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HISTORY OFTHE ERE-REVOLUTIONARY ORIGINS OF THE USSR 

2 April 1951 

DR. REICHLEY: Gentlemen, this morning we are beginning a series 
of lectures within the Economic Potential course on the Soviet Union. 
~.{ost of these will be basic in nature and are designed to lead to a 
more nearly complete ~derstanding of the antecedents of present-day 
Russia. They will encompass historical regions, the geography, the 
people, the economy, and the military. 

In scheduling this morning,s lecture, we came to the conclusion 
that our knowledge of modern Russiamthat is, since the revolution-- 
is fairly good. Co~trarywise, we concluded that our knowledge of 
Russian history prior ~o the revolution is inadequate. Consequently, 
we called on Dr. Carroll Quigley, head of the Department of History, 
School of Foreign Service, ,Georgetown University, to lecture on this 
early period of Russian history, I am sure you can appreciate the 
job we have given him~l,900 years in 40 minutes. It gives me great 
pleasure to welcome to the college Dr. Quigley. 

DR. QUIGLEY: Dr. Reichley, General Holman, gentlemen. I am 
glad that Dr. Reichley began by pointing out the difficulty in this 
task. I was going to spend about 25 minutes of these 40 minutes 
emphasizing that fact. Now I won 't have to do that. This means 
I w~1] have to get to the subject, 

I want to begin by saying a few words about why we should study 
the history of any country, and I can perhaps point that out best by 
recalling to your minds the fact that a psychologist, when he wishes 
to inquire into your mental condition, when he wants to explain why 
you behave the way you do, usually commences by going back to your 
past. He will get you in at perhaps 25 dollars an hour and will ask 
you to recline on a couch and tell him what has happened to you up 
to that time--the further back you go the happier he gets. In fact, 
the theory of all psychology is that you can go back to the womb, 
apparently under the impression that what happened at that time has 
had a great effect on your behavior now. 

Similarly, the historian believes that the patterns of thought 
aud behavior , the ways in which a country reacts, are, to be explained 
very largely in terms of i~s past experience. That is clear enough, 
I think, But causation is a multiple thing. I don't think that the 
behavior of the Russian people or of the Russian Government can be 
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explained by any single cause. There have been explanations based 
upon single causes given in the past, particularIy in the past lO 
years. For example, you will find books which will tell you quite 
simply that Russia is a barbaric country. Having given it that name, 
they have explained it. Or you will find those who will explain it 
in terms of the fact that it is an Asiatic country an~ thatj after 
all, this conflict between the Russians and ourselves is a conflict 
between western culture and Asia. Or again, a very interesting book, 
which appeared five or six years ago, pointed out that Russia is a 
frontier community, and you can explain it in terms of that. It is 
a conflict in which people have been constantly gqing out and opening 
up new frontiers, at first in the wilderness; I later in the open steppes 
and plains of Asia itself. This last explanation--that Russia is a 
frontier country--is the currently fashionable explanation. 

But I would like to point out that all of these explanations 
are partial and hot very satisfactory. Twenty years ago or 25 years 
ago the fashionable explanation of the United States was that it was 
a frontier comm~ity. That explanation, which was invented or dis- 
covered by Frederick Jackson Turner and is sometimes known as the 
Turner thesis, said that America is democratic, self-reliant, full 
of initiative, go-getiveness, and so forth, because it is a frontier 
community. Now if that is so, how cazl we explain Russia as a frontier 
comm~ity when we find in Russia characteristics which are quite dis- 
tihct, in many places the exact opposite of those which we find in the 
United States. It is pretty clear to us that the United States and 
Russia are very different. Any explanation which would explain their 
characteristics in terms of the fact that they are both frontier com- 
munities is quite unsatisfactory. It is, however, apparently quite 
satisfactory to many Europeans, and at this moment, I suppose, in 
Europe the explanation that Russia is a frontier country, that the 
United States is a frontier country, and that they are both objec- 
tionable giants is widely accepted. 

All this is by way of introduction. I am going to continue the 
introduction for a moment more and in the rest of this introduction 
I am going to try to give you my explanation. I want to begin, not 
by going back to Russia's childhood or to the womb, but to Russia's 
parents. Russia has two parents, just like most of us. 

lye might say that the mother of Russia was the Byzantine civil- 
ization, the great civilization of the Roman Empire ~n the East, 
centered around the Capital City of Byzantium. You will recall that 
the Western Empire ceased to exist about 476 A. D., but the Eastern 
Empire continued for almost another thousand years~ until 1453. During 
that thousand-year period of Byzantins history, it adopted certain 
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characteristics which are not found in the V~estern Empire and cer- 
tainly not found in western culture. It is that Byzantine empire 
which is the mother of Russia. 

But Russia's father was the Vikings, In Russian history they 
are generally known as the Varangians. Tl~at is to say, about the 
year 800 or so, the Northmen, whom we know as the Vikings, were 
spreading out from Norway and Sweden in every direction. You will 
recall perhaps that they are supposed to have come out from this 
area to Iceland, through Greenland, even to North America. They 
established Normandy in 911. They invaded England under Canute. 
Eventually they came down and established the great kingdom of 
Sicily about the year 1050 or so and a little later they established 
the Norman kingdom of Syria. 

Now these Vikings are the fathers of Russia, and they came 
into Russia through the great river valleys of European Russia. 
These two, fitting together the Byzantine tradition and the Viking 
tradition, were what created Russia. From the Byzantine they ob- 
tained autocracy, that is the concept of the state as an absolute 
power, the concept of the state as a totalitarian authority, and 
a union of church and state. They received the belief that the 
religious system should be a department of the government; that 
there is a divergence between the state and the people; that the 
people are to be ruled by a separate and distinct authority; the 
concept that the state is primarily the private property of a semi- 
divine ruler. 

Now these characteristics, which are sometimes called Byzantine, 
were derived from the Byzantine civilization as it came into Russia 
in the period from about 850 onward. What were those? Autocracy, 
totalitarian state, toulon of church and state, a divergence be~wesn 
state and people, a concept of the state as the private property of 
a semidivine ruler. Those characteristics we find pretty much in 
Russia today. They were also fo~ad in the Byzantine Empire. From 
the Vikings, from the fathers who came for a short visit and rhea 
went away, they received militarism, the love of booty, a belief 
tha~ a way of life could be made out uf war and piracy. You see, 
these Northmen who went out in this way went out to conquer, to 
seize booty, to ~ake slaves, to impose tribute on conquered peoples, 
~nd to make out of this a way of life. That was the Viking way of 
•ife. Now this is the basic background of the Russian tradition. 
I want to very briefly contrast it to the tradition of the West. 

Back in the year I00, let us say, the great civilization was 
that represented by the Roman Empire. We call it the classical 
civilization. The Roman Empire was in the basin of the ~editerranean. 
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It always had a tendency to break into halves, the Latin h a l f  and 
the Greek half. The western half, the Latin half, of the Roman 
Empire ceased to exist, it was the Greek half, the eastern half~ 
which continued to exist. Now the fact that the V/estern Empire 
disappeared and yet the western society continued is of the utmost 
importance because the people of the West discovered that the stats 
and society are not the same thing; that you can live without a 
public authority; that the state is a different thing from society. 
This becomes the basis for what we call western liberalism, that is, 
that it is possible to have a v~y of life without direct intervention 
and supervision of the state. The belief that the state is a crovm- J 
ing but not essentlal cap to the social structure is a western belief. 
The belief that economic life and religious life can exist and should 
exist without state intervention and the belief that men have rights 
which are not derived from public authority~ those are western ideas. 

From this came much of European history, such as the conflicts 
of church and state. A conflict of church and state would be impos- 
sible in the Byzantine world or in Russia because they cannot conceive 
of a religious society and a church existing separate and independent 
from the state, l~e can, because the church existed in western Europe 
for hundreds of years, yet there ~s no state--in what we call the 
feudal period. Similarly in our society we have laissez faire. Now 
laissez faire m~ans that economic life should run more or less on its 
own. "No government in business," we say. That is the western idea. 
It is a very strange idea to the Russians. They have never had an 
economic life which was not largely dominated by the state, sad before 
that, their mother, the Byzantine civilization, had very little eco- 
nomic life which was not dominated by the state. 

Next in the ~est we have what we call the individual's natural 
rights, that human beings have rights as human beings. That is, they 
have rights which are not necessarily granted to them by some superior 
authority. In the East they don't have that. In the East they cannot 
really conceive of people having any rights except those Which are 
granted by the State. Thus the idea of natural rights, w~ich is an 
essential part of our tradition, is almost completely lacking in their 
tradition. 

The last point is that we have a concept in the western tradition 
which we call the rule of law. That means that society, religious 
life, economic life, and so forth, have certain rules which are intrin- 
sic in themselves. You find out what those rules are by observing them. 
How does economic life function? Those are principles of economics. 
How does religious life function? Those are the principles of religion, 
and so on. Thus we believe that there are laws and rules which are 
independent and separate from the state and we even may have the idea 
tha~ the state should be under the law. 
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NOW they don't have that at all in Russia. The idea that the 
state should be ~ader the law is completely strange to their tradi- 
tion. When we talk about it, they think we are hypocrites, and yet 
it is an essential part of our tradition. The distinction which I 
am trying to emphasize here is a distinction which is derived very 
largely from the fact that the Russian tradition was derived from 
the Byzantine civilization. 

In Russia the state dominated everything. The church was a 
department of the government. The Russian idea was that the state 
was above the law, above the church; was the aource of all rights; 
was the source of all prosperity; was the source of all security 
and all justice, These concepts were imported into Russia from the 
only political structure they knew, that is the Byzantine civiliza- 
tion. The Byzantine Empire was the only great civilization they 
knew. They were dazzled by it, being a barbaric people, and they 
attempted to copy it. 

That appears very clearly in one story w~ are told. One ~f 
the old Russian rulers, about the year 900 or so, decided they should 
have a religion. After all, this barbaric superstition they had 
wasn't satisfactory, and he sent reporters out to exmmine the basic 
religions, that of Israel, the Byzantine, and the Latin church of the 
~est. ?~en they came back he examined their reports and decided they 
should become Orthodox Christians, that is, they should adopt the 
religion of the Byzantine civilization. We have a description written 
by the reporters in that case and it is perfectly clear how dazzled 
they were because the first thing that impressed them was they went 
to the Cathedral of San Sofia, which is in Constantinople ° , They 
describe how they were dazzled by the mosaics, by the candles, by 
the incensemby the whole impression. Now this dazzling by the Cathe- 
dral of San Sofia is repeated in every aspect of their culture. They 
copied, not just the religion, they copied the alphabet, the way of 
writing. The Russian alphabet is copied, you can see very clearly, 
from the Greek-Byzantine. 

Now this fact that the Russians copied Byzantine civilization 
and did it very consciously in their religion, in their writing, in 
their state, in their laws, and various other things, even in their 
literature to a certain extent--was intensified by the fact that in; 
Russia the rulers were always outsiders. These rulers innovated all 
of the political, religious, and economic life. There was no state. 
Foreigners brought it in. The Vikings established it. There was no 
religion. It was imported from Byzantium wholesale and imposed on 
the people. Their economic life was at the very lowest level, that 
is, it was largely living off the forest, a forest economy ~ith 

5 

R E S T R I C T E D  



R E S T R I C T E D  

hunting and rudimentary agriculture. On this there was imposed by 
the Vikings an advanced economy or a world trading system. That is, 
the Vikings were trading from Byzantium up across Russia to Sweden. 

So we have, then, that in Russia the rulers were outsiders. The 
rulers were the originators of their political, religious, and eco- 
nomic life. But there is something else and this, I think, is perhaps 
the most important thing. Russia was in very exposed political posi- 
tion, It was caught between the pressure of Asiatic populations push- 
ing westward from these great open spaces and the pr@ssure of western 
technology pushing eastward. By western technology I mean the scien- 
tific discoveries of the West, such as gunpowder and firearms, systems 
of co~ating, systems of public finance and budgets--things of that kind. 
In a moment I will explain exactly what I mean by that. 

I f  you take this Byzantine tradition, add to it the fact that 
in Russia you had a forest-dwelling, agricultural people with a foreign 
~litary group imposed upon them, and then add to that the third fact 
that this dualistic society was caught betwesa a population pressure 
and a technology pressure, you get then the structure which became 
Russia. Russia became a foreign barracks structure, superimposed on 
a Slav agricultural population and it remains that pretty much to this 
day. All Of that was by way of introduction. That is summing up what 
I am going to say. 

Now very briefly I want to look at geography and chronology. 
Geography and chronology are the basis of history. The geography of 
Russia is quite simple. It is the western end of a great open plain. 
That is simple enough. But more than that, the eastern end of that 
plain has been drying, drying, drying. There is inadequate rainfall. 
There is a desert in Asia which has been spreading for m~ny hundreds 
of years. I will come back to that in a moment when I discuss chron- 
ology. Let us finish the geography. In this geographical structure 
there are three belts in Russia, the central belt, we call the forest 
belt; north of that, the tundra--a flat, frosty, plain; south of it, 
the steppes--a flat plain. Now each of those three is divided into 
two. I won't bother with the tundra. That is divided into two. The 
forest belt is divided into two--the northern forest belt of ever- 
greens and the southern forest belt of deciduous trees--they drop 
their leaves in the fall, The steppes are divided into two--the 
southern part of the steppes is a salty plain that is practically 
useless; the northern part of the steppes is the famous black-earth 
region, very rich in agricultural soil. 

The reason I mention this geography is because if we draw a line 
between the steppes and the forest, we are drawing a llne between two 
economic worlds. The f6rest world is to the north of this line, and 
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the line runs just south of Moscow. The forest world has an inade- 
quate food supply, but a more than adequat~ supply of wood, building 
materials, fuel, and such. The steppes to the south, that is the 
black-earth region, has a surplus of food since it is among the great 
cereal-producing regions of the world but has a tremendous deficiency 
in fuel and building materials. Obviously there is going to be inter- 
change, the interchange of food moving north into the forest and the 
forest supplies, which include, in addition to fuel and wood, such 
things as honey from the bees, skins, hides~-things of that kind. You 
get that interchange. That is the geographic pattern in regard to the 
lay of the land and it leads to an economic interchange between the 
steppes~ the black-earth region, and the deciduous forest. 

Then we impose on the western end of that structure the river 
system. Russia in the western end has a marvelous river system. As 
you move from near Smolensk, youwill find rivers going in a~l four 
principal directions. There are at least two great rivers which go 
to the Black Sea--the Dnieper and the Don. One great river goes to 
the Caspian Sea, the Volga. There are other rivers which go up to 
the White Sea; another river that goes up to the Baltic Sea. This 
means, then, that you have a river system running vertical across 
agricultural zones running horizontal. This means that the political 
center of Russia should be--if only geographical factors were looked 
atmright about where Smolensk is, because Smolensk is halfway between 
the north and the south. It is in a position where you can easily 
reach all four rivers which will take you to any one of the four 
bodies of water, and it is just about where the steppes, with its 
surplus of food, joins with the forest, with its surplus of wood 
and fuel. Thus Smolensk, you see, is in a very commanding position. 

As a matter of fact, the political center of Russia isn't at 
Smolensk. It is at Moscow, and it is northeast of Smolensk. ~%v is 
it that the center for political reasons is north and east of where 
it would have been for geographic and economic reasons? The reason 
is those pressures I mentioned before; the pressures of population 
coming this way came up at Smolensk from the southeast. At the same 
time, the technology pressures of the West, coming in this way, made 
it necessary to retreat from Smolensk. Smolensk, which is the geo- 
graphic center of this system, was under Polish control for long 
periods. ~oscow became the center politically because it was in the 
forest where the barbarians coming out from the steppes couldn,t 
easily reach it. It was in the backwoods territory of the Volga. 
Now the invaders from the East came up the Volga, but they didn't 
bother goiug up that little tributary, the Moscow River. Thus Moscow 
became the center, and Moscow became the center in the period we call 
the }~oscovite period of Russian history. 
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The political chronology of Rusmian history can be ex~mined~ 
A much more important chronology, and that is the one I want to 
speak about, is this : 

Central Asia has been getting drier and drier for almost 2,000 
years, As a resplt the po~1]~tion has been pressing westward for 
almost 2,000 years. And yet it doesn't press westward any more. 
Why? The reason is the technological advance of western Europe. 

European technology began to rise very, very rapidly since 
perhaps the year 1200 or 1250. By the year 1600, European technology 
had risen so high that Europe began, for technological reasons, to 
push into Asia and to stop the population pressure base~ ~n geographi- 
cal reasons from coming out. And, as a result, beginning about 1600 
Europeans began to move into Asia everywhere. They went down into 
India; they went into China; they w~t into Japan. They were doing 
that for technological' reasons, because a few Europeans with firearms 
could overcome great masses of Asiatics who didn't have firearms. 
Europeans had a good syst~n of communications, for instance, a mar- 
velous alphabet, a good system of counting. Our system of counting 
is a marvelous thing. With all these great technological advances, 
Europe put a terrific pressure on Asia and the turning ~int, that 
is, the breaking pe'int of Russian Chronology is about the year 1600. 
That is why Russia came into existence about the year 1600 in what 
is called the Moscovite period. 

Before I leave this technology I wau% 'to point out one obvious 
thing. The turning point between the period of Asiatic populatic~ 
pressure moving westward and European technology pressures moving 
eastward is about the year 1600, but there is obviously another turn- 
ing point in the future, is there not? 

That would be the turning point when Asia gets western technology, 
because if Asia ever gets western technology and combines population 
pressure outward with a western technology, it will reverse the system. 
No longer will you have European pressure moving into Asia. You will, 
~at that future date, have Asiatic pressures moving this way. That is 
the point we are rapidly approaching, a point where the pressure of 
population in this area w~17 be combined with a European, westernized 
technologyuthe gasoline engine, telephone, telegraph, wireless, and 
so forth, rapid communications, rapid transportation, and of course 
western firearms and western methods Qf military procedures. When 
those are combined in this area, you will have again a pressure out- 
ward. We have almost reached that point, it seems to me. Now you 
have an outline, I believe, of Russianhistory. I am going to run 
through it very rapidly, take these basic concepts, which I think I 
have given to you, and try to tie them into the history of Russia. 
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The first period of Russian history we call Ancient Russia. 
It lasted until about 878. In that period of Ancient Russia you 
have a forest area inhabited in the east by Finns, in the west by 
Slavs. You do not include the steppes because the population 
pressure on the steppes makes it untenable for European people. 
Here you have the Slav slowly moving through the forest, mixing 
with and replacing the Finns who were there in the forest. That 
is the period we call Ancient Russia, and it is an economy of hunt- 
ing and rudimentary agriculture. There is no commerce, and there 
is no industry. As the Slavs moved eastward, they pushed northward 
more and more because of the pressure from the steppes. The wild 
horsemen galloping out of Asia kept hitting them, but if they stayed 
in the forest they were hard to hit. These tribes of horsemen on 
horseback had bows and arrows, but they could function only on the 
steppes. Accordingly, the Slavs moved through the forest eastward. 
That is Ancient Russia, a period of lO0 years in which relatively 
little happened. 

Then, in about" 830, the Vikings came in. The Vikings came in 
as fighting people concerned in their minds with getting booty and 
trade. They made no distinction between these two. These Varangians, 
or Vikings, came down among these forest people, or the Slavs, and 
set up a line of traffic from Byzantium up the Dnieper, then up 
various other rivers to Lake Lagoda, and then to the Baltic Sea. 
They brought in the idea of the state; they brought in commerce, 
which didn't exist before; and they began to change this Savage 
tribal wooded condition into a state. 

That leads us to the second period of Russian history, the 
Kievau period, because the city of Kiev became the political center 
of these Varangians or Vikings. I have do~ here in the Kiev period 
that it lasted approximately from 878 to 1237. And the essence of 
it was the Novgorod-Smolensk-Kiev water route. That is the trade 
route fro~ the Baltic to the Black Sea, of which the west bastions 
were at Novgorod in the extreme North, Smolensk at the middle, and 
~iev in the South, near the Black Sea. For a number of years the 
Vikings had in the South a foreign commercial system imposed as pri- 
vate property on a Slavic agricultural population. In this period 
they became converted to Byzantine-0rthodox, Greek Christianity. 
There were raids from the steppes still continuing and eventually 
these raids, by driving far enough west, captured Kiev and destroyed 
this commercial system. 

That brings us to the next period of Russian history, the Mongol 
period, because the greatest of these raiders from the steppes were 
the Mongols, or, as the Russians generally called them, the Tartars. 
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About 1206 under Genghis Khan they began to conquer from Central 
Asia to every point that they could reach. When they conquered 
an area, they imposed tribute on it. They were relatively few in 
numbers, very warlike, and they traveled with terrific speed. Each 
man had three or four horses and shifted from horse to horse. They 
traveled for days at a time without getting off, They ate on the 
horses, and the story is that they even slept on their horses. They 
hit and ran. They never could be pinned down, and eventually they 
conquered much of this area. In fact in 1241 they reached Genoa. 
They got deep into central Europe. However, they fell back but con- 
tinued to hold Russia. This is, accordingly, the ~ongol period of 
Russian history. 

What it means is that you have a foreign exploiting system 
still imposed over the Slav people. Earlier it had been the 
Varang~ns; now the Mongols, still foreigners, still exploiters, 
still militaristic. It ~ras in this Mongol period that Moscow began 
to rise. }~oscow rose for several reasons. I have already indicated 
it was in the forest area. Thus it was relatively safe. Second, it 
was on a tributary of the Volga. The Mongols did go up the Volga, 
but they rarely went up that tributary which went too far west. 
There were other accidental reasons. In }~Ioscow the ruling family 
had sous who grew to maturity before their fathers died. Now that 
is just an accident. It was not until 1425 that there was any dis- 
pute about the succession in Moscow. In these other cities where 
there were still remnants of the Vikings, they were now almost pure 
Slav through intermarriage. ~hen the Vikings came in, they didn't 
bring their women with them. They married Slav women. Accordingly, 
as their children grew up, they grew up under Slav training because 
their mothers were Slavs, and they became practically pure Slav in 
blood. They had Slavic minds, but they still had the Viking attitude, 
that is a foreign group imposed on the Slavs and wresting all they 
could out of them in tribute. 

As Moscow began to rise in this way, the decisive factor prob- 
ably was that the Mongols made the princes of Moscow their chief 
tribute collectors for all of Russia. Thus the princes of Moscow 
went out everywhere and in the name of the Mongols collected tribute. 
This continued for hundreds of years. Moscow became what we might 
call the representative of the Mongols in Russia. The supremacy 
which Moscow has exercised since over Russia is very largely that 
kind of supremacy, a supremacy based on a tribute collector, a 
foreign, remote, conquering state to whom the people felt no real 
allegiance and toward which they gave what they had to give. It 
was Ivan the First who was made the exclusive tribute collector 
for the Mongols for all of Russia. A little later the Mongols 
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made a court of highest appeal in Moscow. So now not only was 
money flowing to Moscow, but all justice on cases of appeal was 
flowing to Moscow. 

In 1380 Dimitri Oonskoi won a great victory over the Mongols 
on the Don River, and was given the surname of Donskoi. What this 
indicates is that Russia was shifting from a Mongol period to a 
Moscow period, because the princes of Moscow were supporting the 
resistance against the ~ongols, and it means when the Mc~gols are 
gone, Moscow will still be there. 

That brings us to the third period of Russian history, the 
Muscovite period. This was the period in which pressure from 
western technology and pressure from eastern populations met and 
together hammered out Russia as a military machine superimposed upon 
the Slav population. The poverty of the people made the possession 
of firearms an exclusive state prerogative. Only the state had fire- 
arms and the state could maintain its firearms only by ~iscal pressure 
on the people. Thus, you have fiscalism. This fiscalism so drained 
the wealth from the people that they were never able to get firearms, 
so firearms remained the exclusive prerogative of the government. 
The populations didn't have firearms; they couldn't get them; there 
was a continuation of the Mongol tribute. The result was autocracy. 
The peasants were subject to the landlords and thus you got serfdom. 
This was the period in which serfdom was created. The landlords were 
given this power over their serfs so that the landlords would be able ~ 
to fight. Thus you get a military machine because the landlords were 
allied with Mos cow. 

That brings us to the next period. The next period of Russian 
history is the Imperial period. I have listed some of the great 
leaders of that period of Imperial Russia beginning with Peter the 
Great. Peter the Great attempted to westernize Russia, but every 
effort he made to westernize Russia merely meant he was establishing 
more firmly that government which was alien to the Slavic people be- 
cause he was not westernizing the Slav people. 

The pressure from the West came from Sweden and Poland largely. 
They both disappeared. The year 1750 marked the decline of Sweden 
and Poland, also the decline of tyranny. Thus Russia was given a 
moment of relief in which, usiug westernized technology of a very 
rudimentary character, it was able to impose its supremacy on the 
peoples to the Fast. Once the population pressure from the East 
decreased, the peasants of Russia began to pour eastward and by 
1650 they had reached the Pacific. The government made every effort 
to stop that movement of the peasants, because only if the peasants 
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remained to work the land of the landlords could the landlords 
maintain the military structure of the society which they thought 
was necessary. Ultimately the government followed the peasants 
and thus it was that Russia got this Asiatic terrain by following 
the movement of the peasants eastward. 

Once the pressure from the East was off, Russia became a ]~oscow- 
domination over the Slav people. The pressure from the West had also 
declined. Then the P~ussian Government began to have a bad conscieace 
toward its own people. In addition to that, it still wanted to ~est- 
ernize them. i~en these two fitted together, the desire to westernize 
and the bad conscience toward the people, it produced reform, but when 
the people claimed things, it produced reaction. So there was reform, 
reaction, reform, reaction. In addition to having a bad conscieace 
toward its own people in this period, the government had an inferiority 
complex t~vard the West, something which I think it still has. 

After this rapid survey of Russian history I have listed four 
conclusions. First, the whole period of 2ussian history shows bad 
government to,ward the people; the government is above the law; in 
fact many segments of the population, such as the peasants, are even 
outside the law and have almost no law or judicial system to which 
to appeal. There is corruption and violence in the government itself. 
It is an irresponsible kind of system. 

The third conclusion concerns the nature of the people. The 
nature of the Russian people is quite different from the nature of 
the government. The l{ussian people have terrific potentialities. 
They are patient; they are long-suffering; they are moody. On the 
whole, they are pacifists. They want to be left alone. They are 
devious. They don't tell the truth generally because they think 
if they tell the truth it may lead to more pressures on themdtaxes 
v~ill be increased or something. They are indifferent to humanity. 
They have suffered too long. That is the third conclusion. 

The fourth conclusion is that there is a danger of antithesis 
between reform and reaction. If the Russians don't reform, they are 
a threat to our culture because they are not western, but if they 
reform and become westernized, then they become a threat to us because 
if they become westernized and adopt our technology, they become more 
able to wreck us or even impose their w~lls on us. That is, if they 
don't reform they are a threat culturally; if they do reform, they are 
a threat politically. It is an important fact that material culture 
and western technology will spread to the East faster than v~ill our 
western ideologies, western ideas, laws, ethics, anything of that 
kind. That ends my lecture. Naturally I went a little over the time, 
but I covered it. 
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QUESTION: You said that when Asia gets western technology it 
will go out and oppose the pressure from v&thout. At the same time 
Asia gets western technology, there will be the internal pressure 
and conflicts between different parts of Asia, as between northern 
Asia and southe~ Asia. Hmr ~will that operate as a future threat 
to us,? 

DR. QUIGLE~: I put things in the broadest sense, but when I 
spoke of Asia throughout I meant the area north of the mountains, 
and I would say our chief task would be to build up opposition to 
this area on the land mass of Asia. That is our chief problem. 

QUZSTION : You have conflict not only between western civili- 
zation and Russian civilization but between economic groups. 

DR. QUIGL~UE: That is a special subject. It seems to me what 
we have to do is to build up opposition groups to Russian supremacy 
on their ovau doorstep. That should be one of our chief tasks. The 
place where that has to be done, of course, is in India, among the 
Chinese, and perhaps the Islamic peoples. I think tl~at is absolutely 
true~ Also certain refinements should be put in when I said there is 
a turning point. L~Tmt I meant to say -¢~s that there may be a turning 
point in the future. If we can keep ahead of them, we have to do 
exactly what you point out, that is, we have to build up opposition 
on that land mass. Let them get that whole land mass on their side, 
and there is not much we can do but I am an historian; I don't know; 
maybe you can do more about it than I can. 

QUESTION : It seems to me that this Asiatic land mass you are 
talking about sounds more reminiscent of some of the geopolitical 
theories rather than of realistic population theories because, after 
all, the popu1~tions in the eastern parts of the Urals, on that land 
mass north of the mountains, is very small. V&y should vre consider 
that to be such a tremendous danger to us just because it is spread 
out farther on the map? The location doesn't seem to be such that 
they will ever be able to support any very enormous populations simi- 
lar to those of European ~ussia and of India and China. I just don't 
see that this particular land mass is such a long-term threat as you 
propose. 

Dll. QUiGLEY: Here again we need refinement. First about geo- 
politics. I am not a geopolitician. I am innocent. I think the 
evidence of that is that I have pointed out always that technology 
produces pressure here on this area. As long as that technological 
pressure continues, there will be no danger from that area. That 
proves I am not one of these heartland people. The heartland has 
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al~ays been there and there is no danger as long "as we have an advanced 
technology. I think that you are quEte correct that there are many 
elements which look hopeful, notably that there is a lack Of resources 
there to a certain extent. However, the rest is technology. I don't 
think that resources are necessarily to be regarded as paramount in 
the sense in which the word resources was used in the nineteenth con- 
turF. I may be going way off into the distance here for some of you. 
I think if you have sunshine, for example, for agricultural resources 
and things of that kind, it may be possible to do tremendous things 
with substitutes. I can even conceive of perhaps an atomic bomb made 
out of plastics. That may be going way off into the future considerably. 
I think you have a good point if we look at it from the present. We 
need petroleum now; we need coal; we need good iron ore, and so on, 
and from the point of view that they are lacking in Central Asia that 
is a hopeful sign. That is true. I don't know whether you had a ques- 
tion or whether you were pointing out the refinement to me. I can see 
the refinement. I don't know whether I have answered any question. 

QUESTION: Dr. Quigley, you mentioned the effect of the inter- 
marriage of the Vikings with these Slav people and some of the after- 
effects. Are there like effects in the intermarriage of the Mongol 
people with the Slavs? 

DR. QUIGLEY: The only effect Y pointed out was that the ruling 
groups of Russia became Slavs but I don't think that is very impor- 
tant because I don,t think many characteristics pass on in the blood 
stream itself. There is no doubt that it is an area of tremendous 
racial heterogeneity. I don~t think that is very important, and in 
my lecture I didn 't intend to draw any historical significance out 
of the fact that the Vikings mixed with the Slavs, except to point 
out that the ruling group in Russia since then has been mostly Slavic. 
Stalin himself isn't a Slav. I don't think the fact that he is or 
isn't s Slav is of any historic importance. 

QUESTION- 1 was very much interested in your discussion of the 
number Of these Northmen from Norway, Sweden, and all over the world, 
Now about 300 or 400 years before that there was a movement of Goths. 

DR. QUIGLEY: The Goths were a germanic people, which the Vikings 
also ware, I think. In a very, very remote period, about 2000 B.C., a 
people who are usually called Indo-European exploded out of the steppes. 
Those taat went into the western area became Celts and Germans, and 
those who went down into India became the Aryan people. In fact there 
were two explosions, a big one about 2000 or so B.C., and a minor one 
which occurred north of the Balkans about 1200 B.C. As a result of 
these explosions the Indo-European speaking peoples established a 
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center in Darope and there ~ere Celts, Gez~ans, and Slavs. .The Slavs 
~ere Yndo-European speaking peoples, closer to the Finns. No~ the 
Finns are not Indo-European; they are Altaic. The Slavs have been 
moving, and in fact have gone dovm to Yugoslavia, but generally they 
have moved northeast because the pressures from the steppes and from 
the ~.~est made it impossible to go any other ~ray. They went to the 
protection of the forests, steadily pushing back the Finns until the 
Finns have disappeared except in small isolated groups. 

The Goths were'the movement of these germanic people. The 
germanic people also by natural increase were moving ouhvard and 
ultimatelybecame the Anglo-Saxons of Eagland, the Franks of France, 
and even before that, some of the Goths fought Rome im410-455, 

QVESTI~: Dr. Quigley, as an historian you have a series of 
alternative explanations for why we are having difficulty with the 
Russians and rejected a number of them. It seemed to me you made a 
complete circle and came back to an assumption that the r~mjor dix~fi - 
culty~th the Russians arises out of the fact that they are in fact 
Asiatics, that they came out of this area with a certain history, 
and the difficulty we have with the Russians can be found in the 
history of the Russian people over a period of 1,O00 or 1,500 years. 
It seems to me, in order to do that, you haven't mentioned at all 
the one explanation which many political scientists accept, and that 
is that our difficulties with the Russians arise out of the nature 
of the Bolshevik revolution. 

DR. QUIGLEY: I wasn,t supposed to. 

QUESTION: But by your rejection of these other assumptions and 
by your conclusions, it seems to me you did go over into that field. 
I don't particularly want to debate this question, but I dew ant to 
mention, just for the record, the fact that there is a large body of 
opinionwhich holds to the fact that from the nineteenth centuz~j on 
the Russian people went through a series of liberation movements which 
culminated in the first revolution of 1917. If the Bolsheviks had not, 
as a smallconspirator minority, seized power in that period, the 
Russian republic which v~s established as a result of the first revo- 
lution and which was as liberal and as modern in its political and 
economic concepts as any in western Europe, would have remained. 
Now I just wanted to present that, as I say, not for the purpose of 
arguing the question because that would certainly take a very lengtb~v 
period, but simply to place that in the record. 

DR. QUIGLEY: All right. Let me clarifysomething. I then gave 
a number of reasous why these Asiatic Bolsheviks are freer people. I 
reviewed this chiefly because they are unilateral explanations. There 
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is a mult~teral explanation also--that is there were geographical 
factors; there were technological factors; there were cultural fat-, 
tots; geographical from the ~rest, and the cultural coming from the 
Byzantine. That is concerned with the first pant of your rebuttal. 

The second part of your rebuttal is the fact that the revolu- 
tionary movement in Russia in recent times vms perhaps something 
new in Russian history. You don't want to debate that and I don't 
v~nt to debate it. I merely v~nt to say there is a m a n  named B a l a l s  

who published a book only about two or three months ago called "The 
Deadly Parallel, Ivan the Great and Stalin." N~v his whole argument 
is that there is nothing new under Stalin. He is Ivan the Terrible, 
Ivan the IV, recently come back to life. Now I wouldn't say that 
his book is very convincing, but I do think that in Russia today 
there is much more of Russian tradition than there is of Bolshevik 
captua~ing the new ideology of the minority group; the Bolshevik 
capturing paver. The proof of that is to be found in the fact that 
Russia today is such a disillusion to the Marxists who are honest 
l~rxists. 

QUESTION: Dr. Quigley, I am a little worried about Greece. 

DR. QUIGLEY: You mean present-day Greece or ancient Greece? 

QUESTION: One of the inheritances of the ~rzantine philosophy 
~ms hypocrisy. You find the Greeks as the center of the Byzantine 
philosophy and you find them also as a progenitor of western culture 
which is a complete opposite. II~'~ did all that happen in Greece and 
holy did autocracy stay alive as long as it has? 

DR. QUIGLE~/: The country of ancient Greece was totalitarian. 
~ge laa~,r Greece was totalitarian because its people believed that 
the city-state was everything and it shonld dominate everything. 
If you read Plato or even Aristotle, it is pretty clear that they 
were totalitarian. Plato was not completely totalitarian in his 
works, but Aristotle was, and Aristotle says very clearly, "A man 
cut off from the state is not a man, like a thumb cut off from a 
hand is not a thumb. It just looks like a thumb." That thing 
lying on the floor isn't a thumb. It just looks like a thumb. 
So the Greeks did have this totalitarian concept of domination of 
the city-state. ;~en it became a great empire, as it did, of course, 
under Alexander the Great, and subsequently under the Roman tradition, 
it had to be modified. That is, it remained totalitarian but it 
ceased to be democratic , because they couldn't rule a democratic 
system over such a vast area. So it became a totalitarian autocracy 
instead of a totalitarian democracy. 
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The government disappeared in the west in ,476 and there was 
no goveln~ment for hundreds and hundreds of years, so that about the 
year lO00 in the ~;~est you have no government, and yet you have a 
society which is functioning. The Greek tradition then was drained 
through that and ceased to be totalitarian. 

COLONEL HICKEY: Dr. Quigley, on behalf of the college, I thank 
you very much for your stimulating lecture. 

DR. QUIGLEY. I thank you. It is a very great pleasure. 

(25 Oct 1951--650)S. 
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