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      INTRODUCTION

WITH CHARACTERISTICALLY POOR timing, I began my career as an academic historian in the year that history ended. As I stumbled through lectures on the
         origins of the First World War and the Russian Revolution, the political structures brought about by such events collapsed.
         Of course, 1989 did not really see the ‘end of history’. In some respects, history had come alive like a fossil in a museum
         smashing out of its display case, but the transformation of Europe by dramatic and unpredictable events did mark the end of
         history in a limited sense – it made it more difficult to sustain a certain way of writing and teaching Europe’s history.
         It might help to explain what I mean by a ‘history in fragments’ if I outline the assumptions that once governed my approach
         and show how they have been challenged in the last decade.
      

      The first assumption that governed the writing of history was that there was a clear frontier between the past and the present.
         Like many traditionalist or conservative assumptions, it is really quite new. Macaulay and Marc Bloch mixed the study of the
         distant past with that of contemporary events. Only in recent times has the study of recent times been seen to lack intellectual respectability. In part, the separation of history and the present comes from
         the professionalisation of both history and those disciplines – political science and sociology – that are concerned with
         the present.
      

      The separation of ‘history’ from the present also owes something to the particular nature of the twentieth century. For historians
         of the period, ‘history’ tends to mean a particular part of the century, from the beginning or end of the First World War
         until the end of the Second World War. The years 1914 to 1945 were exceptionally violent and dramatic ones; historians were
         caught up in the very events that they later described. Consider, for example, the career of Moshe Lewin, born in Wilno in
         Poland (nominally in central Lithuania) in 1921. In 1939 his town was occupied by Soviet forces and annexed to Lithuania;
         two years later it was invaded by Germany. Lewin, a Jew, ran for his life. He was saved by a group of retreating Soviet soldiers
         who, defying the orders of their officers, hauled him aboard their truck. Subsequently Lewin worked in a Soviet factory and
         served in the Red Army, and at the end of the war went to Israel, where he became a farmer and soldier. Eventually he moved
         to Paris, where he began his historical research on Stalinism. He had been a citizen of four countries and a soldier in two
         armies. He was thirty-five.1

      The generation of historians who grew up after 1945 lacked the direct personal experiences of people such as Lewin, but they
         continued to concentrate their research on the two world wars and the period between them. There was a practical explanation:
         the defeat of Nazi Germany opened up new sources as the highly bureaucratic regime’s archives were captured. The defeat of
         Germany sometimes facilitated the study of other countries too. Robert Paxton’s book on Vichy France was based on German archives
         that detailed dealings with Pétain’s government.2 An important group of scholars worked on the archives of the Smolensk district of the Soviet Communist Party, which were
         seized by the Germans when they invaded Russia and later taken by Allied forces.3 The rapid expansion of western European universities during the 1960s and the subsequent interruption of academic appointments
         from the mid-1970s froze the view of history that developed in the immediately post-war years. A large group of historians
         who had been born during or immediately after  the Second World War took it for granted that history stopped when their own lives began.
      

      The drama of events between 1914 and 1945 lends a particular tone to much of the writing about them. The innovation and intellectual
         audacity deployed by those studying earlier periods seems unnecessary when the questions to be asked appear so obvious. Every
         intelligent historian knows that understanding the world-view of a sixteenth-century miller, for example, requires a use of
         unusual sources and an imaginative leap into an alien mentality but, curiously, many intelligent historians still assume that
         the actions of, say, a Polish Stalinist in 1946 can be explained with exclusive reference to explicitly political statements.
         The playfulness that characterises some approaches to early periods seems inappropriate when the subject matter is so sombre.
         Simon Schama explains his distaste for twentieth-century history by saying: ‘After Bismarck the weather turns cold.’
      

      The clash of great ideologies and great powers dominates the writing of twentieth-century history, or, at least, the writing
         of broad pan-European narratives. This is illustrated by the career of the Romanian-born historian Lilly Marcou. Her approach,
         with its emphasis on relations between powers and international organisations and its attention to very precise questions
         of chronology, might seem rather old-fashioned to students raised on methods fashionable among early modernists. Her autobiography
         illustrates the reasons for her interests. Marcou came from a family of Bucharest Jews and was seven years old at the time
         of the Battle of Stalingrad. She understood its consequences very well: if Stalin won she might live; if Hitler won she would
         certainly die.4 For her, the idea that relations between the great powers could be considered irrelevant to the lives of ordinary people
         would be incomprehensible.
      

      The focus on the period 1914 to 1945 sheds a particular light on the history that surrounds the two dates. Most histories
         of twentieth-century Europe start in 1914, 1917 or 1918. Certain scholars have recently started to talk of the ‘short twentieth
         century’, as if a secret protocol of the Versailles Treaty had handed almost two decades to the Victorian age. In political
         terms, the ‘short twentieth century’ hinges around the assumption that the entire history of the century can be seen as a
         battle between communism and its enemies, which looks more questionable after 1989, and even more so after 1991. In terms of national boundaries, changes have been equally
         dramatic. Three states created in the aftermath of the Great War – Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union – ceased
         to exist in the early 1990s.
      

      Most importantly, histories that begin in 1914 are often founded on certain views of European society before that date. The
         first decade of the century is presented as a bourgeois arcadia of free trade, cheap servants and sound money that was destroyed
         by the upheaval of wartime inflation and the loss of Russian investments. When the pre-1914 period is examined in detail –
         rather than seen as just the backdrop to the ‘short twentieth century’ – many of these assumptions seem questionable. The
         bourgeois arcadia was inhabited only by a tiny minority of people.
      

      The attention devoted to the years 1914 to 1945 contributes to a particular interpretation of the years that follow 1945.
         Historians tend to regard the post-war period with a mixture of optimism and boredom, seeing themselves as pilots who steered
         between the rocks of war, revolution and repression. Now political scientists can be trusted to sail across the calm open
         sea of consensus and prosperity. Many narratives simply stop at the end of the Second World War. Others refer to a ‘golden
         age’ from 1945 to 1975, though any historian who studies the period after 1945 with as much attention as the one before it
         will have grave doubts about such a concept. The Germans who huddled in the ruins of their houses or in refugee camps in 1945
         would certainly have been surprised to be told that they lived at the dawn of such a period. Even when economies grew, many
         groups, such as migrant workers, experienced upheaval as much as opportunity. Indeed, some British academic historians look
         back on the 1950s and 1960s with fond nostalgia because they belonged to one of the few groups that benefited from economic
         change without having to make any sacrifices in return. Unlike most Europeans, they did not have to uproot themselves or adapt
         to new types of work, yet they drew great benefits from prosperity: British academic salaries increased by 28 per cent between
         1958 and 1968.
      

      If naïve optimism marks attitudes to the thirty years after 1945, apocalyptic gloom – or at least a kind of resentful incomprehension
         – often clouds any examination of the period after the oil crisis of 1973. Historians formed by study of the inter-war period
         regarded inflation, recession and the revival of the political right with alarm. Such reactions reached a tragi-comic level
         in the person of Tim Mason. Mason, an eminent historian of Nazi Germany, believed that Margaret Thatcher was the British equivalent
         of von Papen, the conservative politician who brought Adolf Hitler to power. In the last years of his life, Mason advised
         bemused leaders of the working class that they should ‘go underground’ before the arrests started.5 His analysis, and that of many of his contemporaries who reacted in less extreme ways, ignored the realities of the 1970s
         and 1980s. During this period, growth never stopped and economies did not contract as they had done in the early 1930s. Far
         from becoming more polarised, the political system in most of Europe moved to the centre and Spain, Portugal and Greece embraced
         democracy.
      

      The fall of communist regimes in Europe between 1989 and 1991 has provided historians with a new chronological landmark to
         establish the boundary between history and the present. The end of communist rule, however, was less clear-cut than the end
         of Nazism: it is a jagged edge, not a clean break. Nazism fell at the apogee of its radicalism and the single project with
         which it is most associated – the extermination of the European Jews – accelerated in the last years of Nazi rule. One moment
         the Third Reich existed; the next it was gone. Clerks deducted pension contributions from the salaries of SS men in April
         1945; a month later, their papers had fallen into the hands of the Americans and were soon available to historians.
      

      Communist rule, by contrast, fell as the result of a long process of decline and reform that can be traced back to the 1950s.
         Hungary and Poland had in effect ceased to be communist by the late 1980s, whereas in Romania, Serbia and Bulgaria party apparatchiks
         held on to power even after the nominal end of communist rule. Those who criticised communist rule most eloquently or who
         tried to reform it in its final years were often the very people who had previously participated in its worst excesses. Historians
         ought to be acutely conscious of the ways in which the communist past spills over into the post-communist present, because
         so many distinguished members of our profession – Edward Thompson, Maurice Agulhon, François Furet – were members of the party, often at the height of Stalinist repression. The former communist historian Annie
         Kriegel summed up the flight from clear-cut judgement that followed the collapse of her communist faith when she entitled
         her memoirs Ce Que J’ai Cru Comprendre (‘What I Thought I Understood’).
      

      The breakdown of communist rule has provided new perspectives on eastern Europe. Indeed, in some ways it has opened the very
         idea of ‘eastern Europe’ to question. The existence of the Warsaw Pact imposed unity on the communist states of Europe, even
         those that were not members. The end of communism suddenly made it clear that the states that were bundled together had little
         in common. Some inhabitants of what had been labelled ‘eastern’ or ‘central’ Europe indignantly rejected the term.
      

      Information on the former communist countries emerged unevenly. Only in East Germany was there complete transparency. Some
         governments contrived to make large numbers of documents disappear, and elsewhere there were more pressing concerns than the
         cataloguing or publishing of historical sources. Academic life in much of the former communist bloc fell apart as impoverished
         professors and archivists struggled to make ends meet. Some of the most interesting revelations were produced by journalists
         and sociologists or by the autobiographical writings of anti-communist dissidents rather than by academic historians. Furthermore,
         the study of the end of communism involves a move away from purely political history. Historians studying the previous upheavals
         of the century – the two world wars and Nazism – started with a coherent set of documents relating to high policy and used
         them to try to explain political decisions; only years later did scholars turn their attention to the social histories of
         those events. Post-communist states were not keen to open their archives, but researchers often made contact with private
         individuals. One symptom of reform in the Soviet Union was the growth of academic sociology and a rising interest in society
         rather than the state. As a result, our knowledge is vast, but fragmentary. It is possible to know a good deal about, say,
         family histories of the Moscow nomenklatura or housing patterns in Brno while much of the political history of the communist
         bloc remains obscure.
      

      The collapse of communism did not, in any case, lend itself to a purely political history. No individual ever decided to bring the regime down; all powerful individuals thought that they
         were acting to defend it. Reformers and dissidents throughout the communist world talked of ‘civil society’ and even ‘anti-politics’.
         It was in the Eastern Bloc after the death of Stalin that public emphasis on the role of the state and ideological mobilisation
         accompanied private emphasis on personal relations, families and children. Many inhabitants of communist countries turned
         away from public life and entered what Günter Grass called the ‘niche society’. Of course, private lives and the state had
         never been wholly separable. Intimate matters such as the high incidence of abortion or the violence of parents against children
         must, at least in part, be explained with reference to government policy, but the state was never a complete explanation,
         and historians of eastern Europe, even more than their western counterparts, will explain matters in terms of ‘private spheres’.6

      This book attempts to provide an account of the whole century that gives as much weight to the events of the 1990s as to those
         of the 1930s. Pulling away from the concentration on the violent conflicts of the period 1914 to 1945 also means pulling away
         from a history that concentrates on the explicitly political sphere, so a great deal of attention is devoted to social and
         cultural change. I do not seek to downplay politics or argue that history can be written ‘with the politics left out’. All
         history is political in that all history is about power, all history is social because it is all about people living in groups,
         and all history is cultural because all human experience is mediated through various representations.
      

      A focus on the whole century and on experience outside politics does not mean that a ‘total’ history of twentieth-century
         Europe is being offered. On the contrary, twenty years ago it might have been possible to structure an account of the history
         of the twentieth century around a single narrative that emphasised, say, the defence of democracy or responses to the Russian
         Revolution. Now everything is more complicated. There is no single European history but multiple histories that overlap and
         intertwine with each other. A general account can make sense only by building on a number of arbitrary decisions about what
         is to be examined. Indeed, the reader should be aware of the artificial architecture of this book: considering and disputing its construction may be the most useful way of engaging with its arguments.
      

      The most artificial and arbitrary choice relates to periodisation. The book has five parts, which are divided by the two world
         wars, the economic slow-down of the mid-1970s and the collapse of communist rule in Europe of 1989–91. It is not suggested
         that any of those moments were clear ‘turning-points’ in European history. Russians might well be bemused by the importance
         that the British and French attach to 11 November 1918. Similarly, 8 May 1945 did not divide war and repression from ‘post-war
         reconstruction’; for many Europeans, the years that followed the end of the Second World War were the worst of the twentieth
         century. The divisions proposed for the second half of the book are even more arbitrary and in practice much of the analysis,
         particularly that of the triumph of capitalism and shifting sexual values, transcends chronological divisions. Within each
         chronological section, a thematic approach has been adopted, and it is hoped that this method will permit a recognition of
         the speed of change in the twentieth century while avoiding a purely narrative événementielle approach. It might be objected that the neglect of narrative fails to fulfil what A. J. P. Taylor described as the first
         duty of the historian: ‘To answer the child’s question. What happened next?’ I hope that my approach will go some way towards
         answering another child’s question, more common in my experience: ‘What does it matter and why should I care?’
      

      Another arbitrary choice involves the balance of coverage given to different countries. I have defined Europe in simple geographical
         terms as the area bounded by the Atlantic, the Bosphorus, the Urals and the Mediterranean (indeed, the location of such physical
         landmarks may be the only aspect of Europe that has not changed between 1900 and 2000). Clearly, however, no history of Europe
         makes sense if it refers only to Europe. Leaders of Britain, France and, for that matter, Portugal regarded themselves as
         world, rather than purely European, powers for at least the first half of the century. The Soviet Union was both a European
         state and an Asian one. The Polish peasantry at the start of the century cannot be understood without reference to Ellis Island,
         and the European bourgeoisie at its end cannot be understood without reference to Wall Street. Within Europe, I have tried to give some attention to all countries and, in particular, to avoid writing a history of the great
         powers. However, my knowledge of Europe is uneven and my generalisations draw most heavily on the countries that I know best.
         No doubt the result will amuse or annoy specialists on the history of many countries, but, if only those with an equally detailed
         knowledge of all parts of Europe could attempt a general history of the continent, no such work would ever be written. Besides,
         this book is not intended to displace earlier works, and one justification for the balance of coverage is that other authors
         have devoted much attention to areas (such as Germany, Poland and the Balkans) of which I know comparatively little.
      

      The country that certainly receives an attention disproportionate to its population is Britain. This does not necessarily
         make the book ‘anglocentric’; there is nothing more anglocentric than works that assume that the history of Britain is so
         special that it should not be included in histories of Europe. Since the author of this book is British, as, presumably, will
         be many of its readers, it seems sensible to describe at some length the ways in which British history fits in with and diverges
         from that of the continent. Putting Britain at the centre of the narrative sometimes reveals how assumptions about Europe
         that now permeate historical discussion – even on the continent – are really rooted in British experience. The phrase ‘inter-war
         Europe’ (applied to the years 1919 to 1939) would sound odd to Spaniards (Spain was neutral in both world wars but the site
         of a civil war from 1936 to 1939). Similarly, interest in the experience of the ‘front generation’ makes sense in Britain
         (where civilian life expectancy increased between 1914 and 1918) but makes less sense in Serbia (where the number of deaths
         brought about by the First World War exceeded the total number of soldiers mobilised).
      

      A final peculiarity of this book is the lack of reference to historical theory. I am tempted to justify this absence by suggesting
         that a knowledge of historical theory bears the same relation to writing a history book that a knowledge of the Queensberry
         Rules bears to being able to box. Clearly my work is based on unspoken assumptions and on the products of theoretical debate
         that I have absorbed, perhaps unconsciously, from reading the work of other historians. However, I suspect that readers who
         are interested in such matters would find it more rewarding to unpick the theory for themselves rather than endure my attempts to explain it.
      

      A general introduction to a general book necessarily involves sweeping statements. Some of the remarks above may sound dismissive
         of other people’s work or founded on the assumption that my approach is inherently superior to those of my colleagues. Perhaps
         I should finish by saying that I doubt whether there is a single subject covered by this book on which I have said the first
         or the last word. I recognise that this book will one day be read, if it is read at all, as a historical artifact that illustrates
         the assumptions of a particular kind of European at a particular time. I hope that, before then, it will contribute to debate
         and help other people formulate their own interpretations – if only by providing them with something to disagree with.
      

   



      
      PART I

The Belle Époque
and the Catastrophe
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      MUCH WRITING ON twentieth-century Europe is marked by an aching nostalgia for the period before 1914. Consider, for example, E. M. Forster’s
         novel Howards End (published in 1910). The story revolves around the leisured, cultured and wealthy Schlegel sisters, characters based on Virginia
         Woolf (née Stephen) and her sister Vanessa. We also know of the Schlegel/Stephen sisters through the writings of Virginia
         herself, as well as the monumental autobiography of her husband Leonard (he devotes an entire volume to the years 1911 to
         1918 alone), and the writings by and about the other members of their social circle, which included the painter Duncan Grant,
         the biographer Lytton Strachey, the philosopher Bertrand Russell and the economist John Maynard Keynes. Most educated Europeans
         or North Americans probably know more about the couple of dozen people who lived around Gordon Square in Bloomsbury in the
         first decade of the twentieth century than they do about the whole population of, say, Serbia during the same period.
      

      
      Forster’s vision is, as he knew, restricted. It encompassed a world of economic privilege. The Schlegel sisters have a comfortable
         private income at a time of low inflation and are not obliged to work or to take risks in order to secure a return on their investments.
         Virginia Woolf’s husband talked of ‘economic paradise for the bourgeoisie’, and recalled that his wife belonged to the ‘Victorian
         professional upper middle class which was as impregnably secure as (almost) the Bank of England’.1 Among Forster’s acquaintances, even those who worked had jobs – in university teaching or the upper ranks of the civil service
         – that allowed them a high degree of security and plenty of free time. Such tranquil lives were not typical even of the English
         bourgeoisie. The other central family of Howards End, the Wilcoxes, are rich, but, unlike the Schlegels, they have to work for their money, and consequently lack the time to
         write books about their lives and opinions. Beneath the Schlegels and the Wilcoxes is Leonard Bast, a clerk, who has neither
         money nor leisure, and beneath Bast is the great majority of the British population, which, as Forster remarks, is beneath
         the interest of a novelist and can be dealt with only ‘by the statistician’. The stability and culture that we associate with
         Europe before 1914 was founded on the labour of those consigned to the statistics. Bourgeois life depended on servants. Consider
         Keynes’s famous passage: ‘The inhabitant of London could order by telephone, sipping his morning tea in bed, the various products
         of the whole earth.’2 The telephone was an impossibly exotic object for most Europeans until after the Second World War, so one assumes that those
         who made telephone calls remembered this life with more regret than those who made the tea.
      

      
      Turning away from Britain towards continental Europe shows even more clearly how unrepresentative were the rentier bourgeoisie.
         France contained a substantial rentier population, as did some other European cities (Vienna, Milan, Prague), but few people
         in other countries had the luxury of living off fortunes accumulated in the nineteenth century.
      

      
      The lives of the great mass of Europeans before 1914 were utterly removed from those of the British bourgeoisie. For the inhabitants
         of eastern and Mediterranean Europe, life was hard and insecure, dominated by cholera, malaria and starvation, rather than
         books and music. It is easy to forget that the mass of Europe’s population spent the summer of 1914 in back-breaking labour,
         preparing to get the harvest in. Those who imagine that the pre-1914 world is to be regretted should ask themselves the question that is posed
         in Chapter 1: why did so many Europeans want to leave?
      

      
      Nostalgia for pre-1914 Europe is closely associated with horror of the consequences of the First World War. Members of the
         Bloomsbury group were, almost to a man and woman, opponents of the war. Leonard Woolf believed that the outbreak of war stopped
         progress towards civilisation and opened the era of ‘Verdun and Auschwitz’. More prosaically, the war brought inflation, and
         hence the end of the rentiers, and it reduced the availability of servants.
      

      
      There is one final sense in which our view of pre-1914 Europe is slanted by an emphasis on stability and progress. The writers
         on whose testimony we depend often present the destruction of their world as though it were the product of purely external
         forces, as if the violence and upheaval of twentieth-century Europe were entirely separate from themselves. In truth, the
         very forces that shook Europe came, in part, from within the liberal intelligentsia. Keynes regretted certain forms of pre-1914
         stability but his own economic principles implied the ‘euthanasia of the rentier’. Leonard Woolf denounced Nazism and fascism,
         but defended the Russian Revolution. Virginia Woolf, whose own half-sister had been confined to an asylum, wrote the following
         entry in her diary in 1915: ‘On the tow path we met and had to pass a long line of imbeciles . . . everyone in that long line
         was a miserable shuffling idiotic creature, with no forehead, or no chin, and an imbecile grin, or a wild suspicious stare.
         It was perfectly horrible. They should certainly be killed.’3
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      HUDDLED MASSES

      
      
      
         ‘Give me your tired, your poor,

		Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free,

		The wretched refuse of your teeming shore,

		Send these, the homeless, tempest-tost to me.’

        Verse written by Emma Lazarus
for the Statue of Liberty

      

      
      
      
      THE MOST STRIKING feature of Europe in 1900 was that so many of its inhabitants wished to leave; in the twenty-five years leading up to 1900,
         the United States alone took in 25 million Europeans. Emigrants have not attracted much attention from historians of Europe.
         They do not fit into narratives that emphasise progress or power and often belonged to groups – such as the Poles, Irish or
         southern Italians – that regarded themselves as subject races. Furthermore, they tended to come from the parts of Europe that
         had been least obviously affected by industrialisation. Until about 1885, emigration was most common from northern and western
         Europe; after this, the underdeveloped areas of the south and east (especially southern Italy and Poland) lost the greatest numbers. In the two decades before 1914, 3.5 million Poles left for the United
         States while the number of Italians who emigrated between 1898 and 1914 varied from 150,000 to 750,000 per year, most of them
         coming from the south.
      

      
      Why did emigrants leave? In part the reasons were political. Countries that received immigrants often regarded themselves
         as havens of liberty and wished to present the arrivals as motivated by the ‘yearning to breathe free’. This was true of Great
         Britain, France and, especially, America (though not of Germany, which treated migrants simply as ‘imported labour’). Correspondingly,
         some countries were keen to deny that departures were the result of persecution: Romanian authorities obliged departing Jews
         to sign a declaration that they were leaving for purely economic reasons. Migrants themselves sometimes had an interest in
         presenting their departures as political. The Aliens Act, passed by the British government in 1905, sought to discourage economic
         migrants as opposed to political refugees.
      

      
      European Jews were probably the group most likely to leave for political reasons. Romanian Jews were badly persecuted and
         30 per cent of them emigrated to the United States between 1871 and 1914, while a large proportion of those who left the Tsarist
         empire were also Jewish. Tsarism confined most Jews to a strip of land in Lithuania and Poland (the ‘Pale’) and local authorities
         often connived in the organisation of pogroms. Golda Meir, who was born in Russia and raised in Milwaukee before becoming
         Prime Minister of Israel, recalled her father boarding up the windows of his workshop in preparation for a pogrom in Kiev.
         Even Jews from central Europe did not always have purely political motives, though. Many came from Austria-Hungary, which
         was not known for anti-Semitism, and those from the Tsarist empire were driven by desperate poverty as well as persecution
         (in 1900 there was not a single province of the Pale in which less than one in eight of the population received poor relief).1 Furthermore, life in the Pale could be claustrophobic; it was not always clear whether the young secularised men who left
         in greatest numbers wished to escape from the Cossacks or the rabbis.
      

      
	  
      Table 1: Emigration to the United States by Decade

        

	  
 
 
 	
 	 
 	1880–89
 	 
 	1890–99
 	 
 	1900–09
 	 
 	1910–19
 
 

		
 
 	United Kingdom

 	 
 	810,900

 	 
 	328,759

 	 
 	469,578

 	 
 	371,878

 
 

 
 
 
 	Ireland
 	 
 	674,061
 	 
 	405,710
 	 
 	344,940
 	 
 	166,445
 
 

 
 
 
 	Scandinavia
 	 
 	671,783
 	 
 	390,729
 	 
 	488,208
 	 
 	238,275



	France
 	 
 	48,193
 	 
 	35,616
 	 
 	67,735
 	 
 	60,335
 
 

 
 
 
 	German empire
 	 
 	1,445,181
 	 
 	579,072
 	 
 	328,722
 	 
 	174,227
 
 

 
 
 
 	Poland
 	 
 	42,910
 	 
 	107,793
 	 
 	not returned
 	 
  	separately
 

 
 
 
 	Austria-Hungary
 	 
 	314,787
 	 
 	534,059
 	 
 	2,001,376
 	 
 	1,154,727
 
 

 
 
 
 	Russia
 	 
 	182,698
 	 
 	450,101
 	 
 	1,501,301
 	 
 	1,106,998
 
 

 
 
 
 	Romania
 	 
 	5,842
 	 
 	6,808
 	 
 	57,322
 	 
 	13,566
 
 

 
 
 
 	Greece
 	 
 	1,807
 	 
 	12,732
 	 
 	145,402
 	 
 	198,108
 
 

 
 
 
 	Italy
 	 
 	267,660
 	 
 	603,761
 	 
 	1,930,475
 	 
 	1,229,916
 
 

 
 

	  

      
      Source: Alan Kraut, The Huddled Masses: The Immigrant in American Society, 1880–1921,p.20.
      

      

      Other migrants may also have had political reasons for seeking to leave Europe – many came from groups that felt excluded
         from power in their own lands – but the link between politics and departure is far from clear. In Italy, migration increased
         at the same time as universal male suffrage was introduced. Migrants often intended to return to their country of origin,
         and their treatment by officials and employers would have given them little reason to regard the United States as the ‘land
         of the free’. Simple material advantage encouraged many to leave. The regions from which immigrants came were usually poor,
         and were afflicted by natural hazards that an inhabitant of northwestern Europe would have regarded as characteristic of Africa
         or Asia; an earthquake in Messina in 1908 killed 10,000 people, while malaria was common in the swamps of Poland and in southern
         Italy – a million Italians were estimated to suffer from attacks of malaria in 1898.2 Growing prosperity, improved technology and modern medicine were making it easier to master these hazards, but such benefits
         spread relatively slowly to the underdeveloped periphery of Europe. Greater prosperity often led to an increasing population
         and declining food prices, as it became easier to import food from outside Europe – mixed blessings for those trying to extract a living from the land.3

      
      Emigrants were pulled by new opportunities as well as pushed by pressures in their native lands. Railways and steamships made
         travel easier, and competition between the shipping lines based in Hamburg, Bremen and Liverpool brought the price of tickets
         to America down sharply in the early twentieth century. Trans-Atlantic migration was big business. By 1914, almost 6 million
         eastern Europeans had passed through the Baltic ports on their way to America. Albert Ballin, who ran the Hapag line from
         Hamburg, had built a fleet of 175 ships by 1913; the Hamburg–Amerika line even built its own village, complete with church
         and synagogue, to accommodate migrants in transit.4 Shipping lines employed 560 agents to drum up business in southern Italy alone.5 The governments of Argentina, Brazil and Canada actively sought immigrant labour and co-operated with private business to
         obtain it – between 1899 and 1906, the North Atlantic Trading Company was paid $367,245 in return for directing 70,000 immigrants
         to Canada.6 European governments made some effort to discourage emigration, especially of young men who might be eligible for military
         service, but, in an age before passports, there was little that governments could do to prevent their citizens from departing.
         Personal and family contacts also facilitated migration. An individual might send back accounts of his new life, and perhaps
         even funds for tickets, to encourage his relatives and friends to join him, while supportive family networks and systems of
         mutual obligation often made it possible to raise the money needed for the journey, as in Consentino in southern Italy.7 International Jewish organisations also helped Jews move from eastern Europe to the United States, an action motivated partly
         by charity and partly by the fear among assimilated, prosperous Jews in England, France and Germany that their own position
         might be undermined if poor, Yiddish-speaking immigrants congregated in western European cities.8

      
      Emigrants did not always go far. Some simply headed for the nearest city or crossed a national frontier to find work. France,
         whose birth rate was barely enough to sustain her population, was particularly dependent on immigrant labour. Some migrants
         from Russia went to Siberia: indeed, between 1901 and 1910, more Russians headed east than went to America. However, the most dramatic
         form of emigration, and the one that aroused the greatest interest, took people across the ocean and particularly to America.
         Around 85 per cent of Polish emigrants went to the United States, and in 1910 about four in ten residents of New York had
         been born abroad.9

      
      Migrants were rarely welcomed with open arms. Their reception was influenced by fashionable ideas of degeneracy, and some
         Americans worried that immigrants would bring poverty, disease and low intelligence. The Ford Committee reported in 1889 that
         the city of New York was spending $20 million a year on supporting immigrants who were paupers or insane. In 1892, controls
         were established at Ellis Island, near Manhattan, where new arrivals were tested for disease, ‘idiocy’ and (from 1917) illiteracy.
         Inspectors watched immigrants climb a steep staircase to gauge whether they were lame, devised puzzles to measure the intelligence
         of people who spoke no English, and pulled back eyelids to check for trachoma. Of the 12 million people who arrived at Ellis
         Island, a quarter of a million were turned back. Repatriation often meant family separation and a return to poverty and persecution
         as well as the prospect of having to endure another period in the appalling conditions of steerage class. Around 3,000 people
         committed suicide on Ellis Island. The threat of being required to repatriate some immigrants forced shipping companies to
         institute their own checks on the other side of the Atlantic and, in 1907, 40,000 migrants were turned back at European docks
         after examination by doctors.10

      
      Which immigrants were regarded as desirable varied. French employers were sufficiently close to the countries of origin to
         make precise distinctions and to seek employees from regions known for political quiescence. The governments of the United
         States and Canada made a more sweeping distinction between the ‘desirable’ peoples of northern and western Europe, who had
         provided the first citizens of their country, and the ‘undesirable’ immigrants from southern and eastern Europe, though employers
         did not always share their governments’ preference in such matters. Some recognised that men from relatively underdeveloped
         countries had the advantage of low expectations and limited traditions of labour organisation. Clifford Sifton, head of the Canadian immigration board, wrote, ‘I think a stalwart peasant in a sheep-skin coat, born on
         the soil, whose forebears have been farmers for ten generations, with a stout wife and half-a-dozen children is good quality.’11

      
      Immigrants could be treated harshly. In 1913, Canadian railways transported Russian workers in closed carriages accompanied
         by armed guards.12 Immigrants who did not know the language or the customs of their new country were vulnerable and often their hiring was organised
         by agents such as Antonio Cordasco of Montreal, who claimed the right to provision, and thus exploit, the workers that he
         provided. In 1900, half the Italian workers in New York were said to be under the control of padroni.13 Sometimes, priests organised immigrant workers: in Johnstown, Pennsylvania, the Polish priest acted as a labour agent and
         deducted a dollar a fortnight from the wages of every worker hired through his offices.14 Even secularised immigrants might find themselves thrust into the arms of the Church by the need to find an agency that would
         provide links to authority.
      

      
      Migration could change the lives of those involved spectacularly. Bernard Berenson, born in the Lithuanian Pale, grew up speaking
         Yiddish. His family’s move to America allowed him to be educated at the universities of Boston and Harvard, and he died in
         Florence a world-renowned expert on the Italian art of the Renaissance. Most migrants had more lowly ambitions. They had usually
         been agricultural labourers in their native lands, and many of them hoped that emigration would enable them to acquire land
         of their own. As the American frontier closed, such settlement became increasingly unlikely, and immigrants were often forced
         to take industrial work and to live in cities.15

		 Catholicism – and peasant origins – united Poles, Italians and the Irish, though the latter had the advantage of linguistic
         integration and, usually, longer residence. The Irish looked down on ‘lesser’ Catholics at least as much as Protestant Americans
         looked down on the Irish. The hegemony of the Irish over American Catholicism was epitomised by St Patrick’s Cathedral on
         Fifth Avenue in Manhattan, built in 1878. Every Archbishop of New York since John Hughes, enthroned in 1850, has been of Irish
         descent.16

      
      Irish priests were one link between Catholic immigrants and authority; Irish policemen provided another. Many of the inspectors on Ellis Island were Irish, which accounts for the frequency
         with which they garbled central European names. In cities such as New York and Chicago, a whole political system was built
         on the mobilisation of Irish voters, who provided the basis of Democrat Party power.
      

      
      Emigration to the New World sometimes had a dramatic effect on Europe itself and bizarre political hopes were fostered by
         the links that grew out of it. During the 1930s officials in the Polish foreign ministry fantasised about the prospect that
         emigrants from their country might found a colony in Latin America,17 while in 1945 some Sicilians proposed that their island might become a part of the United States. More seriously, central
         European nationalism was cultivated. During the First World War a legion of Polish volunteers was raised among emigrants in
         the United States, and the influence of emigrants on eastern European politics was to persist for the whole of the twentieth
         century. In 1990, Franjo Tudjman’s campaign to become president of Croatia was said to have raised around $5 million from
         émigré supporters.18 In the same year, Stanisław Tymiński, who had made his fortune in Canada, returned to Poland to run for president.
      

      
      Emigration had less obvious effects on parts of Europe. It increased literacy, because families needed to keep in contact
         by letter. It also created imbalances of gender and age as young men left: between 1906 and 1915, 4.86 million Italian men
         emigrated, but only 1.14 million women accompanied them – in early twentieth-century Calabria, there were three young women
         for every two young men.19 Sexual imbalance may have produced a self-perpetuating cycle. Carlo Levi suggested that extra-marital sexual relations in
         parts of the Italian south were common because there were not enough men to provide all women with husbands.20 Illegitimate children in turn were particularly prone to emigrate – in one village, three-quarters of them did so.21

      
      Migration increased prosperity in home countries as money was sent back or as emigrants returned to buy cherished plots of
         land. The economic impact of emigration was particularly great in Italy, where links between emigrants and their places of
         origin remained close – it was said that Italy gained $100 million from emigrants who returned between 1897 and 1902.22 An enquiry of 1931 showed that 2 million hectares of land were bought by Italians returning from America (though the fact
         that they had held industrial employment in America often meant that they were not very efficient farmers).23

      
      Emigration was often linked to political conservatism. Generally, the areas that sent emigrants abroad during the early twentieth
         century remained on the political right for the rest of the century. The Finnish province of Ostrobothnia, which had lost
         120,000 people through emigration, fought for the Whites in the civil war of 1918, while the Italian south was to provide
         the backbone of Christian democrat support after 1945. Conservatism may have been a cause rather than an effect of emigration,
         the very social structures that led to emigration also encouraged conservatism. Emigrants generally left rural areas in which
         there was little industry and were often encouraged by cultures that placed hope in individual initiative – funds for emigration
         were provided by tight family systems and the incentive for emigration often came from the desire to buy land. Areas of great
         estates and landless labourers, by contrast, were too poor to support much emigration and tended to place hope in collective
         action to improve wages rather than in the purchase of land.
      

      
      However, if emigration often originated in areas that were already prone to conservatism, it increased those tendencies for
         three reasons. First, the departure of young men removed the group that was most associated with revolutionary politics. Secondly,
         remittance money alleviated social discontent and encouraged property-owning. Thirdly, as America became the heart of anti-communist
         feeling, emigrant communities in the United States were deliberately mobilised to encourage relatives in the old country to
         support the political right.
      

      
      Peasants into citizens?

      
      The changes experienced by those who migrated to the cities or to other countries were so spectacular that it is sometimes
         tempting to assume that those who remained on the land – still the majority of Europe’s inhabitants – were an undifferentiated
         and unchanging mass. In reality, they were neither, and there were huge variations in the lives of the rural population of Europe. The relatively prosperous areas – England, France, western Germany and Scandinavia
         – were very different from Spain, southern Italy and eastern Europe, where hunger remained the dominant experience of most
         who relied on agriculture for a living. Europe was also divided up on the basis of land ownership. Areas of great estates
         were different from areas of sharecropping, tenant farming or ownership by small farmers. In general, the great estates were
         in southern Italy, southern Spain, eastern Germany and Hungary, while tenant farming was most heavily developed in England,
         which was also the only country in Europe with virtually no small peasant farmers.
      

      
      For all its impact, migration did not directly affect the majority of inhabitants of Europe. What happened to the European
         peasants who remained behind? Part of the answer to this question is provided in an influential book by Eugen Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen,where he argues that between 1870 and 1914 a change occurred in the French peasantry.24 Before this, he suggests, most peasants were isolated from the culture of the cities. They were poor, their houses were primitive,
         they spoke local dialects or patois, and they did not interest themselves in politics. Weights, measures and even currencies
         still varied at local level one hundred years after they had been standardised in Paris. Weber suggests that peasant isolation
         was ended by four forces: communications (roads, railways and telegrams), education, military service and politics.
      

      
      How far did these forces act across the rest of Europe? The most significant was military service. Armies were national institutions
         that had means of coercion at their disposal that no civilian agency could match. They took groups of young men out of the
         village, subjected them to a common discipline and forced them to make some effort to learn the national language. During
         the late nineteenth century, military service became increasingly common throughout Europe, every country except Britain had
         conscription, and mechanisms by which the wealthy could buy their way out of service were increasingly rare. In practice,
         the direct influence of military service was limited. It was simply not worthwhile recruiting men who were unhealthy, physically
         small or lacking in basic education, so the most isolated and backward groups were the least likely to undergo military service. Furthermore, not all countries could afford to equip and train whole cohorts of young men. In France, the famously
         frail Marcel Proust performed military service;25 in Spain, the famously robust Pablo Picasso bought himself out of his obligation with 1,200 pesetas provided by his uncle
         Salvador.26 In 1914, a Frenchman was three times more likely to be conscripted than a man of the same age in Austria-Hungary.
      

      
      Even peasants who did undergo military service were not necessarily integrated into the national culture by the experience.
         Many of them regarded the army as a brief and unpleasant encounter with an alien world. Linguistic diversity in the Austro-Hungarian
         army was so great that during the First World War one regiment was commanded in English.27

      
      Hostility to the army was particularly strong in Russia, where conscripts were sometimes mourned as though dead before being
         bound or rendered paralytic with vodka and taken to the barracks by their village elders, who were responsible for delivering
         young men. The Russian army did not have the money to train or equip its men properly and attempts to teach soldiers how to
         read and write were abandoned after 1881. Much energy was devoted to simple survival, with regiments forced to produce or
         earn much of what they needed: in 1907, it was estimated that one conscript in eight spent most of his time making or repairing
         uniforms. Soldiers were often hired out as labourers. Relations between officers and men were bad and discipline was harsh.
         For those Russian peasants who were unfortunate enough to be conscripted, the army was not so much an introduction to a wider
         world as a regression to the beatings, humiliations and corvées of feudalism.28 The Russian army mutinied in 1905 and again in 1917. Elsewhere in Europe, former soldiers could usually be relied on to maintain
         order, but in Russia they were likely to be at the head of peasant disturbances.
      

      
      Schools were the other great force of national integration. In theory, every country in Europe had some system of universal
         education by 1914 and, in a very few cases, this system could provide a means of spectacular social mobility. A clever boy
         with a supportive parent (usually a mother), a good teacher and an enormous amount of luck might escape his social class altogether.
         The Italian communist leader Antonio Gramsci, born in 1891, grew up in poverty as the son of a disgraced former clerk in Sardinia before winning
         a scholarship to the University of Turin. Such cases were rare, though, and often inflicted terrible costs on those involved
         (Gramsci was later to speak of a ‘Taylorism of the mind’). More common was a social mobility that was spread over more than
         one generation so that the son of a peasant might become a primary schoolteacher and the son of a teacher might acquire a
         university education.
      

      
      Social mobility spread across three generations was particularly common in France. Born in 1896, Marcel Pagnol was the grandson
         of a stonemason and the son of a primary schoolteacher (instituteur). Pagnol himself won the second highest scholarship to a lycée in Marseilles, which provided him with books, food and a daily glass of red wine, before he took a degree in Montpellier
         and became a lycée professeur. The French historian Maurice Agulhon was born in 1926, the grandson of peasants and the son of instituteurs (his parents were born in 1899 and 1901). His skill in passing examinations took him to the Lycée du Parc in Lyons, the École
         Normale Supérieure in Paris and finally to the French academic elite via the agrégation examination and the preparation of a doctorat d’état. Agulhon wrote: ‘Nothing could be more classic than such an outcome, which proceeds from plebeian grandparents to parents
         who are primary schoolteachers to a career as a higher civil servant or academic.’29 The normalien with parents who had been primary schoolteachers and grandparents who had been peasants was a common figure in twentieth-century
         France, with Georges Pompidou, born in 1911 and President of the Republic from 1969 until his death in 1974, the most famous
         representative of this group. Jean-François Sirinelli’s thesis on the educational elites of inter-war France reveals that
         between 1927 and 1933 over a quarter of all normaliens were the sons of teachers and just under half of these were the sons of primary schoolteachers. Less than one in forty were
         the sons of workers. Sirinelli himself is a normalien, and the son of a normalien; his book is dedicated to ‘mes quatre grands-parents, instituteurs’.30

      
      Hugh Seton-Watson suggested that a similar pattern of three generational social mobility existed in eastern Europe:

      
      
      
         Sons of rich peasants obtained higher education in the small towns, and came back to the village as teachers or priests. The
            children of schoolmasters, Orthodox priests, Calvinist and Lutheran pastors could begin with an advantage over the other peasants’
            children. If they showed ability, they reached the university, the most important step towards social advancement. The main
            goal of Eastern European university students of humble origin was the Public Administration.31

      

      
      Most primary schools had a more limited impact on the lives of their pupils – France and Germany had the most extensive school
         systems and the most literate populations in continental Europe, while Russia, Spain and many parts of the Habsburg Empire
         trailed behind. The French governments of the Third Republic consciously used schools to propagate national culture and the
         national language. Their task was made easier by the fact that France already had a relatively homogeneous national culture
         (even peasants who did not speak French could see the point in doing so) and by the fact that the education system was highly
         centralised. Elsewhere, matters were different. The Spanish government issued a decree against teaching in the Catalan language
         in 1902, but the school system was not sufficiently extensive or well funded to stamp out local languages.32 In eastern Europe, language was a matter of such contention that schools often became centres of dispute. At the Georgian
         seminary where Joseph Stalin was educated, a nationalist student had assassinated the principal in 1886. The issues raised
         by the links between schooling, education and language meant that central European men often entered politics young. Stefan
         Radić, the Croatian peasant leader, made his political debut publicly burning the Hungarian flag at the age of fifteen. Gavrilo
         Princip was nineteen when he fired the shot at Sarajevo.
      

      
      There were other limits on the efficacy of schools. Literacy might be drummed into the heads of pupils, but the connection
         between marks on the page and spoken words was often a mechanical skill that had no wider impact on the minds of those who
         acquired it.33 Some peasants recognised the usefulness of reading and arithmetic primarily as a means of protecting themselves against swindling
         by traders or landlords, but they did not associate such skills with an acceptance of the values of the urban world. Many
         schoolteachers were underpaid and poorly educated, commanding little prestige in the communities to which they were sent.
      

      
      Schooling often generated dissatisfactions that could not be appeased. The children who passed through Russian primary schools,
         which increased in number rapidly during the early twentieth century, were keen to escape from the harsh world of the countryside
         – one survey showed that only one in fifty peasant children at school wished to inherit their parents’ occupation.34 The nature of Russian society meant that few children stood much chance of escape into anything more desirable than the equally
         unappealing world of the factory. A little learning proved a dangerous thing for Tsarist Russia; the half-educated sons of
         peasants were to provide Bolshevism with its mass support after 1917. In France, by contrast, schooling probably eased social
         tensions more than it exacerbated them. Many peasant children could hope to escape into some form of clerical employment,
         and even those who stayed on the land might hope to profit from their literacy, if only to read the newspaper.
      

      
      Transport and communications also began to connect the European peasant to a wider world. Railways and telegraph systems expanded
         in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, with a dramatic impact. Politicians could visit their constituents regularly,
         and national newspapers were distributed across a country on the day of publication. Even perceptions of time were changed:
         for much of the nineteenth century, European countries had contained different time zones; the advent of the railway timetable
         was probably the most important force in their synchronisation. Such developments might have had more impact on small towns,
         where railway stations and telegraph offices were located, than in the countryside itself, but the improvement of roads created
         better links for the countryside too, and their use was made easier as the bicycle became more popular. It is not surprising
         that the Tour de France became a symbol of national unification.
      

      
      Transport networks created large numbers of secure jobs: by 1914, the Prussian railway system, with 560,000 people on the
         payroll, was the largest employer in Europe.35 Such jobs were attractive to the sons of peasants, who realised that a few years in primary school might earn a lifetime
         of relief from dirt and hard labour. State jobs were particularly appealing to those who had already acquired some experience of obeying – and giving – orders during military
         service. Former soldiers were also attractive to state agencies that wished to ensure that they had a politically reliable
         staff: the Prussian police force was reserved for those who had spent between six and nine years in the army. Pagnol regretted
         the way in which military service and state jobs were combining to empty the Provençal countryside: ‘Since the sad invention
         of compulsory military service, their [the peasants’] sons, liberated from the barracks, had remained prisoners of the towns,
         where they had founded dynasties of crossing keepers, road menders, and postmen.’36 Nevertheless, his own description of the labour of his peasant friend Lili makes it clear why a bright boy would wish to
         escape such a life.
      

      
      Roads and railways also helped to bring the market economy to the countryside. Food could be transported, and the industrial
         economy of the distant city could provide peasants with necessary implements or, increasingly, luxuries that they could be
         persuaded to want. The results did not always fit expectations about ‘modernisation’. Parts of the countryside became more
         exclusively agricultural as rural industries collapsed in the face of large-scale industrial competition. Peasants sometimes
         endured considerable hardship, not because they could not produce enough food but because they wished to sell as much of their
         produce as possible in order to acquire money and land. Milk consumption in the German countryside dropped as its production
         rose; one family produced 190 litres in two months but drank only 3.5 litres.37 In France, the capacity of peasants for self-exploitation could be even more dramatic. Inhabitants of Breton villages were
         said never to taste the oysters that they sent to the city. During the Second World War, mortality rates in many rural areas
         dropped as the breakdown of legitimate markets encouraged peasants to eat more of their own produce.
      

      
      Some peasants survived, and even benefited from, the market economy. In Germany and Austria, credit unions made possible the
         purchase of new equipment and fertilisers, while marketing associations made it easier for peasants to sell their produce.
         In lower Austria, the first credit co-operative was founded in 1887, and by 1910 300 such bodies existed. Sometimes the very
         leaders who denounced the evils of capitalism proved most adept at meeting its challenges. Indeed, the ‘traditional’ ways of life could
         themselves be the product of market economics: in some parts of Austria, only rich farmers could afford to wear ‘peasant’
         clothes.
      

      
      Politics in the countryside

      
      Two things brought politics to the countryside. First, by 1914, most European countries had introduced something close to
         universal adult male suffrage, so suddenly the vote of every labourer counted for as much as that of his landlord. Secondly,
         industrialisation, urbanisation and the rise of organised labour meant that the propertied classes needed allies against
         the left, and they often thought they could be found among the peasantry. Peasants were now presented as the antithesis of
         the urban working classes, sturdy and healthy when compared with ‘degenerate’ and stunted proletarians; peasants were deferential
         and conservative while their counterparts in the city were criminal or revolutionary.
      

      
      Assumptions about the city and countryside were to overshadow the political history of twentieth-century Europe. Bodies such
         as the French senate were designed to provide a rural brake on dangerous ideas that might come from the cities. Conservatives
         sought to organise the peasantry into associations such as the German Farmers’ League, which was founded in 1893 and attracted
         the support of 142 Reichstag deputies.
      

      
      In reality, the distinction between countryside and city was never as clear-cut as either side imagined. In areas of rapid
         industrialisation, many workers had been born peasants and sometimes maintained close contact with the farms from which they
         came. Workers returned to the land after years in the city, or even commuted to work from small farms on the outskirts of
         towns, and entire communities from particular rural areas of Ireland or Poland might exist within the urban working class
         of Britain and Germany. Parts of the countryside were affected by their relationship to industrial work: for example, the
         Côtes du Nord in Brittany voted for the left because of its links with industrial St-Denis. The pattern of industrial protest
         in the twentieth century sometimes bore more relation to the jacqueries of the countryside than to the disciplined mobilisation of socialist imagination.
      

      
      Nor had rebellion ceased in the countryside itself. Violent conflict was most obvious in Russia, where troops were called
         out to restore order 1,500 times between 1883 and 1903;38 in 1908, a quiet year, 1,800 officials were killed.39 In 1907, French wine growers revolted in protest at declining prices.40 In the same year, Romanian peasants were behind disturbances that caused thousands of deaths.
      

      
      Far from being ordained by nature, peasant politics were determined by social position. Peasants’ relationships to other groups
         varied widely. Land-owning peasants – such as those in western Germany or in large parts of France – were reluctant to embrace
         politics that involved the abolition of private property. In the German political system, economic issues made the peasantry
         align themselves with the right. In lower Austria, peasants were hostile to both the cities and the large landowners because
         the weight of feudal obligations had been particularly harsh, so politics were not marked by the aristocratic patronage that
         characterised their German equivalent: thirty-two out of fifty-nine Christian Social Party candidates in the lower Austrian
         countryside were drawn from the peasantry itself or from rural businessmen.41 In France, politics were still largely dominated by the legacy of the Revolution. Many peasants believed that it was the
         Revolution that had allowed them to acquire land and consequently associated support for the left with the defence of property.
         Peasant politics were also influenced by the pattern of land settlement. Isolated farms – such as those that prevailed in
         Brittany – made the organisation of collective action difficult and made individual peasants vulnerable to pressure from conservative
         notables, whereas vignerons from southern France lived in small towns rather than in the countryside itself and depended on collective action to maintain
         co-operative cellars and equipment. In such communities, sociability blended easily into socialism. In parts of southern France
         in the early twentieth century, almost half the members of the Marxist Parti Ouvrier Français were peasants.42

      
      In places where land was worked by sharecroppers, tenants or property-less labourers, those who lived in the countryside had
         far less reason to support the established order. Indeed, the landless labourers of Hungary, Prussia, Spain and parts of southern Italy, whose life was divided between bouts of exhausting toil
         and protracted periods of unemployment, had less to lose than a factory worker with a secure job, social insurance and membership
         of a friendly society.
      

      
      Relations between land, peasants and politics in Russia had a particular significance. The emancipation of the serfs in 1861
         had freed the peasantry from feudal obligations to their lords and given them ownership of their land, but peasants were still
         obliged to pay ‘redemption dues’ in return for property. The payment of dues was administered by a village commune, or mir, which thus exercised considerable powers, including the right to prevent peasants from leaving the village as well as the
         allocation of land. No peasant could be sure that he would retain a particular plot for his lifetime, let alone pass it to
         his children; consequently there was little reason to improve it. The differences between the Russian peasantry and their
         western European counterparts were reflected in demography and credit. Because land was often distributed according to the
         number of hands available to work it, Russian peasants had an incentive to have numerous children, which accounts for the
         high Russian birth rate. In France, by contrast, the division of land among heirs provided an incentive to limit the number
         of children. Similarly, the expectation that land would be kept and passed down through the generations gave peasants in Germany
         and Austria an inducement to invest in machinery, fertilisers and the improvement of land. The Russian peasant had no incentive
         to invest in his property. Surplus money was either spent on drink or lent out. Far from being debtors, many Russian peasants
         were lenders (kulaks).
      

      
      Petr Stolypin, Prime Minister of Russia from 1906 to 1911, wished to create a peasantry along western European lines, or at
         least one similar to the peasantry that he had seen in Poland, where he had been a provincial governor. He encouraged peasants
         to separate from the commune and to establish efficient private farms that could be passed down from father to son. To this
         end, he introduced a law in 1906 that gave peasants the right to enclose and consolidate their land, explaining this measure
         by saying that ‘the government has placed its wager not on the poor and the drunk but on the strong’.
      

      
      
      Stolypin’s plans failed. Peasants who left the commune threatened the interests of their neighbours and especially those of
         village elders, whose power was founded on the existing order. This was not a society in which such threats were likely to
         be met with recourse to law. Surveyors sent to oversee land consolidation travelled with armed guards, and peasants who wished
         to take advantage of new arrangements had to brave vandalism, beatings and even the threat of murder. Out of 6 million applications
         for land consolidation made by 1915, more than a third were subsequently withdrawn, and two-thirds of the million consolidations
         that were completed had to be supported by the authorities against the opposition of the commune.43
      
      Land consolidation was also opposed by much of the gentry, who resented the prospect of their own land being taken. Most of
         all, Stolypin’s reforms failed because they were founded on the assumption that a strong peasantry could be created from above
         by government fiat without changing other aspects of the social order. Peasant prosperity in France had been based on dispossession
         of the Church and the nobility, which was out of the question in Russia. In Germany participation in a market economy meant
         peasants could enjoy the fruits of industrialisation in the form of tools and artificial fertiliser; furthermore, a democratic
         political system allowed German peasants to benefit from universal suffrage and the need of the propertied classes to find
         allies against the urban working class. Stolypin had assumed that economic reform was a substitute for, rather than an accompaniment
         to, political reform.
      

      
      Peasant politics were also determined by the attitude of the parties that solicited support. French socialists often placed
         themselves at the head of peasant rebellions; the socialist mayor of Narbonne supported the vigneron revolt of 1907.44 But elsewhere the Marxist left neglected rural areas. This was particularly true of the most powerful European socialist
         party, the German Social Democratic Party (SPD), whose culture was designed to appeal to urban workers, for whom support for
         the party fitted in with membership of a union, neighbourhood social life and factory work. Furthermore, the SPD rejected
         attempts, made at the Breslau conference of 1895, to change its policy towards small property in order to appeal to peasants
         – though party leaders in rural Bavaria seemed to have made more discreet moves in this direction.45

      
      
      Indifference on the part of the European left tied in with pressure from the right to mould peasant politics. Conservatives
         presented themselves as the natural defenders of the countryside, and often had means to exert influence over rural inhabitants.
         Tenants, sharecroppers and labourers were all vulnerable to intimidation by landlords, which often counteracted any interest
         that the lack of property might have given them in voting for the left. In its simplest form, ‘notable’ influence over peasants
         rested on the control of private resources, such as the power to evict recalcitrant tenants or provide gifts for those who
         did as they were told. The growth of the state that occurred in the early twentieth century might have threatened this private
         power, but in practice it often supplemented it. Notables became influential in local government and thus extended their own
         largesse with the distribution of public goods. In southern Italy, civil service jobs were offered in exchange for votes;
         in Spain the capacity to secure exemption from military service provided the rural caciques with much of their power.
      

      
      The association of conservatism with the peasantry became so close that sometimes ‘peasant’ simply became a synonym for the
         political right and lost all relation to those who lived in the countryside. In 1945, the Smallholders’ Party won the Budapest
         municipal election. In 1951, Jacques Isorni, a lawyer, sat in the French parliament as a Peasant Party deputy representing
         the beaux quartiers of western Paris.
      

      
      
      Conclusion

      
      The European countryside changed even more rapidly in the three decades before 1914 than ever before – railways, mass migration,
         schools, the extension of suffrage and military service all had dramatic effects. But rural society was not just transformed
         from outside. The forces for change had such an impact because peasants chose to use them, which raises interesting questions
         about the meaning of progress in the early twentieth century. The word ‘progress’ was most often used by educated bourgeois
         liberal men who were, if they had any religion, Protestant, yet the illiterate Polish peasant who packed all his possessions in a handkerchief and left his home with a one-way ticket and the name of a distant relative who might get
         him a job in the Chicago stockyards was, in some ways, more representative of the new industrial world than the liberal who
         enthused about ‘progress’ in the pages of the Manchester Guardian or the Dépêche de Toulouse.
      

      
      Urbanisation and migration could in fact strengthen tendencies that were seen as archaic among the European bourgeoisie. Religious
         practice in New York was higher than in most European cities, often taking forms, such as the Italian propensity for cults
         of saints, that would have been regarded as the worst kind of superstition by stern Protestant liberals in, say, Berlin. The
         contrast between the ‘modernity’ of the urban intellectual and that of the migrating peasant can be seen in the book Christ Stopped at Eboli by Carlo Levi, a doctor, artist and writer from Milan, who in the 1920s was exiled to a small village in the Italian south
         (Gagliano) by the Fascist government. He was shocked by his new environment, which he regarded as deeply ‘primitive’, but
         he also recognised that the most important social influence on his neighbours came from the contact that many of them had
         had with America through emigration. When the villagers paraded a statue of their patron saint through the streets, Levi noticed
         that they pinned dollar bills to this totem of ‘backwardness’.
      

      
      New forms of contact between city and countryside created a fresh awareness of the peasant ‘problem’ on the part of the educated
         as city dwellers became increasingly likely to come into contact with the peasantry. Immigration in America produced a swathe
         of studies such as The Polish Peasant in Europe and America.46

      
      Just as the interaction of city and countryside sometimes changed the city, it sometimes froze the countryside, or at least,
         froze the city dweller’s perception of it. There was a new self-consciousness in folk songs, dances or traditional costume,
         and, in the process of being recorded and discussed, peasant practices became formalised. America was much associated with
         such formalisation: communities in Chicago or Detroit no longer learned how to be Donegal peasants from their parents but
         found out how to be Irishmen by attending meetings of cultural associations in church halls, while the culture of the Polish
         Pale was evoked in the stories that Isaac Bashevis Singer wrote for the Yiddish language newspapers of New York long after the Polish Jews had been wiped out. Literacy and
         the interest of urban observers meant that folklore was increasingly likely to be written down, and the spread of the gramophone
         and the photograph meant that music and clothing could be recorded and, eventually, classified in ethnographic studies. Perhaps
         what was really new about the early years of the twentieth century was not so much that peasant communities changed as that
         anyone expected them not to do so.
      

      
   



      
      2

      
      SOCIALISM AND THE
WORKING CLASS

      
      
      ‘ON AND ON, up and up,’ wrote Ramsay MacDonald, the future leader of the British Labour Party. It was a phrase that said much about
         the attitude of European socialists in the first decade of the twentieth century. The size of the industrial working class,
         the membership of trade unions and the socialist vote were all increasing, and the socialist movement was more unified than
         ever before. Anarchism still had some influence on the labour movements of France, Spain and Italy, and many British Labour
         leaders remained resolutely pragmatic, but in general Marxism provided European socialism with a unified and coherent ideology.
         The Second International, formed in 1889, grouped the various European parties together, while within individual countries
         socialists were increasingly likely to combine in a single party. The Parti Ouvrier Belge was founded in 1885; Austrian and
         Swiss socialist parties were founded in 1888; an Italian Socialist Party was founded in 1892; and the French socialist parties
         united in the Section Française de l’Internationale Ouvrière (SFIO) in 1905. In Germany, the Social Democratic Party (SPD)
         eventually had 1 million members and attracted the votes of 4 million, and with 110 deputies was the largest group in the Reichstag. Yet the failure of international
         socialism was exposed in 1914, when it did not prevent the majority of workers in most European countries from uniting with
         their oppressors to pursue a war against the workers of other countries.
      

      
      The first problem for European socialists was that the economic analysis on which their political analysis was founded did
         not match the realities of Europe in the early twentieth century. Many Marxists expected rates of profit to decline as opportunities
         for investment were used up, encouraging capitalists to seek prosperity by exploiting their workers with ever greater ruthlessness.
         Capital would become more concentrated until a tiny group of plutocrats confronted a proletariat with nothing to lose but
         its chains. This did not happen. Working-class living standards in most countries had increased since the mid-nineteenth century,
         though the scale of such increases varied from country to country. Working-class living standards were highest in Britain,
         where the fruits of nineteenth-century prosperity meant that increased wages could be spent on cheap cocoa, tea and food (such
         as corned beef) imported from outside Europe. Working hours were reduced, and free time was consolidated into the weekend,
         rather than being taken in the form of long breaks in the working day. Workers’ lives increasingly revolved around the home,
         the family and the neighbourhood, especially the local pub, rather than the workplace. George Orwell wrote that revolution
         in England had been averted by ‘fish and chips and strong tea’.
      

      
      On the continent, workers were less likely to be absorbed in a depoliticised consumer culture. Cramped housing, in part a
         product of rapid industrialisation, was not conducive to family life; almost one in eight Berlin families took in lodgers
         in 1905.1 Working-class culture in areas of heavy industry was rough, hard-drinking and largely masculine: in the Ruhr town of Bochum
         there were three times as many men aged between eighteen and twenty as women the same age. Far from being tranquil neighbourhood
         pubs, bars on the continent were often located near the workplace and were often centres of left-wing organisation – in Hamburg,
         four undercover policemen devoted all their time to reporting on socialist agitation in working-class bars.2 This very fact, however, suggests that working-class dispossession had limits. Workers could afford to indulge in at least some non-essential consumption, and contact with bar owners meant that
         their leadership was often drawn from a group outside the working class itself: of thirty-six socialist councillors in Roubaix,
         twenty-two managed bistros.3 Furthermore, certain institutions discouraged labour militancy by making the lives of workers more bearable, with companies
         such as Schneider in France providing their employees with houses, medical care and schools. In Germany, the SPD and the labour
         unions themselves created a working-class culture that alleviated working-class discontent, and socialist institutions organised
         choral societies, football teams and youth clubs – by 1910, socialist sports organisations had 300,000 members.4 By 1914, the party controlled ninety newspapers with a circulation of almost 1.5 million. Often, the culture that emerged
         out of such institutions bore curious resemblances to the bourgeois order that the party ostensibly wished to overthrow, and
         there was a heavy emphasis on education and improvement. By 1911 the SPD had established 244 local education boards, and in
         the same year the Leipzig workers’ library had almost 17,000 members.5

      
      The conflict between large-scale property owners and the working class was blunted by intermediate groups, the most important
         of which was the lower middle class. Many assumed that the lower middle class was a historical anomaly that would disappear
         as production and distribution were concentrated into large units. In reality, however, at the beginning of the twentieth
         century the size of the lower middle class was increasing. Growing prosperity often meant increased demand for retail services:
         the number of cafés in Paris quadrupled during the last years of the nineteenth century. The arrival of mass politics also
         gave the lower middle class a new importance as governments became interested in using the middle class as allies against
         the parties of the working class. The multi-party systems of most continental countries granted particular advantages, according
         great influence to ‘hinge’ parties – such as the French Radical Party or the German Centre Party – which acquired leverage
         from their capacity to ally with either right or left and often appealed to a largely lower-middle-class constituency. The
         result of such political influence was that special concessions were made to preserve and appease the lower middle class.
         Taxes on shopkeepers were lowered in France, and, in Belgium, a ‘Bureau des Classes Moyennes’ was created in 1899.6

      
      Two other things swelled the size of the lower middle class. The first was the separation of production and distribution,
         which divided shopkeepers from artisans; the second was the expansion of clerical work in large companies and public organisations,
         which produced a change in the nature of clerical work as well as its scale. For much of the nineteenth century, clerking
         had been a means of social mobility that served as an apprenticeship for higher management. In Lloyds Bank in Britain, for
         example, all staff, including the chief general manager, were recruited as clerks after leaving school at the age of sixteen,7 but as the base of low-level clerical work expanded and as higher posts became closed to those without advanced educational
         qualifications, clerking became a lifetime’s occupation. In 1914, an English bank clerk wrote: ‘I am the son of a professional
         man and have a public school education, but no private means. I cannot possibly expect to get married and I am faced with
         a solitary life in lodgings to the end of my days with the continual strains of financial worries.’8 Such people might respond in two ways. They might accept their social position and try to improve their financial circumstances
         by joining trade unions: the Bank Clerks’ Association in England was founded in 1906 and had 30,000 members by 1922. Alternatively,
         they might try to compensate for their diminished chances of material prosperity by emphasising the cultural distinctions
         that separated them from the working class below and united them with the haute bourgeoisie above. Many lower-middle-class men who were torn between their romantic aspirations and the drab reality of their daily lives
         seem to have welcomed the escape to war in 1914.
      

      
      The lower middle class was to become one of the great villains of twentieth-century history. Contemporaries mocked it as a
         repository of philistinism and absurd pretensions. Pooter, the clerk portrayed in George and Weedon Grossmith’s Diary of a Nobody, is a ridiculous figure, while Leonard Bast, the clerk in E. M. Forster’s Howards End, is out of place in the cultivated circles in which he aspires to move. Later historians would blame the lower middle class
         for reactionary politics and particularly for the rise of fascism, but such analysis ignores the enormous variation in values
         and prosperity that existed among this group. Bast lives in a damp basement with a woman who is not his wife; Pooter lives in married respectability
         in a house in Holloway and employs a servant. Shopkeepers had a natural community of interest with their clients, and often
         shared the political views of the neighbourhood in which they lived, so providers of luxury services in the first arrondissement of Paris tended to be rightwing, while their counterparts in working-class Belleville were on the left. Around Milan, those
         who lived in the working-class suburbs were on the left, while those who lived in the city itself were on the right.9 Left-wing shopkeepers might provide credit to workers during strikes or join working-class demonstrations.
      

      
      There was a division between the new lower middle class of clerical workers and the old lower middle class of shopkeepers
         and artisans. The former were associated with the large enterprises that the latter saw as a threat to their position; the
         former were often state employees, while the latter often felt overburdened by taxes; the former often had secure employment
         and pensions, while the latter might be struck by bankruptcy at any moment. The interests of clerical workers and small shopkeepers
         might even come into direct conflict: in Milan, railway clerks organised their own buyers’ co-operatives, cutting out the
         local retailers.10 Sometimes socialists succeeded in organising the new clerical workers, but often, like the peasantry, this potentially powerful
         group was left to the attentions of the right.
      

      
      Even the working class itself encompassed many variations. Socialists often ignored the fact that large-scale industry was
         concentrated in particular areas, such as the Milan–Genoa–Turin triangle, where more than half of all Italian enterprises
         employing more than ten people were located. They also ignored the fact that particular kinds of industry gave rise to particular
         kinds of militancy. Often, the most apparently coherent analyses of capitalism were, in fact, based on a single, unrepresentative
         area. In Britain, the Marxist Social Democrat Federation had its stronghold among the small-scale textile industries of Burnley
         in Lancashire;11 the
     
      
      Marxist Parti Ouvrier Français drew a large part of its support from those who worked in the textile industry in the northern
         city of Roubaix. The effects of industrial growth on working-class political organisation were complex. Company towns gave
         much power to the employer, while highly diversified areas of small factories, such as Birmingham, created inter-class relations
         that undermined socialist organisation. Modern large-scale plants – such as those of the chemical and metallurgy industries
         – required new tactics from labour. Sometimes, industrialists who had indebted themselves to buy expensive equipment could
         not afford to countenance strikes and consequently proved willing to come to terms with trade unions. Sometimes new industries
         gave rise to a less skilled working class – often made up of arrivals from the countryside or foreign countries – which broke
         with the union traditions that had been founded on craftsmen. A single factory might be home to several different working-class
         cultures – unskilled workers performed repetitive tasks on the production line under the eyes of foremen, themselves a caste
         apart in the working class, while older traditions of resistance and autonomy survived among the craftsmen in repair shops.
      

      
      Other divisions impeded labour organisation. Race, nationality and religion cut across the working class. Some socialists,
         such as Rosa Luxemburg, who had been born in the Prussian-ruled part of Poland, regarded nationalism as an irrelevance and
         hoped that identities other than those of class would fade as the workers became more conscious of their position. This did
         not happen. Nationality issues caused particular problems in the Habsburg Empire, where the Austrian Socialist Party drew
         its members almost exclusively from among German-speaking workers.12 The Austrian Emperor, who felt that his empire was more threatened by national divisions than by social ones, introduced
         universal male suffrage in the hope that ‘imperial socialism’ might prove a force for unity. Many German speaking socialists
         supported the empire, and one, Karl Renner, devised an ingenious scheme whereby people might be allowed their own language
         and schools regardless of where they lived in the empire. Such unifying initiatives failed, though, and Czech socialists split
         from their German comrades. In other countries, immigration posed particular problems for the leaders of the working class.
         There were more than a quarter of a million Polish speakers in the Rhineland and Westphalia in 1910. Trade unions and socialist
         parties were often suspicious of foreign workers.
      

      
      
      Religious divisions overlapped with racial ones. In continental Europe, socialism and Christianity were usually seen as inimical:
         in 1874, the German socialist Bebel said that they mixed ‘like fire and water’. In Germany, no Catholic priest supported the
         social democrats, and three Protestant pastors who did so were dismissed.13 Like middleclass progressives, socialists assumed that religion would decline with economic progress, but they were wrong.
         Underdeveloped areas such as southern Spain or parts of south-western France were often de-Christianised, while Belgium was
         one of the most industrialised countries in Europe and also one of the most devout. Catholicism, which rejected free-market
         liberalism and proved adept at collective action, often adjusted well to industrial society. In Germany, the Christian Union
         had 343,000 members by 1914.14 Sometimes the Catholic Church provided an alternative focus of loyalty for Italian, Polish or Irish workers who were not
         welcomed by secular workers’ organisations.
      

      
      Socialism faced other problems. Many of its leaders were bourgeois. Emile Vandervelde in Belgium was the son of a lawyer,
         and Jean Jaurès in France was the highly educated son of a businessman. Trotsky (not exactly a proletarian himself) jibed
         that one needed a doctorate to become a leader of the Austrian Socialist Party. Such men often had tense relations with their
         working-class constituents: when Léon Blum, a disciple of Jaurès, became leader of the SFIO, his propensity for writing articles
         about his friend Marcel Proust in socialist newspapers caused much irritation.
      

      
      The conditions of the working class in the different countries of Europe produced a variety of political mobilisations. Socialist
         parties might be reformist (that is, committed to working within the existing system), like the British Labour Party. German
         social democrats rejected such a stance. At the Erfurt Congress of 1891, the SPD accepted Karl Kautsky’s view that revolution
         should be the party’s aim. Eduard Bernstein’s ‘revisionist’ advocacy of more limited goals was rejected, though SPD practice,
         as opposed to its theory, was often reformist. French socialists were divided: the ‘possibilist’ Alexandre Millerand accepted
         ministerial office in 1899, while hard-line Marxists (such as those in Jules Guesde’s Parti Ouvrier Français) opposed collaboration
         with bourgeois parties. In France, a substantial syndicalist current in the trade unions rejected party politics altogether, advocating the destruction of the capitalist order through a general
         strike.
      

      
      Debate about reformism was linked to debate about the role of the state. Marxist theory suggested that the bourgeois state
         was a force for bad. Some labour movements, particularly those with strong traditions of self-help, mistrusted state intervention
         – workers should protect themselves against employers through strikes and against misfortunes such as illness through insurance
         funds. State support should be encouraged only for groups – such as women, children or the old – who were excluded, or ought
         to be excluded, from work. Other socialists believed that state action might be useful as a means to rally and encourage the
         working class (the position of the Parti Ouvrier Français) or was a good thing in itself (the position of Jaurès). Increasingly,
         socialist parties showed themselves willing to accept state interference in certain aspects of the lives of the working class.
         In 1894, Bavarian socialists voted in favour of the state budget; in Hesse, socialists supported the activities of factory
         inspectors.
      

      
      Not all labour movements confronted the same kind of state. All governments resorted to some degree of repression, and troops
         were frequently called out to face workers (such fighting killed 200 people in Milan in 1898), but the propensity for repression
         varied from one country to another. Britain had a small standing army, and blatant intervention by the judiciary on the side
         of employers in labour disputes was comparatively rare. Many labour leaders appreciated that legal mechanisms could be a useful
         weapon: at one London meeting of the Socialist International, the British organisers threatened to call the police to eject
         anarchists. In Germany, and especially in Prussia, matters were different. A tough police force, composed largely of former
         army sergeants, enforced a ferocious penal code; in Berlin, even the length of hatpins was regulated by law. In Russia, where
         trade unions were illegal and every strike was a potentially revolutionary act, workers had nothing to gain from legality
         and union organisation often brought them into contact with underground socialist organisers. Skilled workers, the group most
         likely to be satisfied with their lot in much of western Europe, were the most radical in Russia.
      

      
      Reformism was underwritten by the condition of the labour movement in each country as well as that of its working-class constituency. Organisations with money, buildings and large membership rolls had much to lose if the system that had allowed them to build
         up such advantages were to collapse. German socialist bureaucrats enjoyed bourgeois lifestyles as a result of their employment
         by a workers’ party. Fifty-five SPD candidates in the 1912 legislative elections were journalists on party newspapers,15 and the income of the average party functionary was 3,000 marks, twice that of the average worker.16

      
      Curious relations between socialist theory and practice sometimes developed. Although all socialists wished to destroy capitalism,
         they disagreed over how to do so. Advocates of armed revolution were found alongside those who favoured a more peaceful and
         gradual process, and it was often unclear whether a strike or participation in electoral politics was a means to destroy capitalism
         or simply a means to alleviate the lot of the workers while capitalism lasted. Matters were complicated by the fact that many
         socialists were indifferent to doctrinal debates and by the cohabitation of revolutionary theory with reformist activity.
         The very confidence of Marxist predictions encouraged ambiguity, and belief in the inevitability of revolution often made
         socialists into functional conservatives. Safe in the knowledge that capitalism was doomed, they ignored the mechanisms of
         revolution and concentrated on day-to-day organisation, which actually made revolution less likely.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      The contradictions between revolutionary philosophy and reformist practice were exposed most awkwardly by attitudes to war.
         According to Marxist theory, workers of all nations had common interests, and the establishment of a bureau of the Socialist
         International in 1900 seemed to show that European socialists took these shared concerns seriously. However, it was not clear
         what individual socialists or socialist parties ought to do in the event of war. Some argued for a general strike to paralyse
         mobilisation. Such proposals were easiest to put forward in countries where socialism was weak and the working class was small,
         so that resistance to mobilisation would have little impact and the inevitable state repression would make little difference
         to socialist leaders, who were often already in exile or prison. A strike in Germany, by contrast, would have had a dramatic effect on mobilisation, because such a high proportion of the workforce
         was unionised, as well as on socialist leaders, because the positions that they stood to lose were relatively comfortable.
         French socialists were keener on strike action than their German counterparts, but even they would not commit themselves to
         it.
      

      
      Even socialists who opposed war faced practical problems if they wished to prevent it. A general strike was hard to organise
         and in time of war would have brought severe penalties on labour organisers. Socialists lacked contact with two important
         groups. The first was the peasantry, the largest single element in most European armies. There is evidence that many peasants
         were hostile to war in August 1914, but collective action or even the diffusion of pacifist propaganda would have been difficult
         in the countryside, and the socialist movement had paid little attention to peasants in the decades preceding 1914. The second
         key group was composed of government employees. A strike by railwaymen, government clerks and telegraph operators would have
         been the one sure way to stop mobilisation, but socialist organisation was usually weakest among this group. In Prussia, public-sector
         workers, who made up 5.2 per cent of the workforce in 1907, were better paid than their private-sector counterparts17 and were forbidden to join the SPD, while many key posts were occupied by former professional soldiers whose loyalty could
         be relied on. The drafting of workers further disrupted established organisations – men who were now in the army lacked contact
         with the labour movement, and workers who remained in the factory lacked guns. As the war continued, the gulf widened.
      

      
      Only in Russia and Serbia did the majority of socialist leaders oppose war in 1914. Other parties were divided, though most
         socialist parliamentarians at first supported the war. The Belgian socialist Camille Huysmans moved the headquarters of the
         Second International from German-occupied Brussels to neutral Holland, and convened a variety of conferences of socialist
         leaders from belligerent countries (notably at Zimmerwald in Switzerland in 1915). Huysmans himself was attacked by many members
         of the Belgian Socialist Party, which became fiercely nationalist as a result of the invasion of Belgium. In Germany the ‘Independent
         Socialists’ left the SPD in December 1915, while Marcel Sembat and Jules Guesde, who had been a hard-line opponent of all collaboration with the
         bourgeoisie, joined the French government in August 1914, remaining there until December 1916, by which time almost half of
         French socialists opposed the war. In Britain, some Labour politicians joined the government in 1915 and 1916, while others
         opposed the war. Labour leaders could obtain benefits from participation in the war – trade unions secured new degrees of
         recognition from employers and governments that were desperate to ensure the smooth running of the economy.
      

      
      War increased divisions among the working classes. Skilled men, especially those involved in arms production, did well. They
         were, however, joined in the factories by large numbers of women, foreigners (especially in France and Germany), prisoners
         of war and youths. Established skilled workers tended to remain loyal to existing socialist parties, whereas women and foreigners
         were likely to remain ‘apolitical’ (that is, to indulge in forms of protest that were not recognised by any party). Young
         men who had recently entered factory employment were most receptive to revolutionary socialism.
      

      
      It was in the most industrialised countries in Europe – Britain, Germany and Belgium – that reformist socialism was strongest.
         The German case was particularly important, because the German party was the largest in Europe and had vigorously denounced
         reformist theory before 1914. German labour leaders were influenced by the recognition and influence that they secured in
         the war economy and the results of the alliance between the SPD and the German state could be seen after November 1918, when
         the SPD formed a government. Its formal abandonment of revolutionary principles did not come until 1927, but in practice abandonment
         was already incarnated in the Groener–Ebert pact, by which a Prussian general agreed to help a socialist Prime Minister repress
         insurrection by the extreme left.
      

      
      German labour leaders present a sharp contrast with the leaders of Russian socialism. In Tsarist Russia, levels of industrialisation
         were low, the working class was small and labour organisation was illegal. In such circumstances, no one could imagine that
         the revolution would come naturally, and socialist leaders were not distracted by the everyday tasks of administering a large organisation. They placed their faith in will and action, rather than in patience,
         organisation and theoretical debates about the manner in which some distant revolution might come about. The Russian Bolshevik
         Party was formed in exile in 1903, at a time when socialists in western Europe were winning parliamentary seats and beginning
         to discuss the possibility of obtaining ministerial office. The Bolsheviks came into existence as a result of a split in the
         Russian Social Democratic Party between those who wanted a party with a wide membership, the Mensheviks, and those who stressed
         the need for a disciplined revolutionary elite. Lenin, the Bolshevik leader, was a Marxist, but he was also influenced by
         a Russian tradition that emphasised the will, discipline and courage of a revolutionary.18

      
      The First World War increased the size of the Russian working class, but it did so under very different circumstances from
         those that prevailed in the West. Factories were filled with workers who had recently been drawn from the countryside, with
         no tradition of organisation, negotiation or obedience to a trade union hierarchy. When they were dissatisfied – and the conditions
         of Moscow and Petrograd generated a great deal of dissatisfaction – they turned to strikes and riots of the kind that toppled
         Tsarism in February 1917. Furthermore, established skilled workers were not drawn into the war effort in the way that some
         of their counterparts in western Europe were. Trade unions, the key link between workers, employers and the state in western
         Europe, were weak in Russia. Even the ‘workers’ group on the War Industry Committee (the section of labour leadership that
         favoured the war effort most) insisted in December 1916: ‘The proletariat . . . will protest decisively against all military
         coercion and will strive for a peace acceptable to the workers of all countries.’19

      
      Bolshevism did not replace Tsarism because it had deep roots among the workers. The Bolshevik Party had a large number of
         members in the summer of 1917, but those members had joined only recently and had a limited idea of what Bolshevism stood
         for. The leaders certainly did not see themselves as the democratic representatives of the membership. Bolshevik leaders,
         unencumbered by organisational traditions or a comprehensive body of theory, were able to adopt the flexible tactics that were crucial to the success of revolution and, more importantly, to the failure of
         counter-revolution. They allied with the very groups from which western European socialists were alienated (peasants and soldiers)
         and responded to events and seized power at a time that western European theorists would have said was premature. The determinism
         of western European socialism meant nothing in Russia. The Bolsheviks knew that they had to create circumstances rather than
         wait for them to arise.
      

      
   



      
      3

      
      THE GREAT WAR

      
      
      FOR THE BRITISH and the French, the Great War has a time and a place. It began in August 1914, and it ended with the armistice at 11 A.M. on 11 November 1918. It took place in Flanders and in eastern France (more specifically, British memories are dominated
         by the Battle of the Somme, while those of the French are dominated by that of Verdun). The war cost millions of pounds and
         millions of lives, but it did not cause much physical suffering to civilians. Indeed, the novelty of the Great War on the
         western front was that it was confined to such a small area and that casualties were almost exclusively caused by weapons
         (mostly artillery) rather than starvation and disease. It could be summed up with Pétain’s brutal platitude ‘le feu tue’.
      

      
      For other European countries, things were less clear. Spain, Sweden, Holland, Norway, Denmark and Switzerland did not participate.
         Italy, Bulgaria, Portugal and Greece joined the fighting between 1915 and 1917. Romania entered the war in August 1916, accepted
         an armistice with Germany in December 1917, and declared war again in November 1918. The Bolshevik government of Russia tried
         what Trotsky called ‘neither war nor peace’ before finally accepting the humiliating terms of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in March 1918. For Russia, as for much of central Europe, the formal end
         of war did not mean the end of fighting. Civil war, rebellion and repression continued into the 1920s.
      

      
      The nature of the war as well as its chronology were different away from the western front. For one thing, there was no single
         ‘eastern front’. Austrian troops fought against the Italians in the Alps and the Russians in Galicia. Turks held British and
         Australian troops on the beach at Gallipoli and fought Russian troops in the east of their country. Russian, Austrian and
         German armies often fought a war of movement, and large numbers of civilians were obliged to flee invading armies (as in Serbia)
         or were massacred (as in Turkey). Here, war did not just mean ‘le feu tue’. Disease and starvation ravaged the civilian population. The destruction of the war was not contained on the front line
         but spilt out until it led to the overthrow of a monarchy (in Germany), an empire (in Austria-Hungary) and an entire social
         order (in Russia). Examining why the war took such dramatically different forms in east and west helps to explain not only
         who won the war but also what legacy it left for Europe after 1918.
      

      
      Origins of war

      
      Ten years after the end of the war, the French historian Elie Halévy told an audience in Oxford that ‘what decided the German
         government to prepare for an eventual European War was a crisis that was brewing, not in the highly industrialised and capitalistic
         West, but among the primitive communities of the south-east of Europe. War came to the West from the East; it was forced upon
         the West by the East.’1

      
      This is a beguiling explanation. Britain, France and Germany were all industrialised countries with highly educated populations
         and more or less universal male suffrage. Why should states that were so well placed to calculate their interests rationally
         embark on a war that was to bring such destruction? Commercial links between the industrialised countries appeared to make
         their interests inseparable. In a famous book, published in 1909, Norman Angell had argued that the notion that any industrialised
         power could benefit from war was a ‘great illusion’.2 A Lloyd’s underwriter told the Committee of Imperial Defence that he would feel obliged to pay compensation if the Royal
         Navy sank a German ship.3

      
      The war began with the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria by Gavrilo Princip, a Bosnian Serb, and the subsequent
         Austrian attempt to impose humiliating conditions on Serbia, which was blamed for the assassination. Princip came from one
         of the most economically backward communities in Europe. Serbia was a country of fanaticism and violence (the previous king
         had been horribly murdered by nationalist officers in 1903). Austria-Hungary was also, by the standards of western Europe,
         economically backward and the Hungarian part of the monarchy was probably the least democratic state on the continent. Austrian
         officers had become increasingly worried by nationalist discontent in the years preceding 1914, and some had come to feel
         that war would offer a means to assert control over the Slavs, who seemed to threaten the Empire, and to restore the authority
         of the army.
      

      
      It is not, however, fair to say that the ‘primitive communities of the south-east of Europe’ caused European war in 1914.
         Princip himself told a prison psychiatrist in 1916 that he was horrified by the outcome of his actions. He and his accomplices
         were motivated by resentment at the status of Bosnia Herzegovina, which had been annexed by the Habsburg monarchy in 1908,
         as well as by bitterness at the poverty of the countryside that was their home and by the example of certain Russian anarchists.
         But they had no precise aims in mind. Princip himself resented his rejection for service in the Serbian army in the war of
         1913 (he was too small). More than anything else, he seemed to have wished to die a hero’s death. As it turned out, he was
         one of the few European men of his generation not to have a chance to die in combat.
      

      
      Princip and his associates had been supported by conspirators in the Serbian military, but the Serbian government had no desire
         for a war that would devastate the country. Far from being a nationalist fanatic, King Peter admired John Stuart Mill and
         had spent most of his life in Switzerland. Serbia did its best to appease the Austrians and only resisted when they insisted
         on conducting their own enquiries on Serbian soil.
      

      
      
      In truth, the actions of Serbia, Austria-Hungary and Russia cannot be explained without reference to those of the western
         powers. If war ‘came . . . from the East’, then it was sustained by the West. Austria-Hungary would never have acted as she
         did if Germany had not agreed (on 5–6 July) to give her support. Russia would not have mobilised if she had not been allied
         with France, which had provided many of the resources for Russian armament in the previous decade. Most important of all,
         the war started by Serbia, Austria-Hungary and Russia was not ‘the Great War’, the extremely destructive nature of which came
         from the very fact that it was fought by highly industrialised powers. In 1898, Ivan Bloch, a Russian banker, wrote a book
         that was published in English under the title Is War Now Impossible?, in which he argued that modern war was so destructive that no state could sustain it; starvation and economic collapse would
         bring it to an end. Bloch was, in large measure, right. The states of eastern and central Europe could not survive modern
         warfare. The only one that kept fighting until the armistice of 1918 was Austria-Hungary, kept in the war by pressure from
         her German ally. In central and eastern Europe, defeat meant general economic and social collapse, not simply the destruction
         of armies on the battlefield. Bloch was, however, wrong with regard to the western powers. Britain, France and (until 1918)
         Germany were able to sustain a war of unprecedented destruction, partly because much of the fighting was confined to a small
         area, and also because suffering was concentrated on a small group of the population (young men). Furthermore, the western
         powers benefited from high levels of industrialisation, organisation and education. They could manufacture huge quantities
         of munitions and transport them to the front. They could rely on the discipline instilled in their populations by education
         and compulsory military service. It was the bourgeoisie of western Europe that behaved in the most irrational way during the
         First World War, continuing to obey orders even when such obedience was certain to bring their death. It was the ‘primitive’
         peasant populations of eastern Europe who behaved most rationally – they deserted, allowed themselves to be taken prisoner
         or mutinied. The fact that the war proved so long and so destructive was the result of the ‘sophistication’ of western European
         societies, not the ‘primitive’ nature of east European ones.
      

      
      
      The nature of fighting

      
      On the western front, the Great War meant trenches. The Germans began with a rapid advance through Belgium into France, and
         the war was to finish with another burst of movement in 1918. In the intervening period, the two sides dug in and faced each
         other across distances that were sometimes so short that it was possible to lob hand grenades from one side to the other.
         Barbed wire, machine guns and the rapid fire of magazine rifles gave defenders an advantage.
      

      
      Conditions on the western front could be dangerous and squalid: one psychologist described treating a man who had been blown
         off his feet by a shell and had fallen on a decomposing corpse, so that his mouth filled with rotting entrails.4 However, no one endured such horrors all the time. There were long periods of calm between attacks, and conditions in the
         trenches, which seemed so awful to junior officers, may have seemed less shocking to those who had endured poverty and manual
         labour.
      

      
      In some respects, the conditions of the western front might even seem benign. In previous wars, especially those that had
         involved European troops fighting in unfamiliar climates far from hospitals, soldiers were more likely to die of disease than
         wounds: during the Italian campaign in Libya in 1911–12, 1,432 soldiers died as a result of enemy action, while 1,948 died
         of disease.5 On the western front, well-disciplined troops who were close to reasonably good medical facilities often enjoyed better health
         than they would have done at home. Less than one-tenth of deaths in the German army were due to disease.6 Army rations were generous: British recruits increased in height when put on a diet of corned beef, while French peasants,
         who would rarely have eaten meat before 1914, were now provided with up to half a kilogram per day.7

      
      War in the east was different from that in the west. Fighting was more mobile. A war that began with the Russian invasion
         of Germany finished with Germany holding territory in the Russian Empire that exceeded anything Hitler was to gain in the
         Second World War. The trench system in the east was never as well developed as that in the west. Lines were longer and more
         difficult to defend. The Russian army did not adopt effective techniques of trench warfare and its trenches often filled with water or collapsed. Defenders did not have the advantage that they had in the west: the Russians
         retreated 100 miles in 1915. The role of the cavalry illustrated the differences between the eastern and western fronts. In
         the west, it turned out to be almost useless, though this did not prevent cavalrymen from predominating among the generals
         who sent infantrymen to their deaths.8 On the eastern front, and in the various conflicts that followed in Russia and Poland, mounted soldiers had an important
         role, which may be why the Poles overestimated the value of such forces in 1939. Equipment for the Russian army was poor (some
         soldiers were not even provided with rifles and had to wait to pick one up from a dead comrade). Conditions were worse than
         in France. Food rotted. Disease and hunger as well as bullets claimed the lives of Russian, Austrian and Italian soldiers.
         During a single night in the Carpathian mountains, a Croat regiment lost 1,800 men to hypothermia.9

      
      
      Armies

      
      Why did soldiers put up with it? On the western front, troops often mocked their superiors and discreetly subverted orders,
         but they rarely rebelled outright. Part of the French army mutinied after a bloody offensive in 1917, but even this was more
         of a strike than an attempted revolution. Soldiers did not turn their weapons on senior officers or make contact with civilians;
         neither did they, on the whole, leave their posts. Many made it clear that they would defend their positions if the Germans
         attacked. The most important burst of ill discipline in the British army, at Étaples in 1917, was even more limited in its
         aims, directed against an unpopular training programme. Mutinies were more common at the end of the war, when troops were
         being demobilised, or among sailors who had barely seen combat than among soldiers facing the dangers of trench warfare.
      

      
      In part, soldiers at the front were controlled by brutal discipline. The British army shot several hundred deserters during
         the course of the war: families were told that the victims had been ‘killed in action’. The French shot fifty-five men after
         the mutinies of 1917. In the Italian army, men were executed for offences as trivial as smoking a pipe while on duty: Italian courts martial passed a total of 4,000 death sentences between 1915 and 1918 (750 of which were
         carried out).10 The nature of trench warfare made the exercise of discipline easier. The very fact that troops were stuck in one place made
         them relatively easy to control. If they moved in one direction they would be shot by the enemy, and if they attempted to
         fall back, they could be dealt with by reserve troops. Discipline in all armies deteriorated once troops were demobilised
         and moved away from the trenches (which had a particularly devastating impact on the countries that demobilised after defeat).
         However, fear of punishment alone cannot explain everything. The German army remained well disciplined despite the fact that
         penalties were comparatively light, while savage punishments in the Italian army did not prevent chronic desertion.
      

      
      The separation of soldiers and civilians was important to the maintenance of discipline in the west. Soldiers did not join
         workers’ strikes and, indeed, could be relied on to put such rebellions down. This willingness was rooted partly in a social
         separation: soldiers were mainly drawn from the peasantry or the lower middle class, while workers were often kept out of
         the war in order to maintain munitions production. Not surprisingly, soldiers resented those that they perceived as shirkers.
         The nature of fighting on the western front reinforced the separation, as soldiers were unlikely to encounter workers unless
         they had been sent to fight them. Reports from the Isère in France cast an interesting light on relations between civilians
         and soldiers. Protests against the war came from both groups, but the two never worked in concert. On the contrary, soldiers
         on leave who complained about the war excited animosity from civilians, while civilians who incited soldiers against the war
         were likely to be beaten up.11

      
      Armies were also held together by less obvious forces. Soldiers at the front had little reason to feel hostile to their immediate
         commanders, junior officers who probably ran even greater risks than themselves. The generalised hostility to distant staff
         officers may, by helping to bind men at the front together, have lessened the risk of mutiny. Patriotism played little role
         in the thinking of men at the front. The intercepted letters of French soldiers were written in terms of resignation rather
         than enthusiasm, and they looked forward to peace rather than victory. However, soldiers often felt a desire to defend territory, which was particularly strong on the
         part of those fighting on home ground. Such feelings account for the resonance of the defensive battle at Verdun and of Pétain’s
         phrase ‘They shall not pass’. It is significant that morale among French troops serving in Italy and the east was lower than
         that among troops in France. German troops were not, except briefly in 1914, fighting on home territory, but they too seem
         to have felt that defence was more legitimate than attack; German soldiers were more prone to remember the defensive battle
         that they had fought on the Somme than the offensive that they had waged at Verdun.12

      
      Discipline away from the western front was worse. Many soldiers in the Austrian, Italian and Russian armies did not feel that
         they were fighting a defensive war. Austro-Hungarian soldiers, as opposed to officers, regarded the Empire as an abstract
         concept that bore little relation to their own lives. Russian peasants were equally indifferent. Slav nationalism was a matter
         for the urban intelligentsia, and they did not believe that German forces threatened their own villages, hundreds of miles
         behind the lines.
      

      
      Non-commissioned officers were the linchpins of army discipline. British soldiers were forbidden to approach an officer without
         an NCO being present. The extent to which NCOs maintained their authority depended partly on military traditions, but also
         depended on the society from which such men were drawn. Most western European countries had a large reservoir of artisans,
         foremen, petty clerks and peasants with farms large enough to require the hiring of outside labour: 40 per cent of German
         NCOs were artisans. As such men had some experience of giving orders and of co-operating with their social superiors, it was
         relatively easy to turn them into corporals and sergeants. Russia, on the other hand, had few such people. Most of her soldiers
         were peasants and only 3 per cent of them hired labour.13 The Russian army had only one-third as many NCOs, as a proportion of its total size, as the German army.14 This lack does much to explain the fact that discipline in the Russian army was to break down so badly in 1917.
      

      
      The fluidity of war in Russia, central Europe and Italy meant that it was more difficult to contain desertion and disobedience.
         In the aftermath of defeat at Caporetto, more than 350,000 Italian deserters and refugees wandered around the countryside.15 In Austria-Hungary, hundreds of thousands of men deserted (44,000 were arrested in the first three months of 1918 alone).16 Far from being stuck in one place under close supervision, Russian soldiers often moved around the front line, and eventually
         away from it, as looting and ill discipline turned to desertion or mutiny.17

      
      Mobile warfare meant the capture of large numbers of prisoners, which contributed to desertion and low morale. The number
         of prisoners captured from the Habsburg army (2.2 million) was more than twelve times that of prisoners taken from the British
         army (170,389) and more than four times the number from the French (500,000).18
      
      Captured men constituted less than a tenth of total British casualties, but roughly a third of all casualties from the Habsburg
         army and more than half of all casualties in the Russian army: prisoners taken by Austria-Hungary or Russia endured harsh
         conditions because their captors were already short of food. Furthermore, commanders of some armies regarded their own soldiers
         who had been taken prisoner with suspicion (surrendering Russians were sometimes shelled by their own forces).19 The Italian government refused to provide adequate Red Cross parcels for its prisoners (100,000 out of 600,000 died in Austrian
         captivity).20 Returning prisoners were bitter, which caused particular problems in Austria-Hungary, where over half a million prisoners
         came back from Russia after the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in March 1918. Former prisoners had often been influenced by Bolshevik
         propaganda and Austrian authorities treated them with suspicion. Many deserted.21

      
      The anarchy of the eastern front was illustrated by the Czechoslovak corps, which was composed of men who had been in Russia
         in 1914 and had decided to fight with the Russians in the hope of liberating their homeland from Habsburg rule. Swelled by
         prisoners of war, their numbers reached 40,000 in March 1918. In May, members of the corps, waiting to be sent home, got into
         a brawl with Hungarian prisoners of war. The Soviet authorities attempted to disarm the Czechs, who fought back. Consequently
         Czech soldiers, who had initially wanted nothing other than to escape from Russia, became an important element of the anti-Bolshevik
         forces in the Russian Civil War.
      

      
      
      
      Politics

      
      The military exercised great power in most European countries before 1914 – ministers of war had often been soldiers – and
         the extent of this influence reached new heights in the early stages of the war. France was virtually under military rule
         for several months. Military legislation in France had been drawn up on the assumption that the army would advance into enemy
         territory, and when the Germans advanced into France large parts of the country were defined as ‘zones of military occupation’
         and ruled in a manner that had been devised for a conquered enemy. Military power was reinforced when the civilian government
         fled to Bordeaux to escape the invading Germans.22 In Great Britain, General Kitchener was Minister of War from 1914 to 1916. However, in both Britain and France the battle
         for control of the war was ultimately won by civilians. In France, Georges Clemenceau, a bitter critic of military tactics
         during the first three years of the war, became Prime Minister and Minister of War in 1917. A man of enormous energy, he was
         determined to assert his authority over the generals for whom, as a former Dreyfusard, he had no great respect. In Britain,
         a similar role was played by David Lloyd George, who became Prime Minister in December 1916. Like Clemenceau, Lloyd George
         had great self-confidence and the vestiges of a radical past that made him dubious about the generals’ capacity to win the
         war (though not about the desirability of their doing so). In Germany, civilian control was less effective – the military
         had been sheltered from parliamentary scrutiny by the influence of the Kaiser. When war broke out the Kaiser was elbowed aside
         and the generals gained a control over almost all areas of life that they did not relinquish until the very end of the war.
         Whereas Clemenceau and Lloyd George were flamboyant, dynamic men from outside the establishment, Georg Michaelis, who replaced
         Bethmann Hollweg as Chancellor in July 1917, was a colourless civil servant. Charles de Gaulle, observing affairs from the
         vantage point of a German prison camp, concluded that the need for civilian politicians to keep control of the military was
         the most important lesson of German failure in the war.
      

      
      Struggles over the war spilled out of Cabinet rooms. In Britain and France, popular politics played into the hands of effective democratic politicians such as Lloyd George and Clemenceau. In Germany matters were more complicated. The SPD became increasingly
         dubious about the war and eventually a group of socialists broke away to call for peace. Meanwhile the military establishment
         itself dabbled in popular politics. Vast quantities of official propaganda were distributed, and in 1917 Admiral von Tirpitz
         founded the Fatherland Party, which soon acquired 1.25 million members and overtook the SPD as the largest party. In Russia
         and Austria-Hungary popular politics were more threatening because a large part of the population was unsympathetic to the
         war.
      

      
      Popular politics raised the spectre of nationalism. Britain and France were little troubled by this. Bretons fought loyally
         for a state with which they did not even share a language – one was shot by his own comrades because of his inability to explain
         his presence behind the lines. Welsh speakers flooded into the British army after Lloyd George became Minister of Munitions
         and persuaded the chapels to abandon their opposition to the war. Only the Irish presented problems. Conscription was never
         introduced in Ireland, or in Australia, where much of the population was of Irish origin. At Easter 1916, the Germans gave
         some help to an unsuccessful rising in Dublin.
      

      
      In eastern Europe, things were different. The Austrian decision to enter the war was provoked partly by fear of nationalism.
         Some leaders of national minorities appreciated that the war gave them a chance to overthrow foreign domination: Tomáš Masaryk
         sought support in Britain and the United States for a new Czech state, while in Finland Carl Gustav Mannerheim, an officer
         trained in Russia, fought with the Russians. Poles had an awkward choice, because some of them lived in the Tsarist Empire
         while others lived in Austria-Hungary. Józef Piłsudski, another former Russian officer, fought with the Austro-Hungarian army
         for as long as he believed that to do so served Polish interests, but the Polish national democrats supported Russia against
         the Central Powers. Germany and Austria-Hungary declared themselves in favour of an independent Polish state in November 1916;
         in the summer of 1918, the Allies called for a broader state that would encompass parts of the Russian, German and Habsburg
         empires. The defeat of Russia, a multinational empire, and the entry into the war of America, a country populated largely
         by national minorities from the central European empires, meant that Britain and France were increasingly prone to present their war
         as one of national liberation.23

      
      
      Economic management

      
      Initially it was assumed that the war would be short and that economics would play little part in its outcome. The length
         of the war and the scale of resources deployed overturned this assumption, and the transformation of economic management was
         one of the most dramatic ways in which the war affected Europe.
      

      
      War production meant breaking with the pre-war tradition of laissez-faire. The state became the most important customer for
         many companies, which meant that the state itself underwent dramatic changes. In France, the total number of government servants
         increased from 800,000 in 1914 to 1.25 million by 1926.24

      
      Dealings with the state encouraged businessmen to develop new forms of organisation. In France, the Parisian metallurgical
         and mechanical producers grouped themselves together in 1917, and by the end of the war firms belonging to the association
         employed almost 200,000 workers. In Germany, 200 war associations, employing a total of 33,000 people, had been formed by
         1918.25 Firms bought shares in the associations, which then distributed scarce resources among their members. In the absence of a
         strong state, business could acquire great power. In France, during the early part of the war, the ironmasters’ association
         was granted the sole right to distribute iron and steel.26 In occupied Belgium, the Société Générale bank was so powerful that it effectively issued its own currency.
      

      
      Business did not always have things its own way. State bureaucracy became more powerful in all countries as the war went on,
         and trade unions could also limit activities. This was most conspicuous in Britain, where the engineering trade union imposed
         strict conditions under which new working practices would be permitted for the duration of the war. In France and Germany,
         union representatives gained ever greater influence in official bodies as the war went on. In Germany, ‘yellow’ unions, sponsored by employers, gained ground between 1915 and 1916, but thereafter independent unions
         increased their membership at a faster rate. The 1916 Auxiliary Service Law established factory committees to which union
         representatives were elected by secret ballot.27

      
      Particular trade union leaders, state bureaucrats and leaders of industrial syndicates often acquired such similar outlooks
         that they seemed to have been fused into a new industrial ruling class, espousing policies that did not fit the normal aims
         of governments, workers or industrialists. Men like the French minister Albert Thomas or the German industrialist-turned-civil
         servant Walther Rathenau dreamed of a new industrial order based on co-ordination and cooperation.
      

      
      Generally the companies that did well in the war were large, partly because the industries needed by a war economy had to
         operate on a large scale and also because large companies had the contacts, experience and personnel to gain from an organised
         economy. Some companies that profited from the war expanded dramatically – Renault became the largest company in France –
         while mergers brought firms together into larger conglomerations, such as the German chemicals combine, formed in 1916, that
         eventually became IG Farben. French legislation was eased to make the formation of cartels easier.28 Conversely, small businesses did badly, as they often produced consumer goods that were regarded as dispensable and lacked
         the means to lobby for protection. Half a million German artisans were drafted into the army, and one in three artisanal enterprises
         was shut down.29

      
      Countries that had neither an extensive industrial base nor traditions of organisation often found that economic mobilisation
         brought political instability. Italian industrialists who were unable to adapt to the restoration of liberalism supported
         Fascism in the early 1920s. In Russia, War Industry Committees sought a political power to match their economic one: Prince
         Lvov, the first head of the provisional government established after the February Revolution, had been a member of the central
         War Industry Committee.
      

      
      
      
      Civilians

      
      Civilian living standards varied from one combatant country to another and from one social group to another. Living standards
         held up best in Britain and France. France was probably the most agriculturally prosperous nation in Europe, though part of
         its most productive land had been taken over by battlefields, and Britain was able, for most of the time, to import food.
         British civilians were almost entirely spared the direct impact of enemy action, while for French civilians fighting was static
         and confined to a limited area: they did not face the marauding armies that had spread disease and requisitioned food in earlier
         wars. In Great Britain, life expectancy among civilians increased, while in France it remained at about the same level as
         before the war.30

      
      Civilians elsewhere had less happy experiences. Numerous strikes and disturbances throughout Europe in 1917 were provoked
         by food shortages: hunger was said to lie behind almost three-quarters of strikes in Austria.31 The diversion of resources away from agriculture, the poor harvests of 1916 and the British blockade of the Central Powers
         all reduced the amount of food available. Russia suffered because its railway system, overloaded by the demands of the army,
         failed to transport enough food to the cities, while Belgium faced the consequences of invasion and occupation by a power
         that was itself short of resources. A German who tried to live off official rations between November 1916 and May 1917 lost
         one-fifth of his body weight.32 Few Germans starved to death during this period, but hunger exacerbated other problems. Civilians wasted hours queuing or
         in complicated black market operations, changed their diet to include unpopular items such as turnips, and were made more
         vulnerable to infection (over 200,000 Germans died in the influenza epidemic of 1918).33

      
      The countries of central and eastern Europe suffered worst. Fighting was not confined to small areas, and the direct impact
         of the war on the civilian population was considerable. In Serbia, disease, famine and the movement of refugees resulted in
         terrible suffering throughout the population: one in ten Serbs died during a typhus epidemic. Half a million Serbs fled the
         Austrian advance in a march to the Adriatic, and almost half of them died on the journey.34 In Bulgaria, requisition of food by the German and Austrian armies in 1916 caused starvation,35 while in Poland 40,000 died of typhus.36

      
      The worst civilian suffering of all occurred in Turkey. The Armenian population, which the authorities believed to be sympathetic
         to the Russians, was subjected to ever increasing persecution. Armenians in the east of the country were caught in fighting
         between Turkish and Russian forces and around 200,000 were obliged to seek refuge in Russia. Others were massacred or had
         to undertake forced marches without food or water. By the end of 1916, foreign observers estimated that only about 600,000
         Armenians from a population of between 1,800,000 and 2,100,000 had survived.37

      
      Early in the war, workers, like other economic resources, were disregarded. Factories throughout Europe were drained of manpower
         by recruiting sergeants. Gradually, this changed. In France, 500,000 workers had returned from the front by the end of 1915,38 and in January 1916, the French metallurgy industry employed the same number of people as before the war. Some workers benefited
         from employers’ need to retain and motivate their staff at a time when labour was so scarce. In France, pay for armament workers
         increased faster than inflation, while that of other workers fell behind.
      

      
      The experience of peasants, the largest single social group in most European countries, was mixed. Generals in continental
         countries regarded peasants as the best soldiers, but in spite, or because, of this many peasants were hostile to war. Conservatives
         saw peasants as patriotic because they were rarely touched by socialist propaganda, but forgot that they were also often untouched
         by the nationalist propaganda that had been so widespread in cities before 1914. Many peasants regarded the state as an alien
         body with which they came into contact only when it collected taxes or conscripted their sons. The outbreak of war in 1914
         was particularly resented because it came immediately before the harvest.39

      
      Most evidence suggests that the countryside was unenthusiastic about, if not hostile to, mobilisation. The Belgian historian
         Pirenne described his country thus: ‘Almost all [volunteers] belonged to the urban population. The countryside only took a
         slight part in this movement. The moral commotion provoked by the war could not shake it as much as it did the intellectual and industrial classes, which were more sensitive, more nervous and more vulnerable
         to patriotic idealism and, furthermore, more directly affected by the brutal interruption of business and more intimately
         tied up with national life.’40
      
      Reports by French village schoolteachers showed the trepidation with which many peasants went to war. In Bulgaria, opposition
         to entry into the war was directed by the peasant leader Alexander Stamboliski.41

      
      Hostility to the war rarely translated into peasant support for revolution in western and central Europe. There was an economic
         reason for this. The price of food rose sharply because imports were lost and armies needed to feed large numbers of men.
         Furthermore, peasants often profited from inflation when paying off debt: in France, a large part of the 10–20 billion francs
         of agricultural debt owed in 1914 had been cleared by 1918.42 Peasants in Germany and Austria drew particular benefits from wartime inflation because they had often borrowed money to
         buy new equipment before the war: about 13 billion marks of agricultural debt was wiped out in the German inflation that began
         in the First World War and reached a peak in the early 1920s.43 Sharecroppers and tenants in Italy gained because they usually bought seed and fertiliser in the high season and paid their
         debts in arrears during the low season;44 they used wartime prosperity to buy land – the number of proprietors increased from 2.25 million in 1911 to over 4 million
         in 1921.45

      
      The fate of the Russian peasantry was quite different. The breakdown of the railway system for transporting grain to cities
         and the activities of rapacious middlemen prevented the peasants from benefiting from inflated food prices; indeed, the price
         for which they sold their food failed to keep up with the price of tools and other commodities. The collapse of rural industries
         also hurt the peasants. Furthermore, as the Russian peasantry had rarely borrowed money before 1914, because the commune system
         provided them little incentive to improve their land, peasants who were losing from inflation often retreated from the market
         economy altogether and resorted to subsistence farming. This exacerbated the food crisis in the cities that helped to spark
         revolution in 1917. In western and central Europe, peasants, who had derived at least some economic benefit from the war, fought for counter-revolution; in Russia, they remained indifferent or supported the Bolsheviks.
      

      
      
      Defeats

      
      In Russia, defeat and revolution went together. Defeat provoked mutiny, which in turn made defeat more likely. Major mutinies
         began in the autumn of 1916; the following February, soldiers joined riots and strikes that they had been sent to suppress.
         Generals persuaded the Tsar to abdicate, in the hope that this would make it easier to prosecute the war. Almost all major
         political leaders agreed that the war must be continued, the policy followed by the provisional government under Prince Lvov.
      

      
      In practice, the provisional government’s control of the army was weak, with many soldiers refusing to recognise the authority
         of their officers. The Petrograd Soviet, which claimed to represent workers of the capital, provided a rival for the government.
         Its ‘order number one’ called for the establishment of soldiers’ committees, and it declared that government orders were only
         valid if authorised by the Soviet. The Germans took advantage of the chaos by transporting Lenin, the most radical leader
         of the most radical party, the Bolsheviks, from Switzerland to Russia. Lenin’s arrival did not settle matters. In spite of
         ‘order number one’, the majority of members of the Petrograd Soviet did not want to displace the provisional government. However,
         in June and July, Alexander Kerensky, the Minister of War who became Prime Minister on 25 July, ordered an offensive in Galicia.
         The Russian army, which had done little fighting for the past year, was badly defeated, sustaining 200,000 casualties. Mutinous
         soldiers and sailors flooded into the capital in July, and in August General Kornilov sent troops into the city in an unsuccessful
         bid to restore order. Military discipline collapsed. General Alekseev admitted that, ‘practically speaking . . . we have no army’.46 In October 1917, Lenin and the Bolsheviks overthrew the provisional government with a pledge to secure peace. The Russians
         signed an armistice with Germany in December, and in March 1918 conceded vast tracts of territory under the terms of the Treaty
         of Brest-Litovsk.
      

      
      
      Germany’s defeat was less dramatic than that of Russia. It was a product of attrition. Efficient organisation could not disguise
         the fact that Germany had fewer resources than her opponents, especially after America joined the Allies. In 1918, it became
         clear that Germany would not be able to sustain the confrontation. Her response was to try to break out of trench warfare
         with an offensive in March 1918. Many of the military assumptions that had governed fighting on the western front for the
         past four years were abandoned. Both sides had been experimenting with new kinds of assault for some time: instead of using
         vast numbers of ordinary troops who staggered under the weight of their equipment, small numbers of soldiers were trained
         to move quickly using light weapons such as machine pistols. In 1916, the Germans established battalions of ‘storm troopers’
         to implement such techniques, and in 1918 offensive tactics were applied on a wider scale. One hundred divisions were allocated
         to defensive duties, while around seventy stronger divisions were allocated to an attack that was to be closely co-ordinated
         with artillery barrage, poison gas and the use of aircraft.
      

      
      The new tactics achieved striking results. Allied lines were driven back thirty miles and, for a time, the Germans seemed
         to threaten Paris, as they had in 1914. But the Germans became victims of their own success. Infantry troops were left exposed
         as artillery and machine guns were unable to keep up with them: German forces were ninety miles from their railheads. In addition,
         the Germans suffered from the very problems of shortage that had made them so keen to escape from a long war of attrition.
         They did not have enough men, a problem exacerbated by the fact that so many soldiers were tied down holding the vast territories
         in the east that Germany had acquired at Brest-Litovsk. Hunger and exhaustion sapped the energy of German troops, and half
         a million of them were incapacitated by Spanish influenza. The tight discipline that had marked static warfare on the western
         front began to break down as soldiers advanced so fast that they often lost contact with their officers.
      

      
      The Germans also fell victim to the strategic naïvety of their commander. Ludendorff wanted a rapid advance but was not sure
         what to do with it. He hesitated between driving the British forces back to the Channel or trying to take Paris, eventually
         opting for the latter. In July, the French commander, Marshal Foch, counterattacked. He too adopted more mobile tactics. Tanks – a weapon that the
         Germans had never really exploited – and planes were used, and fresh American troops were thrown into the battle. The Germans
         suffered 340,000 casualties. They retreated in chaos and, significantly, began to suffer from large-scale desertion.47 By mid-August, German leaders knew that the war was lost; by October, the Habsburg Empire was breaking up as subject peoples
         declared their independence and on 11 November the armistice ended fighting in the west.
      

      
      
      Conclusion

      
      The United States, Britain, France, Belgium, Italy, Romania, Serbia, Portugal and Greece were recognised as victors in the
         negotiations that took place after the end of the Great War; Germany, Austria-Hungary, the Ottoman Empire and Bulgaria were
         the losers. Russia took no part in post-war negotiations, and only part of the vast territories lost at Brest-Litovsk were
         restored to her. In purely territorial terms, the biggest winner was Romania, and several countries – Poland, Czechoslovakia
         and Yugoslavia – that had not existed in 1914 were created. In many respects, however, the emphasis on territory that dominated
         post-war discussions was a red herring. The country that most increased its power, the United States, gained no territory
         at all, while Britain gained no territory in Europe, and France acquired a comparatively small amount (Alsace and Lorraine).
      

      
      The real questions concerned the internal orders of European countries, and the answers to such questions transcended national
         frontiers. Some workers, peasants and large-scale industrialists drew economic benefits from the war, while artisans and rentiers
         lost out. In each of these cases, however, economic gains were matched by physical losses caused by the war itself (in the
         case of the peasantry) or by the political instability that followed the war.
      

      
      
      

      Table 2: Military Deaths in the First World War

      

	  
         
         
            
            	France
            
            	1,398,000
            
            	Belgium
            
            	38,000
            
         

         
         
            
            	Italy
            
            	578,000
            
            	Portugal
            
            	7,000
            
         

         
         
            
            	Britain
            
            	723,000
            
            	Romania
            
            	250,000
            
         

         
         
            
            	Serbia
            
            	278,000
            
            	Greece
            
            	26,000
            
         

         
         
            
            	Russia
            
            	1,811,000
            
            	Bulgaria
            
            	88,000
            
         

         
         
            
            	Germany
            
            	2,037,000
            
            	Austria-Hungary
            
            	1,100,000
            
         

         
         
            
            	Turkey
            
            	804,000
            
            	
            
            	
            
         

         
      

	  

      
      Source: Niall Ferguson, The Pity of War (1998), p. 295. This table includes military deaths from disease as well as action but not civilian deaths.
      

	  

      If national interest and internal order are considered together, then the winners and losers of the First World War are redefined.
         Romania may have been the largest gainer in terms of land, but she can hardly be said to have gained prosperity or political
         stability following 1919.
      Italy was also destabilised, not only because the gains that she made from participation in the war were less than her leaders
         had hoped for, but also because the war had imposed such social and economic strains. Austria-Hungary saw both the break-up
         of the empire and social turmoil, which led briefly to Bolshevik revolution in Budapest. Germany’s experience was more mixed.
         In some ways, German society held together remarkably well: soldiers did not mutiny before November 1918, and workers did
         not rebel. German economic organisation was good. On the other hand, Germany’s inability to support a long war of attrition
         was reflected in inflation and, eventually, famine. Defeat and demobilisation brought a breakdown of the order that had been
         preserved for the previous four years and was reflected in the loss of equipment. During 1918 and 1919, 1,895,000 rifles,
         8,542 machine guns and 4,000 trench mortars went missing.48 However, in Germany the overthrow of the old order was primarily political – the deposition of the Kaiser. It did not involve
         the destruction of entire classes, as in Russia. Many of the foundations on which the German war effort was built (such as
         the compromise between large-scale industry, organised labour and the army) survived until 1933, and perhaps beyond.
      

      
      The upheaval of war did not always end with the armistice. In Russia, 1.8 million died fighting the Central Powers compared
         with around 5 million who died in the famine of 1921–22.49 The continued Allied blockade ensured that the suffering of German civilians between November 1918 and the conclusion of the peace treaty in 1919 was probably greater than it had been during the war
         itself. The long-term impact of wartime expenditure was often reflected in postwar inflation, notably that which racked Germany
         in 1923.
      

      
      In terms of the damage they sustained, Britain and France got off comparatively lightly from the Great War. There was no revolution,
         no hyper-inflation, no starvation and no plague. In some ways, of course, such a conclusion merely reveals how badly everyone
         suffered. Britain and France may have endured less than other European participants, but they still lost more men between
         1914 and 1918 than in any other war in history (respectively 1.6 per cent and 3.4 per cent of their populations).50 Many French people concluded that the rapid defeat of the Franco-Prussian War had been less unpleasant than the slow victory
         of the Great War, and this does much to explain their behaviour in June 1940.
      

      
      The suggestion that Britain and France lost least from the Great War seems odd in view of the intense public regret about
         the war expressed in both countries during the 1920s and 1930s. In part, such regret springs from the very sense that the
         war was divided from ‘normal life’. Soldiers were bitter about suffering that contrasted so sharply with the relative tranquillity
         of civilian life. For Russians, the war was merely one element in a period of upheaval that lasted from at least 1905 until
         at least 1953; in Britain, by contrast, it seemed like an avoidable parenthesis.
      

      
      For the British, the war had been essentially defensive. It had been designed to preserve the status quo. Since they had nothing
         to gain, even victory was bound in the long run to seem like the beginning of decline. This was particularly true in terms
         of overseas empire. Britain commanded even larger areas after 1919 than she had before 1914, but the war sapped her economic
         capacity to maintain such a position.
      

      
      In social terms, the British and the French bourgeoisie had special reason to regret the war because it destroyed the stable
         world of secure investments and low inflation that many of them – those most likely to record their experience in writing
         – had enjoyed before 1914. In eastern and central Europe, by contrast, the drama of the First World War meant that people
         were less likely to look back on the pre-1914 world with nostalgia. It had brought a new world into being, and the old world was now unimaginable. The end of the war did not bring a return to ‘normal’, because ‘normality’ had been
         destroyed. A leader of the German SA wrote that his comrades ‘marched on to the battlefields of the post-war world just as
         we had gone into battle on the western front’.51 A Hungarian politician, discussing the prospect that his country’s anti-Semitism might attract international disapproval,
         remarked, ‘If we’ll be accused of being inhuman, or reactionary, these slogans will not move us anymore. The best values of
         the Hungarian nation have been burnt in the fire of world conflagration.’52 Fascists, Bolsheviks, Nazis and nationalists in the newly created states had all suffered in the war, but they knew that
         the institutions, movements and states that they supported had come out of that war. The British dreamed of a highly mythologised
         pre-war idyll in which the clock was stopped at ten to three. For most of Europe, the clock could never be stopped, and the
         only way forward was into new violence that would often dwarf that of 1914–18.
      

      
   



      
      PART II

From One War
to Another
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      IN THE LATE summer of 1940, Europe was at peace. Hitler’s victories in Poland, Scandinavia, the Low Countries and France had been decisive.
         The settlement of the Franco-German dispute, which had overshadowed Europe since 1870, was particularly important, and the
         armistice that ended French resistance was designed to recall Germany’s humiliation twenty-one years earlier. However, the
         two events were very different. France’s new government, headed by its most famous soldier and including the commander-in-chief
         of the defeated army, accepted the consequences of defeat and genuinely wanted to co-operate with Germany. Only Charles de
         Gaulle, a junior general of notorious eccentricity, dissented.
      

      
      German occupation policy in the part of France that she controlled and in the rest of western Europe was sufficiently restrained
         to avoid provoking resistance. Her occupation policy in Poland was sufficiently ruthless to make it clear that no resistance
         would be tolerated. The squabbling states of eastern Europe were now overshadowed by a single great power that could arbitrate
         between them, and the problem of national minorities that had dogged Europe since the Paris peace settlements was to be solved by huge deportations: ethnic Germans were to be brought into the frontiers of an enlarged
         Reich; Poles were to be pushed east; the Jews were to be sent first into eastern Poland, and later, perhaps, to Madagascar.
         Hundreds of thousands were bound to die in these operations, but no one had come up with a better solution (and, indeed, mass
         deportation was to be adopted by the victorious Allies in 1945). It was clear that Germany would have to seal her victory
         by fighting the Soviet Union but, given the ease of her victories against martial nations such as Poland and France, defeat
         of the Bolsheviks did not seem difficult. For the time being, the only conflict in Europe was a small war between Britain
         and Germany. This merely reflected, as Primo Levi pointed out, the fact that the British ruling class was too stupid to know
         that it was beaten. In any case, the war was fought almost entirely in the air and caused few casualties.
      

      
      Of course, for those who know what came after 1941, the lines above seem shocking, but the idea that Europe was at peace in
         1940 is no more bizarre than the notion that it had been at peace during what historians call the ‘inter-war’ period. There
         were wars between European states between 1919 and 1939 (Greece fought Turkey and Poland fought Lithuania) as well as occasions
         when troops from one country entered another without declaration of war (the Franco-Belgian invasion of the Ruhr and the Romanian
         intervention against the revolutionary government in Hungary), and there were at least three full-scale civil wars (in Russia,
         Finland and Spain). For the British, war ended in November 1918 and began again in September 1939, but in Russia, Poland,
         Germany, Hungary, Romania and Spain there was fighting for much of the intervening period. In central Europe, the upheaval
         of the First World War did not end with the armistice. Equally, 1939 did not necessarily mark the beginning of world war.
         For Spaniards it was the year in which war ended, and for Czechs it simply marked the last stage in Hitler’s bloodless and
         uncontested takeover of their country. Russians remember the war of 1941 to 1945; French conservatives remember the war of
         1939 to 1940.
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