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ABSTRACT 

This s-fcudy i s devoted to the-performance of the Impe-
3 

rial Russian armed"forces, and especially of the army, 

during the. years 1914-1917. This is examined in terms of 

the?military establishment's effectiveness, both before and., 

,during -the conflict/ at-four leVelss' (If the" political,, 

which i'ncludes a discussion^of the military establishment's-

place * in Russian society",' and it's ability to obtain the 
' * . * * . . \ 

^requisite'resources; (2) the strategic, **which, examines 

its ability' to plan and conduct war in accord with the 
, ?* " ~ ' 

nati'onal goals as defined-by/the empire's milatary^politi-

cal authorities;\ (3) the operational, which investigates 

the H military'*s' ability to conduct and control war on the" 

actual battle field; -and'(4) the tactical, which, deals, with 

the armyts capabilities on the actual battlefield. 

On the basis of this analysis, the writer concludes 

that Imperial Russia's 'soldiers made* A much better showing 

than, is generally realised, and that the' Revolution!; of 

1917',.were not an immediate consequence of military defeat 

per se. He suggests-, rather, that the n Imperial 'regime 

^collapsed as a* • result of the oocio-rocononuc utrainu 

entailed' by the- war eff'ort, and the vicious political 

strife/that divided Russia's political, and eventually if.'; 
.military'elite from "mid-1915 onwards, *' 

* 

/ 

* <•> 

vn 
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r ^ PREFACE 

•x* . * . 
The present study began as an essay on "combat effec-

tiveness-* for the office of Ne<&- Assessment of the .United 

St'ates0 D-epartitfent of Defense.,. In its expanded version, it 

is conceived as" a forerunner for a full-scade examination 

of .imperial Russia's program of military modernization 
v . 

after 1905, and the empire's military effort during 1914-
a 

1917. Given the number.and diversity of views of recent 

mopographs on this "subject, such a reexamination seems 

a worthwhile task. And as the official interest of American 

authorities ^ust mentioned suggests, it may be of more than 

purely antiquarian interest. Indeed/ Russian experience in 

past wari? may well help explain many aspects of the tradi-

ttons that have been incorporated, into 'today*s Soviet Armed 

forces. 

Olhe tracing of such influences, however, is not the 

purpose oiK'this s£u.dy. .Rather, its aim is to demonstrate 

that, the defeat and col'lapse of the military machine as 

such was not a prime cause o.f the subsequent revolutions "of 

1917. indeed, t'hati machin'e was much more effective in 

"battle than is .generally recognized-. In spite of major 
difficulties -** difficulties; which the Tsar's forces to 

some degree shared with every major army ,"involved in 'the 

conflict — they had fully recovered from the initial 

defeats or 1914-1915 by early 1916, and retained their 

combat effectiveness until-the revolution. This,means that 

viu 



index of how well organizations convert available xuigivct wr, 

into fighting power.n To achieve thi»G index, thpy 'loviuod 

quideline& that souyht-to examine,, military organizations 

both "vertically" (that is, at the polit/ieal, otratogic, 

operational, and tactical levels), and "horizontally" with-

in eaoti level. This latter involved a aped m m of varying 

XX * 

*-

\ * 

v' -

when the m experience of ba'ttle had shown the «, 

military's prewar assumptions to be ill-founde<J, " some of" 
, . v • 

Rus%ia's generals ' had. the f l ex ib i l i t y of mind and strength " 
/ * 2 • * "* 

of will to pull their forces "together %id devise new me-
r1 * 

tho.ds to meet the unexpected challehges of- modern war. In 

this manner, I attempt to demonstrate that at least one 

ma^or element of Imperial society retained significant 
i 

vitality until the end, 'and hope to suggest thlat other" 

aspects might deserve similar reexamination. But at the 

very lea'st, I trust that what follows.will illustrate that 

many long-held views on the imperial A&my's performance 

have been misconceptions at best, and utter legends at 

worst. 4 ' , 9 > 
, * . ~ , 0 

The definitions of effectiveness utilized below ' are 

borrowed from the cr-iteria employed in the 'original- utudy , 

mentioned above. These were developed by professional solid--" 

lars and military men in an attempt tb analyze the - effec-v 

tiveness* of military establishments per s;e, both within the 

latters' own societies and on the battlefield." in general, 

these specialists a define military effectiveno«o ao "the 
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» 
subjects/ rajigin§ front the military*s'ability to obtain 

* fufiding at the political to the dynamics of "unit cohesion" 

and effectiveness of training at the tactical. And while' 

,*it is true that these categories may at times appear some­

what arbitrary* , they have proven usefulvin defining areas 

m which to-"examine the professional competence of imperial 

Russia's soldiers and sailors. Nonetheless,, giv'en J:he more 

, general socio-political crisis that overwhelmed that empire 

jn' eaVly 1917, considerations of a mora general, and not 

purely .military nature", have had to be included m the 

present analysis, ° , ^ - ' 

In this I have attempted to avoid the, 'temptation of 

viewing" Russia's performance m-World faar I through the 

prism of 1917. -It seems to me that hin'dsight can often 

distort an historian's perspective, and so warp his judge*-

'ment of men and events* Given ,the strong ideological moti-
« 

vations and later.attempts at- self-explanation &£ many 

participants, this seems to have been particularly true of 

* t * 

the h i s to ry of Russia during the period m quest ion. For 
m 

this reason, I have sought to examine -the story through the" 

eyes of contemporaries and in part, to judge the military's 
i 

• 

competence by the-standards of their own times, 
> . It is always difficult to waJ k through the» past beside 

one's subjects, and especially so in the case of the Russia 
* ' ' 
K,H. Watman, 'W. Murray, and A,R. Millett,, "On the 

Effectiveness of Military Organisations*," (Unpublished 
eijaay, 1984), pp. 6-7.' 



of 'Wo-rld War I. ^Apart from having to deal with the corlti- ' 

: nuing1 echoes of the wartime political battles, the,Canadian" 

• historian of this periQd is hampered by a lack of access to ^ 
" * - •' „ 

the archives 'in the Soviet Union. This is a result both of • 

restrictions lmpbsed b.y the Scviet authorities themselves," v -.^ 
' ' « ' - . * , \ ' 

and' of the lack of•academic exchanges between the J#t#.S.'R.s , -« 

and Canada. Even so, the present writer has^used a number •-̂ '̂̂  

of primary documents, some of which are cited in the appen— • „-
, _ rv « ° « , 

ded -bibliography, found in American, British, French/ and 

Canadian collections. Otherwise, I ha«« based my «work "on* a ** * 

wide range of published documents, artiales intthe aontem- " « 

- * *. y 
porary press, contemporary manuals and works on the mill-

tary "art," and a rich memoir, literature. -in addition, v 

there „ are a large number of secondary works on the- events 

" under consideration, many pf which are cited "in both" hhe * 
^endnotes and bibliography. Of these last, those published" 
V * - ' - ' } 

by professional Soviet soldier^ in trie 1920s and early 

1930s are usuaJly the most valuable. * , 

In presenting my arguments, •! hav̂ e sought 'to avoid 

overburdening 'thel̂ fcext with the details of military dc-v-el-

^opments. For this reason, much of my supporting analyjjf;; 

has been consigned to extensive^, endnote*?. °1 have, usod 

these as * well to indicate hictoriographical tr-eiid,:; and 

references that would only complicate the wain text. So 

whilo X apologize t o - my readers, for the bulk of jjupporuny 

xi 



material, 1 would point out that-it represents only a 

fraction of a .massive,literature, and that I hope its 

exclusion from the text makes the latter more readable/ 

, Two other points deserve mention. As students of Rus-

si an history know, up to March 1918 the Russians used the 

Julian (old style) calendar, which after 1900 was thirteen 

days behind the Gregorian (new style) one'used in Western 

Europe. To avoi^,confusion, I h'ave given all relevant dates 
Ct W i t 1 "*~ j, 4 

in both old and tnew s.tyles. * .And-secondly-, in the fcranslit-

eration of Russian.names '"and words, 1 have followed the 

modified, style of the Library' of Congress. Otherwise, it 

only remains for me'to thank all those —- and especially my 

supervisor, Norman G.O. Fereira, and colleagues Bruce 

Meaning and Jacob Kipp -~ who have helped with their advice 

arid support in this enterprise. 

XI i 



INTRODUCTION — 
\ 

For trie professionals of any nation's a'nned forces, the 

challenge of battle traditionally h-as bjeen the only true -

test - of their troops' effectiveness. Yet some crude equa­

tion of military effectiveness with victory telly us very 

little. An army may wage war, skillfully and even "success­

fully, but victory may elude -its grasp thanks to any number 
i 

of diplomatic, political, social, or other factors* 'The 

true "combat effectiveness" of any military establishment 

thus must be judged in a broad political-diplom^tae-strate~ 

gic context. Only then can one examine how soldiers dtiai 

with concrete situations, often unforeseen, within a net/-* 

work of constraints over which they often huveli ttle 'or/no 

control, , Of course, one may argue that* *t he professionals 

should have foreseen both the situations and the oan-
/ 

straints. Even so, experience suggests that war,/ have a 

nasty habit of taking unexpected turns that /few would 
/ 

have predicted beforehand. / 

For the political loaders, on the other hand, t he real 
/ 

t e s t oi t h e i r f o r c e s ' ei feet l voness may b e / t h " "sctuni to 

which they de t e r Wars. There fo re t h e peacef into f l a t ions 

between t h e m i l i t a r y and th^ j r p o l i t i c a l maiAt'ir, may be 

i raugh t wi th t e n s i o n s about t h e armed force.'*' ulf l i inte 

p u r p o s e , t e n s i o n s t h a t do much t o ohupe the army that 
•9 

eventually enters a conflict. 'Jimi latly, lhe virtues demur*-

deu of commanders m peace may be very diifererd .than those ' 

I 
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needed on the battlefield. It seems fair to suggest that 

the longer the- period of prewar peace, the larger will be 

the number of "managers" among commanders'at all levels. 

And while such manager©' may prove^ "disappointing leaders 

once hostilities commence,- in peacetime their fiscal, 

bureaucratic and political abilities will be htghly prized, 

and.not least by their civilian counterparts, 

These considerations must be born'e in mind when examine 

ing imperial Russia's efforts in World War I. So, too, must 

the particular constraints imposed"on Russia's leadership 

by geographical, social, political, and other factors. But 

while recognizing such problems, until recently many histo­

rians have persisted m regarding the story as one of. 

almost unbroken bumbling, corruption'and defeat'. 'For1 even 

those taking a more balanced view, "Russia's failure to 
* A' n 

carry the ' war* through to victory xn 193 7 is often rea*d 
d 

r e t r o a c t i v i t y " to mean tha t she achieved l i t t l e , and wa^ .a^ 

neg l ig ib le quant i ty pr Kir to i t . " 'fhio 'judgement' has, 

seemed just i t led by - the des t ruc t ion of General 'A.V, 

Samuonov'ib 2nd Army a t Tarmenberg, tile she l l uhottaye and 

Great Kotreut of 3 9iL>, an<!( the regime's co l lapse in Febru­

ary 1917. German mi l i t a ry h i s t o r i a n s , too , a& Dennis 

Showaltior recent ly pointed out , have portrayed the Kaiser'.'; 

at my av> "a v i r tua l equjvaJont o'f The Cany that Couldn't 

Shout S t r a i g h t . " But, he notefi, these viewo only " in t eg ra t e 

per fec t ly with the imageu oi the Russian army developed by 

I 



Norman Stone or Allan Wildman/* in<fiction above all by 

, Alexander* t Solzhemtsyn: a force so comically - at 

tragically - inefficient that evert' the semi-modern Gorman 

army ultimately had no trouble winning a decisive vic-

tpry." , - ' ,\o t ^ * . " 

* Given t:his Revision of the traditional estimates of the 

Germans' military efficiency, a similar reassessment of 

Russia's ^war effort seems in order. And lnrall, fairness, 

one must admit that many Russian problems Were not uru'gut'. 

Before 1914, all the Great Powe4rs ha'd planned for, a short 

conflict,,' all had underestimated the demands that would be 

made for shells and other weapons, and'all had*wasted much 

effort on preparing their cumbersome (in terms of the 

transport needed) cavalry for mobale battles that seldom' 

materialized, fthe year 1915 was one of shell shortages far, 

all the warring nations as thtryXscramb^ed to mobilise- their 

resources. As for incompetent genoxals, one yiaftoe at the 

carnage of the Western Front should dispel the myth that 

Tsarist Rusflia had a "monopoly on dunderheads. Russia may 

have faced particular political, social and economic diffi­

culties in handling these problems, but they thrifts*'Ives , 

were Europe-wide m scope. * ^ 

Apart from all this, accounts of Russia's war f imo i n^f-

tectiveuosa ignore or discount both the major successes won 
* 

by Russian arms, and the areas of efficiency that the* war 

economy had demotistrated'by late 193G« During the autumn of 
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1914, for example, the Augusj^pFisaster in East Prussia was 

.'balanced by a string of victories'over the Austro-Hungar-, 

ians"m Galicla. True, by ,Junt?~July 191S the Imperial army 

' seemed ' on its last legs*, Yet. within 'one year tit ha£ 

recovered sufficiently to score a brilliant victcrcy on the 

Southwest Front that surpassed any thus far won by its" 

alines, in addition, this victory" also demonstrated that ,• -

some Russian generals were capable of learning the lessons' 

of trench-warfare at the operational and tacti.ca'l, levels. „. 

As in other armies, technology lagged behind the concepts 

« of mobile warfare, developed before 1914 by*(theorists like 

A.A. t/eznamov. Nonetheless, some of-the tsar's commanders 
i • 

continued to show remarkable innovative abilities right up 

to the eve of the February Revolution of 1917 {£.g„, the 

H Mitau Operation of December 1916 - January 1917). in the 

meantime, as Stone points out, Russia's industries had been 

mobilised and expanded their production to levels that 

provided sufficient arms and munitions for further offen-
3 

saves. 

True, major difficulties remained in areas such as rail 

communications (and hence the distribution of foodstuffs; , . 

and other supplies), inflation, arid military manpower. Even 

so, in early 1917 the tsar's armies materially were in 

better shape the»n they had been m August 1914, Bu\t when -

the long^smouldermg fires of political and socialdiccon-

t-ont buret anto flames at the end of February, the eh^os of 

\ 
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revolution quiclcly reduced the value of past successes to 

nought- M ' .a result, the armed forces' capability tfor 

effective combat fell so low that Lenin's Soviet regime had 

no choice but- to begin demobilizing, the old -army in. 

December 1917, 'and to accept the humiliating Treaty of 

Brest-Litovsk in March 1918. , """" 

All this suggests a somewhat more complex story than 

th'e „0ft-told tale of corruption, incompetence, outright 

treason,* and continuous failure.. Indeed, in many respects 

this tale-corresponds, more closely to wlvst Stone has* called 

the "demonology of 1917" than it s. does to historical, 
4 ' i ' -J« 

fact. The .roo^s of this legend are to be found rather in 

„the* pdlemjtCs-and propaganda of Russia's wartime domestic 

politics, and its strength in the subsequent repetition oi 
these charges by so many Ped and emigre White authorities 

5 
alike TrTthe vears that followed* Even so, during the war 
internal politics had a manor impact on the impenaJ army,r» 

capabilities and so they, 'too, must bo a concern of this 

study. 

One ad so must remember that the capabilities of the 

imperial arm-ad forces fluctuated considerably over H»u 

three and a half years under investigation. The army that 

mobilized' m 1914 was not the one that roil lapsed in 1917. 

in terms' of command, .the headquarters or stavka that 

Nicholas U oversaw in 1916 was considerably more effective 

than that presided over earlier by the Grand Oufce Mikolm 

\ 
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Nikolaevich, Similarly, although demands for more war mate-, 

nel continued .unabated-throughout the conflict, ".acute 
r " 

shortages-existed only in ntid-1915, and even then they were 

exaggerated by generals seeking excuses for their defeats* 

All in all, * four distinct periods, each of whi«h 

4 ..represents a separate political-strategic and Operational­
ly 6 

tactical context, must be noted. These are in »brief;. 

I. July .1914 - April ,1,91,5, duririg which Russia's 

peacetime armies are efficiently mobil'ized,jgiuff er initial „ 

disasters in East Prussia,' fight the Germans to a stand-

still m Poland, conquer Austrian Galicia, threaten Hungary 

with invasion, and brilliantly repel a Turkish offensive in 

the'Caucasus, - Domestically, this is a period of political 
t 

truce and industrial "business as usual." 

1 1 • Aptril/May - Aujust" 1J15, during which a successful 

t̂ ernum attempt to relieve the desperate Austro-Hungarians 

an Galicia, combined with the Russians' munition shortages*,, 

poor tactics and inept leadership, forces the tsar's armies 

fro'm Galicia and most of Russian Poland. The Great Betreat 

and the mobilization oi industry at home are used by the 

political opposition as an occasion to force ma]|OK oonces--

axons' from Nicholas II. « He responds by establishing the 

Special Councils'to run the war effort* personally assuming 

the Supreme Command, and proroguing the State Duma or 

parliament. These moves coincide with a stabilization of 

the European Front and further victories in the Caucasus. 



X 

* J*1* August/September 1915 - February/March 1,917. Under 

the new stavka, progress in reordering the shattered armies 

is so rapid that by=t December 1915 the Russians can launch a 

limited counterattack against tfte_Austrian© on the styrpa 

and, by the spring of 1916/ can contemplate more ambitious 
•r 

operations. These _ include a major attack against the 

Germans at %ak<s Naroch in March and A.A. Brusxlov's ' June 

"offensive- on the Southwest Front* Despite the disastrous 

Romanian campaign that follows, both Brusilov's victory and 

,those on the Caucasian Front demonstrate thai the army's 

capabilities have been restored. This judgement seems atri-

kingly confirmed by the the Mitau Operation, the first 
» * 

b a t t l e o.f_ 1917* With suppl ies a t long l a s t reaching ade­

quate - levels , the prospects seem good, for the upcoming 

campaign. * 

However, other fac tors negate these 'gains. As* noi od, 

problems continue to- plague the t r a n s p o r t , and f spec ia l ly 

the v i t a l rai-1, system," These lead to-temporary food 

and ' fuel*, shortages xtr i n d u s t r i a l c e n t e r s . Ampii f x'mi * by 

rumor, such shortages combine with anger over low wages ami 

i n f l a t i o n to fuel growing discontent and -mono irequfiit 

s t r i k e s , The "army's demands for men muanwhU^ force tho 

.call-up oi older afesfcrvists, whose r ^ l i a b i J i t y m » h" fae*' 

of c i v i l unrest ra^leas than pe r f ec t . And tho p o l i t i c a l 

opposi t ion , having los t if s b a t t l e JB lUl'J, »concent r a t e s 

on an underground propaganda campaign- to d i s c r e d i t the 



regime. Sbori-es of the treason ^ the German-born empress 

and the court, „and of Rasputin's alleged influence over 

thoroughly corrupt and talentless ministers, do much to 

destroy the government's credibility at both the front and 

xri'the rear, , t > 

IV. February/March 1917 - March' 1918. All these fac-

tors combine at the end of February to provoke riots and 

mutinies in Petrograd that bring down" the tsarist regime. 

Fearing civil war, the high command throws its support 

behind a Provisional Government. However,'this lacks real 

authority, and the process of revolution demoralizes the 

armed forces, eventually destroying their effectiveness, 

After October, the victorious Bolsheviks face these prob­

lems by concluding an armistice, demobilizing the old army, 

and building t-heir own Red Army on a volunteec basis.* While 

some units see action against the Germans m late February 

1918, their inability to halt the advancing enemy compels 

nanin's government to accept the harsh terms imposed by the 

Central Powers at Brest-Litovsk on 3 March 1918. This ends 

Russia's formal participation m World War I. 

This study will concentrate on the first three of the 

above peraods, and. have .little to say directly about the 

events that followed % the overthrow of the monarchy in 

February-March 1917. . This is because, iirstly, this last 

period has been covered exhaustively by numerous works, 

many of which are cited in the notes below. And secondM, 



*n 

the- focus of this study-is the performance of the Imperial 
^ *•' * * " * 

military establishment, in, peacV.and ,wap, t within the con-

text of the Imperial JRussiaA social -political" system during 

the last years of the r'eign of Nicholas II; that is, during 

the period 1,905-1917. In evaluating that establishment's 

effectiveness, 'it will focus on the abilities of the1 mili-

tary (1) to organize*and lobby 'successfully within the 

political framework/ so1 as, to obtain,, the funds, materiel 

and manpower it deemed necessary to fulfill it*s responsibi­

lities,* (2) to plan and then wage war at the .strategic 

leve^r wi conjunction with Russia's allies, but in pursuit -

of the empire's own perceived war aims,* (3) to develop and 

then modify the operational techniques needed to implement 

those strategic goals; "and ik) to develop and -modify as 

necessary* the tactics needed to'meet the changing demands 

of modern war, ' 

Each of these areas of respective "eftectjven<.-sort are , 

examined separately below m an attempt to ascertain the 

real capabilities, of the Imperial military establishment , • 

Since success , in the first ,(the political) area wu& a 

prerequisite for efficiency in all thf othen>, it( will, 

receive the greatest attention. Even t;o, the broader us-

pects of bo theater national ar/d internal pojatae^ will be 

.touched upon* only , where they directly impinge upon the 

army'o ability to conduct war. For wiuJe the- burden oi the . 

conflict, and the effort required to support the ixoi/i 
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armies," undoubtedly contributed much to the subsequent 

outbreak of revolution, and hence to the collapse ofthose 

armies' capability for combat, the political strife of 

1914-1917 is another story that'requires a different analy-

sis. Suffice it to -say here that the revolution did not 

occur because Imperial Russia lay prostrate and defenseless 

on the field of battle. 
* 

{ 
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— CE^PTER I: POLITICAL EFFECTIVENESS 

r 

An analysis- of this-aspect of a military-naval estab­

lishment's effectiveness must first examine its position 

within a nation's political-social structure. In this re-

gard, the Imperial Russian armed forces may be considered 

exceptionally fortunate. Thanks to a unique , mixture" of 

political-strategic/ ,economic and demographic factors, the 
i 

military has "had an immense impact on .the history and 
i 

evolution of the Great Russian state, of its government, 

and of its society. From the days of Klevan Rus and Muscovy 

on, the real security problems posed by Eurasian geography 
4 i 

meant that most Russians have accepted military ^leadership 

as one of their Rulers' most vital functions, and large 

armies as unpleasant, expensive, but unavoidable necessi­

ties. Military service was never popular, Jbut it wac di 

recognized if onerous duty. In addition, it was one that 

long had offered an ambitious peasant or artisan a path to 
7 

social' advancement, • • 

Another recurring theme is the technological backward-

ness ot Russia. The rjeed̂ to match more advanced enemies ~-

first the Mongol-Tatars to the East and South, and th</n 

European neiyhboib to the West -* has forced the Russian 

state into a seraes of basic reforms. Thf most militarily 

significant were those oi ivan ill in the 147<>s, Ivan IV in 

the IbbQu-lbbtis, Peter I in the early 170'/a, and Alexander 

II in the lb60a-187Usf On each occasion, the process 
Jl 
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involved mt just the military establishment per se, but 

* entailed*profound social, economic and administrative chan-

ges for the ŝ tate as a whole. Thus the reforms of Pete*r"l 

began with the army, but quickly embraced all aspects of a 
'* ' . ' » 

civil administration whose primary task was' to support and 
8 " 

, maintain his modernized armed forces. 

This interrelationship has meant that military men 

often were cast in the roles of ,innovators and reformers. 

Equally 'important, many professional soldiers have been 

drawn jnto the actual work of the civil administration. In 

the late 1840s, for instance, ten of Nicholas I's thirteen 

ministers had served' as officers in the/army or fle,et-; in 

' the early 1900s, General of Infantry P.£. Lob'ko 'filled the 

post of State Controller; and throughout- the' Imperial 
i/ 

period (1721 - 1917) numerous o f f i c e r s .can be found "staf~ «. 
9 

finy l e ssor admin is t ra t ive offiTeos 'at every l e v e l . This 

was one way in which, as wi^fe&n puts i t , the "army as a 

whole gave s t r u c t u r e and isuhJ^Snce to the*empiro," 

Original ly t h i s mixing of cyLvil and m i l i t a r y funcf ions 

a l s o r e f l ec ted the fac t tha t u n t i l - t h e ea r ly 1800r>, the 

of ft corn made up the largest , ava i l ab le r e se rvo i r of t r a ined 

s t a t e s e rvan t s . Yet i t s cont inuat ion foi another oonttuy 

involved other f ac to r s an wt*ll. One of Xhp most important 

was the f a i t h t h a t most t ^ a i s had 111 i he v i r t u e s nourished 

by m i l i t a r y s e r v i c e . They thjfmselves usual ly hud had exton-

s ivo mi J J t ary t r a i n i n g / %and Lhoy irvquenl ly had gretft er 
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trust in their*military than in their civid servants. In i - ~ « ,' ' < ' 
fact, the bonds between the monarchy and its military 
>, , * -
'establishment were^ "far more .than protective and physical 

ties —= the bond was moral and spiritual as* well." For 
i h i 

above all others,^ the church included, (the,army was the 

institution that had built the Russian "state, guaranteed 

its integrity, and preserved its social and political sys­

tem. Under its sovereign and commander-in-chief, it s-toort 

on guard' against the empire's "external'* and "internal"1 

enemies, and so maintained Russia among the ranks of the 

6reat "Powers, "* 

In ."1906 the Fundamental Laws created a parliament or 
9 

State Duma, and so turned the Russian empire into a quasi-' 

parliamentary monarchy or, as it Was' known, a" ?limited, 

autocracy." Yet" by these, sfime laws the emperor remained 

.."the supreme commander of all the armies and fleets" who 

"personally directs all military matters." More impor­

tant still, Nicholas II saw these responsibilities as being 

much more than the formal and ceremonial onop assumed by 

his English cousins. In 1902 ho indicated his intention oi 

leading his armies m any European^^r, m J 904 lie 'con­

templated 'personally commanding his Manchunan armies, in 

1906 he reserved* military and naval affairs from the n«w 
j 

•* & 

Duma's competence and, in 1915 he finally took charge oJ 
. 14 

the war at Stavka. Meanwhile, the military hud remained 

strongly represented m his immediate court*. , "For all 



these reasons/ his administration recognized the needs of 

the army and fleet as having the highest priority* 

Beyond the limits of "official society," during the 

decade before 1904 a growing gap had_been evident - between 

the military and most of "unofficial society." Although 

this worried thoughtful soldiers of the day, their duties 

m repressing a mounting strike movement and peasant dis-

orders left them ill-equipped to combat the growing anti-

military sentiments, of much of Russia's intelligentsia and 

middle class. But with the establishment of the Duma, 

many of the latter saw themselves as sharing responsibility 

for the nation's welfare. This, along with an increased 

sense of German hostility, brought an upsurge of nationa-

t 
list and panslavists, sentiments among many of the Octobrist 

17 
and cadet radicals of 1904. As moderate liberals, they, 

still remained determined *to wrest further political con­

cessions from Nicholas il, but they also set themselves the 

task of acting as the true guardians of Russia's honor and 

power. In 1907 this group —'headed by men like A.if. 

Guchkov and M.V, Rodzianko — took the lead in the Third 

Duma and immediately placed military and naval reform at 
18 

the top of'the agenda. 

We also should note that at every level, family and 

social ties connected professional military and naval men 

with members of both "official" and "unofficial" society, 

revolutionaries-included, AS a result of all these factors, 

t 

» 
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after 1967 -the defense« establishment could count1 on consi-

, derable support for its programs both within the cabinet 

and the Duma. But if "society" an general backed their 

efforts, ' the word "society" has a very limited sense when 

applied to the Russia of that day. in this, context, 

"society" denotes the thin, educated and Westernized stra-

tuan of the population'that had developed over,- the ,two 

centuries since Peter I. Beneath it remained the overwhel­

raing mass of the peasantry and lower urban classes: since 

their representation in the Third and Fourth Dumas remained 

small, their direct influence on the. Imperial regime's 

..defense (and otl̂ er) policies was negligible. ©nly with the 

creation of spviets in the early spring of 1917' could 

classes give weight to their views.' 

is distinction between "society" and the tnat^es, who 

provided the generals' "cannonfodder," is especially ,im-

portant when discussing war aims* All in 611, little dac-

agreement existed between the regime and "society" over the 

goals Russia sought in the conflict, yet the defeats of 

1915, and the strain placed on the empire's social- fabric 

by the intensified war effort, made a separate yeace objec­

tively appear as an ever more sensible policy, indeed, many 

educated Russians professed to believe that the German-born 

empress and her supposedly Germanophile supporters --the 

infamous "dark forces" — were pursuing this course as a 

means of avoiding political concessions. Documentary' 
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evidence, and particularly the tsar's and -<ts\rina 's private 

correspondence/ .have since revealed that they were as com­

mitted as their critics, to a "war to a victorious conclu-

sabn." But convictions aside* any unilateral move to- end 

the war was an "untakable decision." Apart from risking the 

empire's position as a Great Power, an attempt to do so 
i 

wpuld have been regarded as outright treason, and so prob-

ably would have sparked a coup d'etat by an outraged "so-

ciety," civil and military alike. Once the regime fell and 
v ***** 

popular Soviets appeared, this changed. Then "society's*' 

efforts -to -pursue the old. w^r aims led first to the 

"April Days," and m the end drew the masses to the program i 

of Lenin's. Bolshe'viks. Perhaps better than any other, f the 

issue Of peace illustrates the gulf between the "two 

Ruysaas" which went to war in 1914. In a narrower sense, it 

also demonstrates the constraints that even an , "autocrat" 
faces from the differing aspirations of the various social 

20. ' 
classes, on which his war effort depends. 

Nonetheless, beforoo1914 there was a general commitment 

to dofon.se on the part .of all thos'e involved in the forma-

1 ion uf state policy. We maght therefore expect the mili<-

tary ' and naval planners to have pushed through"their pro­

grams with relative ease. However a number of' factors 

inhabited their effectiveness. Firstly^ despite prewar 

conditions , of oeonomir expansion, resources" remained 

lamated. Secondly, even when levels of funding wore 

• / * 

http://dofon.se
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sufficient, the services had great difficulties m absor-

b w g or expending those funds. Often" this reflected a- -need 

to carry out preliminary wdrk before beginning a program, 

or to outfit plants to produce new weapons. Yet effective 

defense spending was hampered as well by bureaucratic inef­

ficiency, occasional cases of corruption/ military-naval 

rivalries, and in the War Ministry, the conflicting demands 
— > 21 

of different branches of the army. • 

This last was* complicated still further by the. 

heterogeneous najtupe of the higher .officer *corps, Stone's-

description of a high command irreconcilably split into 

conservative, patrician supporters" of the Grand" Duke 

.Nikolai Hikolaevich, ̂ and the reform-minded and socially 
- t r ' , « 

humble praetorians led b,yiWar Minister, v.A, Sukhomlmov, is 

'oversimplified. So too is Solzhemtsyn a view of .two a m ­

eer corps. Neither explains,^ for example, the- innovativener.s 

of Brusilov,• a noble cavalryman who never attended the 

Staff Academy but who 'showed a greater 'capacity for adapt a-

tion t,han did'any of that institution'-a c^Tebrat'Hl "Young 
„ 22 2 

Turk" professors of ip07<-1909. fEVen so,'both vjewr,„do 

serve to under] ine the fact that the high coitiiuand was riv'en 

by- divergent' servibe and, personal loyalijoy, and i that 
, * • "" " 

basic -differences of opinion existed «about' the reiorms and 
programs being implemented with fhe monies available. Woruv 

'» • „ \.^—^ \ jo 

•still, these inter- and intra-oorvice raValri^s quickly 
became enmeshed iJPPhe general' political polemics lh*<t 

t 
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gripped Russia after 1906. v v̂ 

-Although' Nicholas II -had exempted mi lit ary-- na.val af~ 

fairs frow parliament's direct influence, the Octobrists of 

•the Third* Duma resolved to ys*ejfcheir budgetary powers to 

influence' the course of-military reform. For t.his purpose 

they established a .Military. Commission to review proposals 

of the War and Naval Ministers. But while they were sincere 

nationalists, Guchkov and his colleagues also, sought to 

iindercut the tsar's hold on the armed forces by 'making the 

Duma a second and equal symbol of patriotism, and hence an 

object of military loyalty. At first the Duma's commission 

worked in unison with officials of both ministries. Then in 

190B' a number of contentious issues' convinced Nicholas II 

that he must abolish Grand' Duke Nikolai's Council of State 

Defense and reassert his own authority. His agent was 

Sukhoml-inov. He was appointed first as Chief of * the General 

Staff, and in 1909 as War Minister, with orders to reduce 

the Duma's interference to the limits foreseen by the 

Fundamental Laws. Bex*ftg clearly the tsar's man, Sukhortflinov 

naturally became the target ,of liberal scorn. His recently 

disciodiled lival, Grand Duke Nikolai, meanwhile began 

acquit m y an undeserved reputation as military gehius and 

closet political reformer.- Further, the army's intra-ser-

vice rivalries now were of national political significance* 

a fact that did much to confuse and delay the cause of 

military reform. } 
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As head of a recentral"ized War Ministry, Sukhomlinov • 

consolidated *his authority by concentrating * a.11 powers 

&till mctfe tightly in his own hjmds. - This meant preventing 

any official within'theministry, - and particularly- the 

traditionally powerful' Chief of ,the General staff/ from 

emerging as a potential cival. This"is one explanation foi*> 

the rapid turnover«of these chiefs in the immediate prewar 

period. During 1909 to 1914, the General Staff had four 

chiefs, as many as Prussia/Germany had had, in'the previous 

fifty-three years. This weakened the authority of the min­

ister's foremost deputy, and to some, extent retarded, a» 

N.N. Golovin argued, "the work of preparing the country for , 
24 

war," Others charge as well t&at the men chosen were 
*' 25 ' 

either too junior or were talentless nonentities, a 

judgement the wartime careers of la-.G. zhilinskdi and N.N. 
(i 

lanushkevich seem to justify. But here we should remember 

that the virtues nee/ded in peacetime are not necessarily 

those of a field commander. Thus Zhilmskii, who moved on 

to command the vital Warsaw Military District and in 3 914, 

the Northwest Front, had a not undistinguished record? A, 2. 
t i 

Myshlaevskii continued his career as a successful adminis-

tratof within the War Ministry; «and».the relid ively young 
26 

lanushkevich — dismissed by Stone >as a "mere "clerk" . -"-

was *#n expert on wartime supply whose ideas wero mcorpo-

rated into the field regulations of 1914, All therefore 
» 

fall into the category of peacetime managers who, to a 
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surprising^ degree, p.ossessed qualities needed during their' 

tenures a'sr chief; > Nonetheless, whatever bureaucratic K 

- strength and"̂  other advantages "Sukhoni i ncv gamed from these 

frequent repostings^- jthe process itself promoted instabil­

ity within , the ministry that provided ammunition for his 

critics. ,* ' - . . 

Such criticism, the basis for the bad" pr^ss Sukhomlinov 
28 • , 

still receives, was inevitable. During 1907-1908 Guchkov 

and 'the Gctobnsts had successfully expanded their influ-

. ence within the central naval and military administrations. 

Armed with the tsar's br*ief, the new minister set out to 

disrupt their network of unofficial contacts. He msti-

tuted a series of promotions, and realignments that m v o l - ^ 

ved dispersing the French-influenced "Young Turk" reformers 
29 

ât the,General Staff Academy. The process culminated With 

the dismissal of Deputy war Minister A.A. Polivanov in 

1912. Sukhoroliriov himself had held aloof from the Duma, and 

l'eftr all routine contacts to polivanov. This move thus de-
30 

prived the deputies of one of their most useful contacts. 

Meanwhile other policies, 'such as the use of gendarmes 

to keep watch on officers* political loyalty, won 

"Sukhomlinov few political friends outside of court. He 

himself w,as remarkably uncommunicative, even with his imme-

diate ĉolleagties andisu'bordxnates, and seemed indifferent 

"to criticism. Frustrated, the Duma became increasingly 
t * 

r 

receptive to requests from the ' Naval Ministry, whose 



* , . 2 1 . 

-officials ' proved more .cooperative and po l i t i ca l ly sensi-
32 . 

t i v e . , 
• 

The outbreak of war in July 1914 put a moratorium on 

domestic political strife. All educated Russians, a few 

Germanophiles and revolutionary extremists excluded, enthu­

siastically embraced the empire's war aims and accepted the 

righteousness of its cause. But the prewar divisions re-

emerged i'n early 1315 over whether the,emperor or Duma 

would provide political leadership to the war effort, and 

So take credit for an eventual victory. As noted above, 

this led'to a political crisis that Nicholas II ended that 

August - by departing forStavka as Supreme Commander-in-

Chief. In banishing Nikolai Nikolaevich", the liberals * new-

found ally, to the Caucasus, the tsar sought to reduce t he 
33 

impact of domestic' politics on the field armies. 

Whatever success he achieved, it was short-lived, De­

prived of a political victory that had seemed within its 

grasp* the liberal opposition redoubled its efforts to win 

major concessions before a general Allied victory loft the 

monarchy more entrenched than ever. In the underground 
34 

"onslaught against the autocracy" that followed, tho 

opposition paid special attention to the armed forces. From 

late 1915 to early 1917 junior officers and the runk-and-

file were ' subjected to a barrage of critical propaganda, 

both in the"* rear and in the war gone. There it wac conduc­

ted bfdWHbetal and revolutionary activists, many of whom 
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worked m the vast network of .bath houses, delousing sta-

tions, canteens, and hospital trains established by the 
35 

Duma , and the so-called : "Voluntary' Organizations," 

Meanwh-ile some •©£ the Duma's leaders devoted themselves to 

winning" over members of the high command. Here Guchkov's 

famous ' letter to Chief of Staff M.V. Alekseev is only -the 

most glaring example, ' r 

It remains impossible to qetermme to what degree these 

efforts were coordinated by the opposition. If any leader 

stands out, it is Guchkov. indeed, » the letter ;just men-

tioned was only a small 'part of his extensive activities. 

, sy late 1916°these included trying to win influential 
37 

sections of the officer corps for a court coup d-'etat. 

A group of Moscow liberals devised a similar p]an* It 

collapsed, however, when Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich 

refused to lead the coup on the grounds that it would not 
: - - 38 

„ • have the army's support. Even so, all these efforts 
helped to lower the army's morale, fuel popular discontent 

...» * 

in the rear, and divide Russia's small military, political 
and managerial elite-. By discrediting the tsar and his 

government, the opposition made it difficult for men of 

talent to serve without being tarred as appointees of 

Rasputin. But its.real victory came during the February 

*~*~^/ Revolution. Fearing civil war, most, senior officers ataan-

doned Nicholas II to support the Duma and its Provisional 

Government. They then were deeply embittered when it, too, 
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lost control of events, the revolutionary tide engulfed the' 

armed forces, and the latter 's combat effectiveness disin­

tegrated. In its turn, this bitterness did much to damage 
39 

White hopes in the Civil war that followed. 

Having sketched the place of the armed forces in late 

imperial Russia and its politics, we can examine the 

effectiveness'with which they operated within this context . 

One major indicator* is" their success in competing with 

other interests for the resources available. Although fig­

ures on imperial defense spending are almost as debated as 

those for today s soviet Union, one fact is clear. The 

commitment of Russian governments to their military has 

ensured the latter a regular, and usually a substantial 

share of the nation's funds, in 1680, the earliest year for 

which a rudimentary budget is available, come 60 percent 

40 

was devoted to defense. By 1725, after peter tl's re­

organization of the army and creation of a fleet, 6,541,000 

(71.6%) out of an estimated 9,1.40,900 rubles went to 
41 x l , 

maintain them. Again, from 1781 to 1796 they consumed an 

average of 40.7 percent of the state's annual , expend]-
' 42 

tures. 

As Table i indicates, after 1860 industrialization 

allowed a lowering of such averages. This reflects both 
» 

the . state's more diverse interests and a growth in the 

f 

\ 



Table 1* 

Russian Defense Budgets, 1£B5'-1913 
(000,000 ,of current price rubles)!-

, ' 24, 

Year 

1885 

1888 

ltfai . 

18?4r 

1896 

1900 

1903 

l'907 . 

1910 

1913' 

Admiri-
xstra^-
' tion 

< 
194 

207 * 

,247 

'250 

295 

326 

391 

443 

536 

583 

Health 
& Educa­
tion 

7 

23 

a, 
26 

0 

30 

31 

, 46 

52 

' ' 5-7 

*ioi 

154 1 .. 

Pe-
- fense2 « 

240 ' " 

- , 2,49 . 

. 2 9 6 

» 331 

*347 

483 " 

436* 

570 

558- " 

970 

Total 
"Budget 3 

866* 

888 , 

- 962 

1084 

1361 

1889," 

*' 2072' 

' 2496 . 

2592. 

' 3,383 " 

Defense 
asj,% of 
Total 

.. ', 27.7 

28.0 * 

» ' 30.8 

'30,. 5 ̂  
*i -r 

25.5 . 

25.6 

• ' '"•> 21.0 

22,. 8 

21,. 5 

- 28.7 

Figutes drawn from Table F . l an Paul $. <jr,egory, 
Russian National Income.*. ,18^5-1913,, (Cambridge; U.K.:;-
198#), p . 2*52."" ^ r" ' " ~"" , ' 

£• ' , 

Does not include expenditures on stafeo railways, or 
subsidies to private ones. 

3 • " . • - . 
Other categories include* expenditures on '-ftnal ' goods 

and services, -interest on the state debt,"and. expenditures 
on, or subsidies to, state and private concerns. Although 
other sources us"e slightly varied figures, the differences 
art5 insignificant, (i ,e., a total of'2597, not 2592,' for 
1910}. ' ' - l * -

overall revenues available to the state from an expanding 

national income. During the years 1900 to 1913, this last 
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rose by over 80 percent. Along with foreign loans, this 

per.nu.tted a 93 percent increase in the size, of state* ffmd-
43 

gets» In normal conditions this meant an annual defense 

expenditure of,25 to 31 percent* rntoiestanqly enough, 

these figures correspond closely to the Central Intelli­

gence Agency's estimate that 28 to 32 percent of Soviet 
44 

budgets went to defense during the early 1970s. 

Such figures demonstrate the consistency with which- the 

Russian ,state has supported its armed forces. Yet as Tables 

II and III indicate, they do not tell the >whole story. 

Apart'from the regular budgetary estimates, the tsarist 

.government used loans to raise substantial funds for "ex-

. ceptdfrnal" expenditures. Over 1904-^.906, some 3,260,000 

rubles of income fell into this category. (3f those, 

2,260,00 0 were quickly spent, largely on suppressing disor-
45 

ders and for railroad construction. Later, as Table XIr 

illustrates, railway building retained its place as the top 

priority with military and naval expansion replacing « w -

tenance of order as the second. Table T therefore aetuuJIy 

understates the real sums a 1-lotted to dltfense. Tf regular 

and exceptional expenditures are totalled, then during the 

ivo years 1909-19J3 roughly one-third of the state's fun­

ding was absorbed by the army and fleet,'. In i act , according 

to Pa nance Minister V.N. Kokovtsov these outlays really 

ammounted to 43 percent, oi total governmental expenditure-
46 

during the years 1909-1910. * 

http://per.nu.tted
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Table *if ,.* 

'Analysis'of Russian Defense Expenditures,, 1909-1913 
, , • . , (000,000 of rubles)1 '• 

1909 . 1910 19,11 1912 ' '19l3 ' Total 
' i, • , ' 1909r191

;3 
> 

Direct: ' ' ' " • 
' Defense • , J > . , 
Expendi- ,565.59 597.64 61$ .-73, 703.95 625.95 3311',86* 
ture2 T «. . - - • 

-of wh;ich > ', 
war Min- - ' * • *., 
i s t r y 4 7 3 . 3 7 * 4 8 4 1 9 1 . 4 9 7 , 7 7 527.87 581.10 2562.02 

, , ; . « l 

of which 
Naval ' 
Ministry 92.22 112.73 120.96 176,08 244,85^ ' 746,84 

Total • '» • 
Regular 
Budget 2451.42" 2473.16' 2536.00 2721. 76 »3094 . 25 ,1 3276.59 

Total, , * 
Excep- ' ' \ 
tional < 
Budget 156.13* 123.50 309.69 449.30 288.67 1327.29 

Total ' "* 
Expendi­
ture 2607.55 2596.66 2845"»69 3171^06 3382.92 14603.88 

, 1. 
A.A. Sidorov, Finansoyoe pplozhenie Rossii v gody 

pervoi mirovoi voinyf (1914-1917), "(Moscow: "Nauka"; 
1966")7 W~47T * I 

2- " ' ' . 
Exceptional funds excluded from military and naval 

figures. 

Such exceptional funding went mainly to the services as 

capital grants for particular program: the "«mall" naval 

program of 1908-1909; the army reorganisation oi J 910; and 

c 



the "Great program1* of 1914, For, the first* two, defense had 

received some 700,000,000 rubles by 1914,' and ; the third* 

foresaw spending 140^ 000, 000 ye'arly^n the,ground forces *•-

quite apart from an extra* SajSital investment of 432,000,000 , 

„ rubles over a 'three-year ,- period- ending / in 1917. 

Meanwhile the navy~had received 800,000,000 rubles In 39'U 
-""" ' ' 47 

f̂or fleet expansion, "largely m the Black sea.1 Accor -
i 

ding to estimates, of the German official historians, this 

meant that ,by 1913--1914 the Russian army received more 

,money than their own'—'which understandably worried German 
planners when they considered their prospects in any foon-

48 
flic.t after the. Gr-and 'program had borne fruit. 

These developments meant that by 193 3 the average Hus-

sian saw 50 percent more of his income appropriated for 

current defense spending than did the average Englishman, 

and this even though the Russian's income was only i"l 
^ * . 4 9 

percent that' of the latter. Further, as Table 1 indi-

cates,. this -concentration on defense occurred at Ihf ex-

, perise of public health.and educational programs which, in 
I, ' , 

the long run, could have had a major impact- on pustuu r, 

military potential, within the go%rnment , Kokovt s«*v a;.* 

early as 1908 had noted the dangers inherent JU the- stato'^ 

'growing debt, even though" he insisted t nat i* would be a 

mistake '"to propose that we seek m our regular budget 
t * 

sufficient funds*to Cover 'both the progressive growth of 
spending in all our ^civrl. departments and a further" 
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x ' • 5 0 -* ". 

increase in expenditures on state defense." Outside of 
» 

the Council of Ministers, otft'ers were still more concerned. 
t 

Thus in 1909 an -influential publicist,' Prince G»N* 

Trubetskoi, openly warned that Russia "s> resources were 

insufficient for her to meet her military, commitments, 
TabTe III 

1 
Analysis of Government Expenditures"in'1913 

000,000 rubles 
/-1 

^ Regular Budget Expend i tu r e s 

War and,Naval M i n i s t r i e s 0 , 

" Rai lways 

Payments on Loans 

_»- Alcohol Monopoly 

Remaining Expend i tu r e s 

Tota l 

'/Total Excep t iona l E x p e n d i t u r e s 

<<>n A/my and S'leet <• 

OiiJRailway Cons t ruc t ion* 

Sxclarov, p , 4 3 

8 2 5 . 9 p 

5 8 6 . 9 

* 4 2 4 . 4 

2 3 5 . 0 

1 0 2 2 , 0 

3 0 9 4 . 2 

2 8 8 . 6 7 

1 2 7 . 3 

1 3 3 . 8 

* 2 6 . 7 » 

1 9 . 0 

1 3 . 7 " 

'v t 7»6 

33./0 

1 0 0 . 0 

— 

— 

« ! - • * -

r 

especially ab "conceived by her pessimistic generals and 

ambitious admirals. In the view of this and other commenta-
X 

tois, an attempt to,, do so risked undermining the" economy 
51 

and bankrupting the treasury. But as Kokovtsov "a 
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statement indicates, the gogjrnment was determined to make 

precisely this effort,- So too Was the Getobrist-contrGlled 

Third Duma. At times, particularly after Bussia's 

humiliation during the Bosnian crisis of 1908-1909, it even 

offered the service chi.efs larger credits than reques-
52 

ted. " * 

This last was not always a blessing. Even if the Duma 

appropriated large sums for the War and Naval Ministries, 

..these might remain unused by the time of the next year's 

budget estimates. Good reasons, such as the lead times 

required fop perfecting designs o<r equipping plants, often 

existed to explain this situation. Nonetheless, it usually 

brought charges of mismanagement, if not of outright cor­

ruption. Questions of military-naval founding and procure­

ment thus became issues of domestic politics, and the do-
* 

bates involved at times seriously impaired the relevant 
53 

minister's credibility. ^Still worse -were the impreosiom, 

created by competition between the ground forces and i }oc\ 

for the resources available.^Until ]9Q8, the navy's bad 

performance m the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905, av well 
i 

as the army's domination of (jrand Duke Nikolai':. Council of 

State Defense, ensured that the fleet .stayed starved of 

funding for its ambitious rebuilding programs. After that 

matters improved thanks to the emperor's peruana! lntervon-

tions, Sukhomlmov's growing unpopularity, and Naval Minis­

ter l.F, Gri-yorovich's own successful courtship of the 
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Duma. 'As Table II indicates, after- 1909 the navy "W- credits 

" increased proportionally ^ata f aster f rate . t"han< did the 

.army^s* But^ if indecision over whether to strengthen the 

Baltic or the Black Sea Fleol hampered the ,-ef fective use of 
r 

these ;,£unds by naval men, -there*isr little reason to argue 

that.,the ground forces lacked needed funding, .or, that any 

such, starvation 'explains 0 the* prbblems-of ma'teriel they 
, '54 ' '* , , << ' 

faced m 1SJJ5 - • . l l " , , 
Charges of mismanagement .and corruption grew in volume 

during the w;ar. However, the -general commitment of Russian 

"society" 'to the struggle ensured that every '" smew 'Was 

strained to support the armed forces." This missive ' effort 

involved state plants, foreign suppliers,-prominent domes--

.* -' tic industrialists, and the small-enterprises organized 
< • > 

undent the "Voluntary Organizations"< and Guchkov's "War 

Industries * Committees.V " Yet .competition between these 

varied agencies, both for funding and*for- the associated 

credit of having overcome the shortages of *1915, lowered < 

• the effectiveness with which money was spent and further 

split the nation's educated elite. Even so, during 1915, 
q * T 

,the state spent 25,700,000 rubles on the war; a figure that 
56 

had risen to 58,400,000 by 1917. 

Tho„ government financed thesja vast outlays by raising,' 

•direct aro! indirect taxes,. by internal and foreign loans/ 

by prohibiting exchanges in gold, and by a massive growth . 

in the circulation*o£ paper currency (from 1,530,000 rubles 
* > 
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*on 1 July 1914 to 17,175,000 r'ubles on 1 October. 1917). 

The immediate results, were rapid inflaCton and a massive- -" 

irtcreâ e in the government's debt, as well as considerable 

bicteemng with the Allies '— especially with Britain, 

"Rqss/ia's banker,"— over how loans would be secured and 

credits .spent.. Nonetheless, monies were raised, 'As a re-

suit, Russia*s prewar deht doubled over the -years "" 1914- ' 

1917, increasing by a total of 8,00*0,000,000 gold, rubles. 

Neither consequence had a direct impact on the combat ' 

effectiveness of the armed forces as such. Yet in the long. 

run, the inflation .and associated^ economic difficulties 

contributed 'to the internal unrest that sparked the Febru­

ary Revolution, and Russian .indebtedness abroad -- largely 

to ' 'Britain — created "resentments that hardly helped 

interallied relations., 

Even if the armed forces did receive sufficient fun- . 

dmg, one must still consider the judgement, as I. Maovskn , 

puts * it, that Imperial Russia proved "incapable at the 

existing stage of industrial development of meeting the * 
• 5 9 ^ •> « 

demands of modern war."' The above-mentioned problems ot 

the home front -- inflation, low wages, ftf&l and food 

shortages, - aitd a deteriorating railway network — seemed 

sufficient proof of this fact to contemporaries. At the 

front, ,this opinion appeared equally confirmed by stone-c 

of criminal shortages of rifles ar«J Shells that Stavka 
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blamed for the Great. Retreat and near colxapse-of the field 
' ' 60 l . 

armies in» mid-1915. Since- this latter allegation i"s a 

benchmark by-* which- Imperial Russia's' military 

effectiveness often is judged,* the production .and supply of, 

shells will receive particular attention below. 

Many writers blame these and other shortages on 

Sukhomlinov's ^mismanaging of • the funds allotted to .his; 

ministry,- and on its artallery. department for stubbornly 
3 - i 9 -a 

refusing to recognize the unexpectedly large numbex of 
- \ ' 61 

shells consumed by modern battle. But, Stone has - argued 
'convincingly that before 1914 his "administration fell 

victim %o development-economics rather than "corruption, or 
62 

mismanagement. If~ sThe real problems were wtiether or not 

Russia should develop specialized and expensive domestic 

war industries that would remain largely inactive in peace-

time, and whether or not the War Ministry could find 

private domestic producers to provide' war materiel at 

% prxces competitive with those ,'of the state plants or 
« 

» foreign suppliers. 

Here aviation is a case in point. Given the ^empire's 

reputation for technological backwardness and military 

conservatism, it is surx>rising to find that in 1914, the 
- • * 

Russian air services — with some 244 combat aircraft — 
63 

were the world s second largest. Even so, critics 
charged that Sukhomlinov's ministry should have built up a 

still stronger force by following the Naval Ministry's 
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example.. The l a t t e r had concentrated on -importing 'a i rcraf t 
. • •* 

* * ~* ^ 
"(largely^from Prance), rather than on promoting and l'nves- " 
ting in domestic firms. However, the 'War •Ministry's, 

- ? i -

foresight was strikingly vindicated when the four Russian 

companies of Shetimn, Lebedev, Dux, and Anatr,a* proved" * 
r " -' " ' * ; 

'•capable of supplying 80 percent of the 2'22 machines a month 
' . . ' - ' 64 ' ' 

vthe . air service's estimated they needed in 1915-1916.'"" By ' 
- * > , . 

1917 the prdduction of airframes, had risen still 'turther,* ' 

from a monthly average of 37 in mid-1914 to 352 f̂roro 12 
" * • 6 5 *{ J- " . -

different firms, t By then'"trans part difficulties apd their-

own .needs" had limitea her allies'' willingness to provide 

Russia with combat-capable^aircraft„ This donfestic supply 

thus was vital, even if its utility was" impaired by a, much 

lower output of motors. Unfortunately the War Ministry'had, 
\ 

hati1 smaller success in this area. , By the fend,of 1916 Rus- >0 

sian plants could produce monthly only ' 110 to 150 aero 

engirtes., which considerably- raised their importance in 
6 6 

discussions of "interallied aid. ' ' , 

With regard to-^guns, shells, and most other typeb-'of 

materiel, - the War Ministry had adopted a different, course 
» • ' v " 

' - * ' I 

than that for aviati'on. In fact, the ministry's support of 

the small, newly established' private ai.r industry was ex-< 

ceptional. The opinion of Russia's industrialist*/ held by 

most officials m trie War Ministry's; technical-supply agen- \t 

cies was expressed best by, General k* A. Maaikovskn of 

the Arjtillery Department, in his field, h'e Later wrote, " 
\ 
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"all 'the*' negative '.qualities ,of Russia's industry emerged -in 
v .- ', lo ' ~ - ' ' • r , - ; ' ' . , \ ' - - - * *, 

; ,spades — bureaucratic re# tape,' intellectual sluggishness 

on the part ,'of- management/=\ar)d an-ignorance that.' verged, on 

illiteracy on the^part of the labor force. "67« Aparfc from 

this,v private' suppliers usually expected large advances, 

- frequently \ failed tp produce-on tfme>' 'and were also much 

more expensive./ Once they became involved in war produc-

.tion,' -their-pr^ce 'for ,a 3-inch' sliell,,rose to.14.25 .rubles, 

'as compared* to_ 6̂ 4u ̂ -rublest̂ for one from a state plant. 

Again, while- the lratter Charged from 3y.000 -to 6,00*0 rubles 

-for a field gun, private industry demanded 7,000 to 12,000. 
6 Q ' " i ,„ *• * ' 

• rubles.' The War-Ministry ' thus understandably sought to 
> ' * -* l i t r ^ Ty , O 

avoid.relying on Russia's p^rlvate^ capitalists. 
4 • An°. 'obvious alternative was, to expand'the1 state's own 

v» - - ' , 

system of ,defense production. . Under pressure of w,ar, ~ 

steps* were taken to do "just tha*t. By 1916, for example;, the 
' • . ' ' * , ' ' '< ' 

Artillery ''Department planned to build 37 more state 
6 9 ' > -

' plants. But before prolonged fighting had made such ex­

pansion/' an obvious necessity, thi^ same department had, 

1 preferred , to ° prepare for the expected short conflict ,by 

stockpiling guns and shells. - These it obtained from exis-' 

ting Russian state factories or . from abroad. As 'stone 

points out", this was far from being an uniquely Russian 

practice and, aA. the time, it made_ good economic sense. A 

factory to produce 20,000 fuses daily would cost the War 

Ministry 41,000,000 rubles, but in peacetime it would lie 
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largely idle. ; For the same price, on the other? hand, the 

Artillery Department- could add 2,000,000 shells to its 
.70 , . 

exist-mg reser've-s.. .And ,since, in the words of the , 

introduction/ to the '-'Grand Program"- of' 1914, "the present 

political and economic circumstances of Russia's^ main 

neighbors -rule out th~e possibility'of a, long -.war," this 
' 71 ,.' 

seemed the onlŷ  "responsible course, 
\ .* ' * • , 

On the basis of experience*in the Russo-Japanese War, 

the ministry's A artillery experts believed that 1,000 

vrounds, per gun would suffice for any European conflict. 

(France, however, had reserves of 1,400 to 2,000 shells, 

and Germany of 3,000 per, gun.) T,he Russians therefore 

maintained peacetime reserves of just under 7,000,000 

shells of various types (see Table EV), As mattery turned 

out, this meant that m 1914 the Russians had for each 

gun an amount of shells equivalent to#the expenditure in 

just ten days during an offensive-in 1916. Further, in 

1914 these reserves were to be mobilized in Artillery 

.parks ov^r a period of 480 days, and supplemented by the 

production of three state plants at a rate oi only CJOO, 000 
11 

par'month after war broke out. The Artillery Department 

had -considered following France and raiding its re&ervu« to 
* ° '•• 

2,000 shells per gun. But as Manikovskii noted, this would 
V 

have required an additional 130,000,000 rubles, while a 

level of 3,000 per'gun Would have cotit'tWlce that much. "No 

Minister of War," he insisted, "even one having t-ĥ  full" 
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support of th« Duma, could expect such appropriations to be 

granted at that time," He also pointed out that there were 

technical limitations on the size of the reserves that 

could be maintained; the larger the reserve, the longer it 

took to renew it, and so the greater was its deterioration 
73 

in storage. - ^ 

Such problems aside, the estimates of the Russians, 

French and Germans were all woefully inadequate. But in the 

Russian case, the munitions shortage that developed in 191$ 

was compounded; by another factor. For this the artil-

lensts* prewar policies did bear partial responsibility. 

In 1910 they had joined the Grand Duke Nikolai's clique and 

other "groups of the high command in opposing iu.N. 

Danilov's and Sukhomlmov's proposed aba-ndonment of the 

outdated Polish fortresses. This opposition's victory re-

suited in the expenditure of.vast sums from prewar appro-

ptiations on rebuilding and rearming these positions. This 

diverted funds,from reorganizing the field artillery (from 

8-gun to 6-gun batteries)^ and from developing the light, 

high,"trajectory field howitzers that proved so useful in 

trench warfare, Worse still, it affected-the'shell reserves 
" V 

<xa well. Jpuring the great crisis of 1915, a time when th.e 

lield armies clamoured for shells and heavyt guns, the two 

captured fo-rtresses of Kovno and Novogeorglevsk alone net-

'ted the Germans /3,000 artillery paeces and close to 

2,000,000 shells. So, wh-ile the shortages of 1915, were real 

1 
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enough, their effects were magnified by the legacy ©f t,he ,-
/ « ' *<• 

prewar opposition to reform, as well as inadequate tactical ' 

preparatipns on̂ iihe battlefield and Stavka*s mishartdlin̂ ,'.of-

t.he stpcks >'available.74 , . 
- "• " , > 

Table IV 
' *. 1 

Af t i l l e ry ' Shel l Reserves,' July/August 1914 

„Type of NO. by '• No. Actually- Shortage(r) -
'Munitions Regulations Ava i lab le ' ' or Sufplus^+l 

- - *, ' r 
Shells for 76mm " ^ .." , 
Guns 6,216,300 6,422,605 + 206,305 

Shells for 107mm __ , ' 
Heavy Guns,122mm ' Jfc 
& 152 mm Howit- " v - . *• 
zers ; 767",200 571,731 -185,469 

-Total ' . 6,983,500 7,004,336 + 20,836 

• l -, * 

1.1.1 Rostunov, Russkii, ttcmp pervoi mirovoi voiny, 
(Moscow, 197:6), p. 98. ~ 

The story of the rifle'shortage is similar,. Before the 

warf the War Ministry estimated it needed on hand 4,210,5^2 

7.2mm Mosin M-1891s and 348,421 10.67mm Berda'nka/.Thiu gav^ 

» a total of 4,559,003 ' rifles for the men to be mobilized, 

and for maintaining a reserve. In addition, 700,000 then 

were" to be added annually by the increased production oi 

state rifle works. With stocks at the required levels, 

arders came tcf sell off 450,000 older models to o£fic*rjr-y 

as hunting guns. Nonetheless, as of 20 July (2 August) 1914 
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4,290/350 Mosins and 36-2,01$ Berdankas, for a ^total of 
75* 

4,652,369/ were available. .But 'according to Mamkovskii, 

the armies' real needs during three years of wart reached 

5»000,0O0 on completion of; the mobilization, 5,500,000 for 

the men called up later,, and 7,200,000 over three years tor 

" , 76 

cover losses and wastage. 

, As for machine-guns, the mobilization plan envisaged a1 

company (8 weapons} being attached to each infantry regi-* 

ment and each cavalry division. Allowing for a" 10 percent 

wartime reserve, this meant a^total-of 4,990 guns that 
* » * 

would be further supplemented dur̂ n̂g hostilities by the 

production of some 500 annually»' The number (4,157) avail­

able when war broke out was insufficient, although the 

,authorities had expected to acquire the remaining 833 over 

"the * next four to five montha (at a rate of 200 monthly). 

They also anticipated a very low fc.40/month) wartime rate 
77 > • * 

of loss. The first battles demonstrated clearly that 
<• » * 

these numbers were inadequate, even for a short conflict. 

Realising ,this, the Artillery Department acted»on its own 

initiative as early as September 1914 to increase sharply 

the production of new machine*-guns. 0ue to timely action,-

in 1945 its works provided 350 weapons a month and were 
% 78 

preparing to supply 1,000 in 1916. 
w 

The story was much the same with regard to artillery. 

As Table v indicates, by 20 July {2 August) 1914 the number 

of -guns in service still fell slightly short of those 
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called » for by the mobilization plan; 7J650 light guns 

'instead of 7,821, and 7 f903 tteavy pieces - rather than 
, - 79' ' • v\ 

8/OSS. On the basis of slightly "different figures, Stone 

points out that 'in 1914 Germany "actually had fewer guns 

than the Russians. He argues that» the former was "incon-

testably superior to its enemies only in one area — high-

tra^-ectory artillery — and even -here their superiority was-
80 * 

greatly over-rated." The real problem for Russia, of 

course, was that many of her weapons, and especially the 

heavy guns, remained cooped up in the . overaged Polish 

fortres&es. Wildman therefore quite t correctly follows 

Mamkovsk'iixand Golovm in insisting that the real compari-

spn shouldJK made between .Russian and ̂ German field , uriit&. 

Seen from this vaewpoint/ a Russian infantry division 

opposed six eight-gun batteries of 76mm field guns, and two 

six-gun batteries of 122mm light howitzers (60 guns in 

all), against a German division's nine batter JOG (72 guns}* 

of light field guns, three batteries of light howjtriors, 

and two of 152mm guns. This gave a German division over a 

twofold advantage, and left only 164 heavy weapons avail™ 

able to the Russian field forces. These were t ho 102ntm 

weapons, organized into -two detached formations as a stra-

tegic reserveifor the whole field army. 

Space clous nut permit the examination of all aspects ut 

military*- equipment (pontoons and dig inuring oquuptwrif , 
A. 

4 b 

telephone and telegraph apparatuses, uniforms, boots, 
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A f 

f V 

rations^ forage, and so on). The point is that m all .these 

areas, what deficiencies'existed" between the quantities on 

Table V - * • ' 
" ' 1 

Artillery stocks, July/August: 1914 •* 

NO. Required ' t No. on 
by Plan - •' Hand c 

With in With In 
Troops Reserye* Tot'al Troops Reserve Total 

LIGHT 
WEAPONS » 

76mm 
Field Guns 

76mm , 
Hors'e Guns 

J * c 

76mm ^ 
Mountain Guns 

12mm 
Howitzers 

All 
Light Guns 

HEAVY 
WEAPONS 

107mm Guns -

152mm 
Howitzers 

All 
Heavy Guns " 

TOTAL OP 

ALL CONS 

1 • 
Rostunov, 

5480 

434 

424 

510 

6848 

76 

164 

240' 

7088 
r 

r p. 97. 

781 ' 

61 

57 

74 

973 

0 

' 8 

16 

24 ' 
i 

997 

• 

6271 

495 
* 

481 .' 

584 

4 

7821 

84 

180 

264 

8085 

> 

, > 

5588 
t 

390 

408 

516 

6902 

76 

164 

240 

' 7142 

677 

17 

32 

22 

748 

4 

9 

13 

,761 

6265 

407 

*44Q 

538 

7650. 

* 

80 

173 

253 

7903 

J* 
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hand and those stipulated as/necessary m 1§14 were mini­

mal. One more, example, that of* small'arms ammunition. 

highlights„ the situation*. Estimatihg "that in the Japanese 

war each rifle had used 82-0 bullets, in"-1906 t hc\„ 

M.obiligation Committee *of the Maxjn Administration of the 

General ' Staff set the equation for peacetime reserves at 
T » 

, . 1/00Q bullets "per n.fle and 75,O0Q* (300 belts) per ma<'b~ 
•/ » * 

. ine • gun. This gave" a'-n overall total of '̂34*6,.000/0-00, 
, » « < 

* cartridges, AS ̂the government found "the cost& prohibitive, 
* .. ~> ' * * -

,the General Staff, lowered its figure to- 2;829;<JOQ,O00. 
a 

Despite efforts of the War Ministry , by ' mrd-1914 , the 

existing stoc'ks contained only 2,446,000,000 cartridges, 

leaving a shortfall of 383>000,0^)0. This fs perhaps th'< 
» ' , , *w 

most outstanding case? of "unpreparedness," arid one of the 
- *. v •" *•* 

few in' which fiscal constraints dearly forced the ministry 
to reduce its original plans, indeed, within the 'context- of 

the norms as set before 1914, this case apjriearc U> be an 
82 , 

exception,, on both counts. 

Prom the, vantage of. 1915, the-figures for'prewar £jf-%»<*kf» 

clearly we,re> woefully inadequate i» comparison with the 

demands of modern warfare. ' They also make sukhoiiiliijov*.'. 

announcement that "Russia is readyi" made in the sprang ui 

1914, appear as empty bravado or a grisly joke. Fxom 

that ̂ vantage Wildman's charge of the "criminal underetiti^a-

tion of the expenditure of bullets and she]in* gains 

substance, as do the sneers of General N. N. Colmun abrjut 

$b 



the War - Ministry*s "unscientif iq" approach and general m 
84 * 

mismanagement of its resources, ,Yet such charge-s, 'as. well 
* , 

as suggestions that ' Russia was too backward to -\build. a*. 
'85 * 

modern army , miss the point. True, fiscal, restraints did-

prevent ambitious admirals from building the navy of their 

-dreams and did limit the-stocks of small arms- ammunition 

available in 1914, But fi£st of the shortages revealed , at 

the front resulted from planners' faulty estimates rather 

than a lack of funding-or economic backwardness. In part 

these flawed estimates reflected divisions within the high * 

'command over issues like the Pol isn fortresses or the.util- ' 

'ity of reserve divisions, but another factor was of greater 

significance: the general belief that a future war could 
86 

only be of brief duration. 

.in thus context sukhomlinov's pronouncement reflected a 
* 

/confidence felt by most of Russia's professional soldiers 

m mid-1914. Since 1906 they seemed to have rebuilt their 

unuy and either acquired, or were on the verge of acqui­

ring, the materiel 'they anticipated a new,*war would re-»* 

quire. If much remained to be done, .they took comfort in " 

the "Grand Program." Aimed at making Russia the predominant 
military power in .Europe by 1917, it had been launched that 

87 

June. It would fund raising the annual contingent of 

lecruits, who would serve three rather than two'years, by 

58b, 000 men, and st!*provide an army of 122-5 (ratheur. than 

114.5) divisions, in terms of materiel, the number of field 

file://-/build


guns would increase to 8,358, organized at last into the 

more efficient six-gun batteries. Divisions also would' 

field twelve {not six) howitzers, and now four heavy field 

• guns as well. Beyond this, the rail system was to be 

improved, stocks of munitions still ̂ further built up, and 
88 - ~ * 

so on. Small wonder indeed that Helmuth-von Moltke, Chief 

of the German General Staff, watched the Russian army with 

growing gloom and insisted "that the- balance of force ;was 
- inevitably and irreversibly turning against the second 
'*'• . 89 
fteicti." ' " 

' - Evidence that demands for munitions would outpace 

-prewar expectations .came quickly, AS early as 10 {23) 

. August 1914. after Rennenkampfs 1st Army had seen only 

four days of fighting, the supply Chief of the Northwestern 

"front reported "an enormous expenditure of 3*inch ammuni-

* , tion." Noting that the army commander had requested 3 08,000 

, shrapnel and 17,100 ordinary shells, , as well as ^6,000,000 

, -cartridges, he saad he had sent ,his "last reserves" (2,000 

, ordinary and 9,000 shrapnel shells, and 7,000,000 rifle 

rounds). He therefore requested assistance "in expediting 

* ate earliest, supplies of ammunition in ntako up what has 
" 9 0 

*- been used.-" By t/hat 'month's end, similar calls had af 

, rivedtfrdm'the southeastern Front's supply officer as well. 

"feieavy, fighting is taking place along the whole front;" he 

wired on 28 August(10 September), "the expenditure of ammu­

nition is 'enormous; soon the stock will be completely 

4 * 



exhausted, immediate supply isJnecessary; the situation is 
' - * - 9 1 

-critical," _ Itepeated pleas from the" fronts, ecjbped by 

similar appeals from-both Chief of Staff ianus'hkevich ~~and 

the Grand Duke Nikolai, quickly alerted Petrograd to the 

need far action to sustain even a short conflict,92 

There supply questions were handled by agencies — in 

particular the War and Kaval Ministries -- that initially 

underwent little structural change. Having received a vote 

of confidence from the-Duma, the Council of Ministers 

governed by means of emergency powers provided under Arti-
93 

cle 87 of the Fundamental Laws, These should have given 

the government sufficient authority in state finance, cen-

sorship^ and other spheres to wage the expected brief war. 

In te£Hts of mobilizing industry, the relevant statute *--

the Law on ,the Period of Preparation for ̂ War of 1913 — 

indicated merely that state-owned enterprises were to be 

given "technical guidance" to ensure that they "developed 

full productivity. *, The actual supervision of army supply,. 

was left'in general to the War Ministry, and in particular 

to its ^Main Administration of the General Staff (GUGShK -

Headed after lanushkevich's depar'ture for Stavka by General 

M.A, Beliaev, GUGSh was charged with "unifying the active 

ties of all the main supply administrations to achreve the 

complete and appropriate provision of all forms of supplies 
9& 

to the active army." As for weapons and munitions per 

se, the most important of these Administrations was the 
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Artillery Department. 

Deteriorating relations . between 'S>tavk§t and the War 

Ministry quickly isolated *0W3Sh btath.froai the realities of 

the - front - and from any influence, on strategic or 

operational planning. ^his partly accounts' for the skepti­

cism with which GCGSh and the ministry at first greeted 

pleas for increased munitions and other supplies. In ̂  the" 

Artillery Department, this skepticism was -fueled by other 

factors, the artillerists' traditional disdain for the 

infantry included. They now suspected, for instance, that 

infantrymen wasted shells and that the artilfoxy, thanks to 

Sukhomlinov ;- pola cief>, had become too dominated by the 
96 ' ' r* 

infantry. These officials especially resented the shell' 

expended to support the allegedly useless secondtlme divi­

sions. They also quite rightly noted that the infantry was* 

doing little to counter German fire by tactical defon«ave 

measures. And having demonstrated that- Stavka was mis­

handling the shells that were available, these official'* 

not unnaturally believed that headquarters wab delibeiately 

exaggerating the shortages both to explaintits own failures 

and *as part of Nikolai Nikolaevach'b .vendetta <agaaiiKt 
97 

Sukhomlinov, > for its part, Stavka could not provi'de 

details of shell expenditure and those received from front 

and atmy staffs often contradicted each other. Further, 

inspections o'f the fronts frequently repealed unexpected 

stocks. And wheh the War Ministry found' Stavka could"" 
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account for only a third-of the 5,000,000 * shells shipped 

by the en<3 of 1914, the Artillery Department concluded that, 
\ . 98 

some 3,000,000 rounds must remain. Yet its officials 

' themselves were not fr£e of blame* Aside from, their 

prejudices, they themselves had befen proponents of both 

the wasteful 8-gun batteries and the Polish fortresses, 

whose commanders now hoarded large stocks of much-needed 

guns and shells, some seemingly being concealed from -Sfeavka 

for fear of losing them. 

During the initial lighting the problem was largely o"neo, 

*, of delivering the peacetime stocks on time*. r This was over-

come, as ,even the critica*l0 Golovm admits, . thanks to the 

energetic measures of the Artillery Department." iJhese.. 

ensured that by early December 1914 the 112m "light, parks}" 

listed in the mobilization ;plan"had reached the front with 

full stocks of munitions. But by that time he insists that 

experiepce had demonstrated -that each 76mnv gun needed 300 

rounds a^month, which entailed assigning 50 parks with some 

l,50a,000 rounds' a month to the field army — "a task 

[that] was beyond the poWer„ of the Artillery Department." 

Thus m December only twelve parks "could be relied upon 
-ft 

to "contain a month's supply."« After this, he argues, 
Kussia's unpreparedness for manufacturing munitions, the. 
"catastrophic decrease*1 i;n prewar stockpiles, and bureau-

ipi 
crati# inefficiency combined to bring, disaster. 

• * 
But -Petrograd (as St. Petersburg had been renamed) had* 
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recognized the problem of meeting the ever-increasing * de-

mands of the front. During August and•September ,a series of 

laws whad established special committees to coordinate war- „ 

time transport," to sjaockpile materiel needed by thef army**' 

and fleet, and to distribute fuel. 102 And .despite their-' 

suspicions and pte^udices, k>y September officials of the" 

Main Artillery department or Administration had taken steps 

to increase the production and supply of munitions to 

Compensate for the unexpectedly iilgh consumption on . the 

battlefield, '' * ~ * , 

A statute of 7(20) September had reorganized, this agen-

cy. Under -a "spec-iaiUyChief,.* it was to be responsible for 
- « 1 * I 

"completely* guaranteeing ttie state'3 needs" in' ̂armaments 

ana munitions through'the efforts of b"oth public and pri­

vate firms. For" this purpose it iiad three basic sections 
, f ; 103 

for administrative, economic, and technical"affairs: < But 
I 1 

the.artillerists still treated, requests from the front wLth 
. ^ ' * • • ' 1 

i 1 

considerable skepticism. And, even wh<4n they acted, theirs 

orders Had to pass through the ministry's Mi3itary1 Council. \ 
* » i« * 

There senior generals, conscious of civilian crrtic'ism of 

military accounting practices, and still expecting, .a short 

conflict, i'n September reduced the Artillery Department'k 

order' for 2,000V000 'shells to 800,000. indeed, they i dp-' 

proved these only an the grounds that their no JOG, * would̂  

raise th,e troops' morale. The uĵ shot was that during thii» 

period, orders were not placed for even the "5,000,000 

> *• t-
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rounds * per year that Russia could-produce. / ' 

# As the autumn wore-oh, even- the most^optimia^ic, mill-/ 

tary /officials came to accept that th,e conflict would" be ' 

* protfrcrcted. Yet the Ar tillery; Department's .distrust -of, 

'Russian •'industrialists, and ,the latter's higher /prices, , 
M caused^the ministry to turn to foreign firms first. Given 

1 *. '• > * - - • *• 
the French «army's demands'on' that n a t i o n ' s i n d u s t r i e s , the 

i r a 

Russians- presented British* and'American" companies .with » 

large orders for both rifles and munitions. By ' November 

1914,*< ,the Vickers firm already had received an. advance of, 
> . ^ i o 5 ' : . a * 

41,^000,000 "'rubles.. ' „,other efforts aimed at promoting full 

-', production at Russia's state works, AS a result, the Artil­

lery Department ejipr.essed confidence that by 1 May 1915,-

some '1/936,000 ^rounds would be'available (see Table Vi)y 

and reported by early 1915 that a total of 14,006^000 had 
106 

been ordered abroad. T O oversee these transactions, 
- 1 „ 

purchasing commissions were established abroad, in .Janu-

ary 1915 -a - Russian Government commission began work ,in 

- London, and similar bodies eventually appeared in * trance, 
10? 

the united states, Italy, and Japan. within*the War 

Ministry" itself, on 15(28) February 1915 a decree set" up a 

.'Special Administrative commission on Artillery, chaired by 

Grand DUke Sergei M}.khailovich, to provide tighter cen-
, ' ' 108 * 

tral control. 

Despite this* considerable confusion continued to 

plague Russian ordering procedures. This sprang both from 
* , 
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• * 

the continued rivalry between stavka and the ministry, and 

from, allied/ Especially British, - interference in the 

ordering processes. ^In' February 1915, Britain's i»ord i 

Kitchener Offered his "good services directly to .Stavka, 

J Table VI D 4 e 

Shell Expected to be Available as of 1(14) September 1915 

r (0 00 rounds) 

.** 

Russian, 
Production 

820 

..' 146 «•: 

, 966 - . 

950 

315 ' 

1265 

2231 

VicRers' 

490 

' 100 » 

~, 59,0" 

400 -

225 ' 

625 

,1215 

,J American 
Production 

' ; 275 -

7 5 \ 

", ~ 350 " 

250 ~ 

350. 

,600 

956,' , 

,Type of shell 

By 1(14)' 'May \: 

76mm shrapnel 

76mm, Sigii-Expl6sive 
; ! • ' - - ' ' • -

-* Total 

By 1,(14) -September 

76«tm Shrapnel -

7,6mm High-Explosive 

. Total , *i •' 

Grand Totals /* 
1 * • - . ' 
N. Stone, The Eastern Front, 1914-1917, (London*, 

^975*bsp'. 151. " " ' ~" """ - — — 

and not the ministry, in obtaining an additional 

10,000.,OQO 'rounds from America,- Grand Du&e Sergei opposed 

this order^oft the grounds that Kitchener would do better to 

expedite Russia's orders in Britain rather than pJace a new 

Series at- .double the prace in the United , states. 

i * 
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Nonetheless, stavka- accepted this offer behind his b^ck. 

- ' The Artillery Department, first got Wind of the deal when 

the ' Brit istr attache, E»t.~ Colanel Alfred .Khoxr called, to 
f ' . ' ' , 10$ 

obtain' the appropriate blueprints two ^months- ' later. 

- "- Such confusion was annoying' enotigh, L but worse was to come 

when the-foreign firms bitterly disappointed Russian expec-

- ' tat ions. I4i ' 1915 domestic production amounted to 

14., 200,000 shells, but impo^s yielded only an additional 

1,300,000. japr#* indicative still, by November 1916. only 

- * .. 1 7P,1Q0~,Q0Q of the 40,500,000 shells' ordered abroad had 
* 1 .,- . ,- HO '' • ' " ,' . * , 

reached. Russia. • ,' ? , ' 

The- s,tbry- was the same with rifles. After hesitation 

. ,'' t * ' caused by worries over mixing" calibers, the-War Ministry 

' ' ' placed "large orders with three American firms: 1,800,00*0 

'- . : ,- from Westmghouse, X?500,000 from Remington, and 300,000 

from Winchester. These were to begin arriving in batches of 

'100,000 .a month in mid-1915, rising to 200/000 a month in 
\ ' ' ' ' * , ' ' ' * 

< • • ' mid~19\L6. But again, such hopes-were illusory; by Febru-
• „ , r ary/March 191-7 'only 216,000 'Westinghouse, ' 180,000 Reming" 
,.•'*"' . '-\> '" < " *' ' -111 

\K , , : ,' ton, and 27,006 Winchester, guns ha<3 arrived. Meanwhile 
< '^ , Russian production h&d p^pvided an < additional 278,000 

rifles" by 31 December 1914, arftd 860,000 more throughout 

1915, a year in whi£h some 296,000 a month probably were 
112 »-

required. As a result o^rsuch shortfalls, by June 1915 

the ' shell reserve for field gu'ns fell €0 under 200 rounds 

each while in training units 'in July* • five men shared two 
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- 113 ~ " ' . " * - -
• r i f l e s . ' "in_'thei long run, Al l ied aid did^do much to 

'* * " 

• provide jtiachi-hery needed to-expand, Russia1 s war i n d u s t r i e s . 

-I -''Even' so,. - t h e i r shor t - term experiences l e f t bitte"r memo-
v r ies among Bussian m i l i t a r y men. Further,- as"~A, A.-S-idorov 

- .notes . , , t h i s - r e l i ance on , foreign suppl ie rs , d i s t r ac t ed - the . 

War Min is t ry ' s a t t e n t i o n from the more d i f f i c u l t ta&k of 

- - c rea t ing an i n d u s t r i a l base to reduce the empire 's depen-
. • - * 114 

dence on such impor ts . 

Never theless , given the unexpected expenditure of a l l ' 

z types _-o£\ mate r ie l in. 1914 and e a r l y 1915., i t i s ques t ion-
> J I 

able '-if any other course was open to the government, ini­

tially it had hoped that the administrative reforms aust 

noted would satisfy Stavka's demands. But as the c'ase cited 

.above indicates, <3rand Duke Sergei''s short-lived commission 

lacked the authority to deal with the real problems o£ 

supply, and' it did little to smooth relations between front 

' and rear. Meanwhile the government, using Article* 87, con-

tinued to strengthen its controls over fuel, food and 

\ forage through various committees. Despite this,, in the 

spring of 1915 StavlcV s hysterical complaints of khortayes 

continued to grow m volume as the armies retreated, As a 

result, the need for some more powerful agency became 
115 ^ , 

painfully evident. ' - „ ' T' 

in that May Nikolai Nikolaevich,. -supported lay Duma 

President Rodzianko, urged Nicholas to create a single 

powerful agency to solve the supply crisis by "immediately 
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drawing 'all the country's vital forces into the work," "and 
116 - . 

supervising All orders abroad** A prototype body, With" 

War Minister £uj£hotniinov as chairman, held its first meet­

ings on 14(27) and 18(31) ̂ May 1915. Unfortunately -bureau-

eratic jealousies,, the renewed aspirations of the1 Duma's 

'liberalroppasition (now'organized-as the Progressive -Bloc), 

the demands«o,f Russia's'great industrialists, those of the^--

smaller ,concerns represented by C-uchkov's War Industries 

Committees, and the intrigues of Stavka all worked to delay 

matters»~As a result, a really effective agency to mobilize^ 

the economy fp-f a war of attrition officially appeared only 

on 17(30) August. Then the tsar approved a iay setting up 

the special Conference for the Discussion and Coordination 

of Measures for-State Defense, ' usually known simply as th'e 

Special Council for Defense. Pour similar but mcfre specia-

lized bodies followed. These dealt with fuel, transport, 

provisions, and refugees. But as Figure 1 demonstrates, the 

first .was by far the most powerful and it took the- l§ad in 
. * » .117 

guiding the economic expansion that followed. 

This growth was achieved mainly throug'h a concentration 
I 

of capital in the larger existing firms rather than through 

the efforts "of the small producers of the War Industries 

Committees and of the municipal (Zemgor) organizations. It 

thus resulted in the rapid expansion of large-scale.produc­

tion reflected ih the growth rates m Table Vll/ as well as 

in tremendous increases in the amounts of war materiel 

-s. 

J 



reaching the f ron t , -r , ~ 

By 1917., th€-ot£tpUt of s h e l l s trad increased by 2 , 0 0 0 ^ 

percent ,* ,of a r t i l l e r y by 1,000 percent-, and of r i f l e s " i>y * 
v - ~ ~ 

1/100 percen t , o r to put i t - d i f f e r e n t l y f 'by-September, 1916' 

Russian p l an t s were producing 2,900,000 s h e l l s a'inonth, a 

r a t e which J 'l§ft the Bolsheviks with a jshell reserve of 

18,000,00a in November 1917* As for a r t i l l e r y , during the 

* > \ Figure 1 ' 

S t ruc ture af Special Conference for .State Defense, 
o - , 1915-1917 

CounciJ of Minister* 
Emperor and Supreme 

- * Commander in<;hief -

Minister of War/ 
Chairman of Special Council 

SUvka 

Other«ecial Councils 
~~~^t3eputy Mmistu ..f Wir/ 

Chief of the r.cnrr.tl Stall 

Local Commissions „ 
Petrograd Moscow Kiev 
Nizhne Navgorocj Ekaterinburg 
Irkutsk Tiflls Rostov Kharkov 
Ekatermojiav Odessa Reval 

Deputy Minister of 
War for Supply 

- Purchasing Commissions 
America Japan I ramx It.ily Britain 

ommission for Ljtpenditure 
for Foreign Currency 

Supervisory Preparatory Preparatory Preparatory 
Commission' * Commission Commission Commission 

for Artillery for General for Aviation 
Affairs , Affairs - Affairs 

Evacuation Commission 

Evacuation Commission of Fronts 
, i ~7 

NW Front W I ront S I ront Odessa Region 

Evacuation Subcommiuions 
\ i '" i ""; i—r~-~i—i 
I 2 3 i 4 5 6 7 

Main Artillery Main Technical Main Intendanw 
Administration Administration Admiriistralion 

. — , _ - , — _ _ 
Mam Aviation Main Sanitary 
Administration Administration 

Commission Medic*!/ 
for Labor Affairs Sanitary 

| Commiiaion 

Adapted from la.M. < Bukshpan, vo^nno-khoziaistvennaia 
p o l i t i k a , (Moscow, 1929), p . 320. • ' 
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the war-Russian plants turned out 20,000 ,li$ht'field guns 

while _ only .5,625 were received^ from abroad: By 1&17 

domestic" production rose to 900 a month. ' At that time 

Russia was p-roviding^ herself with 100 percent of her howit-
118 

zers and three-quarters of her heavy artillery. While 

she still lagged behind her enemies slightly in these last 

two types (see Table Vlll), by the war's end stavka could 

count on a considerable superiority, m field artillery. 

The output of small arms ammunition also had grown, reach­

ing 1,482,000,000 a year in 1916/ If the total domestic 

production' from August 1914 is added to the 2,500,000 

rounds purchased and 400,000,000 captured over this same 

period, Golovin est'imates that the army received some 

9^500,000,000 cartridges. As for machine-guns, the 75,946 

acquired during the conflict d!id not meet Stavka'Jgi optimum 

requirements, but the ammunition being received Was fully 
119 

sufficient for the weapons, available. 

Table VII 
1 

Estimated Gr^wHr&ate'of Russian Economy, 2 913-1917' 

Year ( Growfcjy Rat^ i Year Growth Rate 

1913 * i V o ^ - ^ X ^ ^ I S I S • lli;7 

1914 lOjfrfc * 1916 1*21.5 

1917 77.3 

1 ' ' . ' 
A.A. Siderov, EkpnomjL cjh.esk oe polozhenie Rossi i v gody 

2SS£9± roxroyoi voinyV (Moscow, 1973), p . 35o7 "* , *" 

http://cjh.es
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-Similar figures ejxisfc in almost evefy area of essential 

supplies ** The number of telephones-, for instance, rose t rom * 

10,000 in* 19X4 to 50,000 in 1916* Meanwhile Russia's H w 

major automobile "works, supplemented by imports ami 

the output of* smaller shops, -had'equipped the armiey,v*ith 

5,300 cars, 1,35*0 motorcycles, an1?} 3,500 bicycles, by 1{ H ) 

January 1916. in that year they produced another 6,800 

* S i r
 J • „ 

Taole-Vlia: ' " * 

Balance {af Forces pn.the Eastern European Front, 
rtober 1917 (Caucasus excluded)* 

0 

infantry (Bayonets) 

Cavalry (Sabers) 

Field, Horse & Mountain Guns 

Light Howitzers 

Heavy Guns 

E. Barsukov, "Russkaia artillenia v nurovoi vonx'," 
yoennaia mysl', (1939), no. 7, p. 65. By this tnw, of 
course, some German units had been transferred to t ho 
Western front. 

cars, 1,700 motorcycles, and 8,800 bicycles., wnjl'e nven1 

these increases did not completely meet Gtavku'^.demands t 

(for 19#3Q0, 13,600*and 9,300, respectively), they are • 

particularly indicative of the war economy's growing poten-
120 ' • * * , , . • 

tial. On the ; basis of such figures, stone argues 

Russ ia 

2 ,116,700 

'110,600 

6,730 

1,226 

1,139 

Am ; t r o 

I, 

( 

-Gfrmui i j ; 

1 7 H , 6 0 U 

1 9 , 0 0 0 

4 , 1 7 0 

1 ,690 

?,rni 
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that by January 1917 Russia enjoyed a "considerable-super-

iority not only in men*- but also in mat'enel." some 

m$y* consider this judgement exaggeratedf but: the fact it 

>e made seriously in itself, illustrates the effective-

ness^bf both thev Special councils, and of Russian industry. 

However, these-impressive results were achieved drily at ^ e > 

v, .cost .of ̂a massive Effort that' did much to create conditions 

of domestic discontent and revolt •» * , f-

, * * * , \ ' * 

One-paradox of1Imperial Russia's war effort^iS that if 

both "enemies and allies alike underrated her economic 

potential, they both also overrated her ability to fuel a 

"Russian steamroller" with almost unlimited numbers bf 

peasant cWscripts. Yet for a variety of reas'ons, it was 

precisely in'the area of manpower, that by'late 1916 the 

, military, authorities faced their most acute problems .and 

-̂  demonstrated their greatest "political ineffectiveness," in 

-"large part, these difficulties sprang from the^problems of 

imposing- the modified conscription law of 1874 on a vast 4 

population comprised of Slav peasants and, numerous other 
i 

^diverse nationalities. During the war, however, the ineffi­

ciency of military officials and the incomprehension of 

civil bureaucrats further compounded the situation* The net * 

result was that by 19*17« Russia faced a manpower crisis 

that neither the military nor government seemed capable of , 
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resolving. Further, the steps already taken to do so m the 

end contributed -directly to-the downfall of, the tsarist 

regim3©-. ' - '" - L - ',. f 
» * „ * „ ' , ' , '* . • 

Wh^le-sp'ace'does'not permit a detailed''invest! gat a on of' 

all th<b issues involved, their general contours will suf-

fice'for our discussion- According.to data of the Ministry 

of̂  War, «in 1853/the, Imperial Army had entered^ the Crimean 
' ' " . > . ̂  . 122 , ' 

War with a strength of some 1,112,000 men. f The overwhel-
* ' ' <• ' 

m m g majority of these, had been conscripted -from the' pea-' 

sant "serfs, state peasantry and other "commoners, both rural' 

and urban, who paid the hated head or poll tax- Since1 1834' 

-they *had been obligated to s*erve 20 years, a reduction of 
t <? 

the earlier 25-year'term, but s t i l l a virtual life< sen-

tence. Along with the "often brutal -conditions of service 

l ife, this goes far "to explain the average Kussian's Iradi-

tional dislike of rendering service personally. The gov­

ernment meanwhile had tu maintain a massive professional 

army* a very costly proposition in terms' of both the 

state 's human and fiscal resources*. Worse s ta l l , the war of 

1853-JB56' demonstrated that despite the heroism of 

Sevastopol's defenders, this force's effectiveness m <*our 
123 

bat was far from satisfactory. t , > 
« 

Military consicler'at ions played a significant role in 

the reforms instituted by Alexander TJ after )Hr)6. The 

measures reorganizing' the armed forces culminated in the 

law on military service of 1874, termed by Wildman, "the 
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most radical social measure of the reform era" (after .the 
' 125 - . ' 

emancipation^ of the serfs in -1861). inspired* by \ the 

concept #of "the nation in arms,'" which many believed lay • -

behind the German-jprussian victories' > of 1864-1871/ war 

Minister D.A.' Miliutirt and his colleagues sought to trans-^ 

plant this model into a modernizing Russian empire. Accor- - •" 

ding to Alexander Il's manifesto on conscription of 1(13) -

January 1874,! - ' _ : 

r, the strength, of the State does not depend 
exclusively on the number of its troops, but 
is "based' chiefly , on the moral and intzellec-

* tual qualities of the army, which can be 
fully developed only on condition that the 

%j defense of the country has become the common 
task of the people, and when all, without 
distinction of rank or class, unite in that 
Sacred cause.1;26 ^— - * 

The law 'itself reiterated this patriotic sentiment by -de-

claring- defense' 0B thron,e and country to be "the sacred 
" . ; , - * 127 - N * ' ' . ' , * * 

duty- of*every Russian subject." in this manher, the> 

third element of the military's trinity — "Faith, Tsar and 

Fatherland",' — was given more modern definition. However, 
the first two remained'as before. . *AS late as 1912, new 

Field Regulations considered the empire's polyglot troops 

, to be "Christ-loving"tdefenders of the Tsar , and Ortho-
128 ' ' 

"doxy. " • 

This juxtaposition illustrates the maaor obstacle, in-

hibiting^ the creation of a true "nation in a|to#* within • 

Russian reality of that day. True, after 1905 at least 20 

percent of the adult males of most maDor social groups y«~ 
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„ (peasant , householders, factory workers, artisans, Small 

proprietors, merchants of the first two: guilds, tradesmeh," 

* iower officials," and so on) had passed'through military or 
-l , ^129 * 

naval^ service* and returned to civilian life. ' -This 

: exgerx-ence may shave taught them much, but not necessaridy 

. the sense' of modern nationalism that many reformers had. 

> hoped "this»"national university", would instil. Here wildman 

is probably correct in concluding that the jfeform "w^s 

based on ,a concept that conflicted too much with- the mores 

of society at large to create the hoped-for sense of enter-

prise shared by soldier and officer alike. The legacy of-

serfdom, driven out* of the front door, filtered back 
130 , 

through all the side doors and windows." -. >" 
» 

As wildman points out,. Miliutin had designed his iegvs-
>-. - ^ 

1at ion on the model of Prussian reformers lake Gneisenau 
and scharnhorstr and with the expectation that educational 
and other measures would create in Kuss.ia feelings of "civic 

- 1 3 1 
reer^Visibility similar to those found in Germany. , These 

did not appeat, ,and even the literacy .courses for - peasant 

recruits, stipulated in, the law of 1874, received a low 

» priority at best before 1905. Older officers had little 

time or talent for such work while their younger coJ leagues' 

frequently were overburdened by other duties and, from the 

1880s on, hampered by economic restraints, curing this same 
i t t 

period, society's growing antimilitary sentiments kade an 

officer's career less and less attractive for an educated 
•v , 

1 * 
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youth, interest1ngly enough, .the rise in nationalist spirit 

-after 1-90.7 Sciw-a parallel increase in the officer1 s role as 
<s -* ^ 

educator of the masses, -even if "the old army never* achieved 
; 132'-

the goals set byMiliutin_and^ his colleagues* 

In this regard, the army's difficulties were compli- t 

^ gated still further by the educational exemptions of the 
* 

•conscription statute of 1874. whole categories tit educated 
i, 

professionals (i.e., teachers, -doctors and veterinarians) 

were freed completely. Further, the normal term of service 

was reduced to six months for those with university, de­

grees, and to eighteen months .for graduates from gymna­

siums. The educated also had the option of taking officer * 

* training as a "volunteer" for *one' (after 1912, two) year̂ . 

' After this, they entered the reserves as a praporshchik or -

crn̂ ign. Wildman guite* rightly describes them as "incor-' 

rigible civilians in uniform and an awkward presence in the • 
133 

;military environment*" In addition, they also had little 
impact ojn the mass of worker and, peasant commoners who 

134 
comprised the army's rank and file. 

The split between these "two Russias""— that of edu-

- cated "society" and that of the peaSa~nt-worker masses ( — * 

has, been noted. It was especially'evident in July/August 

1914. All observers recall that educated Russia greeted the 

news of war with outbursts of patriotic fervor, anxi many 

" assumed the lower orders shared this sentiment. 'Yet as 

^numerous contemporary ̂ sources 'attest, in, many places the 
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-peasants answered the cal lup with f i a t s and drink-mg bo.u-ts 

I \ . _ 
that recalled vthe f a t a l i s t i c send-offs given rdPruits, 

• - * >• t 

entering "the old army of Nicholas I.'135' General Golovm 

nonetheless-remained convinced that, the formula "E>r Faith, 
1- IS «!> \ 

* Tsar and Patfterland" was ̂ for the 'bulk of .the cbmmdn people. 
in 19147 the -voicing of a'kind of'national ritual."• He 

** • * 

maintains that in comparison with with, the west,' Russian 
; \ I ' , , * % * • 130 * 

patriotism was of "a much more primitive sort-"' The 

disorders he explains "by the'crude simplicity* of the mass 

of the Russian people, *» but -he insists that m among ' them 

(unlike the numerous "intellectuals- whor sought safer wpr,k 

- with the voluntary organizations), , 9-6 percent of ̂ tho&e 

, ': called up reported for duty, & -',*-* „ ... ^ 

„ , Nonetheless, other , observer^ \were les.s sanguine. 
» I V . » ' 

" . I \ ' 

- Gol'ovin himself guotes colonel B.A. Engelhardt, a member ,of 
V the Duma's Military commission, to tfte effect 'that - "the 

*, ' - \ ' i38 
Russian peasant sexved unwillingly." Agai»n-, f "General 

, • • \ • ' ' * . . • ' * , V 

Yu.N. Danilov insisted that the "people proved,that fcney 

were unprepared psychologically fo\ the war. Most of 'the 

people -- the peasants — scarcely understood why they were 

going to war ... land] answered the call because they^were 

accustomed to doing everything that the government ordered 
them to do. 'J?hey passively bore their cross with patience 

139 
until the final ordeal arrived." Here Wildman'c^ analysis 
probably approaches the truth. While admitting the peasant\ 

soldiets frequently felt» mystical veneratio'n for the tsar'o 

file:///were
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"-• "A" ' V 
person, heYcbnsidergr the view that this'equalled patriotism 

to - be '"a* - gros?s miscalculation. * ('pointing, out - that 

peasants m general „feel little "identification with the 

goals of the larger society or with such abstractions as 
' - I > " • 

, the nation* the state-, or the empire*" he argues that their 

'veneration *5of the ruler did not carry over to the army. 

'This'institution, like-the rest of the state's "hierarchy 

of authority,. .,[was^fundamentally afeien "and illegitimate",, 

to members of this class I „£rea£ing*fehe> w'ar as fatalistical-"-

ly as'he treated a natural "catastrophe, and knowing "that* 

to resist the military obligation could only mean "his 

ruin,"~ Wil,dman's peasant recruit submitted, to- the tsar's 
- . '•"."•' \ ' ' » 140 

vii\l and prayed,to the sa>nrts-f or their protection*. ,\« • ' -

One migh£ ,argue as well, that high levels'of ' illiteracy 

among the rank-and-file 'made* i-t difficult,to imbtfe the-army 

with any sense of purpose, especially" during a total war 

such as developed after 1914. According to the census, of 

1897, only 20 percent of the, population/ had' a ( primary, 

school education, and only 1.1 percent had, attended secon-
' 141 . - \ • 

dary schools or universities. . „ , These levels "had risen by » 

.1*914, but even, so they remained very low Jay British;'French 

or German standards. Yet the rapid 'spread in 1917 iof 

revolutionary ideas, •in„which "agitational pamphlets mand 

party" newspapers played a major role, suggests that lllite-

racy itself is no barrier to successful, propaganda«t Rather 

'it « seems that the Ideas of 1917 — the promises of peace 
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'— v and land*-*5- struck chords within the common soldiery's psy-
^ 'I ' • , , L'42. 

che that ' the Turkish strai-ts could not touch. ' ** Here, 
,.--"' * * ^" ' — * 'V* 

too,the gulf-between the two Russias hindered official'e£~ 

fortk. Indeed; even .such-a popular "orator as War(/Ministe£ 

A'»F.i %erenskir often ushed language in way& that' -peasant 
• ' -' . 

soldiers misunderstood. When' hX urged troops on the, South-
* i * * ** 

western, ' Front in/l917 to £ul£i\l their "duty"'(dolg)' to 
the revoluti-on, some soldiers asked their offieser '-if this 

'. 143 
meant that ,they owed a greater debt (doiita) in tax&s. in 

View, of> thi.s, Nicholas- ll*s efforts totally •. the army * 
* > . >' 4 ' , , , " ' " " . . " 

during, 1915*1916 by exploiting the mysticism attached b£r~~ , . 

his person, i may have displayed more political insight thari ,. 
144' - . * 

hitherto"realized. . -. , ' , / . . , • 

- '*qthe above, discussion-may suggest that "the human mate-
^ * •» y 

•* rial a vail able..* to Russian generals was of dubious military ^ , 

•'quality, "Yet these same peasant 'soldier^ "had fought . ,witb 

Peter at Poltava in 1709, won Frederick .the, G£,c?at * c, grud-»r 

ging~respect at 2ornd6rf in 1758, * followed Suvorov acrosu 
"* . 

the Alps'in 1799, repulsed .Napoleon'in 181*2, and 'eventual ly *>" 

stormed Plevna in "1877. Even when the Russians left a .field 
I j 

' ° without yietory, v forliig.ners remained impressed jtfith thorr^ 

„ '' qualities, and With the power that theae.placed in , the. 
' " ' \ " ' 

> hands of their * superiors." Thus a British observer in, ^ 

'Manchuria during 1904-1905 nateo* that while recent defeats * 

might "make the Russian Army appear- greatly inferior to „ 
<* t t 

'what i t real ly i s ; . . . taken as a wholes [atJ i s d i s t inc t ly > 
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'*. a good one," .Further,, ' the upsurge of resi^t^nce^ to 

'.the French invaders during the Patriotic War ,of 1812 sug-
»v / > » _ > -. 

(gtes"ts that some
1 "pirimitf've" patriotism might well exist, at 

" t •• ' * * • ' 
r least during defensive struggles. And as the battles of 

«> ' , * . -

191-4-1916 demonstrate, -even ."unwilling" peasant conscripts. 

* frequently coulw displays prowess that the above, quasi-

sociological analyses would seem to belie. 

, Possible- .reasons for'this apparent contradiction will 

be'Considered later, For the moment, let us return to the 

, conscription JLaw titself and the quantatitive aspects of the 
a. ' ' 

*,manpower issue. ,To begin with** , despite the principle of the 
>'unffversality ^of,military service., the figures cited above 

% * * 1. 

r;suggest, that only about one-fifth of those eligible actual-

ly ' entered the ranks. Apart from educational exemptions,. 

the statute contained a series*of other, articles that freed 

Finns, Central Asians, marrie'd men, only sons, at times 
1~46 i* > * , -

Jews, and so on. As a consequence, the awiy' inducted' 

orjly a portion of those ,physically fit; and otherwise ' suit-

, able, in i874 the„recruit.contingent*therefore numbered 

only 150/000, a figure that ro^e to 235,000 in the 1880s,# 

J20,0DO by l'90O, and 450,000 in 1906. It 'was to be raised 

to 585,00Q by the "Grand Program" of 1914, but even this 
,* . * 147 ' -

represented merely a third of the men available;. 

The *reason,for such deliberate shortfall's is obvious: 

the army simply lacked the ability to absorb and support 

greater -numbers. There \^re limit's* *tot the number of 



redruits it could, house,, equip and feed with the' resources 

available,, and train with the existing-officers and , MCOs. 

To -some extent this ̂ consideration inhibited all armies." But 
j A * 

in Russia, vast distances and other factors raised these 

administrative and intendantstvo (clothing^ food/ fodder,' 

' -etc.) costs still further. As Stone points out/ * m the* 

•l,870s supply consumed more than 100f000,000, and admini-

stration-^some 19^,000,000,j of the army's annual budgets ,of 

r some 172,000,000 rubles, and.by 1913-1914 these categories 

' -' 1481 

absorbed 4^0,000,000 out of 580,000*000 rubles. Mili­

tary men ̂ hus had to reckon that the more men they trained, 

the fewer fiends would be available-for capites! investment 

• in munitions, artillery or other items. In April 1909, the 

War 'Ministry estimated that it cost 350 rubles per annum to 
support each enlisted man. , And since everyone foresaw 

. i i J 

a short waf,^ "neither thet.War Ministry's Mam Staff (Glav-
1 

nyi Shtab) nor the Military Districts' recruiting officeu 

ever imagined that on«\d ay* Russia would need all' eligible , 

conscripts \ in the various categories established in 

18'74. > ; > . -

In accord wi^i ,tVe conscription law, the .annual contm-

gent wa's selected rf rom all males, who had turned twenty-one 

by 1 October of a given year. After exemptions had hu*m 

granted, the required number of recruits were drawn by 

> lot. During the 1870^-X880s, this meant that some 4 8 per-
I r 

cent were exempted, and 25.percent freed by thfc lottery. The" 



• . \ 

66* 

government, sought to 'maintain a peacetime army of some 

8Q0/000 permanent cadres ajid conscripts/ backed by roughly 

55Q,0!00 reservists. This large stahding force jseejned justi-

1 fied by__ Russia's vast distances and still " underdeveloped 

transport systejdi, factors that pampered a rapid mobiliza-

tion of the reserve*.* Since 'training the often illiterate 

' peasant soldiers allegedly required .more time than did 

that of the better educated West Europeans, Russian cop-

scripts > served longer* The' ,1aw of 1874 set the period* of 

actiye service at five years {for the infantry and artil­

lery), as compared "to,-Prussia's three, and that of service 

in the ^ active reserve>(zapas) at nine. 'The reservist 

then passed Into the opo.lchenie, often called the militia 

'or territorial a^my in Wes'tern works, until, the age (befqre 

1906) of 38. ' * > ' 

Young men who escaped direct service „alsb were enrolled 

in this territorial force., The ̂ standing'army rand reserv.es 

proper both comprised fighting units that immediately took 

the field. The opolchenie^ on-the other hand, was to form a 

pool for replacements once the reserves had been exhausted, 

and* to provide a basis for-forming territorial units^ for 

rear service. These duties corresponded to two classifica­

tions of militiamen (ratniki opolcheniia}, divided on the 

basis of family situation and of age. The first category or 

razriad contained ex-reyservists, aged thirty-nine to 

forty-three, and provided the active army's fi.rst*line 

http://reserv.es


67, 

replacements. 

By law the reservists proper were obligated for up to 

two periods of annual ^training. The^e were »not to last 

longer than six weeks. 'In fact, the periods usually were 

considerably shorter because of limited funds.. Those with 

three full years of active .service'normally were recalled 

once a year for two weeks, and those 'with less active ser-
x 

vide, t̂ wice a year for three weeks. As for the territorial 

ratniki, they received no official training whatsoever, 
y 

in addition, tifey were not'considered "-attached to any par-
^ / ' v ' if 

ticular'unit;* When called up in wartime', they entered a 

common pool in their respective military districts. There * 

they received rudimentary training before receiving • their 
'151 " 

assignments* t 
o 

i < 
After 1874 changes were introduced into the x>exi'ods of 

active and reserve' service. In 1888 the war Ministry nought' 

to cut costs and increase the wartime pool of reserve by1' 

reducing active service to four years while increasing time 

in the reserves to 18. Again, in 1906 it'cut the active-
, A 

term back to three and that in the reserve to 15, but addc/d 

five years to service in the opolchenie (to aye',43). By 
# 

1(14) April 1909 the Ministry reported that the army,* 

border guards • and'Corps of Gendarmes contained 1/348,709^ 

men. This figur.e represents 1.8 percent of the empire11 c 

male population, Finland included. Sukhomlinov then sought 

to raise his service's strength by ,a reorganization. By 
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19101 this had raised battalions in the wartime.field .armies 

•> Jfrom 1,110 to 1,252 by reducing the number of ' wartime re-

serve battalions*to be*maintained from 671 to, 560, But.if 

this measure cut' expenses and improved the qdality of the 

.reserves', it did not affect the actual conscription proce-
153 ; • v

 4 * 
uiPe#: '* i 

i 

* 

A change came with the new .Law on Military Service of 

1912. This retained a three-year* term for,those'inducted 

„ -into the infantry and foot artillery* four years ,fbr the 

horse, artillery and other branches, and five years for "the , 

navy. The corresponding terms of reserve service werslS, ̂*-

13, and five years respectively, with 43' retained as" the 

cutoff age for the, opolchenie.' The sta.fcute also removed 

educational distinctions that divided volunteers into „ two * 

groups in terms of service* Now both categories served' for 

two years/ although this term might be-reduced by four to 
. 154 

six months if they passed an officer's qualifying exam. 

In'addition, in ,that year a new mobilization plan/ which 

incorporated new " *and seemingly sound .military principles, 

took effect, it was worked out by Sukhomlinov's pqPlege'and 

Chief of the General staff's Mobilization Section, General 

, A, s. Lukomskii. As a result, a large number of units, with 

their staffs and equipment, were redeployed deeper within 

the empire's interior- to accord with the pattern of, 

population densities, pntil that time, they had been *con-

ctetitrated in frontier Military Districts and with the 
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out.bre.aK f Of^wajC/^ brought >up. to" strength- with . .rebetvist'̂  , 

'from the°interior.° "Now units would ceach full strength- in 
' * " \ '„•*<,* " ' - - - ^ * . •> _ . . ' . " „ . , " . • " 

t h e i r new. q u a r t e r s / and then move by, r a i l to, t he i r poin ts 
' ' r v ** • * ' , " • /> ' ' - ' J - ' " \ * . > * """',' 

of concentrat ion*as combat'- ready enti ' t i-es. Kept, e f fec t ivo-
' .* - . " " * ' „ * • ' * l *, ' . . ' ' < " ' * " ' '"' „ -"*" ' 
by t r i a l * " mobi l iza t ions^ in the " iitrme'diate prewar years , * ' -

.« / * ' ' , 1 ' , - ' " • . i » 3 

Liikhomskii^s plan"< deserves much of the- credit for..the' , 

smooth i and ̂  rapid concentration of the tsar-la fo'reeh , m 

1914; However., the complexity of the scheme,was suc;h .trial 

during* the July crisis t'he generals feared sa .partial 

mobilization' against Aust-na would ftopeleosly* eonfusv any, 

later, full .moJbXliZcjtipn in response to subscxiue-nt „ German 
', " f '« j & « > - •' - - . > » , "* ' 

actions. '„They therefore f^ressed Nicholas II' far a'^iuli* 
mobilization^ e*ve'n though" few doubfed "that thus would'h.ukf 
war inevitable. In thi$, sense, then,, military ,e'ffectivon(̂ ;;, 

'*• ' . • '* ' '* ' '' ' 
in a technical regard '"'diminished the government *ri utility 
to use its armed forces as a flexible instrument iur vjyt««i * 

,155 I 

rence, - ,, " 

In some ways this in also true of the "Grand Pto^um* 

that Nicholas II approved on" 24 June (7 July) '1914* Vu im­

pact on future manpower had been outlined ea'rii*jr in u Jaw 

of 1(14) May* 1914. This ordered an increase m iho lUmy't. 

strength of-11,592 officers and 466,17B cniioifd' ntwf. 

Along wi-th^the intended increases in uimaiuunia nott'd ubov«', 

this undoubtedly alarmed German planner a and played a part 

in their insistence on forcing a decision dunirj the* 
157 

Sarajevo crisis. Here too, * one might argu", tht* 
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soldiers' very success in obtaining resources fo"r ̂ pxpan-

ding the'ir forces" helped to bring about "precisely" the 
-'' !£ J '' ' -J " " • .:' • ' * ' ' 

-^fm. it'"a ĵit<ualt?.oni tha'sT-the* political ,le*ad<er"ship sought to' .avoijd. ", • 
!,,'t c % ' *Since the "Grand progiram'5 never, took" effect, War found' 

« - \ • ' " ' ' ; , i * 1 J , . \ 

i 'Russia with an: army1-that numbered, '» as of-lCl'4) January, , 
158, *-

• 40r23S o!fi,cers &nd 1,145,244 men. *< The addition of hot* 

, «3er guards and the Corps ©^Gendarmes pres-umabiy "'explains 

t-he figure'of 1,423,000 given by early Soviet statisticians* 
' '' ', . " " • ' " ' p9 

as the army's strength on the eve. di the mobilt^ation.\ 
' & , " ' , ' • •> - ' i * ' - * « •* - » " 

In amy .case, "-alt this time Russia still trained -only* 125* < 
percent of-its- eligible males, as compared to Germany's $2 

- 1€,0 , . * - , V 

A, and Fran-ce's SO percent. The thought of £he remaining «-

' untapped' millions fuelled dreams a"nd nightmares of *th^ 

Russian steamroller."' Thes-e .visions seemed confirmed by 
• >. ' ' *' » - ' \ * 

the mobil izat ion of 3,115,000, r e s e r v i s t s , on, 18(31) J&ly,, . 
800,'OftO' fjjrfcf-class militfa'men on 2i2 tauly (4 August) , a' 

, . , • 1 * » * » 

i u r t n e r 300,000 t e r r i t o r i a l s ,on' 22 September* (-5 October) , 
and i the 715,000V drawrr, froift the , annual rec'ru-it con-

v. Umjent on KlV) October, With the 200,000 add i t iona l 
v * , • - * 

v f i r s t - C l a s s t e m t o r a a l s ' inducted in November, Golovin 

es t imates tha t ,6 ,553,000-Russ ians had been enro l led by <tke -
< ' 1 6 ^ 

- end of 1914. . " '' , , . 

There is considerable confusion about the* total "rnobi-* 
\ ' ' ,. ' " « » ' * -

liicd by, uctober 191?,'and about the casualties suffered-by 

*\\^\ik&«*t*i. ih lafvje part this -result's from jthe dxfficurtie& ? <i 

' •,!.« , War Knubt^i's Main St%ff had*4ii- keeping accurate 

1 
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^ecdrds in .both -cPreas. Comprised of five s e c t i o n s , i t 

* functioned as the army's personnel and s t a t i s t i c a l o f f i c e . 

. ^ In explaining i t s f a i l u r e to keep abre&st of even ts . Stone-

A i n s i s t s t h a t ' i t "was run, aljnost'ijy d e f i n i t i o n by incompe­

t e n t s / who had fa i l ed to" make a career in anything other 

than this" department, which was-regarded as a waste-paper-

basket, '" fie maintains t h a t t(he rea^l problem was tha t ' i t s 

. J '"few dozen dim-witted o f f i c e r s * ' continued rout ine record-, 

i^R^eping » u n t i l the immensity of the numbers involved over-

elmed , them and , they ,' "could produce nothing beyond 
- ' \ U2 

* , e'nlig-htened guess-work."* This judgement ,is unduly harsh 

* *v K €o the overworked and under-s taf fed o f f i c i a l s ^ntfoived, 

" Like _ everyone else? they too had prepared ' for a short 

* '*" c o n f l i c t , f u r t he r , throughout the war*s f irs^. year s t avka ' s 
, 'I * vend'etta ,with t h e Minis t ry , a long 'wi th the vastness of the 

* * *• « - * * 

front and chaos of the Great 'Retreat , made, se r ious b t a t i s -

^ t ica l work impassible . Although some of theye d i i f j cu l t io i , 

disapp^sred ip AugUfat 1915 writ|? Nikolai Nakolaovveh, by 

. ? tha t t'inje th£, damage was done and,, a a- Stone putt, j t , t h^ 

Gl.av'nyi* Shtab "£>ucclimbed." * . ,» 

V *, "* 4P discuss-in-g the rktmbers mobilj?etL Goluvin usod u . r 

t-xstfcs published by SuvxeL txjM-rLc xn t bo l**20«.a Hu *jiv*»:, 

' a ^ f igure of ibJ, i78,0UO;, which huTtoiuntfa ,t o\ ,t<», i»OM>0'>, 

* ree'ruited ; ^ y 1(14; October 1917 (hita 'l'abl<— VM . iy*u **y 

£li<jlitl<y j higher - th*ur* thfe I r j u reb t,fc° hit. Soviet i/ontompor-
- • ' \ " , * /164 

mnn&s, who ya-vc cutm^tet-.-uf j,u~t ovW IS,000,0&oy „ *A»-w 
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figures? match the data provided to Knox m\ October 1917 by 

the General Staff's Mobilization section, Which set -the 

number at̂  15,150,000, as well as the (estim%te made in the 

autumn of 1917,, by the Provisional GoVer/OTjent's' last war 

Minister, General A.t. Verkhovskvf^ 4 ' £tone, on the other 

hand, has reviewed more recent studies and concludes that a 

little over 14,000,000 were* inducted'out, *bf l a total popula-
166 ' v , . A, 

tion of 18OfO00fOOQ. This corresponds*'*'to the5 figure 

provided to the Council of state Defense of'vI4r5r0O,QO0. by 
167 

November 1916. Stone also put£ >hils figure.-into per'spec- • 
> i • " , ' ' > . 

tive by noting that it represents fewer men, •'than . those 

conscripted in Germany-frqm a population .of -65,000/000, 

and only slightly more than in France "from its 40/000,00-0 » -
168 • . *" ;' - , 

inhabitants.- So clearly, the ."steamroller* had failed to >" 

arrive. ' ' , > • >\v * ' * 
' ' ' I 

Worse still, the imperial, military 'systefo lacked either 

the will.̂ or the means, or both,' x>to draw on its remaining h 

reserves. Tfeis explains the manpqwet cnsis^that emerged at 

t̂lie end " of 1916, when the government contemplated the 
problem of maintaining the army's strength if 'hostilities 

. \ "-* <0f * ' \ TT 
continued beyond the .campaign of 1917. Ntpien the conflict 
began, the active army contained the con.s'cripts /Q£ the 
years 1911, 1912 and 1913. It was" fleshed out »y reservists 

* ° 
* " o r> ft * * * ^ 

(e.*!,800,000 according to_ Stone y who'had'passed through, thw 

Cdnkt, between 1904 and 1910, Tltey „wer;e -supported by 

Cussackt; and various/ t e r r i t o r i a l u n i t s , J who' guarded 
' f e a t . "" 

° i 1 -
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bridges, depots, and so ,on in the rear»-All in all,; the" 

mobilization ofJ July 19.14 affected some 4,500,000 (stone) 

to 4., 700,000 '(Golovin) men, territorials evidently being 
< . * ~ ' , • 

excluded'- - Of that number, Golovm estimates that 3,500,000 
* ' ' > ' 169 • /' 

'fojc.itie-d the field army. However, casualties were mUcIi 
higher than expected, perhaps.averaging,300,000 to 400,000 
- , '170 . 
a month, over the course of thse war; in the first months, 

-• , • Table IX 
•/-,— •" ,- > i 
Estimated Numbers Called up, 1914 - 1917 

' (in 000s) 

V 

t % t ' i-

' T O - T o TO To 
31 Dec' . / 31 D e c , 31 D e c , .1 Oc t . , 
, 19J.4 'I' , 1915 1916 1937 

unmobil^zed , , -

trengtjh, 1914 " . 1,423 1,423 1,423 1,423 

s e r v i s i s > t ' \« 3,115 ' 3,115 3,115* 3,115. 

1 s t ' c l a s s Ter- 'r > r ' 
- r i ' t o r i a ^ s : - ' \ l ' \ • 
pcom Reserve / *, , ' 400 ''* ' ' , 400 

, No Previotfs Re- t 
' gular service , 900 . 2,385 

2nd*class Ter- ' f 

i ritorials k , , -— ' i* 1,325 

Recruits 715 % 9 S 2 

Reexamined Men ' —- ' -— • 

Totals t „ 6,55J 11,600 
4 w l . * > • ' * 

li.ti, Golovin, voennye U S L J I I U pof>sii v nirovt,! voim-, 
C2 vols.,- P a r i s , 1939), v, I , pp. 95-96. 

400 

2,705 

3,046 

3,860 

3 00 

* 4, «J4B 

. 4 00 

2,70S 

i,07D 

4,460 

„ *o»> 
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losses were even higher. Gblovin maintains that the* field 

army would have reached full strength only after 1 October, 

but estimates 'that by that tune losses had -, reduced its 

numbe'rs to 2,700,000, and to 2/000*000 by 1 ,/December 
171 , ' , , ' 

,1914. * ' • , ' ; " . 
J u l k 

Casualty figures are even more debated than the above. 

The figures1 available^ range from below - 4,000,000 to 

11,000/000. The arguments need not be rehashed Jxere, jaut 

Stone probably is right xn accepting the recerit soviet 

figures of from 7,000,000 to 7,500,000, from wjiich he draws 

the monthly average given above. By 1917 this total in­
cluded \ the 2,400,000 prisoners-of-war ,claimed by the 

Central Powers, and probably some 1,600,000 to 1,850,0*00 

killed in actioij or dead of wounds. .Of the total losses, 

the* army suffered some 4,000,000 killed, missing, pri-

soners, and8wounded between August 1914 and December 1915, 

and another 3,000,000 during 1916. The task facing the 

tsar's recruiters is clear from the replacement figures for 

1915. Official reports'put the field army's strength at 

3,850,000 men in that January, its losses by 1 September 

at a minimum of -2,400,000, ,and theinumber of replacements 
172 

reaching/it by that "date a,s only 2,300,000. 

"* Sri'ncv casualties far surpassed prewar expectations, the 
' a i . ' s * o , o <# i 

auUioritjles quickly found themselves 'desperately searching 

for new sources front which to replenish the army. Although 

figures, again vary, the basic groups available are listed 

« .<•' 



' * , > , 

', in Table ,1X. The first obvious choice was the, .trained' 

t reserve, pen who had served irf> the fifteen annual'contin-' 

- 'gents of 1896 to 1910-, inclusive* They should^have yielded 

^ ''" *" ' 5,000,000' men, "hut in fact' it is doubtful J.f more than 

3,115,000"actually entered the ranks, mainly as a result of 

' . the ( initial
0mobilisation. Thelnext available 'categories 

•* \ * • -

•were the^territorial ratniki, first class; that is/ older 

• , - ~ r • 
•men" who had passed into ̂ the militia from the* reserves,^ or * 

younger'men "who had escaped regular service by lot. Accor-

ding to teolp'vin, 400,000 of each group were called jipVon 22 

, July.6 {4 August), the,fifth day of mobilisation; another 

• 500,600 later in 1914; 1;485,000 in 1915; and 32<M)00\ m 

i ', 1916. , ix? all, these two groups may have given the armed 

forces 3,, 000,000 men over two and a haif years. Yet moat ot . 
i> * S y- t s i "; 

1 ' « 

. y . this '.vast reservoir "Wets* frittered away in 1915 faster than 
it was being tapped" and, as. the Fiyu,re& illustrate, by „ 

174 
1916 the well was running dry. „ f 

-Another obvious source of replenishment wav the annual. 

recruit contingents of 20-year-ulds who became liable ^ach 

October. Although 'officially feet at 550,000 -men, during 

the war the authorities «took all those available. !}y , nud-

1915 , they also moved to anticipate forfchcamiht>rcohLin\jeOfrt£j 
J . <• " z 

„ ".up to d.918. By the,ye,ar?s end .th«y 'had secured", parage* oi a 
' - ' . • -t \ 

' j , . . ' ' , ' 
' new law-affecting those" of.* 1-919 as well.' Another law ol 

' ̂  . . October: 3 915, meanwhile had „pe,rjiutted a reexamination of 
. » "\ ' ' " * 

past exemptions,^ but bureaucratic problems s,o, h-ampereu the 

# • « " " ' *fl ?, . -
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process t,hat this measure* ' netted only some 200,000 to 
• * > * _ * 1 7 5 * f " , • . 

255,003 additional recruits. , ' ] , ' . ' w , : 
1 ./-This left the regime with th,e territorial militi'a, ' 

second class, as its last resource.,in'order"to draw on it, 

a new* law .was rushed through the Duma in August 1915. This^ 

act underlines Russian "society's" commitment to the y'ar. 

'r But the division between'it and the masses became immedi-. 

ately clear when the f^rst 900,000 20*to 24-year-old 'only „ 

breadwinners were "conscripted for front-line duty- in 

September, - and t:wo"more .age groups in October. When o'ffi-

oaals attempted to .raise these levies, their efforts 

sparked riots m*rfumeri>us centers throughout the empire. As 

atone points out,i hedgjthe real limits on Russians attempt 

to Create a natiqn-in-arms 'by conscription are glaringly 

obvious: "the government rightly feared that, if they [the 
I* 

recruiting-sergeants] became more [efficient], it would be 
176'. •" 

-sw.ept away in a tide of popular indignation." This fear, 

the lack of records'in many district offices, the demands 

of industrialists for exemptions for their.workers in ̂ owns 

where records existed, and numerous other bureaucratic anfl 

soqial obstacles, * explain why this category* —.which pre-
, «* - ' 

sumably included two-thirds-of Russia's males — in ,the end 
177 

provided just; ov£r 3,000,000 men fOE the armed forces.*,,? 

* By 1916 the government faced a manpower crisis of major 

proportions, its attempts to extend conscription to pre-' 

viously,' exempt-non-Russians* led to, riots and-, \Jhn' central 
I. A ffJ 

Y 
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<•* ; , ' ., : 178 '. " , 
' Asia, av 'native -uprising 'of serious proportions. -Mean-

' , - > i ,- : ' , t, ' " 

while 'the, call-ups of 25 Match* <7 April), 25 Augusfc: ("7/ 

( September), and* fcQ September ^3 October) had embraced the.' 

remaining1 mili'tiamen,1 f ir,st clgss, and made liable, tho'se "of 

the second clas's aged 27 to<37.*On 25 October (7 November'), 

a . lastt draft of 350,000' second-classSatniki, 'aged 3? to 

4S), ' joined the'dolors,'. With the 150>0QQ first-class, over 

40-year-aidfe*-*i;aken , in October, these family men ^ere' 

, crowded into the large, under<-offleered training ba.ttalions 

> that made wp Russia's rear garrisons in early 1917.• As' 

*, 

such, they played a .significant role — especially : fn 

Petrograd -- in the February Revolution. . • { ' 

The&e overaged restless conscripts were clear •evidence ' 

that "the giant Russian "steamroller' was running out of, 
180 * „ , . k i 

steam." Recpgnizing" the-,exteftt of this problem, the 

authorities, with some'tr«epidation, prepared to ait wnd. ** ̂ 9 

dip^ further into the second-class opolchenie. Meanwhile 

Stavka -sought to underplay the problem to' the Allies. . 

Indeed, on one occasion it even ord-ered the General °Ut<j.$i " , , 

to - draw »up a false set of statistics f-o.r the 'British-" <it~ 

tache, Knox,', ' Yet'this"* discussion of"1 the problem ,u,£ rank- ^ 

and-file combatants should not district,. atfrentitfn 'from -

three interrelated ^and equally important aspects of '* the < » ;, 
-\ , ' • • . • 

manpower issue: those of technically competent personnel, 

non-'eommissio'ned" officers, and officers proper,* 

The'first,'Category obvrously affected-the others. Givujn , 4 
•1 
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