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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

   



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

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

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

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

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

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

      



      
      1

      
      HUDDLED MASSES

      
      
      
         ‘Give me your tired, your poor,

		Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free,

		The wretched refuse of your teeming shore,

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

        Verse written by Emma Lazarus
for the Statue of Liberty

      

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

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

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

      
	  
      Table 1: Emigration to the United States by Decade

        

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

		
 
 	United Kingdom

 	 
 	810,900

 	 
 	328,759

 	 
 	469,578

 	 
 	371,878

 
 

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

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



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

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

 
 
 
 	Poland
 	 
 	42,910
 	 
 	107,793
 	 
 	not returned
 	 
  	separately
 

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

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

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

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

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

 
 

	  

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

      

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

      
      Peasants into citizens?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

      

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

      
      Politics in the countryside

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

      
      
      Stolypin’s plans failed. Peasants who left the commune threatened the interests of their neighbours and especially those of
         village elders, whose power was founded on the existing order. This was not a society in which such threats were likely to
         be met with recourse to law. Surveyors sent to oversee land consolidation travelled with armed guards, and peasants who wished
         to take advantage of new arrangements had to brave vandalism, beatings and even the threat of murder. Out of 6 million applications
         for land consolidation made by 1915, more than a third were subsequently withdrawn, and two-thirds of the million consolidations
         that were completed had to be supported by the authorities against the opposition of the commune.43
      
      Land consolidation was also opposed by much of the gentry, who resented
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