[image: image1.png]The WorldWar Bowls over Dyn;slies





Illustration from Visualized Modern History (1932) by Philip Dorf

The immense sacrifices of the World War call for commensurate results in the shape of a radical improvement of political organization and social conditions.  One of the most conspicuous demands in this respect is concerned with a fundamental change in the treatment of international relations.  The peoples of the world are tired of shedding their blood and wrecking their welfare for the sake of futile aggrandizements and imaginary prestige.  They want guarantees of a normal development towards material and spiritual progress.  The expectations bound up with the ideal of a League of Nations providing such safeguards are great

indeed . . . . 

[There] can be no question, at this stage at any rate, of giving up national distinctions and welding mankind into an International Commonwealth.  People feel keenly that they are British, French, American, Serbian, Russian, before being citizens of the world.  This being so, the new order must be built up as a League and not as a Federation, which would concede a certain amount of autonomy to its components parts but towering over all its members and ready to compel them as to their vital interests even against their will.  It would be not only be impracticable—it would be harmful—to raise a Federal Government over the whole world, and to charge it with the final direction of all the conflicting interests of mankind.  No one Government could master such a task, no human beings could assume such a responsibility . . .  In order to solve these problems we must allow full weight to a third leading idea, which has been recognized long ago, but should not be lost sight of even now.  It is the self-preservation and self-consciousness of States as historical organisms.  After all, race and language are not the only state-building factors in the destinies of mankind.  Common defence, economic intercourse, cultural influence, the educational effect of common organizations, have played and are playing a part in forming political bodies.  It would be the height of folly to discard these factors for the sake of unbridled racial separatism or of colourless internationalism.
[quoted from The Reconstruction of Russia (1919), by Sir Paul Vinogradoff]
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Illustration from Visualized Modern History (1956) by Philip Dorf

The Great War of the Nations resulted not only in the fashioning of a new political map of the world and in the democratic and nationalistic revolutionizing of central Europe, but in a profound transformation of the dominions of the Romanov Tsars, a transformation which was as characteristically social and economic as it was national and political.  The Russian Revolution was a most significant effect of the Great War . . .

During the winter of 1916-1917 popular disaffection overspread Russia.  Patriotic army officers and prominent members of the Duma complained openly that the government was hampering the prosecution of the war and hinted that it was conducting treasonable negotiations with the enemy.  The subject nationalities grew restless and rebellious.  The Russian middle classes grumbled and found fault.  There were riots of peasants in the country and strikes of workingmen in the cities.  Besides, the winter was severe, and, while the upper classes feasted, many of the poorer people went hungry.

On 11 March, 1917, the autocratic government of Nicholas II made its last attempt to suppress revolutionary agitation in Russia; it ordered the members of the Duma to go home, and it commanded the workingmen in Petrograd to cease their strikes and protests and return to work.  These decrees precipitated the Russian Revolution.

On the following day . . . the workingmen won over to their cause part of the military garrison or Petrograd and established a "soviet" (or council) of "soldiers and workingmen," which proceeded to discharge the functions of local government.  At the same time, members of the Duma remained at their posts and their president sent an urgent request to the tsar to appoint a new and liberal ministry.

It was already too late for concessions from the Tsar.  Within three days the Revolution triumphed in Petrograd and spread to the armies and to the provinces.  Autocracy collapsed promptly and utterly.  There was only one thing for the weak, well-meaning Nicholas II to do, and that was to abdicate.  Abdicate he did, on 15 March, 1917 . . .  By temporary agreement between the Duma and the Petrograd Soviet, a Provisional Government was immediately set up . . .

[quoted from A Political and Social History of Modern Europe (1931) by Carlton J. H. Hayes]

