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PREFACE

(Prepared by the Office of Research, USIA)

The U.S. Bicentennial has already focused major Soviet attention on
the American Revolutionary period. Highlighted in the present study is
the dilemma posed for Soviet ideologists by the Bicentennial observance.
Although Lenin praised the American War of Independence as "a model of
a revolutionary war," this paper finds evidence that the subject is a source
of embarrassment to today's Soviet Establishment in that it seems to imply
a threat "to the Soviet claim of being a superior society representing a
perfect type of revolution.'" Soviet historians have reacted by attempting
to downgrade the political consequences of the American Revolution,
maintaining--in the words of one writer--that this "class conflict" actually
led to political control by 'the aristocracy and the well-to-do bourgeoisie."

While belittling American preparations for the Bicentennial observance,
Soviet historians have sought to step up their own output on its historical
background. The first section of this paper delineates twelve themes of
Soviet commentary on the American revolution and on the views of American
historians. The second section traces the evolution of Soviet official
attitudes as demonstrated in successive editions of encyclopedias, university
texts and schoolbooks, from the intransigent hostility of the late Stalin
period to the more balanced and restrained, but still sharply critical,
treatment of recent times. The author concludes that "what stands out is
the Soviet effort to honor the popular masses--artisans, farmers, workers--
as heroes and at the same time victims of this bourgeois revolution."

—i-



SOVIRT WRITINGS ON
THE "FIRST" AMERICAN REVOLUTTON AND THE BTCENTENNTAL

PART I--THE HISTORTCAL APPROACH

Soviet officialdom has long paid attention to the period of Lincoln
and the abolition of slavery in the South--called in Moscow the '"Second
American Revolution." As for 1776 and the "First American Revolution,"
Soviet historians admit that it has so far been one of the most neglected
areas of their current preoccupation with the American past, a preoccupa-
tion dating only from World War ITI.

Soviet Historians and 1776

The American Revolution is the subject of only 36 entries in
a comprehensive bibliographic listing of Soviet Russian-language publications
issued between 1945 and 1970 on the history of the United States. It
accounts for less than 1 per cent of the 3,657 monographs, dissertations,
articles in serials and periodicals, and book reviews recorded in the
bibliography. Behind the paucity of the output--on the average only one
to two items a year--were apparent difficulties experienced by Soviet historians
in treating a complex series of events which refused, from their standpoint,
to move in a straight and logical line,

In the candid words of a serious Soviet student of American history,
Dr. N. N. Bolkhovitinov, who is senior scientific researcher at the Institute
of History of the U.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences in Moscow and aithor of
two substantial works on the Monroe Doctrine and the establishment of early
diplomatic relations between the United States and Russia, the case of Soviet
studies of the First American Revolution has been a "rather paradoxical
situation."2 Practically all that was worth recording by the beginning
of 1969 could be counted on one's fingers--a general study by A. A. Fursenko,
The American Bourgeois Revolution of the 18th Century, two dissertations
on the Class Struggle Surrounding the Preparation and Ratification of the
U.S.A. Constitution of 1787 (1948) and the Political Strugele in the U.S.A.
for the Bill of Rights (1963), plus a few scattered articles on George
Washington, Benjamin Franklin, and Thomas Paine.

1Prepared recently by a former member of the Library of Congress, Mr. Leo
Okinshevich, and scheduled to be published shortly by the Clio Press
at Santa Barbara, California.

2Bolkhovitinov, N. N. "Some Results and Tasks of the Study of Modern History
of the United States of America in the Soviet Union." ~In: Novaia 1
Noveishaia Istoriia, 1969, no. 2, p. 48.
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Fursenko's 151-page work, "an important event in the national history
of America and in world history,'" appeared in 1960 in an edition of
10,000 copies as one of a series of popular works sponsored by the Academy
of Sciences Institute of History, and was meant for both historians and the
general public interested in the historical development of the United
States. The slim volume had all the earmarks of a Marxist historical work--
an opening reference to Karl Marx and a closing quotation from Das Kapital
and Lenin, a last chapter fittingly called "The Class Struggle in the United
States of America in the Years 1783-1787," and a number of affirmative textual
references to Qutline Political History of the Americas by William Z.
Foster of the U.S. Communist Party. Fursenko stressed the role of the
popular masses in achieving victory over England, the impact of the conflict
on the economy of the former colonies, and important changes which occurred
in rural colonial life to lay the foundation for the development first of
agrarian and, at a later date, of industrial capitalism in America.’

The Bicentennial As Stimulus

Confronting the scarcity of serious Soviet works on the American
Revolution, Bolkhovitinov expressed a hope that the approaching Bicentennial
would serve as a stimulus to "a beginning of systematic exploration of the
American Revolution on the part of Soviet historians.!" He recognized a few
steps in this direction made recently in Kazan on the Volga (by P. B. Umahkkii)
and in Leningrad (again by A. A. Fursenko), but urged Moscow historians to
join the others in realization of the program. This, he observed, was "the
more urgent as in American historiography during the last two decades
tendencies have increased to question the revolutionary significance of the
American War of Independence and to interpret the situation as if the War
were not a revolution at all, or were a conservative revolution." Bolkhovitinov
had in mind well-known works of adherents of the so-called "neo-conservative"
school in the United States, historians such as Daniel J. Boorstin, Robert E.
Brown, Clinton Rossiter, and Louis Hartz. Somewhat strangely, he saw it
a duty of his colleagues, Soviet historians, to rescue the image of the
American Revolution from being profaned by misguided and unfaithful American
colleagues. Bolkhovitinov obviously felt himself on safe ground in this
endeavor, for none other than Lenin had praised the American Revolution as
a model of a revolutionary war.

1Fursenko, A. A. Amerikanskaia burzhuaznaia revoliutsiia XVIII veka (The
American Eighteenth Century Bourgeois Revolution), Moscow, 1960, p. 3.

2Bolkhovitinov, op. cit., p. 48.
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The hope expressed by Bolkhovitinov has so far failed to materialize.
There were no new titles of Soviet works devoted to the American Revolution
when at the end of 1971, more than two years later, a detailed appraisal
of the progress of Soviet historical research was submitted by G. N. Sevostianov
to the First Moscow Symposium of Soviet Historians Specializing in America.’
The four-day symposium, organized by the Institute of World History of the
Soviet Academy of Sciences and attended by about 130 leading Soviet
specialists from the academic centers of Moscow and Leningrad, and from
provincial towns like Kazan, Kiev, Kuibyshev, Saratov, and Tomsk, appears
to have been a command performance; the forthcoming American Bicentennial
seems to have been an important factor in the decision to hold this long
delayed review of the available forces in the Soviet Union.2

The Bicentennial As Threat

Not all the references to the Bicentennial made during the above
symposium appeared in its printed proceedings, released in 1973 in a limited
edition of 500 copies. For example, pertinent observations by Sevostianov,
director of the Sector for the History of the United States and Canada at
the Institute of World History of the Soviet Academy of Sciences and lead-
ing spirit in the organization of the symposium, were omitted for an unex-
plained reason.? On the other hand, rather sharp remarks by Dr. A. A.
Fursenko, representing the Leningrad branch of .the Institute of History of
the Academy, were included. These seem to have reflected the sentiment of
at least those of Fursenko's colleagues who did not feel at ease about
preparations for the Bicentennial--or about their own interpretation of them
in any case:

Following President Nixon's decision, a special commission was
created to prepare for the jubilee on a nation-wide scale. In addition
to this, local commissions were created in each state. At the
beginning, in July 1969, Nixon named as head of the national commission
Wallace Sterling, a scholar, president of Stanford University and special-
ist in the field of higher education. However, a year later Sterling
was replaced by David Mahoney, a businessman and one of the major
figures in advertising, who in 1969 had been awarded the honorary
title of '"Man of the Year" for his services in the field of adver-~
tising. The fact that a specialist in advertising was placed at the
head of the commission, which included a whole group of prominent
people and among them several members of the government, was no
accident. The activity of the commission, its report to the Congress

1Materialy pervogo simpoziuma sovetskikh istorikov-amerikanistov (Materials
of the First Symposium of Soviet Historians Specializing in American History),
Moscow, 1973, Volume I. p. 17.

2Golovina, M. A. "The Symposium of Soviet Historians Specializing in American
History." 1In: Amerikanskii Egzhegodnik, 1972, Moscow, 1972, p. 303.

3Materialy, op. ¢cit., Volume I. A reference to Sevostianov's observations
appears on pp. 184f.
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of the U.S. in July of 1970 with proposals on the preparations
for the jubilee, as well as its subsequent activities, all bear
an openly propagandistic character. Furthermore, the remarks
of President Nixon are imbued with the same spirit, expressing
a broad political program which is intended both for the United
States and for other countries.

One of the aims of this campaign is to prove the superiority
of the American way of life, of the American path of development,
and especially of the American type of revolution. The represent-
atives of bourgeois historiography of the U.S. have spoken out
in step with the advertising men and politicians. They have taken
up the task of giving scholarly backing to this thesis.’

The last paragraph of Fursenko's observations shows clearly that what
was troubling American specialists among Soviet historians was not so much
the "elaborate U.S. preparations for a celebration as the historical ante-
cedents of the Bicentennial and the threat they seemed to imply to the Soviet
claim of being a superior society representing a perfect type of revolution.
Regardless of the blunt accusation made recently by Professor Richard B.
Morris of Columbia that '"the word that is really missing from the Bicentennial
is 'revolution'" and that the United States government '"seems to be
terrified by the thought that the United States is a revolutionary country,"2
Soviet historians appeared to sense a continuing appeal of the "First"
American Revolution that was peculiarly American and yet universal.

Fursenko was followed at the symposium by another Soviet historian,
P. B. Umanskii from the State University of Kazan, who addressed himself
to a different aspect of the Bicentennial. He spoke of the millions of
Americans, and primarily American youth, who were said to have lost faith
in the ideals of America and for whom now, he suspected, the Establishment
was trying, with the aid of historians, to rekindle the "spirit of 1776."

Among participants in the symposium deliberations Dr. Robert Ivanov,
head of a Special Sector on World History in the Institute of World History
of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, proved in this instance to be less
concerned with ideology. In fact, he used part of his allotted time to
advocate obtaining microfilms of the mass of publications already in prepa-
ration in the individual states in connection with the Bicentennial celebration.

1Fursenko, A. A. "The American and French Revolutions (A Comparative Analysis)."
In: Materialy Pervogo Simpoziuma Sovetskikh Istorikov-Amerikanistov, Moscow,
1973, Vol. I, pp. 185f.

2Hornblower, Margot. '"Revolution, Myths and Realities." In: The Washing-
ton Post, July 6, 1975, p. C1.

3Umanskii, P. B. "The First American Revolution in Contemporary USA Historio-
graphy (The 'New Left'; The 'New Economic History')." In: Materialy
Pervogo Simpoziuma Sovetskikh Istorikov-Amerikanistov, Moscow, 1973, Vol. I,
p. 210.
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He suggested that Soviet historians participating in the celebration
should, after having satisfied their own curiosity, deposit reproductiors
of such historical materials in different Soviet libraries for nse by
other interested parties.1

"Mini-Thermidor": The American Revolution As Revolution

Another point made by Fursenko at the 1971 symposium provided valusble
insight into the Soviet attitude toward these historical events. He dis-
closed that his new volume on the American Revolution would take the
reader all the way back to the year 1765. Only in this way, he asserted,
would one be in a position to demonstrate the rising wave of the revolution-
ary movement. Among milestones of the Revolution singled out for treat-
ment by Fursenko were the '"military rebellion," signing of the Declaration
of Independence (viewed as the most important event), and the period of
class battles which followed the end of the War of Independence and led to
the acceptance of the Constitution, a period he called a "mini-Thermidor."

Fursenko's juxtaposition of the American and French Revolutions which
he enunciated both at the Moscow symposium and a short time before in
France in a seminar at the Sorbonne, made him see the American Revolutioa
in a broad perspective and reach certain conclusions. First, he asserted:

In comparison with the French Revolution the American one bore
a moderate character. In American historiography a point of view now
prevails the supporters of which affirm that the Revolution in
America in essence was not a revolution. One of the most widespread
theses inthe contemporary literature in the United States is that
of "consensus" and '"continuity." The partisans of this concept depict
affairs as if America never knew the class and social contradictions
of the Old World. In harmony with thig they generally minimize the
conflicts of the American Revolution, declaring that it never had
any "social goals." However, it is difficult to agree with this con-
clusion. The American Revolution was a class conflict. As a result
of the Revolution the aristocracy and the well-to-do bourgeoisie estab-
lished their political control.?

1Materialy, op. cit., Volume I, p. 127.

2Fursenko, A. A. "The Final Word." 1In: Materialy Pervogo Simpoziuma
Sovetskikh Istorikov-Amerikanistov, Moscow, 1973, Volume I, p. 273.

3

Fursenko, A. A. "The American and French Revolutions (A Comparative
Analysis)." In: Materialy Pervogo Simpoziuma Sovetskikh Istorikov-
Amerikanistov, Moscow, 1973, Volume I, pp. 206f.
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Second, Fursenko affirmed:

.se.there is no basis for excluding the American Revolution from
the world revolutionary tradition. In 1918 V. I. Lenin in his
"Letter to American Workers'" wrote that the struggle for independ-
ence in America was for that time "a model of a revolutionary war."
However, the contribution of the French Revolution and its services
to history were incomparably more significant. "For its class, for
that which it worked," Lenin said, "it did so much that the whole
19th century, the century which gave civilization and culture to all
mankind, developed under the imprint of the French Revolution.

In all parts of the world it ZEhe 19th centupi7 accomplished, carried
out, realized in detail, completed that which the great bourgeois
revolutionaries had created.'’

Fursenko regarded Lenin's last dictum as just as valid today as when it
was first pronounced, and this indirect downgrading of the American
Revolution made it easier for the Leningrad historian to challenge its
apologists.

Fursenko's arguments were well received by the symposium. Reportedly,
only M. M., Malkin, attached to the Armed Forces and Naval Academy in
Leningrad, questioned Fursenko's definition of the federal Constitution of
1787 as being "aristocratic and reactionary.'" In his opinion it was merely
a somewhat more conservative instrument than the Declaration of Independence
and the Virginia Constitution.@

Over four years have passed since the Moscow symposium, yet no
significant new historical works dealing with the First American Revolu-
tion are known to have come off the Soviet presses during that period.
Fursenko's new work remains a promise. Meanwhile, Soviet specialists in
American history at the Academy of Sciences are reportedly engaged in
working collectively on a comprehensive, even massive, history of the
United States, and it is possible that this could be one of the reasons
for the lack of individual efforts and contributions. No target date
for the completion of this Academy enterprise has been disclosed.

The Bicentennial As Failure

Bolkhovitinov, a zealous participant both in the symposium and the
work of the Academy of Sciences, did find time and energy to submit for
publication at the end of 1973 one of his regular and well-informed surveys

1Fursenko, A. A, op. cit., p. 209.
2Materialy, op. cit., Volume I, pp. 261f.
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of the progress of United States historical research, this time on the
Revolution.! He opened his report with a tightly-packed summary of
Bicentennial preparations which by then had reached the point, he wrote,
where mere enumeration of the most important historical activities under-
taken in the United States in connection with the forthcoming jubilee

would warrant preparation of a special article. In his preliminary

progress report Bolkhovitinov mentioned a few of the efforts made on the
federal as well as on the state and local levels and recorded some pertinent
activities of such institutions as the American Historical Assqéiéﬁion, the
Library of Congress and the National Historical Publications Commission.

Bolkhovitinov's account, although basically factual, was free neither
of insinuations nor explicit criticisms. As Umanskii and Fursenko had
done at the symposium, Bolkhovitinov now wrote about the commercialism
and propagandistic nature of Bicentennial preparations as well as the
Establishments alleged intent to utilize the approaching jubilee to redeem
the government's declining prestige, to counteract disillusionment of youth
and to cement the moral fiber of American society. At one point Bolkhovitinov
endorsed criticism of the work of American historians and of the National
Historical Publications Commission, who were said to be limiting themselves
to extensive publication of the papers of 'great white men'" while bypassing
available source material on the people's protests in colonial America, on
the experiences and fate of colonial Americans incarcerated in British
prisons, and so on. In general, Bolkhovitinov, by nature a cautious man, pre-
ferred instead of taking a direct critical stand to seek cover behind native
American critics of the Bicentennial preparations and in this particular
case behind the American historian John Lemisch.2

Bolkhovitinov referred readers in search of further information on the
Bicentennial to an article published by O. L. Stepanova in the January 1972
issue of the Soviet journal USA, officils organ of the Institute
of the United States and Canada. The article in question, ''Washington's
Propagandistic Approach to the Bicentennial," was as tendentious as its
title.

It pursued two objectives: 1) to make available a chronological list-
ing dating back to 1966 of United States officialdom's various plans for the
festivities, and 2) to charge that considerable difficulties were being
encountered in finding the proper format and tone for an operation of such
scale in the United States of today, with its severe dislocations at home
and abroad, generation gap, alienation of youth, illiteracy, violation of
civil rights of certain groups of citizens, and economic crisis. Even
members of the official Bicentennial Commission set up by Congress were
said to be beset by doubts, and the Soviet author of the article.derived
distinct pleasure in quoting from the Commission's report to the President,
dated July 4, 1970:

1 s : . .
Bolkhovitinov, N. N. '"Some Problems of the Historiography of the Eighteenth
Century American Revolution." In: Novaia i Noveishaia Istoria, 1973,

no. 6, pp. 146-166.
®Bolkhovitinov, op. cit., p. 148.
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We desire peace, yet find ourselves at war. We believe in justice
and equality, yet there are wrongs and injustices in the land. We
proclaim reverence for our God-given environment, yet tolerate its
pollution. We believe in the brotherhood of man, yet there is
violence in the streets, prejudice of the mind, distress and discord
on the campuses.

As we move to solve the problems which confront us, we should derive
strength and courage from our past. The ideals of human freedom
which made us an independent nation in 1776 still live, vital, and
daring, but are now put to new tests. Can this society indeed
achieve equal opportunity and full citizenship for all its members,
and will it commit itself to that task?’

In her conclusions Stepanova sized up the future as follows:

Whatever controversies may arise as to the commemoration of the
200th anniversary of the U.S., official Washington firmly supports
the point of view that the jubilee is extremely important. Judging
by everything, in the next few years a wide campaign in connection
with the jubilee will be carried on for the glorification of the
United States and of the social and economic system prevailing
there. This campaign, however, can hardly have any serious success
in face of the realities of American life with all its acute and
painful problems.Z2

The Washington Post was another source for the not unwelcome infor-
mation that efforts to make American youth a formal participant in the
official Bicentennial program had encountered sour notes. The Soviet
author referred specifically to an observation by then 26 year-old
Steve Oxman, Rhodes scholar and Yale law student, reported by the Post
on September 19, 1971:

Nothing is going to change because of a Bicentennial. Things are

going to change because of a political process that has nothing to
do with the Bicentennial....The nation and its heritage should

not be glorified because that will alienate the young and because

it is a form of chauvinism that is irrational.

Soviet Historians and American Historiography

Having failed so far to come forward with substantial and up-to-date
works devoted to the American Revolution, Soviet specialists in American
history have concentrated on a critique of developments in this field
across the Atlantic.

1America's 200th Anniversary. Report of the American Revolution Bicentennial
Commission. Senate Document No. 91-76, 91st Congress, 2nd Session,
Washington, D.C., 1970, pp. 3f.

2Stepanova, 0. L. "Washington's Propagandistic Approach to the Bicentennial."
In: USA, 1972, no. 1, p. 123.
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Their chief target remains the so-called "neo-conservative'" school
[

of American historians of the 19603, Soviet historians emphatically re-
ject as short-sighted and confusing the theory of "consensus" and "con-
tinuity," arguing thal it deprives events ol their revolutionary character

and significance, and they blame their American colleagues for having naively
denied the existence of class antagonisms aud class struggle in eighteenth-
century American society. American protagonists of the so-called 'New
Economic History," who rely on modeling and the use of electronic computers,
have also been exposed to severe criticism. The Soviet writer Umanskii,

who has given special attention to their work, has accused them of using
statistical data without proper analysis of manifold socio-political and
ideological aspects of the processes in question. The ''charm'" of figures

is said to have obscured and even undermined the true meaning of revolutionary
events.

On the other hand, American historians of the '"New Left" have been
praised in Moscow for relinquishing the concept of the American Revolution
as an elitist revolution and at long last recognizing the decisive role of
the popular masses in shaping various phases of events. Their Soviet
colleagues insist that, whether these "New Left" historians are prepared
to admit it or not, the impact of the Marxist methodological approach is
clearly visible in their work. Soviet historians also credited American
Marxist historians such as Herbert Aptheker, William Z. Foster, and P. H.
Foner with major and original contributions to the field.

Predictably, Soviet historians have also reacted favorably to recent
efforts of some American historians to emphasize the role of ideological
forces in the American Revolution and to interpret it as an "intellectual
movement." Bolkhovitinov has observed that '"Marxist researchers do not
deny the important role played by ideas and revolutionary ideology in
eighteenth-century America,'" and paraphrasing Pauline Maier's JKrom Resis~
tance to Revolution, added:

Obviously, not every colonial spent his evenings reading Francis
Hutcheson's System of Moral Philosophy, although some did. Others
learned about revolutionary ideas in their local press. The works
of the "Real Whigs" helped the colonists in one way or another to
better understand the events and helped to create a logical thrust
toward revolution and independence.Z

1Umanskii, op. cit., p. 220.
2Bolkhovitinov, op. cit., p. 158.
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Conclusion: The Soviet Theses

A review of Soviet historians' criticism of American research on the
American Revolution reveals these basic propositions:

1) The first American Revolution was a revolution in the Europesn
sense of the word,

2) It was both a colonial and a social revolution.

3) The maturing of the revolution was due to a national, or rather
a national liberation, factor. The American Revolution was a
colonial revolution, a struggle of the colonies in revolt against
the mother country, a revolutionary war for independence.

4) The American Revolution was, like the French Revolution, a
bourgeois revolution. It differed greatly from the French
Revolution as to depth, aims, methods, and the forms of the
struggle.

5) The main reason for this was that neither the ancien reginme,
nor absolutism, nor a developed feudal system have been part of
American history. Only rudimentary elements of feudalism can
be discerned here.

6) = As Frederich Engels pointed out, the American colonies were
from the beginning "bourgeois" in character. The revolution
in America belongs to the "intra-~formative type'"; what occured
there was & struggle for power within a bourgeois society.

7) Contradictions, social conflicts and class antagonisms determined the
progress of the Revolution. The lower social classes--farmers,
artisans, and small tradesmen--played an active role in the pur-
suit of the war and greatly influenced the course of events.

But they were poorly organized.

8) Because of the diversified social origins of the active partici-
pants in the Revolution, its aims were of a mixed nature. Some
were directed towards freedom, independence, and removal of obstacles
standing in the way of the development of capitalist relationships;
others towards preservation and protection of existing bourgeois
privileges and order.

9) While in France, as Chateaubriand phrased it, "the patricians
began the revolution and the plebs finished it,'" in America the
"elite," who had initiated the Revolution, succeeded in keeping
power right to the end. The Revolution secured for the whole
American people the end of the authority of the mother country,
but in spite of major contributions to the victory of the Revo-
lution by the popular masses, it resulted in the strengthening
of the political power of the ruling class of "large-scale"
bourgeoigie .end of slave-owning planters.
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10) Termination of the war led to a sharpening of the class struggle.
Shays' Rebellion was only one, better-known example of this. The
Federal Constitution of 1/87 represented the end point of the
Revolution; it was a progressive and at the same time a conserva-
tive instrument designed to protect the interests of the triumphant
bourgeoisie. The continuing legal toleration of slavery was one
of the gravest defects of the Constitution.

11) The impact of the Revolution was very strong in the economic
sphere. Commerce and industry benefited considerably. Yet, of
greatest consequence were the changes which occurred in rural
America. The elimination of incipient feudal relationships,
liquidation of the estates belonging to the loyalists, and, most
important, the opening of public lands in the Western territories
made it possible for the new nation to enter, in the North and west
of the Allegheny Mountains, upon the path of capitalist development
in agriculture. Lenin described this type of bourgeois agrarian
revolution as follows:

It may...proceed by having small peasant economies at the

head which, in a revolutionary way, will remove the "excrescence'
of the feudal latifundia from the social organism and then

freely develop without them along the path of capitalist econo-
my.

12) Soviet historians quote incessantly from available pronouncements
on the subject by Karl Marx and Lenin. The most important of
them follow:

Karl Marx - Das Kapital

As in the eighteenth century the American War of Independence

sounded the tocsin for the European middle-class, so in the

nineteenth century the American Civil War sounded it for the
© European working-class.2

Lenin ~ "Letter to American Workers"

The history of modern, civilized America opened with one of
those great, really liberating, really revolutionary wars of
which there have been so few compared to the vast number of
wars of conquest which, like the present imperialist war, were
caused by squabbles among kings, landowners or capitalists

over the division of usurped lands or ill-gotten gains. That
was the war the American people waged against the British
robbers who oppressed America and held her in colonial slavery,
in the same way as these '"civilized" bloodsuckers are still
oppressing and holding in colonial slavery hundreds of millions

1Lenin, V. I. "Agrarian Programme of Social-Democracy." In: Collected
Works, 4th edition, Moscow, 1965, Volume 13, p. 239.

2Marx, Karl Capital. A Critical Analysis of Capitalist Production. London,
. Lawrence & Wishart, 1974, Volume I, p. 20.

R-20-75 December 30, 19 75 -11-



of people in India, Egypt, and all parts of the world....
The American people, who set the world an example in waging
a revolutionary war against feudal slavery, now find them=-
selves in the latest, capitalist stage of wage-slavery to
to a handful of multimillionaires, and find themselves
playing the role of hired thugs who, for the benefit of
wealthy scoundrels, throttled the Philippines in 1898 on the
pretext of "liberating'" them, and are throttling the Russian
Socialist Republic in 1918 on the pretext of "protecting" it
from the Germans....

The American people have a revolutionary tradition which

has been adopted by the best representatives of the American
proletariat, who have repeatedly expressed their complete
solidarity with us Bolsheviks...J

1Lenin, V. I. "Letter to American Workers." In: Collected Works, Lth
edition, Moscow, 1965, Volume 28, pp. 62, 63, and 69.
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PART II--MASS INDOCTRINATION

The official Soviet view of the American Revolution is reduced to
its simplest form in media designed for mass indoctrination of the reading
public, These represent an important outlet for an ideological effort
that blends lofty purpose, propaganda, education, and public relations.

The American Revolution and the ""Great Soviet Encyclopedia

A basic vehicle for disseminating the approved Marxist-Leninist
point of view among the Soviet populace has been the Great Soviet Encyclopedia,
"Soviet im treatment and universal in scope.'l It took the Soviets more
than twenty years, from 1926 to 1947, to produce the 65 volumes of this
work's first edition. The 51 volumes of its second edition appeared at a
much faster rate, between 1950 and 1958. The third edition has been in
progress since 1970.

The first edition of the Encyclopedia, issued in 45,000 copies in 1945,
lacked a special entry for the '"First' American Revolution. The historical
part of the general article on the United States of America included a short
appraisal of it, intended to demonstrate that the lower classes failed to be
properly compensated for their revolutionary effort. The reader was informed
that, although the Revolution succeeded in liquidating feudal ''survivals' of
the colonial period, the servitude at least of whites, and the privileges
enjoyed by the aristocracy, the 'broad masses' of the population which were
"fighting for democratic rights and for the land got practically nothing-"2
The real beneficiaries of the Revolution were said to be the well-to-do
bourgeoisie, the land speculators, and the entrepreneurs. The War of
Independence, in this Soviet version, had adversely affected farmers, artisans,
and workers, and the increase in prices aggravated the plight of working
classes. It was asserted that, owing to heavy taxation, farmers often lost
their land to the new bourgeoisie. The article pointed to numerous uprisings
of small farmers and workers occurring in the years 1786 and 1787 in various
rural areas, the most significant among them being the one led by Daniel
Shays, whose followers tried to carry the popular revolution a step further,
but failed; still the uprising was portrayed as greatly influencing the
future demmcratization of the country.

1Horecky, Paul (ed.). Basic Russian Publications. An Annotated Bibliography
on Russia and the Soviet Union. Chicago, 1962, p. 15.

Zuynited States of America." In: Bol'shaia Sovetskaia Entsiklopediia, lst
edition, Moscow, 1945, Volume 51, colummn 692.
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In the aftermath of World War IT, the 