many people who transcended their social categories of birth. Russia's great poet and theorist of language and versification, V. K. Trediakovskii (1703-69), was born the son of a priest in
Astrakhan, where he was educated in a Catholic school. His move to Moscow, where he studied at the Slavonic-Greek-Latin Academy, followed by studies in The Hague and Paris, prepared him for a career in the Russian Academy of Sciences as translator and professor. In the next generation novelist and poet Mikhail Chulkov (1734?—92) was born a raznochinets in Moscow and worked as an actor and in the household staff at the St. Petersburg court before taking up a civil service career and writing on the side; the poet Vasilii Petrov (1736-99) was born the son of a priest and educated at the Moscow Academy where he became a teacher until Catherine II installed him at court as her favored odist. The great poet Gavrila Derzhavin (1743-1813) was born the son of an army officer and served in military and civil service through his life, even as he also published exquisite odes that transformed Russian classical verse. Other notable writers of humble background included the poets M. N. Murav'ev (1757-1807), son of a military engineer, and S. S. Bobrov (1763-1810), son of a priest.
In science as well as literature, humbly born men made careers. Ivan Kirillov, whom we discussed in Chapter 16 as explorer, surveyor, cartographer, and compiler of Russia's first Atlas, was born in 1689 in a bureaucratic family and parlayed his literacy into education in a Petrine naval school. Born a half-century later in 1750, Ivan Mikhailovich Komov was the son of a village priest sent to the school of the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg. A specialist in agriculture, he spent years in England studying agricultural reform that he then disseminated in Russia as a member of the Free Economic Society. Even more spectacularly, Russia's celebrated polymath, M. V. Lomonosov (1711-65), represents the social opportunities of the age. Son of a fisherman who prospered in trade and shipping in the White Sea, Lomonosov received a religious education in his childhood village; when he moved as a young man to Moscow, still a state peasant, he presented himself as son of a nobleman and won admission to the Slavonic-Greek-Latin Academy. Luckily, by the time his deception was found out, he so excelled in his studies that he was not dismissed. Rather, he found support to study sciences, languages, and literature there and in Kyiv, St. Petersburg, and the University of Marburg. He spent his career in St. Petersburg at the Academy of Sciences. In the physical sciences Lomonosov made contributions in physics, chemistry, geology, geography, and astronomy. He, along with Trediakovskii, contributed fundamentally to the theory of Russian versification; he wrote odes and panegyrics and engaged in a spirited and patriotic polemic with Gerhard Friedrich Muller over the latter's "Normanist" theory of the origin of the Kyiv Rus' state (whereby the state was founded by Viking traders). Lomonosov's work was discussed and reviewed in scholarly journals in Paris and London. Few surpassed the social bounds of his birth as did Mikhail Lomonosov.
URBAN REFORM FROM PETER I TO CATHERINE II
By and large the skills and energies of Russia's raznochintsy were an urban phenomenon, clustered in the few cosmopolitan cities of the realm: by 1782, five towns in the empire were larger than 20,000 in population and Moscow and St. Petersburg exceeding 100,000. But overall the empire did not become much more urbanized in this century. As we saw in Chapter 11, by the late seventeenth century only 2 percent of the empire's total population was living in towns, compared to 40 percent of the Dutch Republic's population and 20 percent in England. As before, towns were sprawling settlements of homes with courtyards of gardens and livestock. Boris Mironov points out that 54 percent of all towns of any size in European Russia in the eighteenth century were farming towns, with the majority ofthe population doing agriculture rather than manufacturing or trade. As in eastern Europe, small towns dominated: in 1678 93 percent of towns had fewer than 5,000 in population, and in 1782, 72 percent. Many towns were much smaller, but here eighteenth-century demographic growth shows its mark: in 1678 35.5 percent of the population lived in towns with fewer than 1,000 people, but that number had fallen to 12.9 percent by 1782.
Statistically speaking, Russia developed more cities over the century, but not always by economic growth. By 1727, Russia had around 340 towns and cities; conquest added more, as did the provincial reform of 1775, in a paradoxical way. The reform more than doubled the number of gubernii (from 19 to 50), increased the number of districts (uezdy) from 513 to 585, and mandated that gubernii and districts each should have a capital city. Where such a center did not already exist, it was appointed by government committee, often transforming a village into district capital overnight and its peasant residents into townsmen. Between 1775 and 1785, 216 new towns were founded, primarily district seats, constituting nearly 40 percent of all recognized cities in the empire in the 1780s. By 1800, with territorial increases in the partitions of Poland and reforms of Paul I, Russia had 46 gubernii with about 550 district seats; most new towns survived to become modest regional centers of trade and administration.
As before, towns were patchwork quilts of many jurisdictions; European-type autonomous urban space was non-existent, save for Magdeburg Law towns in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and Baltics that Russia conquered. Reforms across the century struggled to create such urban and bourgeois autonomy. After two unsuccessful initiatives on city government (1699, 1708), in the early 1720s the Magistracy reform created the urban model that lasted until the 1775 reforms. City government became parallel to, and separate from, the rural network of governors (with the exception of 1727-43, when the Main Magistracy was abolished and governors resumed oversight over towns). Magistrate government was defined narrowly, with jurisdiction only over merchants and urban taxpayers; it consisted of a council of burgomistry and ratmany elected from the highest mer- chantry by assemblies of taxpaying townsmen. Service as a magistrate was both a burden and an opportunity to cultivate business interests from the inside. The council's size was proportionate to the urban taxpaying populace.
Juridically town councils maintained a commercial court for disputes over contracts, promissory notes, bankruptcy, and the like; a Main Magistracy in St. Petersburg provided an appeals court. These were among their most successful enterprises. In 1767 reports to the Legislative Commission, merchants across the realm requested that their courts be more empowered, while the nobility (like their seventeenth-century counterparts) complained of corruption and inefficiency in their courts.
In the spirit of the "well-ordered police state," magistracies were expected to found social welfare institutions such as schools, hospitals, and homes for illegitimate children until they became of age to join the army or navy, just as governors were supposed to do in the countryside. Consciousness of such needs in the 1720s reflects a broader European problem of the urban poor (illegitimate children, unwed mothers, the elderly, disabled, and other needy): many, primarily Catholic, countries responded by relying on religious and state funding to create foundling homes, orphanages, and services, while Protestant countries passed "poor laws" that assessed a tax on local communities to care for their own poor. In Russia, neither towns nor governors found the resources to fulfill these mandates for social responsibility.
Socially, the magistracy reform renamed but did not fundamentally transform the urban taxpaying stratum. In Muscovite times, taxpaying townsmen (posadskie liudi) were ranked into three numbered groups based on wealth, topped in a few large trade centers by three merchant corporations (gosti and two "hundreds"). The magistracy reform reorganized these categories into three "guilds" of "regular citizens" according to wealth and occupation ranging from merchants to artisans. They were trade corporations, not craft guilds on the medieval European model, which tradition Russia lacked. Below these categories were "irregular" citizens, or laborers. The "first guild" ofwealthiest merchants was like the old gosti; they carried out large-scale foreign and domestic trade and were settled primarily in Moscow, St. Petersburg, and the industrial center of Tula. The Magistracy initiative freed guilds of the onerous burden of conscription (they were allowed to buy their way out), but all remained burdened with poll tax, taxes on shops and sales, billeting, and onerous service obligations.
At the same time towns remained conglomerations of people of different social class with different rights and privileges, such as nobility, soldiers, and military men. In the eighteenth century urban taxpayers amounted to 40 percent of the average city's population, nobles and clergy each consistently amounted to fewer than 5 percent of the urban population, military and people of various social estates (raznochintsy) were each less than 15 percent, and the percentage of peasants living in towns grew to almost equal taxpaying townsmen. As we have seen, these disparate forces undermined townsmen's supposed exclusivity in trade and manufacturing over this century. In 1755 the nobility was granted exclusive rights to production and wholesale sale of alcohol, although merchants ran retail taverns; in 1762 merchants lost to the nobility their 1721 right to purchase populated villages for industry and had to resort to hired labor (which would often be serfs and state peasants from quitrent-paying villages). Some of Catherine II's Physiocratic moves undermined merchants' privileges as well: a March 1775 decree allowed anyone to set up a manufacturing enterprise without formal state permits; in 1782 retail trade was declared open to all but serfs, and in the late 1790s even they received that right in the capitals for a fee, affirming existing practice.
Urban space in Russia's magistrate towns, then, was not a single municipal arena, as is well exemplified by the challenges ofday-to-day governance and law and order. Many central government offices retained jurisdiction over aspects of urban life, such as the Colleges of Manufacturing and Commerce overseeing workshops and marketplaces and other government departments overseeing specific populations, such as postal workers. Policing was formally in the hands of police under the supervision of the provincial governor, but in practice was done in neighborhoods as unpaid state service. Principal among these duties was the night guard, selected from the community. Fundamentally responsible for street safety and law and order (they hauled in drunks, chased down thieves), men on guard also surveyed for illegal distilling and maintained fire safety by checking to see that ovens were not lit during dry months. Should fire (the scourge of towns constructed of wooden homes) break out, there was no formal fire department; the magistrate kept equipment and all able-bodied were expected to respond to the fire alarm. Townsmen also maintained city infrastructure (street pavement, bridges); neighborhoods removed garbage; the magistracy tried to maintain public health by keeping butcher operations to the edge oftown. Echoing Muscovite tradition, taxpaying townsmen were called upon for such tasks as apportionment and collection of taxes, management of recruitment, registration of town dwellers, and policing of markets. Merchants with skills and means served as state accountants, book-keepers, appraisers, inspectors, managers of liquor and salt monopolies, helpers in tax and customs collections. Boris Mironov estimates that in the first half of the eighteenth century a quarter of taxpaying townsmen could be drawn away from their own work for such state service. After 1754, when internal customs were abolished, thousands of merchants and artisans were freed to engage more energetically in trade, but other service tasks continued, becoming a source of complaints in townsmen's responses to the 1767 Legislative Assembly.
The 1720s magistracy reform had created neither an autonomous urban physical space nor a middle class. City people were still servitors of the state; towns were mosaics oflegal jurisdictions and economic immunities; town councils by and large enforced policies set by the state. At the same time, some merchants, artisans and towns prospered in the eighteenth century with a rising economy. Entrepreneurial merchants took on state business, they won contracts to produce or ship government goods, such as weapons, uniforms, or provisions for the army. Some succeeded in manufacturing, including the Demidov, Evreinov, and Tretiakov families. Russian merchants still faced the competition of foreign merchants with better capital and equipment, but protectionist tariffs endeavored to help them.
Catherine II saw cities as central to her mercantilist goals of creating a more prosperous economy and created in the 1775 administrative reforms a more autonomous urban community. The reform redefined urban society according to wealth rather than social estate. It defined by wealth three guilds of "merchants" (kuptsy), who paid 1 percent of their declared capital as annual tax in lieu of the poll tax: members of the first claimed more than 10,000 rubles in capital; the second, 1,000-10,000 rubles; and the third, 500 to 1,000. They were also freed of recruitment obligations. Below them were craftsmen (tsekhovye) in guilds that sustained their own corporate organization and standards of production; they continued to pay tax and recruitment. Catherine's goal was to differentiate the entrepreneurial bourgeoisie from small traders and artisans, and in this she succeeded: only 11 percent of those who had been previously listed in the "merchant" guilds actually qualified as "merchants" according to declared capital. Mobility in and out ofthe merchant group became dynamic: men who accumulated the capital to qualify as a "merchant" rose, others who fell on hard times sank to taxed status; wealthy entrepreneurial peasants declared merchant status, bypassing guilds for which they lacked technical skills. These reforms, however, still left large portions of most cities' populations in different estate categories.
The reforms created a Town Council composed of representatives from the merchant and artisan propertied classes that handled day-to-day governance; the gubernia governor had general supervision over the administrative, finance, and judicial organs mandated by the reform. Following up the administrative reform, the Police Ordinance of 1782 intensified and regulated policing in towns around the realm, mandating that towns be divided by population into uniform police districts and within them wards, all overseen by a governing Board of Good Order. More policemen in small wards were to provide a wide range of services from courts for dispute resolution to street patrols and public welfare. An assembly of citizens met once every three years to elect officials such as judges and councilors for the Police board; each city's Town Council was to oversee and fund the Board of Good Order.
The 1785 Charter to the Towns created a unified urban society populace by recognizing all urban residents as citizens, grouped into six groups by wealth and role in a way that potentially cut across estate identity (noble, clergy, etc.). Each group—owners of real estate; merchants; artisans; foreign merchants; distinguished citizens; unskilled workers, traders—was to have its own corporate organization, with the highest groups freed from corporate punishment. All these citizens elected a municipal council from the most propertied strata; executive authority was in the hands of a six-man board that oversaw everything from fiscal affairs to adjudication to law and order to regulating the marketplace. Thus, Catherine's vision was of the city as an island of urban citizenship and autonomy.
Catherine also took up the unsolved issue of the urban needy which had become only more exacerbated by social change over the century. Mass recruitment into the army often left soldiers' wives and children adrift; moving thousands of peasants as ascripted labor also disrupted social ties and contributed to vagrancy. Although magistracies and governors were enjoined to care for the needy, and monasteries and parish churches continued to provide alms and care, nothing systematic had been done. As part of a broad-reaching vision to educate Russia's youth in Enlightenment values and civic responsibility, Catherine II commissioned Ivan I. Betskoi to create a variety of educational institutions—schools for daughters of nobility and of townsmen and for sons of merchants, preparatory schools for the Arts and Military Academies, and foundling homes in each of the capitals intended to educated a new middle class. (Betskoi's homes also supported themselves with successful investments in savings banks and insurance companies that specifically addressed the needs of widows and children.) In his day Betskoi's two immense homes in the capitals took a path that had proven perilous in European experience, that of large homes supported by private and state endowments instead of by local taxation with more local oversight and care on a smaller scale. As David Ransel has chronicled, they failed miserably both in keeping infants alive (over their first 36 years, they experienced only a 13 percent survival rate among over 42,000 admitted children) and in educating them as useful, middle class citizens. Reformed in the nineteenth century to foster infants in villages and to raise and educate only a limited number in the homes, they achieved greater success.
St. Petersburg and Moscow were not the only urban centers struggling with social problems; Betskoi attempted to create foundling homes in thirty provincial towns, but, lacking private endowment, they failed. The 1775 administrative reforms addressed this issue anew; it created boards of social welfare in each gubernia capital to create hospitals, workhouses, schools, and other charitable organizations. Here, success varied according to the energy and resources of each gubernia.
Despite progress towards defining urban society as an autonomous entity, in practice through the eighteenth century Russian towns remained social pastiches. Cities were still embedded in the centralized, bureaucratic structures of the empire. Police powers in most towns according to the 1775 reform, for example, were in the hands of an appointed official (gorodnichii), usually a nobleman; towns were nominally under the oversight of provincial governors. Most noblemen and clergy with residences in towns did not take part in urban self-government, continuing to identify with their own estate institutions, such as newly created noble assemblies. But the upper merchant ranks of townsmen had been emancipated from the commune, freed of poll tax and conscription. Even more significantly, throughout the century the ability of townsmen to own property steadily grew. In 1700 they were in effect granted ownership of their homes in towns, as well as of shops, workshops, and other enterprises. These property rights were affirmed in the 1785 Charter. In 1801 town citizens received the right to purchase rural land without serfs, which opened up de facto practical ownership because throughout the century merchants had been buying land and serfs through intermediaries.
VARIETIES OF URBAN LIFE AND GOVERNANCE
Bursting beyond the magistracy's framework governing "city people," Russia's cities in the eighteenth century were teeming assemblages of the empire's diversity. Government service brought nobility, officialdom, and bureaucrats; soldiers and officers were stationed in towns, in great numbers in the capitals. Common laborers filled crowded neighborhoods, doing the hauling, cartage, and construction. Peasants that their village could spare worked seasonally as day labor, factory labor, stevedores, and even barge haulers on the river and canal networks. Some peasants found their way into the legal status of taxpaying townsmen; after Catherinian reforms entrepreneurial peasants could enroll in merchant guilds if they possessed enough capital. Most peasants in towns, however, simply stayed peasants and worked in trade. Understandably, in 1767 merchants and townsmen complained of unfair competition in their cahiers to the Legislative Commission. There was no single "city" in eighteenth-century Russia, but many varieties, as suggested by several case studies.
Alexander Kamenskii's study of daily life in Bezhetsk (about 300 km northwest of Moscow) before the Catherinian reforms reveals a modest provincial small town. Bezhetsk's population was probably no more than 2,000 in most of the century, perhaps half urban taxpayers and the other half soldiers, peasants, and raznochintsy; a third of them in 1709 paid no taxes because of declared poverty. The town was decidedly rural—people grew vegetables and raised small numbers of poultry, goats, and sheep. Bezhetsk had no major manufacturing, but families produced foodstuffs and small items for the marketplace. About a quarter of the households engaged in selling meat, fish, cheese, baked goods and bread, kvas and vegetables, hides, shoes and boots, clothing, and wax. Others hunted and fished but did not sell directly; many were laborers.
By contrast, Vologda, Velikii Ustiug, and Tula in the last decades of the century were less sleepy, as profiled by geographers Judith Pallot and Dennis Shaw. Vologda was an old Russian town on the route north to Arkhangelsk and still an important trade nexus in the eighteenth century. By the end of the century 38.7 percent of all Russia's exports and 16.8 percent imports passed through here. It and the area's other main town, Velikii Ustiug, were of modest size, a population of 7,500-10,000 in Vologda and less than 7,000 in Velikii Ustiug. Light manufacturing—textile dye work, tanning, brewing, soap production, tallow making, spinning and weaving of linen, milling rye and timber, metalwork, boat building—flourished in Vologda and Velikii Ustiug; the latter's artisans were known for fine silver work and metalwork. Agriculture provided for local needs (rye, barley, oats, flax); hunting supplemented the diet. Peasants not engaged in manufacture or farming hired out for rafting timber downriver, worked on river craft, or traveled farther for work.
Tula, on the other hand, was capital of a transitional province whose black earth southern end provided agricultural bounty. Here 80 percent of the rural population were serfs engaged in field labor (rather than paying quitrent) on noble estates. The province's northern end, where Tula was located, tilted towards the manufacturing economy of the forested center, with handicrafts dominating over subsistence agriculture. The city of Tula was famous as an industrial center: metallurgy and armaments had thrived here from its founding in the late sixteenth century. By the 1780s Tula had a population of 25,000, many of whom produced famed Tula samovars, other ornamental items, tools, and arms. The town also hosted lighter manufacturing—hats, gloves, silk, rope, tiles—staffed by townsmen and surplus peasants from the province's villages.
Small towns like these were the norm across European Russia and Siberia; imperial conquest added great, vibrant cities. Major Baltic towns joined the empire, Kyiv thrived on the Dnieper, Kazan and Astrakhan on the Volga, Bakhchisarai in Crimea. These urban centers reflected the unique historical circumstances, ethnic communities (often many), religions, and political structures of their regions. A few examples demonstrate the empire's urban diversity. Riga and Reval/Tallinn, for example, were old Baltic ports: Reval on the southern shore of the Gulf of Finland and Riga at the confluence ofthe Riga and Dvina Rivers. Ancient settlements, each had been ruled by various sovereign powers from medieval times (the Livonian Order until 1561, Poland-Lithuania 1581-1621, Sweden 1621-1710, Russia thereafter), but each endured as an island of urban self-government, their privileges affirmed by each successive sovereign.
Riga and Reval were German trading towns that had joined the Hansa in the 1280s; they exported hemp, linen, butter, beeswax, lumber, and furs. The surrounding rural areas were governed by German Junker nobility, the towns by German merchants using German law. Riga used Magdeburg Law, the predominant code across central and east European trading cities, while Reval used Lubeck Law, somewhat more oriented towards coastal, maritime cities. Each code provided the framework for autonomous, self-governing municipalities, ruled by a city council elected from among propertied merchants. Reval's early modern town council numbered about fifteen, plus four burgomeisters with specific authority over areas such as budget and finances, court records, tax collection, and real estate records. The council's authority was broad: it arranged the town's defense (a militia, a hired prince in medieval times) and its foreign policy; it held civil and criminal court, with particular emphasis on property and commercial law; it maintained real estate records and attended to maintenance of roads, public hygiene, and the like.
In the Russian empire since 1710 (Peter I affirmed each city's charter), these two centers flourished, Riga becoming the state's major export port for much of the century. Riga was a heady center of art and culture in the eighteenth century, with a German-language theater, opera and symphony companies, and a natural history museum, as well as major sugar and textile manufacturing sites. For ten years (1786-96) these cities' long tradition of urban self-government was replaced with the Russian Charter to the Towns, but Paul I reverted to tradition in 1796. In the 1840s Russia included the German legal codes for Baltic noblemen and towns in the codification of laws of the Russian empire, and the monopoly of German- speaking elites in these town governments was eroded only in 1877, culminating in abolition of their town councils in 1889.
Kyiv, unlike Riga and Reval in history and ethnicity, resembles in some ways their autonomous self-government, stemming from a common heritage of European urban development. Awarded Magdeburg Law privileges by Polish kings in the fifteenth century, the city's Orthodox burghers ruled themselves with an elected town council. In the eighteenth century Kyiv flourished as the political and trade center it had always been and also as an important outpost for Russia's expansion towards the Crimea and Ottoman empire. It was small by European standards, with a population of about 15,000 in three neighborhoods: the merchant lowland of Podil (with about 8,000 inhabitants); upland from the Dnieper river the Pechersk district (about 6,000 population), home to the Cossack government (until 1782), a Russian fortress and garrison dating to the time of Peter I and the ancient and prosperous Caves Monastery; and the somewhat deserted Old Town where the eleventh-century Sophia Cathedral and St. Michael Golden-Domed Monastery stood in semi-ruins.
With the creation of the Hetmanate, Poles, Armenians, Catholics, and Jews were expelled, but the city's multi-ethnic character quickly rebounded. Over the eighteenth century Greek and Armenian merchants took up residence in Podil; the city featured a settlement of Serbs engaged in viticulture and the silk industry, a regiment of Montenegrin hussars, and Germans arriving in Catherine II's settlement project. The city's bustling merchant center and administrative center, Podil, harbored the Magistrates' rococo Town Hall (built in the 1690s), more than half of the city's Orthodox churches as well as a fifteenth-century Armenian Orthodox church and shops and markets galore. So teeming with humanity, prone to flooding, disease, and disorder was it that Catherinian city planners in 1787 proposed to raze the neighborhood and move it to higher ground. This never happened, and others commented on the urbanity and prosperity of the neighborhood, with shops offering the finest in fashion, furnishings, china, and luxury goods. Always a major trade center, the neighborhood hosted at least six major markets across the year, bringing merchants from all around the Pontic steppe to the city. Kyiv became a major international trade hub when the important Contract Fair was moved there from Dubno in 1797. A cattle auction and universal emporium, this annual January fair brought Jews, Poles and Russians, Armenians and Greeks, Tatars, Bukharans and Turks, Persians and Indians, landlords and merchants, peddlers and peasants, Gypsies and minstrels. Russian, Ukrainian, Polish, Turkish, Greek, German, Yiddish, and Persian echoed in the market's alleys and shops.
Administratively, through the eighteenth century Kyiv's burghers fought tenaciously to preserve their political privileges against Cossack officials, merchants, and Russian officials. Magdeburg Law, affirmed repeatedly by tsars (in 1654, 1700, 1710, 1802) included exclusive access to lucrative city offices for burghers, the right to maintain a town militia (although a Russian garrison generally took over this role), freedom from some taxation, service, and billeting obligations, and most importantly a monopoly over distilling and selling alcohol (a principal component of city income). These privileges were constantly under attack, none more voraciously than the alcohol monopoly: Cossacks, monasteries, and peasant villages all got into the business. Catherine II's era significantly cut into the city's autonomies; with the abolition of the Hetmanate in 1764, a governor-general oversaw the city; the 1785 Charter to the Towns introduced a new form of town council, but the city fathers managed to maintain control of offices and town finances, and after Paul I's retrenchment of some of these reforms, the city's Magdeburg Law privileges were affirmed in 1802. After the last partitions (1793, 1795), when neighboring Right Bank Ukraine joined the Russian empire, significant numbers of Poles moved into the city and into city government.
Finally, the empire's two capitals, each different in history and visage, but each in the eighteenth century shaped by prosperity, social change, and urban planning. Catherine II vocally preferred St. Petersburg to Moscow, but was critical of each town's disorder, unpaved and filthy streets, polluted waterways, and crowded neighborhoods ripe for unrest. In fact, Moscow had rioted during the 1771-2 plague, giving the empress yet more incentive for urban reforms and Enlightenment improvements.
Moscow in the eighteenth century hardly suited Catherine's Enlightenment model of a modern city. Not only was it disorderly, smelly, and muddy, it had continued to grow in its medieval circular shape, radiating out from the Kremlin on the high bank of the river. Winding and narrow streets were packed with wooden houses, relieved only by walls and firebreaks separating the city's main neighborhoods—the Kremlin, Kitaigorod (home to nobility and location of many government buildings), Belyi gorod (a residential area for elite and merchants), and Earthen (Zemlianyi) gorod (home to artisans and taxpayers). A trading area across the river and suburbs for musketeers, postal workers, and others ringed the town. In the eighteenth century the city grew exponentially; numbering about 200,000 in 1763, the population rebounded from the loss of up to 70,000 in the 1771-2 plague to at least 300,000 in the 1790s (swelling to an estimated 400,000 in the winter with market, political, and social activity). Geographically the city absorbed suburban villages, reaching a sprawling size and semi-rural composition that foreigners commented on. The city and its surrounding region boomed as the center of the empire's main textile-producing region; in the city textile workshops and factories (silk, linen) particularly clustered in the northeastern neighborhoods of Pokrovskoe, Preobrazhenskoe, and Semeonovskoe. In 1787 Moscow hosted over 300 manufactories and heavier factories; by the end of the century the number had risen to 500. Industry was supported by a huge influx of peasants: about 54,000 peasants were registered in Moscow in the 1730s, but over 115,000 in the 1780s, constituting more than 60 percent of the city's population.
Governing Moscow seemed to a rational thinker like Catherine II a nightmare, but in actual fact its overt diversity masked a basic governing order that functioned well through most of the eighteenth century. The magistrate government had authority over the taxpaying and merchant populace, offering a helpful court but otherwise had little governing impact. Central offices had jurisdiction over discrete groups of population or activities, and the governor oversaw the police force for Moscow, which divided the city into eighteen police districts in which police recruited neighbors to take care of lighting, roads, bridges, cleanliness, fire safety, and basic law and order. But fundamentally, before Catherine II's reforms, the city was governed from within by the more than 150 subdivisions (slobody and sotni) of the city's districts. Some of these neighborhoods were officially assigned to chanceries—Iamskaia for postal workers, Main Court Chancery for people and crafts associated with the court—while the rest were nominally under the governor's oversight, but they self-governed in the age-old tradition of communal cooperation, selecting councils of elders to manage policing, public works, and tax collection. They set up night watch on gates and ovens, they distributed the tax burden, they repaired municipal buildings and roads, they resolved petty conflicts. For the residents, this system worked. As Lindsey Martin has shown, it provided face-to-face, responsive government in line with community norms. Meanwhile residents had a wide array of networks to turn to for conflict resolution—chancery courts, neighborhood courts, church courts, the Main Magistrate court, social estate courts, and the neighborhood council. Moscow neighborhoods maintained order and stability without recourse to a single, unified urban administration or identity.
Catherine II came to power in 1762 with a vision of urban governance far different than this heady cocktail ofneighborhood autonomies. With a 1768 Police Statute she tried to enforce tighter supervision over neighborhoods and encountered significant resistance, sometimes violent, sometimes reasoned. Responses from Moscow delegates to the Legislative Commission, for example, petitioned to maintain neighborhood distinctness and privileges, even while they welcomed initiatives for social services, public hygiene, and urban construction. Catherinian reforms of the 1780s and 1790s, however, combined with economic and social change, gradually created a more cohesive urban space. As we have seen, the 1775 reform and 1785 Charter to the Towns defined a single urban citizenry (divided into groups generally according to wealth) and created governing institutions for the entire city. Each capital and its Town Council was to be governed by an appointed Oberpolitsmeister.
Neighborhoods in Moscow became more amenable to the services of the expanded and energized city government and policing from the 1770s on because of other reforms and changes in the aftermath of the 1771-2 epidemic. As a result of the 1775 reform, virtually all chanceries were abolished, putting neighborhoods once proprietarily run by chanceries directly under city government. Furthermore, the huge loss of population and subsequent influx of newcomers disrupted old neighborhoods and traditions, making them more reliant on new institutions of city government and policing. Finally, social and economic legislation, such as 1782 decrees allowing state peasants to enroll as merchants and gain social and economic privileges, made more Muscovites more responsive to city government. Administratively practices of neighborhood autonomy were being eroded and the idea of city space and city identity as an autonomous status had been planted.
Spatially, Catherine II's reforms also helped to promote the vision ofMoscow as a unified space. A key vision to reconstruct Moscow as an "enlightened metropolis" was to break down its interior walls and unify urban space. Moats were filled in, streets widened and paved, and plans called for the wall surrounding Belyi gorod to be razed to create a graceful boulevard (a long-enduring project launched under Paul I). Alexander Martin identifies a "three-fold modernization": Moscow was to have the infrastructure of a modern European city (better policing, schools and hospitals, paved streets with ample lighting); it was to have a culturally European- ized middle class; it was to present a more modern image to the world. Indeed, by the end of the century Moscow matched European capitals in some public works, such as an aqueduct for fresh water inaugurated in 1779 (finished in 1804) and street lights (powered by hempseed oil), whose number was mandated to double from 3,500 to 7,000 by 1801. Public buildings and homes were constructed in masonry in neoclassical style; street paving was improved.
Not as multi-ethnic perhaps as St. Petersburg, where foreign diplomats and merchants clustered around the court and trading center, Moscow's population by the 1790s consisted of about 14 percent nobles, clerics, and elite, 15 percent townsmen, 4 percent soldiers (as opposed to St. Petersburg's 20 percent), 1 percent foreigners, and the remaining 65 percent peasants and other taxpayers. Not only the trade hub of the empire in the eighteenth century, culturally the city's elite considered itself the traditional heart of Russia, a sense of identity that would only grow with romanticism and national feeling in the early decades of the next century. Moscow had, as Martin points out, far more clergy than soldiers as well as Russia's only university (founded 1755), and was the publication site of almost 40 percent ofRussia's books. The weekly newspaper Moskovskie vedomosti appeared from 1756. The city also boasted a small but glittering noble elite in the eighteenth century, noted not only for their urban palaces but for their suburban estates. St. Petersburg's ring of royal suburban palaces was paralleled by the density of palatial noble estates around Moscow. The Sheremetevs enjoyed at least two exquisite suburban residences: Kuskovo featured an artificial lake (see Figure 13.7), a grotto and orangerie, formal gardens, and a neoclassical palace in wood constructed to appear as stone; equally palatial Ostankino was home to their renowned serf theater. The Golitsyns developed Arkhangelskoe in collonaded Palladian style; the Saltykov family built a classical estate at Marfino, reconstructed after destruction in 1812 in the Neo-Gothic. Moscow province in the eighteenth century was studded with such gems.
Nothing could match St. Petersburg, however, in opulence in the eighteenth century, simply due to the imperial court. The city was renowned as a model of urban planning, called later by Fedor Dostoevsky the "most intentional city." Created by Peter I in 1703 on Swedish land in the midst of war, Peter designed it to embody the rational, practical, and European values he so desired for Russia. His architect Jean-Baptiste Le Blond designed St. Petersburg with straight, radial boulevards, grids ofneighborhood streets, and prescribed styles for masonry homes. Neat, rational city plans drawn up by Peter I's architects, however, disguise the complexity of the urban conglomerate that developed here over the century.
By the end of the eighteenth century St. Petersburg was one of the empire's largest cities, in population and size. Already a sprawling 20 square km in the 1750s, by the 1790s the city had expanded to incorporate what had been suburbs. As George Munro remarks, the city center stretched 8 km wide in all directions and its circumference was nearly 26 km. Its population rose from around 100,000 to about a quarter million in 1796, by which time a quarter were peasants. They, as in Moscow, worked in factories, shipyards, and workshops, labored on construction and at the ports, were domestic servants, or hawked merchandise in open air markets. St. Petersburg's social composition was more varied than Moscow's: military men (and often their families) constituted a steady quarter of the population, the Guards regiments barracked near Mars Field and the rank and file garrison barracked at the Peter Paul Fortress or billeted in the city. The third most populous group in the city were raznochintsy, who served in state offices, taught at schools, carried out research in academies, and worked as artisans and merchants. Officially registered merchants and artisans constituted about 19 percent of the population; another 13 percent were domestic servants. Nobles were 6.5 percent of the population and, in sharp contrast to Moscow, only half of a percentage were clergy. The city had a major convent and monastery and numerous Orthodox churches, but Orthodoxy had hardly the presence of old Moscow.
Unlike traditional circular cities, St. Petersburg built its center around the Neva, mapping on paper a cohesive urban ensemble oriented around impressive neoclassical state buildings on either side of the river. The Peter Paul Fortress with its impressive spire faced the ever extending rococo facade of the Winter Palace, completed by Catherine II's more classical Hermitage Theater in 1787. The eastern tip of Vasilii Island and its embankment with a glittery array of Academy of Arts, Menshikov Palace, Twelve Colleges, Academy of Sciences, and Kunstkammer faced the immense Admiralty building and its active shipyard, the Senate Building, and Catherine II's tribute to Peter I, the Bronze Horseman statue (1782). On written maps the city's famed radial boulevards and planned streets strike the eye, but in many ways it was water that shaped neighborhoods in St. Petersburg. Over the century the city center developed with about five administrative districts, surrounded by less densely settled areas. Most prestigious was the Admiralty neighborhood, between the Neva and the Fontanka Canal, home not only to shipbuilding but also to impressive imperial residences, noble palaces, and the English Embankment with opulent urban townhouses of British merchants. Most foreigners, however, lived across the river at the eastern tip of Vasilii Island, where ports, a commodity exchange, custom house, and warehouses served international trade. Here also lived the many state servitors in the colleges and academy. Farther south along Nevskii Prospect were the Foundry and Moscow Districts, on either side of Nevskii Prospect and east of the Fontanka; these were places of industry and emporia for domestic trade and home to merchants and middling gentry. The center's final major districts were the St. Petersburg and Vyborg sides north of the Neva, also places of industry and home to middling people.
As in Moscow, beyond the city center stretched a myriad of less neatly developed areas. To the north were more open spaces used for court gardens, pasture, and noble estates; some neighborhoods attached to chanceries (slobody) in the first half of the century had been absorbed into the city by Catherine II's time. To the south and east along the Neva teemed squalid neighborhoods of artisans and peasants who provided basic labor and services for the burgeoning city. Industry was scattered throughout the city, in the Admiralty and Foundry neighborhoods, Vasilii Island, and increasingly by the end of the century in the Moscow District down Nevskii Prospect.
Urban government in St. Petersburg was even less cohesive as that of Moscow, given that St. Petersburg had no traditional artisan and merchant commune (posad) to provide the backbone of city government. Neighborhoods were less cohesive than in Moscow, with tremendous population turnover, but as in Moscow for most of the century the basic structures of governance were the Magistracy (for merchant and artisans) and neighborhood self-government. Neighborhoods did the familiar tasks: they maintained streets and street lighting, carried out night watch, took care of sanitation. In Catherine II's time, however, St. Petersburg developed some more efficient approaches to governance, such as instituting taxes on residents in the 1760s to pay for trash collection and to buy out billeting and neighborhood service obligations. The reforms of the 1770s introduced more coherent fiscal, urban, and judicial organs, and intensified urban policing. The city's five police districts were expanded to ten with a city-wide total of forty wards within them, each staffed by ward supervisors, chimneysweeps, and contractors for neighborhood streets and lights (selected by a mixture of appointment and neighborhood approval).
St. Petersburg benefited directly from Catherine II's personal involvement in modernizing her beloved capital. After ravaging fires and floods early in Catherine II's reign, the city imposed intensive fire-fighting responsibilities on each neighborhood and individual households, and created flood warning and rescue services in the lowlands. The Commission for Masonry Construction in St. Petersburg and Moscow (1762) focused intensely on St. Petersburg; by the early 1770s it had produced at least four urban plans that achieved impressive results. They straightened streets that had meandered from original Petrine plans and filled in residential space to accommodate the city's burgeoning population and make the city less rural. For aesthetic and functional reasons the plans mandated that the new structures front on streets, fit height standards, and be constructed in brick or stone with sheet metal roofs to reduce fire hazard. By the end of Catherine's reign the city had increased its masonry houses from about 460 in 1765 to about 1,800, with only a small increase in wooden structures.
Another impressive achievement of Catherine II's reign beautified and improved the city: for aesthetic and hygiene improvement the Neva River and major canals were fronted with granite and adorned with distinctive wrought-iron railings. Some canals were widened, deepened, or straightened and many wooden canal bridges were rebuilt in graceful granite. Better pontoon bridges traversed the Neva, and permanent bridges linked Vasilii Island to the Vyborg and St. Petersburg sides across narrower Neva offshoots. Hygiene was a principal concern: canals and rivers were cleaned, underground and surface sewage and drainage systems were introduced in the 1770s along with trash and manure removal services. Decrees steadily imposed order on congested canal traffic in this beehive of trade. Across the city the number of streetlights was doubled to over 3,000 and a system of paid lamplighters was created. Paving the city streets posed such a challenge in this humid climate and boggy terrain that in 1792 the Free Economic Society proposed a contest to identify the most durable paving material; nothing satisfactory was found, but massive paving projects (constantly renewed) from the 1770s steadily improved travel around the city.
Over the century St. Petersburg developed into a glittering political center, studded with opulent tsarist and noble palaces and surrounded by impressive tsarist summer residences, all extensively built or remodeled in Empress Elizabeth's preferred rococo or Catherine's II's beloved neoclassicism: Peterhof, the Catherine Palace (named by Elizabeth I in honor of her mother Catherine I but a favorite of Catherine II), Oranienbaum, and Pavlovsk. European visitors found the city familiar, a place where they could make the rounds of fashionable salons and balls as if they were home, as John Parkinson attests in his memoir of shepherding young Edward Wilbraham-Bootle on the Grand Tour in 1792-4. St. Petersburg was an international city with sizeable European and Asian foreign communities. The city hosted German, Finnish, English, Swedish, Polish, and Armenian churches; in Catherine's time the city saw a German-language newspaper and German- and English-speaking theaters.
Finally, Catherine II's Commission on urban planning shaped Russia's urban environment around the realm. From the time of Peter I, Russian rulers had understood the importance of rational order in towns, if only for fire safety purposes. Peter I had ordered that towns should be rebuilt after fires with wider and straighter streets, stone homes and tile roofs, for safety and utility. Catherine wanted to bring Enlightenment rationalism, morality, and civilization to Russia's urban environment, but the occasion of fire gave her an early opportunity to implement her vision.
Fire that devastated the city of Tver' in 1763 prompted the newly founded (1762) Commission for the Masonry Construction of St. Petersburg and Moscow to apply its standards empire-wide; based on its plans for Tver', it created a standard planning document that, like contemporary European urban reform, disrupted old towns' concentric pattern. It proposed razing walls and creating broad boulevards and radial streets connecting the whole. Parts of neighborhoods, particularly wooden buildings, were to be razed where necessary to open up a municipal focal point, often a landmark like a medieval cathedral that would be set off with a square, connecting by a radial street to another square with government offices and an enclosed marketplace (gostinnyi dvor). Where possible, towns were to develop neighborhoods distinguished by wealth and class and marked as such architecturally. The center would be densely packed with impressive public buildings and churches, and wealthy merchants and noblemen, each in their own new neighborhood, were to build new homes on the new arteries using a prescribed, two-storey stone style (their old property having been razed). Beyond the center, less prosperous people were to settle with single-storey wooden homes; polluting factories, state stables, cemeteries, and the like were pushed to the outskirts.
The Commission's plan of socially segregated neighborhoods did not come to fruition, but many towns were rebuilt in these modes. Tver', for example, was rebuilt with a neoclassical palace and Ascension church. Iaroslavl's lovely park for strolling on the high embankment over the Volga and the spacious square opening up the seventeenth-century Church of Elijah (Figure 18.1) epitomize Catherine's vision. When plans for redesign were executed after fire had ravaged a town, the process was relatively orderly; when it was ordered from on high, endless foot- dragging and lawsuits over lost land and property ensued. Many towns were only partially transformed for lack of funds and administrative commitment; the governors of Dmitrov, for example, received plans in 1782 to impose a grid of new streets on its medieval town center, but it took the forceful will of a new governor-general of the province in 1790 to start the process. All in all, however, plans were developed and implemented to one degree or another for 416 towns around the realm as well as in the two capitals.
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Figure 18.1 Urban reforms in the Volga city of Iaroslavl' created open space to appreciate the beauty of the seventeenth-century Church of Elijah; its interior featured frescos painted in a slightly more realistic (than iconographic) style, showing influences of European printed books and art. Photo: Jack Kollmann.
THE CULTURE OF MERCHANTS
As noted, Moscow's merchants faced a lot of competition—from state peasants and serfs, noble investors, and foreign entrepreneurs. They never developed the wealth and status of some of their European counterparts in trade and finance. Many have lampooned Russia's merchant class as backward, illiterate, and unethical. Foreign travelers like the sixteenth-century British envoy Giles Fletcher and the seventeenth-century German scientist Adam Olearius perpetuated a trope of Russians as deceptive in trade, and eighteenth-century noblemen looked down on merchants as insufficiently cultured. Modern scholars lament Russia's lack of a proper middle class—entrepreneurial, thrifty, and successful. But Elise Wirtsch- after has argued persuasively that early modern Russia had not so much a "missing" bourgeoisie as "an indeterminate, ambiguously delineated one." Everyone could trade, from noblemen to peasants to raznochintsy; typical of this crossing of social boundaries is the fact that Catherine II tried both to legally define a bourgeois corporate estate in 1785 and at the same time to open up access to trade to more social groups.
But the cliche of Russia's merchantry being a moribund, backward class should be laid to rest. The weakness of the merchant class was not the personal fault of the members of the group, but the absence of necessary infrastructure—contract, property and bankruptcy law, insurance, banks and credit, communication systems. But they did enjoy legal protections through commercial courts for promissory notes (veksely), contracts, and to a lesser extent bankruptcy, allowing large-scale trade. And they could attain success. Contemporary tales and proverbs depict merchants as honorable and hardworking, crafty perhaps but not corrupt. One of the most popular themes in popular tales of the eighteenth century concerned merchants; one characteristic one, echoing themes common in world literature, tells the tale of the virtuous wife of merchant Karp Sutulov who deflects the advances of nefarious suitors while her husband is away on business, all the while craftily amassing wealth. Russian proverbs extolled the skill that success in trade required: "With brains you can trade, and without them, you'll despair." Russian merchants lived a culture different from the nobility; their education was on the job, practical and not classical and their dress was modest. In portraits merchants favored what David Ransel calls "plain" style, almost two dimensional with somber black suits, beard, and simple haircut (in contrast to the powdered wigs, silk clothes, and Imperial orders of noble portraits in academic style). Merchants were intelligent and accomplished, entrepreneurial and energetic, and they were absolutely essential to creating and maintaining the intricate and booming trade networks of imperial Russia's eighteenth century.
Since European merchants were legally prohibited from engaging in retail trade in Russia and were allowed to set up wholesale shops in only a few major centers, they needed to work with Russian merchant partners. Those who prospered often took pride in their home towns, patronized cultural institutions, and served in public life. As Elise Wirtschafter argues, merchants actively worked with the state to advocate for their interests and participate in reform. Businessmen in provincial capitals in the late eighteenth century together with local noblemen supported educational, cultural, and social organizations such as theaters, salons, and balls. The Moscow Merchant Club was a bustling center of social and political exchange. Robert E. Jones has argued that they were comparable to central European merchantries (Poland, Prussia, the Habsburg lands), their family dynasties lasting about the same time and their struggles about the same. David Ransel presents as a model the merchant, Ivan Alekseevich Tolchenov, whose life in some ways sharply contrasted with that of the Muscovite merchants Vasilii Shorin and Gavril Nikitin, surveyed in Chapter 11.
Tolchenov was born in 1754 into a family of prosperous grain merchants in the provincial town of Dmitrov, 80 km north of Moscow. His father Aleksei had earned the rank of "first-guild" merchant, and with it the esteem of his community and eventual election to responsible posts—delegate to the Legislative Commission of 1767 and mayor of Dmitrov. Ivan followed in his father's footsteps. He began traveling with his father on business trips at around age 11 and took up his active apprenticeship in the grain trade at age 14 in 1768. Under the watchful eye of his father's agents he traveled in the winter through the Middle Volga to purchase grain; in the summer he escorted barges loaded with grain through canals to St. Petersburg. He oversaw sales at market; he transported grain to his father's mills and brought the flour to market; in times of famine his father dispatched him to search their usual supply areas for the cheapest grain. It was a rough and challenging life; he noted in his diary that he spent more than half the time away from home in the early years of his career, in conditions that were certainly uncomfortable and sometimes dangerous (many was the time he jumped into a shallow stream to haul his barges out of silt banks). He prospered in the grain trade into the 1780s and achieved social distinction—first guild status, elected to the magistracy council, and eventually mayor of Dmitrov like his father.
Like the Muscovite Shorin, however, Tolchenov also suffered business setbacks, now as much because of a new eighteenth-century burden—cultivation of an expensive lifestyle that he could not sustain—as from bad luck or poor business acumen. As a businessman he was resourceful and canny, but he suffered his share of misfortunes. He invested in a successful playing card factory, only to find the entire industry declared a state monopoly that was sold to a rival entrepreneur. He bid several times unsuccessfully on franchises to sell alcohol. He unwisely let an incompetent business manager in St. Petersburg run through his assets. He overspent on accoutrements of a fine life (gambling debts, fancy home, the best education for his eldest son). With mounting debts and bankruptcy inevitable in the 1790s, Tolchenov unethically used his business savvy to protect his assets: he transferred ownership of his home to his in-laws, declaring his wife and minor children legally a separate household from his own and having his married son declared a member of his wife's household and thus immune from Ivan's creditors. His sons' fates mimic that of the father: the eldest, raised during Tolchenov's most successful years, well educated and trained in business, prospered as a merchant; two others never made it in the merchant world, one becoming a horticulturalist to noble families and the other an actor. Tolchenov's demise worked just the way that Catherine intended: he fell in status as his capital declined. He ended his career in the ranks of simple, taxpaying townsmen, working as a factory manager in Moscow.
The tremendous variety of the empire's urban experience and Ivan Tolchenov's personal experience testify to the eighteenth century's dynamic economy and rapid social change. Many people benefited directly or indirectly from Catherinian reforms, Tolchenov among them. He, for example, achieved a respected social status by dint of his accumulation of capital. He and his father's business dealings for decades facilitated a growing and complex trade network across central Russia. He took advantage of solid business instruments for purchase and exchange, suffered high rates but found creditors, and played a significant role in the essential grain trade. He participated in the most autonomous version of city government that Russia had yet developed, well on the road to municipal autonomy. Others— peasants, townsmen, and nobles—also prospered like him, but many, like he, fell victim to a trading system poorly supported by credit, insurance, communications, and other buffers against the vulnerability of an agrarian economy. Individual entrepreneurs flourished in this century, if not a social class. Furthermore, the ground was laid in urban institutions, concepts of urban autonomy, economic policy, and economic opportunity for the more cohesive merchantry and middle class that emerged in the next century.
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Confessionalization in a Multi-ethnic Empire
Although the Russian empire had contained non-Christian faiths since at least the conquest of Kazan, the eighteenth century presented the regime with multi- religiosity multiplied. New confessions were added with expansion westward and into the steppe—Lutherans, Catholics, Baptists, Jews, and more. As always, Russia's policy was to give other religions the institutional autonomy to administer and police their communities at the local level, hoping in that way to prevent inter-ethnic or inter-confessional conflict. Each community was required to deal directly with the tsar's courts for the criminal law, and encouraged to use them in lieu of local courts where it suited litigants.
Official policy should not be confused with true "religious toleration." The issue was rarely even addressed by church ideologues through the eighteenth century; they continued to have little patience with any deviations within Orthodoxy (which they labeled heresy). Orthodoxy remained the state religion and the presence ofdifferent faiths in the empire a reality to be reckoned with, not a situation to be desired. As Gary Hamburg has noted, the vaunted religious toleration of Catherine II's Instruction was really quite measured, shaped both by Montesquieu's concept of cultural difference and a clear assertion of the primacy of Christianity: "In so vast an empire which extends its dominion over such a variety of people, the prohibiting, or not tolerating their respective religions would be an evil very detrimental to the peace and security ofits subjects. And truly, there is no other method than a wise toleration of such other religions as are not repugnant to our own Orthodox faith and policy, by which all these wandering sheep may be reconducted to the true flock of the faithful." In other words, Catherine understood theoretically that different cultures merit the "laws" and practices that by nature are "best suited" to them, but holds up Orthodox Christianity as the moral foundation of her realm. That is a theme she strikes repeatedly through the Instruction. In practice, she proceeded therefore to develop what became the modern empire's "confessional" policy of regularizing relations with each major faith, often restricting and limiting faiths in the course of defining their privileges.
Enlightenment thought did, however, encourage Russian educated society to accept religious diversity, grounded in a universalist interest in knowledge of all mankind and human differences. Patriotic sermons of Enlightened bishops in time ofwar in her reign, for example, did not label Catholic and Protestant European rivals in religious terms as heretics; rather, these bishops fostered an ecumenical attitude, preaching on just and unjust wars, rather than religious hostility. Very late in the eighteenth century a few Russian writers, influenced by French free-thinking and


Masonry (Nikolai Novikov, Alexander Radishchev, Prince M. M. Shcherbatov, N. M. Karamzin), even argued in favor of true toleration of belief. Both Peter III and Catherine II in the early 1760s ended some policies of religious discrimination and conversion, and religious minorities including Old Believers and Jews responded to the change in emphasis by submitting cahiers to the 1767 Legislative Commission asking for affirmation of rights (liturgical and social) based on religion. Enlightenment thinking helped to shape a more defined "confessional" policy for empire that considered all formal religious confessions a force for political stability if drawn into the administrative oversight ofthe state and controlled in ways beneficial to the state.
Such a confessional policy treated each confession differently within an overarching structure of administrative regularity. The state continued to treat deviance from Orthodoxy (the Old Belief, the Uniate faith) harshly, as discussed in Chapter 20. Lutherans in the Baltics were respected because Russian officials admired the administrative order and economic progress of these German borderlands. But other faiths posed some international anxieties. For example, the Russian state distrusted Catholicism's international allegiance to the Pope and potential loyalties to European Catholic states. The same anxieties were all the more tangible with Islam (fear of the potential of Muslim subjects to ally together or with other Muslim powers, Ottomans, Crimeans, Kazakhs, Nogais, etc.) and Buddhists on the eastern steppe frontier with Mongolia and China. Smaller Christian groups, such as Greeks, Armenians, and Baptists, raised fewer concerns. All were drawn into a more bureaucratic relationship with the state over the century.
ISLAM
Islam was the first major religion "of the book" that Russia brought into the empire. By the end of the eighteenth century, the Russian empire expanded into an arc of nomads and native tribes from the Black Sea steppe to Siberia, many of whom had been Sunni Muslim since the time of the Mongol empire or earlier. Surrounding them to the south were Islamic powers—the Ottoman empire and Crimean khanate (Sunni) and Safavid Iran (Shi'ite). Fearing Muslims' potential to ally among themselves, the empire approached its Islamic subjects with great self- consciousness, wielding policies that varied from privilege to coercion.
The grand princes of Moscow integrated Muslim peoples of the Middle Volga politically and as "service Tatars" into their armies from the late fourteenth century (the Mishars or Meshcheriaki); in the fifteenth century they created the Kasimov khanate (1452 till 1681) to support Chinggisid princes contesting for the Kazan throne. There, on the Oka River near Riazan', mosques and Islamic life flourished. With the conquest of Kazan in 1552, as noted in Chapter 3, Russia cleared Muslim residents and destroyed mosques in the city, but not in the suburbs. Around Kazan a vibrant Muslim community remained where Russia maintained Tatar and Muslim elites, religious courts, and local institutions. Tatar elites ambitious to rise in Russian service converted to Orthodoxy, but many service Tatars did not; the mass of the population was not forced to convert. From the late sixteenth century the state, not the Orthodox Church, was responsible for approving the construction of new mosques, which it did in pragmatic cultivation of stable communities.
In the first half of the eighteenth century policy temporarily shifted with forcible conversion campaigns of Muslims and pagans in the Middle Volga and Siberia, as well as prosecution of Old Believers elsewhere. There are several interpretations of this break with Russia's tradition of relative religious tolerance. Paul Bushkovitch argues that these virulent prosecutions were influenced by the Ukrainian background of most of the bishops. Shaped by Ukrainian Orthodoxy's energetic defense against Protestantism and Catholic Counter-Reformation in the seventeenth century, Ukrainian bishops in Russia approached conversion much more aggressively than their native-born predecessors. Ricarda Vulpius introduces two more perspectives: in the international arena Peter I and his successors Anna Ioannovna and Elizabeth were nervous that Jesuit Catholic conversion efforts on the Chinese border would tilt that area towards China, while domestically the Petrine project of Europeanization demanded that Russia forcibly bring its animist, and to a lesser extent, non-Orthodox populations into the fold of more educated, civilized religious communities. One might also add pragmatically that economic and political motives cannot be denied, as forcible conversion was directed at areas where Russian in-migration and political control was intensifying, as in the Middle Volga and around the oldest Siberian fortresses. All these factors undoubtedly played their role.
From the 1680s through the first quarter of the eighteenth century two waves of conversion hit the Middle Volga, Bashkiria, and the Kalmyks, the first coercive and forcible, the second in the 1720s using education and preaching. Landholders were forced to convert or were dispossessed and demoted into peasant status. At the same time, in Siberia thousands of animists (Ostiaks/Khanty, Voguly/Mansi) and Tatar Muslims were forcibly baptized; a particularly aggressive missionary archbishop in Tobolsk in the 1720s forcibly converted non-Muslim and Muslim natives and destroyed twenty-five mosques in Tobolsk alone, to the protests of the Siberian Chancery. Meanwhile, in the southern Urals Bashkir uprisings (1681-3, 1704-11) held off the most coercive measures. Even so, conversion "proceeded slowly," in Michael Khodarkovsky's observation, and was generally superficial.
The Orthodox Church was ineffective in conversion; it did not develop missionary societies of clerics or monks, as Catholic, Protestants, and Buddhists did. It did not put resources into training priests in native languages or into pietistic or liturgical texts or establishing schools, monasteries, or parishes. Conversion was always a joint state-Church affair, usually carried out with material incentives or force, not by the hard work of teaching and integrating the converts into the faith. Nevertheless, the state pushed conversion again in the 1740s in these same areas to advance regional assimilation. During and after a major Bashkir revolt (1735-40) in which the Russian army killed some 12-14 percent of the Bashkir population and destroyed many mosques, the state moved aggressively. In 1740 it created a Commission for Conversion for the Middle and lower Volga and Urals, aimed specifically at animists and Muslims. Conversion was enticed by material incentives (three years' relief from poll tax and recruit obligations) and by violence (more than 400 of 518 mosques in Kazan province were destroyed). Resistance was fierce, and although an estimated 400,000 animist Finno-Ugrians and Chuvash and another 7,000 Tatar Muslims were forcibly converted, the victory was hollow. The Orthodox Church did not follow up with sufficient education and pastoral organization. Bashkiria remained so volatile that the local governor succeeded in keeping the Conversion Commission out. After another Bashkir revolt in 1755, the state relented somewhat, allowing construction of new mosques in 1756 for communities of at least 200 male inhabitants in the Middle Volga and Urals. All in all, V. M. Kabuzan concludes that gains for Orthodoxy in the Middle Volga and Urals (Kazan, Nizhnii Novgorod, Voronezh, and Orenburg gubernii) came primarily from animist peoples, while Muslims resisted. Muslim percentage in the population of these areas stayed the same (about 12 percent) in the first half of the eighteenth century.
In an Edict of Toleration in 1773 specifically directed at Islam, Catherine II shut down the Commission for Conversion and declared religious toleration for all faiths (save atheists, free-thinkers, and heretics). This Edict, issued at a time when Catherine was embroiled in the conquest of Crimea and the Black Sea steppe, guaranteed unimpeded construction of mosques and freedom of Muslim worship. As Robert Crews has detailed, Catherine II followed up with administrative reorganization of Islam in the Crimea and Middle Volga to bind Muslims loyally to the tsar. In 1784 Russia took control over the existing Crimean organization of a senior mufti and lesser clerics, appointing men loyal to Russia and giving them jurisdiction over Muslims in Crimea and the Black Sea steppe. In 1788 the state created a similar structure for Muslims in the Middle Volga, Siberia, and major cities of the empire. Calling it the "Spiritual Muslim Assembly," it was located in Ufa (moved to Orenburg 1797-1802) and consisted of a senior mufti and religious judges (kadi) from the Muslim clergy.
These Muslim hierarchies were to appoint and oversee local Muslim imams and teachers, giving preference to those trained in the empire (Kazan and Orenburg), not allowing foreign Muslims whose loyalties might be suspect. Local Muslim clerics were to supervise religious education, to rule on disputes in areas of marriage and divorce, and (most sensitively) to rule on Islamic orthodoxy when groups posed rival interpretations, as often happened in the decentralized Muslim faith. In Ufa the Assembly was overseen by Orenburg gubernia secular government. The first mufti, Mikhamedzan Khuseinov, was a consummate politician and loyal servant of the empress: he demanded and won from the Russian government perquisites including a large state salary and the right to own land; he was sent to neighboring Muslim communities (Kazakhs, Kabarda) on diplomatic missions; he quelled opposition from local Muslim leaders wary of this unprecedented institution. After his term Russia prevented later muftis from building up so much independent power. Under Catherine II the Russian state promoted itself as defender of its Muslim subjects. It subsidized the building of some mosques in the Middle Volga, Urals, and Siberia, paid salary not only for the mufti but also other Islamic officials, supervised the founding of Muslim schools, and published the Koran and religious books in Russian and Tatar translations. It also suspended Orthodox missionary work against Islam, a policy that lasted into the 1820s.
Catherine was in essence creating an ecclesiastical hierarchy and parish-like system among her Muslim subjects where it had not existed. Normally, Islam is not a hierarchical religion; Muslims organize themselves locally and self-sufficiently. The neighborhood mosque and its imam is the center of community life; mosques were built and supported by contributions from the community, although the religious endowment system practiced in the Islamic world (waaqf ) was not common in Russia since it did not have tax-free status until late in the nineteenth century. A mosque's imam was selected and supported by the community; imams (known as a group as ulema) did not constitute a social estate parallel to the Orthodox clergy, but each paid the tax obligations of his social status at birth (although in this period Muslim religious staff were exempt from military service). Each mosque as a rule had an elementary school, and most regions also had a madrasa, or school of higher learning.
Religious knowledge and authority was diffuse in Islamic practice. All Muslims, even girls, were expected to read and have fundamental knowledge of the Koran; imams were distinguished from their community only by their piety and depth of their learning, not by particularly esoteric or advanced training. Teachers in a madrasa earned great community respect; other figures included the akhund, a specialist in Sharia law who was regionally revered; a community might also have a mu'adhdhin, like a Christian deacon, who assisted the imam and was also well educated in Islam. In principle, each community respected the authority and views of its spiritual leaders; standardization of Islam was never a major goal nor realistically achievable. Communities were not parishes since each was freestanding; there was no hierarchy above imams, no bishops or archbishops.
Even among the nomadic Kazakhs, Islam flourished with its own institutions; in the place of imams, "sacred" clans often played the role of spiritual leadership, and religious education took place, often with Kazan Tatar teachers, during winter pasture months. Russia's Muslim communities maintained what has been called "Islamic Discourse" by disseminating basic religious education in the community; they also linked themselves with larger Islam by the veneration of local shrines to holy men, which dotted the countryside wherever Muslims lived. Wealthy Muslims even completed the traditional hajj to Mecca and Medina.
Thus, the Russian state worked against the grain when it created the Spiritual Assemblies in the Crimea and Urals with the goal of establishing an orderly administrative hierarchy and confession for its Muslims. It inappropriately regarded the akhund legal specialists as the equivalents of Orthodox administrative supervisors in dioceses (the blagochinnye), it endowed the grand mufti with authority to establish orthodoxy in Islam despite Islam's more pluralistic theological tradition, and it tried to identify the Islamic equivalents of clergy in a situation of multiple foci of religious teaching and authority.
Always somewhat thwarted in its goal of making Islam institutionally "legible," the Russian state under Catherine II nevertheless created structures that allowed Islam to flourish in the Russian empire. By the end of the eighteenth century,
Muslims constituted about 5 percent of the empire's population, from Crimea to the Volga to Irkutsk. They boasted several centers of Muslim scholarship. The Crimean Peninsula had long been a thriving center of Islamic learning, with major schools and esteemed scholars at Bakhchisarai, Akkerman, Bender, Kilia, and other towns; a memoir by a Girey prince in the mid-eighteenth century identifies over fifty revered scholars, sheikhs, and spiritual leaders in Crimea. In the eighteenth century, the long-established Tatar community in Kazan was also an intellectual center, with Tatar printing presses and schools training leaders and providing religious and secular works for the empire; since the 1740s Orenburg had also been developing a center of Muslim teaching and learning at Kargali, with four mosques and several religious schools. In 1803 the Spiritual Assembly was assigned, along with other "non-Christian religions," to the Synod for central oversight; in the Nicolaevan era of confessional organization (1830s), these Synod offices were assigned to the Ministry of Interior's new Department of Alien Spiritual Affairs.
BUDDHISM
In the late seventeenth century Lamaist (Tibetan or Mahayana) Buddhism spread rapidly among two peoples in the expanding Russian empire—the Kalmyks on the Caspian steppe and the Buriats around Lake Baikal. Buddhism allowed these groups to integrate shamanist belief with its faith and was effectively proselytized by monks who taught converts to read sacred texts. A network of monasteries and temples rapidly grew in eastern Siberia, with eleven monasteries by the end of the eighteenth century. By 1831 half the Buriats were Buddhist (the rest still animist).
Nevertheless Russian authority spread steadily over both these communities: Cossacks claimed the Buriat lands for Russia in the 1640s and through the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries Russia gradually asserted control over the Kalmyks. As we saw in Chapter 4, in 1771 the majority of the Kalmyks decamped to the Jungarian steppe north of China. The remaining Kalmyks were gradually integrated into Russian control, and the Russian empire's challenge with Buddhism was primarily in Buriatiia (Figure 19.1), which bordered the Buddhist states of Mongolia and China (which had taken control of Tibet, the spiritual home of Lamaist Buddhism, by 1720).
The potential for Buriat Buddhists to build political connections with Mongolian, Chinese, or Tibetan co-religionists created the same anxiety that the Russian empire felt towards Islam. Russia responded a bit more cautiously with the Buriats in the eighteenth century than with Muslims. In the 1720s Russia tried to prevent the arrival of new lamas to the Buriats, but by 1741 Empress Elizabeth relented, granting permission for some new lamas and temples, having decided that Buddhism's ability to convert the local shamanist population was a force for stability. Catherine II's government in 1764 created a Buddhist hierarchy in the form of a new lama, the Bandido Khambo Lama, intended to be free of Tibetan control and subject to Russia. Russian Orthodoxy meanwhile failed to win converts using its customary material incentives and force and only in the 1830s did the state begin to
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Figure 19.1 Local Buriat builders might be responsible for the Buddhist stupas and motifs on the facade of this eighteenth-century Church of the Transfiguration in Posol'skoe, Buriatiia. Photo: William Brumfield.

move to control the spread of Buddhism here and proselytize Orthodoxy more aggressively.
Mention should be made, however, of Russian efforts to forcibly convert animist peoples in western Siberia and eastern Siberia in the 1780s and 1790s, a time when Russian in-migration was increasing. In the 1780s whole animist groups—the Ostiaks/Khanty, Voguly/Mansi, and Iakuts—accepted Orthodoxy; in the 1790s peoples on the far eastern Pacific borders (Aleuts, Kamchadaly, Iukagiri) did so. Kabuzan estimates that animists' percentage of the population of Siberia declined from about 30 percent to about 20 percent in the second half of the century.
LUTHERANISM
Protestant faiths accounted for about 5.5 percent of the empire's population at the end of the eighteenth century, and Lutheranism had the strongest presence among them. From the sixteenth century German Lutherans were resident in many central Russian towns (as mercenaries, engineers, merchants, and other specialists) and were allowed religious freedom; they often inhabited their own neighborhoods and in the mid-seventeenth century in Moscow were directed to live in the "German suburb." This became a thriving community with its own Lutheran church, urban government, and courts and other public services. In 1702 Peter I specifically guaranteed the religious freedom of Lutherans as he recruited officers, engineers, and tradesmen and when he conquered previously Swedish Karelian areas full of Finnish-speaking Lutherans. When Russia acquired Livland and Estland, the Treaty of Nystad (1721) guaranteed freedom of confession to all non-Orthodox.
Lutheranism in the Baltics provides a good example of imperial confessionalizing policy in this century. The state preferred to work with established religions which they presumed represented entire ethnic or cultural communities; state policy addressed the collective, not individuals, denying individuals the right to change religions out of their native-born creed. The state was particularly uncomfortable with splinter groups. When, for example, the Herrnhuter Pietist movement gained ground among Lutherans, the state expelled it from Livonia in 1743 as a disruptive force fomenting discontent among the peasantry. In the meantime Empress Anna Ioannovna had issued a Manifesto (1735) affirming religious freedom to the established Christian faiths (Lutheran, Reform, and Catholic) in the Baltics, later affirmed by Peter III and Catherine II.
Lutherans thrived in the Russian empire. By the eighteenth century there were eight Lutheran bishoprics, the most populous in Estland and Livland (and Cour- land, acquired in 1795). Lutherans there included German-speaking nobles and townsmen and Latvian- and Finnish-speaking peasants. From 1710 traditional political institutions and social privileges of the Baltic lands had been guaranteed, including a noble-dominated system of local government and representative assemblies (as well as serfdom for Estonian and Latvian peasants), urban self- government, and rights for the Evangelical-Lutheran Church, which maintained bishoprics, parishes, and schools of basic literacy and religious instruction. The Baltic territories, including the Lutheran Church, were supervised with a very light hand from St. Petersburg by the College of Justice for Livland and Estland Affairs (established 1728-9); this College oversaw German-law courts and civil administration, finances, taxation, and peasant-landlord issues; in essence it ratified the dominance of the German nobility in public life and social control. The primacy of the Lutheran Church in the Baltics was not infringed by Catherinian reforms or their retrenchment by Paul I.
Lutheranism also flourished elsewhere in the empire. Large communities and parishes could be found in Moscow, St. Petersburg, Kazan, Astrakhan, and many other trading centers. Many Finnish-speaking Lutherans lived in Karelia; thousands populated the 117 German colonies in Samara and Saratov gubernii on the Volga. About three-quarters of the German Volga colonists were Lutheran (others were Catholic and Reform, i.e., Calvinist); they preserved German language, clothing, and customs of daily life, avoiding contact with Russians and assimilation into the dominant society. They imported Lutheran pastors primarily from the Baltics (the University of Dorpat/Tartu was a hub of training and publication of German liturgical and devotional works), as well as from Switzerland, Saxony, Prussia, and Holland. Communities observed regular Sunday services, maintained parish schools for catechism and lay literacy, and built community life around the parish.
Through the eighteenth century no single state institution oversaw these various Lutheran communities; when Nicholas I reorganized state oversight of the empire's religions, the Lutheran Church was organized as a department within the Department of Spiritual Affairs in the Ministry of Interior (1832). An empire-wide secular administration was created with five consistories, three in the Baltic territories and in Moscow and St. Petersburg, which divided authority over urban and Volga Lutherans. These consistories were in turn divided into bishoprics and groups of parishes; Lutheran schools endured under this structure.
CATHOLICISM
Catholicism was the dominant religion of ethnic Poles in the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania; already in the 1760s Russia was formulating a policy of official interaction with Catholicism in the empire (then primarily in the Baltic provinces) to fend off interference by King Stanislas-Augustus Poniatowski of Poland and Austrian Empress Maria Theresa on behalf of their Catholic co-religionists. By those early policies Catherine II allowed Catholic parishes to maintain their property and worship, but asserted notable restrictions. As with all non-Orthodox religions in the empire, the state forbade Catholics to proselytize, and quite radically it refused to allow papal oversight of the Catholic community in anything but theology. It did not allow Catholic bishoprics in the Russian empire, refused to promulgate papal bulls, and in 1766 replaced Vatican oversight ofCatholic parishes with the supervision of the Justice College of Livland, Estland, and Finnish affairs, which also administered the Baltic Lutheran population. In 1769 the state enhanced oversight by issuing guidelines for Catholic parishes regarding property, administration, and finances and by establishing a Roman Catholic bishopric for the Russian empire, to be appointed (against Vatican protest) by the Empress. After the first partition of Poland this Roman Catholic bishop was appointed in 1773 in Mohylev in Grand Duchy lands to serve the empire's newly expanded Catholic community; by the 1780s Catherine had forced the Papacy to accept the see's promotion to an archbishopric, which took over administration of the empire's Catholics (including Uniates) from the Baltic College. After the final partitions of Poland (1793, 1795) Roman Catholics and Uniates amounted to about 14 percent of the empire's population. Paul I maintained relative tolerance for Catholics, creating a department of Roman Catholic affairs in the Justice College, which was transformed into the Roman Catholic Ecclesiastical College in 1801 to oversee Catholics and Uniates.
JUDAISM
The greatest centers of Jewish learning, education, cultural expression, and creativity in the world in the early modern period were in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in lands that came into the Russian empire in the late eighteenth century. As noted in Chapter 5, the sixteenth century was a high point of Ashken- azic Talmudic learning. Although like Christianity Judaism is fundamentally millenarian, its day-to-day practice was that of a religion "of the book," focused on scripture, law, and teachers.
Russia acquired over 650,000 Jews between 1772 and 1795, amounting to about 2 percent of the population. After the first partition, Catherine II saw in the existing institutional hierarchy of assemblies (kahal) a ready-made administrative structure and decreed that such assemblies be created at the local, regional, and provincial levels for the Jewish community, but she established no chief rabbi on the model of the Muslim mufti. The kahals were primarily administrative organs, apportioning and collecting taxes, overseeing petty justice, and liaising with the Russian administration. But they also did confessional duties, settling religious disputes and administering schools. In the last years of the century under Paul I a plan was under consideration to turn the kahal organization into a stronger network of religious educational institutions and clerical supervision, with a chief rabbi, to "modernize" Judaism, but this came to nothing after Paul's short reign.
In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries east European Jewish communities also developed vibrant sects that diverged from Talmudic Judaism. Essentially millenarian, like contemporary movements in Protestantism and Catholicism, they rejected book learning, laws, and dogma as too worldly and developed a personal, emotional form of worship. Three movements surged through the Ukrainian lands, particularly in impoverished Podolia, in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.
One was led by Sabbatai Zevi, a Jew from near Constantinople who created a messianic Jewish cult in Galicia in 1648. Zevi declared himself the messiah, although he was discredited because he briefly converted to Islam, but his ideas struck a chord and spread in small communities in Podolia in the 1660s. Joseph Frank created a more extreme movement in the early eighteenth century; he called himselfa prophet and insisted on organizing tight communities that he ruled in an almost totalitarian manner, eventually drawing them into conversion to Catholicism. His movement also caught on in Podolia but had little long-term impact. A third major trend, Hassidism, emerged in the early eighteenth century, again in Podolia. Associated with Israel Besht (1700-59), Hassidism emphasized the intensity of a personal religious experience over intellectual understanding. While Joseph Frank had been a despot, Besht was a humble compassionate man; he did good works and preached the omnipresence of God and the possibility of union with God through ecstatic prayer in which dancing, leaping, and whirling brought one to mystical connection with God. Breaking with traditional Torah-based rabbinical authority, Hassidic writings took the form of parables, allegories, and metaphors to be interpreted by leaders regarded as prophets. Hassidism had many parallels with Pietist, revivalist movements in eighteenth-century Catholicism, Orthodoxy, and Protestantism that also focused on personal connection with God, inner light, prophecy, and emotion. Like Frankism, Hassidism was criticized and banned by Jewish hierarchs across Polish-Lithuanian lands from the 1772, slowing its spread but not eliminating this resilient sect.
These three movements emerged and flourished in Galicia and Podolia, among the poorest and most isolated Jewish communities in the Commonwealth. In that way they fit Norman Cohn's model of millenarianism; he connects anti-rational, messianic religious movements with social distress. By offering hope in the coming of the messiah and a kinetic form of worship accessible to all, such beliefs often attract the poor, the outsider, and in this case the rural Jew, persecuted in the warfare of the seventeenth century and suffering disproportionately from the economic stagnation the Commonwealth suffered in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.
When Poland-Lithuania's Jews, Rabbinical and Hasidic, entered the Russian empire in the second and third partitions, Russia began to develop its confessional policy towards the Jews more systematically and harshly. A double poll tax on Jews was instituted in 1794 and a full policy was enunciated in the Statute of 1804, as discussed in Chapter 5. It defined a Pale of Settlement that restricted Jewish mobility geographically, socially, and economically. It maintained the kahal structure, rather than integrating Jews into municipal self-government as had been the trend of the 1775 administrative reforms. The empire made no effort to eliminate Hasidism as a sect, but recognized it, allowing Hasidic communities to establish their own places of worship. But the Statute unrealistically expected Hasids to participate in local kahals dominated by Rabbinical Jews. The statute of 1804 defined a place for the Jews in the empire that was perhaps more segregated than for any other group.
CONFESSIONALIZATION ACROSS EMPIRE
Controlling subject religions was a prime challenge of empire. Imperial rulers need a dominant institutional religion, and social control over other religious communities. Orthodoxy was always the dominant religion of the Russian empire, constituting 85 percent of the population in 1719 and about 72 percent in 1795; including Catholics and other Christian groups, about 92 percent of the empire was Christian by 1795. Other groups were represented in small percentages— Muslims about 5 percent, Jews about 2 percent. Nevertheless, Russians tended to be less literate than many other groups in the empire: Lutherans, Catholics, Muslims, and Lamaists all had better school systems in the eighteenth century. Orthodoxy had been less successful in confessionalization, which was intimately connected with literacy. Confessionalization's efforts to standardize religious practice relied heavily on pietistic education based on reading of texts that had been revised to exemplify the faith.
We have seen many efforts at confessionalization in the Russian empire and lands that it acquired. Catholicism and Lutheranism had undergone such religious and social disciplining in the sixteenth century in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Various Orthodox communities joined in thereafter: the Uniate reform of 1596; the revitalization of Ukrainian Orthodoxy, particularly led by Metropolitan Peter Mohyla in the mid-seventeenth century; Nikon's reforms. In Chapter 20 we encounter Peter I's religious reorganization of Orthodoxy; the Vyg fathers and communities of Pomorians and Theodosians creating a textual corpus for the Old
Belief over the eighteenth century; revitalization and standardization of Uniate practice in the eighteenth century. These disparate efforts varied in their success. Old Believers became a cohesive community, as did Uniates; Russian Orthodoxy suffered from inadequate resources to change parish life significantly. We have also seen that Judaism had a vibrant structure of representative institutions, rabbinical control, and centers of religious learning; similarly, Islam had a tradition of learned clerics and schools.
It is often said that confessionalization leads to modernity and sometimes, but not always, to secularization. With confessionalization, church leaders standardize liturgy and belief and disseminate that reformed faith through seminaries for clerics and schools for laymen; they institute better administration and oversight over clergy and faithful. Society benefits with increased literacy, more social welfare work, greater parish cohesion. States benefit as well, from social disciplining, the prosecuting of moral offenses, stamping out heresy, magic, and superstition. In rising nation states in Europe, Church and state combined to create single national churches, linking piety and political loyalty.
In a setting of empire, however, confessionalization served different purposes. Such work enhanced social stability by creating more cohesive communities, and it provided the state with administrative avenues into social control. While not intending to create a single national Church, imperial centers can insist that all religions of the empire preach and enforce a theology that includes loyalty to the ruler, lawful behavior, and personal moral discipline. The better they did this, the more the state benefited. In an empire in which the state lacked resources to provide social welfare and education with secular administration, an active, reformed faith could be of great value.
Thus, the Russian empire welcomed efforts in its subject religions to improve their faiths, and pushed the process along when necessary. Catherine II's creation of clerical hierarchies for Islam and Buddhism enhanced her ability to interact with thousands of new subjects. Her firm policy of restricting the Vatican's influence in the Russian empire isolated Russia from feared external influence. But the challenges of dealing with so many new religions took well into the next century to be fully shaped. So we shall take a brief excursus beyond 1801, to show how trends evident before then developed into imperial confessional policy.
Alexander I continued Catherine's work of administrative organization of the empire's faiths by creating in 1810 a Main Administration for the Religious Affairs of Foreign Confessions, assigned to arbitrate disputes within confessions and to bolster the authority of the state-approved religious institutions and clerics. Nicholas I (1825-55) marked a major turning point towards what Robert Crews calls a "confessional state." Orthodoxy was more aggressively declared the preeminent faith ofthe land; the Russian Orthodox Church tightened its administrative organization and embarked on more aggressive proselytizing. It asserted its presence with new bishoprics and archdioceses in areas where there were also thriving populations of Lutherans, Muslims, and Catholics (Olonets, Petrozavodsk, Saratov and Tsaritsyn, the Don and Novocherkassk, Simbirsk, Ufa, Ekaterinburg, Vinnitsa in Right Bank Ukraine, Riga, Staritsa, Kherson, Brest, Kovno, northern Caucasus).
State and Orthodox Church cracked down on those they regarded as Orthodox dissenters (Uniates, Old Believers, sectarians).
As for non-Orthodox confessions, the state consolidated offices that had proliferated since Catherine's time in the Synod, the Ministry of the Interior, and in gubernii into the Department (with many sections) of Religious Affairs in the Ministry of Interior. The state declared that no one should be without confession and from the 1830s onward embarked on top-down confessionalization, strengthening the institutional structures of the major faiths and establishing conformity around "orthodoxy" within each faith—Islam, Buddhism, the Protestant faiths, Catholicism. It created the Evangelical-Lutheran Charter for the Protestants, giving preference to Lutheranism, in 1832; it affirmed the Orenburg Spiritual Assembly's authority in Muslim religious disputes, reining in rival schools, for example, of Hanafi and Sufi law; it created a Rabbinical Commission on the model of the Orenburg Assembly for religious disputes in Judaism in 1848; it created a centralized apparatus for Buddhist temples and lamas in Eastern Siberia in 1853. It imposed more civil duties (maintenance of parish registers, oversight of recruitment, etc.) on local clergy of all confessions. All this occurred after the early modern period, but already by 1801 these trends were under way.
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Maintaining Orthodoxy
The eighteenth century was turbulent within and without Orthodoxy. Church and state both turned critical eyes on the state's dominant religious institution. The state imposed reforms to seize land and income and to redirect the Church's attention to its pastoral duties, while church hierarchs introduced new spiritual emphases from broader Enlightenment and compatible Christian trends. Socially the priesthood coalesced into a social caste. Church and state policed the faith to present a united front to believers, responding aggressively to challenges from within Orthodoxy from the Uniate Church and Old Believer communities. Orthodoxy emerged by the end of the century diminished economically but spiritually a more complex entity.
REFORMING THE ORTHODOX CHURCH
At the beginning of the eighteenth century the Russian Orthodox Church was a target of change. On the one hand, Peter I viewed the Church instrumentally. He expected the Church to play positive roles in his bold projects, providing income and manpower and, on the model of Protestant Churches Peter knew of in Sweden and Prussia, in its pastoral role fostering loyalty to the state, providing education, and improving the moral life of the laity. Peter found much to criticize in the current state of the Church: he disdained monastic life and the Church's landed wealth as unproductive and found the complete absence of seminaries and parish schools to educate his new officialdom unacceptable.
At the same time the Church as institution faced internal challenges. The Old Belief was drawing thousands away from the Church, other sects were forming, itinerant preachers were predicting End of Time, disaffected monks were spreading sectarianism, and prominent treason trials (Tveretinov, Talitskii) had involved accusations of sorcery or heretical belief. It had the good fortune to possess a dynamic group of churchmen, educated in Ukraine, to address the political, theological, and pastoral challenges of the time. Peter I gathered around himself a coterie of distinguished bishops to reform and strengthen Orthodoxy.
These men included Dmitrij Rostovskij (family name Tuptalo), Ioasaf Krokovs'kij, Lazar Baranovych, and most prominently Stefan Javorskij and Feofan Prokopovich. These men brought an array of new ideas, genres, and institutional models from their experiences in the reformed Orthodoxy of the Kyiv Mohyla Academy and other
Ukrainian schools (Chernigov, Lviv). Much has been made of two tendencies they allegedly represented, one seemingly pro-Catholic, the other pro-Protestant, but the lines should not be drawn sharply. These churchmen sensitively applied concepts from all current Christian experiences to the needs of Orthodoxy, and aspects of each trend were supported in one or another aspect of Petrine religious reform. Stefan Javorskij, for example, is known for a strong defense of the Church as an institution separate from the state that needs independent clerical leadership (patriarch), as well as for defense oftenets ofthe faith commonly criticized by Protestants, such as icons and mysteries. He came to this position not only from the Jesuit-inspired curriculum in which he was raised but also mindful of Ukrainian Orthodoxy's struggles to reform itself in response to Protestant and Counter-Reformation Catholic challenges. To dismiss this approach as "philo-Catholic" is a very narrow reading.
The same might be said for interpretations of Javorskij's colleague, Feofan Prokopovich, often considered pro-Protestant. Prokopovich, invited to St. Petersburg in 1716, had been influenced by Martin Luther's works during his training in Lviv, Cracow, and Rome (in part because he rejected the Catholic aspects of his training in Rome), and as Rector of the Mohyla Academy had added to its Jesuit-inspired scholastic curriculum elements of Protestant theology such as justification by faith and eschatology that he considered complementary to Orthodox doctrine; he also incorporated the modern scientific work of Galileo, Copernicus, and Brahe.
A good example of how fruitfully these Orthodox leaders deepened Russian Orthodoxy with their knowledge of contemporary Christianity and intellectual trends can be found in catechisms produced in Peter I's time. Peter Mohyla's Catechism had been standard in Russian Orthodoxy since 1684, but its scholastic, didactic, and very long format suited it more for clerics to learn from than for teaching the faithful. Around 1718 Feofan Prokopovich produced a primer with a catechism based in part on Martin Luther's Large Catechism; it enhanced the aspects of Orthodoxy that complemented the current vogue for Polizeistaat order. It was a forceful statement of loyalty to Church, state, and God the Father; it condemned superstition, magic, and diversions from the faith. By the 1740s Prokopovich's primer and catechism had become the standard in Russian seminaries; it went through sixteen editions in the eighteenth century. A contemporary of Prokopovich, however, Ukrainian-educated metropolitan of Rostov Dimitrij Tup- talo wrote an Orthodox catechism for his religious school in Rostov around 1702-9; like Prokopovich's, it gained popularity by mid-century and went through several editions by end century. Tuptalo's catechism emphasized different aspects of the faith than Prokopovich's; as Gary Marker details, contrasting to Prokopo- vich's forceful focus on spiritual and lay authority, Tuptalo's catechism worked empathetically through issues of faith and dogma, focusing on Gospels, Incarnation, redemption, forgiveness, and in particular the intercessory power of the Mother of God. Modern in tone, neither work tilted either to Protestantism or Catholicism but integrated aspects into Orthodox practice and belief. Although later generations of church historians have tried to dismiss the Petrine Church, or the entire eighteenth-century Orthodox experience, as alien from Orthodox tradition, rather these educated bishops were refreshing and re-energizing the faith in a confessionalizing approach from within Orthodoxy.
While learned bishops addressed issues of pastoral concern, the state turned to the Church instrumentally. With the death of Patriarch Adrian in 1700, Peter I let the Church languish without leadership. Some of the reforms in his time were simply revenue generating: the Monastic Chancery was reinstated in 1701; taxes were introduced for the previously tax-free clerical estate (until 1722); a large body of monastic and diocesan property was designated for special tax assessment (but church land was not formally confiscated under Peter I). Most significantly, in 1722 the institutional structure of the Church was redesigned to better fulfill what Peter and some of his Orthodox advisors saw as the Church's pastoral roles. This reform followed the lead of Feofan Prokopovich.
Prokopovich applied theories ofsocial contract derived from Grotius in his work justifying Peter I's declaration of appointive succession (The Justice of the Monarch's Will, 1722) and took what some called a Protestant collegial emphasis in the Spiritual Regulation, commissioned in 1721. Here Prokopovich presented a Prussian- and Swedish-influenced consistorial model, but at the same time respected Orthodox traditions of church autonomy. Peter I had initially called for the Church to become a mere department in the secular state, equal to a College, but Prokopovich insisted that it have higher status and autonomy. He proposed elevating it above the Colleges and calling it the Holy Governing Synod, composed of a governing council of twelve bishops overseen by a secular official, the Ober- Prokurator. Even though the 1722 reform formally ratified the existing abolition of the patriarchate, Prokopovich ensured that the Church be given stature equal to the Senate. Prokopovich's Spiritual Regulation emphasized the pastoral role of the Church, citing goals of reform that had been discussed in the Church since the sixteenth century such as regulating monastic life and condemning unorthodox folk beliefs and treatment of relics and icons. He also introduced new practices from confessionalizing Christian Churches across Europe: he mandated seminaries and schools for laymen and prescribed that priests keep records and report parishioners' observance of key religious holydays and sacraments. Notoriously, according to the Regulation priests were also to report any subversion heard in confession, but this administrative role faded over the century as parish clergy proved unreliable and secular administration improved. As much as it seemingly adopted Protestant-style practices, Prokopovich's vision of the Church adhered to Orthodox tradition, as in, for example, his vigorous defense of the veneration of icons, saints, and relics. The Spiritual Regulation remained the guiding model of church organization and work until 1917.
For the next two generations most bishops in the Russian Orthodox Church were Ukrainian or Belorussian (over 67 percent between 1700 and 1762) and they continued to bring a vibrant Orthodoxy, evident in seminary curriculum, writings, and sermons. As Andrey Ivanov notes, Russian clerics steered clear of what they considered extremes of European Enlightenment religious thought—deism, anti- clericalism, and excessive rationalism, but they found many trends attractive. They found in Pietism and Anglicanism an Enlightened spirituality that tried to integrate science and rationality into belief without dismissing revelation. Faithful to Orthodox moral philosophy, they put particular emphasis on individual morality and piety, translating and integrating into their sermons works on meditative prayer from the Catholic (Ignatius of Loyola), Protestant (Johann Arndt, Jacob Boehme, Joseph Hall, James Hervey), and Orthodox traditions.
By Catherine II's time Russia's Orthodox bishops deployed a sophisticated theology and moral philosophy adapting Enlightenment humanism to Orthodox concepts and Russian life. They put particular emphasis into sermonizing, preaching, and publishing homilies that stressed not only piety but also social responsibility. Elise Wirtschafter and Gary Marker have explored how one of the most impressive Enlightenment religious leaders, Platon Levshin, metropolitan of Moscow and court preacher to Catherine II's family and elite, integrated Enlightenment concepts into Orthodoxy. Marker details how Levshin's catechism, which replaced Prokopovich's and Tuptalo's by the end of the century, brought in secular thought while maintaining a steady focus on God, salvation, and redemption. Wirtschafter shows how Levshin's sermons to the elite used Enlightenment concepts of the rational self to support Orthodox social values. For the noble elite, such preaching by men who were their intellectual equals reinforced their own European training in German Pietism and Enlightenment philosophy within an Orthodox context that few if any abandoned.
Gradually the Russian Orthodox Church felt the effects of these intellectual trends in institutional reforms in the eighteenth century. Starting in the 1740s and continuing to the end of the century, the Synod embarked on what Gregory Freeze called a second Petrine revolution in church administration, terming it not secularization but "spiritualization." The hierarchy devoted itself to policing and improving religious life for the laity, addressing familiar goals of reform. It raised the number of dioceses to twenty-six across the empire in the 1780s, creating about ten more in the 1790s (generally in the demographically vibrant black earth and Black Sea steppe lands). It strengthened diocesan supervision with new diocesan consistories (advisory boards of three to five clerics) and boards and supervisors at the district level; it introduced supervisors of small groups of parishes and their clergy; it created more consistent bureaucratic organization and record keeping across the system, using the Petrine General Regulation; it founded seminaries and raised the standards for ordination; it worked to raise the moral and educational quality of parish priests.
The Church accomplished some unfulfilled goals of seventeenth-century church reformers. In the 1770s it systematically distributed newly printed liturgical books, including church music in a newer style. It encountered some resistance in this, but nothing like the seventeenth-century schism, and standardization progressed. The Church also gingerly addressed the area of popular spirituality, tightening control over the sacred, limiting local cults of saints and icons, prosecuting magic, instituting proper decorum during liturgies and processions.
Rulers across the century (Peter I, Elizabeth, Peter III, and Catherine II) had all eyed the Church's property as a source of income for the state, but also in the context of religious reform. It was an old argument in Christianity that church institutions should be serving the social good, not accumulating wealth. Catherine
II's massive secularization of monastic and church income and property was, then, in some ways a culmination of a century-long religious reform. Bishoprics and the remaining monasteries were awarded state salary subventions; better budgetary and revenue control was instituted to make the remaining institutions more viable and more pastorally engaged. In the short term, the Church's physical presence and wealth was decimated; it lost more than 8.5 million desiatiny of land (about 36,000 square miles) and some 1 million peasants, who overnight became "Economic" peasants. Two-thirds of the realm's monasteries were closed, leaving only 318 male monasteries and 67 convents. Since the secularization forbade new tonsures, between 1725 and 1825 the number of monks, nuns, and novices in the empire was cut in half. At the same time the state recruited "superfluous" members of the clerical estate (unemployed monks, priests, and sacristans and their sons) into the army.
In the long run, this erosion of the traditional role of monasticism in Russia combined with new trends in spirituality to support a revival ofmonasticism by the end of the century. One manifestation was a movement towards contemplative spirituality led by the Ukrainian monk Paisii Velychkovskii. Velychkovskii had been trained at the Mohyla Academy but rejected its scholastic approach and turned to a life of mystical contemplation for several years on Mount Athos. He was not alone in reaching back to the ancient Christian meditative tradition that had been sidelined in Latin and eastern Christianities over the centuries. Protestants, Catholics, and Orthodox were reviving contemplative prayer and its ancient sources; Greek clerics assembled a collection of devotional works by early Christian desert fathers and Byzantine hesychast writers (the Philokalia), publishing it in Venice in 1782. One of the scholars involved in this effort, Nicodemos the Hagiorite, also translated similar pietistic works by St. Ignatius of Loyola and other Catholic writers. Velychkovskii used such works in assembling his own Philokalia translated into Slavonic (entitled Dobrotoliubie). He founded monasteries in Moldavia and southern Russia and his Dobrotoliubie found its way to major Russian monasteries, being published in six editions by the mid-nineteenth century. Under its influence they developed a new "hesychasm," shaped around spiritual elders (startsy) who led laymen in meditation. Proto-nationalist Russian political theorists called the "Slavophiles" in the 1830s and 1840s and the writer Feodor Dostoevsky were deeply attracted to this movement.
In the wake of the abolition of many monasteries in 1764, and inspired by neo- hesychasm and Enlightened Orthodoxy, female spirituality revived at the end ofthe century. Paralleling the Old Belief's attractiveness to women, Orthodox women began to find solace and social support in informal religious communities. They created charitable institutions (orphanages, almshouses, hospitals) and in their own communities provided refuge for widows, elderly and impoverished women.
Russia's educated church hierarchy and laymen, thus, were exposed to a vibrant Orthodoxy that blended Orthodoxy's commitment to revelation and the mysteries of the faith with the rationalism of science and Enlightenment. The majority of the members of the "religious estate" in the eighteenth century, however, did not match the bishops in education and outlook; nor did the Church as an institution do a good job of disseminating these new ideas to the laymen. The majority of members of the social estate of religious people were married parish clergy—ordained priests and deacons, non-ordained sacristans and other servitors—and their dependent families. Over the century they evolved as a tight social group, in many ways contrasting to the looseness of other soslovie identities. In some ways they were privileged: ordained clergy and non-ordained churchmen were not liable to poll tax or military service (although periodically the state declared those without position or their dependents "excess" and demoted them into taxpaying status or military service); as in Muscovite times they were overseen in all but the highest criminal cases by the Synod. But their separate status also excluded them from lay society: the clerical estate was not included in either status or salary in the Table of Ranks of 1722, nor invited as a corporate group to the Legislative Commission in 1767, nor awarded corporate privileges when the nobility and townsmen received them in 1785. Left to the oversight of the Synod, over the century they did not turn their separateness to an advantage. Lack of resources was a key culprit. The state undermined the Church's economic position throughout the century: direct state subsidies for churches common in Muscovy (ruga) were virtually eliminated; subventions provided after the 1764 confiscations were inadequate; parish priests never received state salaries, although this was repeatedly proposed up through the 1790s.
Such lack of resources bedeviled the Synod's efforts for clerical and lay pastoral improvement. Despite mandates by Peter I and Catherine II, a system of parish schools was not created, although district schools to prepare clerical children for seminary were founded in the last decades of the century. By the 1780s most dioceses had seminaries, but most who attended completed no more than two of the four years (in 1805 only 15 percent of parish priests had completed seminary). In any case seminary education was narrow and inadequate. Seminarians were presented with a challenging and theoretical curriculum that combined Catholic scholastic and modern Protestant theology, taught in the common medium of European theological discussion, Latin. Some contemporary Enlightenment philosophy was also taught, but surprisingly little attention was given to Orthodoxy per se, let alone to specifically Russian theology, pastoral needs, or practical knowledge. While Peter I had envisioned seminaries providing religious and practical education for his burgeoning bureaucracy, the Synod resisted secular subjects and thus missed the opportunity to create a literate class that might move freely between officialdom and clerical service. Seminary education not only left ordained priests with much irrelevant erudition, but also endowed them with cultural differences that garnered them no social mobility: the Europeanized urbanity they acquired distanced them from peasants and townsmen, while their poverty alienated them from the nobility. Their lack of pastoral training also prevented clergy from focusing on spiritual leadership; clergy earned a reputation as philistine, corrupt, and crude—charging excessive fees, bickering among themselves over parish appointments. To combat these images, in the second half of the century the Synod worked to educate the clergy and to improve their dignity by mandating proper dress (no peasant garb), cultured behavior, aristocratic manners.
The poverty of the parish clergy was, however, a central obstacle to such efforts. Aside from comfortable urban parishes, parish clergy were at the mercy of the rural communities who elected them and who provided land, upkeep, and fees for services. Clergy had little leverage in trying to eradicate folk customs, introduce catechist training, or otherwise disturb local customs. Over the century poverty turned the parish clergy into a virtually hereditary estate by encouraging de facto father to son succession to the few available parish appointments. The Synod, lacking resources to provide salaries, retirement, or employment for dependent families, tacitly acquiesced, when it should have been appointing the best qualified seminary graduates by merit in order to improve parish quality. By the end of the century the Synod was curtailing the practice ofparishes selecting their own priests, but parishes still exerted a great deal of control.
At the turn into the nineteenth century, the Orthodox Church put renewed efforts into preparing parish priests for pastoral work. It reoriented seminary curriculum towards Orthodoxy and Russian reality, emphasizing pastoral work, sermonizing, and catechistic and secular education at the parish level. Fearful of competition from the Old Belief and other sects, and eager to cultivate the peasantry as a pillar of political stability, it relented somewhat on persecution of folk religious beliefs, engaging parishioners in ritual life (icon processions, holyday celebrations) in ways that to some extent accommodated the complexity of lay Christian belief.
The social impact of institutional reform in the eighteenth century went in two directions. On the one hand, whereas in Muscovite Russia people of all backgrounds had joined the clergy, in the eighteenth century such mobility ended, both for hierarchs and parish clergy. Legislation of the 1760s-70s prohibited the taxed populace from joining the clergy, blocking upward social mobility, while the nobility considered religious service demeaning. Culturally bishops tended to live the lifestyle of Enlightened nobles in the eighteenth century, but that changed in the next century with a greater social divide between nobles and hierarchs. The clerical estate became isolated by education and culture from other literate, potential leadership groups. On the other hand, the dynamic economic change of the century generated space for educated but unplaced seminary graduates; they moved into university professorships, trade, and officialdom as "men of various ranks" (raznochintsy).
OLD BELIEVERS
The schism in the seventeenth century splintered Russian Orthodoxy into a large traditionalist minority and the institutional Church, but it also opened up a broad arena for doctrinal differences and further division into myriad Christian "sects." By the mid-nineteenth century it is estimated that one-sixth ofthose claiming to be Orthodox were "in dissent." The most enduring branch of dissent, however, was the "Old Belief": it splintered into at least two currents, but maintained a cohesion around belief and practice that endures into the present day.
By the 1690s disagreements in the Old Belief emerged over the problem of replicating Orthodox life and liturgy in the End Time when all ordained priests were tainted by Nikonian reform. Some, becoming the "priestly" Old Believers, maintained an ordained priesthood and a sacerdotal faith by recruiting renegade priests and re-educating them in the old rites and books. Abjuring an episcopal hierarchy (until some accepted the authority of a Bosnian episcopate in the mid- nineteenth century), they made do with priests only. Priestly Old Believers used pre-Nikonian service books and rites, revered the saints, and lived the full sacramental life of the Church. Initially they concentrated in the south and southwest, including among the Don and Iaik Cossacks and in the Irgiz valley, where Pugachev rallied support in the early 1770s. In the era of religious toleration from Catherine II's time to about 1820, priestly Old Believers founded a thriving community at Rogozhskoe in Moscow.
Other Old Believers took a more radical stance. Rejecting tainted bishops and priests, they deprived themselves of most sacraments, including the Eucharist, and lived as prayerful communities awaiting the Second Coming. Priestless Old Believers in essence evolved what one might call a Protestant Christian alternative: they observed only the non-sacramental Liturgy of the Word led by lay ministers. Over time they became known for their sober lives, hard work, high degree of literacy, and devotion to prayerful meetings. Like many early Protestants, they thought they were not creating a new faith, but preserving an old one. Old Believers continued to revere saints and the mysteries of the faith; they believed icons were conduits of the mystical presence of God; they preserved two sacraments that they believed laymen could administer—baptism and penance (construed not as sacramental absolution but personal repentance). They abjured mystical, spontaneous religiosity in favor of devotion to the texts of the old faith, but they also did not reduce the faith to a one-on-one confrontation of believer and God through the Scriptures. Priestless communities, living a faith of mystery and grace but lacking most liturgical and sacramental practice and bound together by prayer, inhabited a tension between Protestant and Orthodox approaches to spirituality.
Two important priestless communities evolved in the 1690s, generally in the northern borderlands. One, that came to be called the Pomorians, started around Vyg on the Karelian border northwest of Moscow and then dispersed around the outskirts of the realm. The other, called the Theodosians after their leader Feodosii Vasil'ev, lived on either side of the borders with the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and Livonia; they also established a compound at Preobrazhenie in the outskirts of Moscow in Catherinian times. Other priestless groups scattered in isolated communities in the Urals and Siberia.
The priestless "concord," as they called themselves, amounted by the mid- nineteenth century to about half of all those Orthodox living in dissent, including sectarians. But they maintained with the priestly concord a recognizable cohesion over time. They accomplished this with a variety of textual and ritual steps. First, as Robert O. Crummey showed, dissenters created a "textual community," that is, a corpus of writings that defined the faith. They assiduously preserved pre-Nikonian books—service books, hagiographies, psalters, and the like, often revering them as prized objects as much as literal texts. Their leaders wrote polemics against the official Church's apologists and pietistic works for the faithful, including hagio- graphical autobiographies by Avvakum and Epifanii and a secular hagiography of a dynamic female leader, Feodosiia Morozova; they preserved founding documents of their dissent, including the "Secure Shield of Faith" and the petition of the monk Avraamii. By the 1690s the learned Denisov brothers at Vyg in Karelia consolidated and expanded the corpus of Old Believer texts. They and others wrote martyrol- ogies to create a non-consecrated sainthood, polemical defenses, and histories of the Old Belief, including Ivan Filippov's History, Semen Denisov's Vinograd rossiiskii, and a history of the Solovetskii Monastery's resistance. They developed an oral culture of stories and poems (dukhovnye stikhi) to spread the faith and disseminated it with manuscripts and icons, painted in the old style or even stamped in metal (considered less changeable and thus more authentic).
The Old Belief also forged itself as a community by evolving strict interpretations of ritual and social behavior. Already in 1702 the Vyg community had adopted an austere, monastic rule of community life; other communities did as well. Priestly and priestless Old Believers defined rites rigidly, fixing rituals of bows, prostrations, and censing while the official Church was loosening or lessening such practices. While in official Orthodox churches men and women mingled and moved around the interior during services, Old Believer men and women stood on separate sides, quietly in place. They maintained old customs of singing while the official Church was developing polyphonic church music. The priestless insisted that all converts needed to be rebaptized with laymen presiding. Old Believers adhered in practice and in visual representation to the traditional two- fingered sign of the cross altered by Nikon; their icons rejected the Italianate style popular in the eighteenth century. Their church interiors replicated traditional Orthodox churches, but the priestless eventually substituted a prayer table for the iconostasis and separate altar and sanctuary. Old Believers' devotion to the old books made them as a rule more literate than the general populace and distinguished them as a community defined by text as much as by ritual. Like the official church at the time, and perhaps more successfully, they rejected folk customs and policed lay morality in the spirit of the 1551 Church Council's critique.
Old Believers also defined community through dress, everyday life, and moral standards. They dressed modestly, replicating peasant garb, with full beards and kaftans for men, loose sarafans for women, even for prosperous merchant Old Believers living in the capital cities. Priestless Old Believer communities observed taboos on contact with the outside world, particularly around food; they punished with penance any member who ate with non-Old Believers and ritually purified food purchased from non-members with prayer. Old Believer concords lived in tight communities, worshipped regularly together, and preached the virtues of ascetic life, particularly around sexual behavior. They espoused an ethics of self-control and moderation. Men and women were to work hard, provide for their dependents, and model fidelity and morality. They were to be thrifty and pious; drinking was discouraged, and the focus was on cultivating strong family households, not frequenting sites of secular sociability, such as taverns and "pagan" holiday revelries. In all these efforts, the communities physically and symbolically distinguished themselves from the dominant society.
Old Believers survived in the empire by preferring small communities and far- flung locations; they were generally left unscathed by political persecution. Peter I persecuted those he considered politically subversive, but pragmatically tolerated most Old Believer communities in return for double poll tax and other fees. His successors to 1762 persecuted communities off and on but did not eradicate them. In Enlightenment style, Peter III and Catherine II ushered in a period of tolerance of Old Believers; Peter III held that Old Believers were merely victims of superstition and should not be forcibly converted. Under Paul I the Orthodox Church attempted a reconciliation with the Old Belief, offering dissenters their own rituals in their own parishes if they agreed to return to the fold. Many joined initially, but the movement faded quickly.
Living in community posed particular challenges for the Old Belief, as Irina Paert has chronicled. Here, theology collided with daily life. Initially believing that they lived in the End Time, Old Believer communities, priestly as well as priestless, like the seventeenth-century followers of Kapiton, reverted to ancient Orthodox traditions—monastic organization, asceticism, celibacy, and a contemplative life of prayer. Sexuality was a major issue. For the priestly, sexual self-discipline within marriage was recommended as purifying, but for priestless, celibacy was the only option, since the sacrament of marriage was unavailable. Thus, early priestless communities were organized monastically, with men and women living in separate communities, under the oversight of elected lay leaders. Nevertheless, priestless communities grew with converts, by taking in foundlings and orphans and by procreation in spite of themselves.
Born out of millenarian expectations, Old Believers adapted as apocalypse failed to come to pass. Priestless Pomorians began to construe the apocalypse more metaphorically and adjusted rituals accordingly. They agreed, for example, to include modified prayers for the rulers in services and by the end of the century most of them accepted marriage as a necessary disciplining of sexual energy for those who could not tolerate lay celibacy. They construed it not as a sacrament but as a "commitment of the heart," affirmed by the "consent" of the couple, their parents, and the community; they designed wedding rites that mixed folk traditions (matchmaking, betrothal, dowry, feasts) with oversight by lay elders. The priestless Theodosians, on the other hand, debated this issue vigorously with the Pomorians in the last decades of the century and ended up confirming lay celibacy. Their strict stance then forced them to accept de facto toleration of procreation by members— converts who were already married, the children of married couples, new members—generally by punishing successive births and urging abstinence.
Old Believer communities, then, even when they tolerated conjugal life, offered an alternative social community for Russians. They continued to organize themselves with communal, sex-separated living quarters for those who desired it; the Vyg community maintained gender-separated quarters even as it was surrounded by members who lived conjugally in nearby villages. From the 1760s all the major Old
Believer groups were allowed to create compounds in Moscow and St. Petersburg. Ostensibly established as charitable foundations, they included almshouses, orphanages, cemeteries, homes for the elderly and infirm, men's and women's dormitories, and, most of all, parish churches and prayer halls where attendance at services, often daily, was expected. Around these compounds formed de facto parishes of followers living in various conjugal and celibate living groups, sometimes in groups of women. By the 1790s about 1,000 Old Believers were associated with the Theodosian compound at Preobrazhenskoe near Moscow. Many disenfranchised Russians found these communities welcoming, including serfs and in particular women.
Women had played a leading role in the Old Belief from the beginning, when elite patrons like Feodosiia Morozova offered wealth and protection for male preachers before falling foul of state scrutiny and being themselves imprisoned and martyred. As communities developed over time, women distinguished themselves as leaders and were usually the majority population in a given community. The attraction for women is easy to understand, as Old Beliefcommunities allowed them to escape the rigors of serfdom, childbirth, childrearing, and patriarchal control. In priestly communities they were allowed to assist in services; in priestless ones they could even perform baptisms and penance. Nevertheless, the Old Belief remained true to Muscovite patriarchy, excluding women from the highest leadership roles.
Old Believer communities, even the priestly ones, communally governed themselves by elected lay officers. Some, chosen for practical skills, oversaw provisioning, physical plant, financial issues, and the like. Priestless communities selected prayer leaders (nastavniki), chosen for their piety, erudition in scripture, and pastoral talents; many had served apprenticeships in their communities to earn public esteem. They led prayer services, acted as spiritual fathers to members of the community, and issued penitential punishments for infractions. Household communities were also centered around prayer; home chapels were often the largest rooms in priestless Old Believer households.
Many centers of the Old Belief, including the Vyg settlement and the Moscow priestly and priestless compounds, were shut down in the 1850s under Nicholas I, and the faith lived on in tiny, isolated frontier communities. In post-reform (1861) Russia the Old Beliefre-emerged; offshoots emigrated to Turkey, Europe, Canada, and the United States; some communities managed to survive Soviet repression in Siberian enclaves.
UNIATE CHURCH
The Uniate Church developed in the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania in response to the Union of Brest (1596). This was the second major attempt by the Catholic Church to integrate Russian Orthodoxy; a union of 1438-9 at Florence-Ferrara between the Vatican and the hierarchs of Russian Orthodoxy was motivated by the Pope's desire to enlist support against the Turks. It never succeeded: rejected by Moscow in 1448, it became a dead letter when the Turks captured Constantinople in 1453. The 1596 Union, on the other hand, survived. It was negotiated between the Vatican and the metropolitan of Kyiv and the Ukrainian and Belarus'an bishops subordinate to him, at a time when Orthodoxy in the Commonwealth was desperately in need of revival.
In the late sixteenth century Orthodoxy in the Commonwealth, often called Ruthenian Orthodoxy (from the Latin root for Rus', "Rutenes"), could not meet the challenges of energized Protestantism and post-Tridentine Catholic Church. At the Council of Trent (1545-63), the Catholic Church had matched Protestants by laying out a broad plan of confessionalization. It defined the tenets of the faith, affirming its commitment to ritual, mystery, and grace; it produced a new catechism, edition of Scripture, and instructional and pietistic texts, some in vernacular; it designed a Latin-based educational curriculum that combined modern disciplines and language with a newly confident and assertive Catholicism; it then sent out missionary orders to recapture Catholics across Europe, east and west. Ruthenian Orthodoxy, on the other hand, was somnolent. Its clergy were ill-educated, it had no schools ofmodern learning, its parishioners were as a rule illiterate. It offered few intellectual or spiritual attractions to elite Ukrainians and Belarus'ans.
Ruthenian Orthodox hierarchs saw union with Rome as a way to reenergize their faith. Their goal was not doctrinal but practical; they wanted to strengthen hierarchs' control over parish life and lesser clergy; they wanted to improve pastoral education; they wanted their bishops to have the same political status (notably membership in the Senate) and their priests to have the same tax-free and judicial privileges that their Polish Catholic counterparts enjoyed. They proposed to accept the supremacy of the Pope in return for keeping aspects of their practice (married priests, eastern Orthodox rites for sacraments, Slavonic language for liturgy, communion in two kinds). For the few issues of dogma that divided the Churches, they turned to the Florence-Ferrara accords for precedent, proposing a compromise interpretation of the "filioque" controversy (the Latin Church had added this phrase to indicate that the Holy Spirit proceeded "from the Son," and the Unionists were willing to concede "through the Son") and demurring on the new Catholic concept of purgatory. They rejected some recent innovations in Catholicism, such as the Corpus Christi holyday and some new saints. In the final agreement, however, the Vatican insisted that Ruthenians accept all the dogma of the Council of Trent in return for preserving their rites. Pushed to the wall, most Ruthenian bishops accepted the Union in 1596. King Sigismund III embraced it, declaring it the sole Orthodox institution in the Commonwealth. Orthodox property was confiscated and priests were pressured to accept the Union. Traditional Orthodoxy was banned.
Reaction was furious. Two Orthodox bishops in western Ukraine refused to agree and a powerful Orthodox nobleman, Prince Konstantyn Ostrozky, led the protest in the Parliament and courts of the Commonwealth, joined not by fellow noblemen (many were converting to Catholicism) but by townsmen. Confraternities in Lviv, Kyiv, and other cities founded schools and printing presses to defend their faith. Zaporozhian Cossacks provided military support; Orthodox hierarchs who had been educated in Jesuit schools and could fight fire with fire began revitalizing the faith, in essence leading a confessionalization movement for Ruth- enian Orthodoxy. Metropolitan Peter Mohyla led the way; in 1632 he founded a school of Orthodox higher education on the model of Jesuit schools (the Kyiv Collegium, later named Mohyla Academy); he established a stronger church administration to supervise and raise the quality of pastoral life; he carried out visitations to his diocese on the Catholic model; in the vernacular he published a revised missal (Sluzhebnyk, 1629, 1639), a book of canon law (Nomocanon, 1629), and a liturgy (Trebnyk, 1646). His Confession of Faith and Catechism (written in question-answer form like Catholic catechisms and adopting many Catholic concepts, such as the seven deadly sins, the cardinal virtues, the theory of purgatory), approved by Church Council in 1640, became the standard texts for all the eastern patriarchates except Russia after 1643; in 1684 Russia's Patriarch Ioakim approved the Mohyla catechism for Russian churches, and it remained a standard text until replaced by Prokopovich's by the 1740s.
Gradually Orthodoxy won back its legal right to own property and maintain itself separate from the Uniate Church (1607, 1609, 1632) in Ukrainian lands; the patriarch of Jerusalem clandestinely visited Kyiv in 1620 to ordain a new metropolitan, archbishop, and several bishops. Orthodoxy thrived in the Hetmanate in the second half of the seventeenth century, and Ukrainian and Belarus'an clerics with their reformed Orthodoxy provided leadership and texts for church reform in Moscow from the 1630s onward.
Meanwhile, for most of the seventeenth century, the Uniate Church struggled. In Belarus'an and western Ukrainian lands the Union had been accepted by most parishes and bishops, but less so in eastern Ukrainian lands. It was legally supported by the Commonwealth and the Vatican and it owned parishes, but it had not won its political goals. Uniate Orthodox bishops were never accepted into the Polish- Lithuanian Senate, nor did Uniate clergy win tax-free status and judicial privileges parallel to Polish Catholic priests. Its second metropolitan (1613-37), Iosif Ruts'kyi, paralleled Orthodox Peter Mohyla in a confessionalizing effort to define the Union as a Church separate from Latin Catholic and Ruthenian Orthodox Churches. He reorganized the Basilian order of monks (founded in 1615) on the Jesuit model and worked out a distinctly Uniate ritual. By the late seventeenth century there were about thirty Basilian monasteries in Ukrainian and Belarus'an lands that provided a corps of well-educated Uniate bishops. Already in 1623 a new catechism and handbooks for priests were compiled, but standardization of the faith did not make much progress until the late seventeenth and early eighteenth century. By 1670 the Uniates had a printing press in Vilnius; Bishop ofLviv IosifShumlians'kyi published a rule book for priests in 1687.
Confessionalization succeeded in the eighteenth century. In 1720 the Uniate Church's synod in Zamosc, like the Catholic Council of Trent and the less successful efforts of Moscow's Orthodox Zealots of Piety and Metropolitan Nikon, agreed upon a standard liturgy that was promptly published and distributed. The synod put into place mechanisms to improve the training of parish priests and pastoral instruction for laymen; it established better administrative oversight of dioceses and parishes and mandated that bishops personally visit and inspect each parish in a two-year cycle. It mandated that each diocese build a seminary and that parishes establish schools for religious instruction. Not all of this was accomplished immediately, but progress was made.
With this energized leadership and definition of the faith, over the course of the eighteenth century Uniate churches in the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania developed a distinct identity, as Barbara Skinner has shown. They maintained fundamentally Orthodox belief and practice: they used eastern Orthodox Slavonic language in liturgy and all church books; parish clergy were married; leavened bread and communion in two kinds were used in the Eucharist. But issues of doctrine also separated them from the Orthodox: Uniate doctrine accepted the filioque and a prayer for the Pope in the liturgy; it used Latin rite for baptism (sprinkling, not Orthodox immersion) and delayed first holy communion until the child is old enough to receive instruction (Orthodoxy allows communion at any age). Uniate churches over time accepted a spoken liturgy as well as the traditionally sung Orthodox version; they adopted the Catholic Corpus Christi holyday, venerated Latin and new Uniate saints, and practiced various post-Tridentine Marian devotions. The interior of the church also came to differ from the Orthodox norm: many Uniate churches abandoned iconostases, bringing the celebrant in full view of the laity as in Catholic masses; icons and church paintings were done in post-Renaissance naturalistic style, sometimes even oil on canvas, rather than on wooden boards. They replaced the consecrated altar covering (antimension) with a Latin-style tabernacle (ciborium), and some even introduced confessional booths and organs in Roman Catholic style.
The Uniate Church thrived in the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania in the eighteenth century, although pockets of resistance endured in Right Bank Ukraine. Uniate clergy were better educated (in Basilian schools or seminaries) than their Ukrainian Orthodox counterparts, fluent in Latin, Polish, and Slavonic as well as Ukrainian or Belarus'an vernacular. They were also more socially diverse than Russian and Ukrainian Orthodox clergy in the eighteenth century, coming from nobles and townsmen as well as sons of priests. When Russia acquired Left Bank Ukraine and a strip of Belarus'an territory in 1654-67, it encountered no Uniate parishes in the Left Bank and forcibly converted Uniates in Belarus'an areas to Orthodoxy.
When Catherine II acquired in the first partition of Poland (1772) extensive territories and population (including 800,000 Uniates, as well as Catholics and Jews) in Belarus', she could not act as cavalierly as her seventeenth-century predecessors had. In the lead-up to partition, Catherine had styled herself a defender of religious rights: she and Frederick II of Prussia had pressured the Polish Parliament to protect the rights of "dissidents" in the Commonwealth, that is, minority religions of Protestantism and Orthodoxy. In 1767 Catherine had spoken in favor of religious tolerance in her Instruction. After partition, anxious to ward off interference by the Polish king on behalf of Catholics, she initially pursued a more tolerant policy in partitioned Belarus' than Russian Orthodox hierarchs appreciated. She permitted no forced conversions of Uniates; vowing to protect the religious rights of "Catholics of both rites" (Latin and Uniate), she established a supervisory administrative structure for them. She did, however, permit conversion from Uniate to Orthodox, which the Vatican considered apostasy, and otherwise refused to defer to Vatican authority over both groups of Catholics in her realm.
At the same time, however, Catherine II was turning her self-declared role of defender of Orthodoxy into a useful rhetoric of imperial expansion. Echoing an argument that went back to the Orthodox revival of early seventeenth-century Kyiv, she and her ideologues began to represent the Uniate Church as persecutors ofOrthodoxy in the Commonwealth, and furthermore not even as a confession but as a fraudulent trick forced upon the unwilling Rus' Orthodox by Poland. In this view, all the East Slavs—Ukrainian, Belarus'an, and Russian—were united by language, culture, Orthodoxy, and history into one people; the 600 years when Belarus'an and Ukrainian lands shared in the culture of what became in 1569 the Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania was dismissed as irrelevant. This stance provided a useful rationale for intimidation of Uniates by Orthodox in the 1780s and for a directly coercive policy towards Uniate parishes when Russia annexed the rest of the Commonwealth in the 1790s.
In the second partition in 1793, Russia moved its southwestern border 250 miles to the west, taking in most of the Ukrainian palatinates and a population of over 3 million, about 2 million of whom were Uniates. In the third partition in 1795, the remaining Ukrainian palatinates, plus western Belarus' and ethnic Lithuania, came into Russian control, with another 1.2 million people, largely Uniate. The times were tense: the three partitioning powers had just wiped Poland off the map against fierce armed Polish opposition and were mobilizing an alliance against revolutionary France; they were determined to quash any sign of Polish insurgency. Uniate parishes, Polonized and Catholic-leaning, were suspect. Much more coercive in these circumstances, Catherine II immediately (1794) ordered a "missionary" campaign of forcible conversion; she abolished and confiscated property of all but one Uniate bishopric (Polotsk). In Right Bank areas where resistance to the Uniate Church had long simmered (and had been stoked by Russian Orthodox support from Left Bank hierarchs and monasteries), these campaigns succeeded in bringing more than a million parishioners into Orthodoxy. But elsewhere resistance was endemic. Uniate priests refused to convert to Orthodoxy, and the Orthodox Church found few Russian priests who could match the Uniate clergy's educational and linguistic abilities. Local landlords and civil officials, as well as parishioners, refused to cooperate in the re-sanctifying of Uniate Churches and re-institution of Orthodox rituals. Many went underground to continue Uniate rituals in defiance. The Orthodox Church, for its part, lacked essential supplies for this massive task, not only replacement clergy but liturgical, catechistic, and pietistic texts in the appropriate languages to acquaint Uniates with the tenets and rituals of an Orthodoxy that itself had greatly evolved since 1596.
Larry Wolff concludes that Catherine II's goals were not to eradicate the Uniate Church, but to bring it under sufficient control to eliminate it as a locus ofpolitical opposition. Already in 1795 the conversion effort slowed and it never reached the lands of the third partition. When Paul I succeeded Catherine II in 1796, there were still 1.4 million Uniates in the Russian empire (including some Basilian
monasteries), primarily in western Belarus' and Volhynia. Only in Right Bank Ukraine had it been generally eliminated. Declaring himself for freedom of confession, Paul abrogated forcible conversion and restored several diocesan sees; many Uniate parishes promptly re-emerged. A policy of tolerance for the Uniate confession endured until the 1830s, when Russia cracked down on many dissident Orthodox groups—Old Believers, sects, and Uniates. By 1839 the remaining Uniate monasteries, churches, clergy, and parishes in the lands of partitioned Poland had been transferred to Russian Orthodoxy and the Uniate Church remained alive (and thriving) only in western Ukrainian lands annexed in 1772 by Austria (where Uniates became referred to as Greek Catholic). From there, the Uniate Church spread in emigration to North America and re-emerged in post- Soviet Russia and Ukraine as well.
All in all, Russia faced a challenge ofpolicing Orthodoxy through the eighteenth century as the Old Beliefspread and as Uniate parishioners were incorporated into the empire. The Church's loss of a monolithic image might have helped Russia's Europeanizing monarchs shift the empire's rhetoric towards a more pragmatic service state from one grounded in piety in this century of religious reform and change.
On Peter I's reforms: James Cracraft, The Church Reform of Peter the Great (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1971); Alexander V. Muller, The Spiritual Regulation of Peter the Great (Seattle and London: University of Washington Press, 1872). On intellectual and theological trends in Russian Orthodoxy: Elise Kimerling Wirtschafter, Religion and Enlightenment in Catherinian Russia: The Teachings of Metropolitan Platon (DeKalb, Ill.: Northern Illinois University Press, 2013); Gary Marker, "Between Enlightenment and Orthodoxy: The Primers of Platon (Levshin) and the Ascent of Secular Russian in the Late Eighteenth Century," History of Education and Children's Literature 9 (2014): 71-87 and his "Catechizing in the Diocese: The Place of Mary in Dimitrij Rostovskij's Questions and Answers," Russian Literature 75 (2014): 391-413; Andrei V. Ivanov, "Reforming Orthodoxy: The Russian Bishops and their Church, 1721-1801," Ph.D. Dissertation, Yale University, 2012.
Gregory Freeze has examined social and institutional change in Russian Orthodoxy in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries: The Russian Levites: Parish Clergy in the Eighteenth Century (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1977); "The Rechristianization of Russia: The Church and Popular Religion, 1750-1850," Studia Slavica Findlandensia 7 (Helsinki, 1990): 101-36; "Institutionalizing Piety: The Church and Popular Religion, 1750-1850," in Jane Burbank and David L. Ransel, eds., Imperial Russia: New Histories for the Empire (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1998), 210-49; "Handmaiden of the State? The Church in Imperial Russia Reconsidered," Journal of Ecclesiastical History 36 (1985): 82-102; and "Russian Orthodoxy: Church, People and Politics in Imperial Russia," in D. C. B. Lieven, ed., The Cambridge History of Russia, Vol. 2: Imperial Russia, 1689-1917 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 284-305.
On Orthodox practice: Irina Paert, Spiritual Elders: Charisma and Tradition in Russian Orthodoxy (De Kalb, Ill.: Northern Illinois University Press, 2010); Robert L. Nichols, "The Orthodox Elders (startsy) of Imperial Russia," Modern Greek Studies Yearbook 1 (1985): 1-30andhis "Orthodoxy and Russia's Enlightenment, 1762-1825," in Robert L. Nichols and Theofanis George Stavrou, eds., Russian Orthodoxy under the Old Regime (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1978); Brenda Meehan, Holy Women of Russia: The Lives of Five Orthodox Women Offer Spiritual Guidance for Today (San Francisco: Harper San Francisco, 1993); Gary Marker, "God of our Mothers : Reflections on Lay Female Spirituality in Late Eighteenth- and Early Nineteenth-Century Russia," in Valerie A. Kivelson and Robert H. Greene, eds., Orthodox Russia: Belief and Practice under the Tsars (University Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003).
Georg Michels chronicles the outbreak of the Schism in At War with the Church: Religious Dissent in Seventeenth-Century Russia (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1999) and in several articles: "Ruling without Mercy: Seventeenth-Century Russian Bishops and their Officials," Kritika: Explorations in Russian & Eurasian History 4 (2003): 515-42; "Muscovite Elite Women and Old Belief," Harvard Ukrainian Studies 19 (1997): 428-50; and "The Violent Old Belief: An Examination of Religious Dissent on the Karelian Frontier," Russian History 19 (1992): 203-30. On the spiritual and institutional development of Old Belief: Robert O. Crummey, Old Believers in a Changing World (DeKalb, Ill.: Northern Illinois University Press, 2011) and his The Old Believers &the World of Antichrist: The Vyg Community & the Russian State, 1694—1855 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1970); Irina Paert, Old Believers: Religious Dissent and Gender in Russia, 1760—1850 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2003); Roy R. Robson, Old Believers in Modern Russia (DeKalb, Ill.: Northern Illinois University Press, 1995).
The biographies (secular hagiography) of Avvakum and Morozova: Basil Dmytryshyn, ed., Medieval Russia: A Source Book, 850-1700, 3rd edn. (Fort Worth: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1991), 479-97.
On the Uniate Church under Russian control: Barbara Skinner, The Western Front of the Eastern Church: Uniate and Orthodox Conflict in Eighteenth-Century Poland, Ukraine, Belarus, and Russia (DeKalb, Ill.: Northern Illinois University Press, 2009); Larry Wolff, "The Uniate Church and the Partitions of Poland: Religious Survival in an Age of Enlightened Absolutism," Harvard Ukrainian Studies 26 (2002-3): 153-244.


21
Nobility, Culture, and Intellectual Life
The eighteenth century has been called the "golden age of the nobility." But who were Russia's nobles? Like many imperial elites, Russia's noble estate was open, porous, and highly diverse. After all, Peter I founded it with a Table of Ranks that offered nobility to anyone who earned his way up the ranks. Although this might seem inimical to the social exclusivity that nobility promises, it is a tension that elites constantly negotiate. Circulation of elites always happens—families die out, dynasties change, states expand, new skills are needed in government. In order to endure, an elite has to establish solidarity and create an identity. This challenge for Russia's nobility was all the more steep because of the fast pace of social and economic change in the century when it was created and because of what might be called the amorphousness of Russia's social categories.
Elise Wirtschafter has pointed out the deep ambiguity in defining the nobility in eighteenth-century Russia. Few of the attributes of nobility in Russia were truly exclusive to that class. Freedom from the poll tax was a cardinal privilege, but not exclusive to nobles—merchants, clergy, some non-noble military servicemen, some bureaucrats and raznochintsy were also free of it. Meanwhile, alongside the nobility in this century an educated elite of non-noble birth emerged. The nobility's claim to exclusive ownership of land and serfs was earned only in the mid-eighteenth century, and often honored in the breach. And a man who worked his whole life in the civil service, earning hereditary nobility but never owning land or serfs, was equally a nobleman. Only with the Charter of 1785 were registers of noblemen established, but enforcement mechanisms for claims to nobility were weak thereafter and this class was always dynamic. Individuals entered it by service up the ranks and appointment by the ruler, and they left it due to impoverishment or disgrace. And the state, even as it freed the nobility from mandatory service, always encouraged service to justify noble privileges.
Faced with such diversity, Russia's nobility forged cohesion around political and economic privileges, but primarily around culture. Over the eighteenth century the nobility was marked by its Europeanized dress, habits of daily life, education, creative expression and philosophical concerns. The culture which they embraced is loosely called Enlightenment, but Elise Wirtschafter wisely reminds us that there were many Enlightenments in eighteenth-century Europe, not simply the familiar radical French one. Each culture encountering the Enlightenment shaped its preoccupations with rational thought, universal values, open-mindedness to fit existing value systems. Thus religious Enlightenment developed across Europe, a principled effort to conjoin spiritual belief (revelation, dogma) with scientific knowledge, critical thinking, and freedom of conscience. It was this approach that characterized much of what we see as Enlightenment thought in Russia—a simultaneously Christian and Enlightenment focus on the "dignity and perfectibility of the individual" and a moral approach to social and political questions. In this educated nobles were joined by non-nobles (raznochintsy), forging an "intellectual life" that joined Russia with the diverse concerns of the Republic of Letters across the continent.
AN OPEN IMPERIAL NOBILITY
Before the eighteenth century Russia certainly had an elite, but it did not have a nobility, in the sense of a self-conscious and legally privileged social estate. Peter I introduced that powerful idea. Perhaps from association with Europeans in his youth, certainly from his travels in Europe's leading economic and political powers (Netherlands, England, Prussia, Paris, Vienna), Peter learned the value of intermediary social groups—nobilities, bourgeoisies, town councils, clergy, notaries, lawyers, and university professoriate. These groups, defined by legal privileges and/ or de facto by centuries of corporate tradition, provided social leadership for absolutist, reforming rulers to push state-building projects of the sort Peter envisioned for Russia. Peter brought this idea to Russia: he declared himself "first servant of the state" and urged his military men and bureaucrats to serve "the common good" and to embrace change, not tradition. As Marc Raeff has pointed out, however, Russia was weak on such corporate bodies—it had no independent municipalities, no privileged nobility, no professional notarial, lawyerly, or scholarly classes. The corporate groups that it did have—Ukrainian, Don and Iaik Cossacks, Old Believers—were not nationwide in scope nor necessarily oriented towards the state's interests. Peter, then, set out to create such corporate bodies. He tried unsuccessfully in three urban reforms to forge an autonomous urban class, but succeeded with the nobility.
From the start of his reign Peter I readily promoted capable individuals from any social background, but primarily relied on the existing military elite—boyars and gentry—and bureaucratic class as the core of his new noble elite. These social groups, after all, had been hearing ideas of the "common good" and the virtue of public service since the 1680s from Ukrainian-educated clerics at court. Peter worked to institutionalize the elite's sense of self with status and privileges: he gave them security of landholding in 1714 by equating service tenure land (pomest'e) with hereditary; he provided salaries for service; he maintained their tax-free status by exempting them from the poll tax in 1718. Significantly, he introduced the concept of "nobility" in 1722 in the context of defining obligations of service.
The Table of Ranks is replete with a tension between privileged noble status and access by service. It defined the highest ranks in the military, civil, and imperial court services that constituted the state's elite, eradicating the old Muscovite status division between civil and military service and opening up status and its privileges to anyone who achieved these high ranks. The Table was composed of three ladders of fourteen ranks each; below these ranks were, of course, dozens of lesser civil and military roles. Ranks 1-3, for example, were Senators, state ministers, and the like; ranks 4 to 6 were majors-general and colonels, presidents of Colleges, heads of gubernii, and major managerial positions in the civil service. Ranks 7 to 8 were senior officers and district governors; below that were field officers and lesser civil officials. Service in all these hierarchies led to privileges, but the Table's commentary hastened to clarify that "Military are higher than the others": all fourteen military ranks automatically conferred hereditary nobility (for the servitor and his descendants); in the civil and court ranks hereditary nobility was conferred only starting with rank 8 (over time, the Table was modified to award hereditary nobility even less generously).
The Table's commentary attempted to instruct Russians on the proper meaning of nobility. Its articles acknowledge that some people have it by birth: "Princes, Counts, Barons, distinguished Nobility" and others of "aristocratic birth" should be accorded deference in public occasions (art. 8), but insist that nobles serve and will be joined in noble rank by others advancing from below. "We do not allow anybody rank [as defined by the Table], until they have rendered service to Us and the fatherland" (art. 8); "all Russian or foreign servants" in the first eight ranks and their posterity "are considered equal to the best ancient Nobility in all honours and advantages, even though they are of low birth" (art. 11). The necessity of service is underscored repeatedly ("The children of the Nobility must be promoted in the Colleges from below," art. 14), but an office of Heraldmeister was also established to determine legitimate claims to "the honour ofNobility" (art. 16). The Table of Ranks, thus, presents the Russian elite (which had historically been required to serve anyway) with an amorphous award of status and prestige for their service. For the rest of the century, nobles pressured rulers to specify and expand their privileges and to limit the openness of their estate created by the Table and by Russia's imperial expansion.
A clear intent of the Table of Ranks was to open access to newcomers according to merit. Like all elites and particularly elites in empires, the nobility's vigor depended on its ability to absorb newcomers, from lesser social classes and from different ethnicities, while maintaining social cohesion and exclusivity. They succeeded: Russia's nobility was always a tiny proportion of the population, averaging about 0.5 percent from the 1680s through the eighteenth century, but nevertheless it was always socially and ethnically diverse. Near the end of Peter's reign (1721), for example, 62 percent of high military officers came from the Muscovite gentry and higher ranks, but 11 percent had been less privileged military men (Cossacks, artillery) and 14 percent townsmen and peasants. Clerks marched towards nobility in the Table of Ranks by service in the Colleges and local government. Almost constant warfare in the eighteenth century, the huge standing army, expansion of the empire, and administrative reforms of the 1770s that multiplied civil offices— all opened opportunity for military and civil leaders. Non-commissioned, non- noble officers in the army were promoted on merit or favoritism to officer rank; similarly in the civil service, talent, skill, experience, and/or bribes and patronage created social mobility. In 1752, for example, only four of thirty-one gubernia secretaries (a rank awarding nobility) were of noble background; the rest had risen from non-noble status. Some achievements automatically put non-nobles on the Table of Ranks, such as education. Graduating university gave rank 12, higher degrees gave higher rank; teachers fell just below that threshold with those at gubernia level at rank 9, district teachers at rank 12.
Open to men of lesser birth, the Russian nobility by definition was always open to empire. In the late fifteenth century grand princes of Moscow had welcomed prestigious clans into the boyar elite from conquered East Slavic principalities, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and Kazan. Muscovy, for example, created the Kasimov khanate to support diaspora Tatar princes hoping to vie for the Kazan throne; in the meantime they and their entourages received pomest'e lands and served in their own units in the Russian army. A few converted to Orthodoxy, notably including Kudai Kul, who converted as "Peter" and married Vasilii III's sister in 1506, and two generations later, Sain Bulat, baptized as Semeon Bekbulatovich. After Kazan was conquered in 1552, some of the highest Tatar princes and mirzy joined service in Moscow without having to convert. As Russia expanded, substantial groups of non- Russian nobles joined service, including Baltic Germans and Ukrainian Cossacks and noblemen, some of whom won high regard. Catherine II's close advisors Jacob Sievers and A. A. Bezborodko represent these two communities. The partitions of Poland brought so many nobles into the empire that Russia required proof of nobility with family and landholding records. Even so, their addition nearly doubled the number of noblemen by the end of the century.
Russia did not insist on conversion to rise in status and service; Baltic Germans as a rule remained Lutheran and Polish noblemen stayed Catholic. As Andreas Kappeler points out, however, Muscovy welcomed only the elites of communities with formalized religions such as Islam, Lutheranism, Catholicism, not those deemed animist such as Siberian tribes and some Middle Volga peoples. Some non-Russian noblemen became Russified in culture, such as some Ruthenian nobles, Left Bank Cossacks, and Polish noblemen from Smolensk. But many did not, creating an imperial nobility of Germans, Poles, Ukrainians, Tatars, and others as the empire expanded in the eighteenth century.
Russia's imperial nobility was a wonder to behold, quite literally. By the time of Catherine II, military uniform and formal dress had been devised for each group that bespoke its national heritage, presenting a glittering array for foreign visitors to the St. Petersburg court. Europeans marveled at what they considered exotic Russian, Tatar, Cossack, Romanian, Greek, Kirgiz, and other honor guards surrounding the empress, all bedecked resplendently with arms, swords, and colorful dress. Andreas Schonle argues that Catherine II aggressively displayed her subject peoples to visiting dignitaries, such as Count Louis Philippe de Segur and Austrian Emperor Joseph II during her visit to Crimea in 1787—subjecting them to native dances, Cossack trick-riding spectacles, Dervish dancing—as a way to demonstrate to European visitors steeped in Enlightenment disdain for Russia that such exotic peoples could be orderly and "civilized." Diverse in dress and heritage, Russia's imperial nobility developed cohesion and unity. They rose up the same Table of Ranks; many served across the realm; they were educated in an Enlightenment and classical curriculum; in the capitals and in regional centers they spoke common languages (French, German, Russian) and engaged in the same diversions (cards and dancing, theater, Masonic lodges). Their most fundamental common denominator was service to the Russian ruler, who in turn rewarded them generously as an estate.
ECONOMIC DIVERSITY IN THE NOBILITY
An element that would seem to militate against corporate solidarity, however, was economic diversity. There were tremendous economic inequalities among those who claimed to be nobles in the eighteenth century. When owning fewer than 25 male adult serfs connoted poverty, 100 serfs was the threshold of living comfortably, and 500 serfs was the bridge between middling and wealthy, perhaps half the nobility was impoverished. Empire-wide statistics for 1762 suggest that 51 percent of nobles owned fewer than 21 serfs; 31 percent owned 21-100, and 15 percent owned 100-500; only 2 percent owned 500 to 1,000, and only 1 percent owned more than that. Even as the economy was booming, a study of1777 showed that in some gubernii more than half of the noblemen owned fewer than 21 serfs—Chernigov and Poltava recorded 65 percent impoverished nobility, Kursk 60 percent, and Kharkiv, Smolensk, Novgorod, and Voronezh gubernii about 50 percent. Those who could really live the life of a noble—dressing, entertaining, and frequenting the capitals for the social season—were only 1.1 percent of nobles in 1720s, 3 percent in 1762, 4 percent in 1777. These were the men like Count N. P. Sheremetev, who owned over 185,000 male and female serfs and was famous for his lavish estates, entertainments, and private serf opera and theatrical troupes.
One culprit here was the age-old practice ofpartible inheritance, which persisted despite Peter I's 1714 legislation to restrict landed inheritance to a single heir. Nobles simply ignored the law (a sensible economic choice, inasmuch as there were few other avenues to earn income), and Empress Anna abolished it in 1731. Sons had a claim to equal shares of an estate; daughters and wives received smaller shares for dowry or widow's bench. As noble families thusly divided property, fortunes eroded. As a rule Russia's nobles lived beyond their means, struggling to maintain proper households, acquire European educations and dress in style. The result by the second half of the eighteenth century was widespread indebtedness. The Noble Bank established in 1754 provided mortgages guaranteed with serfs and estates; other lending institutions—the Moscow and St. Petersburg Foundling Homes, an Auxiliary Noble Bank, Boards of Welfare in gubernia capitals after 1775—also became active lenders in the last decades of the century. Loan terms were generous (6 percent interest) and foreclosures were rare—it was in the state's interest to keep its officer and administrative class viable. But the tide of debt simply mounted. Turning to government service offered little resort, as state salaries were low.
The role played by women in property ownership was probably a contributing problem here, but also a form of solution. Women's status in families arose across the century, not only because ofEuropeanized culture and some efforts Peter I had made to undermine elite families' abilities to build factions by marriage (he decreed that affianced couples should have a longer period within which to consider a marriage match arranged by parents, and he made divorce more difficult to obtain). Women's social position rose because of enhanced property rights. As Michele Marrese showed, women's dowries became legally defined as inheritance, not a maintenance allowance, women's rights to control their property and wealth were legally defended, and women became increasingly involved in the purchase and transfer of landed property and serfs in their own names. All this was done in part to keep property within the social class, and clever families used women's ability to own land to shield property from the men's indebtedness and to mitigate the effects of partible inheritance. Widows and married women acted independently in the economy. With their husbands away at war, many noble women, like their seventeenth-century predecessors, became responsible estate managers. One need only read the memoirs of Princess Catherine Dashkova to see a woman skillfully deploying her land and wealth over a lifetime of wealth and deprivation. Marrese concluded that in the eighteenth century women owned about as much land as men, they behaved as men did in disposing of property and taking care of the interests of sons and daughters.
CONSOLIDATING THE NOBILITY
With such diversity of wealth as well as identities, the Russian nobility leaned on time-honored strategies used by aristocracies everywhere to maintain cohesion. Jonathan Powis has argued that to maintain an elite class over time, just as or more important than legal charters (England's Magna Carta 1215, Hungary's similar edict of 1222, Poland's myriad charters to the nobility) were political, social, and cultural strategies. They included winning preferential or exclusive access to political power and economic resources, developing social practices of exclusivity (marriage within the estate, for example) and cultural markers that distinguished them from other social groups (dress, leisure activities). The Muscovite elite deployed many of these strategies, as discussed in Chapter 9, and the newly self-conscious nobility continued to do so in the eighteenth century.
Across the century the state deferred economically to the nobility by not raising the poll tax between 1724 and 1796 (at which point inflation dulled the impact of the raise), despite mounting state financial burdens. As we have seen, landlords steadily raised quitrent and service exactions on serfs, faster than did the state on its peasants. Eighteenth-century rulers further bolstered the nobility between 1740 and 1801 by bestowing more than a million male peasants with their families on nobles. Empresses Anna and Elizabeth assiduously cemented noble exclusivity in ownership of land and serfs in decrees of 1730, 1743, 1746, 1754, 1758, 1760. (There was some slippage here: noblemen stood in as front men for merchants, raznochintsy, and even serfs to purchase land and labor.) Across the century nobles squeezed merchants out of economic opportunity or impinged on merchants' traditional roles in trade and manufacturing. Between 1721 and 1762 merchants could own serfs for manufacturing, for example, but the possession accrued to the factory, not personally to the merchant, and Peter III abrogated that right in 1762 (Paul I restored it in 1797). Nobles won exclusive rights to distill alcohol (1715, 1765); they typically farmed out the distilling and sold the product to state-run taverns. In 1782 the nobility won ownership and unrestricted use of minerals and forests on their lands.
Political privileges came their way as well, most notably a near monopoly over public office in Catherine II's time, inhibiting the development of other professional strata. Laws in the 1760s explicitly prescribed that nobles be given preference in civil and military appointments; one (1765) tried to limit non-noble bureaucrats from rising up into the nobility-bestowing rank 8, setting tougher standards for promotion if the candidate were non-noble. The 1775 administrative reform created hundreds of new jobs for retired military men, regardless of lack of expertise.
Nobles played the Table of Ranks skillfully. Those high families who could afford it enrolled their sons into the Guards Regiments and the Cadet Corps, an elite school founded in St. Petersburg in 1732, graduation from which guaranteed an initial military service appointment already at junior officer rank on the Table. Less wealthy noble families enrolled their sons as children in their fathers' regiments, awarding ample promotions so that when the boy reached maturity, he already held officer rank. Requirements of service lessened over the century: in 1736 Empress Anna reduced the term of service from lifetime to twenty-five years and Peter III abolished it entirely in 1762 (in part as a way to deal with massive demobilizations after the Seven Years War). Emancipation from service provided some nobles the flexibility to pursue life on their estates. Some did so to shore up meager holdings that had fallen into neglect; wealthy nobles focused on exploiting estates and serfs in a booming manufacturing and agricultural economy. Still others turned to the life of country squires inspired by a pastoral ideal inspired by their classical education. Nevertheless, most nobles continued to serve, for the prestige or salary. After Paul I reinstated mandatory service briefly (1796-1801), Alexander I rescinded it and most nobles continued to serve.
Service in turn helped to forge corporate solidarity for men in the nobility. Membership in the Cadet Corps for the highest level of the nobility created tight bonds; others found common bonds in education abroad and engagement with court circles in the capitals. Educational norms for noblemen also created common experiences. When in 1736 lifetime service was reduced to twenty-five years and one son was excused to manage the family property, the state raised the standards of education that all male nobles were required to maintain. Young noblemen had to present themselves for periodic educational reviews (four between the ages of 7 and 20) to show competence in fields including reading, writing, religion, arithmetic, geometry, geography, history, and fortifications. The state continued its functionalist approach to education, as Catherine II's projects for educational reform suggest.
The proper form of education and upbringing was a burning topic for Enlightenment thinkers from John Locke through Rousseau; as Jan Kusber noted, Russians fully engaged in such debates. Some, including V. N. Tatishchev (1733), Andrei
Bolotov, and Catherine II herself, wrote didactic instructions on the upbringing of their children, like counterparts in France, Poland, and elsewhere, but here more focused on duty and service than on individual development. Catherine II pursued at least two projects of educational reform. Early in her reign she entrusted I. I. Betskoi with the design of various schools intended to create a thriving middle class with a curriculum of humanities and Orthodoxy as well as practical skills. Betskoi's overly theoretical approach (children should be totally isolated from parental influence in boarding schools from infancy) and his failure to follow through led Catherine to promote, in the 1775 administrative reforms and the 1780s, a more instrumentalist curricular design (based on a Habsburg reform for their Orthodox minorities). A modern European curriculum that included contemporary sciences and math, history and geography, religious instruction, it favored German over French as more relevant to state service and included a handbook outlining behavioral norms to create "citizens for the fatherland." Here loyalty to the state and to one's social station were paramount. With the goal of inculcating practical skills for state service, these reforms also included the teaching of foreign languages needed around the empire: Greek in Novorossiia and Crimea, Chinese in Irkutsk, Arabic and Tatar in Kazan and Astrakhan. These schools prepared petty noblemen for state service; only the wealthiest nobles could afford the fully classical curriculum enjoyed by those who traveled to Europe for university. Nevertheless, the common thread of education for the nobility and educated elite in this century was European standards mixed with an emphasis on duty, practicality, and religion.
The Charter to Nobility in 1785 defined many of the perquisites of the status for the empire-wide nobility, regardless of ethnicity. The Charter affirmed previous privileges: freedom from service, from corporal punishment, from taxation; inviolability of property, the right of noblemen to serve foreign states who were not hostile to Russia, the right to buy populated land, establish factories, and sell goods wholesale. It also strengthened corporate solidarity by creating a noble assembly in each gubernia and numerous elected offices for local nobles. Nobles were entrusted with tasks such as overseeing recruiting, tax collection, law and order, and public welfare works. New registers of nobles were to be compiled in each gubernia to control admission into the status. It is important to note, however, the limitations of this charter compared to European counterparts: Russia's nobles did not win legislative or fiscal power, representative institutions, a right to resist legally or guarantees against arbitrary search and arrest, all of which the British and Hungarian nobilities won in the thirteenth century and the Polish in the fifteenth. Still, this charter provided affirmation of a cohesive and exclusive social estate, despite its great internal diversity.
Paul I rolled back noble status somewhat in his short reign. He restored mandatory service and amended the 1785 Noble Charter to reduce noble authority in gubernia and district government and to restore corporal punishment; he established a succession law to limit factional influence; he proposed taxation on the nobility. His son and successor Alexander I canceled these moves, but also proceeded on a path of government reorganization and professionalization that shaped the experience of nobility in the nineteenth century.
CULTURE, COHESION, AND STATE POLICY
Jonathan Powis underscores the importance oflifestyle habits in defining a cohesive social group. That could include dress, education, marriage patterns, language, leisure time, and a unifying myth or sense of self. These were particularly important in forging nobility in Russia's situation of economic and ethnic diversity. The problem was not unusual: by the seventeenth century the Polish-Lithuanian nobility (Catholic, Orthodox, Polish, Lithuanian, Ukrainian) developed a myth of identity, expressed in dress and ideology, to paper over vast economic inequality and regional diversity. Called the "Sarmatian" myth, it attributed to the Polish nobility descent from "Sarmatian" warriors of classical antiquity and promoted an ideology of brotherly equality regardless of wealth. In Parliament magnate and impoverished country gentry who might be patron and client addressed each other as brothers; in dress they affected a Turkish-style kaftan and ornate sash. By the eighteenth century, many Polish noblemen saw the Sarmatian ethic as a conservative obstacle to change and adopted European frock coats, Enlightenment culture, and a rhetoric of national resistance. For Russia's eighteenth-century nobility, their Europeanized culture became their identifying myth.
The nobility's dress, language, and education differentiated it not only from the taxpaying populace but also from clergy and merchant classes. As we have seen, Russia's bishops in the eighteenth century were highly educated, acculturated in Enlightenment thinking, and socially and culturally on a par with the court elites, but the parish clergy constituted a less educated, more insular social group. Similarly, Russia's merchants were Europeanized in dress and culture, and many aspired to become noblemen, but as a rule their educations were more practical, their dress more somber, their lifestyles less lavish, their households (deprived of landed estates and serfs) more self-sufficient. Only the very small educated razno- chinets class—scholars like Lomonosov and Trediakovskii—could keep up with the nobility by virtue of their scholarly talents.
The state engendered the Europeanization of the elite across the century. For Peter I, European education and behavior created a service-oriented elite. As Jan Kusber notes, for Catherine II, imbuing her nobility with Enlightenment ideas and urbanity helped to create an orderly empire-wide nobility analogous to the rationally planned towns and gardens of her empire and the overarching myth of the empire as harmonious garden. Legislation and institutions to inculcate European culture rained from the center. Decrees as early as 1697 and 1700-2 mandated that elite men and women (not peasants) were to wear north European dress. In 1717 a handbook of etiquette derived from contemporary European sources, The Honorable Mirror of Youth, introduced European civility to Russia's young noblemen. They were to become good courtiers, learning how to dance, how to eat properly at table, how to converse in pleasant company, how to speak foreign languages. They were to be respectful to superiors, particularly to their patrons. Unlike its sixteenth- century Muscovite counterpart, the Domostroi, it gave little attention to piety and religion, at least for men. Women, on the other hand, were expected to know European manners, conversational skills, and dancing, but also to adhere to traditional standards. For the Mirror, piety was a woman's primary virtue, followed closely by obedience, chastity, and above all silence.
Nevertheless, the Petrine era opened up a new life for elite women as well as for men. In 1714 Peter I legislated new forms of sociability, called "assemblies," dispensing (not without some opposition) with Muscovy's gender-segregated households and entertainments. A decree defined what guests should expect in the assemblies that noble families would be expected to hold: guests were to arrive at an appointed hour and were expected to mingle, play cards, and dance. Peter I's sister Natalia, wife Catherine, and daughters Anna and Elizabeth set the example for their peers, dressing in European fashions and dancing; at court Natalia founded a theater ensemble. The elite adapted quickly: by the 1720s, Holstein diplomat F. W. Bergholtz remarked on the "subtlety of manners and good breeding" of Russian noblewomen and the familiarity of St. Petersburg's cultural scene.
Muscovy's boyar and gentry elite was transformed into a European nobility not only by wearing different clothes and learning European social dance, but also by living in different kinds of houses. In his design of St. Petersburg, Peter I mandated that servitors should build homes according to three prescribed designs, based on a family's means. Modeled on European manors and townhouses, these homes featured interiors unlike the low ceilings, small rooms, and narrow windows of Muscovite boyar homes. They had large, airy rooms for leisure pastimes in the European style. Studies, libraries, music rooms, and ballrooms, decorated with secular portraits, landscapes, and allegorical ceiling frescos, were prescribed. Over the century noblemen and women did indeed develop personal pastimes ofreading, writing, gardening, dancing, and music; they met and shared ideas, danced, and sang for friends and family.
Throughout the century the state took the lead in introducing the nobility to new ideas, new genres, and new habits oflife, which they deepened by investing in a European education (for the wealthiest, French and German tutors and university education in Germany, for lesser families, tutors and schools as best they could afford). Noblemen and women read voraciously, in French, German, and Italian, in translations into Russian and eventually a burgeoning world of Russian poetry, prose, and plays. European books were imported by traveling noblemen and booksellers; the domestic publishing industry expanded gradually as a source for Russian elite readers. Newspapers were primarily organs for official decrees and political news: the Moscow News (Vedomosti) was published (erratically, with a small distribution) from 1702 until 1727, when it was replaced by the St. Petersburg News, published by the Academy of Sciences bi-weekly in Russian and German. While the News itself was official, its monthly Supplement (1755-64) provided a varied content of scientific, practical, and literary articles and translations from European literature and press. Private printing presses were not allowed until 1783, but official organs (Academy of Sciences, Moscow University, the Synod) spurred the development of a reading public. Vasilii Trediakovskii, for example, was employed by the Academy of Sciences not only for research into Russian linguistics and versification, but also as a translator of contemporary European literature and history. The Academy published his work, as well as the work of official odists and playwrights such as Mikhail Lomonosov, Vasilii Petrov, Gavrila Derzhavin, and Aleksandr Sumarokov, in addition to scientific treatises in translation or by Academy scholars.
The century was one of tremendous ferment in literary genres, language, and style; Russians "telescoped" two centuries of intellectual change into an indiscriminate, simultaneous embrace of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century genres and themes; they "transplanted" European literature and made it their own with turbulent, charged intensity. Russia's intellectuals from the 1730s through the century and beyond consciously considered themselves the creators of "new" Russian literature, as Irina Reyfman, Luba Golburt, and others have argued. The stakes were high and the tasks were momentous: What form of versification works best for Russian? Shall Church Slavonic or more vernacular be preferred? What exactly was Russian vocabulary for the new scientific, philosophical, and narrative needs of the day? Did different genres merit different registers of language? How deeply should Russian poets, writers, and playwrights emulate classical genres, often through the intermediary of French or English models? How much of secular, free- thinking, Deist European thought should Russian writers accept in their pursuit of European Enlightenment?
Russia's great triad of writers in the middle of the eighteenth century—Vasilii Trediakovskii (1703-69), Mikhail Lomonosov (1711-65), and Aleksandr Su- marokov (1717-77)—struggled mightily with these and other issues of language, linguistics, and poetics across the century, bequeathing a legacy to early nineteenth-century writers such as Nikolai Karamzin and Alexander Pushkin who also were called to define "new Russian literature." Irina Reyfman calls the process the forging of a "creation" myth, in which unambiguous answers needed to be found and a canon established. Tempers flared, polemics raged, but in the end these eighteenth-century authors were, well into the twentieth century, dismissed as inferior to the nineteenth-century greats. In their own day, Lomonosov and his supporters managed to win the upper hand in issues of versification and eminence, relegating Trediakovskii even in his day to a reputation as a buffoon and pushing Sumarokov to the sidelines as well. Nineteenth-century critics tended to dismiss the eighteenth century entirely, dismissing its baroque and classical forms and language as not authentically Russian, awarding those laurels to the Romanticism and realism of Pushkin and his followers. The eighteenth century's dismissal was perhaps cemented in the twentieth century, when Soviet scholars latched on to Lomonosov as a peasant hero and Renaissance man of science and underplayed his literary work.
Observing such myth making and paradigm creation, scholars now are working to recognize the tremendous work done by Trediakovskii, Lomonosov, and Sumarokov, and many others, to advance language and literature in the eighteenth century. Trediakovskii and Lomonosov laid the foundations for versification; Trediakovskii wrote a Russian grammar; all developed vocabulary for the literary language. Sumarokov founded Russian theater with an oeuvre of nine short comedies and nine tragedies, four operas or ballet-operas and a religious drama, and he worked out a Russian idiom of tragedy that encompassed Russian Orthodox values in the face of French Enlightenment skepticism. Sumarokov also founded one of the earliest literary journals (Industrious Bee, 1759). Lomonosov excelled at poetry, developing the ode in particular. Trediakovskii, Sumarokov, and others did yeoman's work in introducing educated Russians to European literature in their translations and adaptations of French, English, Italian, and German novels, histories, plays, and poems; playwright Sumarokov was particularly wide-ranging (Amanda Ewington calls him Voltairian), publishing religious and secular poems and essays that popularized current trends in European philosophy and literature or explored Russian history. Particularly in poetry, these three authors' language was complex, even esoteric; they struggled to shape Russian content into classical genres like the ode; in the 1780s Gavrila Derzhavin worked out a "lighter" register of narrative prose that paved the way for Karamzin's and Pushkin's more vernacular- based Russian literary language.
By mid-century journals of literature and social commentary were appearing; most survived only briefly, but editors' willingness to try again testifies to ongoing interest. In 1759 both Sumarokov's Industrious Bee and a Cadet Corps publication (Holiday Time) came and went, struggling economically with a limited reading public and distribution network. Nevertheless, that reading public made its presence known in the second half of the century, supporting publications and shifting its tastes towards European belles-lettres and other topics of personal edification. Gary Marker's study of eighteenth-century printing and "intellectual life" found that publications in religion steadily declined (46 percent of all publications 1725-55, 20 percent 1756-75, 17 percent in 1787) in favor of belles-lettres (16 percent 1725-55; 17 percent 1756-75; 30 percent in 1787), history and geography (6 percent 1725-55; 10 percent 1756-75; 14 percent in 1787) and secular philosophy (1 percent 1725-55, 11 percent 1756-75; 16 percent in 1787).
The foundations were laid for an efflorescence of intellectual and literary life in Enlightenment mode in Catherine's time by the state itself. Literary and satirical journals revived in 1769 when Catherine II openly patronized such work and many were founded. Often anonymously, she supported and contributed to journals from 1769 through the 1770s, sparring in debates about morality and social criticism. She wrote a great deal, usually of didactic content expressed allegorically. In the Tale of Prince Khlorus (1781), dedicated to her grandson, wise Tsarina Felitsa models to the young prince the virtue of taming one's passions and the triumph of reason; in a series of plays Catherine satirized corrupt officials, boorish gentry, and Masonic "superstition." Catherine encouraged lively discourse, in print and in salon society, even permitting satire and "humorous" critique of herself as long as it did not cross the line into political opposition. Nikolai Novikov and others sparred with her in satirical journals; at his press at Moscow University Novikov also published an array of geographies, histories, dictionaries, primary sources from Russian history, children's literature, medicine, and pedagogy. Theater also burgeoned as a forum for modeling Enlightenment civility: Denis Fonvizin's comedic genius in Brigadir (1769) and The Minor (1783) spelled out a morality based on religion, education, and service.
The Synod, the Academy of Sciences, and Moscow University controlled most printing into the 1770s. A few private printing presses were permitted in the late 1770s, with a 1783 decree opening up private publication. Still, censorship was potential: owners of private presses were required to report their publications to police boards, but the norms for censorship were not systematically defined and prosecution waxed and waned. In the 1780s, for example, the Church pressured the state to control private presses: the publications of Novikov, suspicious for his Masonic activities, were inspected in 1785, but he escaped with a warning. Meanwhile, reading publics expanded from high-brow patrons of literary journals to low-brow urban and rural readers in provincial towns.
The penny press thrived and testified to broadening literacy; it took two forms. Popular illustrated books from twenty to 100 pages adapted European romances and adventure stories, often bawdy; moderately priced, they appealed to urban readers. Broadsheets (lubki) were cheap and accessible; they could easily be posted and read aloud in social groups, or hung in kitchens or family parlors. The genre, as woodcuts and copper engravings, was first imported through Ukrainian lands to Moscow in the late seventeenth century and proliferated in the eighteenth; broadsheets became a mass phenomenon in the following century. In Russia religious themes were always predominant in broadsheets, but they also included moralistic commentary and folk tales depicting everyone from peasants to nobility. Like more high-brow theater, broadsheets engaged in mild social critique and commentary. Corrupt judges and cuckolded husbands, drunkenness and immorality were skewered, the virtues of moderation, hard work, and discipline celebrated.
What the Russian penny press lacked throughout its history in Russia in comparison to its European equivalent, however, were overtly political imagery and narratives. In Europe, governments published broadsheets with engravings and narratives of executions to generate popular support; alternatively, broadsheets and chapbooks extolled social bandits or criticized politics. In Russia, neither official nor privately produced literature crossed the bounds into the political. Some broadsheets might be read allegorically in that way: a much reproduced image of the mice burying the cat has been called a critique of Peter I, while another of Alexander the Great defeating Persian Shah Porus is taken as praise for Peter I's military victories. But the absence of explicit political images—punishment, revolt, and rebellion—might be explained by censorship, direct and implicit. Religious broadsheets were supposed to be approved by church censors in the Synod, secular by the presses themselves, and although enforcement waxed and waned, everyone seemed to understand the limits.
A EUROPEANIZED ELITE AND "ADVICE" CULTURE
Russia's elite, overwhelmingly noble but including raznochintsy and high clerics, embraced the European culture to which they were exposed by state-sponsored art and literature and by their own educational paths. They left a visual record of their transformation, at least the roughly 18 percent ofthe nobility in Catherine II's time that possessed enough serfs to live a comfortable, if not lavish life. Secular portraiture came to Russia in the 1680s from the Hetmanate in Polish style. Russian nobles posed in kaftans like Polish Sarmatian noblemen; portraits were restrained and dignified, even iconographic, or surrounded by ornate baroque panegyrics. Peter I returned from European trips in 1697-8 and 1717-18 with dozens of seascapes, landscapes, and portraits of himself commissioned in Europe; throughout his reign he imported European artists and trained a native-born cohort of engravers and artists. By the end of Peter's reign Russian masters in engraving and oils were producing excellent work, including Andrei Matveev's charming portrait (1729) of a couple who might actually have been the painter and his wife.
Matveev's painting is emblematic of the uses to which Russia's noble elite put painting. From mid-century onward, they commemorated their achievements and their identities in portraiture. As country gentlemen, they engaged in useful and pleasant pastimes—designing gardens, improving their estates, hunting—as in the studiously casual portrait of Prince Alexander Kurakin by G. E. Nattier (1728), with hunting dog and gun, or the pose of the industrialist and amateur botanist Prokofii A. Demidov next to flourishing plants in Dmitrii Levitskii's 1773 portrait (Figure 21.1). Even in such portraits, noblemen in service to the tsars took pains to underscore their political stature. Tsarist orders incongruously sit on the hunting jacket of Prince A. B. Kurakin in Jean-Marc Nattier's 1728 portrait, while Vladimir Borovikovskii's 1801 portrait of later Prince Alexander Kurakin (Figure 21.2) resplendently evokes his service to Emperor Paul I (Paul's bust and monogram are on the pillar, Kurakin's many orders and awards weigh down his chest and robe). The Baltic German Count Karl Sievers (d. 1774) similarly proudly displayed his tsarist orders and a brooch with portrait of Peter III in a portrait by Georg Caspar von Prenner; Levitskii included the same attention to medals and insignia in his 1790 portrait of General Otto Heinrich (Iosif) Igelstrom, a nobleman from a distinguished Swedish family in Russian service. Women adorned themselves with the Order of St. Catherine (Princess Dashkova wore a brooch with Catherine II's portrait in a 1784 portrait by Levitskii even though estranged from her former patroness), or emulated late eighteenth-century sentimentalism posing as Russian peasant girls. Whether Russian, Swedish, or German, the imperial nobility presented itself as loyal servants of the empire.
Educated nobles and intellectuals were exposed to Enlightenment thought in an amalgam of French and German trends that began with a pursuit of order and rational understanding of man and the material world and extended to the radical free-thinking of late eighteenth-century French philosophes. Russians took what worked for them, favoring German universities over French and favoring religion over free-thinking. Aleksandr Sumarokov, for example, for all his similarity of intellectual interests to his admired Voltaire, deployed his tragedies to assert the agency and immanence of God in contrast to Voltaire's deism. In a wide array of genres—memoirs, history writing and literature, odes and panegyrics, satirical verse, and very influentially in theater—men of less exalted education than Sumar- okov developed a group identity based on honorable service, commitment to the institution of autocracy, and loyalty to the ruler, European culture, and pride in Russia. Cynthia Whittaker calls this "advice literature," with the advice extending to ruler and to each other. Since these writers were state servants, either officially
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Figure 21.1 Dmitrii Levitskii's portrait of the botanist P. A. Demidov demonstrates the fruits of the nobility's access to European education and freedom from mandatory service (abolished in 1762); Demidov proudly gestures to his plants. General Research Division, The New York Public Library.
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Figure 21.2 Prince A. B. Kurakin used this 1801 portrait by Borovikovskii to demonstrate his political loyalties and achievements, with chest covered with tsarist orders and nearby bust of his patron, Paul I. General Research Division, The New York Public Library.
employed as poets and translators in the Academy of Science and court, or employed in military and civil service, there were limits, of course. The closer it got to political issues, the more "advice" was expressed allegorically, with the stress on the positive.
Writers, steeped in Orthodox morals and Enlightenment thought, focused on universal values and social conditions, proposing high moral standards for the ideal state, ruler, and individuals. By the end of the century some also began to explore a pre-romantic, sentimentalist focus on personal emotions and self-reflection, but commitment to social concerns never waned. To some extent, as Whittaker, Elise Wirtschafter, Elena Marasinova, and others who have studied the "psychology" of the nobility have noted, they wrestled with a tension inherent in their values and their political situation. They struggled to reconcile their belief in a transcendent natural order "created by God and protected on earth by church and monarch" with an Enlightenment commitment to human agency. Servants of the state with no legalistic tradition of political pluralism, few adopted a vocabulary of opposition and radical change (and when a few did in the 1790s, they were punished). Rather, when confronting freedom and justice, they sought stability and reconciliation through personal morality, rather than questioning fundamental structures and creeds.
Intellectuals prided themselves on their loyalty to the state and their personal connection to the autocrat. As Marasinova and Whittaker found, Russia's elite supported autocracy as the right form of government for Russia and considered themselves partners with the ruler. As we saw in Chapter 13, they construed imperial succession as a process that required their participation and affirmation, if not constitutional election. In an Enlightenment version of the Muscovite model of boyars as advisors to the tsar, they considered the legitimate ruler one who took their advice into consideration. They felt they had a personal relationship with the ruler as loyal servants. Over the century addresses to the ruler moved from high- toned baroque prose in odes by Trediakovskii and others to "humorous" and personal prose that Gavrila Derzhavin essayed in his poems of praise to Catherine in his "Felitsa" series. Catherine welcomed such an image of herself as personal patron and guardian. Perhaps the most poignant indication of this personal attitude between subject and ruler are the letters addressed personally to Tsar Nicholas I by some of the noble officers involved in the Decembrist Revolution in 1825, appealing to him personally as if he would empathize with their passionate convictions. A. Bestuzhev wrote: "Convinced that You, Sovereign, love the truth... I shall speak in full frankness ...for the duty of a loyal subject is to tell his Monarch the truth." His naive faith in the tsar's empathy did not save him from exile to the Caucasus.
Russia's intellectuals addressed social and political issues in terms of personal passions to be tamed, rather than institutions and laws to be changed. Plays praised good rulers for their judgment and magnanimity and allegorically skewered bad rulers as flawed individuals, leaving the institution of monarchy unchallenged. Judicial corruption was depicted as the moral fault of individual judges, not of the judicial system. Serf owners were praised for kindness and enlightened patriarchy, while the institution of serfdom was hardly ever questioned. Patriarchy within families was to be softened by love and filial duty. A particular theme of satirical literature, as in comic plays by Denis Fonvizin, for example, was rejection of Francophilia, construed as excessive luxury and moral weakness, and pride in Russian identity, construed as duty, service, and order. Modern nationalism was still in the future.
Eighteenth-century intellectuals were conscious that they were living in a "new" era that required conscious self-fashioning, and their versions of familiar Enlightenment genres reflect Russian specificity. Those who had turned to the lives of country gentlemen, including P. B. Sheremetev and Vasilii Tatishchev, penned handbooks for estate management, couched in terms of military discipline and moral control rather than improvement of crops, tools, and agrarian techniques. Diaries, from Catherine Dashkova's revealing memoir to Nikolai Karamzin's epistolary account of his travels in Europe, criticize the disorder and strife they perceive in Europe. Anna Labzina's memoir of her youth as a provincial noblewoman in the 1790s, written a generation later under influence of her husband's Masonic circle, depicts her as deeply pious, independent minded, and enlightened; Sergei Aksakov, in his family chronicle, provided the perspective of a satisfied country gentleman. Comic theater skewered abusive serf owners, foppish youth, corrupt officials, and ignorance in all forms. Historical works in all genres— Lomonosov's unfinished ode to Peter the Great (1760), Sumarokov's historical tragedies, Iakov Kniazhnin's Rosslav (1783) and Vadim of Novgorod (1793), Mikhail Kheraskov's Rossiada (1779)—used Russian history to build a national myth and allegorically to explore leadership and government.
Through the 1780s Russia's intellectual life was critical and lively. The theater in particular became, according to Wirtschafter, a forum in which "Russians selfconsciously imagined themselves as members of a social collective." The same was happening across Europe: in the revolutionary atmosphere of 1788-92 in Poland, for example, performances of Julian Ursyn Niemcewicz's Return of the Deputy in the provinces spread fervor for opposition. In Russia, theater did not inspire direct political discussion as much as moralistic paths to self-fashioning. In St. Petersburg theatrical performances occurred in the private theaters, noble homes, and imperial palaces. Empress Elizabeth sponsored a theater and opera troupe that found a resplendent home in Catherine II's beautiful Hermitage Theater (completed 1787). In Moscow the Great Stone Theater (1783) had a capacity of over a thousand. Theaters in major provincial cities in European Russia—Iaroslavl', Kaluga, Vologda, Tambov, Riazan', Tambov, even Irkutsk—and in noble estates (an estimated 155 between the 1760s and mid-nineteenth century) became focal points for provincial sociability. Intellectual life in the provinces also flourished in salons, clubs, and reading circles; in the last quarter ofthe century provincial presses in European Russia published the same range of materials as was popular in the capitals, with belles-lettres leading the way, followed by religion, history, geography, and philosophy.
Other institutions also engaged the literary elite. Masonic lodges served as centers of sociability and political discussion for foreigners and Russians alike, as did clubs, such as the English Club, founded in St. Petersburg in 1770 with a membership of Russians, English, nobles, professionals, and merchants. The government sponsored the Free Economic Society, where political discussion was more muted. As Colum Leckey shows, when the Society (under direct pressure from Catherine II) ran a competition in 1768 for proposals of reform in the peasant economy, the vast majority of entrants and eventual winner were foreign, and argued against serfdom on moral as well as economic grounds. But the majority of members of the Society—Russian nobility—opposed the winning entry and tried to stop publication. A sanitized version (omitting the most overt calls for abolition) was published with the Empress's urging. Only one Russian submission, by Aleksei Polenov, argued against serfdom (on the grounds of natural law) and proposed a gradual and voluntary emancipation of serfs through training and establishing of village welfare institutions. Polenov's empathy for serfs ran against the grain of noble attitudes; most regarded peasants as crude and in need of their benevolent, patrimonial care. Only under the influence ofsentimentalism in the very end ofthe century, exemplified by Alexander Radishchev's cri de coeur against serfdom of 1790, did an alternative vision ofpeasants begin to be expressed. Significantly, after the strident debate in the Free Economic Society over publications touching on serfdom, the Society abjured political themes, for the next century publishing in its Trudy only practical, technical studies of agrarian and economic improvement.
A PUBLIC SPHERE?
All this activity has prompted scholars to ask whether a "public sphere" developed in Russia, following Jurgen Habermas, who theorized that the French Revolution was made possible by the emergence of a "public sphere," a space generative of freestanding "public opinion" about political and social life that governments needed to heed. The public sphere thrived with the participation of a broad public in discussion, made possible by expanded literacy, publications, means of communication, and most of all institutions of sociability. In eighteenth-century France and England, those ranged socially from elite salons, Masonic lodges, and voluntary societies to coffee houses, pubs, and taverns. The point of the public sphere was its being turned to real political critique.
Russia's intellectual energy of the late eighteenth century falls short of this high threshold. Overt political critique was rare and loyal identification with the status quo was sincere and deep; civil society independent of the state never developed. Theater in the capitals was under state support; many voluntary societies were under imperial aegis and the state maintained sufficient power to close down public discussion, as it did in the early 1790s. With pressure from the Orthodox Church, mistrustful of Enlightenment free-thinking and shocked at French revolutionary violence, Catherine II cracked down on perceived political publication and gatherings. In 1792 she arrested Nikolai Novikov and shut down his printing press as subversively Masonic; he was sentenced to fifteen years in prison (released after her death in 1796). When Kniazhnin's play Vadim of Novgorod was posthumously published in 1793 in a journal edited by Princess Dashkova, Catherine ordered its entire print run destroyed and Dashkova dismissed, simply because the topic (not its moral lesson) concerned revolution. The most celebrated case centered around Alexander Radishchev's 1790 publication, on his own printing press, of one of the few overtly critical political works of the Russian eighteenth-century Enlightenment, Journey from St. Petersburg to Moscow. Modeled on Sterne's Sentimental Journey, a traveler's successive stops expose the abuses of serfdom and venal officialdom and provide opportunities for sentimentalist, emotional appeals to rulers to abolish serfdom and institute justice. Although Radishchev did not call for overt rebellion, Catherine II took the work in those terms and sentenced him to ten years of Siberian exile. In 1796 private presses were abolished and censorship committees for imported books in major cities were created; more rigorous laws were instated thereafter (1804, 1811, 1828, 1839, and 1851).
Overt critiques like Radishchev's were rare; his was paralleled in his day only by one other such work. Prince M. M. Shcherbatov wrote a scathing critique of corruption and favoritism at Catherine II's court in 1787-8, but entrusted it to his family to remain unpublished (until 1896). These men pushed their educations to the logical limits: French Enlightenment thought to which they were exposed in their European educations did indeed challenge them to rectify injustice and create social equality. But these men were exceptions. Many Russian noblemen and intellectuals of their time were concerned with abuses of serfdom, venality in the judicial system and the corrupt insularity of the imperial court. But few questioned the empire's institutions—autocracy, Church, serfdom, social estates. Rather, as we have sketched out, they strove for moral improvement—perfecting the individual, the landlord, the autocrat.
Marc Raeff, the brilliant student of the eighteenth century, argued that the life course of eighteenth-century noblemen—raised without strong parental input, domineering over their serfs, like their fathers peripatetically serving across the empire—left them psychologically alienated. Men like Radishchev and Shcherba- tov, trained in Leipzig, Berlin, and Paris to believe in universal human rights and to serve humanity, returned to Russia to find no place for such humanitarian dreams. In Raeff's dramatic reading this fateful tension created the critical intelligentsia of the nineteenth century. Iurii Lotman and Boris Uspenskii complemented Raeff's hypothesis of psychological alienation by reading the eighteenth century through the prism of the nineteenth. In the literary trope of "superfluous man" found in Pushkin, Lermontov, and others, they found a nobility that was essentially theatrical, not authentic. Emblematic oftheir view is Alexander Herzen's observation of the 1840s: in Europe the nobility "dresses," while the Russian nobility "dresses up."
These stimulating paradigms provoked decades of scholarship on the nobility— Michael Confino and Boris Mironov, Douglas Smith and Ol'ga Glagol'eva, Wirtschafter and Whittaker, and many others have pored over memoirs, prose and poetry, cultural habits, dress and portraiture, interactions with serfs, provincial estate life. They generally reject the idea that Russia's eighteenth-century nobility was psychologically adrift, and depict an estate that was grounded, loyal to state and service, connected to family and corporate group, committed to social justice through moral reform. Scholars have explored how eighteenth-century intellectuals deployed the Orthodox theme of Russia as a worldly paradise into a preoccupation with pastoral and paradise imagery. Not only did they describe the realm as a harmonious garden, blessed by God, they also cultivated their gardens as spaces to express their botanical interests or explore their own sentimental introspection. Placing themselves in so harmonious a context expressed a basic contentment with state, society, and self.
Russia's nobility was diverse, to be sure, in politics, culture, and behavior. Certainly some yearned for social justice, as attested by the proliferation ofMasonic lodges, where political discussion was generally liberal. Certainly, as Priscilla Roosevelt and Douglas Smith have shown, some noblemen manipulated their serfs as objects in imaginary worlds. But neither of these extremes represents the general experience of nobility and educated elite in the eighteenth-century Russian empire. Russia's elite was fundamentally conservative, seamlessly blending teachings of Enlightenment liberty and self-development with "enlightened Orthodox" moral imperatives to change organically from within one's soul, one's family, and one's community. Even in their day, Russian nobles lamented the cultural chasm they saw developing between themselves as a Europeanized elite and their traditional peasantry; Nikolai Karamzin allowed himselfan uncharacteristic criticism of Petrine Europeanizing reforms in these terms. But their path to repair that chasm was through personal improvement, not institutional change.
One should not exaggerate the angst of Russia's educated elite in the eighteenth century. This was a century of confidence. Noblemen were proud of their empire and of their autocrat; they thought of themselves as an honorable elite; they were committed to their country as a European state moving on a progressive path; they were committed to their Orthodox faith. In the eighteenth century, Russia's nobility and educated elite looked forward confidently and expansively.
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Conclusion
Constructing and Envisioning Empire
By the end of the eighteenth century Russia's rulers and elite began to exhibit some introspection about identity—Russian identity, imperial identity. This began at the top—Peter I recruited hordes of scholars to classify and categorize his peoples and Catherine II thought and wrote about what the "Russian empire" was. Educated Russians—historians, playwrights, ethnographers, memoirists—also posed the question of how to think about the empire and about being Russian within it.
Early modern Russia did not develop the sort of discourses of "national consciousness" that emerged in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Europe, for good reason. In England, France, Italy, and Poland, these arose as monarchies, urban and noble republics, and national markets came into shape, as literacy and education embraced more of society, as vernaculars replaced Latin, as national Churches took shape in the storms of Reformation and Counter-Reformation, as expansion across the continent or across oceans introduced Europeans to the world's diversity. From all these points of view European writers began to develop what historians call national consciousness, not nationalism but an important step towards it. In Russia none of these circumstances prevailed to such a degree, neither the shock of Reformation nor the stimulation of expanding literacy and printing, economic prosperity, social mobility, and national monarchies, nor the confrontation with an exotic Other that nurtured feelings of cultural and religious superiority.
Russia's expansion did not take it into lands of the unknown, like Columbus's three ships or Ferdinand Magellan's circumnavigation. East Slavs had lived side by side with peoples of different religions, ethnicities, and cultures since before the rise of the grand principality of Moscow; new trade routes, new resources, new people to subjugate were not separated by oceans but were contiguous; cross-cultural contact was constant. When Russians took control, they did so by controlling people: exchanging gifts, co-opting elites, hiring translators and fortress guards, taking hostages, bringing people to oath taking, collecting furs or other taxes. Accordingly, Russians did not express the sense of "wonder" and "discovery" of strange new peoples that Europeans encountering the New World felt. Despite its expansion in the sixteenth century, Russia did not develop a discourse of Russian- ness against foreigners or against its own non-Russian subjects. Certainly individual sources can be found condemning Siberian natives as barbaric, or Muslim subjects as infidels, but these were generally tropes of monastic history writing. Through the Muscovite period there was no conscious or coherent ideology of Russian national superiority or even great difference from other ethnic groups. Muscovite tsars, as Valerie Kivelson showed, reveled in the diversity of their many lands, proof of their power.
Peter I's cultural Europeanization of his elite prompted a complex process across the eighteenth century of assessing what it meant to be Russian and how Russians should relate to the West on the one hand and to their subject peoples on the other. As Yuri Slezkine, Elena Vishlenkova, Ricarda Vulpius, and many others have explored, Russian writers took pains to identify Russia with the Enlightened "civilization" of Europe. In "advice literature" from mid-century through Catherine II's time—polemics in journals, in plays, histories, panegyrics, and odes—Russians developed a confidence that their culture was equal to that of Europe, even while writers of the French Enlightenment were coming to regard Russia and its empire as "uncivilized," as Larry Wolff has chronicled.
As for its subject peoples, Russian authors and statesmen applied these concepts in the eighteenth century. As we have seen, the "well-ordered police state" model encouraged Peter and his men to assess the state's resources, and he and his successors began a century of scientific expeditions to map and collect. Displaying the dress, baskets, ritual artefacts, and tools of native peoples of the empire, as Peter did in collections still on display in St Petersburg's Museum of Anthropology and Ethnography alongside his Kunstkammer collection of natural history marvels, demonstrated the breadth of the tsar's power. Self-consciously comparing their empires with that of the Spanish in the New World and the Dutch in the Pacific, or looking with appreciation to the British suppression of the Celtic peoples, Russian writers declared that the tsar's non-Christian subjects not only needed the improvement of morals and discipline that Russian civilization would bring, but were capable of assimilating it. Significantly, they did not dismiss the empire's peoples as barbarian; they promoted a project of civilizing that raised standards of culture without condemning ethnicities per se. Even when in the nineteenth century Russians begin to develop a more nationalistic discourse of Russian superiority, they never developed the "racist thinking" so virulent in nineteenth-century Europe. Vulpius and David Schimmelpenninck van der Oye argue that Russians themselves felt vulnerable in the category of civilization: they lacked some of its key attributes in contemporary Europe, after all, such as civil equality and political pluralism. So the degree to which they bring their "Asian" peoples to civilization affirmed their own Enlightenment.
Eighteenth-century attitudes towards the subject peoples were not perceived as "Russification" but as Enlightenment with a capital E, more integrative than hierarchical. As Vulpius cogently puts it, "This kind of civilizing mission, aiming at the full integration of the newly incorporated peoples, meant a deliberate fusion of the Russian core with the territory of the whole empire." Such an imperial approach maintained in some way age-old traditions of tolerance of diversity; cameralist impulses or even Enlightenment universalism prompted in the first half of the eighteenth century brutal campaigns of forcing non-Christians, particularly animists, to accept Orthodoxy, but by the end of the century Russian "imperial" thinking was consciously more inclusive.
This is clear in Catherine II's quite conscious, pragmatic goal of defining an "imperial Russian" identity inclusive of her many subject peoples. Like Muscovite rulers embracing their peoples as God's multifold providence, but in a secular Enlightenment key, Catherine proudly showed off to foreign visitors her subject peoples as cultured, orderly, and "civilized" citizens. In her frequent travels through her realm Catherine pursued many agendas. By physically traversing the realm she displayed her sense of imperial unity; she perpetuated the role of patrimonial tsar by meeting with people, listening to their grievances, visiting churches and monasteries, distributing alms and mercy. She used her travels to educate herself on issues of concern to her. With an eye to urban planning and economic growth, for example, she visited the new Ladoga Canal system in 1765; on all her travels she visited factories and talked with merchants. On the eve of the Legislative Commission to which she had summoned representatives of the entire empire, Catherine traveled to Kazan in 1767 and met with local monks, merchants, and nobles, viewed native Tatar, Chuvash, Mordva, and Votiak/Udmurt dancers, and received in audience Tatars, Kazakhs, and Siberians. She interviewed Old Believers and Muslims. In 1780 she traveled across Belarus'an lands acquired in the first Polish partition, greeted along the roads by peasants (quickly assembled) and meeting with Polish nobles, Jews, Jesuits, and Dominicans.
By contrast, her celebrated six-month sojourn to the south in 1787 was mostly about display. In the wake of her triumphant victories over the Ottoman empire, the sojourn (which took four years in the planning) was intended to impress her foreign guests and through them European public opinion with the empire's power and its harmony in diversity. In Smolensk, in Kyiv, as she sailed along the Dnieper in a Roman-style galley, and in Crimea, she was met with spectacles, balls, and banquets hosted by loyal nobles, re-enactments of battles (Potemkin restaged on the Dnieper Catherine's 1770 naval victory at Chesme and Peter I's 1708 victory at Poltava!), and festivities and audiences demonstrating her array of loyal ethnic subjects. While Muscovite tsars had celebrated the realm's diversity as evidence of God's blessing on the tsar, Catherine struck the same note in an Enlightenment secular tone, affirming her power, might, and benevolent rule through the breadth of the human community she ruled.
Catherine, like Peter I, also gathered ethnographic information and artefacts from her subject lands and peoples. She energetically defended Russia against the critique of French scientist Jean-Baptiste Chappe d'Auteroche that Russia was dreary and uniform; she celebrated the tremendous diversity of peoples, nature, and wildlife in her vast dominion. Ethnographic and scientific expeditions dispatched by the Academy of Sciences included portrait artists who returned with images of native peoples, their costumes and daily life. Foreign travelers, fascinated by Russia's exotic peoples, produced picture albums of the empire's peoples to great acclaim in Europe and Russia. Jean Baptiste Le Prince produced genre scenes, often romanticized, of his travels in the Baltics, Siberia, and European Russia. The German naturalists Johann Gottlieb Georgi and Peter Simon Pallas headed Academy of Sciences expeditions (1768-74) to the Middle Volga, Urals, and Siberia, collecting flora and fauna and producing ethnographic images (Figure C.1). Pallas's
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Figure C.1 Academician Johann Gottlieb Georgi's sketches of ethnic types, based on his travels in the 1770s, became one of many such publications that fueled popular fascination in the peoples of empire; his images, such as this Iakut hunter, were nonetheless stylized and often touched up in later editions (here the 1799 Academy edition). General Research Division, The New York Public Library.
expedition in the 1790s to Crimea and the south produced striking paintings of native peoples (Kalmyks, Tatars, Cossacks), mountain vistas, and decidedly non- European-looking cities. Based on such information Catherine II commissioned a set of porcelain statues of national and Russian "types."
All this gathering of information contributed to a vision of an empire in which being "Russian" was not an issue of ethnicity but of living as a good subject—as Elena Vishlenkova says, "livingpo-russkii (as a Russian)." Finns, Poles, Chuvash, Tatars, and Russians could all be considered "Russian" (using the imperial "Rossiiskii" that Peter I had introduced as a more inclusive term), leaving only the nomadic, less "civilized" peoples outside that definition; by the end of the century some authors were even idealizing nomads and Cossacks as noble savages. Russia's focus was on its individual subject peoples, not the physical space of conquest. As Martina Winkler argues, Russians did not even develop rituals of claiming territory per se until they encountered rival nations (the Spanish) in America in the early nineteenth century. Until then, physical and ritual markers of national conquest (flags, rituals) were not prominent in Russia's consciousness. Working with its subject peoples was. By the early nineteenth century Russia's official historian Nikolai Karamzin was extolling Russia's glory in imperial, not national terms, describing "Rossiia" as a proud amalgam of Russian control and a vast, ethnically diverse and abundant realm.
Throughout this book we have found in architecture visual indication of how Russia's imperial presence was personified and dispersed. We saw in Chapter 13 how neoclassical architecture projected an Enlightenment vision of empire united by rationality and order in the capitals of European Russia, while elsewhere in the empire it had less impact. In some places classicism barely arrived by the end of the century, with the ornate "Naryshkin baroque" enduring in Siberia and the Middle Volga in jarring contrast to indigenous mosques and temples. As Russia expanded to the west, where European architectural styles had been native for centuries, Russian imperial style blended in with or complemented local architecture. Rich merchants and guilds, municipalities, Lutheran and Catholic churches, wealthy Orthodox monasteries, Cossack nobles, and other corporate groups on the western borderlands matched the baroque or classicism of the emperor's buildings. The imperial style's rationality found common ground in its new acquisitions.
Only with rising nationalism in the nineteenth century did the imperial center attempt to spread around the realm grand architectural statements that unambiguously announced Russian power. As Richard Wortman has chronicled, an early attempt at this occurred in the 1830s when an architectural style combining neoclassicism with Byzantine/Muscovite motifs was elaborated—a grand Alexander Nevskii Cathedral in this style marked the intensification of Russian presence in Crimea in that decade. With conscious Russification of the empire in the 1880s the court sponsored a much more overtly "Russian folk" style on a grand scale, incorporating the bulbous domes and external decorativeness of seventeenth- century Moscow and Iaroslavl'. Immense neo-Russian Orthodox cathedrals arose in St. Petersburg (Figure C.2), in stark contrast to the city's European baroque and
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Figure C.2 The Cathedral of the Resurrection in St. Petersburg (built 1883-1907), popularly known as "Church on the Spilled Blood" because it sits on the site where Alexander II was mortally wounded in 1881, exemplifies the Russian Revival architecture that accompanied the emergence of Russification as imperial policy in the late nineteenth century. Its lavish ornament and onion domes contrast sharply with the capital's European classicism. Photo: Jack Kollmann.
classical look; nobles and the imperial family erected similar churches on their estates, as did factory owners in industrial and manufacturing centers—St. Petersburg, Ivanovo-Voznesensk, Gusev in Vladimir gubernia—surrounding the proletariat with images of regime and faith.
In non-Russian capitals, grand neo-Russian cathedrals dominated city skylines in Helsinki (Cathedral of the Dormition 1868), Vilnius (Cathedral of Mother of God 1860s), Riga (Cathedral of the Nativity 1876-84), and Reval/Tallinn (Cathedral of Alexander Nevskii 1894-1900; Figure C.3), some named after Alexander III's patron saint Alexander Nevskii. Across Estland modest parish churches were built in neo-Russian style in the 1880s; in Warsaw almost twenty such edifices were built in the 1890s, embodying Russian dominance. In the south and farther afield, such Russianate churches were built alongside mosques in Astrakhan (1904), at Kremenets (1912) in Ukraine near the Austrian border, and at the tsar's sea resort in Crimean Yalta (1902). Urban planning projects transformed non-Russian cities, as in Tashkent where the town was essentially split into Muslim and Russian sections, the latter anchored by the grand neo-Byzantine Church of the Transfiguration (1888), Russian administrative buildings, and rationally planned boulevards and
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Figure C.3 The neo-Russian Cathedral of Alexander Nevskii (built 1894-1900) in Reval (modern day Tallinn) stands in contrast to the eighteenth-century baroque bell tower of one of the city's most important and ancient churches, the Lutheran Church of St. Mary, or "Dome Church," built on the foundations of a thirteenth-century Catholic church. Photo: Jack Kollmann.
open spaces. Even in foreign centers—Carlsbad, Vienna, and Copenhagen in Europe, Port Arthur in the Far East, the holy city of Jerusalem—neo-Russian Orthodox churches proclaimed the national uniqueness of the Russian empire at the turn of the century.
But such efforts to blend empire with Russian nationalism were decades away from the eighteenth-century consciousness of empire with which we end our work. By 1801 rulers and elites shared a cosmopolitan sense of identity—rather than casting Russianness as a binary in opposition to their non-civilized subjects, they embraced the entirety of the realm's peoples, as yet still confident in the Enlightenment's validation of all human experience. When confronted with a more exclusive sense of nationalism, such as Ukrainian and Polish struggles for regional autonomy, Russian rulers had no problem quashing such movements to maintain hardball control behind this rosy vision. It was, of course, an "imaginary," a useful fiction for asserting the cohesion of a realm of tremendous diversity, a cohesion kept together by coercion and co-optation as well as ideology. But that vision also provided Russia's multi-ethnic elites and educated populaces with a means of understanding, identifying with, and participating in Russia's "empire of difference."
Russia's rise to geopolitical power between 1450 and 1801 might be said to have defied expectations. In the fifteenth century the grand principality of Muscovy was a forested backwater far from urbanized central Europe and from the richly commercialized band, home to ancient and early modern empires, from the Mediterranean to Eurasia to China. Moscow rose to power at a crucial historical turning point of state building and empire building. Settled agrarian empires were assembling the capabilities not only to conquer each other, but in Russia's part of the world to control the steppe. Doing so meant that principalities in the forest that had previously participated in the global economy as hosts of transit trade could now enrich themselves directly at trade junctures and ports all along transit routes. For Russia that meant the Volga, ports on the Black and Caspian Seas, and Siberian junctions of eastern trade. Controlling the steppe also offered fertile lands that could be farmed, after centuries of nomadic pastoralism, to produce surplus grain and spirits distilled from it, cattle, and other goods to export to its own burgeoning population or to Europe. Controlling the steppe required doing a good job in the tasks of early modern state building—military reform, bureaucratic control, political centralization, fiscal mobilization. From that, the capability of expanding westward towards the Baltic also followed.
The story of Russia's rise as an empire is one of strong state building. With limited resources, Russia kept up with its neighbors in military reform, bureaucracy, and centralization, eventually surpassing them. Like its powerful peers in Europe and the Ottomans, Russia also in these centuries was able to expand in whatever directions opportunity presented, to the east into Siberia, westward into the Commonwealth. In the seventeenth century its formidable rival the Polish- Lithuanian Commonwealth had weakened from lack of military reform and strong central control, and by the eighteenth century the same problems—a lag in military reform and decentralization of political power—also made the Ottoman empire vulnerable. How was Russia able to amass such state-building energy? Surely it was a combination of geographical and geopolitical setting and dogged determination to make much out of few resources.
If one compares the challenges that the grand princes of Moscow faced in the fifteenth century when they amassed significant regional power with those faced by the Osmanli dynasty in Istanbul at about the same time, it might be argued that Russia had an easier playing field. The Ottomans were taking control over lands that were productive in agrarian and manufactured goods, highly commercialized, densely settled in many places, and socially diverse. Of course all this redounded to the prosperity and power of the state, but also posed challenges—moving into the Balkans, Anatolia, Egypt, and the Arab lands, the Ottomans encountered social classes that often had the economic means and territorial integrity to pose opposition to the center. By the eighteenth century, those centrifugal forces undermined central authority; the empire was de facto divided up among networks of powerful notables, whose power was grounded in wealth. They were tax farmers, creditors, and supporters of their local economies—in vast stretches of Anatolia, Egypt, the Balkans. The Ottoman empire had to deal with a much more complicated landscape in its rise to power, and by the eighteenth century struggled to maintain the center.
Moscow's rulers might have wished for the wealth of the Ottoman empire's commercial centers and their merchant and notable families, but they at least avoided some of the attendant headaches. Russian grand princes and tsars were forced to create empire on the cheap, supporting the army with pomest'e and serfdom, defining the tasks of government minimally, leaning on communities for basic services, tolerating difference to avoid investing in local government, neglecting social welfare services even when they paid lip service to the concept of the common good in the eighteenth century. Relative poverty made for skeletal government, but it also gave the center great leverage.
The lands Russia conquered in the center, in Siberia, and the steppe from the fifteenth to eighteenth centuries had few indigenous elites with the organization and resources to resist effectively. Certainly conquest was not without opposition: Siberian tribes and steppe nomads constantly attacked Russian fortresses. To the west it took constant warfare from the sixteenth century and ultimately the force of three empires with superior military technology to subdue Poland-Lithuania. But persistently Russia accumulated the military and naval technology to expand. Its leverage was felt perhaps even more importantly in its ability to co-opt the elites it needed to control the realm. In this area of limited agrarian productivity, the tsar was the only source of wealth. Claiming the land and its resources as patrimonial possessions, constantly expanding to increase the reservoir of land, population, and largesse that they could distribute to followers, the tsars attracted ambitious political elites. They were able to enforce the expectation that all elites served, in the military or civil service, since there were few other professions, occupations, or investment opportunities upon which elites could build self- sufficient bases of power.
Most of the people on whom Russia depended for local control (Russian gentry, bands of Cossacks, co-opted Siberian elites) did not share a European expectation of constitutional, institutional participation in power. They were willing participants in a culture of autocracy where the tsar's "slaves" were actually the most highly rewarded social stratum. When elites who might have chafed under the absence of more western style legal rights and institutions to which they were used came under Russian control (Baltic German nobles, Ukrainian Cossacks, Polish nobility, Magdeburg Law cities), the center by and large allowed them to maintain their autonomies (laws, self-government, language, religion); Catherine II's attempt at social and political homogenization in the western borderlands was overturned by her successor.
To support its elites, Russia's rulers used force to control peasant labor (serfdom) and assiduously kept to a program of devoting minimal resources to the bare infrastructure that mattered. They assembled a powerful enough army to conquer territory that in turn produced income; they paid for the army initially with service- tenure land and peasant labor. They assembled a sufficient bureaucracy to control the population and collect taxes, but begrudged resources for it. Through most of the eighteenth century, while the military went on salary basis, the bureaucracy lived off fees, not salary, and was understaffed. Only in the late eighteenth century did reforms help the empire approach the capability to support army and administration with salary through enhanced fiscal control.
Meanwhile, local government per se was skeletal; the empire's "politics of difference" approach put responsibility for conflict resolution, social welfare, public works, law and order, and many other challenges of daily life in the hands of private groups—state peasant and serf communes, landlords, native communities, Christian, Muslim, Buddhist, and other legal and welfare institutions, special deals given to communities as diverse as Don Cossacks, Armenian and Indian traders, and German Mennonites in Novorossia. Communities ruled themselves to one degree or another: Muslim elites and courts in the Middle Volga, Tatar communities in Crimea, tribal organizations in Siberia, Cossack regimental governing structures in the Hetmanate, Junker noble institutions in the Baltics, landlords' estates and state peasant communes in East Slavic territories.
Moscow demanded unpaid service from lesser social groups by leaning on age- old customs of collective responsibility and by granting enough mercy and largess in judicial proceedings and public interaction to sustain the myth of a just tsar. Moscow constantly had to deal with the agency of the people it conquered and controlled. Building the empire was a gradual, eclectic process; it took decades to move frontiers forward or to consolidate local power. It required putting down recurrent native rebellions, co-opting elites, and getting locals to accommodate to imperial power. It meant constructing relationships with locals, enlisting locals as translators, bureaucrats, and Cossacks. Crucially, it depended upon minimalism of "a politics of difference." It required providing an overarching ideological model of the tsar as benevolent, patrimonial leader for all his people. Most energetically after Peter I's reforms, empire building offered, at least for most elites, a model of imperial identity shaped by European culture, education, dress, and habits. Each "Eurasian empire" was different, each "empire of difference" was different, but this approach to political control worked well for Russia.
In narrating Russia as empire, we have bypassed other common paradigms, such as that of Russia as a despotism. We have portrayed it as an autocracy—a state with undivided sovereignty by a single ruler—and have explored how autocracy worked. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, Russia was able to maintain control over far-flung acquisitions to the Pacific and to weather a near-fatal dynastic crisis in the early seventeenth century. It grew rich on Siberian furs, and inched its way into the steppe, establishing stable if minimal government across the realm. By the eighteenth century Russia was a wealthy and militarily dominant empire, keeping pace in important ways with its peers. Alexander Martin and Dominic Lieven both remark that many of Catherine's reforms—communications, urban development, military reform, economic diversification—matched her European counterparts in her day. They also note, as does Aleksei Miller, however, that we should not exaggerate this success. Russia's achievements soon stalled in comparison to the meteoric rise of European industrialization in the nineteenth century; Russia was saddled with a serf-based economy, inadequate infrastructure, and increasingly inflexible autocratic rule. In many ways, Russia's success as an empire—in geopolitical achievements, domestic institutional organization, and economic dynamics— reached its peak at the turn into the nineteenth century. Furthermore, we cannot fail to note that Russia's creation and endurance as an empire came at the cost of coercive conquest, the brutality of serfdom, impoverishment and deprival of freedom for the mass of the population. That this statement also applies to some degree to its contemporaries across the world—to America with its slavery, to European slave-based colonial empires, to the Ottomans with their devsirme system of enslaving Christians for court service and supporting a lively slave trade for domestic economy—does not negate the point.
One phenomenon in the eighteenth-century empire, however, might be brought to the fore in conclusion. Much of the political, intellectual, and social change engendered in the eighteenth century worked to provide Russia with skilled experts and infrastructure within which they might govern effectively. Scientific training in history, ethnography, cartography, and natural theoretical sciences was being established. Literacy was expanding and the Russian language honed for modern expression. Practical skills were being mandated—fiscal record keeping, census taking, mapping, urban planning, infrastructure such as roads, canals, and sewage systems—in every gubernia in the 1775 reforms. More middle-level administrative personnel were getting experience in administration, even if the 1775 reforms favored retired noble army officers over professional bureaucrats. Literacy was expanding, and under Paul I the professional training of bureaucrats was enhanced.
These changes paved the way for a remarkable first half of the nineteenth century, an underappreciated "saddle" era in Russian history flanking old and new. Some aspects have received attention—the educated intelligentsia's frustration with its inability to effect political change; Nicholas I's harsh autocracy, epitomized by the Secret Police, enhanced censorship and crackdowns on religious dissidents. But these decades also saw steady administrative reorganization, professionalization of the bureaucracy, and codification of the realm. Mikhail Speranskii and successors led a monumental codification of law, resulting not only in a chronological "complete collection" of laws from 1649 to 1825 (in over 40 volumes published simultaneously in 1830), but also in codices (svody) on civil and criminal law and compendia of law for many of the empire's subject peoples (Baltic Germans, German colonizers, Jews, non- Christian inorodtsy). Mapping and scientific exploration continued. From the 1830s and 1840s the state worked out more formal infrastructure and agreements to define the tsar's interactions with his "foreign faiths." Under government patronage myriad scholarly societies were founded. Natural history museums and ethnographic societies to study the empire's peoples, particularly the Russians, were founded in the 1830s. Historical sources were collected and published in voluminous collections by branches of the Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg, Moscow, Kyiv, Vilnius, and provincial capitals; Russian historians (Nikolai Karamzin, M. P. Pogodin, S. M. Solov'ev, and others) wrote the national past to modern European standards. The literary language was being formalized and academic dictionaries published. All this work nurtured the development of skilled experts who might generate change towards more integrated and pluralistic governance. Laying the groundwork for such social energy is one ofthe more salutary continuities that the early modern period contributed to modern Russia.
Different perspectives on the "success" of the Russian empire: Alexander M. Martin, Enlightened Metropolis: Constructing Imperial Moscow, 1762—1855 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013); D. C. B. Lieven, Empire: The Russian Empire and its Rivals (London: J. Murray, 2000); Geoffrey A. Hosking, Russia: People and Empire, 1552-1917 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1997); Alfred Rieber, The Struggle for the Eurasian Borderlands: From the Rise ofEarly Modern Empires to the End ofthe First World War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014); Alessandro Stanziani, After Oriental Despotism: Eurasian Growth in a Global Perspective (London, 2014); Aleksei Miller, "The History of the Russian Empire: In Search for Scope and Paradigm," in his The Romanov Empire and Nationalism: Essays in the Methodology of Historical Research, English edn. rev. and enl. (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2008), 9-43. On weaknesses of the Ottoman empire, see Karen Barkey, Empire of Difference: The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008); Ali Yaycioglu, Partners of the Empire: The Crisis of the Ottoman Order in the Age of Revolutions (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 2016). European tropes about Russia in the eighteenth century: Larry Wolff, Inventing Eastern Europe: The Map of Civilization on the Mind of the Enlightenment (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1994). On attitudes toward non-Russian subjects before Peter I: Valerie A. Kivelson, Cartographies ofTsardom: The Land and its Meanings in Seventeenth-Century Russia (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2006) and her "Claiming Siberia: Colonial Possession and Property Holding in the Seventeenth and Early Eighteenth Centuries," in Nicholas Breyfogle, Abby Shrader, and Willard Sunderland, eds., Peopling the Russian Periphery: Borderland Colonization in Eurasian History (London, New York: Routledge, 2007), 21-40; David Schimmelpenninck van der Oye, Russian Orientalism: Asia in the Russian Mind from Peter the Great to the Emigration (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2010); Michael Khodar- kovsky, "'Ignoble Savages and Unfaithful Subjects': Constructing Non-Christian Identities in Early Modern Russia," in Daniel R. Brower and Edward J. Lazzerini, eds., Russia's
Orient: Imperial Borderlands and Peoples, 1700—1917 (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1997), 9-26.
Visions of empire in the eighteenth century: Martina Winkler, "From Ruling People to Owning Land: Russian Concepts of Imperial Possession...," JahrbUcher fur Geschichte Osteuropas 59 (2011): 321-53; Ricarda Vulpius, "The Empire's Civilizing Mission in the Eighteenth Century: A Comparative Perspective," in Tomohiko Uyama, ed., Asiatic Russia: Imperial Power in Regional and International Contexts (London and New York: Routledge, 2012), 13-31; Stephen Baehr, The Paradise Myth in Eighteenth-Century Russia (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1991); Hans Rogger, National Consciousness in Eighteenth-Century Russia (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960); Yuri Slezkine, "Naturalists versus Nations: Eighteenth-Century Russian Scholars Confront Ethnic Diversity," in Brower and Lazzerini, Russia's Orient, 27-57; Ryan Tucker Jones, Empire of Extinction: Russians and the North Pacific's Strange Beasts of the Sea, 1741-1867 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014); Elena V. Barkhatova, "Visual Russia: Catherine II's Russia through the Eyes of Foreign Graphic Artists," in Cynthia Hyla Whittaker, ed., Russia Engages the World, 1453-1825 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2003), 72-89; Alexander M. Martin, "The Invention of 'Russianness' in the Late 18th-Early 19th Century," Ab Imperio 3 (2003). Two important Russian books on this theme: E. A. Vishlenkova, Vizualnoe narodovedenie imperii, Ili, "uvidet' russkogo dano ne kazhdomu" (Moscow: Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, 2011); G. V. Ibneeva, Imperskaia politika Ekateriny II v zerkale ventsenosnykh puteshestvii (Moscow: Pamiatniki istoricheskoi mysli, 2009).
On urban planning and architectural imperialism, see Kelly O'Neill, "Constructing Imperial Identity in the Borderland: Architecture, Islam and the Renovation of the Crimean Landscape," Ab Imperio 2 (2006): 163-92 and three essays in a seminal collection: Dimitri Shvidkovsky, "Catherine the Great's Field of Dreams: Architecture and Landscape in the Russian Enlightenment," Robert Crews, "Civilization in the City: Architecture, Urbanism and the Colonization of Tashkent," and Richard Wortman, "The 'Russian Style' in Church Architecture as Imperial Symbol after 1881," in James Cracraft and Daniel B. Rowland, eds., Architectures of Russian Identity: 1500 to the Present (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2003), 51-65, 117-32, 101-16.
On administrative ferment under Alexander I and Nicholas I, only a few of many excellent works can be cited: W. Bruce Lincoln, In the Vanguard of Reform: Russia's Enlightened Bureaucrats, 1825-1861 (DeKalb, Ill.: Northern Illinois University Press, 1982); Paul W. Werth, The Tsar's Foreign Faiths: Toleration and the Fate of Religious Freedom in Imperial Russia (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014); Marc Raeff, Michael Speransky: Statesman of Imperial Russia, 1772-1839 (The Hague: M. Nijhoff, 1957); William Benton Whisenhunt, In Search of Legality: Mikhail M. Speranskii and the Codification of Russian Law (Boulder, Colo.: East European Monographs, 2001); Schimmelpenninck van der Oye, Russian Orientalism; Nathaniel Knight, "Science, Empire and Nationality: Ethnography in the Russian Geographical Society, 1845-1855," in Jane Burbank and David Ransel, eds., Imperial Russia: New Histories for the Empire (1998), 108-41; Elise Kimerling Wirtschafter, Social Identity in Imperial Russia (DeKalb, Ill.: Northern Illinois University Press, 1997) and her Russia's Age of Serfdom 1649-1861 (Malden, Mass.: Blackwell Pub., 2008); E. A. Pravilova, A Public Empire: Property and the Quest for the Common Good in Imperial Russia (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014). On Karamzin, see Derek Offord, "Nation-Building and Nationalism in Karamzin's History of the Russian State," Journal of Modern Russian History and Historiography 3 (2010): 1-50.
Index




absolutism 11, 38, 77, 135, 269, 276-8, 428 Academy of Arts 376,381,389 Academy of Sciences, the 274-5, 284, 312, 337-8, 377, 389, 436, 438, 443, 452,461; see also under St. Petersburg Survey Department 338 administration 18, 65, 107, 109, 115, 174, 183, 215-16, 296, 298, 300-3, 305-6, 310-11, 315, 319, 333, 336, 343, 349, 352, 378, 381, 385, 387, 391, 404, 407, 422, 429-30, 456, 459-60, 462; see also bureaucracy and governance central 86, 174, 301, 317 institutions of 113, 118, 173, 301, 314, 373 reform of 65, 92, 94, 100, 105-6, 111-13, 115-16, 119-22, 125, 277, 296, 300-3, 307-8, 312-14, 317-18, 328, 330, 333, 339-40, 349, 352, 360, 363, 371, 380, 382, 406-7, 429, 433-4 standardization of 103, 111, 115, 125, 160,
175, 201, 343, 397 systems of 80, 99, 107-8, 125, 301-2, 307, 314, 373, 424 Admiralty, the 365 Adrian (Patriarch) 412 Adrianople, Treaty of 335 advice/advisors 77, 135-7, 157, 208-9, 211, 256, 269-70, 277, 326, 375, 430, 439-40, 443 Aegean Sea 324 Africa 26, 32, 121, 187, 189
North 30 "Afro-Eurasian" zone 32 Agamben, Giorgio 154 Agapetus 133, 135
agriculture 23, 26-7, 29-32, 59, 63-4, 85, 98, 109, 113-14, 116, 160, 167, 200, 202-3, 218-19, 225-6, 230, 233, 324, 327, 334, 356-7, 361-2, 365, 368-70, 375, 377, 383, 444, 458 viticulture 59, 114, 116 Akbar 35 Akkerman 401 Aksakov, Sergei 91, 444
Family Chronicle 91 Alaska 5, 21, 26, 84-5 Alatyr' 371
alcohol 60, 68, 108-9, 200-1, 230, 254, 318, 325-7, 330-2, 368-9, 385, 394 monopolies on 216, 332 Aleksandrov 153
Alekseevna, Sofiia 131, 151, 260, 268-9, 276,
280, 293, 296 Aleksei Mikhailovich (Tsar) 135, 139, 151, 169, 193,204,212,255-6,260,273,276 Aleksei Petrovich 279-80 Aleksii (Metropolitan) 249 Aleppo 32, 235 Aleut people, the 85, 402 Alexander (Grand Duke of Poland/
Lithuania) 12, 51 Alexander I (Emperor of Russia) 278, 284, 312-13, 348, 407, 433-4, 462 Alexander II (Emperor of Russia) 96, 372, 455 Alexander III (Emperor of Russia) 456 Alexander, John 278 Alexander the Great 439 Alexander Nevskii (Prince and Saint) 136, 456 Alexandria 31
alliances 12-17, 57, 65, 71, 73, 78, 94, 107,
208, 210; see also diplomacy Allsen, Thomas 2, 129 Altai Mountains, the 21, 65, 90, 319, 363 Altay 25, 85-6, 88 amanat 70
Americas, the 29, 450-1, 454, 460; see also
North America Amsterdam 36, 171, 189, 297, 337 Amur River 62, 84, 178, 196 Anadyr Mountains, the 21 Ananich, Boris 319, 326 Anastasiia Romanova (wife of Ivan IV) 150, 210 Anatolia 30-2, 34, 48, 458 Andrei Bogoliubskii (Prince) 44 Andrei Ivanovich (Prince of Uglich) 148 Andrusovo, Treaty of 14, 76 Angara River 64, 196 animal husbandry 59, 71, 91, 95, 98, 116, 226, 369
animals 66, 71, 85, 94, 181, 193, 203, 225,
324, 368, 383 animism 41, 60, 65, 259-60, 401 animists 45, 53, 55-6, 63, 96-7, 398,
401-2, 451 Anisimov, Evgenii 281 Anna Ioannovna (Empress of Russia) 121,
275-7, 281-2, 284, 288, 306, 316, 398, 403, 431-2, 436 AnnaLeopoldovna, ofMecklenburg (regent) 281 Anna Petrovna (daughter of Peter I) 279-80 Annalistes, the 33 anti-Semitism 123-4 Antwerp 31, 235 Apanaevskii mosque (Kazan) 285
Arabia 32, 458 Aral Sea 46, 195
architecture 10-11, 43, 73, 107, 110-11,
141-7, 157, 158, 204, 228, 251, 253, 272, 274-6, 282, 284-92, 295, 322, 387-91, 436, 454-7, 462
Arctic Sea, the 1, 23, 25, 27, 53, 60, 63,
231, 338 Aristotelianism 155, 253 Arkhangelsk 25, 53, 180, 182, 189-94, 197-8, 202, 204, 241, 323, 339, 342, 357 Arkhangelskoe 388
Armenians 34, 66, 97-9, 115, 192-4, 197, 202, 205, 292, 331,385,391,397 NewJulfa 193-4, 197 Arndt, Johann 413
art 10-11, 107, 110-11, 131-3, 144-5, 156-7, 231, 253, 267-74, 276-8, 280, 282-5, 316, 384, 391, 418, 440-3,
450; see also icons and frescos artisans 123, 176, 202, 236-40, 288, 290, 299,
364, 380-1, 386, 388 Arzamas 367, 371
Asia 26, 36, 44, 187-9, 323; see also Far East, the Central see Central Asia people of/from 391 and Russia vii, 5 South 5
Southeast 5, 187 "Asiatic despotism" 5 assassinations 155 "assemblies" 436
Astrakhan 13, 28, 35, 46, 48, 55-7, 71, 93, 95, 98-9, 164-5, 170, 193-5, 198-9, 202-3, 218, 235, 323, 331, 346, 371, 377, 383, 403, 434, 456 atamans (hetmen) 59, 99-100, 110 atheism 399 auls 66
Austria 14-17, 121, 137, 290, 404, 456
autarchy 10
authority 4, 35, 69, 248, 271, 276, 280, 305, 318, 349, 386, 404 administrative 65 claims of 5, 37, 139
consolidation of 200 spiritual 260-1, 400, 424 autocephaly 48
autocracy 1-2, 11, 35, 118, 150-1, 267, 269, 283, 292-3, 443, 446, 459-60;
see also despotism and power
autonomy 72, 75, 77-9, 95, 98-101, 107,
113, 169, 336, 381-2; see also self-government
of Cossacks see Cossacks, autonomy of erosion/undermining of 91, 94, 103, 106,
119 local 56, 109, 387, 394
Avvakum 255, 257, 262, 418, 426; see also Old Belief
Azov 167, 192, 296, 324, 327, 329, 335,
342, 346 Azov campaign 29, 337, 342 Azov Sea 14, 16, 25, 34, 46, 71, 84, 97, 115, 163
Babur 35 Baghdad 32, 141
Baikal, Lake 62-5, 85, 196, 287, 401 Bakhchisarai 292, 383, 401 Bakhchisarai, Treaty of 14, 72 Baku 16, 84
Balkans, the 30, 34, 42, 458 Baltic German Junkers 4, 311-12, 355, 359, 384, 459
Baltic region 12, 14-16, 48, 52-3, 74, 84, 103, 116-20, 126, 182, 313, 320, 331, 339, 346, 359, 364, 369, 378, 383, 403-4, 452, 457, 459 Kontora for Livland, Finland and Estland
Affairs 118 Landrats 117, 119 Landtag 117 Baltic Sea 3,11,25-6,34,42-3,45,49-50,57, 103, 191, 202, 323, 324 ports 5, 36, 38, 73, 182, 188, 190-1,
299, 384 trade 47-8, 124, 198, 322 Bandido Khambo Lama 401; see also Buddhism
and Buddhists bandits/banditry 58-9 Baranovych, Lazar 410 Blagodat'i istina 268 Barkey, Karen viii, 2-4, 129-30, 160 Baron, Samuel 240 Barrett, Thomas 58, 97 barshchina 361, 366
Bashkir uprisings 90-1, 105, 370-1, 398-9 Bashkiria 16, 82, 88-91, 93, 106, 130, 162-3, 167, 169, 310, 330, 338, 369, 398-9
Bashkirs 13, 58-60, 69-71, 81, 88-94, 105,
125, 195, 231, 290, 299, 307, 309, 335, 359, 370-1, 398 Batashevs, the 320 Baturyn 78
Beauplan, Guillaume de 179 Beccaria, Cesare 352 Beijing 62, 88, 141, 195, 242, 324, 337 Bekbulatovich, Semeon 153, 430 Belarus 9, 14, 17, 25, 30-1, 34, 37, 41, 43, 45, 72-3, 78, 84, 169, 297, 310, 313, 332, 359, 369, 422-3, 452 Belarus'ans vii, 42, 46, 49, 80, 110, 121, 225, 244, 253, 358, 412, 421-2, 424
Belgium 30
Belgorod 67-8, 163, 165, 167, 170, 177, 180
Belgrade 32
Beloozero 50, 177, 202, 250
Beloozero, Lake 342
Bel'skiis, Princes, the 149,210-11
Belyi Iar 69
Bender 401
Bentley, Jerry 32-3
Betskoi, Ivan I. 381-2,434
Berezov 60, 62, 65, 86
Bergholtz, F. W. 436
Bering, Vitus 85
Bering Strait 27, 84
Berlin 446
Besht, Israel 405
Bestuzhev, A. 443
Bezborodko, A. A. 113, 277, 430
Bezhetsk 367, 376, 383
Bezobrazov, Andrei 260
Bible, the 245, 269
New Testament 245,256 Old Testament 133, 245, 260 billeting 299-300, 344, 385 Biron, Ernst 121, 276, 288 Bitiug valley 163
black earth steppe 23, 25, 89, 356-7, 362, 365, 383,413
Black Sea 1-3, 5, 9, 14-16, 18, 21, 25, 32,
34-5, 42, 44-5, 57, 66, 68, 80-1, 95, 97-8, 103, 124, 167, 296, 298, 321, 323, 344, 346, 357 ports 28,36,38, 84,109, 324,342, 369, 457 Black Sea region/littoral 16-17, 25, 32, 53, 84,
104, 124, 357 Black Sea (Pontic) steppe 17, 21, 31, 34, 46, 51, 57-8, 93, 103, 113-14, 124, 126, 179, 307, 312, 331, 336, 342, 346, 356, 358, 362, 397, 399, 413 Blanchard, Ian 319, 361, 368 Board of Good Order (in towns) 381 Boards of Social Welfare (in gubernii) 309, 313,
325, 431 Bobrov, S. S. 377 bobyli 330, 376
Boeck, Brian 4, 59, 72, 99, 163, 356
Boehme, Jacob 413
Bogatyrev, Sergei 131, 149
Bogoliubovo 44
Bohemia 31, 220
Bologna 142
Bolotnikov, Ivan 230
Bolotov, Andrei 433-4
Boris Godunov (Tsar) 10, 29, 145, 149-50,
153, 179, 210-11, 255 Borovikovskii, Vladimir 440, 442 Bosporus, the 18, 26 Boterboem, Kees 189
boundaries/borderlands vii, 34, 58, 71, 80-1, 83, 86, 88, 93, 96, 99, 101, 103, 111, 125, 165, 167, 182, 201, 236,
297, 306-7, 329, 334, 338-9, 352, 359, 369, 397, 459; see also uezdy confirmation of 85, 100, 178 control of 36, 346
protection of 67, 95, 105, 108, 167, 219 "Boyar Duma", the 137 boyars 10, 57, 133, 136-7, 139, 147-9, 153, 155, 168-9, 177, 208-12, 215, 221, 239, 251, 253, 255, 271, 283, 297, 436, 443; see also elite, the and nobility Brahe, Tycho 411 Brandenburg 15, 17 Brandenburg-Prussia 16-17, 79, 269 Bratislav 122-3
Braudel, Fernand 1, 33, 65, 179 Brest 37, 74, 407
Brest Union 37, 74, 247, 420-2; see also Church Unions, Catholic-Orthodox and Uniate church (Greek Catholic) Brewer, John 202 Briansk 13, 51, 165
Britain 15-16, 30, 36, 53, 113, 192-3, 205,
320, 324, 329, 434, 451; see also England and Wales
navy of 52, 189, 202, 298, 324 people of/from 80, 180, 188, 198 Brook, Timothy 155, 189 Bruce, James 277 Brunswick, Duke of 281 Buchholtz, Heinrich 275 Budapest 236
Buddhism viii, 2, 36-7, 71, 401-2, 407-8 Buddhists 10, 63, 96, 287, 351, 397-8, 401-2, 459; see also Bandido Lama Lamaist 71, 401, 406 Bug River 103, 114, 298, 344 Bukhara 34, 91, 95, 192, 194-5, 197 Bulavin, Kondratii 72, 99, 167, 335, 370 Bulgaria 34, 105
people of/from 113-14, 116, 336, 357 Bulgars 50, 244
bureaucrats 56, 64, 160, 174, 176-7, 180, 212, 215-16, 219, 221, 237, 302, 311,
349, 376, 427, 433, 460;
see also officials bureaucracy 2, 5-6, 35, 41, 91, 138-9, 156, 161, 168, 172-7, 185, 200, 212, 215-16, 222, 257, 277, 301-5, 313-14, 318, 343, 348, 382, 415, 457, 459; see also administration and civil service power of the 70 reform of 3, 333 size of the 9, 161, 215, 459 staffing of the 4,211-12; see also bureaucrats system of 10, 173-4, 382 Burbank, Jane viii, 2, 154 Buriatiia 402
Buriats 63-5, 85-6, 89, 287, 401-2 Bursa 32, 235
Bushkovitch, Paul 242, 250, 252, 262, 277,
365, 369, 398 Byzantine culture/style 5, 129-30, 132-3, 136, 149, 157, 169, 269, 414, 454, 456 Byzantium 2-4, 32, 34, 42, 98, 169-70, 247, 252, 259-60, 262, 275, 290, 345 emperors of 12, 48, 136
cadasters 177, 183, 201, 224 Cadet School 304, 376, 433, 438
Holiday Time 438 Caesar Augustus 130 Caffa 34, 45, 66-7, 114 Cairo 31, 235
cameralism 11, 103, 111, 292, 306
Cameron, Charles 284, 290
Canada 21, 23, 420
capitalism 188
Cardis, Treaty of 14
Caribbean, the 29
Carlsbad 457
Carpathians, the 21
cartography see maps/mapping
Caspian Sea 2-3, 15-16, 25, 32, 44, 57, 59, 80, 84, 93, 95, 97, 179, 193, 195, 202-3, 296, 323, 357 ports 35, 42, 56, 457 Caspian steppe 9, 13, 34, 57-8, 84, 93-4, 101,
113, 362, 401 Catherine I (Empress of Russia) 279-80, 288-9,
316, 390, 436 Catherine II (Empress of Russia) 11, 110-11, 125, 261, 275, 277-8, 281-6, 294, 303, 308, 317, 321, 329, 334, 339, 347, 357, 366, 370-1, 374-7, 385-7, 389-91, 405, 408, 413, 417, 423-4, 430, 433-5, 438-40, 443-4, 449-51 actions of 89, 94-5, 100, 103, 105, 108-10, 118-20, 122, 124-5, 271, 275-6, 282, 288, 290, 295, 298, 306-8, 311-12, 314, 318-19, 322, 324, 326-7, 330, 332-3, 336, 338, 340, 342, 348, 352, 355, 361, 363, 372, 377, 381, 383, 387, 392, 397, 399, 401, 403, 407, 415, 419, 424, 430, 438, 445-6, 452, 454, 459-60 campaigns of 84 diplomacy of 16
policies of 113-15, 123-4, 292, 316, 372, 379-80, 385, 394, 404
reforms of see under reforms works by 11
Instruction of1767 113, 126, 275, 327, 334, 348, 352, 366, 372, 374-6, 395-6, 408, 423 Tale of Prince Khlorus (1781) 438
Catholicism 10, 12, 37, 46, 48, 73-5, 77, 144, 146, 244-5, 247, 250, 252-3, 256-7, 262, 377, 396-8, 403-4, 411, 413, 415, 420-5, 430, 435, 454, 456; see also Pope, the and religion andtoleration, religious and Vatican, the Roman Catholic Ecclesiastical College 404 Caucasus, the 9, 21, 25, 31, 46, 50, 56-7, 66-7, 71, 82, 84, 95, 97-8, 102, 105, 115, 171, 310, 330-1, 357-8, 363, 407 Celts 80, 451 censorship 439
censuses 111, 178, 224, 307, 336-7, 352 center, the (rule from Moscow; historic
heartland) 2-6,161,207,267,271, 305-7,310, 313-14, 361,390,458 Central Asia 21, 25-6, 32, 36, 51, 58, 71, 84,
89, 91, 94, 192, 194-5, 240 centralization 35, 173, 177, 200, 211, 213, 301, 303, 312, 314, 382, 457; see also
decentralization Chancellor, Anthony 52, 188 chanceries 170, 173, 175-6, 179, 183, 212, 217, 301-3, 305,311,313, 340, 386, 389
Chancery for Apothecaries 212, 260 Chancery for Construction of State Roads 340 Chancery for Criminal Law 233 Chancery of Elders (Don Cossacks) 100 Chancery of Foreign Affairs 179, 216, 302 Chancery of Land Administration, Moscow 239 Chancery of Land Records 173,175,216 Chancery for Musketeers 212 Chancery for the New Model Army 212 Chappe d'Auteroche, Jean Baptiste 290, 452 Charlemagne 43 Charles I (of England) 198 Charles XII (of Sweden) 15-16, 107 Charter of Nobility (1785) 112, 115, 120, 122, 125, 214, 289, 311, 355, 360, 367, 427, 434, 447 Charter to Towns (1785) 112, 120, 124, 289,
345, 355, 381, 384-5, 387 Cheliabinsk 371 Cheliadniny boyar clan 210 chelobit'e see petitions Chechens 97-8 Cherdyn' 145
Cheremis/Mari 42, 56, 69, 89, 91, 309,
359, 362 Cherkassk 72, 232 Cherkasskaia, Mariia 57 Cherkasskie princes 57 Chernigov 13-14, 43, 52, 111, 324, 336, 411, 431 College 110 Chernobyl 42
Chesme, naval battle of 17, 276, 298, 452 children 227, 319, 364, 381-2, 395, 419, 431-2
China 2, 12, 21, 25-6, 32-4, 84, 89, 141, 176-7, 187, 192, 195, 197-9, 323, 337, 339, 344, 347, 397-8, 401, 457
dynasties of Han 35
Ming 30, 35, 155 Qing viii, 3, 35-7, 62, 88, 178 Yuan 30 empire of 2-3, 8, 155, 179, 188 Manchu 35, 63, 178, 337 military of 37 population of 30-2 and Russia 35-6, 62, 85-6, 178, 196,
240, 324 "Three Teachings" 36 Chinggis 2, 46
Chinggisids, the vii, 2, 34-5, 37, 46, 56-7, 114,
129-30, 137, 153, 211, 231, 397 chinovniki 303
Chronicle of the Beginning ofTsardom 136 Chukchi 64, 89
Church Councils, Russian Orthodox 244, 254-8
Stoglav (1551) 136,254,418 of1640 422 of1667 257 of1675 255 of 1681/2 248 Church Unions, Catholic-Orthodox 12, 15, 37, 48, 421 -2; see also Brest Union and Florence-Ferrara Union Chuvash peoples 56, 67, 69, 71, 89, 91, 231,
309, 359, 362, 371, 399, 452, 454 Circassia 66, 97 Circassians 57
civil service 4, 119, 125, 172, 177, 212, 216, 296, 302, 304, 306, 313-14, 317, 376, 427-9, 431, 433, 460; see also
bureaucracy Clavuccio, Horatio 140 climate 21-3, 25-8, 39, 160-1, 181, 339, 342 Coach Chancery 340; see also communication,
coach and mail service coercion 3, 5, 161, 164, 168, 172, 460 cohesion 4, 89, 160, 164, 232, 394, 407,
416-17, 427, 430-2, 435, 457;
see also society, cohesion of Cohn, Norman 406 Cold War, the 5, 155 College of Commerce 310, 380 College of the Economy 329, 362 College of Foreign Affairs 95,107,310 College of Justice for Livland, Finland and
Estland Affairs 118, 403-4 College of Manufacturing 318-19, 380
College of the Navy 310, 377 College of War 95, 97, 310 Colleges 301, 303-6, 310, 312, 317, 429 Columbus, Christopher 450 Commercial Bank 325 Commission for Conversion 398-9 Commission for Masonry Construction 390-1 Commission on Urban Planning 391 "common good", the 37, 428, 458 communalism 227-9, 238-40, 301, 363, 368, 459
communication 137, 160-1, 182, 261, 340, 342, 352, 393-4, 445 coach and mail service 217, 339-41, 352 improvements in 3, 37, 352, 460 lack of 6
means of 60, 174-6
networks of 2, 172, 179, 181-3,339-42, 369 communities 4, 23, 36, 63, 65-6, 80, 88, 92, 109-10, 125, 138-9, 162, 164, 168, 175-6, 180-2, 199, 216-17, 224-5, 227, 229, 260, 293, 300, 304, 306, 309, 313, 319, 330, 351, 360, 363, 384, 396, 403, 406-7, 414, 416, 418-20, 458-9 Cossack 59-60, 65, 95; see also Cossacks Jewish 123, 125, 404-5; see also Jews Muslim 400; see also Muslims running of 232-3 things affecting 170, 204, 230, 344, 398
urban 99, 229; see also urban areas confessionalization 396-7, 401, 403, 406-8,
412; see also Russian Orthodoxy and Old Belief and Ukrainian Orthodox Church and Uniate (Greek Catholic) Church Confino, Michael 446 Confucianism 2, 36 conquest 3, 5
control 3-6, 10, 51, 96, 100-1, 103, 107, 162, 167, 172-3, 177, 202, 230, 305, 310, 313, 335, 352, 370, 403, 424, 457, 459-60; see also authority and governance and power and under state, the
Constantinople 31-2, 42, 48, 78, 130, 141,
245, 247, 256, 341, 345, 405, 421;
see also Istanbul Cooper, Frederick 2 co-optation 3, 35, 92, 101, 207 Copenhagen 457 Copernicus, Nicholas 411 "copper riots" 69, 218 Corps of Hydrologic Engineering 342 corruption 70, 173, 176, 229, 248, 255, 262, 277, 305, 326, 349-50, 379, 443, 446 Corsicans 116
Cossack Hetmanate see under Hetmanate, the Cossack rebellion, the 14, 68, 72, 75-8, 110, 123, 162, 167, 172, 192, 230-1, 242, 335, 370-1; see also Cossacks, revolts
Cossacks 14, 59-60, 64-5, 68, 72, 75-9, 82, 88, 92, 95-102, 107-8, 110, 113, 115, 125, 150, 164, 169, 181, 193, 216, 218-20, 230, 240, 253, 290, 305, 309, 330-1, 337, 355, 363, 371, 385, 430, 454, 459 actions/activities of the 60, 62, 68, 71-2, 75, 95-7, 111
armies/forces of the 76, 107, 111-12, 116, 125, 162, 165, 167, 208, 218, 236, 297-8, 459 autonomy of the 60, 72, 77-8, 95, 98-101, 110-11
Black Sea Host 97-8, 105, 125, 336 Bug 125
definition of 58-9
Don 4, 14, 71-2, 93, 95-7, 99-100, 102, 105, 114, 125, 165, 167, 169, 178, 208, 218, 230-1, 233, 239, 299, 310, 312-13, 330, 335-6, 359-60, 370-2, 417, 428, 459 elite 100, 105, 108-9, 290 government 76-7, 108-9, 111, 310 Greben 125 history of the 78
Iaik 71, 94-6, 99, 105, 307, 336, 370-1, 417, 428
integration of 60 as intermediaries 94 Irkutsk 85 Irtysh 95-6
Kuban 96, 115, 336, 371 Line 98
movement of 103, 336, 357 Orenburg 91, 95, 125 Polish-Lithuanian 59 revolts 62, 72, 95, 99, 105, 162, 230-1;
see also Cossack rebellion, the and Stepan Razin rebellion Siberian 59, 95, 125, 218 Sloboda 106, 336 Tatar 59 Terek 96-8, 125 Transbaikal 63
Ukrainian 4, 64, 203, 428, 430, 459 Ural 91, 95-6, 125, 218, 370-1 Volga 67, 125, 150, 336, 370 Zaporozhian 14, 71, 75, 77, 79, 95-7, 99, 103, 105-6, 218, 336, 371, 421 "Councils of the Land" 137, 149-50, 209 Council of Trent 421-2 Counter-Reformation, the 37, 46, 74, 258, 262,
398, 411, 450 Courland, Duchy of 52, 84, 103, 116, 120-2, 280, 288
courts (of Moscow ruler) 131-3, 135, 141, 149, 157, 208-9, 211, 250, 253, 260, 264, 271, 283, 293, 298, 316, 347, 377, 430, 433, 435
politics at see under politics "Sovereign's" 208, 213-14 spending on the 316-17, 334 status at 130, 302, 430 Coxe, William 306, 369 Cracow 123, 411 Cracraft, James 271, 277 credit 241, 333, 393-4, 431 Crews, Robert viii
crime 97, 139, 169-70, 172, 230, 232-3, 261, 347, 351, 364, 367; see also criminals political 169-70 religious 309 Crimea 9, 11, 14-15, 25, 28, 34, 42, 57, 70, 84, 98, 101, 116, 126, 182-3, 292, 331, 336, 338, 341, 346, 358, 363, 383-4, 399-401, 430, 434, 454, 456, 459 control of 46
Russia at war in 55-6, 166, 269, 335 Crimean khanate 12-13, 37, 51, 103, 105,
114-15, 397 Crimean Land Government 115 Crimeans 14, 93, 397
criminals 64, 167, 170-2, 183, 207, 233, 309 robbers/highwaymen 230, 242 treatment of 64; see also punishment Croats 42
"Crown of Monomakh" 130 Crummey, Robert 177, 212, 417 cultural expression 10-11 cultural integration 72
cultural interchange 36, 45, 58, 96, 106, 109 culture 2, 48, 55, 63, 74, 77, 81, 88, 98,
108-10, 119, 121, 160, 225, 277, 372, 393, 403, 415-16, 424, 431-2, 435-9, 443-4, 447-8, 450, 459
change in 11, 257, 284, 293, 375, 448, 451 diversity of vii, 1, 55, 63, 263, 430 dominant 10
folk 231, 255, 258-9, 347, 412, 416; see also
folk belief imperial 18 institutions of 393 local 65, 144 popular 123
Russian 70, 388, 430, 450 spending on 316 trends in 38, 46, 83 currency 69, 177, 198-200, 300, 312, 318,
325, 328, 330, 332-3, 361-2, 393 customs/customs barriers 38, 91, 193-5, 197-8,
236, 240-1, 243, 333 Customs Chancery 326
Cyrillic script 301 Czechs 42
Dagestanis 97 Dale, Stephen 192 Damascus 32
Daniil (Metropolitan) 250, 252, 255 Daniil Aleksandrovich (Prince of Moscow) 48 Daniilovich dynasty 48, 130-1, 147-50 Danube River 58, 105, 236 Daoism 36
Dashkova, Ekaterina 282, 432, 440, 444, 446
Daugavpils/Dvinsk see Dunaburg
Davis, Natalie Zemon 167
death 27, 29, 161, 172, 227, 347, 367
debt 223-4, 239, 241, 312, 316, 328, 332-4,
364, 394 Decembrist Revolution 443 decentralization 17, 173, 306, 326, 458; see also
centralization defensive lines 13, 67-8, 87-8, 90, 92-3, 95-7, 103, 125, 163, 219, 335-6, 356-7,
361; see also fortresses deism 412, 440 "Deluge", the 76, 79, 83 Demidov, Prokofii A. 440-1 Demidovs, the 85, 319-20, 380 demography/demographics 2, 101, 166, 337, 357, 364, 373; see also population Demus, Otto 133 Denisov, Semen
Vinograd rossiiskii 418 Denmark 13, 52, 281, 298
alliances with 12 Dennison, Tracy 168, 367-8 Department of Alien Spiritual Affairs 401 Derbent 16, 84
Derzhavin, Gavrila 282, 377, 437-8, 443
Desna River 45, 52
Desnitskii, Semen 349
despotism 5, 7, 460; see also autocracy
Deulino, Treaty of 13
Devier, Anton 277
devshirme system (Ottoman Empire) 148 d'iaki 208, 215-16, 302; see also administration
and bureaucracy and officials Dimsdale, Thomas 347 diplomacy 12-13, 15, 17, 70, 130, 136, 141,
178, 182, 240, 324; see also alliances Directorate of Water Communications 342 disease 27-30, 32-3, 39, 48, 182-3, 346-7, 354, 387 malaria 29 measles 29
plague 27-30, 117, 182-3, 200, 279, 346-7
scarlet fever 29
Siberian pox 28
smallpox 28-9, 347
typhus 29, 346
venereal 29
distance 2, 66, 167, 171, 352
"problem of 1, 65, 179, 181 District Treasuries 317 diversity (in empires) vii, 1-2, 4, 6, 10-11,
34-5, 41, 53, 55, 59, 63, 78-80, 84, 91, 95, 98-9, 118, 120, 129, 222, 225, 232, 239, 262, 298, 355, 358, 373, 382, 384, 430, 435, 450-2, 457-8, 460-1; see also "empire of difference" and "politics of difference" Divovych, Semen
"Conversation between Great Russia and Little Russia" 110 Dmitrii Donskoi (Grand Prince) 249 Dmitrii Ivanovich (Prince, son of Ivan IV)
148, 150 Dmitrov 181, 237, 391, 393-4 Dnieper River 3, 14, 24-5, 32, 42, 45, 52,
58-9, 67, 71-2, 75-6, 78, 95, 103, 106, 236, 298, 342, 344, 357, 383-4, 452 Dniester River 18, 84, 105, 114, 236,
342, 357 Dolgorukovs, Princes, the 277, 280 Domar, Evsey 167, 183 Domostroi 259, 435; see Cossacks, Don Don River 25, 44, 58-9, 71, 77, 95-6, 166,
236, 310, 342, 357, 407 Donets River 68, 103 Dorogobuzh 180 Dorpat 52, 191 Dorpat/Tartu 50, 116-17
University of 117,313, 403 Dostoevsky, Fedor 388, 414 Dubno 385 dueling 139, 168, 347 Dunaburg 14, 120 Durkheim, Emile 141 Dutch Republic, the 31, 33, 36, 52, 191, 378, 451
DvinaRivers (Western, Northern) 25, 47, 52-3, 60, 144, 166, 170, 189, 202-3, 231, 323, 384 Dzhungars 88, 91, 94
East Slavs vii, 9, 33, 41-2, 44-5, 48-9, 51, 53, 55-8, 60, 62-5, 69, 73, 86, 88, 98, 110, 146, 169, 211, 223, 225-6, 228, 232, 298-9, 329-30, 358, 424, 430, 450, 459 culture of the 132, 173, 244, 248, 259 history of 78
movement/mobility of 80, 91, 101, 222 Eastern Orthodoxy 244-7 Churches of Armenian 98, 197, 385 Bulgarian 244 Byzantine 130, 133, 244 Coptic 244
Eastern Orthodoxy (cont.) Georgian 244 Greek 244, 255 Syrian 244 Patriarchs of 247-8, 257, 422 Alexandria 244 Antioch 244 Constantinople 244 Jerusalem 244 economic diversity 431; see also society,
inequality in economic opportunity 26, 219, 239, 326, 394, 450
economic problems 166, 200, 361-2 economics 16-17, 21, 35, 88-9, 98, 106, 124, 176, 183, 188, 217, 225-6, 276, 302, 312, 327-9, 334, 372, 395, 415-16, 445
economy of the Russian Empire, the actors within 432
agrarian 43, 57, 59, 81, 187, 199, 362, 433 changes in 321 contributions to 124 control of the 202, 365 diversity/diversification of 30, 435, 460 growth of 6, 10-11, 18, 38, 109, 199, 201-2, 204, 239, 242-3, 270, 277, 318, 334, 355, 361-3, 372, 378, 387, 397, 452 health of 375, 450 influences upon 23 management of 124 manorial 109 monopolization of 108
nature of 59, 199, 206, 300, 370, 395 peasant 10, 187, 224-5, 227-8, 233, 373-4 policies regarding 200, 212, 292, 326, 394 privileges pertaining to see privileges, economic raiding 57-8, 71 reform of 38, 202, 205 Ediger, Khan 60 Edirne 32, 235 Edmonton (Alberta) 21
education 77,108,111,118-19,135,254,256, 261, 267, 270, 283, 300, 304, 306, 312, 337, 376, 393-4, 399, 401, 404, 407, 414-16, 421, 424, 430-1, 433-6, 439, 441, 447, 449-50, 452, 459-60; see also schools and universities Egypt 31, 34, 141, 458 Ekaterinburg 97, 99, 323, 341, 407 Ekaterinoslav 105, 114, 346, 357 elections 111, 150, 152, 280-1, 308-9 Elena (daughter of Ivan III) 12 Elets 67
elite of the Russian Empire, the 3, 46, 48, 50, 60, 77, 79, 111, 115, 117, 120-1, 140-1, 149-50, 153-5, 160, 207,
215, 220-1, 250, 253, 255, 267, 271, 283, 292, 337, 358, 370, 386, 388, 413, 427-9, 432, 435-6, 439-40, 443-4, 447, 450-1, 459;
see also boyars and gentry and landholders and nobility actions/activities of the 161, 369, 444 beliefs of 74, 260
cohesion amongst the 4, 427, 430-2, 435
culture of 133, 440, 443-4, 447, 451
landed 10-11, 43, 56, 89-90, 92, 213, 215
merchant 46
military 176
nature of the 210-11
political 270, 458
position of 169
privileges of/support for 4, 10, 117, 220;
see also privileges role of 6, 212, 215 secular 131 size of 212 social 103
and the state 136, 140, 209-11 treatment of 56, 313 Elizabeth I (Empress of Russia) 107-8, 113,
118, 151, 275-7, 279, 281-2, 284, 288, 290, 297-8, 306, 316, 319, 325-6, 329, 332, 336, 342, 345, 348, 351-2, 370, 376, 398, 401, 413, 432, 436, 444 "empire of difference" 2, 6-7, 79, 125, 243, 373, 382, 457, 460, 462; see also "politics of difference" Emancipation Decree of the nobility
(1762) 314, 447 empire-building 161, 173, 339-40; see also state, the, building
England 15, 26,29-31,33,37-8, 50, 131, 137, 172, 179-80, 188-91, 197-8, 202, 271, 278, 297, 323, 378, 428, 432, 450; see also Britain culture of 437-8, 446 people of/from 36, 52, 191, 219, 342, 391 English Club, the (St. Petersburg) 445 Enisei River 25, 27, 29, 49, 60-1, 64, 86-8, 195, 236
Eniseisk 61-2, 64-5, 86, 95, 242, 286
Saviour Monastery 286 Enlightenment, the 6, 46, 89, 103, 118, 261, 276, 278, 282-3, 292, 294, 306-8, 375-6, 386, 396, 414-16, 419, 427-8, 430, 433, 435, 437-8, 444, 446-7, 451-2, 457; see also Republic of Letters ideas/culture of 11, 110, 123, 269-70, 275, 296,351-2,365-6,372, 381, 391, 412-13,428,440,443,445,451,454 enserfment 79, 100, 122, 177, 223, 230-1, 367; see also peasants and serfs
flight from 58, 68; see also serfs, runaway exemption from 60 environment, the 66, 225, 338
degradation of 33, 39 Erichsen, Vigilius 278 Ermak 60 Eskimos 23
Estland 13, 15, 52, 117-20, 122, 288-9, 307, 311,322, 359, 364, 403, 456; see also Baltic region and Estonia Estonia 26, 52, 116-17, 119, 359 Estonian Open Air Museum 119 Estonians 42, 118-19, 359 "Eternal Peace" treaty (1686), the 14-15 ethics 98, 418
ethnicity 84, 89, 110, 119, 121, 123, 139,
310, 329, 338, 355-6, 358-9, 372, 434, 451, 454 diversity of 2, 4, 10-11, 35, 41, 59, 78, 84, 91, 95-6, 101, 114, 116, 120, 207, 225, 232, 309, 358, 387, 396, 435 ethnography 171, 274, 337, 339, 450-3, 460 Etkind, Alexander 80
Eurasia 2-3, 12, 21, 30, 32, 37, 39-40, 53, 129, 160, 230, 236, 457, 460 Russia and 2, 70 Europe 21, 23, 26, 32-3, 39, 176, 188,
218, 241, 283, 387, 420-1, 434, 440, 457, 460 colonial empires of 5, 26, 33, 36, 38-9, 83,
113-14, 121, 187, 189, 324 culture/style of 11, 46, 204, 220, 227, 258,
271, 274, 276, 284, 288-9, 296, 320, 427, 431, 435, 437-41, 444, 446-7, 451, 455, 459
developmental path of 1 eastern 21, 227 northern vii
people of 2, 29, 35, 65, 137, 242, 260,
391 population of 31
Russia and vii, 7, 15, 37, 114, 199, 277,
322, 327 western 235, 451 "Europeanization" 108, 258, 269, 271, 274,
283, 320, 375, 398, 425, 431, 435, 439-40, 444, 447, 451, 455
Evangelical-Lutheran Charter for the Protestants 408; see also Protestanism, Lutheranism
Evenki 63 Evreinovs, the 380 Ewington, Amanda 438 exiles 64-5, 86, 105, 258; see also
punishment, exile expenditure (state) 200, 301, 316-17, 328, 334 on the military/war 298, 300, 316-17, 319-20, 325, 328, 333-4, 344 experts 375-7, 402, 428
Falconet, Etienne Maurice
Bronze Horseman 282-3, 389 False Dmitrii (the first) 10 families 50, 88, 91, 100, 108, 135, 147,
153-4, 210, 213, 215-16, 226,
242, 260, 297, 300-1, 304, 360, 366, 393, 418, 430-2, 436, 440, 444, 446, 458
famine 26-7, 29, 117, 166, 200 Far East, the 3, 5, 101, 338, 457 farmers 33, 45, 90, 214, 216, 218, 222, 226,
360, 375
farming see agriculture and farmers
fashion 276, 393, 403, 427, 430-1, 446, 459;
see also Europe, style/culture of Fedor Alekseevich 212, 269 Fedor Ivanovich (Tsar) 10, 148-9, 210 Fedorov, Ivan 37 Ferapontov Monastery 250 Filaret (Patriarch) 151,247-8,255 Filat'ev, Ostafii 242 Filippov, Ivan History 418 filioque 423
finance (state) 5, 41, 173, 176, 205, 232, 242, 301, 306, 308, 312, 318, 320, 325, 332-4, 349, 381, 392, 432, 459;
see also expenditure and income and Treasury, the budgets 16, 73, 199, 306, 310,
316-17, 333 institutions/apparatus of 316-17, 334, 459 policy relating to 33, 173, 199, 202, 316, 318, 329-30, 332-4 Finance Ministry 317 Finland 26, 84, 118, 364 Finland, Gulf of 13, 15, 50, 52, 84, 191, 384 Finno-Ugric peoples 41-2, 45, 47, 51, 53, 55,
57, 60, 359, 362, 399 Finns 42, 50, 120, 332, 391, 454 Fioravanti, Aristoteli 142, 203 Flanders 189 Fletcher, Giles 258, 392 Fletcher, Joseph viii, 146 Flier, Michael viii Florence 142
Florence-Ferrara Union 12, 48, 247, 249, 420-1; see also Church Unions, Catholic-Orthodox folk belief 258-61; see also religion Fonvizin, Denis 376, 438, 444 Brigadir 438 The Mirror 438 food and diet 2, 23, 26, 29, 96, 166, 222, 225-6, 336, 344, 353, 365, 369, 374 "forbidden years" 224
foreign policy 11, 13, 17, 73, 101, 125, 173, 212, 384; see also diplomacy
foreigners in Russia 96, 105, 112-14, 116, 141, 150, 187, 190, 197-8, 202, 204-6, 216, 239, 295, 299, 325, 331, 336, 381, 386, 388-9, 391-2, 444-5, 452; see also settlers, foreign fortresses 63, 67-9, 85, 90, 95, 103, 105, 203, 219, 236-7, 274, 288, 297, 339, 384, 458; see also defensive lines Cossack 59-60, 68, 336 Russian 60, 62 Foucault, Michel 171
France 15, 26, 29-31, 36-8, 113, 137, 172,
177, 179, 188, 259, 278, 282, 284, 298, 313-14, 316, 320, 326, 329, 345, 424, 434, 450 culture of 11, 289, 292, 296, 396, 427,
437-8, 440, 444, 446, 451 people from/of 58, 290, 440 revolution in see French Revolution, the Russia in conflict with 16 Frank, Joseph 405 Franklin, Simon 175, 348 Frederick II (of Prussia) 113, 278, 423 Frederick III (Duke of Schleswig-Holstein) 193 Frederick the Great see Frederick II (of Prussia) Free Economic Society, the 372, 377, 390, 445
Trudy 372 freedom 60, 88, 114, 231, 363, 385, 434, 441, 447 Cossack 110 economic 372
from enserfment see enserfment, exemption from
of movement 226, 261, 364 lack of 222, 224, 233, 239, 343,
356, 364 political 137
of religion see religion, freedom of removal of/restrictions on 352, 460 from taxation see taxes, exemptions from of thought 428 free-thinking 399, 440, 445 Freeze, Gregory 261 French Revolution, the 372, 424, 445 Frick, David 78 Fuhrmann, Joseph 204
Galicia 44, 77, 106, 122, 405 Galileo 411
gardens 272, 275, 285, 292, 316, 447 Gagauz (Turkish Orthodox Christians) 357 Gdansk 17, 73
Gedymin (Grand Duke of Lithuania) 45,
130, 211 Geertz, Clifford 141 General Land Survey 338 Genghis Khan see Chinggis Gennadii (Archbishop) 255 Genoa 45, 345
gentry, the 50, 56, 74, 164, 173, 211, 213-17, 219, 221, 223, 226, 239, 360, 363, 459; see also boyars landed 167 Geodetic Service 338
geography 2, 4, 21-3, 41, 66, 161, 179, 187,
236, 306-7, 433; see also landscape Georgi, Johann Gottlieb 338, 452-3 Georgia 97-9, 113
people of/from 115 Germanies, the 28-31, 37, 59, 172, 403 Germans 50, 59, 64, 101, 111, 113, 116-18, 122, 203, 283, 302, 319, 331, 336, 355, 357, 359, 364, 371, 384-5, 391, 402, 430, 440, 459, 461
Baltic 115, 119, 125, 310, 430, 440, 459,
461; see also Baltic German Junkers Germany 26, 28, 46, 114, 118, 122, 169, 193, 259, 261, 341, 384, 397; see also Germanies, the culture of 11, 119, 143, 288, 292, 296, 403, 413, 438, 440 Giddens, Anthony 172 gift/exchange economies 176 Girard, Rene 153 Girey dynasty 34, 46, 114-15, 401 Girey, Mengli 51 Gizel, Innokentii
Synopsis 78 Glagol'eva, Ol'ga 446 Glasgow 349 Glinskaia, Elena 279
global economy, the 33, 36, 187, 195, 204
globalization 33, 187
Gluck, Johann Ernst 302
Godunova, Irina 279
Godunovs, the 210, 280
Golburt, Luba 437
Golden, Peter viii
Golden Horde, the (Qipchaq Khanate) 9, 12, 34, 37, 44-6, 51, 57, 69-70, 73, 114, 131, 141, 162, 177 Golden Horn, the 26
Golitsyn, Prince V. V. 165-6, 211-12, 260, 269 Golitsyns, Princes, the 388 Gomel' 121
goods 36, 50-2, 66, 73, 187-98, 201-4, 242, 316, 320-4, 325-6, 342, 361, 383, 386, 434; see also resources, material luxury 2, 42, 47, 51, 85, 192, 197, 241, 325-6 Gordon, Patrick 277 gosti 190, 201, 208, 240-3, 379 Got'e, Iu. V. 306 Gottingen 118
governance of the Russian empire 18, 103, 160, 303, 380, 461; see also administration
strategies of 7, 34-5, 107, 335, 352, 387, 390; see also rulers, strategies of government, the 193, 212, 274, 306-7, 311, 399, 431
actions of 26, 230, 302, 332, 336, 342, 401,
421, 445, 461 central 300, 305-6, 309-10, 313-14, 343, 380, 457
institutions of 10, 107-8, 153, 175, 446;
see also administration, institutions of and chanceries local 10, 68, 72, 77, 86, 92, 111, 183, 228, 232, 238-9, 288, 300, 305-6, 308, 312, 343, 378, 381, 384-7, 389-91, 394, 402, 406, 428, 459 participation in 77 reform of 300-1, 308, 312, 314 regimental 68 representative 38 republican 46 styles of 59, 94 governors 64-5, 86, 94,100, 105, 111, 117-18, 170-1, 174, 177, 182, 212, 301, 303-10, 312, 314, 332, 379, 391 actions/activities of 55, 116, 169, 173, 176 district 121 frontier 68, 95 instructions for 98 opposition to 63 role of 178 service as 63 Grain Chancery 165 "Great Famine", the 27 Great Horde, the 11-12, 58, 71 Great Northern War, the 15, 84, 90, 107, 117,
218, 271, 296-8, 301, 327 Greece 275, 290
Greeks vii, 43, 66, 114-16, 192, 254, 256, 292,
331, 397, 425, 430 Greenland 26
Gregory the Great (Pope) 245
Gregory of Palamas 247, 250
Grodno 122
Grotius, Hugo 412
guba reform (of the 1530s) 173
gubernii 86, 89, 105-6, 111, 113-14, 118,
120-2, 125, 299, 301, 306-9, 313, 317, 319, 331, 337-8, 352, 378, 382
guliashchie 376 Guzev 455
Habermas, Jurgen 445
Habsburg Empire, the 3, 13, 15, 17, 30-1, 34, 38, 57-8, 113, 122, 130, 178, 393, 404, 434 people of/from 140 Haden, Daniel von 260 Hague, the 377 hagiography 10, 74, 130, 133, 245, 249, 252,
259, 417-18, 426 Hall, Joseph 413 Halle 118
Hamburg, Gary 396 Hanseatic League, the 46, 50 Hartley, Janet 300 Harvard University vii
Ukrainian Research Institute viii Haugh, Alexandra viii Hechter, Michael 80 Hellie, Richard 153, 214, 217-18, 300 Helsinki
Cathedral of the Dormition 456 Herberstein, Sigismund von 13, 180, 258 Herder, Johann Gottfried 118 heresy 130, 169, 254, 257, 259, 262, 351,
399,410 Herotodus 98
Herrnhunters see Moravian Brothers Hervey, James 413 Herzen, Alexander 446 hesychasm 47, 247, 250-2, 263, 414 Hetmanate, the 14, 58, 77-9, 91, 95, 103, 105-9, 111-12, 123, 125, 146, 169, 192, 208, 231-2, 253, 299, 341, 364, 385, 439, 459; see also Ukraine
Left Bank 16, 76, 79, 84, 99, 103, 106-7, 111-14, 181, 192, 198, 218, 233, 253, 307-8, 363, 430 Right Bank 77, 79, 84, 103, 105-6, 113, 123, 192, 364 Hillis, Faith 110 Hinduism 2, 192
historians (of Russia) 45, 48, 55, 79, 110, 137,
249,261,305-6,367,411,450,461 historiography 5-6, 277 history 106, 149, 156, 433, 438, 460-1 writing of 10, 130-2, 136, 249, 418 History of the Rus' People 113 Hittle, J. M. 236, 242 Hluhkiv 110
Hoch, Stephen 168, 229, 368-9 Holland 15, 28, 118, 182, 190, 403; see also Dutch Republic, the and Netherlands, the Holstein 16, 171
Holstein-Gottorp, Duke of 279, 281 Holy Synod, the 349, 408, 412-13, 415-16, 436, 438
Homer 3
The Honorable Mirror ofYouth 435-6 Hosking, Geoffrey 3 Hrabianka, Hryhorii
The Great War of Bohdan Khmelnytsky 110 Hughes, Lindsey 131 humanism 89, 259, 413, 457 Hungary 2, 17, 31, 34, 44, 166, 219, 432, 434
Iaguzhinskii, Pavel 277
Iaik River 58, 62, 69, 71, 88, 90, 93,
95-6, 371 Iakolevs, the 320 Iakovenko, Natalia 73
Iakut, the 29, 63-4, 86, 89, 139, 231-2, 359,
402, 453 Iakutia 65, 88 Iakutsk 62-4, 86, 341 iamshchiki 217 Iamskoi Chancery 217 Iam Zapolskii, Treaty of 13, 52 Iaroslavl' 50, 143, 162, 170, 177, 181, 191,
202-3, 236-7, 240, 322, 361, 392, 444, 454 Church of Elijah 391-2 iasak 56, 62-3, 69, 70, 80, 225 payers of 89, 92, 94, 208, 231-2, 262, 299, 327, 330, 337, 355, 372, 375-6 Iauza River 44 Iavorsky, Stefan 77 Iceland 26
icons and frescos 132-4, 142, 245-6, 248-50,
252-4, 259, 392 identity 7, 160, 185, 355, 372, 387, 415, 440, 450, 457
ethnic 59
group 267, 360, 372, 381, 427-8, 431-2,
435, 446 national 444, 450, 452, 454, 457 political 78, 142 identity documents 167 ideology 1-2, 4-6, 153-5, 270, 275-6, 316, 370, 457 of absolutism 38, 150, 269 crusading 55 cultural 55 dominant 10
imperial 9, 18, 131, 135-6, 146, 457 Petrine 269, 274, 293 political 157
of rulership 37, 55, 136-7, 156, 209, 270-1 supranational 3-4, 34, 129, 244 Ides, Isbrandt 178 Ignatius Loyola 413 Ilimsk 64, 85-6 Il'men, Lake 342
images/imagery 129-34, 136, 138, 140-2, 146, 155, 157, 209, 244, 253-4, 268-9, 271-3, 275-8, 280, 282-4, 290, 293, 295, 418, 440-2, 447, 452, 455,
457, 462 Inalcik, Halil 31, 66 income (of individuals) 361, 365 income (of the state) 187, 201, 204, 267, 314, 317, 320, 325-9, 333, 413-14, 458
from iasak 69
from taxes 9, 176, 200-1, 204, 325-8, 330 from trade 9, 62, 189, 194, 197, 199, 325, 327, 333
India 8, 12, 25, 32, 35-7, 52, 187, 192,
195, 199, 241, 347; see also Mughal empire, the people of/from 99, 193-4, 197, 205, 331, 385 Indian Ocean 36
indigenous peoples see native peoples Indonesia 36 Inflanty/Latgale 120 Ingelstrom, Otto Heinrich 440 Ingush 97-8
institutions of empire 79, 88, 109, 119, 124, 153-4, 156, 168, 172, 277, 296, 300, 371, 397, 403, 416, 425, 435, 445-7, 459-60; see also under administration and government Ioakim (Patriarch) 422 Ioann Alekseevich 139, 155, 212, 268 Iona (Metropolitan) 249 Iran 323, 397 Iranians 97 Iraq 32 Irbit 242 Ireland 80 Irgiz River 417
Irkutsk 64, 86,177,195,287,307,346-7,401, 434, 444
Church of the Elevation of the Cross
287-8 governor of 63 Irtysh line 59, 96, 323 Irtysh River 25, 58-60, 88, 93, 195, 236 Isaievych, Iaroslav 74 Isfahan 193-4
Islam viii, 37, 41, 48, 92, 114-15, 244, 262, 285, 397, 399-401, 407-8, 430; see also Muslims and Russian Orthodoxy, conversion to combatting 5, 70 thought of 2 l'Isle, Joseph-Nicholas de
Atlas russicus 338 Isserles, Moses 123
Istanbul 32, 141, 458; see also Constantinople Istomin, Karion 253, 269 Italy 28, 30, 34, 37, 182, 189, 284, 450 culture of 438
people from/of 66, 111, 142, 203 Iugra peoples 51 Iukagir 64, 402 Iur'ev/Dorpat 14 Iur'ev-Polskii 44
Iurii Ivanovich of Dmitrov (Prince) 148 Iurii Dmitrievich of Galich (Prince) 148
Ivan II (Prince of Moscow) 210 Ivan III (Grand Prince) 10, 12, 48-51, 130, 134, 136, 138, 141, 148-9, 173, 203
actions of 129, 260 campaigns of 179, 213 Ivan IV (Tsar) 10, 13, 27, 29, 52, 57, 97, 131-2, 136, 141, 143, 148-51, 153-5, 158, 162, 180, 203, 210, 260, 276, 281, 397 Ivan the Terrible see Ivan IV Ivangorod 50 Ivanov, Andrey 412 Ivanovo-Voznesensk 455 Izium 68
Jaffe, Mordecai 123
Jassy 192
Jassy, Treaty of 18
Javorskij, Stefan 270, 277, 410-11
Jena 118
Jenkinson, Anthony 180 Jerusalem 245, 457
Jesuits 13, 74, 78, 146, 253, 269, 337, 398,
413, 422, 452 Jews 10,34,66,73,76,83,103, 106,112, 114, 116, 120-6, 146, 288, 299, 331, 333, 359, 385, 396-7, 404-6, 408-9, 423, 452, 461; see also anti-Semitism Rabbinical Commission, the 408 Jones, Robert 300, 318, 342, 393 Joseph II (of Austria) 290, 430 Joseph-Volokolamsk monastery 202, 248 Judaism 123, 146, 244, 259, 262, 404-8;
see also Jews Ashkenazic 404 Hasidic 405-6 Rabbinical 406, 408 Talmudic 405 judges (in criminal law) 174, 233, 302-3, 306,
308, 318, 349, 443 Jungarian steppe 401
justice 4, 138-9, 155, 160, 170, 233, 275, 307,
366-7, 446; see also law, the Justice College 301, 349
kabala 223 Kabarda 57, 97, 399 Kabuzan, V. M. 399, 402 kadashevtsy 239 kadi 399
Kafadar, Camal 155
Kahan, Arcadius 318, 321, 326, 328, 361 Kalmyk khanate 93
Kalmyks viii, 13, 58-9, 67, 69-72, 90-1, 93, 95-8, 165, 178, 195, 231, 240, 290, 299, 307, 335, 347, 369-70, 398, 401, 454
Kaluga 24, 28, 165, 361, 444 Kama River 32, 51, 60, 62, 69, 79, 90,
92, 144 Kamchadals 64, 402 Kamchatka 21, 65, 85 Kamenskii, Aleksandr viii, 367, 376, 383 Kandahar 194 Kant, Immanuel 296 Kapiton 257, 419 Kappeler, Andreas 56 Karamzin, N. M. 397, 437-8, 444, 447,
454, 461 Karbardinians 97 Kardis, Treaty of 191 Karelia 15, 52, 203, 403, 417 Karelians 42, 50 Kargali 401
Karlowitz, Treaty of 17 Kashira 163 Kasimov khanate 211 Kaunas 122 Kazakh line 125 Kazakh rebellion 94
Kazakhs 13, 58-9, 66, 70, 88-91, 93-6, 98, 195, 335, 370-1, 397, 399-400, 452; see also Small Horde, the (Kazakhs) and Middle Horde, the (Kazakhs)
Kazakhstan 25, 66, 82, 84, 86, 195, 338 Kazan 11-13, 28, 34, 46, 48, 50-1, 53, 55-7, 60, 67, 79, 81, 89, 91, 143-4, 162-5, 169-70, 173, 193-5, 197, 218, 235-6, 262, 285-7, 295, 312, 323, 341, 347, 371, 383, 396-7, 399-401, 403, 430, 434, 452 campaign 223 Chancery of 65, 179 Church of the Moscow Miracle-Workers 284, 286
Church of St. Peter and Paul 284, 286
Church of St. Varlaam 144
conquest of 69, 71
Gostinnyi Dvor 285
khanate of 69
Kremlin of 285-6
Annunciation Cathedral 284 Dormition Cathedral 286 Kebir mosque 292 Keenan, Edward L. vii Keep, John 300, 344 Kerch 324, 342 Kerch, strait of 97 Kettler, Gotthard 121 Kharkiv 68, 106, 307, 431
University of 313 Khazars, the 244 Kheraskov, Mikhail
Rossiada 444 Kherson 105, 114, 298, 324, 342, 357, 407
Khiatka, Treaty of 36, 85, 196, 324 Khlynov (Viatka) 51
Khmelnytsky, Bohdan 14, 75-8, 110, 192 Khmelnytsky rebellion see Cossack rebellion, the Khodarkovsky, Michael 58, 70, 93, 262, 398 Kholmogory 25, 52-3, 171, 188, 197 kholopstvo 223; see also slavery kholopy 208, 224, 232 Khovrins, the 173 Khubilai Khan 141
Khuseinov, Mikhamedzan (Mufti) 399 Khwarazm (Khiva) 194 Kilia 401 Kirgiz 430
Kirillov, Ivan 90, 337-8, 377 Atlas 377
Kivelson, Valerie viii, 55, 170, 178-9, 261-2, 264, 451
Kizliar 97-8 Klin 226
Kliuchevskii, V. O. 44, 80, 166, 277 Kniazhnin, Iakov 445 Rosslav 444
Vadim of Novgorod 444-5 Kohut, Zenon 78, 107 Kola 52
Kollegii-Junkery 304
Kollmann, Jack viii, 24, 43, 47, 76, 85, 117,
119, 142, 144, 147, 161, 190, 196, 228, 246, 251, 272, 274, 283, 285, 286, 287, 289, 291, 322, 392, 455, 456
Kolomna 45, 164, 181, 238
Kol'skii ostrog 171
Kolyma 27
Kolyvan 86, 319
Komi 42, 47, 51
Komi-Zyriane 62
Komov, Ivan Mikhailovich 377
kontory 301, 303
Koran, the 399-400
Korb, Johann-Georg 337
Koriaks 64, 89
kormlenie 176
Korotiak 165
Kosciuszko, Tadeusz 17
Kostroma 162, 202-3, 236, 322, 361
Kovno 407
Kozelsk 67
Kozlov 68
Krasnoiarsk 62-4, 88 Krasnyi Iar 90 Kremenets 456 Krokovs'kij, Ioasaf 410 Krom, Mikhail viii Kronstadt 297, 342 Krylov, Ivan 278 Kuban River 18, 58, 96-8, 105, 115, 371
Kuchum 34, 46, 57 Kuchum, Khan 60, 62 Ku^uk-Kaynarca 18, 324 Kudai Kul 430 kumys 96
Kurakin, Alexander, Prince 440, 442
Kurakin, Boris, Prince 277
Kursk 24, 67, 219, 335-6, 356-8, 360-1, 431
Kusber, Jan 433, 435
Kuskovo 284-5, 388
Kyiv 23-4, 28, 44-5, 68, 77-8, 103, 109-11, 123, 133, 146, 165, 170, 192, 225, 244, 256, 269, 286, 289-90, 295, 324, 346-7, 377, 383-5, 421, 424, 452, 461 Caves monastery 146-7, 290, 384 Church of St. Andrew 291 metropolitanate of 78, 135, 421 Old Town 384
Pechersk neighborhood 289-90, 384 people of/from 78 Podil neighbourhood 384-5 Town Hall 290 St. Andrew's church 290 Sophia Cathedral 290 St. Michael Golden-Domed Monastery 385 Sofia Cathedral 76, 146, 246, 385 Trinity Over-the-Gate Church 146-7, 290 Kyiv Rus 3-4, 14, 24, 41-6, 48, 66, 73, 132, 179, 181, 249 burgers in 74
grand princes of 41-4, 130, 136, 142, 147
labor 3, 92, 105, 167, 170, 173, 203-4, 210, 217, 219, 224, 227, 230-1, 238, 319-21, 326-7, 361-3, 365-8, 370, 376, 382-3, 388 Labzina, Anna 444 Ladoga 197
Ladoga, Lake 13, 202, 297, 342 Ladoga Canal 452 Laki volcano 26 Lamuts 63
land 177, 200, 214, 220, 226, 248, 259, 338-9 abandonment of 223 attachment to 80, 224, 230, 233 confiscation/seizure of 56, 63, 69, 90, 93,
281, 410, 414-15 distribution of 300
grants of 10, 163, 207, 210-11, 216, 249,
336, 363 inheritance of 366, 431 loss of 248, 281 offers of 114
ownership of 56, 68, 79, 91, 100, 108, 115, 162, 168, 208, 214-15, 220, 226, 364, 430, 432, 434; see also pomest'e and votchina
purchase of 307, 382 reclamation of 118 surveys of 178 tenure 164
landholders 50, 73, 75, 77, 89, 100, 164, 168, 211, 214-15, 326, 372, 398, 403, 428, 430; see also elite, the, landed and landlords the church/monasteries as 108-9, 112, 169, 200-1, 211, 251, 281, 327, 329, 410, 412, 414
large 214
small 112,226, 304, 356,359; see odnodvortsy landlords 53, 69, 91, 109, 151, 168, 208, 213, 222-4, 227-31, 236, 300, 321, 328, 340, 344, 356-7, 361-6, 368, 371, 446, 449, 459 private 107, 163, 208 landscape
forests 3, 21, 23-4, 32, 42, 51, 57-8, 60,
66, 75, 88, 179, 222, 225-6, 362, 364, 457
exploitation of 23-4, 39, 47, 56, 85, 222, 433
soil 23-5, 33, 225, 356, 365, 383; see also
black earth steppe urban 238; see also urban areas, design/layout of language 2, 59, 137, 176, 276, 372, 424, 437-8, 459, 461 diversity of vii, 4, 55, 63 learning of 77, 302, 434 theory of Russian 376 translation of Russian 118,179,400 use of 175, 435, 438 vernacular 73, 118, 423, 438, 450 languages 65, 74, 79, 88, 398, 431 Arabic 58, 434
Belarus'an 11, 14, 73, 146, 169, 225, 358,
361, 423 Chinese 434 Dutch 271 English 391
Finno-Ugric 42, 56, 60, 63-4, 403 French 431, 436
German 11,73,78, 118, 120,311,313,403,
431, 436 Greek 77, 250, 434 Indo-European 42 Latgalian 120
Latin 77-8, 269, 415, 421, 423, 450 Latvian 116, 119 Manchu 63-4 Mongol 63
Old Church Slavonic 74, 77, 244, 259, 414,
421, 423, 437 Paleo-Asiatic 64 Polish 11,78,310,313,423 Russian 6, 45, 59, 118, 122, 145, 225, 269, 271, 330, 358, 400, 431
Samoyedic 51, 64 Siberian native 11 Slavic 42-3, 45 Swedish 118, 120, 311 Tatar 11, 57, 400 Tungusic 63-4
Turkic 44-5, 56-8, 60, 63-4, 69, 71, 114
Ukrainian 6, 11, 14, 59, 67-8, 73,
78, 105, 107, 111, 116, 169, 225, 313, 330-1, 423 Laplanders 23, 50 latitude 21 Latvia 52, 116-20 Latvians 118,121,359
law 73, 108, 139, 161, 167, 170-2, 174 , 233, 238-9, 279, 292, 299, 308-11, 313, 347-9, 352, 364-5, 367, 372, 387, 393, 431, 433, 435, 443, 446, 459, 461; see also legal structures and punishment and trials apparatus of the 99, 111, 118, 139, 168-70, 173, 232-3, 302-3, 308, 318, 348-9, 381, 459 books on the 93, 139 canon 256
courts of 4, 93, 96, 99, 106, 109, 111, 115, 118, 120, 122, 158, 168-9, 207, 232-4, 239, 261, 309-10, 313, 349, 379, 387, 396, 403 civil 92, 348 commercial 378, 384 criminal 92, 233-4, 305, 384 Equity 309, 311, 313 Land 121, 308, 311 Upper 308 Military 348 religious 387, 397
criminal 6, 56, 122, 168, 172-3, 177, 183, 186, 233-4, 236, 248, 303, 308, 351, 353, 364, 366, 396 civil 303, 308 practice of the 86, 174, 348 types of
customary 68, 96, 107, 169, 349 German 117, 169, 238, 349, 403 Imperial 311 Lithuanian 111, 349 local 120
Magdeburg 79, 107, 109, 118, 121, 238, 378, 384-5; see also towns and cities, Magdeburg Law towns martial 301 Polish 109, 122, 349 Roman 169-70
Russian 99, 103, 106, 108, 112, 122, 184,
309, 349 Sharia 56, 92, 130, 233, 400, 408 Swedish 349
law and order 232, 269-71, 303, 348, 379-81, 386-7, 434, 451; see also police/ policing Lawcodes and decrees 461 of 1497 176, 184, 222 of 1550 176, 184, 222, 240 of 1649 138, 167, 169-71, 174-6, 178, 184, 198, 201, 214, 224, 239, 361, 364, 366, 461 New Commercial Code of 1667
193-4, 198 of 1669 169-70
Military Code of 1715 261, 270, 348 Naval Statute of 1720 348 Ecclesiastical Regulation of 1722 349 of1722 339 of1724 303
Veksel Regulation of 1729 325 of 1734 366 of1751 352 of1753 352
Edict of Toleration (1773) 399 Organic Law of 1775 307, 310, 382 Police Code of 1782 310,381,387 of May 3, 1783 122 of 1804 406 Le Blond, Jean-Baptiste 388 Leckey, Colum 372, 445 LeDonne, John 120, 280, 307, 310-11, 330-1,
333, 338, 343 Lefort, Francois 277
Left Bank Hetmanate see under Hetmanate, the
and under Ukraine legal structures 106, 111 Legislative Commission of 1767 91, 119, 363,
378, 380, 383, 387, 397, 452 legitimacy 4, 38, 129, 135, 141, 150-5, 168, 270, 275-6, 279, 281-3, 294, 316;
see also Russian Orthodoxy, as code of political legitimacy
claims to 37, 130-1, 139, 279 creating 3, 129-33, 135-7, 140-3, 151-2, 160, 209, 244, 249, 271-2, 275, 294
Leiden 118 Leipzig 118, 446 Lieven, Dominic 460 Lena administrative distict 65 Lena River 25, 64, 86, 170, 236 Le Prince, Jean Baptiste 452 Leslie, Colonel 288 Levi, Scott 36
Levitskii, Dmitrii 282, 440-1; see also Levytsky,
Dmytro Levshin, Platon 413 Levytsky, Dmytro 110 liberalism 11 Lisbon 36
literacy 37, 140, 176, 215, 261, 276, 311, 403, 445, 450, 460 lack of 174, 245, 259, 421 literature 129-32, 135-6, 157, 178, 231, 278, 294, 349, 376-7, 436-40, 443-6, 449-50, 461; see also printing/ publishing and texts/books Lithuania, Grand Duchy of 9, 11, 13, 17, 37, 45-6, 48, 58-9, 74-5, 79, 108, 111, 121-3, 143, 162, 169-70, 191, 197, 203, 211, 231, 238, 259, 311, 322, 331-2, 341, 346, 364, 404, 417, 424, 430; see also Polish- Lithuanian Commonwealth alliances with Russia 50 rulers of the 73, 148, 210 Russia in conflict with 12, 14, 34, 45, 51-2, 57, 146 Lithuanians 45, 96, 120-3, 130, 435
Little Ice Age, the 25-6, 32, 38, 200 Little Russian Collegium 111 liudi raznykh chinov see raznochintsy Lives (of saints) 252; see also hagiography living standards 368-70 Livland 15, 116-20, 122, 288-9, 307, 311, 322, 359, 364, 403; see also Baltic Region and Livonia Livni 67, 182; see also Baltic region Livonia 13-15, 50, 52, 84, 103, 116, 120, 143, 169, 190-2, 202, 303, 322, 339, 403, 417; see also Baltic region Livonian Knights 45, 52, 74, 116, 121, 288, 384
Livonian War 10, 13-14, 27, 116, 153, 162,
191, 200, 223 localities 6, 173, 183; see also communities and government, local autonomy of see autonomy, local culture of see culture, local Locke, John 433 Loggin (Old Believer Priest) 255 Logofet, Pakhomii
Life ofSt. Cyril ofBeloozero 250 Lomonsov, Mikhail 274, 281-2, 377, 435,
437-8, 444, 446 London 15, 31, 36, 171, 189, 235, 297 Lopatin, Andrei 367 loyalty (to Russia) 62-3, 69, 72, 90, 92, 99-100, 110, 134, 151, 153, 231, 254, 370, 407, 411, 434, 442-3
Lublin 123 Luria, Solomon 123 Luther, Martin 411
Large Catechism 411 Lutsk 106
Lviv 74, 77, 106, 411, 421-2
Macedonians 113
Machiavelli, Niccolo 2
Madariaga, Isabel de 316
Magdeburg 73
Magellan, Ferdinand 450
magic and witchcraft 260-1, 264, 309, 351,
410; see also folk belief magistrates 378-80, 386, 387; see also towns
and cities Magna Carta, the 219, 432 Maier, Charles 164
Main Administration for the Religious Affairs of Foreign Confessions 407; see also Russian Orthodoxy Makarii (Metropolitan) 132-3, 149 Book of Degrees 132
The Illuminated Chronicle 132-4, 138, 209 Menology 133 Malanima, P. 30 Malikov, Yuriy 58, 66 Malorossiiskii College 107 Mangazeia 62, 64, 242
Manifesto of religious freedom to the Baltics
(1735) 403
Manila 33 manpower 9
manufacturing/industry 31, 33, 37, 187-8, 199, 202-4, 236, 318-21, 324-5, 327, 333-4, 361-3, 365, 370-1, 375-6, 378-80, 384, 386, 388, 432-4, 455, 460 Map Depot 338
maps/mapping 90, 178-9, 183, 185, 205, 237, 307, 310, 317, 337-9, 352-3, 377, 460-1
Great Draft (map of Boris Godunov) 179 Marasinova, Elena 443 Marburg
University of 377 Mardzhani mosque (Kazan) 285 Marfino 388
Maria Borisovna of Tver' (wife of Ivan III) 149
Maria Theresa (Empress of Austria) 404
Marie Antoinette 278
Mariinskii canal system 342
Marker, Gary 279, 413, 438
markets 4, 66, 71, 190, 321-2, 324, 363, 369,
385-6, 391 Marrese, Michele 432
marriage 12, 29, 48, 51, 57, 65, 97, 148-9, 151, 153, 203, 208-10, 212, 220, 227, 229, 271, 279, 283, 351, 363-4, 366, 419, 432, 435 Marshall of the Nobility 308, 343 Martin, Alexander 387-8, 460 Martin, Lindsey viii, 386 Marx, Karl 5
Masons/Masonic lodges 431, 439, 444-5, 447
Massa, Isaac 179
Mathematical-Navigational School 337 Matveev, A. S. 212, 277, 440 "Maunder Minimum" 27 Maximilian I (Holy Roman Emperor) 12 Mazepa, Ivan 77-8, 99, 103, 107, 110-11,
146, 289 McGrew, Roderick 313 McGuckin, John Anthony 245 Mecca 400 Mecklenburg 16 media
literary see literature
news 278, 283, 349, 351, 436, 439 visual 129, 132-4, 140-1, 143, 157, 268,
271-3,275,290,295,418,439-40;
see also art and images medicine 259-60, 264, 302, 347; see also public health
Medina 400
Mediterranean region 23, 29, 41, 129 Mediterranean Sea 2-3, 32, 124, 324, 457 Medvedev, Sylvestr 253, 260, 267 Mehmed Amin (Kazan tsarevich) 51 Mehmed II 148
Mennonites see Protestantism, Mennonites Menshikov, Alexander 86, 277, 279-80 Menshikov political faction 280 Menzelinsk 69, 90
mercantilism 5, 38, 113, 292, 306, 316, 318, 342, 380
merchants 10, 34-5, 42, 45-7, 50, 112, 124, 162, 176, 187, 189-91, 193, 196-9, 202, 204, 208, 235-6, 238, 240-3, 288, 319, 321-2, 325-7, 330, 333, 355, 363, 367, 375, 377-9, 381-3, 386, 388, 392-5, 418,427,432-3,435, 454,458; see
also towns and cities
Armenian 66, 99, 192-4, 197, 205, 323, 385, 459
Bukharan 34, 91, 95, 192, 194-5, 197-8,
240, 323, 355, 385 Dutch 52-3, 189, 191, 197-8, 202, 240 East Slavic 58, 65 English/British 52-3, 191, 198 French 58
German 50, 120, 402
Greek 66, 112, 192, 385
Indian 35, 99, 192-4, 197, 205, 323,
355, 459 Italian 345
Jewish 66, 114, 123-4 kuptsy 380 Muslim 193 Novgorodian 162, 193 Persian 193, 197, 241, 323, 385
private 62
merchants (cont.) role of 36
Russian 56, 111, 162, 189, 191, 193, 198,
242-3 Swedish 198, 241 Tatar 56, 91, 95, 99 Turkish 192 meritocracy 305
Meshcheriaks (Mishari) 92, 330, 397 Messerschmidt, Daniel 85 mestnichestvo 177
metallurgy 69, 85, 90, 203-4, 236, 298, 319, 335, 383
Mexico 29
Meyerberg, Augustin von 140
Album 226 Michetti, Nicolo 288 Middle East, the 2-3, 25, 30-1, 34-5,
41, 66, 187 "middle ground" 58, 60, 81, 101, 125 Middle Horde, the (Kazakhs) 94, 96 migration of peoples 28, 32, 52, 58, 65-6, 80, 86, 88, 98, 101, 106, 113, 116, 166-7, 181, 226, 231, 258, 331, 343, 356-9, 363-4, 373; see also
settlers
forced 50, 79, 91, 93, 155, 161-7, 184, 204, 229, 231, 322, 335-6, 353, 357, 363
in-migration 64, 68, 72, 86, 88, 90-1, 93,
97, 105, 124, 356-7, 386-7 out-migration 115 as "voluntary" flight 63, 67-8, 95, 231, 425
Mikhail Romanov (Tsar) 150-2, 209,
211, 255 Mikhailovskii Castle 284 Milan 31, 235 Mitau/Jelgava 121
military, the 60, 69, 91, 111, 178, 212, 220,
236, 275, 300, 314, 325, 344, 352, 430, 444, 458; see also technology, military actions of 13, 398
administration/organization of 92, 111, 125, 165, 173, 184, 213-15, 219, 261, 270, 296-7, 299-300, 344, 349, 353, 459
army, the 11, 28, 41, 60, 63, 73, 101, 106, 112, 116, 156, 164, 172, 184, 195, 203, 213-16, 218-19, 296-300, 314, 317, 320, 328, 344, 353, 365, 398, 430, 459 artillery 236, 360
cavalry 4, 10, 49-50, 56, 68, 164, 204,
213-15, 218-19, 222-3, 297 dragoons 164, 298 funding of 200
infantry 68, 91, 164, 214, 218-19, 297-8
musketeers 88, 162, 165, 217-18, 220,
236, 238-40, 242, 297, 363, 386 "new model" 68, 164, 173, 204, 212, 219, 231
officers in the 10, 108, 214, 222, 297, 302, 304
personnel 92-3, 108, 137, 165, 203-4, 208, 213, 215-16, 218, 232, 238-40, 299,311,331-2, 338, 346, 355, 360, 363, 371, 376-7, 383, 388, 427 provisioning of 164-6, 184, 216, 225, 232, 320, 344-5, 352-3; see also billeting
recruitment into 80-1, 107, 112, 130,
164, 231, 298-300, 314, 355, 360, 363, 365, 434 by conscription 173, 235
exemption from 115,281,428 regiments of 100-1 Guards Regiments Don Cossacks 100 Ukrainian 111 -12 St. Petersburg 433 Light Horse Regiment (Crimean
Tatars) 116 Preobrazhenskii 296, 417 Semeonovskii 296 size of the 9 staffing of the 4 colonies of 105 control of 14, 96, 101, 125 hardware of 37, 203, 298; see also weapons mobilization of 6
navy, the 11, 17, 124, 199, 274-6, 296-8, 300, 302, 317, 327, 329, 348, 365-6, 375, 452, 458 policy surrounding 16, 95 power of 70
reform/modernization of 3, 10, 33, 38, 68, 125, 164-5, 196, 203-4, 211, 213-15, 218, 296-8, 375, 457-8, 460
spending on the see expenditure, on the military/war military campaigns 51, 71, 81, 84, 90 , 97, 104, 135, 164, 166, 173, 215, 223, 269, 276, 298, 344, 346, 361 Military Academy, the 381 Military College, the 100 military service 59, 80, 95-7, 100, 112, 125,
169, 173, 208, 215, 218, 220, 223, 225, 236, 239, 281, 299, 302, 363, 365, 415, 428-9, 433, 440 Military Service Chancery 164-5, 173, 179, 181, 216 military status 211, 215 military units 58, 68, 95-7, 99-100, 107 Miliukov, Pavel 277 millenarianism 37, 257-8, 405-6, 410, 419 Miller, Aleksei 460 Miloslavskaia, Mariia 151, 279 Miloslavskies, the 153, 212, 280 Miloslavskii, Ioann 151,280-1 mines/mining 69, 85-6, 88, 144, 199, 203,
302, 319-20, 355, 363, 370, 433 Ministry of the Interior 401, 408
Department of Spiritual Affairs 404, 408 Ministry of War 338 minorities 309; see also ethnicity Minsk 122, 358
Mironov, B. N. 30-1, 166, 358, 362, 369, 378,
380, 446 mirzy 114-16, 430
missionaries 47, 74, 253, 263, 337, 398, 400;
see also Jesuits modernity 407
modernization 10, 38, 188, 200, 205, 211, 218, 387, 390
Mogilev 121
Mohyla, Peter 74, 135, 406, 422 Catechism 411, 422 Confession ofFaith 422 Nomocanon 422 Sluzhebnyk 422 Trebnyk 422 Mohyla Academy 77-8, 109-10, 146, 410-11,
414, 422 Mohylev 404 Mokosh (goddess) 259 Moldova 12, 14, 25, 58, 105, 192, 346, 414
people of/from 113, 116, 336, 357 Monahan, Erika viii, 197, 240, 242 monasteries (Orthodox unless otherwise
specified) 50, 56, 63, 74, 76, 107-9, 132, 140, 142-3, 146, 163, 170, 202-3, 222, 239, 245, 247-55, 275, 280, 288, 290, 301, 329, 351, 385, 389, 398, 412, 414, 418-19, 424-5, 454; see also monks and nuns Buddhist 71, 401 Monastic Chancery 169, 247, 329, 349, 412;
see also Russian Orthodoxy Mongol empire, the 2-3, 9, 12, 32, 37, 45, 179 Mongolia 21, 93, 397, 401 Mongols 4, 8, 12, 34, 44-5, 53-4, 57, 69-70, 114, 129, 141, 162, 177, 180, 194, 242
monks and nuns 245, 255, 410, 419, 422, 452
Basilian 422-5 monopolies 38, 144, 192, 197, 200, 216, 233, 241, 318, 320, 325-6, 433; see also alcohol, monopolies on and trade, monopolies Montenegro 385
Montesquieu, Charles-Louis de Secondat 396 Moon, David 33, 225, 230, 367
morality and political legitimacy 135-6, 139,
148, 227, 250-2, 254-6, 258, 367, 372, 391, 413, 418, 428, 438-9, 443, 446-7
lack of 81
Moravian Brothers see Protestantism, Moravian Brothers
Mordva 42, 56, 67, 69, 71, 90-1, 232, 309,
330, 362, 452 Morozov, Boris Ivanovich 212 Morozova, Fedosiia 418, 420, 426 Moscow vii, 23, 42-4, 48, 71, 109, 130, 140-1, 145, 149, 162, 165, 170-1, 181, 188, 190, 192, 194-5, 197, 204, 217-18, 226, 233, 237, 241, 247-8, 250, 255, 290, 308, 322-3, 339, 341, 346-7, 361, 377-8, 385-7, 389-92, 395, 403-4, 420, 454, 461 Administrative Chancery of 240 architectural style of 286-7 Bolotnaia square 352 as center of power 1, 45, 132, 458 events occurring in 13, 139, 151-2, 183,
241 -2 Fili Church 144 geographical location of 21, 237 Grand Principality of see Muscovy Great Stone Theater 444 Kremlin, the 10, 133, 140-3, 150-1, 174-5, 179, 202, 208, 217, 237-8, 247-8, 255, 296, 386 Archangel Michael Cathedral 133, 142-3
Dormition Cathedral (Uspenskii
sobor) 44, 130, 133-4, 142-3, 190, 282 St. Basil Cathedral 252 metropolitans of 208, 247, 256, 413 neighbourhoods 197, 387 Belyi gorod 237, 386-7 "Earthen Town" 237, 386 "German" 204, 296, 302, 402 Kitaigorod 194, 237, 386 Pokrovskoe 386 Preobrazhenskoe 296, 386, 420 Rogozhskoe 417 Semeonovskoe 386 "White Town" 237 Novodevichii Convent 143 patriarchs of 79
people/population of 28, 235-6, 240,
378, 392 riots in 241-2
rise of 32,45,47,49-53,173,199,209,211,
213, 248, 457 as "Third Rome" 5 University of 302, 312-13, 349, 388, 436, 438
"Moscow List", the 214 Moscow Merchant Club 393 Moskovskie vedomosti 388, 436 Moskva River 44, 142, 236 mosques 70, 95, 285, 292, 399-400, 456
destruction of 56, 397 Mount Athos 254 Mozdok 97, 336 Mozhaisk monastery 142, 202-3 Msta River 342 Mstislav 121
Mstislavskies, Princes, the 149, 210-11 muftis 92
Mughal empire, the 2-3, 5, 8, 35, 37, 40, 192
Muller, Gerhard Friedrich 377 Munro, George 345, 388 Murav'ev, M. N. 377 Murom 89 murzy 56
Muscovy 7, 9-12, 27, 35, 46, 48, 52-3, 57, 59-60, 62, 130-1, 135-9, 149, 155, 160, 164, 205-7, 220, 224,
242-3, 248, 253, 281, 393, 430, 432, 436, 450, 457
campaigns of 56, 211, 213, 296 government of 56, 168-9, 171, 173, 177,
179, 185, 216 grand princes of 30, 249 policies/actions of 33, 67, 70, 178, 198 rulers of 55, 71, 142, 146, 156, 458 Muscovy Company, the 52, 188 Muslims 10, 35, 41, 45, 55-6, 60, 69, 71, 81, 89-90, 92, 96-7, 141, 192-3, 230,
262, 292, 351, 397-401, 405-8, 450, 452, 459; see also Russian Orthodoxy, conversion to
elite 115-16, 162, 397 opposition to/anti-Muslim sentiment
55-6, 70 Shiite 35, 37, 130, 397 Sufi 37, 130, 408 Sunni 35, 37, 130, 397 Muslim Spiritual Assembly 92,399-401 myths 136, 220, 276, 435, 459 national 48, 444
Naimark, Norman viii namestnichestva 111, 308 Naples 31, 235 Napoleon 100
Napoleonic Wars 100, 116, 298, 317, 345 narod 100
Narva 13, 50, 52-3, 116, 143, 191, 322 Naryshkina, Natalia 151,212 Naryshkins, the 151, 153, 253, 280-1 nastavniki 420
Natalia Alekseevna (sister of Peter I) 436 nation-states 38
nationalism 80-1, 100, 110, 113, 118, 388,
414, 444, 450, 454, 457 nationality 41
native peoples 33, 55, 58, 60, 62-3, 65, 80-1, 88, 93-4, 99, 130, 163, 169, 230-3, 312, 362, 430, 450, 459 government/governance of 86, 92, 309, 330 treatment of 161, 402 Nattier, G. E. 440
navigation 59, 191, 272, 302, 337, 341 Neglinnaia River 44 Nerchinsk 85, 195-6, 242, 319, 363 Nerchinsk, Treaty of 36, 62, 196 Neronov, Ivan (Old Believer priest) 255, 257 Netherlands, the 26, 29-30, 50, 179, 188, 193, 197-8, 323, 337, 428; see also Dutch Republic, the and Holland people of/from 52-3, 189, 191, 202-4, 240 Neva River 274, 389-90 New Julfa see Armenians, New Julfa New World, the 5 New Serbia 105, 113, 307 newspapers and broadsheets 37, 349-50, 388,
436, 439 Nezhin 112, 165
Nicholas I (Emperor) 372, 403, 407, 420, 443,
460, 462 Nicholas II (Emperor) 284 Nicodemos the Hagiorite 414 Niemcewicz, Julian Ursyn
Return of the Deputy 444 Nikitin, Aleshka 242 Nikitin, Gavriil 242-3, 393 Nikitnikov, Afanasii 367 Nikolaev 342
Nikon (Patriarch) 131, 143-4, 248, 256-7, 261, 370, 406, 417-18, 422 Nomokanon 256 Psaltyr 256-7 "Nikon" Chronicle, the 132 Nizhegorod 361
Nizhnii Novgorod 28, 44, 165, 193-4, 197, 202, 236, 240-1, 359, 371, 399 nobility, Russian, the 63, 73, 75-8, 93, 100, 108, 110, 112, 117, 120, 137, 219-20, 267, 279, 281, 283, 296, 300, 306, 308-11, 314, 319, 326, 331, 334, 337, 345, 347, 365, 370, 372, 376, 379, 382, 386, 388, 393, 413, 415-16, 427-32, 434-6, 440-2, 444-8, 454; see also boyars and elite, the and Charter of Nobility (1785) actions/activities of 285, 321, 325, 361, 369,
427, 429, 433-4, 436, 440
cohesion of see elite, the, cohesion amongst emancipation of 370, 372, 447 "golden age of" 427 hereditary 302-3, 429 joining the ranks of the 106, 428-30, 434 local 116, 307 number of 105
rights/privileges of 79, 113, 117, 121, 211,
360, 375, 427-9, 432-4 role/responsibilities of 214, 280, 304,
311,429 undermining of 311-13, 352 nobility (non-Russian), the Catholic 122
German 118, 120, 384, 403, 430, 459;
see also Baltic German Junkers imperial 115
Polish 113, 122-3, 430, 435, 440, 452, 459 Nobles Bank 325, 431
Nogais, the 11, 46, 57-60, 67, 69-72, 93, 98,
105,211,307, 336, 369, 397 nomads and nomadism 4, 11, 13, 25, 34, 45, 51,57, 63, 65-7, 69-70, 90, 94, 114, 231,335-6, 339, 369, 371, 454, 457 Noonan, Thomas 41 North America 9, 23, 26, 425
natives of 58 Norway 26
Novgorod 9, 13, 27-8, 42-4, 46-8, 50, 53, 132, 138, 142, 153, 161-2, 165, 177, 180-2, 188, 191, 193, 197-9, 202-3, 213, 222, 228, 236-7, 240, 249-50, 254, 311, 323, 361, 431 Archbishopric of 50, 132, 244, 255-6 Church of the Transformation 47 hinterland of 60 Khutinskii Monastery 143 Muscovy in conflict with 56-7, 199 Sofiia Cathedral 43 Novgorod Seversk 13-14,51, 111 Novikov, Nikolai 397, 438-9, 445 Novocherkassk 407
Novorossiia (New Russia) 101, 105, 113-14, 123, 307-8, 310, 331, 336, 338, 341, 357-9, 363-4, 369, 434, 459 Nur Sultan (Kazan) 51 Nyrob
Church of St. Nicholas 145 Nystadt, Treaty of 15, 116, 403
Ob River 25, 51, 60, 65, 236
Obdorsk 60, 62
Oberpolitsmeister 387
oblasti 86, 310, 349
obrok see Quitrent
Ochakov 34, 105, 114, 276
Odessa 84, 109, 324, 343
odnodvortsy 89, 91, 97, 103, 163, 219-20, 297,
328, 336, 359-60, 363, 371 offices 111, 216, 308, 311, 388, 430, 433 farming out of 177 holding of 108, 433
officials 229, 313, 334, 376, 382, 385,
429-30, 460 Oka River 13,45, 51,67,397 Okhotsk 62-3 okol'nichii 210-11
Old Belief 37, 65, 71-2, 86, 95-8, 114, 120, 130, 217, 230, 254-8, 260, 331, 336, 357, 370, 397-8, 406-10, 414, 416-20, 425, 428, 452; see also Avvakum and Ivan Neronov and Loggin and Pomorians (Old Believers) and religion and toleration, religious and Theodosians (Old Believers) and Vyg (Old Believer community) Olearius, Adam 171, 179, 193, 237, 258, 392 Oleg, Prince 43 Olonets 191, 320, 323, 407 Omsk 88 Omsk oblast 96 O'Neill, Kelly 115-16,292 Oprichnina, the 10, 13, 27, 52, 148-9, 153-4,
162, 166, 200, 223 "Orders" (ceremonial) 271, 273, 442
Order of St. Catherine 440 Ordin Nashchokin, A. L. 212 Orel 24, 103, 219, 357, 360 Orenburg 88-92, 95, 98, 308, 323, 338, 399, 401
Orenburg Muslim Spiritual Authority 115, 408;
see also Islam Orlov, Aleksei 276 Oskol 182 Oskol River 68
Osman dynasty 32, 34, 48, 136, 156, 458 Ossetians 97-8 Ostankino 388
Ostiaks/Khanty 29, 42, 60, 64, 398, 402 Ottoman empire, the 2-3, 5, 8, 14, 17-18, 30, 34, 36-8, 50, 67, 81, 98, 100, 105, 114, 124, 130-1, 136, 146, 148, 166, 176-8, 188, 192-4, 222, 232, 235, 271, 297, 314, 321, 326, 338, 344-5, 384, 397, 452, 458, 460-1 population of 31, 359
Russia in conflict with 12, 14-17, 35, 57, 84, 97, 103, 107-8, 112, 116, 275, 296, 316, 324 Oztroszky, Prince Konstantyn 421
Pacific Ocean 1, 5, 9, 13, 21, 63, 81, 84, 402,
451, 460 Paert, Irina 419 paganism 72, 255, 258-9, 419 pagans 45, 262, 398 Pallas, Peter Simon 337, 452 Pallot, Judith 383 Pale of Settlement 124, 406 Paleologa, Sofiia 12, 48, 149, 203
Palermo 31, 235
Pamir Mountains, the 21
Paris 31, 235, 377, 428, 446
Parkinson, John 390
passports see travel/transport, documents
patriarchy 228-9, 420
Patrikeevs, Princes, the 149,210-11
patriotism 396, 440
patronage 110, 134, 142, 144, 275, 277, 305,
312, 376, 429, 438, 442, 461 Paul I (Emperor) 11, 120, 124-5, 283-4,
312-14, 318, 352, 362, 370, 419, 424, 440, 442 actions of 121, 327, 332-3, 342, 363, 378,
387, 403, 405, 425, 434, 460 decree of 1798 313 Pavlovsk 275, 298 peace 14, 32 Pearl River (China) 32
peasants 9-10, 46, 64, 72, 80, 105, 108, 114, 119, 163-4, 187, 199, 202, 208, 210, 214, 222-31, 233, 238-40, 259, 297, 300, 305, 308-9, 311-12, 320, 326-7, 329, 332, 344, 349, 355-6, 358, 361-5, 367-76, 378, 381-3, 398, 403, 414-15, 435, 452; see also bobyli activities of 188, 230, 233-4, 307, 392 beliefs of 74 "black" 222-3, 362 church 112, 163, 201-2, 208, 363, 414
court 367 crown 223
East Slavic 33, 41-2, 51, 53, 56, 63, 65, 69, 80, 86, 92-3, 97, 109, 120, 122, 223-4, 228, 231, 233, 235, 298-9, 357 Belarus'an 299 Russian 91, 166, 358, 369 Ruthenian 77, 91, 358, 369 Ukrainian 91, 93, 96-7, 105, 109, 226, 356-8 economic 367, 414
enserfment of 79, 367-8; see also enserfment
Estonian 118-19,359,403
Finnish 120
flight of 68-9, 113
free 362-3
Latvian 118, 121, 359, 403 Livonian 120
movement of 28, 32, 52, 69, 97, 103, 105-6, 109, 122, 163-4, 166-7, 222, 226, 229, 231, 362, 364, 386; see also
migration of peoples ownership of 305
plight of 108, 120, 200, 217-18, 222-4, 227-8, 230, 233, 299, 328, 345, 361, 363, 365-6, 368, 370
state 67-8, 88, 92, 112-13, 120, 208, 223, 229, 231, 242, 309, 328, 330-1, 335-6, 345, 355, 357, 360, 362-4, 379, 392, 414, 459 treatment of 75, 122, 169, 224, 229, 299, 328 Pechora River 51 Penner, Georg Caspar von 440 Penza 24, 323, 371 Perdue, Peter 72, 178 Perekop 34, 166 Pereiaslav 45, 76, 165
College 110 Pereiaslav, Treaty of 78 Pereiaslavl', Lake 296 Pereiaslavl'-Riazanskii 28 Pereiaslavl'-Zalesskii 28, 162 monastery at 142-3 Peremyshl 106 periphery, the 307
Perm lands 47, 50-1, 60, 64, 144-5, 170,
320, 357 Perry, John 342 Persepolis 141
Persia 12, 16, 32, 35-6, 50, 67, 84, 105, 136,
188, 192-4, 197, 241, 439 Persian Gulf 36 Perun (god) 259 Peter (Metropolitan) 249 Peter I (Emperor) 6, 11, 72, 110, 119, 139, 143, 151, 153-5, 179, 204, 212, 220, 242, 253, 268-9, 271, 275, 277-81, 283, 289, 292-4, 299, 303, 308, 311, 316, 328, 332, 349, 353, 360-1, 368, 376-7, 389, 398, 413, 429, 439, 444, 448, 450, 461
actions of 37, 84-5, 88, 99, 103, 107-8, 121, 163, 191, 218, 258, 269, 271-2, 274, 276, 284, 288, 297, 300-2, 305, 317, 319-20, 322, 326-7, 335-7, 339, 342-5, 348, 366, 384, 388, 402-3, 406, 411-12, 415, 425, 427-8, 431, 435-6, 451-2, 454, 459 advisors to 77
campaigns of 14-16, 84, 97, 117, 276 diplomacy of 17 General Regulation 301-2,413 "Instruction" to governors (of 1719) 301 "Instruction" (of 1728) 305 policies of 86, 90, 301, 305, 375, 410 travels to Europe 15, 297, 375, 428, 440 Peter II (Emperor) 280, 316, 347 Peter III (Emperor) 16, 281-2, 294, 317, 329, 347, 370, 397, 403, 413, 419, 433, 440
Peterhof 275
petitions 109-10,137-9, 175, 239, 271, 366-7
Petrozavodsk 407 Petrov, Vasilii 282, 377, 437 Physiocracy 316, 326, 379 Pilsen 31
Pintner, Walter 298-300, 317
Pisar'kova, L. F. 302, 304, 311
Plakans, Andrejs 118-19
Plokhy, Serhii 113
Plussa, Treaty of 52
Podil see Kyiv, Podil neighbourhood
Podolia 14, 17, 405
Podolsk 122
Pogodin, M. P. 461
Poland 1, 13-14, 17, 28, 31, 34, 37, 44,46,48, 52, 59, 73-9, 84, 105, 107, 109, 117, 123, 137, 162, 197, 238, 255, 258, 310, 341, 370-1, 393, 422-5, 434, 439, 444, 450, 457 alliances against 13 army of 60, 203 culture of 122, 131, 310 elites of 74-5, 77, 91, 125 occupation of the Kremlin 10 parliament of 16-17, 73-4, 77, 123, 150,
423; see also "Silent Sejm 16 partitions of 31, 84, 104, 120-2, 124, 238, 299, 307, 358, 364, 378, 424-5 1772 17, 84, 106, 310, 331, 364, 405,
423, 452 1793 17, 84, 364, 406, 424 1795 17, 84, 364, 406 Russia in conflict with 12, 14, 16-17, 57, 81, 100, 116, 316, 346, 423 Polenov, Aleksei 445
Poles vii, 17, 42, 59, 64, 71, 73-4, 77, 91,
106, 113, 115-16, 120-1, 123-5, 220, 255, 288, 310, 336, 346, 385, 391, 404, 421-3, 430, 435, 440, 452, 454
police/policing 238, 308, 310, 312, 348, 380-2,
386-7, 390, 460 Polizeistaat 269-71, 277, 301, 303, 310, 348,
411, 451; see also law and order Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth viii, 5, 13, 15, 18, 34, 46, 48, 50, 57, 66, 73-7, 79, 106, 121-4, 126, 146, 179, 181, 191, 198, 297, 311, 338, 370, 378, 384, 404-6, 421-4, 457; see also Lithuania, Grand Duchy of Russia in conflict with 12-17, 52, 67, 103, 110, 116, 150, 339, 424, 457 political consciousness 59, 75; see also
symbolism, political political crises/instability 36, 147, 149,
210, 274 political organization 62, 84, 460 political systems 73, 75, 103, 221 political thought 11, 131, 135, 207, 267, 269, 277-8, 414
politics 4, 17, 35, 77, 82, 90, 129, 137, 141, 146, 149, 153-5, 157-8, 169, 188, 192, 203, 220, 225-6, 244, 255, 257, 262-4, 269, 271, 276, 281, 295, 350, 384, 403, 421, 424, 428, 439, 443, 447, 457-60
affinitive 211
court 5, 137, 149 culture of 279
discourse of 293-4, 444-7, 449-50
municipal 78, 238-40, 378, 381, 406
pluralism in 79, 451, 461
practice of 278
reform of 205
unity in 1
"politics of difference" 4, 34, 55, 103, 160, 279, 459
Polotsk 28, 43, 45, 52, 91, 121, 143, 358, 424
Sofiia Cathedral 143 Polotskii, Semeon 253, 262, 267, 269 Poltava 324, 336, 431
Poltava, battle of 15, 86, 107, 327, 337, 452 Pomeranz, Kenneth 34 pomest'e 10, 50, 56, 67, 162, 173, 208, 210, 213-15, 223, 226, 360, 364, 366, 428, 430, 458 Pomor'e 60, 64, 88, 202, 231 Pomorians (Old Believers) 406, 417, 419 Pope, the 44, 244, 397, 404, 420, 423; see also
Catholicism Poppel, Nicholas 12 population checks on 30
composition of the 68, 91, 123, 204, 222,
224, 231, 239, 244, 323, 358, 362, 401, 404 control of the 4, 91, 165, 167 density of 9, 26, 35, 39, 160 distribution of 177 exploitation of the 81
growth of the 6, 29-33, 35, 39, 63, 86, 188, 201, 239, 270, 298, 318, 355-9, 361, 364, 369, 378, 386 loss of 26-8, 63, 116-17, 346-7, 357, 387 size of 65, 113, 116, 166, 235-6, 317 surveys of the 178 Port Arthur 457
ports 5, 18, 35-6, 43, 46, 50, 53, 56, 84, 109, 163,189-91,321-4,333,340,342, 369, 457; see also Baltic Sea, ports and Black Sea, ports and Caspian sea, ports and White Sea, ports Portugal 26, 33, 36 posadskie liudi see townsmen Posol'skoe (Buriatiia)
Church of the Transfiguration 402 Possevino, Antonio 13 Potemkin, Grigorii 95, 100, 105, 116, 276, 290, 292, 344, 452 povity see Hetmanate, the, Left Bank power 3, 5-6, 212, 220, 248-9, 270, 276, 278-80, 370, 458-9; see also authority and control balance of 11, 16 imperial 9, 146, 161, 267 legitimization/portrayal of 38, 244, 271, 274, 276, 290, 293, 295; see also legitimacy
local 6
maintaining 4, 6 vacuums 45 -6 Powis, Jonathan 220, 432 Poznan 123 Prague 31, 236
Praskovia Koval'eva, "The Pearl" 366 Premudryi, Epifanii
Life of St. Sergeii ofRadonezh 250 Pressburg/Bratislava 31 printing/publication 10-11, 37, 73-4, 78-9,
111, 118, 174, 256, 354, 376, 401, 413-14, 436-9, 445-6, 450;
see also media, literary and texts Pritsak, Omeljan vii-viii privileges 4, 81, 108, 110, 113, 115, 130, 137, 211, 220, 235, 238, 277, 312, 337, 360, 379, 384, 387, 421, 427-8, 434; see also rights deprivation of 105 economic 207-8, 427-8, 432 granting of 207 legal 79, 220 political 433 social 79, 355, 403, 429 trading 38, 72, 91, 108, 195, 198, 384, 434 Privy Chancery 216 Privy Geographical Department 338 progress 270, 296, 306, 397, 447 Prokopovich, Feofan 77, 270, 277, 280, 410-13, 422 The Right of the Monarch's Will 280, 412 Spiritual Regulation 412 Vladymyr 110 Pronsk 164
property 242, 250, 262, 347, 364, 366, 368, 371, 382, 434; see also land ownership of 108, 213, 432 people as 109, 366; see also serfs seizure of 75 Protestantism 10, 37, 74, 114, 197, 230, 247, 253, 256, 258, 260, 262, 288, 357, 379, 396, 402-4, 408, 410-15, 417, 421, 423; see also religion and toleration, religious Anglicanism 412 Arianism 74
Calvinism and Dutch Reform 74, 120, 197,
204, 256, 288, 403 Huguenots 113
Lutheranism 10, 52, 74, 117, 120, 122, 204, 256, 288-9, 351, 396, 402-4, 406-8, 411, 430, 454, 456 Mennonites 114, 116, 357, 459 Moravian Brothers 114,118,403 Pietism 118,269,292,403,412-13
protests 242, 307; see also revolts/resistance
Provisions Chancery 344
Prussia 15-17, 113, 116, 121, 172, 299, 333,
345, 370, 393, 403, 410, 412, 428 Prut River 297
Pskov 27, 28, 43, 50, 52, 121, 132, 142-3, 162, 164, 180, 182, 191, 197-9, 202, 222, 236, 240, 254, 323, 361 public, the 155, 175-6, 250, 270, 452, 459
opinion of 445, 449 public health 270, 346-7, 352, 384, 387 public sphere 445-7, 449, 459 Pugachev, Emelian 162, 230-1, 307, 362,
370-1, 417 Pugachev rebellion 88, 94-5, 100, 105, 162, 230, 307, 320, 336, 348, 352, 370-1
punishment 170-2, 183, 299, 335, 347-8, 351-2, 381 death penalty 86, 257, 351-2 execution 56, 171-2, 254, 258,
351-2, 371 exemptions from 434 exile 170-1,257-8,351-2,367,
372, 446 forced labor 86, 170, 351, 365 knouting 170, 172, 351, 366 prison 351
torture 170, 172, 258, 352, 371 Pushkin, Alexander 437-8, 446
The Captain's Daughter 231 Pustozersk 171, 257 Putivl' 67, 198
Qipchaq khanate see Golden Horde, the Quarenghi, Giacomo 284 Quitrent 360-1, 363, 379
racism 451
Radishchev, Alexander 86, 372, 376, 397, 445-6
Journey from St. Petersburg to Moscow 446 Raeff, Marc 269, 277, 428, 446, 448 raids/raiding 13, 57-8, 66-8, 71-2, 88, 100, 193, 335
Rakuska, Roman
"Eye Witness Chronicle" 78 Randolph, John 180 Ransel, David 382, 393 raspravy 312
Rastrelli, Bartolomeo 288, 290-1 Rastrelli, Francesco 121, 284 ratgauz 313 rationalization/rationality 306, 314, 391,
412-14, 454, 456 ratmany 309, 378
Razin, Stepan 72, 99, 162, 167, 172, 230-1, 242, 370 rebellion of 99 raznochintsy 304-5, 358, 367, 375-7, 379,
383, 388, 392, 395, 416, 427, 432, 435, 439 razriadnye knigi 173 Red Sea, the 187
Reformation, the 10, 37, 46, 118, 258, 261, 450 reforms 17, 212, 289, 296, 306, 312, 329, 338, 365, 378, 406, 416, 460 of Catherine II 94, 99, 111, 113, 115,
119-21, 125, 296, 298, 306-12, 314, 348, 360, 363, 380-3, 387, 390-1, 394, 403, 407, 419, 429, 433-4, 459-60 of Paul I 312-13, 378, 403 of Peter I 11, 65, 215, 273, 275, 281-2,
296-7, 300-5, 317, 348, 411, 413, 425, 447, 459 religion 10-11,37,48,58,71,79, 106, 111, 125, 131, 139-43, 158, 230, 244-5, 254, 258-9, 262-4, 292, 309, 349, 351, 372, 384, 396-401, 403-12, 414-15, 417-27, 433, 438-40, 450, 459; see also spirituality and theology and dissent/disputes about 37, 230, 254,
8,	405, 408, 410, 417, 419-20, 423, 425-6
diversity of 4, 10, 35-6, 41, 55, 232, 244,
262-3, 309, 396, 405, 412; see also
confessionalization
freedom of 114-15, 262, 397, 403, 417, 419,
425; see also toleration, religious and ideology 1, 131 and legitimacy 3, 130, 142 policies concerning 91, 262, 396, 400-1,
403, 406-8 practice of 94, 134-5, 245, 249, 252-6,
60,	407, 414, 417-21, 423-5 reform of 37, 255-7, 349, 351, 355, 406,
410-11, 414, 417-18, 425 Remezov, Semen 179 Renaissance, the 46, 253, 288 Republic of Letters 428; see also Enlightenment, the republics 43, 46
resources 5, 53, 56, 59, 109, 165-6, 177, 183, 188, 229, 248, 415, 432, 450, 459;
see also goods control of 10
human 1, 4, 173, 177, 188, 220, 336 lack of 161, 171, 379, 416 material 1, 3-4, 41, 55, 57, 177, 187-9, 203, 220, 325, 336, 362, 458
forest products 47, 51, 187-8 furs 3, 47, 50-1, 53, 55, 58, 60, 62, 85, 163, 166, 187, 188-9, 191, 194, 201, 330, 460 grain 23-4, 27, 59-60, 73, 166, 189, 225, 318, 320, 322, 324, 327, 332, 341, 343-5, 353, 362, 366, 368-9, 383, 393-4
mobilization of 9-11, 155, 163-4, 459 Reval/Tallinn 50, 52,73, 84,116-17,119,191, 288, 295, 297, 322, 384 Cathedral of Alexander Nevskii 456 Cathedral of the Dome 288, 456 Cathedral of the Holy Spirit 288 Cathedral of St. Nicholas 288 Cathedral of St. Olai 288 Ekaterinthal Palace 289 revolts/resistance 56, 63, 68-70, 84, 91, 105, 111, 139, 167, 230-1, 234, 241-2, 307, 335, 346, 367, 369-72, 387, 418; see also protests Bashkir see Bashkir uprisings Cossack see under Cossacks Kazakh see Kazakh rebellion peasant 105, 307, 369-70, 374 suppression of 56, 70, 91, 99, 105-6, 161-2, 172, 371, 457; see also suppression of opposition Pugachev see Pugachev rebellion Reyfman, Irina 437
Riazan 24, 44-5, 49-50, 67, 181, 238, 323,
356-7, 361, 397, 444 Richards, John F. 33, 35 Rieber, Alfred 2, 4, 34, 369 Riga 25, 50, 52, 73, 84, 116-17, 120, 182, 288, 295, 324, 357, 369, 384, 407 Cathedral of the Nativity 456 Church of the Dome 288 Church of Sts. Peter and Paul 289 City Hall 289 St. Jacob's Church 288 St. John's Church 288 St. Peter's Church 288 Riga, Gulf of 121, 191 Riga, River 384
Right Bank Hetmanate see under Hetmanate, the rights 115, 148, 160, 208, 219-20, 277, 293, 379, 433, 446; see also privileges Cossack 105, 110 cultural 60
to distill and sell alcohol 60, 68, 108, 201,
216, 325, 385, 394, 433 economic 109-10, 375 to own land 68, 75, 77, 100, 208, 360, 382,
432, 434 to own serfs 360, 432-3 to avoid taxes see taxes, exemptions from rituals/ceremonies 70, 94, 141, 151, 153-4, 157, 275
rituals/ceremonies (cont.)
coronation 130-1, 135, 149, 152, 280 legitimizing 129-30, 136, 153 religious 130, 133, 140-1, 254, 257, 259, 271, 424 Riurikovich 42 Roberts, Richard viii Rodrigue, Aron viii Romanchuk, Robert 251 Romaniello, Matthew 33, 187, 189, 198 Romanians 114, 430 Romanov 211
Romanov, Fedor Nikitich 255 Romanov, Mikhail Nikitich 145, 153 Romanovs, the 10, 14, 141, 149, 151-2, 169,
203-4, 210-11, 280-1, 283 Romanticism 437 Rome 411
Rome (ancient) 5, 141, 169, 271, 276, 290
empire of 3, 32, 98, 129, 172, 179 Roosevelt, Priscilla 447 Rossabi, Morris 36, 187 "Rossiia" 11 Rostock 118
Rostov 42-3, 49-50, 132, 143, 249, 411 Rostov, Lake 349 Rostovskiis, Princes, the 211 Rostovskij, Dmitrij see Tuptalo Rostovskij,
Dmitrij Rousseau, Jean-Jacques 433 Rowland, Daniel viii, 155 Rozumovsky, Kyrylo 111, 290 Rtishchev, F. M. 256 Rublev, Andrei 250
rulers 148, 155, 160, 175, 208, 237, 249, 260, 267, 274, 280-1, 293, 312, 316, 425, 443, 450, 455, 458; see also autocracy and ideology, of rulership
actions/activities of 55, 139, 142, 161, 169, 172, 183, 200, 270-1, 276-7
control exerted by see also control
imaginings of 7, 130, 136, 138-9, 154-5, 244, 267-9, 277-9, 284, 457
legitimacy of see legitimacy limits to the power of 169 and the people 154-5
portrayal/self-representation of 129-30, 140, 269, 273-6, 281-3, 290, 292-3;
see also images/imagery and legitimacy and symbolism power of 3-4, 267, 271, 278; see also power strategies of 11, 270; see also governance,
strategies of and their subjects 208-10,232,253,270,277, 279, 282,370, 429, 440, 451, 461 task of 1, 4 Rumiantsev, Petr 111-12,341 Rus (grand principality of) 3, 14; see also Ruthenian lands
Rus', the 41-3, 48, 53, 66, 73, 79,
110, 126, 134, 177, 421 see also Ruthenians
Russian Orthodoxy 10, 41, 45, 53, 55-6, 81, 169, 201, 207, 222-3, 227-8, 230, 239, 244, 247-58, 267-9, 275, 285, 292, 329, 349, 351, 362, 382, 388-9, 396-401, 406-8, 410-16, 423-5, 434-5, 439, 445, 447;
see also Church Councils, Russian Orthodox and folk belief and Holy Synod, the and landholders and monasteries and landholders, the church/monasteries as and law, religious and monasteries and Monastic Chancery and monks and nuns and Old Belief and religion and toleration, religious and Ukrainian Orthodox Church and " Zealots of Piety" as code of political legitimacy 3-4, 129-41, 154-6
conversion to 24, 56, 70, 96-7, 244, 262-3,
397-402, 408, 424, 430, 451 Enlightened Orthodoxy 11, 396-8, 413-14, 427-8, 435, 443, 447
independence of see autocephaly interior decorative scheme of churches of
133, 246
metropolitans of 44, 130, 132-3, 208,
244, 247, 249-50, 252, 255-6, 411, 413
Russians 42, 49, 59-60, 67, 96-7, 105,
111-12, 116, 165, 189, 193, 204, 225, 244, 253, 330, 335, 424, 433, 440, 444, 451, 454, 461 Ruthenian lands 41-2, 364 Ruthenians 68, 73, 75, 77, 110, 112 Ruts'kyi, Iosif 422
Safa-Girey dynasty 51
Safavid empire, the 2-3, 5, 16, 35, 178,
192-4, 397 Sahaidachny, Petro 75 Sahin 115
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values 269, 351, 366, 381, 413, 427, 443
western 1,229,365,427,451 Valuiki 68
Vasa, Wladyslaw 10, 14 Vasa dynasty 74
Vasil'ev, Feodosii 417; see also Theodosians (Old
Believers) and Old Belief Vasilii I (Grand Prince of Moscow) 148 Vasilii II (Grand Prince of Moscow) 49, 148 Vasilii III (Grand Prince of Moscow) 133, 136,
149, 430 Vasilii Shuiskii (Tsar) 10, 13, 150 Vatican, the 12,15, 203,247, 404,407, 421-2, 424; see also Catholicism and Pope, the envoys of 13
union with 37, 48, 420-2 Vel'iaminovs 210 Velikaia region 51 Velikie Luki 28, 45, 52 Veluiki 67 Velychko, Samuil
Tale of Cossack Wars with the Poles 110 Velychkovskii, Paisii 414
Dobrotoliubie 414 Venev 163 Venice 14, 256, 414 Verkhne-Iaisk 88, 92 Verkhotur'e 65, 145, 195, 323, 341 Versailles 274 Viatka 86, 170, 236, 357 Viatka-Perm 132 Viatka River 60, 64 Viazemskii, Aleksander 277 Viaz'ma 28, 52, 162, 180, 192 Vienna 15, 341, 428, 457 Vikings 41, 377
Vilnius 45, 52, 106, 117, 122-3, 182, 191, 422, 461
Vilnius (cont.)
Cathedral of Mother of God 456 University of 122, 313 Vinius, A. A. 179, 182, 204, 240, 277 Vinnitsa 407
violence 153-4, 158-9, 161, 168, 172, 183,
233, 258, 281, 335, 347, 351, 367, 370-1, 387, 399 Vishlenkova, Elena 451, 454 Vitebsk 45, 120-1
Vladimir 24, 43-4, 133, 142, 162, 181, 183, 238, 244, 250, 361, 455 Dormition Cathedral 142 Grand Principality of 44, 130 Vladimir Monomakh (Grand Prince) 130 Vladimir Mother of God icon 133-4 Vladimir Opole 24
Vladimir Andreevich (Prince of Staritsa) 149 Vladimir-Suzdalia 43, 147 Vlatava River 236 Vodarskii, E. 30, 79 Vogelaer, Marcus 240 Voguly/Mansi 42, 51, 60, 64, 398, 402 Volga River 11,13,25, 28, 32, 44-5, 47-9, 56, 59, 65, 67-9, 89-90, 125, 162, 174, 189, 193, 236, 242, 331, 336, 342, 357-8, 371, 383, 391-2, 401, 403; see also trade routes, Volga river system
lower 9, 25, 46, 57-8, 60, 70-1, 89, 113-14, 172, 230, 241, 244, 258, 320, 357, 359, 398
middle 11, 63, 79, 81, 88, 90-2, 120, 130, 163, 170, 208, 230, 232, 244, 284, 299, 323, 330, 357-9, 371, 393, 397-9, 430, 452, 454, 459 ports 109, 457
trade along the 36, 42, 45, 47, 51, 53, 191, 194-5, 199, 202-3, 236, 322-3, 362, 457 upper 3, 43-4 Volga steppes 57
Volga-Oka mesopotamia 43, 45, 225 Volhynia 43-4, 77, 106, 122-3, 125, 425 Volkhov River 202, 236 Volodymyr (Grand Prince and Saint) 43, 110 Vologda 50, 52, 143, 162, 164, 180, 188,
190-1, 197, 203, 236, 242, 323, 383, 444 Sofiia Cathedral 190-1 Volok Lamskii 50 Volokolamsk
Trinity Monastery 250 Volotskii, Joseph 133; see also St. Joseph of Volokolamsk and Sanin, Joseph Voltaire 438, 440 Vonifat'ev, Stefan 256
Voronezh 24, 163-4, 219, 296, 298, 327, 335, 356-8, 360-1, 371, 399, 431
Vorotynsk 180
Vorskla 67
votchina 208, 213-14
Votiaks/Udmurts 42, 56, 89, 91, 362,
371, 452 Voznesensk 105 Vulpius, Ricarda 398, 451 Vyborg 50, 118, 120, 125, 191, 311,
332, 390 Vychegda River 47, 51, 60 Vyg (Old Believer community) 406, 417-20;
see also Old Belief Vym River 47, 51 Vyshnyi Volochek 341-2 Vytautas (Grand Duke of Lithuania) 148
Wales 80 Wallachia 14
people of/from 115-16,331,336 War Commissariat, the 344 warfare 2, 136, 192, 200, 217,
316, 319 Warsaw 17, 78, 150, 335, 456 wealth 100, 112, 201, 204, 207, 212-13, 215, 248, 250-1, 319, 381, 393, 410, 454, 458, 460 lack of 241, 376, 379, 431 weapons 63; see also military, the, hardware of Weber, Max 168 West Slavs 42 White, Richard 58
White Sea 21, 25, 50, 52-3, 60, 124, 180, 188-90, 192, 198-9, 202, 323, 342, 377 ports 36, 38, 189 White Sea littoral 51 Whittaker, Cynthia 440, 443, 446 Wilbraham-Bootle, Edward 391 Wink, Andre viii, 35 Winkler, Martina 454 Wirtschafter, Elise 261, 312, 364, 367, 376,
393, 413, 427, 443, 446 Witsen, Nicholas 178
North and East Tatary 178 Witzenrath, Christoph 62 Wolff, Larry 424, 451 women 65-6, 135, 157, 168, 227-9, 260,
274-5, 277, 279-80, 293, 363-4, 376, 381-2, 414, 418, 420, 431-2, 435-6, 440 Wortman, Richard 270, 274, 454
Yalta 456
Yangtze River (China) 32 Yeats, William Butler 18
Zakhar'inys 210; see also Romanovs, the zakladnichestvo 223 Zamosc 422
Zaporozhian Sich 75, 77, 95-6, 103, 105-6.
109, 111, 113-14, 307, 371 Zavadovskii, Peter 113 "Zealots of Piety" 255, 257, 267, 422 zemskii reform of 1550s 173 zemskii ispravnik 309
Zevi, Sabbatai 405 zhid 124 zhilets 214
Zhivov, Viktor 135, 269-70, 275 Zvenigorod 28, 204, 250 Zyzanii, Lavrentii 78
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