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			Preface

			A public that knows little about the political history and socioeconomic characteristics of other societies may permit its government to control how citizens perceive its actions in foreign lands. It is possible, for example, that US involvement in Vietnam would not have occurred or at least would not have progressed as far as it did if the American people had been fully aware of the Vietnamese revolution against French colonial rule, the loss of popular support for France’s Indochina war effort, and the terms of the resulting Geneva peace settlement of 1954. Similarly, if the profound differences and conflicts between Iraq’s Baath Party and the Islamic fundamentalist movement Al Qaeda had been more widely known in the United States, the American people would have been less likely to believe that Iraq was involved in the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, or to support the 2003 invasion of Iraq. New revolutionary movements and related conflicts have emerged in the Middle East, North Africa, and other places around the globe that once again tempt other countries, including the US, to consider intervention.

			Although the US public was too poorly informed to prevent the tragedy in Vietnam, the collective memory of the Vietnam experience probably helped prevent direct US military intervention in several countries. But key elements of the Vietnam experience were apparently not passed on to post-Vietnam generations. This became clear to me through the responses I received to a question I asked students in several large sociology classes. The question was, “How many of you have had any treatment of the Vietnam conflict in high school?” In each case, less than 5 percent raised their hands! Most of them also indicated on anonymous questionnaires that they knew very little about social movements and political conflicts in other parts of the world. I found this disturbing because most of them were college juniors and seniors preparing to embark on their careers and take on their future political and social responsibilities.

			There are probably several reasons why many Americans lack political knowledge of other societies. As citizens of the richest and most technologically advanced nation in the world, many of us feel little need to concern ourselves with the politics of less developed countries or to become familiar with the traditions of other cultures. Many people shy away from political topics because they want to avoid controversy. The fear of conflict over how to deal with the subject of Vietnam would have been especially acute in a high school faculty, with some faculty members being war veterans and others antiwar activists. In such a scenario this potentially explosive topic would have been avoided in history and social science classes. The same thing may be occurring with regard to the Iraq War.

			The mass media, like the educational system, have often failed to provide information about foreign societies to the vast majority of the American people. Television networks, in the competition for advertising dollars, are intent on maximizing viewer ratings. Programs dealing with political topics in other lands cannot usually command a respectable percentage of the viewing public (except in times of war or other international emergencies such as the period immediately following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, or during the Iraq War that began on March 20, 2003, or during the threat of US military intervention in Syria in 2013).

			Yet when they are given a chance, many people display a strong interest in learning about political events and conflicts in other parts of the world. I have noted this in a course I have taught, Revolutionary Social Movements Around the World. Using lectures and documentaries, I attempt to explain the development and significance of important twentieth- and twenty-first-century revolutionary movements and associated political conflicts in Russia, China, Vietnam, Cuba, Central American nations, Iran, South Africa, Venezuela, nations of the Middle East, and other countries. Beginning in the mid-1980s class size often exceeded two hundred students, with about one-third of the enrollment drawn from outside the University of Connecticut’s College of Liberal Arts and Sciences (i.e., from the colleges of business, engineering, nursing, education, and others; engineering and nursing students were often the best students in the course). According to surveys of class enrollees, the course attracted so much interest because it provided students an opportunity to learn about a significant number of political conflicts (and the societies in which they occur) in a single course. I hope to provide a similar opportunity to a wider audience through the fifth edition of this book.

			In the first chapter, the reader is introduced to factors important for the discussion of modern revolutions, such as the development of revolutionary conditions, relevant theoretical perspectives, the roles of leaders, the functions of ideology, and the meaning of important concepts such as socialism, communism, nationalism, ideology, people’s war, guerrilla warfare, and counterinsurgency, which are employed in specific contexts throughout the book. The revolutions, revolutionary movements, and conflicts covered include those of greatest world significance and those of central importance to the development of revolutionary ideology, strategy, and tactics in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.

			The chapters include references to books and articles that readers may wish to consult to broaden their knowledge of a particular topic as well as a list of relevant documentary DVDs, videos, and films. Information about obtaining these documentaries is provided at the end of the book. If a documentary was available online at the time of this writing, the web address is provided.

			This volume is intended to fulfill several purposes. First, I hope it will serve as an instrument that students and other interested persons can use to expand their knowledge of the countries covered and of world politics in general. Second, faculty members can utilize the book or parts of it as well as the suggested documentary DVDs, videos, and films in sociology, political science, and history courses relating to social movements or political conflicts or to organize a course dealing specifically with revolutionary movements. Finally, this book can also be useful as a reference source for student or civic groups interested in stimulating greater public awareness of, interest in, and knowledge of world developments.

			The list of those who played a significant role in the origin of this book includes my inspirational high school history teacher at St. Thomas Aquinas (New Britain, CT), Laurette Laramie; my sociology and history teachers at Fairfield University; and my instructors, fellow faculty members, and thousands of students at the University of Connecticut and Indiana University who inspired both the creation of my revolutions course and the concept of a manuscript on the subject. The reviews and advice of the experts in sociology, political science, anthropology, history, and economics who read individual chapters or the manuscript in its entirety have been of immense value. In particular, for kindly consenting to comment on various parts of this manuscript, I would like to thank Juan del Aguila, Robert Denemark, Susan Eckstein, Julie Feinsilver, Darrell Hammer, Peter Klaren, Mohsen Milani, Mark Selden, Thomas Shapiro, William Turley, Kamyar Vala, Mary Vanderlaan, John Walton, Claude Welch, and Ernest Zirakzadeh. I am also appreciative of the fine work done by Raymond Blanchette, who drew the maps used in the first three editions of this book. I would like to express my gratitude to the staff of Westview Press, in particular to Jennifer Knerr for the administrative guidance she provided (for the first two editions), to senior editor Steve Catalano of Westview and Perseus Books for his help with the third edition, to Evan Carver, Brooke Kush, Erica Lawrence, and Alex Masulis of Westview for their valuable suggestions and assistance on the fourth edition, and to Toby Wahl, Kelli Fillingim, and Sandra Beris of Perseus Books for their important advice and help in preparing this fifth edition.

			Finally, I am deeply indebted to family members and friends: my mother, Mary Pavano DeFronzo, and father, Armand DeFronzo, Aunt Doris Pavano Pitts, Aunt Angie Pavano DiFronzo, Uncle Francis and Aunt Lenneye DiFronzo; my wonderful wife, Jungyun, and her parents, Sang-Deuk Gil and Bok-Dan Kim; her sister, Jungha Gil, and brother-in-law, Namho Kang; our nephews Jimin, Jihyun, and Doeun and our niece Yunsil; Jungyun’s brothers, Chunghoon and Woongchan, and her sisters-in-law, Bo-na Gong and Kyungim Choi; my brother, Donald DeFronzo, and sister-in-law, Diane Bracha DeFronzo; Anthony Bracha of the United Auto Workers; my sister, Margaret Pastore, and her friend David Timm; David DeFronzo, Monica and Grace Hermanowski DeFronzo, Larry and Teresa Hermanowski, Victoria and Karen DeFronzo, Michael Pastore; my cousins Connie Manafort, Carl Tata, Sal and Lynne Romano, and my goddaughter Joy Anello; David and Randi Manafort, Michael and Ginny O’Connor, Jimmy and Jolyn Manafort, Tom and Lil Pitts, Vinnie and Jeanette Pitts, Nancy DiCaprio, Raffaele and Lucy Gironda, Javier and Dori Rathbun, Paul and Elaine Puzzo, Diane DiFronzo Hughes, Patrick and Frances Gallagher, and my friends Walter Ellis (whom I met when we were graduate students at Indiana University and who has used this book for his course on revolutions at Hillsborough College and has invited me to discuss revolution with his students), Deanna, Mathew, and Evan Levanti, Al Cohen, Gerianne Cohen, Jane Prochnow, Bill Tunmer, Lance Hannon and Monica Cuddy, John McVarish, Heather McVarish Benner, Billy and William Benner, Roger Gocking, Thomas and Sue Ryan, Walter and Elizabeth Clebowicz, Dave Fowler and Wendy Kimsey, Ted and Joni Rhodes, Sue Cook and Ken Ringle, Andy, Linda, and Mike Kissell, Jason and Sarah Jakubowski, and other good friends for their inspiration and encouragement in fulfilling this project.

			—Jim DeFronzo
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            Introduction

             

			The twentieth century was one of world revolution, characterized first by the Marxist-­inspired revolution in czarist Russia, then fascist revolutions in Italy and Germany between the world wars, and later anti-imperialist nationalist revolutions in countries such as China, Vietnam, and Cuba. The Iranian revolution (1979) resulted in the victory of an Islamic fundamentalist movement, which, like several earlier major revolutions, significantly affected the course of world history. Later in the century, as Islamic fundamentalist movements grew strong in several nations, revolutions for democracy succeeded in Eastern Europe, Russia, and South Africa.

			The beginning of the twenty-first century witnessed the devastating September 11, 2001, attacks on the United States, followed by the US overthrow of the extremist Islamic fundamentalist Taliban regime in Afghanistan in late 2001 and the March 2003 invasion and occupation of Iraq. During the same period, leftist revolutionary-­oriented governments were elected in a number of Latin American nations, including Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador. In Asia, Nepal’s two major communist parties together won the majority of seats in the Constituent Assembly elected in 2008. The previous (fourth) edition of this book anticipated that the dictatorships of the Middle East were likely to experience revolutionary movements. Starting on December 18, 2010, in Tunisia, a revolutionary wave of protests for democracy began sweeping across the region. The age of revolution and revolutionary conflict continues in the twenty-first century. This book describes and analyzes the development of several major revolutions in an effort to discover their essential features (shared or unique), their individual contributions to revolutionary strategies and practice, and their interactions with and reciprocal effects on the larger world environment.

			The revolutions in Russia and China, two of the world’s largest and most populous countries, not only had tremendous impacts on their own populations but also affected how other nations and peoples would react to future revolutionary movements. Both the Russian and the Chinese cases constituted models of revolutionary strategy and alerted antirevolutionary ruling elites and governments throughout the world to the need to develop effective counterrevolutionary policies. The Russian Revolution was the first that resulted in the achievement of state power by revolutionists who aimed to create a socialist society. They succeeded first in urban areas with the support of the nation’s industrial working class. Their ideal goal was to reorganize the country so that major resources and industries would be socially owned (i.e., collectively owned by all the people) and citizens would be guaranteed equality of opportunity and provision of basic needs for food, shelter, clothing, medical services, and education. What was to happen in Russia would serve for some revolutionaries as an inspiration but for others as the prime example of how a revolution could in many ways go wrong.

			Many critics of the Russian Revolution viewed the installation of a one-party political system as a perversion of revolutionary ideals. After being imposed on several politically disorganized Eastern European countries at the end of World War II, the one-party system frustrated aspirations for national independence and unfettered democracy. Thus a number of Eastern European nations were ready for revolution from the moment Communist Party domination was established. When Soviet leaders reversed past Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) policy in 1989, and publicly proclaimed their willingness to allow political self-­determination in Eastern Europe, they set off revolutionary transformations in a half dozen countries and set the stage for the disintegration of the USSR itself.

			The Chinese revolution provided a model for revolutionaries in less developed, largely agrarian societies. Mao Zedong, who eventually emerged as the revolution’s central leader, organized a movement based on rural rather than urban warfare. Through the promise of redistribution of land to poor peasants and, more generally, because Mao’s revolutionaries directed effective resistance efforts against the 1937 Japanese invasion, Mao’s movement attracted massive support.

			The military victory of the communist-led revolution in 1949 was followed in later years by several social movements in China, including the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution (1966–1968), which aimed to bring about greater equality, and the more recent democracy movement, whose leaders called for greater freedom of political expression and participation. Although it received significant mass support and was encouraged by powerful countries such as the US, the USSR, and Japan, the democracy movement was at least temporarily suppressed.

			The Vietnamese revolution, apart from being a major movement in Asia for political and economic transformation, became a central cold war test case for US opposition to communist-led revolutions. The Vietnamese, whose homeland had often been attacked and controlled by foreign powers, waged a mainly rural revolution and eventually adopted a strategy of placing the nationalist aim (of freeing Vietnam from foreign domination) foremost among revolutionary goals. In so doing, Vietnamese revolutionary leaders not only inspired the maximum possible number of people to work for the revolutionary struggle but also, once the foreign presence was eliminated, had an easier task in defeating domestic opponents of their goal of economic transformation and redistribution of opportunity.

			The revolution in Vietnam, however, met with strong resistance from the French and later from the US government, in great part because of the intense hostility between the Western nations on the one hand and the USSR and China on the other. In the context of the cold war US government officials were not prepared to tolerate communist-led revolutions. They erroneously (especially in the case of Vietnam) regarded the revolutionaries as puppets or agents of the Soviet Union or China rather than as the organizers of independent, nationalistic movements. The tendencies of both the United States and the USSR to be intolerant of defiance from smaller countries during the cold war and to interfere in their internal political affairs explain why several revolutions in less developed countries resulted, at least temporarily, in strongly anti-US governments and why revolutions in Eastern Europe in 1989 and 1990 had, in most cases, a distinctly anti-Soviet dimension.

			The Cuban, Nicaraguan, and Iranian revolutions were also, in part, reactions to foreign intervention. They illustrate how outside interference in a country can provide revolutionaries an opportunity to make legitimate claims to be protecting national interests. The Cuban revolution was the first in the Western Hemisphere and Latin America to result in a government committed to building a socialist society. Both the Cuban and the Nicaraguan revolutions, although twenty years apart, were directed against regimes notorious for subservience to foreign interests, internal corruption, greed, and unjust economic conditions. The Nicaraguan revolution, like the Cuban, resulted in a new government committed to a redistribution of wealth and expansion of basic services toward the poor. It differed from the Cuban case in that Nicaraguan leaders formally pledged to develop and maintain a multiparty political democracy rather than implement a Leninist-style, one-party system. Although the sincerity of this commitment was often questioned by internal and external critics during the 1980s, United Nations (UN) and Organization of American States (OAS) observers certified Nicaragua’s 1989–1990 national election campaign and vote as free and democratic.

			The Iranian revolution was one of the major events in the Middle East during the cold war period. As in Cuba and Nicaragua, revolutionaries in Iran, an oil-rich and relatively populous nation, rose up against a regime they viewed as a tool of foreign exploitation and a conduit of moral corruption. The anti-imperialist and moralist aspects of the Iranian revolution, themes present to some extent in other revolutions, contributed to an exceptional outcome, the establishment of the religiously dominated Islamic Republic. As a consequence of this revolution, one of the largest and most powerful countries in the Middle East shifted rapidly from being a reliable ally and implementer of US policies in the region to one whose new government viewed the US, as well as the USSR, as a “great Satan.” The victory of Islamic fundamentalists in Iran against a US-supported monarchy helped encourage Islamic resistance to the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan during the 1980s. The Soviet inability to defeat Islamic forces in Afghanistan is thought to have played a significant role in undermining the legitimacy of Communist Party rule and in contributing to the democratization of Russia and other Soviet republics and ultimately to the disintegration of the USSR at the end of 1991. The successful Islamic struggle in Afghanistan also gave birth to Al Qaeda, which repeatedly attacked the United States, including the September 11, 2001, mass killings and destruction. In turn, the September 11 events prompted the United States to invade and occupy both Afghanistan and Iraq, where Al Qaeda played a role in resisting the US presence.

			Another major social movement is the revolutionary struggle to create a nonracial democracy in South Africa. That country’s mineral wealth (gold, platinum, uranium, etc.) and industrial infrastructure are important to the world and potentially critical for the future development of the African continent. The struggle against white minority rule led to the 1994 election of the country’s first nonwhite president, Nelson Mandela. He led a transitional government of national unity in the hope of carrying out a political, social, and economic revolution that is far from finished.

			Many people around the world are now striving to achieve revolutionary transformation through democratic elections. Chapter 10 focuses on Venezuela and Bolivia, where leaders and political parties committed to socialist revolution in the twenty-first century repeatedly won elections, created new constitutions, and encouraged similar movements in other nations.

			But to have this opportunity, revolutions to democratic political systems must take place where dictatorships currently control people’s lives. Starting in December 2010, valiant uprisings for democracy occurred in a number of Arab countries. Chapter 11 describes this transnational revolutionary movement and the counterrevolution that severely limited its achievements.

			Although many have attempted to formulate universal theories that explain how revolutions develop and predict their success or failure, such efforts have yielded disappointing results (Coleman 1995; Collins 1995; Foran 2005; 2006; Goldstone 1980; 1982; 1991; 1994; 2001a; 2001b; 2003; Goodwin 2001b; Greene 1990; Kiser 1995; Kuran 1995; McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2001; Portes 1995; Selbin 1999; Skocpol 1979; Skocpol and Trimberger 1978; Smelser 1962; Sztompka 1993; Tilly 1978; 1995; Walton 1984; Wickham-Crowley 1992; Wolf 1969). However, several key factors that must be simultaneously present for a revolution to succeed have been identified. The central flaws of the so-called universal, or general, theories of revolution include their inability to recognize the importance of all the empirically demonstrated factors essential to a revolution’s success, their resulting inadequacy in predicting a revolution’s development or outcome, and their lack of appreciation for important elements that may be unique to specific revolutions. In this volume I will explore the significance of factors that appear necessary to the success of all revolutions. I will then analyze the development of individual revolutionary conflicts, devoting special attention to the history and unique social characteristics generating the essential revolution-promoting factors. Embedded in the presentations at appropriate points are references to these factors. Readers can anticipate the “summary and analysis” section of each chapter by being alert to these references and trying to relate the specific historical and social context to the general revolutionary factors at work. Finally, in the concluding chapter I will analyze the shortcomings of the general theories of revolution and identify the reasons why they fail to predict the development of all the key revolution-promoting elements and consequently fail to predict the success of specific revolutions.
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			Social Movements and Revolutions

             

			A social movement can be defined as a persistent, organized effort by a relatively large number of people either to bring about social change or to resist it. Some examples of the many social movements in the history of the United States include the antislavery movement, antiwar movements (such as the movements against US involvement in the Vietnam conflict and the US invasion of Iraq), the anti­poverty movement, the civil rights movement (the movement for equal treatment of minorities), the women’s rights movement, and the occupy movement (the movement to reduce economic inequality and establish a morally just economic system). These liberal social movements advocated change from existing government policies or traditional patterns of behavior. Other social movements were organized to resist social change and reassert or restore particular traditional institutions, patterns of behavior, norms, or values. These conservative movements have included the prayer in public schools movement, the pro-life (anti-abortion) movement, the anti-pornography movement, and the Tea Party movement that emerged in 2009. Many Tea Party supporters claim that the movement’s mission includes defending the US Constitution, demanding constitutionally limited government and laws, and supporting a free market as an inherent aspect of constitutionally protected personal liberty.

			Although classifying movements as primarily change-oriented/liberal or change-resistant/conservative can be useful in conceptualizing their central goals, in reality few movements fit perfectly into these categories. For example, although the women’s rights movement can be viewed as change-oriented in the sense of advocating a shift from patterns of male dominance toward greater equality of the genders in the economic and political spheres, it also has qualities that can be perceived as conservative (e.g., opposition to the sexual exploitation of women, an element of traditional religious morality). Similarly, the antislavery movement of the nineteenth century and the antipoverty and civil rights movements of the twentieth century, which were change-oriented in the sense of fighting for greater equality for minorities, attacked economic and political oppression in part because of their detrimental impacts on family life and child rearing.

			The goal of creating optimal economic and political conditions for the maintenance of strong family units and positive family emotional relations can be viewed as conservative. This type of family environment has been an ideal of traditional culture and morality.

			Regardless of whether a movement is publicly perceived as predominantly change-oriented or change-resistant in terms of the direction of its goals, it can be further classified as either a reform or a revolutionary movement on the basis of the scope or magnitude of its goals. A reform movement attempts to change limited aspects of a society but does not aim at drastically altering or replacing major social, economic, or political institutions. For example, the civil rights movement of the 1960s did not call for changing major US institutions such as the economic system (capitalism) or the political system (representative two-party democracy). The movement instead advocated limited change: opening up existing institutions to full and equal participation by members of minority groups. Thus the civil rights movement was a reform rather than a revolutionary movement. Similarly, the anti–Vietnam War movement was a reform movement because its goal was to change government policy rather than the structure of government itself or any other major institution.

			A revolutionary movement, in comparison, is a social movement in which participants strive to drastically alter or totally replace existing social, economic, or political institutions. For example, the communist-led Chinese revolution transformed China’s economy by giving ownership of the country’s basic industries to the state rather than private individuals. Besides targeting different aspects of society for change, revolutionary movements also differ from reform movements by using a wider range of means to accomplish change (from legal protest demonstrations to nonviolent civil disobedience to acts of violence). Although revolutionary social change (change in the structure of basic institutions) can be brought about through nonviolent means such as peaceful labor strikes or democratic elections, most successful revolutionary movements have been accompanied by some level of violence emanating from both movement participants and governments and groups opposing revolution (DeFronzo 2006a; 2006b; Goldstone 1998; 2001b; 2003; Greene 1990).

			Such violence may be branded terrorism by the ruling power being threatened (Cohen 2006; Combs 2005; Howard and Sawyer 2002), but terrorism—the use of force to intimidate for political purposes—is often in the eye of the beholder, and one person’s terrorist can be another person’s freedom fighter. Forms of revolutionary violence include people’s war (Giap 1962; Mackerras and Knight 1985; Mao [1938] 1965; Wolf 1969)—characterized by widespread support for the goals of the revolution, so that the established government is fighting an entire people—and guerrilla warfare (Guevara 1985; Mao [1938] 1965; White 1984; Wickham-Crowley 1992; 2006), a form of mobile warfare involving small units of combatants operating even behind enemy lines. Forms of antirevolutionary violence may be generally described as counterinsurgency techniques (Calvert 1984; White 1984) and range from arrests and temporary detention to extremes such as the death squads in El Salvador and Guatemala in the 1980s (Binford 2006; Montgomery 1982; Streeter 2000; 2006; White 1984). In several instances since the mid-twentieth century, anti­revolutionary forces have overturned electoral systems, for example, in Cuba in 1952 (Gott 2004; Szulc 1986), Guatemala in 1954 (Gleijeses 1991; Schlesinger and Kinzer 1982; Streeter 2000; 2006), Chile in 1973 (Sigmund 2006; Valenzuela 1978), and Egypt in 2013 (Norton 2013) in order to prevent sweeping institutional change or even progressive reforms from being carried out through democratic means.

			Sociologists and other social scientists have often attempted to classify revolutions into one of two ideal types: leftist or rightist. In a left-wing revolution, the central goal is widely perceived as changing major social and political institutions in order to alter the dominant economic, social, or political relationships within a society (Greene 1990). This usually involves redistributing valuable resources between the rich and the poor, with more equal access to educational opportunities, medical services, higher wages, or in the case of a predominantly agricultural society, land, a stated goal. In a right-wing revolution, the primary aim is to restore traditional institutions. Right-wing revolutionary movements also generally emphasize the goal of maintaining social order and traditional authority over the goal of achieving greater social equality through institutional change.

			Just as social movements in general are difficult to categorize as either totally liberal or totally conservative, many revolutions include both leftist and rightist characteristics. For example, the leaders of a revolutionary movement aimed at achieving greater social equality by radically transforming a society’s economic and political systems (leftist characteristics) might attempt to appeal for mass support by arguing that the redistribution of wealth they propose would help reinforce traditional morality (a rightist element) by eliminating extreme poverty as a cause of social evils, such as prostitution, drug abuse, and predatory crime. A number of revolutions can be placed into one of the two categories on the basis of changes they brought about. Of the revolutions covered in this book, the first Russian and the Chinese, Vietnamese, and Cuban have been widely interpreted as primarily leftist. On the basis of the dominant ideological orientations and policies of the revolutionary leaderships of the two nations that experienced revolutions in 1979, the Iranian revolution can be classified as a predominantly right-wing revolution and the Nicaraguan as mainly leftist. The South African struggle for revolutionary change was oriented toward achieving greater equality by dismantling the nation’s system of white racial domination and by greatly expanding political rights and roles for nonwhite South Africans and can—at least in that sense—be categorized as leftist. The post–Iranian revolution Islamic movements appeared primarily rightist in terms of their cultural goals. In comparison, the “revolutions through democracy” of the twenty-first century in Venezuela and Bolivia were generally viewed as primarily leftist in orientation. The Arab revolution is leftist in countries where the goal is to replace a conservative authoritarian regime, such as a monarchy, with a democratic political system. But within the revolution, some Islamist groups have the rightist goal of creating an Islamic state.

			Revolutionary Movements: Critical Factors

			Factors that can influence the development of revolutionary movements include the extent of inequality and impoverishment within a society, degree to which the population is divided along ethnic lines, perceived corruption of governmental officials, level of armament and degree of loyalty of a government’s military forces, cultural traditions of violence or nonviolence as means of protesting social injustice, physical size of a country and nature of its terrain, and proximity and level of involvement of other countries that either support or oppose the development and success of a revolutionary movement. But of all possible factors, five stand out as critical and, if they occur simultaneously, appear to constitute necessary and sufficient conditions for the success of a revolutionary movement, according to the appraisals of leading academic scholars on the phenomenon of revolution (Foran 2005; 2006; Goldfrank 1994; Goldstone 1994; 2001a; Greene 1990). The order of development and relative importance of these elements differ from one revolution to another.

				1	Mass frustration resulting in popular uprisings among urban or rural populations: A large proportion of a society’s population becomes extremely discontented, which leads to mass-participation protests and rebellions against state authority. In technologically limited agricultural societies, the occurrence of rural (peasant) rebellion or at least rural support for revolution has often been essential (Foran 2005; 2006; Goldfrank 1994; Goldstone 1991; 1994; 2001a; Greene 1990).

				2	Dissident elite political movements: Divisions among elites (groups that have access to wealth or power of various types or are highly educated and possess important technical or managerial skills) pit some elite members against the existing government (Foran 2005; 2006; Goldfrank 1994; Goldstone 1991; 1994; 2001a; Greene 1990).

				3	Unifying motivations: Powerful motivations for revolution cut across major classes and unify the majority of a society’s population behind the goal of revolution (Foran 2005; 2006; Goldstone 1994; 2001a; Greene 1990).

				4	A severe political crisis paralyzing the administrative and coercive capabilities of the state: A state crisis occurs in the nation experiencing or about to experience a revolutionary movement. The crisis, which may be caused by a catastrophic defeat in war, a natural disaster, an economic depression, or the loss of critical economic or military support from other nations, or by any combination of these factors, may deplete the state of loyal personnel, legitimacy in the eyes of the public, and other resources. The state then becomes incapable of carrying out its normal functions and cannot cope effectively with an opposition revolutionary movement (Foran 2005; 2006; Goldfrank 1994; Goldstone 1991; 1994; 2001a; Greene 1990).

				5	A permissive or tolerant world context: The governments of other nations do not intervene effectively to prevent a revolutionary movement from developing and succeeding in a given nation (Foran 2005; 2006; Goldfrank 1994; Goldstone 2001a).

			Mass Frustration and Popular Uprisings

			Revolution involves a tremendous increase in mass participation in political activity, motivated by widespread opposition to existing conditions. Such popular discontent can result when a gap develops between people’s expectations (regarding the lifestyle they feel they should be able to achieve) and their ability to satisfy those expectations. Social scientists have referred to this phenomenon as relative deprivation (Fullerton 2006; Greene 1990; Gurr 1970).

			There are several historical processes that can lead to relative deprivation. Among them is rapid deterioration in material living conditions, which may occur for the whole population of a country during an economic depression or for only some population groups during periods of transition in the economic system. A wide breach opens between the way people expect to live and their ability to meet those expectations—not because of changed expectations, but because their ability to attain them declines. This type of relative deprivation may also result when one country is invaded and conquered by another. The victor nation may exploit the resources and labor power of the defeated people, who then experience a drastically declining standard of living. People in the defeated nation may try to resist occupation forces with violence. During World War II many nations that were invaded by Nazi German or Japanese forces organized resistance groups, which, in some instances, grew into revolutionary movements; the latter not only helped expel the invaders but also brought about drastic changes in social, economic, and political institutions after the war.

			A gap between people’s expectations and capabilities can also result when expectations increase but capabilities do not change. Expectations are essentially a function of people’s beliefs about what is possible and what is “right.” Experiences that alter these conceptions can strongly influence people’s expectations, for example, communication with people from other societies with a higher level of material existence or where a past revolution has resulted in a redistribution of wealth. Contact with other societies or with fellow citizens who have been exposed to other ways of life can lead people to believe that improvements are possible. Communication with foreigners can also influence what people consider to be morally acceptable.

			A people’s conception of what is morally right is most likely to shift if the message is communicated by recognized moral authorities. The upsurge in revolutionary movements in parts of Latin America during the 1970s and 1980s came about partly because religious leaders worked to change the conceptions of millions of poor farmers and workers about the moral acceptability of existing social conditions. Many young men and women of the clergy and religious orders began to embrace the idea of an expanded role for the Catholic Church in the lives of the poor. Rather than simply catering to spiritual needs through administering the sacraments and saying Mass, they felt it was their religious duty to work for social justice and a redistribution of wealth. This application of Christian values has been called liberation theology (Berryman 1985; 1987; White 1984). As these ideas were widely communicated, the poor came to see the poverty and misery they endured as being not God’s will but rather the will of some individuals and the systems these people defended. The extreme inequality that characterized their societies was now considered wrong, even sinful. Peasants and workers began to desire, demand, and expect change. A situation of mass frustration had been created.

			Historically a third process has operated to generate mass discontent. Davies (1962) found that for each of the major revolutions he analyzed, the period of revolutionary upheaval was preceded by several years of economic improvement. The associated rise in material living conditions likely raised people’s expectations because they actually experienced improvement. After the interval of prosperity, living conditions suddenly declined due to war or natural or economic catastrophes, opening a wide gap between expectations and capabilities. Consequently mass frustration and support for revolutionary movements grew dramatically.

			Dissident Elite Political Movements

			Many who have explored the processes involved in the development of revolutionary movements (Goldfrank 1994; Goldstone 1994; 2001a; Gurr 1970; Selbin 2006; Skocpol 1979; Trimberger 1978) have argued that divisions among social elites can help a revolutionary movement succeed in a number of ways. First, conflict among elite members, if nothing else, contributes to confusion and disorganization in efforts to suppress a revolutionary movement. Second, if some elite members feel threatened by the actions of other elite members who control their society’s government and if these alienated elites possess resources required by the state, their decision to withhold or withdraw support from the state can render it too weak and ineffective to cope with revolutionary forces. And finally, some of the nation’s elite families may directly participate in a revolution by providing leadership or other resources to help transform popular discontent and uprisings into an organized, purposeful revolutionary movement. In this role, elites usually participate in formulating an ideology for the revolutionary movement: an indictment and criticism of the existing power structure, a set of justifications for the necessity of a revolutionary movement to bring about social change, and a long-range plan and strategy of action (Greene 1990).

			Ideologies may range along a spectrum from those informed by socialism—the public ownership of land and capital administered for the community good—to capitalism—the private ownership of resources to produce commodities for profit and reinvestment. Ideologies often couple economic aims with powerful unifying goals, such as nationalist resistance to foreign domination or reaffirmation of traditional moral or religious principles, capable of facilitating alliances among a society’s major social classes. The primary function of revolutionary ideology is to provide as many people as possible with the same or at least compatible viewpoints on the need to change society so that they will be motivated to cooperate in the revolutionary struggle.

			Social theorists and researchers have hypothesized several ways elite conflict can develop. Marx and Engels ([1848] 1972; Engels [1880] 1972) argued that technological and economic changes result in one type of economic activity (e.g., the manufacture and sale of industrial products) replacing another (e.g., farming and the sale of agricultural products) as the major source of wealth in a society. The elites involved in the newly dominant economic activity eventually wrest control of the political system from elites representing the previously dominant economic activity. Goldstone (1994), Skocpol and Trimberger (1978), and others, in describing another process for the development of elite conflict, have argued that as a technologically and economically inferior state attempts to compete with more advanced states, some members of its national elite enact reforms. Other elite members interpret these reforms as a threat to their interests and privileges. Intra-elite conflict and elite opposition to government policies can result.

			Huntington (1968), in addition, suggested that as technologically backward societies begin to modernize by expanding educational systems and introducing technologies and learning from the more advanced countries, they tend to create new, educated, and politically conscious elites that demand to participate in government. When traditional elites, such as the royal family and much of the nobility in czarist Russia, resist democratization of the political system, some members of the new elites come to favor revolution. Eisenstadt (1978) further observed that economic downturns or other disasters can cause elite conflict in societies with dictatorships based on a patronage system of personal rewards to elite members. When the benefits stop coming or are threatened by a particular dictator’s continuation in power, the loyalty of elite members to the regime is greatly reduced. In other situations, some elites may feel threatened by the economic and political power of a dictatorship and turn against it. Both these factors were involved when some of Nicaragua’s economic elite defected from the Somoza dictatorship (Booth 1985; Walker 1986).

			Direct participation of elite elements in the leadership and organizational structure of dissident political movements has often been critical for the successful development of a leftist revolutionary movement (Greene 1990; Gurr 1970). Such individuals, who may represent only a small minority of elite members, bring crucial organizational and intellectual skills to a movement. According to Greene (1990), Gill (2006), Gill and DeFronzo (2009), and my own work (DeFronzo 1970), many of the young people from elite families who directly participate in left-wing revolutionary movements experienced a moral alienation from their society’s economic and political systems, often developed or enhanced while attending their nation’s colleges and universities. They turn against the very economic and political institutions that benefited their families and find it unconscionable that some people live in affluence while the majority of their fellow citizens live in abject poverty.

			If revolutionaries of upper- and middle-class origin live at a time when the majority of their society’s population experiences little or no political discontent, they may perish in violent but futile attacks on the armed forces of the government they oppose. But when their frustrations coincide with the aroused discontent of the poor, they may play vital roles in revolutionary movements that have widespread support and consequently may succeed. There are many examples of revolutionary leaders from relatively privileged families who emerged to lead leftist revolutions that proceeded to dispossess the very classes from which the leaders originated. For example, the Russian revolutionary V. I. Lenin, the Chinese revolutionary Mao Zedong, and the Cuban revolutionary Fidel Castro all came from well-to-do backgrounds.

			Unifying Motivations for Revolution

			Greene (1990), in his review of various revolutionary movements throughout history, noted that it is extremely rare for a revolution to succeed without backing from most major social classes in a society. For a revolution to triumph, several classes must join forces; thus there must be a shared motivation for revolution that cuts across class lines and possibly additional differing but simultaneous and at least temporarily compatible motivations. Although the concept of redistributing wealth in favor of the poor, often manifested in some form of socialist ideology, has motivated many leftist revolutions, the mass appeal of such a goal is usually limited to the lower classes of a society. Only a minority of the more affluent classes are likely to support a revolution intended solely to benefit the poor.

			Broad cross-class participation in revolutionary movements has generally been the product of nationalism (Chirot 1986; Greene 1990) or widespread hatred toward a particular dictatorship (Greene 1990). Regardless of class or ideological orientation, people sharing the same language and culture who perceive that their ethnic or national group has been exploited by another group or country can join together to end their domination (Adleman 2006; Braveboy-Wagner 1985; Breuilly 1982; Sathyamurthy 1983; Smith 1983).

			Nationalism as a motivating factor that unifies diverse social classes behind revolution is most likely to emerge as a reaction to direct colonial rule or indirect colonial domination (a local regime perceived to be operating on behalf of foreign rather than national interests). The controlling alien power is called imperialistic because of specific political actions (gaining control over a society and its resources), economic transactions (shaping and developing the society’s economy on behalf of the colonizing power), and cultural transformations (inculcating the society with outside religious, educational, linguistic, and aesthetic values based on the foreign culture).

			Sometimes the effects of colonization are so thoroughgoing that the overtaken society ends up with a native ruling class not only culturally similar to the imperialist power but also politically loyal to it and economically dependent on it. Neo­colonialism is the continuing state of political and cultural dependency and economic exploitation that persists in a former colony after formal political independence has been declared (Calvert 1984; Cavatorta 2006; Chirot 1986).

			Revolutionary movements organized with the stated goal of overthrowing either direct colonial rule or neocolonial governments have been called national liberation movements (Calvert 1984; Miller and Aya 1971). Revolutions in five of the countries covered in this book sprang in great part from such anti-imperialist impulses: China, Vietnam, Cuba, and Nicaragua—all organized mainly around socialist goals—and Iran—organized primarily around religious goals. The revolutionary movements in Venezuela and Bolivia, described in Chapter 10, “Revolution Through Democracy,” also have strong anti-imperialism themes.

			Beyond nationalism and national liberation, abhorrence of an especially unjust, brutal, or incompetent regime can bring several classes together in a movement to oust the detested government. The czar’s dictatorial rule coupled with his personal arrogance, incompetence, and disregard for human life in conducting Russia’s disastrous war effort eventually brought about a near-universal demand for his abdication and an end to the autocratic monarchy system. Similarly, multiclass aversion to the Batista government in Cuba and Somoza family rule in Nicaragua developed not only because of the widespread belief that these regimes allowed foreign interests to exploit their people and resources but also because of perceived crimes and acts of brutality committed by these dictatorships.

			Severe State Crisis

			A revolutionary movement may come into being and yet have no reasonable chance for success so long as the government maintains strong administrative capabilities and armed forces to coerce the dissidents into submission. But conditions and events beyond the control of either government or revolutionary forces may destroy the state’s capabilities to function effectively and permit revolutionary elements to overcome its repressive powers (Goldstone 2001b). Dunn (1972) argued that several successful revolutionary movements of the twentieth century arose from crises caused by either war or the process of decolonization. Mobilization for war can strain a society’s economic resources. And if the war effort is unsuccessful, the perceived futility of loss of life and national wealth can destroy the government’s legitimacy in the eyes of its population. The shattering defeats suffered by the czar’s army during World War I helped generate the state crisis that gave revolutionaries in Russia an opportunity to seize power.

			Decolonization involves one country withdrawing its official administrative personnel and military forces from another country (the former colony). The resulting postcolonial government may include individuals who previously served the occupying country. Thus during the period immediately following decolonization, many citizens may perceive the government as a mechanism that the past occupying country uses to control their nation’s economy and resources. Consequently a postcolonial or neocolonial government may lack the support of its own people and the loyalty of its armed forces. In this case, a postcolonial state can collapse in the face of a revolutionary movement that the population perceives to represent its true national interests.

			A state collapse may also occur if an economically less developed state attempts to compete with more advanced states in the world economic system or to cope with pressure on food supplies or other resources caused by significant population increase (Goldstone 1994; Skocpol 1979). As a government attempts to achieve these goals through modernizing reforms (e.g., expanding the educational system, recruiting administrators and business and military leaders on the basis of talent and achievement rather than nobility or some other traditional factor, distributing land from large estates to the rural poor, and imposing higher taxes on the upper classes), some groups may resist, feeling the new policies threaten their wealth, power, or other privileges, even to the point of withdrawing support from the national government. The weakened state may then present revolutionary forces with an opportunity to develop unstoppable momentum. For example, Chinese rulers who attempted to modernize their country in the late nineteenth century were frustrated by wealthy landowners and other conservative forces that prevented sufficient reforms, weakened the power of the central government, and presented revolutionary forces with a divided, conflict-ridden, and consequently vulnerable national leadership (Skocpol 1979).

			Another type of fragile state structure is the neo-patrimonial regime (Eisenstadt 1978). (This concept is similar to what Foran referred to as a “repressive, exclusionary, personalist state”; 2005, 20.) It is structured around a particular individual whose rule is based on control of resources that are dispensed as rewards to supporters (such as governmental administrative positions, profitable business monopolies, or high salaries and bonuses to military leaders). Important government supporters are loyal to the leader and to the system that rewards them. Such a state is vulnerable to several types of problems: economic depression, which reduces the resources available to the chief executive to parcel out to supporters; military defeat, which can create economic difficulties and tarnish the leader; and events such as illness, accidents, or assassinations, which remove a leader from power and thus endanger or destroy the state-supporting patronage system.

			Permissive World Context

			Any society exists in a world populated by other societies, including some with greater or equal military and economic power. Consequently a revolutionary movement that appears to be overcoming a national government may be suppressed, at least temporarily, by nations that oppose it (Goldfrank 1994). Foran (2005; 2006) and Goldstone (2001b) also recognize the importance of this factor. The US involvement in Vietnam and El Salvador exemplifies foreign intervention in domestic revolutionary situations. Similarly, in the past the USSR intervened in Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Afghanistan to prevent the growth or success of movements it opposed. Another significant intervention occurred when several nations, including Britain, the United States, and Japan, sent military forces into the Soviet Union in an effort to help White Russian forces overturn the Bolshevik Revolution during the Russian civil war.

			In some situations, outside nations have not intervened or have not intervened vigorously enough to prevent a revolution or defeat a revolutionary movement. This permissiveness may be attributable to fear of disapproval, economic sanctions, or even military attack from nations that support a given revolutionary movement; concern about provoking a hostile reaction from the potential interventionist country’s own citizens; or displeasure with the government a revolutionary movement seeks to overthrow. Even if motivation to intervene exists, economic or military hardships or internal political turmoil may so physically or psychologically exhaust a nation that it is unable to intervene effectively.

			Several examples of unsuccessful or nonexistent intervention by outside powers against revolutionary movements illustrate the concept of permissive world context. Following World War I, the European capitalist nations and the United States were too battered by years of conflict to mount a large-scale assault on revolutionary Russia, especially given the huge population and vast territory of the country and the level of popular support the revolution enjoyed. During the Cuban revolution of 1956–1958 and the Nicaraguan and Iranian revolutions of 1978–1979, no nations sent military forces to save the internationally despised regimes of Batista, Somoza, and the shah of Iran. And despite massive intervention in Vietnam and other parts of Southeast Asia between 1963 and 1973, the United States might have used even greater military power were it not for significant domestic opposition to the Vietnam involvement and the threat of direct military confrontation with the USSR or China over Vietnam. Finally, the USSR’s 1989 renunciation of the right to intervene in Eastern Europe permitted the swift success of political revolutions in Poland, Hungary, East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Romania.

			Theories of Revolution

			Because the five factors—mass frustration, elite dissidence, unifying motivation, state crisis, and permissive world context—appear crucial to the success of revolutionary movements, it is important to evaluate existing theories of revolution in terms of their ability or inability to account for the simultaneous occurrence of these conditions.

			Researchers have attempted to formulate theories of revolution. Edwards ([1927] 1970), Brinton ([1938] 1952), and Pettee (1938) identify what Goldstone (1982) and Foran (2006) describe as a natural history of revolutions by specifying the phases that a successful revolution includes.

				1	A society’s intellectuals, most of whom once supported the existing regime, turn against it.

				2	The old regime tries to save itself from revolution by attempting reforms that ultimately fail to protect the old order.

				3	The revolutionary alliance that eventually takes power from the old government is soon torn by internal conflict.

				4	At first the post-revolutionary government is moderate.

				5	When moderate revolutionaries fail to fulfill expectations, more radical revolutionaries gain control.

				6	Radicals take more extreme actions to fulfill revolutionary aims, employing coercive methods against those who resist or threaten the fulfillment of revolutionary goals.

				7	Eventually pragmatic, moderate revolutionaries replace the radicals.

			While the discovery of sequences of events during revolutions is interesting and important, it only describes what must be explained by a theory of revolution. Similarly, the five factors described above as necessary and sufficient for a successful revolution do not constitute a complete theory of revolution; instead, they represent factors that must be explained by a theory. Greene (1990), in reviewing theories of revolution and studies on participants, ideologies, organizational structures, tactics, and settings for numerous revolutions, identified several major theoretical perspectives, including Marxist, frustration-aggression, systems, and modernization approaches.

			Marxist theory is too complex to cover here in its entirety and too important to gloss over. Elements of Marxism will be presented here and in several of the following chapters, but for solid overviews, see Robert Tucker’s edition of The Marx-Engels Reader (1972) and Richard Schmitt’s Introduction to Marx and Engels (1987). According to Marxist theory, revolution is likely to occur when existing social and political structures and leadership interfere with economic development. Karl Marx traced such economic development through various stages from feudalism to capitalism to socialism and eventually to communism. As technological and economic change occurs during capitalist industrialization, a conflict develops between the new urban industrial working class—the proletariat—and the ruling capitalist class. According to Marx, the importance of labor, such as the operating of manufacturing technology, will inevitably supersede that of the ownership of capital (wealth in the form of money, resources, investments, or the physical means of production) in the industrialized economic system. While the capitalist class attempts to maintain its control of the government, the working class is driven by frustration and exploitation to revolution. What Marx posited as the dictatorship of the proletariat ensues, with the working class taking over governmental power. Many varieties of Marxist theory have developed over the years, but all of them assume the need for revolution at certain critical stages in economic history.

			According to Foran (2005; 2006) and Goldstone (2001b), during the 1960s attempts to explain revolution resulted in two additional types of theories. The frustration-­aggression theory of revolution (Greene 1990) focused on mass frustration as a cause of mass mobilization for revolution. This theory included the relative deprivation theories of popular discontent described by Davies (1962) and Gurr (1970), discussed above (see “Mass Frustration and Popular Uprisings”). The structural functionalist approach to explaining revolution, exemplified by the work of Smelser (1962) and Johnson (1964), is what Greene (1990) referred to as the systems theory of revolution.

			Systems theory of revolution, unlike Marxist theory, is a more general perspective that does not view revolution primarily in terms of progressive historical changes in technology and forms of economic organization. Systems assumes that revolution is likely to occur when pre-revolutionary social structures fail to perform essential functions, no matter what the cause of the failure. Essential functions include not only economic and administrative tasks but also socializing the members of society to a culture (set of beliefs and attitudes) that supports existing social structures.

			A fourth approach, modernization theory, is similar to Marxist theory in that it associates revolution with technological and economic change. But unlike Marxist theory, modernization does not hypothesize a set sequence of stages in economic development and does not specify which economic group would be the major proponent of revolutionary transformation. Rather, modernization theory holds that the experience of technological and economic change tends to mobilize new or previously apathetic groups by raising their economic aspirations and their demands for political participation. Revolution is likely to occur when those holding state power are unable or unwilling to meet the demands of groups mobilized by modernization.

			The second half of the 1960s and the 1970s saw the rise of a fifth major contemporary theory of revolution, structural theory. Like the Marxist perspective, it emphasizes the importance of structural aspects of society. Barrington Moore’s comparative study (1966) indicated that rebellious movements in peasant societies were most likely to develop when a traditional farming economy was beginning to undergo “transition to capitalist agriculture” (Foran 2006, 869). Wolf (1969, 276–302), in analyzing six peasant societies that experienced revolutionary conflicts, also found that increasing commercialization of agriculture, threatening “peasants’ access to land,” was a major factor in mobilizing support for rebellion (Foran 2006, 869).

			Skocpol and Trimberger (1978; Skocpol 1979) developed the most influential and theoretically comprehensive modern structural theory. It agrees with Marx’s view that a revolution is not exclusively the product of the subjective characteristics of a society, such as shared cultural values or social or economic expectations, but depends on specific objective conditions involving political and economic aspects of social structure. The Skocpol and Trimberger formulation, however, departs from Marx’s original perspective in several ways. First, it viewed the state as a form of social organization that combines administrative and military functions and draws resources from society to use in maintaining social order and in competing against other nations economically and militarily. Second, in contrast to the original Marxist analysis, which saw revolution as the outcome of internal technological and economic factors, this new structural approach was oriented to the larger world environment and perceived revolution as the result of conflict among nations at different levels of technological and economic development.

			The Skocpol and Trimberger structural theory specified that the key objective conditions for revolution have occurred in primarily agrarian, technologically inferior states that were confronted with overpowering military and economic pressure from more advanced nations. Inability to resist foreign aggression damaged the perceived legitimacy of the pre-revolutionary regimes, which were also undermined by divisions within elite population segments regarding how to deal with external threats. Government attempts to cope with foreign pressure, such as increasing state resources by raising taxes on an already impoverished population, and the economic effects of foreign exploitation generated mass discontent. The resulting popular support for revolutionary movements overwhelmed the severely weakened pre-revolutionary regimes. From the structural point of view, the purpose and outcome of such revolutions was primarily political: the establishment of a new governmental system in a less developed society, a system that would better utilize available resources to counter external threats from advanced nations.

			These general theories of revolution all recognize, explicitly or implicitly, mass frustration as an essential element of revolutionary movements. Marxist, modernization, systems, and structural theories also suggest that when the state fails to meet mass expectations or carry out important economic or social functions, government legitimacy and coercive capacity are weakened, which heightens the probability of revolution. Modernization, Marxist, and structural theories identify processes by which social elites become discontented and withdraw their support for the government or even lead a revolutionary effort.

			A major inadequacy of the Marxist, frustration-aggression, systems, and modernization theories is that they neglect two essential elements of successful revolutionary movements: a unifying motivation that brings together diverse groups to support a common revolutionary goal and the existence of an international environment that permits revolution. The Skocpol and Trimberger structural theory, at least implicitly, confronts the issue of unifying motivation by asserting the primacy of the population-bonding aim of creating a new, stronger government that can protect national interests. But like the other theories, it tends to ignore the world permissiveness factor. These omissions limit the ability of the major theories of revolution to predict either the development of revolutionary movements or a revolution’s chance for success. The unifying motivation factor and the role of a permissive international environment will be highlighted in the chapters on individual revolutions. Together with mass frustration, elite dissidence, and state crisis, these factors surpass general theories in explaining and predicting revolutionary action and success.

			Are Revolutions Developing or Occurring Now?

			Revolutionary movements are under way in several nations around the world. And in other countries there are conditions that appear conducive to revolution. Elected leaders like Hugo Chávez and Nicolas Maduro of Venezuela and President Evo Morales of Bolivia claimed they were leading their nations though revolutionary transformations. Venezuela and Bolivia will be discussed in Chapter 10, “Revolution Through Democracy.” Nepal is another country where elections may lead to revolutionary economic change through democratic means. A peace agreement was negotiated in 2006, after a ten-year civil war between the monarchy and Maoist-­oriented, communist-led guerrillas. Under a new temporary constitution a nationwide election for a constituent assembly was held in April 2008. Seats in the assembly were won mainly by three parties: the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist), which received 38 percent of the vote; the Communist Party of Nepal–United Marxist-Leninist, 19 percent; and the Nepali Congress, 19 percent. At its first meeting in May 2008, the assembly changed the structure of Nepalese government by abolishing the monarchy and declaring Nepal a federal democratic republic (CIA 2014). In the 2013 election, two of the countries’ four communist parties were again among the top three vote getters, along with the Nepali Congress party. The voting tendencies of the majority of Nepalese suggested that future elected governments would continue carrying out significant change.

			In other countries, military actions have removed elected leaders committed to helping the poor. In 2009 a Honduran military coup ended the presidency of Manuel Zelaya (Main 2010), who had been elected in 2005 as a center-right politician but shifted significantly to the left, established ties with Hugo Chávez of Venezuela, and promised to combat poverty. Deposing a democratically elected president committed to aiding the poor in a country with one of the highest levels of income inequality in the world sparked mass protests and seemed to increase the potential for a revolutionary movement.

			A few years earlier, the Thai military had ousted Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra, a former policeman who became a telecommunications billionaire and was “the first prime minister in Thailand’s history to lead an elected government through a full term in office” (“Profile” 2010). He was very popular, especially among the country’s rural poor in north and northeast Thailand, who benefited during Thaksin’s five years in power from his education, health, and debt relief programs. He was also supported by pro-democracy urban intellectuals. But Thaksin was opposed by many among Bangkok’s rich, accused of abuse of power and corruption, and removed from office in September 2006. In response a massive movement developed, the United Front for Democracy Against Dictatorship (UDD), also called the Red Shirt movement, for its trademark attire. The movement aimed not only to restore Thaksin Shinawatra to office but, more broadly, to establish a true democracy in Thailand (“Thailand Protests” 2010). For weeks during the spring of 2010, thousands of Red Shirts held demonstrations in Bangkok demanding fully democratic elections and protesting what they charged was an unfair system in which the wealthy and top military leaders were free to break laws without fear of punishment (Fuller 2010). At least eighty-eight persons were killed in a series of confrontations (Mydans 2010). The military dispersed the Red Shirt encampment in a commercial area of Bangkok on May 19. The Thai government claimed that several dozen people and some companies financed the Red Shirt protests and accused Thaksin Shinawatra and thirty-nine others of terrorism. Red Shirt supporters, though, claimed that financing came from thousands of small contributors who believed in the revolutionary potential of a real democratic political system.

			The Arab revolution that began in December 2010 achieved some successes (as described in Chapter 11), but was repressed by a powerful international counterrevolution. Nevertheless, the Arab revolution for democracy continues. And in 2014, mass protests in Kiev, the capital of the Ukraine, forced the president who had been elected in 2010 to flee (as described in Chapter 2). But in eastern and southern Ukraine, many people protested against the new government in Kiev. The majority of the residents of the Crimea region then voted to secede from the Ukraine and unite with the Russian Federation.

			Summary

			This chapter provided an overview of concepts, theoretical perspectives, and research findings important to the discussion of revolutionary social movements. A revolutionary movement, in contrast to a reform movement, aims to change the basic institutions of a society. Five elements are crucially important to the success of a revolutionary movement: (1) the growth of frustration among the majority of a population; (2) the existence of elite elements who are alienated from the current government and, more specifically, of elite elements who support the concept of revolution; (3) unifying motivations that bring together the members of different social classes in support of a revolution; (4) a crisis that severely weakens government administrative and coercive capabilities in a society experiencing a revolutionary movement; and (5) the choice of other countries not to intervene or their inability to do so to prevent the success of a revolutionary movement.

			Some of the reasons individuals support a revolutionary movement are highly personal, such as a desire to improve their own material well-being or a desire to take revenge on their opponents, or because they have loved ones or friends who support revolution. But as Greene (1990) pointed out, the participants in a revolution, often drawn from different economic backgrounds, also have shared motivations that unite them in a common effort. In several revolutions an adherence to cross-class religious beliefs or a desire to throw off foreign control or a despised dictatorship has acted in this way.

			Nationalism, often spurred by reaction to imperialist exploitation, has been a powerful unifying sentiment. And although the redistribution of wealth is not necessarily synonymous with socialism, various forms of socialist ideology have figured prominently in the belief systems of many leftist revolutionary movements. Combining the nationalist goal of liberation from foreign domination and the goal of redistributing wealth to achieve a more egalitarian society has rallied otherwise diverse social groups to revolutions in Russia, China, Vietnam, and other societies. Nationalism, as a spur to unified action, and economic redistribution, as an antidote to mass frustration, combine with the other major revolutionary factors—elite dissidence, state crisis, and world permissiveness—to explain many sociopolitical upheavals. In the late twentieth century and early twenty-first century, the goal of achieving democracy became a powerful motivation uniting people of different social classes in revolutionary movements.
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			2

			The Russian Revolutions and Eastern Europe

             

			The 1917 October Revolution was the first ever won by revolutionaries advocating a socialist society. By the beginning of 1917 the majority of the Russian people were extremely discontented with the czar’s regime. Various revolutionary groups sought to mobilize this popular frustration to transform Russian society. When the coercive power of the czarist state collapsed in early 1917, revolutionary leaders had an opportunity to seize control of their nation’s destiny. Soldiers and sailors refused orders to repress rebellious street demonstrations and instead went over to the revolutionaries. As the institutions of the czarist government deteriorated, workers, military personnel, and peasants elected revolutionary administrative councils, or soviets, from among their own numbers, to exercise power. In fall 1917 soldiers, sailors, and workers loyal to the Bolshevik-led citywide soviet of the capital, Petrograd (later Leningrad and after 1991, St. Petersburg), established a new national revolutionary government.

			Geography and Population

			The USSR, at 8,649,489 square miles (22,402,200 square kilometers) and comprising ethnically diverse states, succeeded the czar’s vast empire. The largest country in the world until its dissolution in December 1991, most of the USSR’s territory was a vast plain extending from Eastern Europe to the Pacific Ocean, interrupted occasionally by low mountain ranges. This huge plain is characterized by three distinctive sectors running east and west. The Arctic section is a frozen marshy tundra, the middle band of the country is heavily forested, and the southernmost area is composed of extensive arid grassy plains that in the far south become sandy deserts.

			The population of the Soviet Union, which was about 150 million at the time of the revolutions in 1917, exceeded 287 million during the last year of its existence. The USSR was composed of fifteen union republics, the largest of which was Russia (now an independent nation), which was home to 52 percent of the USSR’s population and included 76 percent of the land area. The second most populous republic was the (now independent) Ukraine, which had about 18 percent of the USSR’s citizens. Each remaining republic included less than 6 percent of the USSR’s population.

			In 2014 the Russian Federation, at 6,601,638 square miles (17,098,242 square kilo­meters), had a population of 142,500,482 (CIA 2014b). The country’s people were ethnically about 80 percent Russian, with small minorities of Tatars, Ukrainians, Chechens, and others.
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			The Setting for Revolution

			Before the Bolshevik Revolution, Russia was a vast empire ruled by a hereditary emperor, the czar, who governed the Russian people as well as many other nationalities and lands that later were incorporated into the USSR. At the time of the revolution, only about 15 percent of the population lived in cities. Russian industrialization had begun later than other European societies, but the process was well under way by 1917.

			Large factories were mainly concentrated in eight industrial regions, including Petrograd (which was the capital at the time of the revolution) and Moscow (the old capital, which the revolutionary government established as the capital of the USSR). Approximately half the industrial plants were owned by foreign companies from the more technologically advanced nations. In 1917 at least one-half of Russia’s industrial workers had peasant parents or had been peasants or rural laborers before migrating to urban areas.

			Most peasants had reason to be discontented. Before the seventeenth century many had lived a nomadic existence, traveling about the countryside seeking optimal conditions, such as the highest possible wages or more fertile land, or simply enjoying new environments. But their freedom of movement was intolerable to many large landowners, who desired a more reliable labor force. Thus in 1649 serfdom, which bound individuals and their families to particular landowners or, in some cases, to the state, under penalty of law, was established. By the 1760s about 52 percent of those living in rural Russia were serfs (Wolf 1969).

			After Russia was defeated in the 1854–1856 Crimean War, Czar Alexander II decided to strengthen the nation through a modernization program, which included reforms in the countryside. In 1861 serfdom was abolished, and parcels of land were distributed to former serfs. However, in many instances emancipation from serfdom generated more economic hardship than it alleviated. Most had to pay redemption fees, which stretched out over decades, for their land. Many former serfs awaited a second emancipation that would free them from the burden of redemption payments. Peasants also suffered from heavy taxes. Especially during the tenure of finance minister Sergei Witte (1882–1903), a primary architect of the nation’s industrial drive, these taxes were a major source of government investment capital (Von Laue 1971). Many fell further and further into debt because they could not produce enough to feed their families, meet their redemption payments, and pay taxes simultaneously (Wolf 1969). Intense peasant discontent constituted one of the essential elements of the revolutionary situation.

			Many peasants did not own their land independently but belonged to rural collectives called mirs. The mir assigned parcels of land to particular peasants and established taxation rates for households. This experience helped prepare much of the rural population to participate in a socialist revolution as well as the collectivization of agriculture that occurred during the late 1920s and early 1930s.

			Achieving the goal of industrialization required that thousands of upper-class and upper-middle-class Russians receive a modern education. But since the source of advanced technological learning was Western Europe (by attending a university there or being instructed by a Western European or someone who had been educated there), education inevitably meant exposure to political and economic concepts that were alien to the autocratic Russian system.

			By favoring more democratic forms of government and a redistribution of wealth and opportunity, many young people came to constitute a dissident element within Russia’s educated elite. During the mid-nineteenth century some proponents of social change, influenced by the Russian revolutionary activist Mikhail Bakunin, who advocated anarchism, organized the populist movement. Anarchism included the concept that workers and peasants in collective associations should own all productive wealth. Economic inequality was to be minimized and people’s basic needs satisfied. Since in this system participants would, ideally, accomplish important tasks on a cooperative basis, society would have no need to employ force through the police or the military. In other words, there would be no need for a centralized formal government. This was important, according to anarchists, because government had always functioned as an instrument of oppression used by the rich to exploit the labor of the majority of the population.

			Many populist activists went into the countryside to educate the rural masses about the possibility and desirability of revolutionary change, but many villagers viewed them as outsiders and meddlers. Other populists, concluding that violent attacks on the czar’s government would help topple the dictatorship, secretly organized Narodnaia Volia (People’s Will) to carry out assassinations and acts of antigovernment terrorism (Dmytryshyn 1984, 25). People’s Will, along with other branches of the populist movement, supported the creation of national and local elected assemblies; economic and administrative freedom of action for the village communes; bestowing ownership of all land on those who worked it; workers’ control of industrial plants; complete freedom of speech, press, and political activity; granting all adults, regardless of gender, wealth, or landownership, the right to vote; and replacing the existing professional army with a people’s militia (Dmytryshyn 1984). The major victim of People’s Will terrorist activity was Czar Alexander II, who was assassinated on March 13, 1881. After the assassination, the government increased police repression, effectively destroyed People’s Will, and clamped down on other revolutionary groups in Russia.

			The populist movement helped formulate the concept of the dedicated revolutionist. Anarchists Sergei Nechaev and Mikhail Bakunin, in Catechism of the Revolutionary (1869), described the ideal revolutionary as a person with no inhibiting personal bonds or emotional concerns. His or her only passion was to accomplish the revolution (Wolf 1969). Populists also believed that traditional communal institutions among Russian peasants, such as the mir, could serve as the basis for a direct transition in Russia from rural collectivism to modern socialism without undergoing the brutalizing and dehumanizing experience of capitalist industrialization. The Russian revolutionaries who eventually succeeded, the Marxist Bolsheviks led by Lenin, incorporated some populist concepts, including an organization of dedicated professional revolutionaries and the possibility of industrializing under a socialist system without a period of capitalist development. Versions of the populist movement grew and faded away repeatedly over several decades. At the time of the 1917 revolutions, populism was manifested in the countryside through the Socialist Revolutionary Party, the most popular political party among the peasants.

			The Russian Social Democratic Party

			Some among the educated elite who advocated sweeping social change in Russia rejected terrorist methods. Such actions, they argued, not only intensified police repression but also alienated large numbers of citizens and led them to summarily reject the message of the revolutionaries. One organization that condemned terrorism, Osvobozhdhenie Truda (Liberation of Labor), was founded in 1883 in Geneva, Switzerland, by Russian exiles who were interested in the ideas of Karl Marx. This group included Georgi Plekhanov, the man who translated Marx’s works into Russian.

			Marx’s analysis of history had led him to conclude that capitalism (the period of social development during which private ownership of resources, industry, and commerce characterizes the economic system and the owners of industrial and commercial enterprises control the government) would inevitably be succeeded by socialism (the phase of society characterized by public ownership of resources and productive institutions and by working-class control of government). In Marx’s view, socialism would eventually lead to the final and highest developmental stage of history, communism, which was to be characterized by material abundance, cooperative social relations, and the end of the need for suppressive governmental institutions such as armies or police forces.

			Marx predicted that capitalist society would create both the political means and the motivation for the exploited and toiling masses of the world finally, for the first time in history, to seize control and redirect the resources of society toward benefiting the needs of the great majority rather than catering to the interests of a numerically small ruling element (Marx and Engels [1848] 1998). According to Marx, capitalism provided the political means for the working class to seize power by physically concentrating working people in large cities where they could interact, organize, and develop a shared consciousness concerning the cause of their economic exploitation and the desirability of replacing capitalism with socialism. The motivation for the urban industrial working class, or proletariat, to strive for revolutionary change would be what Marx thought was a continuous characteristic of capitalism—the impoverishment and miserable living conditions of the working class. Once capitalism had been overcome, the new socialist society, as described by Marx ([1875] 1994) and later, Lenin ([1917] 1975), would be characterized by collective rather than private ownership of the economy, greater economic and social equality, an attempt to provide employment for all people able to work, and the provision of basic foods, medical services, education, and other necessities of life either free or at low cost to the entire population.

			Russian Marxists, although advocating many populist goals, such as a democratic political system, did not initially feel that the peasant village commune could form the basis of a socialist Russia. They argued, strictly adhering to Marx’s concepts, that the transformation to socialism could occur only after capitalism had transformed much of the peasantry into an urban industrial working class.

			During the 1890s Liberation of Labor evolved into the critically important Russian Social Democratic Party, whose full name was Russian Social Democratic Labor Party. At its 1903 meeting, a split developed. An important party leader, Lenin (born Vladimir Ilich Ulyanov in 1870), tried to persuade other delegates that only hard-core party activists—lifelong committed revolutionaries and dedicated participants in the underground revolutionary organizations—should have a voice in governing the party. Lenin, whose older brother Alexander, a brilliant university science student, was executed at age twenty-one for involvement in a plot to assassinate Czar Alexander III when Lenin was seventeen (Volkogonov 1994), claimed that a fully open and democratic party system would be hopelessly vulnerable to infiltration and manipulation by the czar’s secret police and easily repressed in autocratic Russia (Wilson 1972). He was defeated 28 to 23 on this issue (Dmytryshyn 1984). But Lenin’s candidates won the election for control of the party’s central committees and the editorial board of its newspaper, Iskra (The Spark). From that point on, his supporters called themselves Bolsheviks (the majority), and Lenin’s opponents in the Social Democratic Party were known as Mensheviks (the minority).

			The division within the Russian Social Democratic Party became permanent after the 1912 party conference in Prague. The Mensheviks continued to support the notion that the transition to socialism would occur gradually and in stages in Russia. First the monarchy would be destroyed and replaced by a political democracy with a capitalist economic system. As the capitalist business investors transformed the economy of Russia through industrialization, the Mensheviks would take advantage of the open democratic political system to educate the members of the industrial working class to the desirability of the fairer, more efficient economic system and society that the Mensheviks (as well as the Bolsheviks) felt socialism represented.

			In contrast, the Bolsheviks, under Lenin’s influence, concluded that once the monarchy had been overthrown, the post-revolutionary political system should immediately become a dictatorship of the proletariat, in which the government would be in the hands of leaders truly committed to the interests of the worker-peasant majority of the population and the rapid implementation of socialism (Fitzpatrick 1982; Rabinowitch 1976; Von Laue 1971).

			Marx had asserted that socialist society would be characterized by the dictatorship of the proletariat—the political domination of the working class over the government. However, he never clearly defined how the working-class majority would control the political system and the institutions of governmental coercion, such as the army and the police. Lenin, in contrast, provided his own operational definition of the concept. He argued that the expanding Bolshevik organization should seize power in order to effect change rapidly and defend the revolution and the working class from opponents (Bottomore 1983; Fitzpatrick 1982). Thus for Lenin the dictatorship of the proletariat meant the rule of the revolutionary party in a one-party political system.

			Lenin believed that although the industrial workers formed the basis of the revolution, on their own they could develop only what was called “trade union consciousness” (a concern about limited job-related objectives, such as wages, benefits, working hours, and working conditions). He argued that the workers required the leadership and inspiration of revolutionary intellectuals (whether they came from the working class or from middle- or upper-class backgrounds) to achieve revolutionary consciousness (the commitment to socialist transformation of society). The Bolsheviks (known before the 1917 revolutions as the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party and beginning in 1918 as the Communist Party) would, according to Lenin, lead the masses through the stage of socialist development to communist society (Lenin [1902] 1975; [1917] 1975). Whether Lenin would have modified his concept of government after the threats to the revolution had subsided will never be known: He died soon after the end of the Russian Revolution.

			The Attempted Revolution of 1905

			At the turn of the century, discontent was manifested through the growth of political parties dedicated to the overthrow of the monarchy, industrial strikes for better wages and working conditions, protests and riots among peasants, university demonstrations, and the assassinations of government officials, often by socialist revolutionaries (the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks opposed terrorist violence). When in 1904 hostilities broke out between Russia and Japan in the Far East, Russian officials tried to reduce domestic tensions by rallying the country for a war they were confident Russia would win. Instead, the Japanese inflicted one military disaster after another on Russian forces until the United States mediated a settlement.

			Hardships caused by the war intensified discontent. In January 1905 a peaceful procession of thousands of workers, led by an activist priest, George Gapon, attempted to present the czar a petition listing grievances and calling on him for assistance. But soldiers fired on the demonstrators, killing many. Following the massacre, known as Bloody Sunday, strikes and peasant uprisings spread. Even some units of the army and navy rebelled. These events are known collectively as the Revolution of 1905. Industrial workers in Petrograd elected a workers’ governing parliament called the Soviet (council) of Workers’ Deputies (representatives).

			Fearing that the revolution might succeed, Czar Nicholas II promised reforms. He pledged to allow (1) freedom of conscience, speech, and assembly; (2) the creation of a national parliament, or state Duma, which would have the power to confirm or block the implementation of any law; and (3) the right of men who did not own property to participate in the election of the Duma (Dmytryshyn 1984; Salisbury 1981). These reforms caused great celebration among liberal aristocrats, businessmen, and many professionals. Workers and peasants who supported revolution consequently lost the support of upper- and middle-class elements who had opposed the czar’s dictatorial style of government. The czar then sent military units to towns and villages still in rebellion. Thousands were executed and many thousands more were forced to leave Russia.

			In order to pacify the growing industrial working class, the government legalized labor unions and introduced health and accident insurance for some workers. Plans were developed to provide free elementary education. The government also encouraged peasants to own parcels of land individually rather than participate in village communes. One purpose of this policy, named the Stolypin Land Reform, after its director, Premier Peter Stolypin, was to eliminate the mir, which had been a source of revolutionary organization during the 1905 Revolution, and to institute capitalist business relationships among farmers in place of the cooperative relationships of the village commune. This was intended to expand the class of landowning peasants, especially the number of rich peasants (kulaks), in order to use them as a protection against revolution in the countryside. The regime claimed that half of the peasants were private landowners by 1915.

			The czar later refused to honor some promised reforms. Election laws were structured to prevent most of the adult population (including those most prone to revolutionary ideas, such as many of the industrial workers) from voting (Dmytryshyn 1984; Von Laue 1971). When those permitted to vote still elected a Duma that the czar could not totally control, he responded to its measures and demands by ignoring them or periodically disbanding the legislature. Thus the czar continued to exercise dictatorial power.

			The attempted revolution in 1905 failed for a number of reasons. Most revolutionary leaders were surprised by the uprisings and were not in a position to coordinate the individual rebellions throughout the Russian Empire, making them easier to suppress. Furthermore, the creation of a national elected parliament persuaded upper- and middle-class liberals to desert the revolutionary cause. And the majority of army and naval units remained loyal to the czar’s government. Each of these factors would be reversed in 1917.

			The Revolutions of 1917

			The February Revolution

			During the early twentieth century, tensions among European nations intensified over competition for the resources of less developed parts of the world and worsening ethnic hostilities. When Archduke Ferdinand of Austria was assassinated by a Serb and the Austro-Hungarian army attacked Serbia, Russia, declaring its readiness to aid the Serbians, a fellow Slavic people, plunged into war against the Austro-Hungarian Empire and its powerful ally, Germany. Despite earlier commitments not to obey if ordered by capitalist governments to take up arms against working-class brothers in neighboring countries, most socialist leaders, apparently swept away on tides of nationalist fervor, pledged support for national war efforts. Among Russian socialists, Lenin and his fellow Bolsheviks were virtually alone in condemning the war as a capitalist atrocity perpetrated by the ruling classes of Europe that would result in the mass slaughter of millions of peasants and workers. Although he opposed the war, Lenin recognized it as a potential opportunity for a new and successful revolution. He argued that Russia’s defeat would be the best possible outcome because such a catastrophe would deprive the czarist state of its remaining aura of legitimacy and the loyalty of its armed forces and generate the level of mass discontent necessary to topple the regime (Fitzpatrick 1982).

			Russian armies soon suffered devastating defeats by the better armed German forces. Millions of Russian soldiers perished; the call-up of 15 million men into military service caused serious industrial and agricultural labor shortages, which disrupted not only army supplies but food supplies for the entire population. In Petrograd, extreme shortages led to accelerated inflation. Between the start of World War I and 1917, the real (inflation-adjusted) wages of Petrograd workers declined to about one-third of prewar levels, owing largely to the rising price of necessities (Rabinowitch 1976). As conditions worsened, hundreds of thousands of soldiers, sailors, workers, and peasants elected soviets to demand change and to provide organization for a building revolutionary upsurge. By early March 1917 (late February according to the Julian calendar Russia followed at the time), mass industrial strikes had broken out in major urban centers. The czar, who was at the front, sent troops to Petrograd to subdue the strikers. However, most of the soldiers refused to fire on the demonstrators, and many joined the protests.

			As the coercive power of the czarist state rapidly disintegrated, it became clear that not only the civilian workers and peasants but also the bulk of the armed forces (drawn from those classes), as well as most of the middle class and some in the upper class, were now united in opposition to the czar’s continuation in power. Units of the Petrograd garrison mutinied, and soldiers, under the direction of the Petrograd Soviet of Soldiers’ and Workers’ Deputies, took control of the capital on March 12 (February 27 on the Julian calendar). On March 16 the czar was forced to abdicate, and Russia became a republic. The czar’s parliament, the Duma, then drew from its numbers individuals to serve in a new provisional government, which was at first headed by an aristocrat, Prince Lvov, and eventually by the moderate socialist Alexander Kerensky (Katov 1967; Rabinowitch 1976).

			But the immediate post-czarist national government suffered from critical weaknesses. Members of the provisional government reflected the social-class composition of the Duma: they were largely wealthy businessmen, aristocrats, or employed in the professions. Although moderate socialists served in the provisional government along with conservatives and liberals, it represented primarily upper-income interests and was viewed with some suspicion by workers and peasants, many of whom in the capital recognized only the authority of their Petrograd soviet. Despite the fact that the Petrograd soviet initially supported the right of the provisional government to exercise the power of the state, a system of dual power actually existed, with the provisional government and the Petrograd soviet as the two centers of authority. The Petrograd soviet agreed to share power with the provisional government and support it until national political power could be handed over to a Constituent Assembly elected by all male citizens.

			Class hostility intensified all over the country. Soldiers no longer automatically obeyed their officers, who typically had higher-class backgrounds. Rather, soldiers and sailors debated issues and continued to elect self-governing soviets from their own numbers. Initially, the Petrograd soviet was dominated by Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries. But from spring 1917 on, the Bolsheviks gained members—including many Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries who defected—faster than any other group (Dmytryshyn 1984; Fitzpatrick 1982; Greene 1990; Rabinowitch 1976). The Bolsheviks achieved majorities in both the Petrograd and the Moscow soviets by early fall.

			The October Revolution

			The provisional government made several crucial decisions that rapidly dissipated its initially limited coercive capability, which had been based on the willingness of military personnel and the Petrograd soviet to accept its authority. First, it decided to continue the war against Germany. Those in favor, including the Mensheviks and the more conservative of the Socialist Revolutionaries in the Petrograd soviet, were motivated by several factors: patriotism, hatred of Germany, and the perceived need for future economic and technical aid from England and France, Russia’s allies against Germany. The Bolsheviks and the pro-Bolshevik Socialist Revolutionaries (called Left Socialist Revolutionaries) opposed the war. Crucially, the provisional government also delayed major economic reforms, including the redistribution of land to poor peasants, until after the war, and postponed the election of the national Constituent Assembly. The decision to delay land reform outraged many peasants, who suspected the upper-class members of the provisional government were not going to carry out land reform at all. But the provisional government feared mass desertions if land redistribution occurred during war time. Peasant soldiers would not want to miss out on the opportunity to obtain distributed land. So once the provisional government decided to continue the war, it was forced to make the extremely unpopular decision to delay land reform.

			When the czar was overthrown, two important revolutionaries were out of Russia. Lenin was in exile in Geneva, and Leon Trotsky (born Lyov Davidovich Bronstein in the Ukraine in 1879), who had participated in the Petrograd soviet during its brief 1905 existence, was in New York. Lenin realized the opportunity for a sweeping socioeconomic revolution was developing in his homeland and determined to get to Petrograd as soon as possible. Assistance came from a remarkable source: the imperial German government. German capitalist leaders detested the revolutionary ideas of the Bolsheviks. But Germany was fighting on two fronts. If Russia were to give up the war, Germany could concentrate on the western front and perhaps deliver a knockout blow. German leaders correctly concluded that the chances of Russia leaving the conflict would be much greater if the charismatic Lenin, long an opponent of the war, were to return to Petrograd. The German government transported him in a railroad car through Germany. He boarded a ferry to Sweden and then Lenin made his way to Petrograd in April.

			Trotsky arrived in Petrograd in May and declared that he supported Lenin and the Bolshevik program rather than the Mensheviks, who continued to support Russian involvement in the war and the concept of a gradual evolution toward socialist transformation. Trotsky, Lenin, and other Bolshevik leaders argued, in contrast, that there must be a second revolution, in which the workers and peasants take power from the upper class. Throughout Russia, Bolshevik speakers proclaimed, “End the war”; “All land to the peasants”; and “All power to the soviets” (Dmytryshyn 1984; Fitzpatrick 1982; Rabinowitch 1976).

			In early July the provisional government launched a new offensive against the Germans, which ended in disaster. Then the Germans launched a successful counterattack. Thousands of deserting Russian soldiers flocked to Petrograd. These events encouraged some Bolshevik leaders to attempt an uprising. Lenin apparently was uncertain whether conditions were yet right for a Bolshevik seizure of power and may have opposed an insurrection at that point. In any case, the uprising failed, and Trotsky and several other Bolsheviks were jailed by soldiers loyal to the provisional government. Lenin went into hiding as Kerensky became head of the provisional government.

			In September a conservative general, Lavr Kornilov, attempted to seize power. Expecting the attack, the provisional government released Trotsky and other imprisoned Bolshevik leaders and called on the growing ranks of the Bolsheviks to defend Petrograd. But Kornilov’s attempted takeover failed, since most of his forces refused to carry out their orders and many joined the Bolsheviks. Growing numbers of workers, soldiers, and sailors concluded that any further counterrevolutionary attempts to crush the revolution and working-class power must be prevented. Therefore, the popularly elected soviets, led by those committed to establishing a socialist economic system, demanded total power.

			By the end of September, Bolshevik majorities had been elected in the Petrograd and the Moscow soviets. Lenin concluded that the time had come for the Bolsheviks to seize power on behalf of the workers and peasants and decisively commit the country to socialism. On November 7 (October 25 according to the Julian calendar), soldiers, sailors, and armed workers of the Petrograd soviet, under Trotsky’s command, occupied transportation and communication centers, government buildings, and the czar’s winter palace. There was little bloodshed, since few military personnel in the capital still recognized the authority of the provisional government. Kerensky fled and the provisional government collapsed. Soviet workers and soldiers under Bolshevik leadership also took control in Moscow and other large cities. The Bolshevik-led revolutionary government instructed local village soviets to seize large private estates and church-owned land, abolished private ownership of industry, and announced its intention to end the war with Germany.

			The Constituent Assembly was elected shortly after the Bolsheviks overthrew the provisional government. Bolshevik popularity had been increasing, but the party was still not well-known to most people in the countryside or in the southern part of the country. Votes of the 5 million soldiers and sailors were counted separately. The Bolsheviks won absolute majorities in the armies in the north and west and among the sailors of the Baltic Fleet, but the Socialist Revolutionaries and the Ukrainian ethnic parties won among the armies of the south and the Black Sea Fleet (Fitzpatrick 1982). The Bolsheviks also won majorities in Petrograd and Moscow and probably took most of the country’s urban vote. The Bolsheviks received 24 percent of the total (9.8 million votes), placing them second to the loosely organized revolutionary party popular among the peasants, the Socialist Revolutionaries, which received 41 percent (17.1 million votes) (Dmytryshyn 1984). Other political parties won lower percentages. For example, the Constitutional Democrats (Cadets), who favored a parliamentary constitutional monarchy system and moderate economic reforms, received 5 percent (2 million), and the Mensheviks’ vote was 3 percent (1.36 million).

			At the time of the election, the Bolsheviks and the Socialist Revolutionaries took basically identical positions on the issue of central concern to the peasants—redistribution of land. Consequently, in the minority of villages that were close enough to cities, towns, military bases, or rail depots for the inhabitants to know the Bolshevik program, the peasants voted in about equal numbers for the Bolsheviks and the Socialist Revolutionaries. But in villages where people were not familiar with the Bolsheviks or their land policy, the rural-based Socialist Revolutionaries achieved majorities (Fitzpatrick 1982). When the assembly convened in January 1918, many of the delegates began criticizing the Bolsheviks. Before the assembly had been in existence for twenty-four hours, soldiers loyal to the Bolshevik-controlled Petrograd soviet forced it to disband.

			In the following months, power shifted from the elected soviets to the Bolshevik Party (Daniels 1988; Dmytryshyn 1984; Fitzpatrick 1982; Rabinowitch 1976). Some revolutionaries objected to Bolshevik domination and demanded that major power be returned to the soviets. Most notably, in 1921 many of the sailors at the Kronstadt naval base rebelled and demanded a “true soviet republic of workers and peasants.” The Kronstadt rebellion was quickly crushed by Bolshevik-led military units. The soviets assumed a role in influencing local community affairs. Not until the democratization reforms in 1989 and 1990 would a legislature exercise effective power at the national level.

			Assessing the Bolshevik Seizure of Power

			According to most interpretations of Marx’s theories, the Bolsheviks were wrong to seize power in 1917. Marx felt that the transformation to socialism would first occur in the most advanced countries because they had the large urban industrial working classes that would constitute the basis of support for socialism. The Russian industrial working class in 1917 was revolutionary but included only a small fraction of the total population. Lenin believed, however, that an extraordinary political situation provided a unique opportunity: the Russian state collapsed in the face of rebellious armed forces and revolutionary peasants and workers desperate for relief from the miseries of war and economic exploitation. Most competing political groups had ineffectual leaders and confused or unappealing ideologies. Lenin believed that the Bolsheviks had a scientifically based understanding of human history and a realistic plan to create the first truly just human society. He and other Bolshevik leaders felt that history would not excuse a failure to take advantage of such remarkable circumstances.

			But Lenin and his associates also realized their premature seizure of power would result in several problems. For example, the revolutionary leadership was attempting to carry out a socialist revolution in a primarily agrarian society. Marxist theory assumed that socialist revolution was impossible without the support of the majority. But in Russia the majority was the rural peasantry. Lenin, incorporating some concepts from the old populist movement, argued that the majority of peasants could be convinced to support the revolution. Mobilization of the peasants would proceed, Lenin argued, in the following sequence. The Bolsheviks, originally composed mainly of revolutionary intellectuals, would awaken and recruit the Russian industrial working class to the revolution. Then the revolutionary working class, hundreds of thousands of whom would join the Bolshevik organization (Communist Party after 1918) and many of whom had relatives who were peasants or had once been peasants themselves, would provide leadership and inspiration to the discontented peasant majority, many of whom would soon also join the party. Most peasants, according to Lenin, could be won over for several reasons. First, the lands of big private owners and the church were to be given to the peasants. Second, the Bolsheviks anticipated that the peasant communes (mirs), with their traditions of collectivism and cooperation, could provide the basis for peasant incorporation into the socialist revolution. Thus Lenin thought that whereas the industrial workers would constitute the core of the revolution in Russia, most peasants would also support the revolution (Fitzpatrick 1982).
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