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Preface

T'he road to power for nation-states in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries lay along the path of technological advance. By
the late nineteenth century the Industrial Revolution had trans-
formed western Europe and endowed it with the machine superiority
that enabled it to gain control over previously unyielding territories in
distant corners of the globe. The age was marked by grandiose under-
takings in the quest for wealth, glory, and power—Cecil Rhodes in the
Cape Colony, Leopold II in the Congo, Ferdinand de Lesseps in the
Suez and Panama, and large-scale railroad building everywhere.

Railroads were tangible symbols of prestige, progress, and power.
Along with many other nations, Russia admired the transcontinental
railroads of the United States and Canada and kept abreast of plans for
railroads that would cut swaths through Brazil and Africa and span
Eurasia from England to India. It seemed that nothing less than
Russia's strength at home and standing in the world depended on the
successful completion of its own transcontinental, the Siberian Rail-
road.

The construction of the Trans-Siberian was the most ambitious
venture of late imperial Russia and one of the most extensive peaceful
projects ever undertaken in the history of the world. This is the
biography of that railroad, whose history tells us something about the
era in which it was born. It also adds a new dimension to our under-
standing of the great statesman of turn-of-the-century Russia, Minis-
ter of Finance Sergei Witte, the individual most responsible for bring-
ing the railroad into existence.

The book has its origins in my desire to understand the place of

xi
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Siberia in Russian political and economic life. As a glance at the map
will show, Siberia was (and still is) the largest territorial entity of the
Russian empire; yet relatively little is known about it or its role in
Russian history. The book's second purpose is to contribute to an
understanding of the characteristics of Russian economic develop-
ment, which in many respects seem to diverge from those apparent in
Europe and America. The two goals are conjoined, for Siberia was the
experimental ground for the first comprehensive economic develop-
ment scheme in Russian history. The key to the scheme was the
Siberian Railroad, one of the major undertakings of the state in the
process of modernization.

This volume is the only history of an individual tsarist industrial
enterprise. A narrative case study of this sort seems better able to
reveal the nature and quality of Russian economic activity than a
statistical work that infers from Russia’s high growth rates and other
indices a pattern of development similar to that of the West. Rather
than look at an impressively stocked display case, as quantitative
studies tend to do, I have stepped inside the store—and found it
barren.

Despite Witte's propaganda, this railroad in the Siberian frontier
was surrounded by none of the romance that still clings to the trans-
continentals in the United States. The Trans-Siberian was a shabby
bureaucratic affair, and its cost, for a poor country, was staggering.
Historians have often portrayed the Russian state as vigorous and
singularly effective in developing the country. But I have found the
opposite to be closer to the truth. The findings of this investigation
compel us to reassess the performance of both the state and Witte in
the drive to modernize Russia.

The story of the railroad reveals that economic development was to
serve first and foremost a political purpose: it was intended to main-
tain the external and internal power of Russia’s autocracy. Commerce,
industry, and economic growth were not ends in themselves; they
were subordinated to the necessities of state. The reason had to do
with the weight of historical tradition, but also with the particular task
at hand—the necessity of filling the vacuum of vast Siberia.

Because of Russia's distinctive geography, its economic history was
cast in a different mold from that of densely populated western Eu-
rope. Economic development fulfilled a more rudimentary function in
Russia than it did in the West. Its purpose, in Asian Russia especially,
was to colonize, to settle “empty” territory, something that Europe
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had accomplished centuries earlier. In this sense the Trans-Siberian
project was a continuation of the colonizing process that the pre-
revolutionary historian V. O. Kliuchevskii portrayed as the main thrust
of Russian history.

The files pertaining to the Committee of the Siberian Railroad are
located in the Central State Historical Archive (TsGIA) in Leningrad
and remain off limits to Western scholars, despite glasnost. For-
tunately, many of the sources in these files are located in other
repositories, which willingly made their holdings available to me. For
providing me with crucial unpublished sources I thank the Institute
for Scientific Information in the Social Sciences (INION) in Moscow
and the Scientific-Technical Library of the Leningrad Institute of
Transport Engineers (LIIZhT), where I had the pleasure of working for
six weeks. I also found valuable materials in Moscow in the Central
State Historical Archive of the October Revolution (TsGAOR) and the
Lenin Library, and in Leningrad in the Library of the Academy of
Sciences (BAN) and the Saltykov-Shchedrin Library. I am grateful to
the staffs of all these institutions for their assistance.

American institutions also deserve credit for their significant contri-
butions to the book. I was fortunate to be able to make use of the
outstanding collections at Harvard's Widener Library, the Harvard
Law Library, the Library of Congress, and the University of Illinois
Library in Urbana. The efficient interlibrary loan office of Clemson
University helped to lessen the distance between the Blue Ridge
foothills and the major libraries of the country. My research could not
have been done without the financial support of the International
Research and Exchanges Board (IREX).

My work benefited greatly from the advice and assistance of Harley
and Marjorie Balzer, Jane Burbank, Lawrence Estaville, Loren Graham,
Paul Vladimir Gregory, Patricia and David Herlihy, Sergei Lebedev
(Institute of History, Academy of Sciences, Leningrad), Michael Ochs,
Patricia Polansky, and A. L. Solov'eva (Institute of History, Academy of
Sciences, Moscow). Susan Mefferd drew the maps.

I am deeply indebted to the people who read the manuscript in its
various guises and gave me constructive criticism: Richard M. Hay-
wood, Frederick Suppe, David Nicholas, Aviel Roshwald, Robert N.
North, Walter M. Pintner, John J. Stephan, and Robert Valliant. John G.
Ackerman and his staff at Cornell University Press, especially Barbara
Salazar, strengthened the book considerably.



xvi  Abbreviations

OKIPP

PSZA!
SP
TIRTO

TKIM

TKIM(VP)

TOSRPT

TsGAOR
Zas.

ZhdD
ZhKSZhD
ZhMPS

“Otchet vysochaishe uchrezhdennoi komissii dlia issledovaniia
prichin pereraskhodov po sooruzheniiu sibirskoi i perm’-kot-
lasskoi zheleznykh dorog”

Polnoe sobranie zakonov rossiiskoi imperii
Soedinennoe Prisutstvie

Trudy kommissii [sic) imperatorskogo russkogo tekhnicheskogo
obshchestva po voprosu o zheleznoi doroge cherez vsiu Sibir’,
1889-1890 gg.

“Trudy vysochaishe uchrezhdennoi komissii dlia issledovaniia
na meste dela sooruzheniia sibirskoi zheleznoi dorogi”

“Trudy vostochnoi podkomissii vysochaishe uchrezhdennoi
komissii dlia issledovaniia na meste dela sooruzheniia sibirskoi
zheleznoi dorogi”

Trudy obshchestva dlia sodeistviia russkoi promyshlennosti i tor-
govle

Tsentral'nyi Gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv Oktiabr’'skoi Revoliutsii
zasedanie

Zheleznodorozhnoe delo

“Zhurnaly komiteta sibirskoi zheleznoi dorogi”

Zhurnal ministerstva putei soobshcheniia



Note on Transliteration
and Dates

In transliterating Russian words I have sacrificed consis-
tency for familiarity by using the Library of Congress system (without
diacritical marks) in general but spelling well-known names and
terms (such as Reutern, Witte, and oblast) in accordance with popular
usage.

Dates given in the text conform to the Julian or old-style calendar in
use before February 1918, when the Soviet government adopted the
Gregorian calendar. The Russian calendar lagged twelve days behind
that of the West in the nineteenth century, thirteen days by 1917.
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Russian Measurements

1 desiatin = 2.7 acres

1 pud 36.11 pounds

1 ruble 50 US. cents in 1900
1 verst = 0.66 mile

xviii



Cast of
Major Characters

Only relevant offices and dates of tenure are given.

A. A. Abaza State Comptroller, 1871-1874; chairman of State Coun-
cil's Department of the State Economy, 1874-1880 and 1884-1892;
Minister of Finance, 1880-1881.

Alexander I Emperor, 1801-1825.

Alexander I Emperor, 1855-1881.

Alexander III Emperor, 1881-1894.

M. N. Annenkov Chief of War Ministry’s Department for Rail Trans-
port of Troops and Military Freight; administrator of Baranov Com-
mission, 1876-1884; chief of construction, Transcaspian Railroad,
1880—-1888.

D. G. Anuchin Governor General of Eastern Siberia, 1879-1885.

N.Kh. Bunge Minister of Finance, 1881-1887; chairman of Commit-
tee of Ministers, 1887-1895; vice chairman of Committee of Siberian
Railroad, 1893-1895.

Catherine II (the Great) Empress, 1762—-1796.

N. M. Chikhachev Minister of the Navy, 1888—-1896.

L.N.Durnovo Minister of the Interior, 1889-1895; chairman of Com-
mittee of Ministers, 1895-1903.

A. S. Ermolov Minister of State Domains (after 1894 Agriculture),
1893-1905.

T. L. Filippov State Comptroller, 1889-1899.

N. K. Giers Director of Foreign Ministry's Asian Department, 1875-
1882; Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1882-1895.

A. I. Giubbenet Deputy Minister of Transport, 1880—-1885; Minister
of Transport, 1889-1892.

xix



xx Cast of Major Characters

P. D. Gorchakov Governor General of Western Siberia, 1836-1851.

I. L. Goremykin Minister of the Interior, 1895-1899.

S.A.Greig State Comptroller, 1874—1878; Minister of Finance, 1878-
1880.

A.P.Ignat'ev Governor General of Eastern Siberia (renamed Irkutsk
after 1887), 1885-1889.

A. P. Izvol'skii Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1906-1910.

E. F. Kankrin Minister of Finance, 1823-1844.

K. P. Kaufman Governor General of Turkestan, 1867-1882.

M. I. Khilkov Minister of Transport, 1895-1905.

V. N. Kokovtsov Minister of Finance, 1904-1905, 1906-1914.

A.N. Korf Governor General of Priamur’e, 1884-1893.

A. K. Krivoshein Minister of Transport, 1892-1894.

A. N. Kulomzin Administrator of Committee of Ministers, 1883—
1902; administrator of Committee of Siberian Railroad, 1893-1902;
chairman of Committee of Siberian Railroad’s Auxiliary Enterprises
Commission.

A. N. Kuropatkin Minister of War, 1898-1904.

V. N. Lamzdorf Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1900-1906.

M. T. Loris-Melikov Minister of the Interior, 1880-1881.

P. P. Mel'nikov Minister of Transport, 1865—1869.

D. A. Miliutin Minister of War, 1861-1881.

M. N. Murav'ev Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1897-1900.

N. N. Murav'ev (-Amurskii) Governor General of Eastern Siberia,
1847-1861.

N. V. Murav’'ev Minister of Justice, 1894—-1905.

Nicholas I Emperor, 1825-1855.

Nicholas II Chairman of Committee of Siberian Railroad, 1893-
1905; Emperor, 1894-1917.

M. N. Ostrovskii Minister of State Domains, 1881-1893.

G. E. Pauker Minister of Transport, 1888—1889.

V. K. Plehve Minister of the Interior, 1902—-1904.

K. P. Pobedonostsev Procurator of the Holy Synod, 1880-1905.

A. A. Polovtsov State Secretary (State Council), 1883-1892.

K. N. Pos’'et Minister of Transport, 1874-1888.

G. A. Potemkin Viceroy of New Russia, 1775-1791.

M. Kh. Reutern Minister of Finance, 1862-1878; chairman of Com-
mittee of Ministers, 1881-1887.

N. K. Schaffhausen Minister of Transport, 1906—-1909.

J. J. Sievers Viceroy of Novgorod province, 1776-1781; Viceroy of
Pskov province, 1777-1781.



Cast of Major Characters  xxi

D. 8. Sipiagin Minister of the Interior, 1899-1902.

D. M. Sol’skii State Comptroller, 1878-1889; chairman of State
Council’s Department of the State Economy, 1893-1905.

M. M. Speranskii State Secretary (State Council), 1810-1812; Gover-
nor General of Siberia, 1819-1821.

D. I. Subbotich Army Chief of Staff in Kwantung region, 1899-1901;
Governor General of Priamur’e, 1902-1903.

F. G. Terner Deputy Minister of Finance, 1887-1892.

D. A. Tolstoi Minister of the Interior, 1882—-1889.

P. F. Unterberger Governor General of Priamur’e, 1905-1910.

P. A. Valuev Minister of the Interior, 1861-1868; chairman of Com-
mittee of Ministers, 1879—1881.

P. S. Vannovskii Minister of War, 1881-1898.

I. A. Vyshnegradskii Minister of Finance, 1887-1892.

S.Iu. Witte Director of Ministry of Finance's Department of Railroad
Affairs, 1889-1892; Minister of Transport, 1892; Minister of Finance,
1892-1903.






Road to Power






Introduction

Alexander 111 devoted his reign to strengthening the pres-
ence of the state within its own territory by acting to counter both
revolutionary activity and the empire’s centrifugal tendency. His rem-
edies for what conservatives had diagnosed as a national illness were
large doses of Russification and curtailment of the Great Reforms.
Essential for the nation's recovery was the construction of a railroad
through Siberia. Although Alexander did not live to see its completion,
that railroad came to symbolize his reign: incised on his monument
was the epithet “Builder of the Trans-Siberian Railroad.?

As a political railroad, the Trans-Siberian was a product of its times.
Other nations dreamed up whole railroad networks to serve political
purposes. Railroads were essential to the organization and unification
of the territories of the United States, Canada, Germany, Italy, and
Turkey .2 The colonial masters of India and Africa turned to railroads

1. V. V. Shulgin, The Years: Memoirs of a Member of the Russian Duma, 1906-1917,
trans. Tanya Davis (New York, 1984), 84.

2. On the United States and Canada, see L. Girard, "“Transport,” in The Cambridge
Economic History of Europe, vol. 6, pt. 1, ed. H. J. Habakkuk and M. Postan (Cambridge,
1965), 231-232, 254; Leonard Bertram Irwin, Pacific Railways and Nationalism in the
Canadian-American Northwest, 1845-1873 (Philadelphia, 1939). On railroads and Ger-
man unification, see . Iu. Witte, Printsipy zheleznodorozhnvkh tarifov po perevozke
gruzov, 3d ed. (St. Petersburg, 1910), 83-84, 219. On Cavour's nationalism and Italian
railroads, see Andrew Wingate, Railway Building in Italv before Unification, Centre for
the Advanced Study of Italian Society, Occasional Papers no. 3 (Reading, 1970}, 5-6, 12—
14. On Turkey, see Orhan Conker, Les Chemins de fer en Turquie et la politique
ferroviaire turque (Paris, 1935). That Russians viewed the Canadian-Pacific Railway in
purely political terms is obvious from the sources. See, e.g., TIRTO 6:11.

1



2 Road to Power

partially to consolidate their political control.? In none of these cases,
however, was the nonpolitical or “private-industrial character of rail-
roads,” to quote Sergei Witte, subordinated to state purposes as it was
in Russia by the time of Alexander III. The Siberian Railroad in particu-
lar was built for “military-political reasons.”* In Alexander's reign
economic policy was characterized by the increasing intervention of
the state in the nation’s economy, which the tsar came to consider
almost exclusively in political terms.5

The predominance of the state in Russian economic life had histor-
ical roots. Russia was endowed with a large but inaccessible and
unproviding terrain, whose resources were scattered on the periph-
ery. The needs of the military thwarted the development of autono-
mous social forces that might have competed for these scarce re-
sources. Serfdom strengthened the state’s hand in the economy,
limiting as it did the internal market and requiring the state to stimu-
late market demand and create an industrial labor supply. As a long-

3. See Daniel R. Headrick, The Tools of Empire: Technology and European Imperial-
ism in the Nineteenth Century (New York, 1981), chaps. 13 and 14. See also J. N. West-
wood, Railways of India (London, 1974), and Charles Miller, The Lunatic Express: An
Entertainment in Imperialism (New York, 1971).

4.5.Iu. Witte, “Nekotorye soobrazheniia o prichinakh defitsitnosti russkoi zhelezno-
dorozhnoi seti,” ZhdD, 1910, nos. 17-18: 90, 92. As Robert William Fogel points out,
although political motives were important in the creation of the American transconti-
nentals, economic considerations were primary (The Union Pacific Railroad: A Case in
Premature Enterprise [Baltimore, 1960], 232-235).

5. Surprisingly, the Trans-Siberian has received little attention from historians. In
the West the only previous historical work on the subject is Harmon Tupper's To the
Great Ocean: Siberia and the Trans-Siberian Railway (Boston, 1965), an indiscriminate, if
entertaining, ramble through Siberian history. Where the railroad is concerned, Tupper
uncritically accepts the word of official sources. For my purposes, his book was most
valuable for its assimilation of a great deal of the literature on the construction of the
railroad. An earlier article by P. E. Garbutt devotes but a few pages to the railroad before
the revolution, based on one official source (“The Trans-Siberian Railway,” Journal of
Transport History 1 [November 1954): 238—249). The Trans-Siberian does have a Soviet
historian, V. F. Borzunov, who has published his research on the early projects for the
railroad, its economic impact, and its work force. He has also written a massive three-
volume doctoral dissertation that is more comprehensive (“Istoriia sozdaniia trans-
sibirskoi zheleznodorozhnoi magistrali XIX-nachala XX w." 3 vols. [Tomskii Gos-
udarstvennyi Universitet, 1972)). Fully half of the dissertation is devoted to the "strug-
gle" for building and supply contracts on the railroad, which he details in apocalyptic
tones; I see in this conflict the more mundane bidding that normally accompanies a
construction job in the capitalist world. His world view does not permit him to see how
capitalist enterprise works or what is unique about this railroad. He has made some
valuable comments, which I do not hesitate to accept, and he brings to light important
archival materials. But his dissertation, like his other works, is clothed in an ungainly
suit of Marxism-Leninism, which does not do justice to the actual dimensions of the
subject.
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term result, the state's active involvement in industrialization was
essential to make up for the lack of capital available in the country &

With Russia’s defeat in the Crimean War by a coalition of European
powers, a crisis of confidence struck the Russian polity, and major
changes were called for in its political and economic life. With the
emancipation of the serfs and the Great Reforms introduced by Alex-
ander II, Russia entered a period of economic ferment and growth,
fueled by a new, if short-lived, laissez-faire attitude toward the econ-
omy. The economic life of the country in this period was presided
over by the liberal ministers of finance M. Kh. Reutern, S. A. Greig, and
A. A. Abaza, who believed that government ought to stabilize the
currency, improve the balance of payments, and maintain strict bud-
getary rules, but otherwise should interfere only minimally with pri-
vate enterprise to avoid stifling it. These ministers ran the Ministry o.
Finance cautiously rather than aggressively, in accordance with their
temperaments as political moderates. Their policies found expres-
sion in the establishment of the State Bank, in their encouragement o.
private railroad building in the 1860s and 1870s, and in low import
tariffs—all intended to create conditions in which private initiative
could flourish.”

Doubts about the new liberal policies of the government began tc
surface almost as soon as they were announced. Events within the
country—the attempted assassination of the tsar, the growth of revo-
lutionary activism in the universities, peasant unrest, and the Polish
revolt—brought out the instinctive conservatism of Russian officials,
who reacted by watering down the reforms and attempting to curb
the autonomous political life of the country ®

From Europe, too, came a shock that affected Russia almost as
profoundly as had the Crimean War. At the Congress of Berlin in 1878

6. Olga Crisp, Studies in the Russian Economy before 1914 (London, 1976), 7-12; W. O.
Henderson, The Industrial Revolution in Europe: Germany, France, Russia, 1815-191-.
(Chicago, 1961), 2, 229.

7. Crisp, Studies, 22—-23; Gerhart von Schulze-Gavernitz, Volkswirtschaftliche Studien
aus RufSland (Leipzig, 1899), 175; L. E. Shepelev, Tsarizm i burzhuaziia vo vtoroi polovine
XIX veka: Problemy torgovo-promyshlennoi politiki (Leningrad, 1981), 68-133; P. A
Zaionchkovskii, The Russian Autocracy in Crisis, 1878—1882, trans. Gary M. Hamburg
(Gulf Breeze, Fla,, 1979), 159.

8. Zaionchkovskii, Russian Autocracy, 304—305; Dietrich Geyer, Russian Imperialism:
The Interaction of Domestic and Foreign Policy, 1860-1914, trans. Bruce Little (New
Haven, 1987}, 22-23. The extent to which the doctrine of free trade ever actuall
informed policy has been questioned by I. F. Gindin in his Gosudarstvennvi bank i
ekonomicheskaia politika tsarskogo pravitel'stva (1861-1892 goda) (Moscow, 1960}, 47—
48, 73.
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Russia was forced to renounce the advantageous Treaty of San
Stefano, which it had imposed on the Ottoman Empire after the
Russo-Turkish War. Humiliation and isolation followed, breeding re-
sentment of Europe in general and of Germany in particular. The tsar
described the congress as “a European coalition against Russia under
the leadership of Prince Bismarck."® Russia seemed to have lost con-
trol at home and abroad. As Minister of the Interior P. A. Valuev wrote,
“the organism of the state either develops or decays; there is no
middle course.”1® In other words, if order and authority were not
restored, the realm would soon fall apart.

The assassination of Alexander II in 1881 only confirmed what was
already in process: the rejection of the liberal, Westernizing ethos of
the Great Reforms. Under Alexander III, bureaucratic Russia would
attempt to return to the conservative, centralizing principles of gover-
nance that had been at the heart of Nicholas I's reign.!* Nationalism
became the official direction of policy after the war. The government
and its conservative ideologues rejected liberal, European values for
the supposedly less atomistic, more communal and authority-based
values that they saw as specifically Russian. They repudiated eco-
nomic individualism and unhindered competition on the same
grounds.12

Like Nicholas I after the Decembrist revolt, Alexander III was deter-
mined to assert his absolute personal control over every aspect of his
country's life. One by one, Alexander III removed members of his
father’s cabinet and replaced them with extreme conservatives. The
only credential required was approval by the quartet of K. P. Pobedo-
nostsev, V. P. Meshcherskii, M. N. Katkov, and D. A. Tolstoi.! These
were no Slavophile conservatives with a romantic yearning for a re-
turn to the ways of pre-Petrine Muscovy; the reactionaries of Alex-

9. Quoted in C.J. H. Hayes, A Generation of Materialism, 1871-1900 (New York, 1941),
34.

10. Quoted in S. Frederick Starr, Decentralization and Self-government in Russia,
1830-1870 (Princeton, 1972), 341.

11. Starr contends that this development was influenced by Bismarck's unification of
Germany, which had its admirers in the Russian government, and by the contemporary
perception, best expressed by the philosopher Nikolai Danilevskii and the Pan-Slavs,
that unification and internal strength were necessary if Russia was to prevail in the
fierce competition between nation-states (ibid., 340-342).

12. Schulze-Giivernitz, Volkswirtschaftliche Studien, 174-191.

13. Zaionchkovskii, Russian Autocracy, 190-240, and Rossiiskoe samoderzhavie v
kontse XIX stoletiia (Moscow, 1970), passim. Zaionchkovskii shows that if these four men
did not exert the direct influence they are reputed to have had, they at least set the tone
for the era of reaction and developed its program.
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Alexander III. From Ministerstvo Finansov, Ministerstvo finansov, 1802—-1902
(St. Petersburg, 1902).




6 Road to Power

ander’s reign demanded rigid adherence to the principles of Sergei
Uvarov, the ideologist of Nicholas I: orthodoxy, autocracy, and na-
tionality. Their aim was to integrate the borderlands with Russia by
imposing cultural and political uniformity.* Gone was the late tsar's
emphasis on public participation, private initiative, and a loosening of
the grip of the state; his son aimed to tighten the state’s hold over
society, in economics as well as in politics.

In the realm of economic policy, a trend in this direction had
already started earlier, most notably in railroad affairs. The Griin-
derzeit of the 1860s and 1870s had not been satisfactory. The state had
given generous guarantees to private railroad companies in an effort
to attract investment at a time when the state’s financial resources
were straitened. As long as the state stood ready to bail out unprofit-
able ventures, companies had no need to concern themselves with
profit and loss. The resulting waste and abuse imposed serious
strains on the Treasury when the Russo-Turkish War was already
draining its resources.!®> The state’s role in this period of “private”
railroad construction was thus preeminent if not apparent.

Once he realized that the Treasury was paying for the railroads
while private builders profited, even the liberal Abaza called for more
regulation. The policy of vykup, or Treasury purchase of private rail-
road lines, was initiated during his administration. The state began
systematic construction of railroad lines soon thereafter. By the end of
the 1880s, a quarter of all railroads, including the most important
lines, belonged to the state, and by 1900 more than 60 percent were
state enterprises. Under Alexander III and Nicholas II a process that
initially was viewed as a necessary evil came to be a deeply held
principle: the state would shape economic affairs toward its political
ends, if necessary in opposition to the interests of free enterprise.¢

14. On the development and implementation of these policies, see Edward C.
Thaden, ed., Russification in the Baltic Provinces and Finland, 1855-1914 (Princeton,
1981), and Zaionchkovskii, Rossiiskoe samoderzhavie, 117-138. Rabid Russian chauvin-
ism first reared its head in the 1860s and 1870s. See Geyer, Russian Imperialism, 49-63.

15. A. P. Pogrebinskii, “Stroitel’stvo zheleznykh dorog v poreformennoi Rossii i finan-
sovaia politika tsarizma (60—-90-e gody XIX v.),” Istoricheskie zapiski 47 (1954): 156161,
173-175, 179. The debt of private railroads to the state reached 1.1 billion rubles by 1880.
With nationalization, by the end of the 1890s, 1.5 billion rubles of railroad-company
debts to the state had simply been written off.

16. Pogrebinskii, "'Stroitel’stvo,” 156-157, 173-176; J. N. Westwood, A History of Rus-
sian Railways (London, 1964), 75-78; A. M. Solov'eva, Zheleznodorozhnyi transport
Rossii vo vtoroi polovine XIX v. (Moscow, 1975), 178-179; see also chaps. 4-6 below for
the conflict between the ministries of transport and finance over this issue and the
resulting limitations on coordinated policy. According to one scholar, the government's
assertion of its right to inspect the accounts of private railroad companies over the
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The process can be seen clearly in the reorganization of the nation's
railroad administration. In 1885, after years of ministerial bickering,
the Committee of Ministers resolved to enact the “General Statute for
Russian Railroads” and to form the Council for Railroad Affairs under
the Ministry of Transport, with the goal of standardizing railroad
operations. In the same spirit, the government took actions to regulate
railroad tariffs. Until 1886, tariffs were in a chaotic state, each railroad
firm attempting to undercut the competition by lowering its rates.
These rate wars caused traffic flows to take unnatural routes and
interfered with the distribution of goods. In 1887 the state took up the
issue and in 1888-1889 gave the Ministry of Finance exclusive power
to set tariffs by enacting the “Temporary Regulation on Railroad Tar-
iffs and Tariff Institutions” and by creating several new departments,
including the Department of Railroad Affairs. To force down the rates
for long-distance transport, a unified tariff was introduced on all
railroads. Poor harvests in 1881-1882 and again in 1884—-1885 demon-
strated the wisdom of encouraging grain shipments from the border-
lands to the center.'”

Sergei Witte—the “Speranskii of railroad legislation,” as one news-
paper called him'8—was appointed chief of the new department.
Witte's pioneering work on the subject of railroad tariffs, Printsipy
zheleznodorozhnykh tarifov po perevozke gruzov (Principles of rail-
road tariffs for freight transport), first published in 1883, expressed the
political aspect of Treasury-sponsored railroad purchases and tariff
regulation. Reflecting the era’s wariness of free enterprise, Witte justi-
fied state intervention in the economy as a means to counter the
vagaries of supply and demand and to harmonize the interests of the
individual with those of the community. By protecting the “interests
of the weak,” the state served its own needs.

It is beyond any doubt that state operation of Russian railroads is in
principle highly desirable, for in the operation of railroads, the Russian

course of the 1880s marked the real beginning of railroad nationalization (Everett Bruce
Hurt, “Russian Economic Development, 1881-1914, with Special Reference to the Rail-
ways and the Role of the Government’ [Ph.D. diss., University of London, 1963), 145-
146).

17. Solov'eva, Zheleznodorozhnyi transport, 153—158; Pogrebinskii, “Stroitel’stvo,”
166-168, 179; Westwood, History, 83—86; Shepelev, Tsarizm, 134.

18. The paper Kievlianin in 1888; quoted in B. V. Anan’ich and R. Sh. Ganelin, "I. A.
Vyshnegradskii i S. lu. Witte—korrespondenty ‘'moskovskikh vedomostei.' " in Problemy
obshchestvennoi mysli i ekonomicheskaia politika Rossii XIX-XX vekov: Pamiati prof.
S. B. Okunia, ed. N. G. Sladkevich (Leningrad, 1972), 22.
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state, in principle, can pursue no other goal than the common good of
Russia. In the hands of the government of the tsar, who belongs to all
social classes and to none, railroads cannot and will not ever con-
sciously serve as the tool of estate or propertied privilege, or for the
conscious maintenance or establishment of inequality; in a word, they
can serve the interests of the Russian people alone, as a means of giving
the people access to the highest blessings of culture.

Witte repeatedly expressed his admiration for Bismarck's economic
policy, in particular for his nationalization of the German railroad
network. He opposed Manchester liberalism and called himself a
“realist” whose ideas were suited to Russian circumstances. He aimed
to unify the nation and to end Russia’s domination by European
ideology and industry.'® The new railroad policies would embody
these political ideals.

The motives behind the protective import tariffs enacted under
Alexander III were similarly political. As distinct from I. A. Vyshne-
gradskii, who recommended higher customs duties for fiscal reasons,
most supporters of high tariffs wanted to preserve and expand Rus-
sia’s dominance of its empire’s industry and agriculture 2 Influenced
by the nationalism of the 1860s and 1870s, conservative intellectuals
led by Katkov teamed up with Slavophile Russian merchants to lobby
for limitations on business competition from abroad and from the
non-Russian peoples of the borderlands—Poles, Jews, Tatars, and
Greeks—who under Alexander II had begun to control a large per-
centage of Russia’s trade. Alexander III was so swayed by their argu-
ments that he continuously raised tariffs higher than the Ministry of
Finance suggested.?! Alexander’s economic policy had become a
means of implementing the ruling principle of his reign, “Russia for
the Russians.” It is only in this context that the decision to construct
the Trans-Siberian Railroad can be understood.

19. S. lu. Witte, Printsipy, ii, 83—-84, 121-124, 126-127, 132-133, 219, 225-226, 234-236.
259. Witte proposed that the railroad network be nationalized only gradually, however,
for he considered the tsarist bureaucracy not up to the task of running the system
without help from private industry.

20. Shepelev, Tsarizm, 156; Anan'ich and Ganelin, “Vyshnegradskii i Witte,” 31.

21. Alfred I. Rieber, Merchants and Entrepreneurs in Imperial Russia (Chapel Hill,
N.C., 1982), 74-75, 77, 115-116, 118, 182-183, 197-198; Shepelev, Tsarizm, 143-144;
Thomas C. Owen, Capitalism and Politics in Russia: A Social History of the Moscow
Merchants, 1855-1905 (Cambridge, 1981), passim.



PART 1

IMPETUS






CHAPTER ONE

A Weak and
Distant Domain

I 1874 the future minister of transport K. N. Pos’et wrote
that the stagnant and “semidesert” borderlands of Siberia and the
Russian Far East stood in stark contrast to Japan and China, with their
“millions-strong, compact population."* In the coming decades many
others would echo the sentiment as the Orient showed signs of
pulling out of the morass of inertia, leaving Asian Russia behind.2 The
most immediate reason for the government’s decision to build a
railroad through Siberia lay in the region’s debility.

The state of affairs in the Russian territories east of the Urals—and
especially beyond Lake Baikal—was indeed bleak. The quality of life
there was so poor that visitors found the region demoralized. The
railroad engineer L. N. Liubimov reported that

the growth of Vladivostok would have been far more significant, accord-
ing to the general opinion of its inhabitants, had the conditions of life
been somewhat different: here there is no beneficial climate, no splen-
did, poetic environment as in other borderlands of Russia, for instance in
the Caucasus or Turkestan, no low cost of living; all is severe, and
everywhere there are shortages and difficulties. The expenses are in-
credible. The reigning spirit of hard labor and exile crowns the oppres-

1. K. N. Pos'et, “Prekrashchenie ssylki v Sibir’ (Zapiska K. N. Pos’eta),” Russkaia
starina 99 (July 1899): 54.

2. See, for instance, “O velikom sibirskom puti,” ZhdD, 1888, nos. 22-24: 170. The
prospect of war with China during the Ili crisis in the late 1870s and early 1880s caused
considerable uneasiness in St. Petersburg, especially after Eastern Siberian officials
reported that Russia’s military preparation in the region was plainly inadequate. See
D. A. Miliutin, Dnevnik D. A. Miliutina, vol. 3 (Moscow, 1950}, 239-240.

13
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sion, and many long intensely to get out of here simply to liberate
themselves from the daily contemplation of the dark side of the human
soul.

The conditions of life wear especially hard on people of the “educated
class” arriving here from European Russia, who yearn for their distant
homeland. The oppressive feeling of solitude and dissatisfied spiritual
needs, in conjunction with an unfamiliar climate, ruins the nervous
system and engenders an irresistible desire to escape from the region
once and for all. Add to that the almost daily murders, committed for the
most part by fugitive hard-labor convicts, . . . and . . . the frequent funeral
processions; . . . one can easily imagine that life for the Vladivostok
resident is not sweet. For this reason, nowhere else, it seems, do they
seek to drown their sorrows in spirits in such measure as in this dreary
city. Here they drink to the utmost from morning until late at night and
end up either suicides or insane.

Liubimov added that no butter was to be had in Vladivostok, only
margarine, and that the meat was bad and expensive, as were vegeta-
bles, which had to be imported; “to make up for it all, there is an
abundance of drinking houses, taverns, and houses of pleasure.”?

The precariousness of life in Siberia and the Far East was brought
about by a combination of interrelated factors, including a meager
population, harsh climate, terrain unsuitable for agriculture, and poor
means of communication.

Population

Anton Chekhov wrote that even in the comparatively densely set-
tled region of Siberia between Tiumen' and Tomsk, “as you travel, the
only thing that reminds you of man are mileposts and telegraph wires
humming in the wind."* Whereas the population density of the Rus-
sian Empire as a whole in 1888 was 5.7 people per square verst, the
average for all of Siberia was 0.6 per square verst.> The Far East fell
significantly below this average: Amur oblast had 61,000 Russian resi-
dents Amur oblast in 1888, and the Maritime oblast had fewer than

3. L. N. Liubimov, “Iz zhizni inzhenera putei soobshcheniia,” Russkaia starina 156
(September 1913): 451-452, 454—455.

4. Anton Chekhov, “Across Siberia," in The Unknown Chekhov: Stories and Other
Writings Hitherto Untranslated, trans. Avrahm Yarmolinsky (New York, 1954), 276.

5. 'O narodonaselenii Sibiri i o velikoi vostochnoi zheleznoi doroge’ (Doklad pro-
fessora E. Iu. Petri i beseda v VIIl otdele IRTO),” ZhdD, 1888, nos. 33—34: 269. At that time
Petersburg province had 42 people per square verst, Moscow province 74.7, and Warsaw
province 108.
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20,000° In the Far East the population was largely restricted to the
main river arteries and roadways, usually on the most productive soil.
Aside from Vladivostok and the town of Pos'et, the few tiny villages of
the South Ussuri uezds were located along the post road between
Vladivostok and Lake Khanka. Settlers bypassed the North Ussuri
region altogether until the late 1890s. In Amur oblast, settlement was
restricted to the left bank of the Amur River and to the fertile valleys of
the Zeia and Bureia rivers. There were only three insignificant settle-
ments on the Bureia in 1884.7

The few people who did live in the Far East did not form a stable
community. Roughly one-quarter of the population, and in some
areas a large majority, consisted of soldiers—a non-productive ele-
ment. Settlers from China and Korea made up a quarter of the urban
population of both the Amur and Maritime oblasts by 1900, but most
Russians regarded the Chinese as disloyal .8

Siberia had long been the destination of criminal exiles, and ap-
proximately 20,000 escaped convicts and vagrants roamed across the
land, living in utter poverty. From within Siberia it was reported that
“the exiles themselves, remaining idle and useless and with no means
to make an honest living, lead disreputable lives, accompanied by
drunkenness, debauchery, thievery, and other crimes, which, because
of their large numbers in the towns, are almost impossible for the
police to look after and prevent.’® The exiles had a corrupting influ-
ence on the life of the region. They may not be fully responsible for the

6. I shall use "“Priamur’e,” as the Russians do, to refer to the Maritime and Amur
oblasts together, which formed the Priamur general governorship. The term oblast may
be translated as region, but so might krai be; to avoid confusion, I have not translated
oblast. In imperial Russia, the krai was not an official administrative unit: when I refer to
the North Ussuri, South Ussuri, or Ussuri region, I am replacing the word krai, which
designates a geographical entity encompassing the territory of several uezds (districts)
of an oblast. Krai can also refer to a broader region, such as the entire Russian Far East.
“Transbaikal oblast” (Zabaikal'skaia oblast’) is used interchangeably with “‘Trans-
baikalia” (Zabaikal'e), as in Russian sources. After mid-1884 Transbaikalia was an ad-
ministrative division of the Priamur general governorship, so it may justifiablv be
referred to as part of the Russian Far East.

7.V. M. Kabuzan, Dal’'nevostochnyi krai v XVIl-nachale XX w. (1640-1917): Istoriko-
demograficheskii ocherk (Moscow, 1985), 99. 162 (table 3), 222 (table 12); A. Sil’nitskii.
Kul'turnoe vliianie ussuriiskoi zheleznoi dorogi na iuzhno-ussuriiskii krai (Khabarovsk,
1901}, 24; Robert Britton Valliant, “Japan and the Trans-Siberian Railroad, 1885-1905"
{Ph.D. diss., University of Hawaii, 1974), 8; Evtiugin, 213-214.

8. P. Chikhachev, “Kaliforniia i ussuriiskii krai,” Vestnik Evropy, June 1890, no. 6: 561;
Valliant, “Japan,” 7-9; Kabuzan, Dal'nevostochnvi krai, 127. In contrast to the migrant
Chinese, Korean settlers came with their families, settled, converted to Orthodoxy, and
attempted to assimilate (Kabuzan, Dal'nevostochnvi krai, 93-95).

9. N. M. ladrintsev, Sibir’ kak koloniia v geograficheskom, etnograficheskom i isto-
richeskom otnoshenii, 2d ed. (St. Petersburg, 1892}, 125, 300.
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high incidence of drunkenness throughout Siberia, but they surely
contributed to the “dirty, slovenly, and poverty-stricken appearance
of the peasant villages” which George Kennan found so striking.10

Cossacks of the Far East

The hardships of the population of Transbaikalia and Priamur’e
were epitomized by the experience of the Cossack settlers. As a mili-
tary force, they faced the same problems that a regular army would
face in the Far East. Cossacks had spearheaded the Russian explora-
tion and conquest of Siberia and from the first they had played an
important role in its defense. Before N. N. Murav'ev's appointment as
governor general of Eastern Siberia,'! few Cossack formations were
located east of Lake Baikal. With an eye to their dual military and
colonizing potential, Murav'ev ordered the formation of the Trans-
baikal Cossack host in 1851. Extreme measures were needed to aug-
ment their ranks. Murav’ev freed ex-convicts and enlisted them as
serfs in the mines or enrolled them as Transbaikal Cossacks. He tried
the same scheme with a few thousand soldiers from disciplinary
battalions, but it was not successful: inscribed as “adopted sons” in
Cossack and other households, they deserted their settlements and
became drunken transients. In 1854 English activities in China led
Murav’ev to propose the strengthening of the Transbaikal host and
the transfer of some contingents to the Amur and Maritime oblasts.
Out of these groups the separate Amur and Ussuri Cossack hosts were
eventually formed.12

In the early years of colonization, their numbers were significant.
From 1852 to 1897 Cossacks made up 30 percent of the population of
Transbaikalia. In 1859 they formed between 60 and 85 percent of the

10. George Kennan, Siberia and the Exile System, vol. 1 (New York, 1891), 352-353.
According to this American authority on Siberia, for every school there were thirty “rum
shops” in Western Siberia and thirty-five in Eastern Siberia.

11. The general governorships of Eastern and Western Siberia are not to be confused
with the more loosely delimited geographical regions of eastern and western Siberia.

12. O. 1. Sergeev, Kazachestvo na russkom Dal'nem Vostoke v XVII-XIX vv. (Moscow,
1983), 46—47, 50, 55-56, 58—59, 62—63, 70; Peter Kropotkin, Memoirs of a Revolutionist
(Cambridge, Mass., 1930), 185-187. See also N. I. Razumov, Zabaikal'e (St. Petersburg,
1899), 63-69. Kropotkin was attaché to the Eastern Siberian governor general for Cos-
sack affairs. He writes that Murav'ev so desperately wanted to settle the region that he
released 1,000 male hard-labor convicts, most of them robbers and murderers, and gave
them land on the Amur. One hundred hard-labor women were then freed and married
to the men of their choice.
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population of the Far East, depending on the region. By 1869 they
accounted for 43 percent. Even though new Cossack settlements were
not created after 1862, Cossack settlers predominated among immi-
grants to the region throughout the years from 1858 to 1882, outnum-
bering peasants by 5,401 to 3,892 in the Maritime oblast, and in Amur
oblast by 10,576 to 8,088.' With such percentages, clearly the quality
of Cossack settlement would play a large role in forming the character
of Russian colonization of the area.

Unfortunately, the combined use of the Cossacks for military duty
and colonization of the province was a failure. In the eighteenth
century it was difficult to provision Russian military personnel in
eastern Siberia. Cossacks were given land and turned into farmer-
soldiers so that they could support themselves, but they could not
devote full time to either farming or soldiering and their circum-
stances were known to be difficult. Strapped with military and postal
duties and given land inferior to that of the peasants, the Cossacks did
not succeed at agriculture and many families were miserably poor.
D.I. Subbotich, governor general of Priamur’e from 1902 to 1903, wrote
that the Cossacks of the region had given up on agriculture. Some
were engaged in fishing and hunting, “but mostly they lounge about
near the steamship wharfs and postal stations.” In defense, too, their
success was minimal. The presence of the Ussuri host did not ease
Russian military concerns about China during the Ili crisis (1871-
1881); it seems that their greatest contribution was in chasing the
Manchurian bandits who penetrated the Suchan area.’4

The Cossacks were simply not equipped to cope with the environ-
ment:

The motley crowd of Transbaikalian Cossacks, . . . settled in a hurry and
often haphazardly along the banks of the Amur, certainly did not attain
prosperity, especially in the lower parts of the river and on the Usuri

13. Sergeev, Kazachestvo, 79—-80; Kabuzan, Dal’ nevostochnyi krai, 67. By 1897 Cossacks
formed only 10.3% of the Far East’s population.

14. Sergeev, Kazachestvo, 36-37, 76-79, 90; Chikhachev, “Kaliforniia,” 560; Kabuzan,
Dal’nevostochnvi krai, 74, 79. The picture painted by Sergeev is distorted. He cites the
many economic activities undertaken by the Cossacks, implving that this Russian
underclass made a positive contribution to the settlement of the region. This view is
contradicted by all other sources. See, e.g., Great Britain, Naval Intelligence Division,
Handbook of Siberia and Arctic Russia, vol. 1 (London, n.d.), 81; D. I. Subbaotich, Amur-
skaia zheleznaia doroga i nasha politika na Dal’nem Vostoke (St. Petersburg, 1908), 7.
There were some pockets of prosperity in the Cossack settlements of the Far East, in
particular among the “enterprising and sharp-witted” Cossacks of the Transbaikal host
who were engaged in cattle breeding. See Grulev, 141; Kropotkin, Memoirs, 199.
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[sic], where almost every square yard of land had to be won from a
virgin . . . forest, . . . reducing whole populations to sheer despair and
apathy.?®

Others would have extricated themselves from such difficulties, but the
Transbaikalians, Cossacks created by administrative order out of peas-
ants, to a significant degree had lost the unyielding industriousness and
the skills peculiar to those of their former calling. . . . Laziness and crime
became ubiquitous (under the influence of the criminals settled among
them), with the result that the government was forced to spend large
sums to keep the Cossack settlements going.'®

Climate and Agriculture

The travails of the Cossacks mirrored those of the rest of the Rus-
sian population in the Far East. Their plight showed the deficiencies
of Russia’s system of colonization and defense as it existed before the
construction of the Siberian Railroad. The problem was largely one of
provisionment, an age-old challenge to the Russian administration of
Eastern Siberia. If the settled population could barely eke out an
existence, stationing the number of troops needed to guarantee de-
fense of the region would be all the more difficult. For this reason
Andrew Malozemoff alludes to the “failure of the original settle-
ment.”1?

Agricultural self-sufficiency in the Russian Far East could not be
achieved under the adverse climatic conditions. The region’s climate
is more continental than maritime, and although Vladivostok is far-
ther south than Nice, its winters are colder than Leningrad’s. Winters
are very dry with little snowfall, spring and autumn are dry, and
summers are hot. Summer brings the monsoon season, with its per-
petual and often torrential rains, thick fog, and unbearable humidity.
Cyclones are frequent in summer and winter, when precipitation can
yield in twenty-four hours as much moisture as Moscow receives in
six months.18

15. Kropotkin, Memoirs, 186.

16. Chikhacheyv, “Kaliforniia,” 561.

17. Andrew Malozemoff, Russian Far Eastern Policy, 1881-1904: With Special Em-
phasis on the Causes of the Russo-Japanese War (Berkeley, 1958), 1 and passim. For the
historical context, see also James R. Gibson, Feeding the Russian Fur Trade: Provision-
ment of the Okhotsk Seaboard and the Kamchatka Peninsula, 1639-1856 (Madison, 1969).

18. S. P. Suslov, Physical Geography of Asiatic Russia, trans. Noah D. Gershevsky (San
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The climate wreaked havoc on agriculture. In the north the hardiest
grains would not flourish. Rice and soybeans might have grown in the
south, but Russian settlers were unaccustomed to them. Grain
planted in the valleys suffered from drought in the spring and from
dampness and fungus disease in the summer. The rains turned the
plains into swamps. The soil became unworkable and the flooding
brought on by typhoons destroyed crops year after year. To avoid
inundation, settlement was restricted to the elevated ridges, but the
region’s mountain ranges imposed obvious limitations on expan-
sion .19

The early hopes entertained for both Transbaikalia and Priamur’e
as the region’s breadbaskets were soon dashed.2° Local agriculture
could not satisfy local food needs. According to the historical demog-
rapher V. M. Kabuzan, the small Russian population of Priamur’e had
managed to provide the region with enough food by the late 1860s, but
with the steady influx over the years of a disproportionate number of
nonagricultural settlers, in particular gold miners and soldiers, peas-
ants could no longer satisfy the demand for their products. With the
exception of the South Ussuri region, which was somewhat more
suited to agriculture, the Maritime oblast had always found itself in
this desperate situation.2!

In 1892 approximately 3.6 million puds of grain were required to
feed the population of Priamur’e, including troops, civilians, pris-
oners, and gold miners, but only 2.75 million puds were harvested
locally. In neighboring Transbaikalia, only one good harvest inter-
rupted six years of hunger between 1884 and 1891. In both North and
South Ussuri uezds, cultivation was minimal and local grains were
scarce at the Khabarovsk and Vladivostok markets. The shortage of
grain prevented the development of livestock husbandry, so meat was

Francisco, 1961), 333-336, 342—343; L. S. Berg, Natural Regions of the USSR, trans. Olga A.
Titelbaum (New York, 1950), 60-61; E. B. Kovrigin, “The Soviet Far East,” in Soviel-
American Horizons on the Pacific, ed. John J. Stephan and V. P. Chichkanov (Honolulu,
1986), 7.

19. Suslov, Physical Geography, 334—337, 359, 363; Berg, Natural Regions, 62; Kro-
potkin, Memoirs, 186, and "The Great Siberian Railway,” Geographical Journal, no. 5
{February, 1895): 153.

20. For an example of the exaggerated hopes, see N. Matiunin, “Nashi sosedy na
Krainem Vostoke,” Vestnik Evropy, July 1887, no. 7: 80, 82.

21. Kabuzan, Dal'nevostochnyi krai, 73-76, 80-81, 90-92, 127-128. By 1890 enough
new peasant immigrants had arrived to reestablish a tenuous equilibrium, but it was
short-lived. Kabuzan stresses this success of local agriculture in order to glorify the role
of the Russian peasant settlers, and glosses over their inability to cope with the dire
insufficiencies of the region, so vividly portrayed in most other sources.
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expensive. Nor did the availability of grain guarantee that it could be
used, for flour mills were scarce in the region. Similarly, although fish
were plentiful in the rivers, a lack of both initiative and salt prevented
all but local use of this food source.?2

The government tried to alleviate the hardship first by providing
supplies from European Russia to the army and settlers, then by
taking measures to encourage local production. For a time it annually
supplied salt, flour, and meat, carried on barges floated at high water
from Chita through mountainous Transbaikalia. After 1880 the Volun-
teer Fleet carried Russian goods from Odessa. This overseas supply
route shortened the journey from 320 to 65 days, lowered costs, and
took some trade out of the hands of foreigners, a consistent ambition
of the government. To save money and encourage local production,
the military administration of eastern Siberia provided a limited num-
ber of agricultural implements to peasants in the Far East and con-
structed flour mills 23

The efforts of the military had little impact on the whole. The region
remained dependent on imports, and foreigners dominated its trade.
In the late 1880s the total volume of imports through Vladivostok was
double that of exports.24 Imports from China in the period 1863—-1892
were five times as great as exports.25 Russian peasants simply could

22. “Vopros o plavanii po r. Sungari,” in General'nyi Shtab, Sbornik po Azii, vol. 55
(1894), 125; Grulev, 143; Sil'nitskii, Kul'turnoe vliianie, 1, 25; Valliant, "Japan,” 8; K. A.
Skal‘kovskii, Russkaia torgovlia v Tikhom okeane (St. Petersburg, 1883), 30, 33; Chikha-
chev, "Kaliforniia,” 562. Kennan mentions the high cost of forage and food in Eastern
Siberia, in Siberia and the Exile Systern, 1:355. Still today the Russian Far East can supply
only its own potatoes and eggs; the rest of its food must be imported. See V. P.
Chichkanov and P. A. Minakir, “Economic Development of the Soviet Far East,” in
Stephan and Chichkanov, Soviet-American Horizons, 104.

23. Kropotkin, Memoirs, 186; Sil'nitskii, Kul'turnoe vliianie, 26-28; Skal'kovskii, Rus-
skaia torgovlia, 31-32, 474.

24. A. P. Okladnikov et al., eds., Istoriia Sibiri s drevneishikh vremen do nashikh dnei,
vol. 3 (Leningrad, 1968), 67. See also N. L. Shlyk, “The Soviet Far East and the Interna-
tional Economy,” in Stephan and Chichkanov, Soviet-American Horizons, 115. Approx-
imately 30% of Vladivostok's imports came from Germany, 25% from European Russia,
13% from England, 12% from China, 13% from Japan, 5% from the United States, and the
remaining 2% from other nations, presumably Korea, Australia, France, and perhaps
Belgium (Ministerstvo Finansov, Departament Torgovli i Manufaktur, Sibir’ i velikaia
sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga, ed. V. 1. Kovalevskii and P. P. Semenov, 2d ed. [St. Pe-
tersburg, 1896], 222-223).

25. Value of imports: 415.5 million rubles; exports: 83.5 million rubles (Okladnikov et
al,, Istoriia Sibiri, 3:66). The treaty of Tientsin (1862] gave the Chinese the right to
conduct duty-free trade in Transbaikalia and Priamur’e in a region extending fifty versts
from the border with China, and gave Vladivostok and Nikolaevsk porto-franco status.
The intention was to help feed the local population. Since it was not properly policed,
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not compete with the Chinese farmers of Manchuria, whose grain was
grown at less expense and was of better quality; the Chinese were
familiar with working in such conditions, but Russian immigrants
were not. Since the 1870s Manchuria had been a vital source of grain
to the region. It made up for local shortages and flooded the market,
leading many people to doubt that local Russian agriculture had a
future. The Chinese were the exclusive suppliers of fresh fruits and
vegetables in Blagoveshchensk, and Koreans controlled the economy
in the South Ussuri town of Pos’et. Cattle were also imported from
Manchuria and Korea, for cattle raising was undeveloped in the Far
East and erratic in Transbaikalia because of the poor harvests .26

Under Alexander 111, such a predominance of non-Russians was
considered a threat in and of itself; it was all the more dangerous
because it had a bearing on an important military issue: the inability
of the region to feed the army in case of war. The Russian settlement of
Priamur’e was so small and its agriculture so unstable that produc-
tion was less than satisfactory in normal circumstances; how could
the army be fed in wartime, especially if an enemy navy were to
blockade the Amur?2?

Transbaikalia could offer no relief. In the rare times of good harvest,
peasants immediately sold their stocks of grain rather than build up
reserves. At such a time, soldiers might still be able to depend on local
sources, but the lack of mills and the small size of domestic stoves
impeded their use of grain. The meat supply for approximately five
hundred men would last one to two days, and not even that if the
harvest was weak. Fodder, fuel, and water were also frequently un-
available. During the famine of 1888, the starving population of Trans-
baikalia refused to feed troops stationed there.28

the whole region was essentially a free-trade zone up to Lake Baikal, where the Russian
tariff border began (M. 1. Sladkovskii, History of Economic Relations between Russia and
China, trans. M. Roublev [Jerusalem, 1966], 85; B. B. Glinskii, ed., Prolog russko-iaponskoi
voiny: Materialy iz arkhiva grafa S. lu. Witte (Petrograd, 1916). 236-237). These arrange-
ments were apparently first suggested by Murav'ev-Amurskii. See E. L. Besprozvannykh,
Priamur’e v sisteme russko-kitaiskikh otnoshenii, XVll-seredina XIX v. IMoscow, 1983,
166.

26. "Vopros o splavanii po r. Sungari,” 125-126; Valliant, “Japan.” 8-9: Charles and
Barbara Jelavich, Bussia in the East, 1876—1880 (Leiden, 1959), 91n1; Skal'kovskii, Rus-
skaia torgovlia, 66; Matiunin, “Nashi sosedy," 83.

27. Matiunin, "Nashi sosedy,” 82; Evtiugin, 214.

28. Grulev, 143-145, 147-148; N. A. Voloshinov, "Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga,” IIRGO
27 (1891): 21-22.
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Transport

If natural causes were largely responsible for the deficiencies of the
Far East, there was universal agreement that the condition of the
roads hindered any progress that could be made. Mountainous
Transbaikalia remained a barrier separating the Far East from the
relative abundance of central Siberia.?® K. A. Skal'kovskii stressed that
“the reason for the weakness of the Russian population is remoteness
and the difficulty of travel."3°

“Remoteness and the difficulty of travel” were at the heart of the
problem of defending the Far Eastern regions, and they were central
features of the economic and political relations between Siberia and
European Russia. The conditions of transport throughout Siberia had
changed little since the eighteenth century. One writer considered
Siberia to be poorer in overland routes than Mongolia.?! The Treasury
had built cart roads over the course of the eighteenth century, and
with completion of the Moscow-Ekaterinburg highway in 1763 began
construction of the Siberian highway.32 Siberian peasants provided
construction labor as part of their service obligation to the state.
Villages of peasants and exiles were then settled along the road to
maintain it and provide needed services; the government also encour-
aged this settlement as a means of establishing Russian control of the
territory. The highway played a major role in developing the centers of
Siberian economic and cultural life.33

29. Sil'nitskii, Kul'turnoe vliianie, passim; Valliant, “Japan,” 9; Voloshinov, *Sibirskaia
zheleznaia doroga,” 20, 22.

30. Skal'kovskii, Russkaia torgovlia, 2.

31. M. N. Selikhov, “Sibir’ pod vliianiem velikogo rel’sovogo puti,” Sibirskii torgovo-
promyshlennyi i spravochnyi kalendar’ na 1902 god, otdel 2 (Tomsk, 1902), 17.

32. Its western route shifted southward as its capacity expanded over the next half
century. In western and central Siberia it took the following path by 1838: Tiumen'-
lalutorovsk-Ishim-Tiukalinsk-Kainsk-Kolyvan’'-Tomsk-Mariinsk-Krasnoiarsk-Nizhne-
udinsk-Irkutsk. From there it branched off in two directions, one toward Lake Baikal,
the other to Kiakhta. A post road also ran north to lakutsk. See Okladnikov et al., Istoriia
Sibiri, vol. 3, map between pp. 60 and 61; Selikhov, "Sibir’ pod vliianiem,” 17; Greal
Britain, Naval Intelligence Division, Handbook of Siberia, 1:319; Robert N. North, Trans-
port in Western Siberia: Tsarist and Soviet Development (Vancouver, 1979), 17, 28, M. I
Pomus, Zapadnaia Sibir’' (Ekonomiko-geograficheskaia kharakteristika) (Moscow, 1956),
106-107, 115; Slavinskii, “Russia and the Pacific to 1917,” in Stephan and Chichkanov,
Soviet-American Horizons, 36; ladrintsev, Sibir' kak koloniia, 196. Highway is a transla-
tion of the Russian trakt, and refers to a major but unpaved road. I will use it inter-
changeably with post road. This particular road was also known as the “Great Siberian
highway" and the "Moscow-Siberian highway."

33. Okladnikov et al., Istoriia Sibiri, 2:191, 273, 315. Road repairs were a heavy burden
on the population: after two or three rains, the highway would be impassable and their
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The Moscow-Siberian highway west of L.ake Baikal sufficed for the
cartage of more than 2 million puds of freight per year, and approx-
imately one-fifth of the population along the route was engaged in
servicing it as innkeepers, coachmen, carters, and craftsmen.* Yet it
was a very bad, primitive road. In its western portions the highway
was all of twenty-one feet wide. Alongside were stretches of clearing
intended for grazing and telegraph lines, but theyv often became the
main thoroughfare when the road itself was impassable for normal
traffic. Coachmen frequently took their own routes, too, off the road
along paths cutting through the taiga. Although some of the roads in
Enisei province were hard-surfaced and were considered good, they
were the exception. Everywhere else the highway was a sea of mud or
clouded with dust in the spring and summer, and full of potholes in
the winter. Its deep ruts made travel hazardous. Thousands upon
thousands of carts dug the ruts deeper and deeper every day. In
winter, according to Colonel N. A. Voloshinov of the General Staff,
horses and carts would plunge into the potholes and literally disap-
pear from view. During the summer rains travel was impossible.
Bridges were of flimsy construction and often collapsed. Ferries car-
ried travelers across the wider rivers.35

Kennan journeyed on the Siberian highway in a tarantass, and
described it as an exhausting ordeal. The horses could barely make it
up steep hills of liquid clay, across the often swamped road, or along
its unrepaired corduroy sections. Sleep was impossible for days on
end because of the jolting of the tarantass, the cold in winter, and the
hordes of mosquitoes in summer. Frequently the only food available
at way stations was bread and water. Meat and hot meals were un-
available.3¢ Chekhov, too, made his way across Siberia by this route,
and called it the “longest and . . . ugliest road in the whole world.” He
told of overflowing rivers that flooded the roads and described ending

work, valued by the state in the millions of rubles, would be undone (TOSRPT, vol. 18,
otdel 1 {1887]), 11).

34. TOSRAPT, vol. 18, otdel 1 (1887), 14; Voloshinov, “Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga.” 20;
Okladnikov et al., Istoriia Sibiri, 362-63. Kennan described passing caravans of 100
freight wagons at a time and counted 1,400 in one day on the western section of the
tract (Siberia and the Exile Systern, 1:49). Freight consisted of grain, Altai metals, and
Chinese goods, the latter including tea (North. Transport, 28).

35. Voloshinov, “Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga,” 19-20; Henry Lansdell, Through Sibe-
ria, vol. 1 (Boston, 1882), 139; M. Sobolev, "Puti soobshcheniia v Sibiri," Sibir’: Eia
sovremennoe sostoianie i eia nuzhdy: Sbornik statei. ed. 1. 5. Mel'nik (St. Petersburg,
1908), 36; Great Britain, Naval Intelligence Division, Handbook of Siberia, 1:323-326.

36. Kennan, Siberia and the Exile System, 1:73, 138-139, 356-357, 364.
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up in pools of mud when, inevitably, the carriage tipped over. “The
going is hard, very hard,” he wrote,

but what makes it worse is the thought that this foul strip of earth, this
pock-marked horror, is practically the only artery connecting Europe
with Siberia. And along this artery, we say, civilization flows into Siberia.
So we say, we say a lot. If we were overheard by the drivers, the mailmen,
or those wet, muddied peasants walking knee-deep in ooze beside their
carts, which are loaded with tea for Europe, what would they think of
Europe's candor?3?

As if the physical features of the road were not bad enough, trav-
elers also had to beware of nighttime attacks by escaped convicts. Iu.
Ia. Solov’ev, a diplomat who returned from China along the highway,
described the wooden crosses at the side of the road as “memorials to
murdered travelers.”3® Under the circumstances, a cart on the Mos-
cow-Kiakhta section of the road covered roughly fifty versts a day if
conditions were favorable, thirty-five or less when the road was bad.3?

River travel was perhaps a bit more reliable, but not by much.
Although steamer traffic continued to grow throughout western and
central Siberia, it was ill supplied: 73 steamships plied a fraction of the
8,000 versts of water routes in western Siberia. Personnel were scarce,
too. Until the 1890s there were no passenger steamers: travel in Siberia
was by tug or barge. Furthermore, the major rivers flowed from north
to south. Although there was supposed to be a continuous east-west
river route once the Ob’-Enisei canal was completed, it was too shal-
low to be of use. Frozen waters, fast-moving ice, floods, and rapids all
limited navigation to only four months of the year, and even then to
the middle stretches of most rivers.40

Siberian transportation west of Lake Baikal was bad, and east of the
lake it got worse. That was the major reason that migration to the Far
East (with the exception of the South Ussuri region, which was
reached by the overseas route) remained insignificant.4! Lake Baikal
itself was a large part of the problem. The navigation period on the
lake lasts eight months, from May through December; the rest of the

37. Chekhov, Unknown Chekhov, 284, 295-303.

38. Quoted in V. N. Kazimirov, Velikii sibirskii put’ (Irkutsk, 1970), 6.

39. Okladnikov et al,, Istoriia Sibiri, 3:62-63.

40. Zenone Volpicelli [Vladimir), Russia on the Pacific and the Siberian Railway
(London, 1899}, 277—283; Kropotkin, "“Great Siberian Railway,” 149; Okladnikov et al.,
Istoriia Sibiri, 3:64; North, Transport, 36, 38—39. For the estimated amounts needed to
improve the Ob’-Enisei canal, see TOSRPT, vol. 18, oldel 1 (1887), 11-12.

41. Kabuzan, Dal'nevostochnyi krai, 99.
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year the water is frozen. The lake is subject to violent storms, and ice
in spring and fall often puts a halt to navigation. In good weather it
took seven hours to cross from Listvianichnaia on the western shore
to Mysovskaia on the eastern shore. An alternative was the Circum-
baikal post road, winding from Irkutsk along the south shore of the
lake to Verkhneudinsk, but it ran through wild terrain that was per-
ilous for travelers and would have made the transport of troops more
impractical than it already was.#2

The post road built under Murav'ev-Amurskii through Trans-
baikalia and Priamur’e could not be relied on as a commercial route,
and in general it too was avoided because of the arduous terrain and
severe weather.43 The road along the shore of the Shilka and upper
Amur became a narrow trail high in the cliffs. The last seven stations
were so dangerous that they were known as the “Seven Mortal Sins."+4
Summer monsoons turned roads into impassable “slush” (raspu-
titsa) #> The South Ussuri region had only one road to speak of, run-
ning from Kamen’-Rybolov on Lake Khanka to the village of Razdol’-
noe, 140 versts to the south. It was often flooded year round. N. A.
Voloshinov found the region east of Lake Khanka too swampy for
travel by horse or foot; he suggested that freight haulers reroute from
Vladivostok to the Amur by sea to Nikolaevsk. He was not optimistic
about developing a local carrying trade.*¢

Travel by river was the preferred method east of Lake Baikal. The
system consisting of the Selenga, Khilok, Ingoda, and Shilka rivers
linked Baikal with the Amur River and placed all of Transbaikalia
within reach by way of their branches. Several steamer lines carried
passengers along the whole length of the Amur from Sretensk to
Nikolaevsk, with service down the Ussuri River and up the Zeia and
Bureia rivers to the gold camps.4” Navigation in the region was not
dependable, however. The Amur is frozen five to six months of the
year, and sandbars blocked its mouth at that time. The Shilka was

42. Grulev, 131132, 134; Volpicelli. Russia on the Pacific, 274; Suslov, Physical Geogra-
phy of Asiatic Russia, 305-306.

43. volpicelli, Russia on the Pacific, 274-275; Selikhov, "Sibir’ pod vliianiem,” 17. This
despite the fact that, according to Grulev, the local inhabitants of Transbaikalia had a
wealth of good horses and were eager (o do carting (Grulev, 143).

44. Kropotkin, Memoirs, 189.

45. Suslov, Physical Geography of Asiatic Russia, 337.

46. Voloshinov, “Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga" 24-25; Barabash, 165-166; Skal'-
kovskii, Russkaia torgovlia, 56. Horses were quite expensive in the region and had to be
imported from Tomsk or Transbaikalia (Matiunin, “Nashi sosedy,” 83).

47. Grulev, 132—133; Volpicelli, Russia on the Pacific, 283. Along the Bureia were three
widely separated small settlements, linked only by water (Evtiugin, 214n11).
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clear of ice from mid-May to early October, but shallow water often
made navigation treacherous after the first two months. Flooding
from the hills made the waters even more unpredictable. The anar-
chist and geographer Prince Peter Kropotkin described the Amur
during the monsoon season as swollen to a width of two to five miles
in places, with waves of destructive height. The Amur, Ussuri, and
Sungacha rivers, as well as Lake Khanka, became extremely shallow
during the dry season, so that running aground on sandbars or in
rapids was a frequent occurrence. At such times, Vladivostok could be
reached only by sea48

As the major commercial and naval port in the Russian Far East,
Vladivostok was of vital importance to the communications of the
region .9 Whatever benefits it may have had as a commercial port, as a
naval base it suffered from serious deficiencies, and still does. In this
region the cold coastal seas cause the port to freeze over three months
of the year. The sheer cliffs of the Sikhote-Alin Mountains line the
coast of the Ussuri region, making Vladivostok inaccessible from this
direction, and the straits guarding the Sea of Japan made open access
to or from the Pacific Ocean doubtful in wartime. Vladivostok’s loca-
tion on a peninsula jutting into the bay opened it to attack from two
sides, so that its defense was all the more difficult.5°

Obviously transportation in all of Siberia was less than ideal. In the
Far East all communications came to a halt for several months of the
year, and except for an occasional caravan of camels over the frozen
rivers, the region was cut off from the rest of Russia. The telegraph was
unreliable, too, since repairs in remote flooded regions could not be
made 51

48. Suslov, Physical Geography of Asiatic Russia, 338; Skal’kovskii, Russkaia torgovlia,
74-75; Grulev, 132, 138; John Albert White, The Siberian Intervention (Princeton, 1964),
26; Kropotkin, Memoirs, 190-191; Barabash, 166; Voloshinov, “Sibirskaia zheleznaia
doroga,” 24; Arthur John Barry, Lecture on the Great Siberian Railway (London, 1900), 18.

49. Vladivostok was a Russian military post in 1860 before the territory was officially
ceded to Russia and in 1872—1873 became the main naval port on the Pacific, in place of
Nikolaevsk-na-Amure. In 1880 Vladivostok became a separate administrative entity
under a military governor; in 1888 it was reunified with the Maritime oblast, and in 1890
replaced Khabarovsk as its administrative center (Skal’kovskii, Russkaia torgovlia, 10;
Erik Amburger, Geschichte der Behérdenorganisation Rufilands von Peter dem Grofien
bis 1917 [Leiden, 1966], 366, 407).

50. Suslov, Physical Geography of Asiatic Russia, 327, 333; Skal'kovskii, Russkaia
torgovlia, 13—14; Matiunin, "Nashi sosedy,” 81-82; Allen S. Whiting, Siberian DeveIop
ment and East Asia: Threat or Promise? (Stanford, 1981), 76. Matiunin suggested Pos’et,
icefree and in a guarded location, as a more reasonable choice for a naval base. Whiting
points out that the access problem still detracts from the Soviet naval base in Vladi-
vostok.

51. Selikhov, “Sibir’ pod vliianiem,” 18; Skal'kovskii, Russkaia torgovlia, 60. On the use
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The implications did not bode well for Russia's prospects of win-
ning a war in the Far East. Of the 24,000 soldiers in 1891 under the
command of Baron A. N. Korf, governor general of Priamur’e and ex
officio commander of the Amur military okrug, only 60 percent were
a viable force, and they were required to defend the border with
China.52 The British engineer Arthur John Barry estimated that Russia
would need to put 100,000 men in the field if a serious war broke out;
he did not think they could be supplied.53 The General Staff was aware
that the Chinese could interdict existing Russian lines of communica-
tion at any number of points, easily cutting off the rest of the Russian
Far East. If the Chinese attacked the South Ussuri uezds in March,
during the rasputitsa, it would take one and a half to two months for
reinforcements from the Khabarovsk battalion to arrive; and Trans-
baikal Cossack units could not be mobilized for departure from Sre-
tensk before May 1. Chinese troops could reach Pos’et from some
points in Manchuria in as little as twelve to fifteen days.5*

Officials in St. Petersburg and in Siberia understood as early as 1875
that poor communications were at the root of Russia’s strategic weak-
ness in the Far East. As a corrective measure, throughout the 1880’s
they discussed construction of a railroad across Siberia or at least
from Vladivostok to the Amur River, especially as the race for territory
in the Pacific heated up and war seemed increasingly likely.

of camels for transport and haulage, see Richardson Wright and Bassett Digby, Through
Siberia, an Empire in the Making (New York, 1913), 187, and Kennan, Siberia and the Exile
System, 2:418.

52. Valliant, "Japan,” 10.

53. Barry, Lecture, 22. This figure was for Russian territories; significant additional
numbers would also be needed to defend the Chinese-Eastern Railroad when it was
built.

54. Barabash, 128, 134-135, 165-167; Evtiugin, 215. Whiting shows that the threat of
interdiction remains alive today for the Siberian Railroad and restricts the military
utility of the Baikal-Amur Main Line (BAM) (Whiting, Siberian Development, 92-93, 100~
102, 108).



CHAPTER TWO

An Appetite for Asia

The dire deficiencies of the Russian settlement in the Far
East forced the imperial government to face its vulnerability to foreign
aggression in the Pacific region. The defensive strategy it developed
was to rely on a vigorous offense; the construction of a Siberian
railroad was seen as a means to that end.

Russia in the Pacific Rim

Russia’s strategic position in the Far East had a dual dimension
insofar as it was concerned with the extension of European rivalries in
the area as well as local relationships, including the defense of the
immense frontier with China. England and China were the two major
threats to Russian interests and security in the region; the presence of
other powers was slightly less worrisome until the mid-1890s.

Up till then the Russian government was not disturbed about the
potential strength of its future antagonist, Japan. Russo-Japanese
relations were by and large good, and St. Petersburg did not perceive
Tokyo'’s activities as threatening. In the mid-1880s, Russian and Japa-
nese interests in Korea even tended to complement each other: Rus-
sian specialists were of the opinion that Japan might act in Korea to
block English gains. The only fear was that Japan would acquire ports
on the mainland; but as long as Japan was confined to its islands, the
Russian government did not consider it a problem.! One gets the

1. A. L. Narochnitskii, Kolonial'naia politika kapitalisticheskikh derzhav na Dal'nem
Vostoke, 1860-1895 (Moscow, 1956), 371, 373, 549-550; Andrew MalozemofT, Russian Far

28
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sense that the Russian government, and even the military, viewed
Japan's development with equanimity—at least for the time being.

European and American activity in the northern Pacific, however,
had distressed Siberian officials as early as the 1780s.# By the mid-
nineteenth century, the fiercely competitive intervention of the West-
ern powers in the affairs of East Asia had commenced. Britain had
annexed territory throughout Southeast Asia in the eighteenth cen-
tury, and in 1842, with the Treaty of Nanking and the end of the Opium
Wars, it secured a foothold in China. France, Germany, and the United
States were also active in the Pacific, either acquiring territories or
working to open the region to their trade. By the treaties of Tientsin
(1858}, Chinese ports were opened to other European powers as well,
including Russia.

Established on the Pacific since the seventeenth century, Russia
began in the mid—nineteenth century to acquire new territories in the
Far East: the Amur oblast by the treaty of Aigun in 1858 and the
Maritime oblast by the treaty of Peking in 1860. Russia signed a trade
treaty with Japan in 1855 immediately after Commodore Matthew
Perry did so for the United States, and in 1875 Japan ceded Sakhalin
Island to Russia in exchange for recognition of Japanese sovereignty
over the central and northern Kurile Islands.

Technological developments sped the process and gave the advan-
tage in communications with the Far East to Western Europe and
America, despite Russia's geographical proximity. The development of
efficient steamships in the 1840s and the completion of the Suez
Canal in 1869 directed trade more rapidly through the Indian Ocean
than the previous overseas route.* Along with the American transcon-

Eastern Policy, 1881-1904 (Berkeley, 1958), 16—18. For more detailed background infor-
mation on this period, see the introduction to George Alexander Lensen, Balance of
Intrigue: International Rivalry in Korea and Manchuria, 1884-1899 (Tallahassee, 1982,
vol. 1.

2. Malozemoff speculates that Japanese naval expansion may have been a factor in
the decision to build the Siberian Railroad, but notes that there is no direct evidence to
that effect (Russian Far Eastern Policy, 34-35). For this period in Russo-Japanese rela-
tions in general, see also George Alexander Lensen, “Japan and Tsarist Russia—the
Changing Relationships, 1875-1917," Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 10, no. 3
(October 1962): 337-338. Two Soviet sources incorrectly claim that the growth of Japa-
nese power compelled the Russian government to build the Trans-Siberian Railroad:
A. V. Pataleev, Istoriia stroitel'stva velikogo sibirskogo zheleznodorozhnogo puti
(Khabarovsk, 1951), 9, and “Zheleznye dorogi,” in Sibirskaia sovetskaia entsiklopediia,
vol. 1 (Novosibirsk, 1929), 909.

3. E. L. Besprozvannykh, Priamur’e v sisteme russko-kitaiskikh otnoshenii XViI-
seredina XIX v. (Moscow, 1983}, 119.

4. Daniel R. Headrick, The Tools of Empire: Technology and European Imperialism in
the Nineteenth Century (New York, 1981), 142-156; "Budushchie zheleznye dorogi iz
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tinental railroads and talk of a Central American canal, these advances
were a source of great concern to members of the Imperial Russian
Technological Society.> Russian trade and transport to Asia seemed
insignificant, and the realization was made all the more galling by the
fact that the greater part of Russian territory was in Asia.

Russia’s trade position in the Pacific was decidedly weak. Germany,
France, and England had all established rapid steamship service
between their home ports and China and expanded their commercial
representation there. By 1892 Hong Kong was almost as busy a port as
London. English and German manufactures dominated the China
market, and the United States was the main source of imported fish in
China. Russia’s trade with China soon made up less than 6 percent of
the total. Foreigners dominated trade not only in China but in the
Russian Far East itself. Russia’s coastal trade virtually ceased to exist
after the sale of Alaska, and the Chinese controlled the commerce in
seaweed, the major export product from Vladivostok. Commercial
fishing in Russia’s Pacific waters was in the hands of the Japanese and
Americans. German ships carried 70 percent of the freight arriving at
Nikolaevsk-na-Amure. Foreigners, most of them from San Francisco,
conducted an overwhelming proportion of the trade in Nikolaevsk.®

Russians could not help feeling that events were overtaking them.
“The diverse interests of almost all European states, both Americas,
China, and Japan are currently concentrated in the Pacific Ocean; the
political center of gravity has shifted here from the Atlantic Ocean.””
Russians did not intend to let their position in the area deteriorate
further:

In the Pacific Ocean a feast of industry and trade is taking place. Among
the European, American, and Asian guests, we have been assigned one of

Evropeiskoi Rossii v Aziiu,” ZhdD, 1885, no. 1: 2. According to Headrick, when electric
lights were installed on ships after 1887, travel time was further reduced by half.

5. See, for instance, 'O velikom sibirskom puti v sviazi s pravitel'stvennymi
izyskaniiami' (Doklad N. A. Sytenko i beseda v V111 otdele IRTO},” ZhdD, 1888, nos. 22-24:
170.

6. N. Matiunin, “Nashi sosedy na Krainem Vostoke,” Vestnik Evropy, July 1887, no.7:
79; Headrick, Tools of Empire, 168; K. A. Skal'kovskii, Vneshniaia politika Rossii i pol-
ozhenie inostrannykh derzhav (St. Petersburg, 1901), 545-546, and Russkaia torgovlia v
Tikhom okeane (St. Petersburg, 1883), 17, 35, 71-72, 229, 237-240; P. Chikhachev, “Ka-
liforniia i ussuriiskii krai,” Vestnik Evropy, June 1890, no. 6: 563; Great Britain, Naval
Intelligence Division, A Handbook of Siberia and Arctic Russia, vol. 1 (London, n.d ), 78~
79.

7. Matiunin, “Nashi sosedy,” 80.
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the prominent places. If at the moment we are sitting at the table but are
not satisfying our appetites like the others, it does not necessarily imply
that we are ready to excuse ourselves from the table ®

Asian experts on the General Staff clearly saw that the Russian posi-
tion was precarious. The “promised land of European commerce”
that was the Russian Far East was situated in so valuable a location
that as foreign activity in the area expanded, the European countries
gazed upon it with envy.? “Because of its location on the Pacific
Ocean, where the vital interests of many nations are concentrated,
Priamur’e has great value in their eyes.”'? Russia’s interests in the
region were therefore at risk: “For Russia it is all the more important in
that it has no [(access to the} open seas in Europe.’!!

Paradoxically, at the same time that the Russian General Staff saw
Priamur’e as the source of Russia’s weakness and ineffectiveness in
the Far East, its members were under the impression that it gave
Russia preeminence in the Pacific and made the rest of the world
envious enough to plan its joint conquest.

Russo-British Rivalry

England emerged as Russia's bete noire in the Pacific in the course
of several incidents between 1850 and 1890, years of difficult, often
hostile relations between the two powers in Europe and Asia. The
threat was not limited to Russian interests in Asia; it was understood
that if Russia found itself at war in Europe, its Far Eastern possessions
would come under attack. Strength on the Pacific, therefore, meant
strength in Europe.1?

During the Crimean War, for instance, an Anglo-French naval force
bombarded the Russian port of Petropavlovsk-na-Kamchatke and
kept a presence afterward in the Sea of Okhotsk. The attack provided
one motive for Murav’ev's annexation of the Amur territory: to defend
the coast from the interior. Murav'ev recognized the importance of
overland communications, and as part of his strategy against the

8. Barabash, 103-104.

9. Ibid., 103; N. A. Voloshinov, "Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga,” IIRGO 27 (1891): 26.
10. Barabash, 106.
11. Matiunin, “Nashi sosedy,” 80.
12. Barabash, 106.
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English he backed the proposal put forth in 1857-1858 by an Ameri-
can entrepreneur, P. M. Collins, for a railroad through Priamur’e. He
lent his name to many other railroad schemes too, in the expectation
that “for the naval powers it will be more threatening than one million
troops and more dreadful than the unification of all the navies of
Europe,” as one of the engineers devising a railroad on the Pacific put
it.13

From this point on, Russia and England were in constant competi-
tion for territory in Central Asia and the Far East.'* During the Russo-
Turkish War (1877-1878) they neared the brink of conflict. One ele-
ment of England’s proposed strategy was to blockade Russia's Pacific
coast and strike at Vladivostok, using Chinese and Japanese ports as
bases of operations. The Russians planned to counter with cruiser
attacks on British merchant vessels, and for this purpose created the
Volunteer Fleet in May 1878.15 The Volunteer Fleet was to serve as a
merchant fleet, a means of conveyance for settlers, and an auxiliary
naval force; in the eyes of Alexander III it was the “main weapon in our
struggle with England.”*¢ Once again the link between European
relations and the Russian position in the Far East was made clear: “In
1877-1878, while clashing with Turkey, we had to prepare ourselves
for war in Priamur’e.”'” The Volunteer Fleet was expected to foster
military readiness, step up Russian activity in the area, and expedite
Russian settlement of the territory.

The English threat continued to loom large in the next decade.
Further Russian annexations in Central Asia, in particular the seizure
of Merv in 1884, brought Russia threateningly close to Afghanistan, set
up by the British in 1878-1879 as a protectorate to provide a buffer
between India and an approaching Russia. Attempts to begin bound-
ary negotiations failed and by February 1885 the two countries were
again on the verge of war. The British especially feared Russian ac-

13. V. F. Borzunov, "Proekty stroitel’stva sibirskoi zheleznodorozhnoi magistrali per-
voi poloviny XIX v. kak istoricheskii istochnik,” in Akademiia Nauk SSSR, Sibirskoe
Otdelenie, Dal’'nevostochnyi Filial, Trudy, seriia istoricheskaia, vol. 5, ed. V. M. Vish-
nevskii et al. (Blagoveshchensk, 1963), 53, 58-62; Hugh Seton-Watson, The Decline of
Imperial Russia, 1855-1914 (New York, 1966), 83. For details of the attack on Petro-
pavlovsk, see John Shelton Curtiss, Russia's Crimean War (Durham, N.C., 1979), 421-423.

14. C. . H. Hayes portrays Russian expansion there as a major stimulus to British
imperialism in Asia (A Generation of Materialism, 1871-1900 [New York, 1941}, 231).

15. Narochnitskii, Kolonial' naia politika, 221-223, 225; Skal'kovskii, Russkaia torgovlia,
466. The ships of the Volunteer Fleet were converted German mail boats.

16. D. A. Miliutin, Dnevnik D. A. Miliutina, vol. 3 (Moscow, 1950), 236-237.

17. Barabash, 106.
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tions against Herat, which they considered the key to India. Russian
and Afghan troops, the latter led by British officers, fought in the
Penjdeh region.

Britain was limited, however, in its ability to respond militarily
against Russia if a war were to break out: British ships were prevented
from entering the Black Sea by the collusion of Germany and Turkey,
the former acting as an adherent of the Three Emperors’ League, the
latter indignant at England’s seizure of Egypt. Britain's only alternative
was, again, to strike at Russia in the Far East. In April 1885 the order
was given to occupy Port Hamilton off the coast of Korea, from which
Vladivostok and Russia’s Pacific coast could be attacked in the event of
war. Russian forces were nominal and British ships were in position
to destroy Russian ships before the latter could begin operations
against British trade. In September 1884 England had already planned
to offer Korea protectorate status and occupy Port Hamilton, and by
April 1885 it was a de facto British coaling station. Totally unprepared
for any military activities in the Far East, Russia turned to diplomacy
in a desperate quest to remove the British from Korea.18

The situation was aggravated by the imminent completion of the
Canadian-Pacific Railroad, which would cut the journey between
England and Japan from the fifty-two days it took through the Suez
Canal to thirty-seven days, and London expected to make use of it to
concentrate its forces against Vladivostok.1® Voloshinov wrote (distort-
ing the truth) that England built and financed the Canadian-Pacific
Railroad and in addition was subsidizing steamer transport on the
Pacific Ocean. He and others regarded the Siberian Railroad as a
means of countering these seemingly ominous developments.20 It

18. Barbara Jelavich, St. Petersburg and Moscow: Tsarist and Soviet Foreign Policy,
1814-1974 (Bloomington, Ind., 1975), 199-200; Michael Florinsky, Russia: A History and
an Interpretation, vol. 2 (New York, 1960), 1128-1129; Dietrich Geyer, Russian Imperial-
ism: The Interaction of Domestic and Foreign Policy, 1860-1914, trans. Bruce Little (New
Haven, 1987), 114; Narochnitskii, Kolonial'naia politika, 370-371, 373, 376-381, 389.

19. "“Tikhookeanskaia-kanadskaia i sibirskaia zheleznyve dorogi,” ZhdD, 1887, no. 19:
157; Narochnitskii, Kolonial'naia politika, 380.

20. N. A. Voloshinov (M. V "), Neskol’ko slov o sibirskoi zheleznoi doroge (St.
Petersburg, 1890), 20; TIRTO, 10:12. Voloshinov was incorrect about the financing of the
Canadian-Pacific Railroad, which was paid for by a combination of Canadian govern-
ment subsidies, the sale of land held by the Canadian Pacific Land Grant, and stocks
issued in Canada, the United States, England, and France. See John Murray Gibbon,
Steel of Empire: The Romantic Historv of the Canadian Pacific (New York, 1935), passim.
While the British did plan to use the Canadian-Pacific for the rapid transfer of troops to
Asia, it was Russia's talk of a trans-Siberian railroad that confirmed this need in the first
place. Moreover, steamer service across the Pacific was intended primarily to supple-
ment the railroad’s income (Gibbon, Steel, 209-212, 300. 311-313).
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was soon after the Afghan affair that the Committee of Ministers
accepted the indispensability of the project.2!

A strategy based on railroad construction had a recent precedent.
In connection with the Afghan crisis, the tsar ordered General M. N.
Annenkov in June 1885 to extend construction of the Transcaspian
Railroad along the Afghan border, from Kizyl-Arvat through Merv to
Chardzhou .22 His hope was that the railroad, besides aiding in the
subjugation of the native tribes, would also enable Russia to put
pressure on English interests in India through Afghanistan. As A. G.
Jomini, a chief aid to the Russian foreign minister, stated, the Trans-
caspian Railroad would “furnish [Russia] with a base of operations
against England . . . should the British government, by the occupation
of Herat, threaten our present position in Central Asia."?3

Still another dimension to relations with the British involved China.
Russia sensed that England and other Western powers were attempt-
ing to turn China against it. At the time of the Afghan crisis, British
representatives in China actively sought to rally Chinese and Japa-
nese diplomatic and military support against Russia. In exchange for
acquiescence in the occupation of Port Hamilton, England offered
China assistance in regaining from Russia the strategically important
slice of territory fronting on Pos’et Bay, which gave Russia its border
with Korea. There was also evidence that English and German influ-
ence was behind Chinese plans to build a strategic railroad through
Manchuria to a point on the border of Russia’s Ussuri region 24 In
Voloshinov's mind, the Chinese thus far seemed to have remained
indifferent to foreign press reports that Russia was vulnerable in the
Far East and that possession of the South Ussuri region would be
advantageous to China. But he was certain that they would not resist
temptation much longer. The Siberian Railroad, he asserted, was
necessary to preserve the centuries-old friendship between China
and Russia: Russian strength would give China the sense not to heed
the “malicious counsels” of the Europeans 25

21.V.P. Potemkin, Istoriia diplomatii, vol. 2 (Moscow, 1945), 112; V. M. Khvostov, Istoriia
diplomatii, vol. 2 (Moscow, 1963), 223-225.

22. This section was completed in 1887, and a further extension to Samarkand in 1888
(W. E. Wheeler, “The Control of Land Routes: Russian Railways in Central Asia,” Journal
of the Royal Central Asian Society 21 [October 1934}: 592-593; A. M. Solov'eva, Zhelezno-
dorozhnyi transport Rossii vo vioroi polovine XIX v. [Moscow, 1975], 196-197).

23. Quoted in Alexis Krausse, Russia in Asia: A Record and a Study, 1558—-1899 (New
York, 1899), 204—205.

24. Narochnitskii, Kolonial'naia politika, 381-382, 391; "Man'chzhurskaia zheleznaia
doroga,” in General'nyi Shtab, Sbornik po Azii, vol. 53 (1893), 4.

25. Voloshinov, "Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga,” 26-27.
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Beyond the Chinese Border

To a large extent it was the presence of China that brought about
the clamor for the Siberian Railroad within Russian military circles.
For two centuries, from the beginning of Russo-Chinese relations,
despite thousands of miles of shared border, relations between the
two countries had remained peaceful and without major incident.
Military demands elsewhere minimized the attention given Siberia by
the Russian military. The number of troops was insignificant, only a
few battalions in all of Siberia. Russia had given little thought to the
defense of its border with China.2é

Benign neglect was no longer possible after the lli (or Kuldja) crisis.
In 1864 a Muslim revolt in Sinkiang against Chinese rule came under
the leadership of Yakub Beg, who, backed by the British, hoped to
reunite Russian Turkestan with his newly proclaimed emirate. In
1871, when his troops threatened Kuldja, near the Russian border,
Russian forces moved in and took control of the town and the sur-
rounding Ili valley, assuring the Chinese government that the occupa-
tion would be only temporary. By 1878, after Yakub Beg was dead and
the Chinese had repressed the rebellion, the territory still remained in
the hands of the Russians, who in the unequal treaty of Livadia (1879)
offered to return some of it for a huge payment and various trade
concessions.2?

The issue was eventually resolved through diplomacy to China’s
benefit, but only because the insulting treaty had led to an outcry for
war against Russia in a China overly confident in the wake of its
reforms and recent successes against internal rebellion. The Russians
decided it would be in their best interest to accept the Chinese
demands because, besides having their own domestic troubles, they
viewed the prospect of victory over China as uncertain: the Russians
exaggerated China'’s military strength, as did the rest of the world at
the time.23 Potential conflict was averted with the signing of the Treaty

26. A. N. Kuropatkin, The Russian Army and the Japanese War, trans. A. B. Lindsay, vol.
1 (London, 1909), 5, 68—69, 114-115; Skal 'kovskii, Vneshniaia politika, 559.

27. Harry Schwartz, Tsars, Mandarins, and Commissars: A Historv of Chinese-Russian
Relations (New York, 1973), 55-58. It is worthy of note that in 1878 A. N. Kuropatkin, then
head of the Asian section of the General Staff, suggested that the Chinese pay 10 million
pounds in gold as compensation for Russia's eight-vear occupation of Ili, which the
government could then put toward construction of the Siberian Railroad. Foreign
Minister Giers and Minister of Finance Greig rejected this idea, though, and only 500,000
pounds was eventually demanded (Kuropatkin, Russian Army, 1:92-93).

28. Immanuel C. Y. Hsti, The Ili Crisis: A Study of Sino-Russian Diplomacy, 1871-1881
(Oxford, 1965), 155-158, 189-191; Kuropatkin, Russian Army, 1:94. At least until the Sino-
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of St. Petersburg in 1881 and the transfer of Ili to China in 1882. But the
threat by China's war party stunned Russia’s leaders into a sudden
awareness of the strategic sensitivity of their border with China.

During the Ili crisis itself there was apprehension at the highest
level that Vladivostok and the Maritime oblast were vulnerable to
Chinese attack. The State Council, under its chairman, Grand Prince
Konstantin Nikolaevich, discussed moving the naval base from Vladi-
vostok further north to Ol'ga for security reasons, but War Minister
D. A. Miliutin rejected the idea on the grounds that it would imply the
abandonment of Vladivostok, which would have to be defended in any
case.?® In the wake of the crisis, the Russian military steadily in-
creased the number of troops in the Far East, beginning a process that
continued until 1917.3° Still, the financial resources of the Treasury
were overstretched and the military authorities felt the increased
numbers were insufficient.3!

Throughout the next decade events in China added to the concern
of Russian officials, who theorized that even a weak power such as
China could become a strong military threat in a short time. In the war
between France and China (1884—-1885) French naval victories forced
the Chinese to recognize French control over Tonkin and Annam in
Indochina. The defeat was humiliating for the overconfident Chinese,
and the government drifted into torpor, leaving the nation unpre-
pared to face the Japanese in 1894-1895. At the time, though, China'’s
weakness was not apparent, and the fact that the Chinese forces had
defeated the French on land distressed the Russians. The backers of
reform in China, spearheaded by Li Hung-chang since the 1860s, saw
the Franco-Chinese conflict as further justification of their desire to
revamp the navy and reorganize the army on Prussian lines, as re-

Japanese War of 1894-1895, most observers in the United States and Great Britain
considered the Chinese army to be superior to Japan's (Narochnitskii, Kolonial'naia
politika, 421-422; A. Gal’perin, Anglo-iaponskii soiuz, 1902-1921 godv (Moscow, 1947],
26).

29. Miliutin, Dnevnik, 3:237.

30. Whereas in 1862 there were 6,900 regular troops in the Russian Far East, making
up less than 1% of the total number of such troops in the Russian army, by 1882 there
were 16,700, in 1891—24,800, and in 1895—32,100 (O. I. Sergeev, Kazachestvo na rus-
skom Dal' nem Vostoke v XVII-XIX v. [Moscow, 1983, 81-82}. In the Maritime oblast, the
number of troops increased from 6,813 in 1881 to 12,583 in 1892. In the South Ussuri
region, the number rose from 1,753 in 1871 to 4,073 in 1881 (V. M. Kabuzan, Dal’'-
nevostochnyi krai v XVII-nachale XX wv. (1640-1917): Istoriko-demograficheskii ocherk
(Moscow, 1985], 127; 164, table 5).

31. Narochnitskii, Kolonial’naia politika, 357, 529.
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ported by the Russian General Staff. Reform of the military was soon
well under way. The Chinese brought in European instructors, set up
military arsenals, established defense industries, and put up tele-
graph lines.32 These endeavors troubled the governor general of Pri-
amur’e, Baron Korf. In 1887 he cited the evidence of Chinese modemn-
ization as justifying construction of the Siberian Railroad, so that large
numbers of troops could be sent to the Russian Far East .33

Chinese activity in Manchuria gathered steam at the same time, still
further pressuring Russian defenses. The Chinese organized steam-
ship traffic on the Sungari and Amur rivers as part of their program to
settle the border region as rapidly as possible.3* Contrary to long-
standing policy, which was to leave Manchuria relatively unsettled to
serve as an empty buffer between China and Russia, the government
now promoted migration there. The Chinese were literally moving
masses of settlers opposite Russian settlements in both oblasts of
Priamur’e.35 By 1890, according to one alarming (if embellished) mili-
tary estimate, “in Manchuria there are more than 10 million while in
all of the Maritime oblast there are fewer than 100,000."3¢ It seemed
that the Chinese right bank of the Amur would not long remain
underpopulated.3?

Colonel Ia. F. Barabash interpreted the situation to mean that the
Chinese considered themselves strong and ready to confront Rus-
sia.38 Hand in hand with the Manchurian settlers, he asserted, would
come the Chinese military; as indeed they did. The Chinese reorga-
nized and reinforced their Manchurian forces to the number of 85,000
men. They created the North China fleet and established the naval
base soon to be named Port Arthur.3® The newspaper Novoe vremia
also reported that the Chinese government was directing the Chinese

32. Voloshinov, Neskol'ko slov, 18~19; Hsu, Hi Crisis, 192-193; Skal 'kovskii, Vneshniaia
politika, 559; “Reorganizatsiia kitaiskoi armii i flota,” in General'nyi Shtab, Sbornik po
Azii, vol. 24 (1886), 251, 254,

33. MPS, Istoricheskii ocherk razvitiia zheleznykh dorog v Rossii s ikh osnovaniia po
1897 g. vkliuchitel'no, comp. V. M. Verkhovskii (St. Petersburg, 1899), 460.

34. Ibid.

35. Malozemoff, Russian Far Eastern Policy, 22.

36. Voloshinov, “Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga,” 15. In the two provinces of northern
Manchuria bordering on Russia, the estimated population in 1900 was more likely
between 2 and 4 million, according to both David J. Dallin, The Rise of Russia in Asia
(New Haven, 1949), 13-14, and a contemporary source, E. 1. Martvnov, Rabota nashikh
zheleznodorozhnykh del’tsov v Manchzhurii (Moscow, 1914), 7.

37. Evtiugin, 214.

38. Barabash, 107-109.

39. Malozemoff, Russian Far Eastern Policy, 22-23.
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robber bands known as the hung hu tze against Russian settlements to
destabilize the region before troops were sent in to seize it.#°

But if there was one thing that symbolized the multifarious Chinese
threat to the Russians, it was plans to construct a railroad in Man-
churia, which, as we have seen, had European backing. The Chinese
began to build railroads in earnest in 1886. The Manchurian Railroad
was conceived largely in response to Russia’s deliberation over the
Siberian Railroad and was planned to run in several branches through
Mukden, Kirin, and Tsitsihar to points on the Russian border near
Blagoveshchensk and Pos’et.#! The Russian General Staff paid careful
attention to the progress of these plans.*? Foreign Minister N. K. Giers,
in a letter of May 1891 to the finance minister, I. A. Vyshnegradskii, in
which he stressed the importance of the Siberian Railroad for reasons
of defense, expressed Russian sentiment about the Manchurian rail-
roads: in collusion with a foreign power, China could conceivably use
them to annex Russian Priamur’e 43

Giers's letter reflected the Russian attitude not only toward the
Chinese railroads but toward China as a whole by the late 1880s and
early 1890s. Northern Manchuria was blocked from the sea by Russian
territory, and it would be senseless for the Chinese government to
develop it without access to the oceans. Hence the logical conclusion,
perhaps projected from Russian tactics onto the Chinese, was that the
Chinese government would attempt to seize Pos’et and Vladivostok,
then all of the territory gained by Russia in the Treaty of Peking; that is,
everything “that constitutes the whole value of our Priamur posses-
sions.” Barabash wrote in 1883 that Chinese revanchism was a “black
cloud on the horizon of relations with China."+ Captain Evtiugin,
writing in 1885, was of the “deep conviction that military conflict with

40. Novoe vremia, May 6, 1889, p. 2. The hung hu tze had their origins in both
Manchuria and the Chinese settlements of Siberia. Robbers and murderers, they ter-
rorized isolated Russian settlements and the Chinese population of the Ussuri region
by gruesomely torturing their victims. See V. K. Arsen’ev (Wladimir K. Arsenjew), Russen
und Chinesen in Ostsibirien, trans. Franz Daniel (Berlin, n.d.), 149-151, and John Albert
White, The Siberian Intervention (Princeton, 1950), 46.

41. Robert Britton Valliant, “Japan and the Trans-Siberian Railroad, 1885-1905" (Ph.D.
diss., University of Hawaii, 1974), 14-15; Skal'kovskii, Vneshniaia politika, 542; B. A.
Romanov, Russia in Manchuria (1892-1906), trans. Susan Wilbur Jones (New York, 1974),
40.

42. See, for example, Putiat, “Zapreshchenie kitaitsam selit’sia na man’chzhurskikh
zemliakh: Zheleznye dorogi Tian’tszin-Tundzheo i Man’chzhurskaia,” in General'nyi
Shtab, Shornik po Azii, vol. 42 (1890) (hereafter cited as Putiat), and “Man’chzhurskaia
zheleznaia doroga,” in ibid., vol. 53 (1893).

43. Times, May 30, 1891, p. 7.

44. Barabash, 111-116, 140.
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China is inevitable and, what's more, in the not too distant future. We
will be forced to this by necessity and, it goes without saying, we
should always be prepared.’#> For Voloshinov, Chinese revanchism
placed Russo-Chinese relations on unstable ground: “Just one spark
is needed to blow up the whole powder magazine.'#6

There was some evidence to back such claims. The British had
offered the Chinese support in seizing Russian territory, and the
Russian ambassador to China, S. 1. Popov, was told by a Chinese
general that for reasons of security it was essential for Russia to cede
the area around Pos’et to China. Nevertheless, Li Hung-chang’s mili-
tary reforms made only cosmetic improvements, and Chinese ac-
tivities in Manchuria were aimed largely at gaining control of events in
Korea rather than against Russia. On the whole, China tended to
support Russia while mistrusting England and Japan.#? It seems that
Russian perceptions of a Chinese threat had little empirical founda-
tion and were based on an unrealistic fear of numbers. In an era of
heightened great-power rivalry, the presence of 300 million Chinese
on the other side of Russia’s unguarded Far Eastern frontier was
difficult to disregard .+8

A Russian Railroad in the Far East

As military strategists throughout the 1880s discussed construction
of a railroad across Siberia, or at the very least from Vladivostok to the
Amur River, their ostensible intent was to enhance the defense of
Russian territory; but official perceptions of the railroad presupposed
that it would also be the means to an offensive, “forward” policy in
China.

Some officers opposed construction of a railroad as wasteful or
feared that it would benefit the military and economic activities of
foreigners. Reflecting, for the time being, a lack of concern about
Tokyo and its potential ability to restrict access to the Sea of Japan,
they argued that a strong Pacific fleet based in Vladivostok, having free
exit to the seas, would serve well to counter foreign threats and

45. Evtiugin, 218.

46. Voloshinov, "‘Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga.” 26-27.

47. Narochnitskii, Kolonial'naia politika, 386, 391, 421-422; Malozemoff, Russian Far
Eastern Policy, 23.

48. " 'O narodonaselenii Sibiri i o velikoi vostochnoi zheleznoi doroge,” (Doklad pro-
fessora E. Iu. Petri i beseda v VIII otdele IRTO),” ZhdD, 1888, nos. 33—-34: 278.
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provision the troops. As for transport within Siberia, General 1. 1.
Filipenko suggested that improvements in the existing water routes
would be sufficient .4

The opponents of the railroad thus favored expansion of Russian
naval power in the Pacific. They were in the minority, though, and the
land-based strategy first implemented by Murav'ev-Amurskii pre-
dominated. The Russian military had learned from experience. The
usefulness of Russian railroads in battle against Afghan troops in
Central Asia proved their importance for the Far East. Past mistakes
were also not forgotten. Inadequacies of the railroad network during
the Russo-Turkish War had hindered the transport of troops and
supplies.5® Voloshinov repeated over and over that Russia should
show it had learned the lesson of the Crimean War; lacking railroads,
Vladivostok would be as exposed as Sevastopol’ had been 5!

By the mid-1880s, many government officials were clamoring for the
Siberian Railroad as vital to the nation’s strategic interests. Propo-
nents of the railroad were well aware of the contemporary axiom that
success in war comes to the side that most quickly concentrates the
largest numbers in the field. Russia’s inferiority in numbers could be
corrected by construction of the Ussuri and Transbaikal railroads.
Inextricably bound to the transport of troops was the need to provi-
sion them locally and end the region’s dependence on Manchuria for
grain. Only as part of a longer railroad stretching across the length of
Siberia would the sections east of Lake Baikal accomplish these strate-
gic tasks.52

Because the railroad would enable Russia to secure a firm foothold
on the Pacific coast, the future foreign minister V. N. Lamzdorf was
convinced of its necessity by 1890:

Instead of colonies, which all other powers search for at the antipodes,
we have one alongside us and do not know how to make use of it; . . . if
the conviction that we are weak spreads and takes root on the distant
borders (of the Far East}, in the near future we will witness the rise of

49.1bid., 281; " 'O naivygodneishem napravlenii magistral 'noi i neprervvnoi vserossi-
iskoi velikoi vastochnoi zheleznoi dorogi’ (Soobshchenie kontr-admirala N. V. Kopvtova
na tekhnicheskoi besede v IRTO),” ZhdD, 1888, nos. 2—4: 28. See also Barabash, 104.

50. Kuropatkin, Russian Army, 127, 29, 86.

51. Voloshinov, "Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga,” 27, 36, and Neskol’ko slov, 4; TIRTO,
2:11-12,

52. 8. V. Sabler and 1. V. Sosnovskii, Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga v eia proshlom i
nastoiashchem: Istoricheskii ocherk, ed. A. N. Kulomzin (St. Petersburg, 1903}, 34, 68-71,
73; MPS, Istoricheskii ocherk, 316, 443, 452—453, 457, 461, 464—467, 501; ZhMPS, official
section, 1893, no. 2: 9, 12-13.
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immense problems in the Orient, like waves in the ocean which engulf
everything in their way .53

If the railroad was to bring strength to the Russian Far East, it was to
do so by enhancing the region’s defensive capabilities. It was a purely
precautionary measure, according to Giers:

The Chinese may not now have any hostile intentions against Russia, but
Russia can never be certain that such ideas may not hereafter enter their
heads, especially if we are brought into collision with any of the Euro-
pean naval powers. In this event the possessions of Russia in Eastern
Siberia, cut off as they now are seven months out of the twelve every year,
would be in an exceedingly precarious position.>*

The railroad would create a strong defense but was not expected to
alarm the Chinese. General D. G. Anuchin, governor general of Eastern
Siberia from 1879 to 1885, explained that during the war scare in 1880,
it became apparent that transporting troops to the Far East and
maintaining them there would be difficult and expensive. At the same
time, no one wanted a large contingent of Russian troops perma-
nently stationed in the region, lest it intimidate the Chinese and
threaten the peace. This reasoning led to the idea of building a rail-
road and improving water routes so that troops could be transported
to the area on a temporary, emergency basis.55

If Anuchin'’s desire to preserve China’s friendship had been sincere,
within a few years the proclamations to this effect rang false. The
reactionary newspaper Grazhdanin (Citizen) wrote that the Siberian
Railroad would guarantee quiet with Russia’s “menacing neighbor."'%¢
In the view of Admiral N. V. Kopytov, China's great and peaceful
civilization was based on the family unit, which encouraged coopera-
tion rather than hostility between individuals. Conversion to Chris-
tianity could make it an even greater nation, and to help bestow this
benefit upon China he proposed the construction of a railroad
through Chinese territory linking Abagaityi, on the Russo-Mongolian-
Manchurian border, with Vladivostok. Manchuria was the most direct

53. V. N. Lamzdorf, Dnevnik V. N. Lamzdorfa (1886-1890) (Moscow/Leningrad, 1926),
182.

54. Times, May 30, 1891, p. 7.

55. TIRTO, 26.

56. Quoted in Novoe vremia, July 20, 1890, p. 1.
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route, and, as he proclaimed, “great deeds befit great nations!'s? His
proposal is the direct forerunner of the Chinese-Eastern Railroad.

The idea that the Siberian Railroad should be built through Chinese
territory was the logical culmination of strategic thinking about the
Far East in the 1880s: the railroad was a key part of the vigorous
offense that was the best defense. To thwart Chinese designs on the
Russian Far East and preserve Russian political influence in Asia,
Russia should get the upper hand by preparing to invade Man-
churia5¢ Barabash, who had been promoted to general major and
named commander of local forces and military governor of Trans-
baikal oblast, asserted that Manchuria's geographical location made it
“our natural property.’s® Accordingly, he had studied in detail all
potential operational lines for a Russian invasion of Manchuria°
Evtiugin advanced a similar proposal for the occupation of Mongo-
lia$1 The pro-government paper Novoe vremia suggested that when
the Siberian Railroad was built, Russia could, if necessary, encourage
the revolt of China's Mongol and Muslim populations .62

The advantages of using Chinese territory for Russian nonmilitary
transport needs were also cited. To outdo Europe’s advantage on the
seas, a writer in Zheleznodorozhnoe delo (Railroad affairs) proposed

57. "0 naivygodneishem napravlenii,” ZhdD, 1888, nos. 2—4: 13-27. Kopytov put forth
his plan for a Siberian railroad as an alternative to the official route developed in the
Ministry of Transport. Its eastern portion would run through China (the route even-
tually adopted by the government); its western portion was to take a more southerly
route. The major station stops, from west to east, were to be Orenburg, Orsk, Atbassar,
Akmolinsk, Pavlodar, Biisk, Minusinsk, Nizhneudinsk, Irkutsk, Troitskosavsk, Abagaityi,
Hailar, Tsitsihar, Kirin, Ningguta, Nikol'skoe, and Vladivostok. Kopyvtov's intention was
to build a railroad not purely for the limited use of Siberia, but to serve all of northern
Asia. This region, he asserted, had a far brighter future than did Siberia with its tundra,
where even potatoes could not grow and for whose needs the rivers and post road
would suffice.

58. Barabash, 115, 135, 169; Evtiugin, 216-217. Judging from the correspondence
between the railroad magnate Poliakov and Pobedonostsev regarding a Russian railroad
in Persia, it is clear that many people at the time saw railroad construction in neighbor-
ing countries as bringing foreign policy advantages. See K. Pobedonostsev, LAutocratie
russe: Mémoires politiques, correspondance officielle et documents inédits relatifs a
['histoire du régne de I'empereur Alexandre 111 de Russie (Paris, 1927), 364369, 477—-479.

59. "O naivygodneishem napravlenii,” ZhdD, 1888, nos. 2—4: 28.

60. Barabash, 136-160.

61. Evtiugin, 217—218. His rationale would stand the test of time: "The Mongols are
friendly toward us and await their liberation from Chinese rule, counting on being
accepted as Russian citizens.”

62. Novoe vremia, May 6, 1889, p. 2. This proposal is strikingly similar to the early
Comintern strategy for Asia.
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that Russia build a railroad from Moscow to Omsk to Kokpetinsk and
from there through China to Shanghai.t3 K. A. Skal kovskii, meanwhile,
wrote that the best way to link the South Ussuri region with the Amur
River by rail was across Chinese territory.®* A Nerchinsk merchant
named Butin saw annexation of a strip of Chinese territory as a means
to facilitate travel on the Amur .65

Not all who endorsed a railroad through Siberia wanted to see it
also go through China. Barabash felt that such a route would help
England more than Russia. Anuchin argued that it would benefit
Vladivostok to the detriment of the rest of the Russian Far East, and
that it would require the Russians to fight the Chinese and turn their
emperor into something akin to the emir of Bukhara.¢¢ N. Matiunin,
border commissar in the Ussuri region, preferred to preserve the
peace by forming an alliance with China.¢7 Regardless of these voices
of disapproval, the development of an offensive strategy made such a
railroad all but inevitable, as did its obvious benefits for Russian
communications. The only objection a high official in the Ministry of
Transport had was that it could present diplomatic complications,
but he accepted the principle.¢8

The consensus behind the construction of a Russian railroad
through Chinese territory calls into question the passivity and moder-
ation of Russian policy in the Far East in the mid- to late 1880s.59 It
must be taken into account in any assessment of the nature of the
Chinese-Eastern Railroad and Russian involvement in Manchuria in
the 1890s. Whatever the rhetoric about “peaceful penetration,” the
principle of taking Chinese territory for various strategic (and, to a
lesser extent, economic) objectives had become an essential, if im-

63. “Budushchie zheleznye dorogi,” ZhdD, 1885, no. 1: 4; no. 2: 9. Railroads to Kabul
and Peshawar and through Central Asia were also proposed.

64. Skal'kovskii, Russkaia torgovlia, 56-57.

65. TIRTO, 10:9-10, 12.

66. Ibid., 6:6-7.

67. Matiunin, "Nashi sosedy,” 83; Narochnitskii, Kolonial’naia politika, 393.

68. "0 velikom sibirskom puti,” ZhdD, 1888, nos. 22—-24:176-177. Others in the Russian
Technical Society felt that the book should not be closed on the topic simply because of
the diplomatic obstacle: a similar arrangement existed in the Balkans (presumably they
were referring to the Berlin-Baghdad Railroad) and should be examined. See TIRTO.
214.

69. As portrayed by Malozemoff, Russian Far Eastern Policy, 16-19, 324. While this
chapter serves as a contribution to the prehistory of the Chinese-Eastern Railroad, |
shall not deal with this subject further except indirectly, as it is tangential to the
development of Siberia per se and is currently receiving separate treatment by other
scholars.
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plicit, component of the Siberian Railroad project.”® Indeed, there is
evidence to suggest that Russian officials favored a cautious approach
in the Far East only as a temporary expedient. When the Siberian
Railroad was completed, Russia could then confront Chinese, British,
and, later, Japanese forces from a position of strength. The govern-
ment put its initiatives in Persia and the Bosphorous on hold as well
so as not to risk entanglements that might jeopardize the Siberian
Railroad project.”?

The Siberian Railroad would enable the government to follow the
unwritten formula it had applied from the earliest moments of the
Russian presence across the Urals: lacking soldiers and colonists, the
Russian empire would absorb the territory of a hostile race on its
border as the best means of defense. Murav'ev realized immediately
after he had annexed the territory on the left bank of the Amur River
that it would be defenseless without the breastplate of the Ussuri
region, so it too was taken. Similarly, Russia soon expanded to fill the
power vacuum in Central Asia, in part as a means of defending Rus-
sia’s adjacent territories.”? The same traditional forms of expansion-
ism were once again being set in motion with the Siberian Railroad.

But before advancing farther into Asia, in a departure from past
practices, under Minister of Finance Sergei Witte’s inspiration and
guidance the state would attempt to strengthen its grip on Siberia and
the Far East by systematically colonizing the area and stimulating its
economy. For Russia’s weakness in Siberia and the Far East was not
only a factor in foreign policy; it also had threatening domestic im-
plications for the government of Alexander III.

70. The Siberian regionalist newspaper Vostochnoe obozrenie, 1890, no. 39, pp. 1-2,
opposing construction of the Siberian Railroad, pointed out that inevitably it would be
used in an offensive war: each step Russia took to protect itself against its nonexistent
enemy would be matched by China until the principles of Moltke would have to prevail
and a preventive war launched.

71. “Proekt zakhvata Bosfora v 1896 g.," Krasnvi arkhiv 47-48 (1931): 51; “Pervye shagi
russkogo imperializma na Dal’'nem Vostoke (1888-1903 gg.),” ibid. 52 (1932): 79; Ma-
lozemoff, Russian Far Eastern Policy, 39; Valliant, “Japan,” 13.

72. Krausse, Russia in Asia, 130; Besprozvannvkh, Priamur’e, 175-176; and Geoffrev
Wheeler, The Modern Historv of Soviet Central Asia (New York, 1964}, 64.



CHAPTER THREE

Siberia Is for Russia

Many writers have portrayed the Siberian Railroad as serv-
ing exclusively the defense of Russia's Pacific shore and Far Eastern
border, but they have overlooked the domestic concerns that affected
the security of the empire and were ultimately as important as the
menace of foreign powers.! Economic policy as it evolved under
Alexander III was in part a response to internal threats to the order of
the realm, and it promoted a unified Russian polity through strong
government intervention, centralization, and Russification.2 For these
reasons, too, the state embarked on the construction of this railroad
across some of the most uninviting terrain on the face of the earth.

Siberia and the Empire before Alexander III

In the time of Catherine the Great, Siberia was viewed, accurately or
not, less as Russian territory than as part of a colonial empire. Cath-

1. Georg Cleinow, “Eisenbahnbauten und -pldne in Russisch-Asien,” Archiv fir
Eisenbahnwesen 51 (January-February 1928): 75; A. V. Pataleev, Istoriia stroitel'stva
velikogo sibirskogo zheleznodorozhnogo puti (Khabarovsk, 1951), 9; “Zheleznye do-
rogi,” in Sibirskaia sovetskaia entsiklopediia, vol. 1 (Novosibirsk, 1929), 909-910; Robert
Britton Valliant, "Japan and the Trans-Siberian Railroad, 1885-1905"" (Ph.D. diss., Univer-
sity of Hawaii, 1974), iv. Other writers saw—and worried about—the railroad's military
potential, but recognized a variety of motives in its construction: e.g., G. Krahmer,
Sibirien und die grofle sibirische Eisenbahn (Leipzig, 1897); and Arthur John Barry,
Lecture on the Great Siberian Railway (London, 1900).

2. This book uses the words Russification and Russifv in accordance with the
definitions found in Edward C. Thaden, ed., Russification in the Baltic Provinces and
Finland, 1855-1914 (Princeton, 1981), 7-9.
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erine’s lack of sclid knowledge regarding Siberian conditions notwith-
standing, she decreed a Siberian administration with forms adopted
from European Russia, and then made efforts to colonize the territory
and develop its economy. These measures were in keeping with her
general policy in the borderlands, one component of which was
economic development and colonization for the sake of the consol-
idation and expansion of imperial power.? Catherine’s heirs reversed
her strategy, but it would be revived under Alexander III.

During Catherine’s reign a sense of Siberia's potential began to
emerge. Catherine called it “our India, Mexico, or Peru,” and such
publicists as the radical A. N. Radishchev spoke of its wealth. This
attitude was shared by Mikhail Speranskii, whose reform of 1822
aimed to “protect Siberia” by correcting persistent administrative
abuses and preventing the possible separation of this “colony” from
Russia. Siberia was to have essentially the same administrative struc-
ture as Russia proper, with some local forms retained. Speranskii
rejected a federalist solution in favor of uniformity and centralization,
disallowing local participation in decision making. His reform was
bureaucratic and its goal was to Russify Siberia. This was the legacy he
handed down to future central authorities.*

Soon comparisons between Siberia and the United States became
popular, eventually to be expressed with a disconcerting enthusiasm
by the revolutionaries Alexander Herzen and Mikhail Bakunin.? De-
spite almost three hundred years of Russian possession and a pre-
dominantly Russian population, a fear grew that the “colony” of
Siberia would inevitably attempt to declare its independence, just as
the American colonies had done.

During the reign of Nicholas I this concern became acute, for by

3.5. G. Svatikov, Rossiia i Sibir' (K istorii sibirskogo oblastnichestva v XIX v.) (Prague,
1930), 6; Marc Raeff, Siberia and the Reforms of 1822 (Seattle, 1956), 5-8, 17; idem,
Imperial Russia, 1682-1825: The Coming of Age of Modern Russia (New York, 1971), 64;
idem, "In the Imperial Manner,” in Catherine the Great: A Profile, ed. Raeff, 197246
(New York, 1972). On the administration of Siberia under Catherine the Great, see also
John P. LeDonne, Ruling Russia: Politics and Administration in the Age of Absolutism,
1762-1796 (Princeton, 1984), 277-283.

4. Raeff, Siberia, xiv—xv, 6, 42—-44, 46, 84, 114-115, 131, 133-134, and Imperial Russia,
65-67; Pataleev, Istoriia stroitel'stva, 2d ed. (Khabarovsk, 1962), 32; Svatikov, Rossiia i
Sibir', 10, 12; N. M. Iadrintsev, Sibir' kak koloniia v geograficheskom, etnograficheskom i
istoricheskom otnoshenii, 2d ed. (St. Petersburg, 1892), 508—509.

5. A. S. Kuznetsov, “Sibirskaia programma tsarizma 1852 g.” in Irkutskii Gosu-
darstvennyi Pedagogicheskii Institut, no. 2, Ocherki istorii Sibiri, ed. V. G. Tiukavkin
(Irkutsk, 1971), 11-12, 14, 25. On the attitudes of Herzen and Bakunin toward Siberia, see
Stephen Digby Watrous, "Russia’s ‘Land of the Future’: Regionalism and the Awakening
of Siberia, 1819-1894" (Ph.D. diss., University of Washington, 1970), 1:202-207, 214-215.
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mid-century Siberia’s real value was apparent. The Altai region ranked
second to the Urals in Russian mining and metallurgy, producing 95
percent of Russia’s silver and 80 percent of its lead. It held second
place in copper production and fourth in gold, yielding 40 percent of
the empire’s total by 1850. Gold, discovered in Eastern Siberia in the
1830s, brought in settlers and stimulated an expansion of agriculture
in the Enisei region as well as in Western Siberia. And as fur-bearing
animals grew scarce in Western Siberia, the fur trade of Eastern Siberia
grew in importance.¢

Russia'’s interest in Siberia began to grow after 1830, somewhat in
parallel with the discovery and increasing production of gold. Lead-
ing aristocratic families were represented among the owners of Sibe-
rian gold mines, and, according to a Soviet historian, their financial
stake in Siberia was influential in the formation of government policy.”
Nicholas I's finance minister, E. F. Kankrin, echoed Catherine when he
called Siberia the Russian “Mexico and Peru.” Others described it as
“El Dorado,” “California,” or, less poetically, “a gold mine.'8 Hopes for
Siberia began to soar in mid-century, not least with Murav'ev’s annex-
ations in the Far East. But this enthusiasum only heightened the fear
of losing Siberia, compounded by an exaggerated suspicion of re-
ligious heretics, criminals, and political exiles, all of whom seemed to
have the potential to spark a revolt. Even more disconcerting was the
growing influence of foreign powers in Eastern Siberia, especially
Britain and America.®

To grapple with such problems Nicholas I reconstituted the Sibe-
rian Committee in 1852. Its proposed solution, reflecting the outlook
of the tsar, was to encourage gentry landholding in Siberia as a pillar
of the Russian state and to maintain Siberia as an agricultural terri-

6. Robert N. North, Transport in Western Siberia: Tsarist and Soviet Development
(Vancouver, 1979), 23, 27; A. P. Okladnikov et al, eds., Istoriia Sibiri s drevneishikh vremen
do nashikh dnei, vol. 2 (Leningrad, 1968), 385-389, 393—404; V. lu. Grigor'ev, Peremeny v
usloviiakh ekonomicheskoi zhizni naseleniia Sibiri (Eniseiskii krai) (Krasnoiarsk, 1904),
25-26, 29-30, 34-35.

7. Kuznetsov, “Sibirskaia programma,” 4-5.

8.ladrintsev, Sibir’ kak koloniia, 710; Svatikov, Rossiia i Sibir', 27. Paradoxically, many
people, including Siberian regionalists and reformers, portrayed it as a pitiable land
crushed by the burden of the exile system and its use as a penal colony. Still others saw
it as an empty and worthless territory, of no benefit to Russia (ladrintsev, Sibir’ kak
koloniia, 533). Siberia is still described with hyperbole, positive and negative, today. See
Allen S. Whiting, Siberian Development and East Asia: Threat or Promise? (Stanford,
1981), 19-21.

9. Kuznetsov, "Sibirskaia programma,” 5-10; John J. Stephan, “Russian-American
Economic Relations in the Pacific: A Historical Perspective,” in Soviet-American Hori-
zons on the Pacific, ed. John J. Stephan and V. P. Chichkanov (Honolulu, 1986), 67-70.
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tory. Murav'ev, then governor general of Eastern Siberia, had pro-
posed that Chinese territory in the Amur region be seized to ensure
Russian dominance over Siberia. P. D. Gorchakov, governor general of
Western Siberia, contended that Russian control over the mouth of the
Amur would only bring Siberia into greater contact with foreigners, a
dangerous proposition. Better, he argued, to maintain eastern Siberia
as a “forest cordon,” behind which Russian territory would be safe.
Gorchakov’s outlook prevailed in Nicholas I's Siberian Committee,
which made a conscious decision to keep Siberia backward and
underdeveloped as the best way of bringing about the "“firm unifica-
tion” and “complete amalgamation’ of Siberia with central Russia.’®

Siberian Regionalism

The state of affairs had changed by the time Alexander III came to
the throne in 1881. At this point, developments in Siberia clashed with
the strident nationalism and repressive inclinations of the regime.
The government'’s Siberian policy shifted in a direction that in many
ways it continued to follow until the most recent times.

The beginning of Alexander’s reign coincided with the celebration
of the tercentenary of Ermak’s invasion of Siberia. Literature on Siberia
poured forth, Siberian regionalism was in full blossom, and the ques-
tion of Siberia took on national importance. Siberian regionalism was
a heterogeneous, amorphous movement of Siberian intellectuals who
stood in the broadest sense for the interests of their region. Their
thinking owed much to the Polish and Decembrist exiles, who had
written of Siberia's freedom, glorified its peasants, and compared the
region with America. The regionalists broadened the already preva-
lent view of the “separateness’ of Siberia, based on its geography and
history.1

10. Kuznetsov, “Sibirskaia programma,” 10-11, 13, 16-18, 25-26; ladrintsev, Sibir’ kak
koloniia, 708n1. “Forest cordon” is Kuznetsov's phrase. Fear of foreign influence led to
the rejection of the proposals for a Siberian railroad backed by Murav'ev, as well as later
proposals by foreigners. See Svatikov, Rossiia i Sibir’, 31; V. F. Borzunov, “Proekty
stroitel’stva sibirskoi zheleznodorozhnoi magistrali pervoi poloviny XIX v. kak istori-
cheskii istochnik,” in Akademiia Nauk SSSR, Sibirskoe Otdelenie, Dal’nevostochnyi
Filial, Trudy, seriia istoricheskaia, vol. 5, ed. V. M. Vishnevskii et al. (Blagoveshchensk,
1963), passim.

11. Wolfgang Faust, RufSlands goldener Boden: Der sibirische Regionalismus in der
zweiten Hilfte des 19. Jahrhunderts (Cologne, 1980), 414, 421; Watrous, “Russia’s ‘Land of
the Future,’ " 2:434; Svatikov. Rossiia i Sibir’, 3-5, 24-26.
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The most important spokesman of Siberian regionalism was Nikolai
ladrintsev. Ethnographer, geographer, historian, archaeologist, jour-
nalist, and editor, he was the leading authority on Siberia. His Sibir’
kak koloniia (Siberia as a colony), first published in 1882, was the bible
of regionalism. Here he writes that Siberia is a colony, with interests
opposed to those of European Russia, the “metropolis,” and he as-
serts the existence of a Siberian population without reference to
nationality. He posits the Siberian as a “unique ethnic type"” born of
the intermingling of Slavic and native populations. Iadrintsev dwells
on the Siberians' special qualities, including adaptation to severe
climate and a unique intestinal structure. He idealizes the Siberians'
pristine primitivism in the taiga, which has endowed them with great
potential and promise. Unlike the Russians, Siberians are individual-
ists who know freedom. The Siberians have, in fact, already forgotten
that they are ethnically and historically Russian: they regard Euro-
pean Russians as foreigners.12

After describing the uniqueness and purity of Siberia, Iadrintsev
asserts that Siberia, as an agricultural colony, will become settled and
a new nation will arise, an “independent branch” of the metropolis, as
he euphemistically expresses it. Isolated from Russia but close to
America, China, Japan, and the Pacific, Siberia will have an enlight-
ened and prosperous future. But Siberia’s potential has not been
realized. Far from following the paths of America and Australia to
prosperity, Siberia has been left in the tundra, the miserable result of
arbitrary administration, dependence on the metropolis, and the cen-
tral government'’s exploitive self-interest in Siberia as a penal colony
and source of furs and minerals.!3

ladrintsev's views were common at the time, repeated in the estab-
lished press and by authors as respected as Chekhov; there was a
consensus that the distant Siberian “colony” would naturally sepa-

12. ladrintsev, Sibir’ kak koloniia, 3-4, 67, 83, 91-92, 94-101, 103-108, 111-112, 115,
117-118, 127, 129. Iadrintsev is critical of certain by-products of Siberia’s individualism,
especially such business practices as monopoly and profiteering (pp. 118—119, 122), but
he believes that with proper institutions these faults would be corrected. Here an
ambivalence about capitalist enterprise becomes apparent. Later the individualism he
has praised as distinct from European Russian collectivism he denigrates as a largely
urban-commercial phenomenon alien to the true Siberians—peasants—who put self-
help and the interests of the commune above private property (pp. 143-145). This
contradiction is also found in the thought of the legal populists, to which regionalism
was close intellectually. See Arthur P. Mendel, Dilemmas of Progress in Tsarist Russia:
Legal Marxism and Legal Populism (Cambridge, Mass., 1961).

13. lIadrintsev, Sibir’ kak koloniia, 432, 523, 526-527, 700, 707-712.
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rate from the “metropolis.”’1* The reaction of conservatives to Siberian
regionalism and its sympathizers was sometimes frenzied. ladrintsev
saw Siberia as an ‘‘emerging society in which . . . the bones and
muscles of a living organism are forming."1s If it was, defenders of a
strong state viewed it as a limb attached to the Russian organism, and
intended to ensure that it remained attached.

The influential reactionary journalist M. N. Katkov led the opposi-
tion. He vehemently resurrected the notion that Siberia's regionalists
were striving for independence.'® Konstantin Pobedonostsev, the
“ideologist” of the regime, warned Alexander III of the "“bad element”
in Siberia and, together with State Secretary A. A. Polovtsov, opposed
the opening of a university in Tomsk, long on the regionalist agenda.'?
Grand Prince Konstantin Nikolaevich denounced the central asser-
tion of regionalism: “Siberia is not a colony, and the movement of
Russians from European Russia to Siberia is only the settlement of the
Russian tribe within the borders of its state.” In Siberia itself a central-
ist camp around the Tomsk newspaper Sibirskii vestnik (Siberian
herald) arose in opposition to regionalism. Its editor, V. P. Kartamy-
shev, announced its platform:

Siberia is for Russia, for the Russian people; the whole future of Siberia
consists in its close unity with the rest of Russia. . . . The wealth of Siberia
is the wealth of Russia. Siberia is not a colony of Russia, but is Russia
itself; not Russian America, but a Russian province, and should develop

14. Ibid., 698-699; Chekhov told Kuprin that “as soon as I get a little better, I will
certainly travel to Siberia once again. I have been there before, when I went to Sakhalin.
You simply cannot imagine, old fellow, what a wonderful land it is. It's a state com-
pletely unto itself. You know, I am convinced that Siberia will someday totally separate
from Russia, just as America separated from its metropolis” (A. I. Kuprin, Polnoe
sobranie sochinenii, vol. 7 [St. Petersburg, 1912}, 127).

15. ladrintsev, Sibir’ kak koloniia, x.

16. 1. 1. Popov, Minuvshee i perezhitoe: Vospominaniia za 50 let: Sibir’ i emigratsiia
(Leningrad, 1924), 97; Svatikov, Rossiia i Sibir', 78; Watrous, “"Russia’s ‘Land of the
Future,’ " 2:546, 606, 620.

17. K. P. Pobedonostsev, Pis'ma Pobedonostseva k Aleksandru 111, vol. 2 (Moscow,
1926), 99-100. Polovitsov wrote: "Au lieu d'ouvrir une université en Sibérie, je pro-
poserais de faire construire une maison de glace sur la Néva, comme au temps de
l'impératrice Anna Ioannovna. Cette bouffounerie froide colterait moins cher et serait
moins dangereuse.” He did not, however, object to a technical school (K. P. Pobedo-
nostsev, LAutocratie russe: Mémoires politiques, correspondance officielle et docu-
ments inédits relatifs a I'histoire du régne de l'empereur Alexandre 111 de Russie (Paris,
1927), 352-353). Despite the opposition to it, the Imperial University of Tomsk was
opened in 1888.
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in the same way that the other borderlands of the “Russian state” have
developed.'®

The centralists and the authorities considered Iadrintsev's news-
paper, Vostochnoe obozrenie (Eastern review), which was the organ of
Siberian regionalism, to be the mouthpiece of separatism and revolu-
tion.’* The police harassed Siberian circles and censors would not
permit “Siberia” to be set in contradistinction to “Russia.”2? Even the
tsar’s rescript of March 17, 1891, announcing that Tsarevich Nicholas
would take part in ground-breaking ceremonies for the Siberian Rail-
road at Vladivostok, was reworded to avoid reference to Siberia's
“distance from the capital.”2?

The separatist threat combined with the ever-present danger of
foreigners dominating eastern Siberia. Pobedonostsev wrote to the
future Alexander III in 1879 that “the natives [of northeastern Siberia)
will forget that they belong to Russia. And already now many Chukchi
speak English.”22 To make matters worse, in their isolation the Rus-
sian peasants of Siberia seemed to be taking on native ways and losing
consciousness of their ethnic identity. “The Russian Siberian,” one
disconcerted Russian observed, “is even beginning to eat like an
Eskimo."23 General A. N. Kuropatkin later clarified these attitudes
when he expressed the fear that if Russia annexed Manchuria, “east-
ern Siberia would become quite un-Russian, and it must be remem-
bered that it is the Russians alone who form, and will form in the
future, the reliable element of the population”; eastern Siberia was for
their sole benefit.24

One part of Alexander III's solution was to accelerate the “gradual

18. Quoted in Svatikov, Rossiia i Sibir’', 52, 89.

19. Popov, Minuvshee i perezhitoe, 239. Not all the authorities viewed it this way.
Count A. P. Ignat'ev, governor general of Eastern Siberia (1885-1889), denied that
regionalism was separatist and advocated full implementation of the Great Reforms in
Siberia (Watrous, "Russia's ‘Land of the Future,’'” 2:622; Svatikov, Rossiia i Sibir', 78).

20. Svatikov, Rossiia i Sibir’', 87—88, 91-92; Popov, Minuvshee i perezhitoe, 239.

21. Tri poslednikh samoderzhtsa: Dnevnik A. V. Bogdanovich (Moscow/Leningrad,
1924), 137 (Mar. 30, 1891). For the final text of the manifesto, see S. V. Sabler and 1. V.
Sosnovskii, Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga v eia proshlom i nastoiashchem: Istoricheskii
ocherk, ed. A. N. Kulomzin (St. Petersburg, 1903), 105-106.

22. Pobedonostsev, Pis'ma Pobedonostseva k Aleksandru 11, 1:184. There may have
been some grounds for concern: American whalers were introducing the natives of
the coast to American popular music and selling them liquor, tobacco, and firearms
(Stephan, "Russian-American Economic Relations,” 67).

23. 'O narodonaselenii Sibiri i o velikoi vostochnoi zheleznoi doroge’ (Doklad pro-
fessora E. Iu. Petri i beseda v VIII otdele IRTO),” ZhdD, 1888, nos. 33—-34: 278.

24.A.N.Kuropatkin, The Bussian Army and the Japanese War, vol. 1 (London, 1909), 71.
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abolition of any sign of the administrative separateness of Siberia and
the destruction of its internal administrative unity,” a process begun
under Alexander I1.25 In 1882 the Western Siberian general governor-
ship was divided into Tomsk and Tobol'sk provinces and the Steppe
general governorship, the latter comprising Akmolinsk, Semipala-
tinsk, and Semirech’e oblasts. Likewise in 1884 the Priamur’e general
governorship was formed, including Transbaikal, Amur, and Maritime
oblasts and Sakhalin Island, split off from the Eastern Siberian general
governorship. The latter was itself replaced in 1887 by the Irkutsk
general governorship, consisting of Irkutsk and Enisei provinces and
lakutsk oblast. By 1887 the very name Siberia was no longer used as an
administrative term. The region’s partial reorganization along Euro-
pean Russian lines and the proliferation of the general governorships
on its borders were to provide a framework for the Russification and
integration of Siberia.2¢

Alexander intended to facilitate the assertion of central authority
through the economic development of Siberia. The idea derived in
part from a “memorandum on the discontinuance of the Siberian
exile system” which Pos’et had written immediately before he be-
came minister of transport in 1874. In it he urged the abolition of the
exile system and the implementation of more humane forms of
punishment, so that Siberia would not continue to be a “land of
criminals.” Throughout he stressed that this system was at the root of

25. Svatikov, Rossiia i Sibir’', 76.

26. On the reorganizations, see PSZRI, sobranie tret'e, vol. 2, 1882, no. 886; vol. 4, 1884,
nos. 2233, 2324; vol. 7, 1887, no. 4517; vol. 11, 1891, no. 7574; Svatikov, Rossiia i Sibir’, 76—
78; ladrintsev, Sibir' kak koloniia, 535-538; Erik Amburger, Geschichte der Behér-
denorganisation Ruflands von Peter dem Groffen bis 1917 (Leiden, 1966), 408. It must be
noted that the elimination of Siberia's administrative unity was not the only object of
these changes. The tremendous size of Siberia had made administration difficult: Enisei
province alone was larger than all of the United States east of the Mississippi, and
Priamur’e was more than six times the size of France (George Kennan, Siberia and the
Exile System, vol. 1 [New York, 1891), 57; ladrintsev, Sibir' kak koloniia, 57). That smaller
administrative units were clearly necessary and to the benefit of Siberia was recognized
by K. A. Skal'kovskii, Russkaia torgovlia v Tikhom okeane (St. Petersburg, 1883), 63, and N.
Matiunin, “Nashi sosedy na Krainem Vostoke,” Vestnik Evropy, July 1887, no. 7: 80, 82.
Concern about Russia's defensive capability also provided a motive for reorganization,
in particular in the Far East. See Andrew Malozemoff, Russian Far Eastern Policv 1881-
1904, (Berkeley, 1958), 25; O. I. Sergeev, Kazachestvo na russkom Dal’nem Vostoke v XVII-
XIX w. (Moscow, 1983), 61-62; D. A. Miliutin, Dnevnik D. A. Miliutina, vol. 3 (Moscow,
1850), 239-240. For this purpose a separate administration was eventually created (see
PSZRI, vol. 17, 1897, no. 14818, and vol. 19, 1899, no. 17214). These factors were probably
as important in the administrative reorganization of Siberia as those the regionalists
emphasized. But the latter factors did have the intention and effect stated and are
therefore more relevant to our discussion.
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Russia’s weakness there; to change course, he asserted, it is now
necessary to give Siberia too the chance to embark on the path of
development.”2?

Alexander III adopted a similar attitude: he regretted “the govern-
ment's neglect of such an immense and wealthy region,” which he
held “close to [his] heart.” He desired the "“peaceful prosperity” of
Siberia and would build the Siberian Railroad, a “veritable affair of the
people,” to “assist in [its) settlement and industrial development.”
Repeatedly stating that Siberia was an “indivisible part of Russia,” he
expected his actions to link the region to the empire by rail and bring
“glory to our dear Fatherland."28 Thus Russification and the extension
of political control to the region were to be gained through the con-
struction of a railroad and economic development.?® Alexander’s
brand of conservatism anticipated that of the twentieth century.3°

27.K.N.Pos’et, "Prekrashchenie ssylki v Sibir’,” Russkaia starina, 99 (July 1899): 54-59.
As Kennan pointed out, the call to eliminate the exile system was also motivated by a
twofold desire: to end widespread criticism of the system and to increase the produc-
tivity and hence the taxpaying capacity of the Siberian population (Siberia and the Exile
System, 2:467).

28. Sabler and Sosnovskii, Sibirskaia zheleznaia doroga, 69, 106, 130; Svatikov, Rossiia i
Sibir', 76-78.

29. The Kazan’ Railroad was to be built primarily for a similar purpose. According to
the minister of the interior and the chief of the General Staff, “Kazan' province and the
adjacent region constitute the main political center of the Tatar population, which not
only has not yet become closely tied to the Russian population of the empire but, on the
contrary, has in recent times begun to display the manifest aspiration of alienating itself
from the Russian nationality and of drawing closer to the Muslim world. Such a state of
affairs necessitates . . . that the government take appropriate measures to eliminate
such harmful tendencies in this part of the population. One of the most effective
measures in this regard would be the rapid establishment of a close link between the
Kazan' region and the internal, Russian oblasts of the empire”’ (MPS, Istoricheskii
ocherk razvitiia zheleznykh dorog v Rossii s ikh osnovaniia po 1897 g. vkliuchitel'no,
comp. V. M. Verkhovskii, pt. 2 [St. Petersburg, 1899], 450-451). The intention to construct
railroads in Finland was similarly motivated: they would bind the Finns to the empire.
See Tuomo Polvinen, Die finnischen Eisenbahnen in den militirischen und politischen
Plianen Ruflands vor dem ersten Weltkrieg (Helsinki, 1962).

30. Cf. Richard Pipes, “Russian Conservatism in the Second Half of the Nineteenth
Century,” Slavic Review, March 1971, no. 1: 121-128.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Divergent Visions

The compelling strategic and political reasons for the con-
struction of the Trans-Siberian Railroad only graduallv became appar-
ent. There was strong opposition to the very notion of a Siberian
railroad, not to mention fierce contention over the route, and various
elements in the government were slow to consent to either the rail-
road or the development of Siberia. Much later than has been thought,
the bureaucracy remained largely traditionalist in economics, as it
had been before the Crimean War, and was not convinced of the
possibility of extensive state-inspired economic expansion, which
would become the hallmark of the 1890s.

Traditionally the Crimean fiasco has been portraved as a watershed
in Russian economic policy, awakening the state to the need to de-
velop the economy if it was not to lose its claim to great-power status.
Yet long after the Crimean War the bureaucracy vigorously opposed
the minority in the government that did advocate something along
these lines, the technocrats in the Ministry of Transport. Even in a
period of autocratic reaction, ideological dissension within the upper
bureaucracy shaped the political landscape.! Along with the endemic
ministerial conflict that it exacerbated, the battle of ideas was a deter-
mining factor in economic policy during the reigns of both Alexander

1. 