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The primary research objective of the article is to study Pavel Nikolaevich
Miliukov’s (1859-1943) understanding of the status of the states of Lithuania,
Latvia and Estonia during the Civil War in Russia from 1917 to 1920, focus-
ing on Miliukov’s political and legal beliefs. As the leader of the Kadet Party,
Miliukov had advocated the reconstruction of Russian statehood as close as
possible to the 1914 borders, which excluded the existence of the independ-
ent Baltic states separately from Russia. The above considerations provide
grounds for claiming that Miliukov’s political and legal thought in this period
was based on strong nationalism. In this sense, Miliukov, seeing the national
awakening among the nations of Central and Eastern Europe, actively tried
to oppose these processes.
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Galvenais raksta mérkis ir izpétit, ka Pavels Nikolajevi¢s Milukovs (1859-1943)
izprata Lietuvas, Latvijas un Igaunijas valstu statusu pilsonu kara laika Krievija
no 1917. lidz 1920. gadam, pievérSot uzmanibu Milukova politiskajiem un
juridiskajiem uzskatiem. Biidams Kadetu partijas lideris, Milukovs aizstavéja
Krievijas valstiskuma atjaunosanu péc iespé&jas tuvak 1914. gada robezam, kas
izslédza neatkarigu, no Krievijas noskirtu Baltijas valstu pastavéSanu. Ieprieks
minétie apsvérumi dod pamatu apgalvot, ka Milukova politiskas un juridiskas
domas pamata bija spécigs nacionalisms. Attiecigi Milukovs, redzot Central-
eiropas un Austrumeiropas naciju nacionalo atmodu, aktivi centas pretoties
Siem procesiem.
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Introduction

The primary research objective of
the article is to study Pavel Nikolaevich
Miliukov’s (1859-1943) understanding
of the issue of Lithuanian, Latvian and
Estonian statehood during the Civil War
in Russia in 1917-1920. Miliukov is one of
the paramount figures in Russia’s academic,
intellectual and political life at the turn of
the 19" and 20" century. One of Miliukov’s
main research interests was an effort to
determine the reasons why Russia’s state
(constitutional) system differed from those
of Western countries. Apart from the re-
search goals, such approach by Miliukov
had a practical purpose, namely, an attempt
to develop and describe tools that could po-
tentially impact Russia’s democratization.

As a researcher, he left behind an enor-
mous body of work. His “Outlines of
Russian Culture™ is one of the most popu-
lar publications of the late 19" and early
20" century in Russia. Today, the volume
still constitutes an important synthesis of
the Russian history. In a sense, it is also
a relevant book for readers from Central
and Eastern European countries, in order
to better understand the roots of Russian
imperialism and colonialism in the 19t
and early 20" centuries. No less impor-
tant are Miliukov’s works on the history
of the February 1917 Revolution? and
the Russian Civil War®. These works are
an essential part of the historical narrative
that details the collapse of the Russian
statehood in 1917, as well as the formation
of the Soviet state in 1917-1922. One indi-
cation of their significance is the fact that
a substantial number of Miliukov’s books
have been published in English, French and
German.

Miliukov was a veteran politician:
he was a leader of the Constitutional
Democratic Party, a deputy of the Third and
Fourth State Duma, the Foreign Minister in
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the Provisional Government of Russia dur-
ing the February Revolution of 1917, and
was involved in anti-Bolshevik political
activity during the Russian Civil War, as
well as during his time in exile. In addition,
Miliukov combined academic work and po-
litical activity with journalistic pursuits as
the editor of prominent newspapers, includ-
ing “Rech’ and “Poslednie novosti”.
During the Russian Civil War (1917-
1920), Miliukov was one of the best known,
and certainly the most active, politicians in
the entire anti-Bolshevik movement, espe-
cially in the White Movement. His activity
focused mainly on two spheres: political
and informational. As part of the latter,
especially in 1919 and 1920, he devel-
oped an extensive propaganda campaign
in Great Britain, emphasizing the need to
fight the Bolsheviks. His goal was to rebuild
the pre-revolutionary Russian state, hew-
ing its new borders as close as possible to
the former borders of the Russian Empire
of 1914. The Kadet leader opposed the in-
dependence of the Baltic states. Therefore,
Miliukov’s activities were of great impor-
tance to the issues of the international legal
and territorial statuses of the former Baltic
governorates of the Russian Empire.

The research method and the current
knowledge

This article analyses Miliukov’s politi-
cal and legal thought in 1917-1920, focus-
ing on his views regarding the legal and
international status of the Baltic states’
territory, using historical-legal approaches
(from legal history) and historical method.
These considerations are based on the gen-
eral findings regarding the definition
of the essence of statehood by Miliukov,
and especially — the Russian statehood.
Currently, this issue is still little explored
and worth analysing. Miliukov’s activities,



academic research work and biography, as
emphasized above, have so far attracted
very limited attention from Western and
Russian historians of state and law (legal
historians)*, since Miliukov has mainly been
the subject of research by few historians. It
should, however, be noted that those histo-
rians have studied only selected aspects of
Miliukov’s activities.

The outcome of the Western historians’
work includes four monographs. The first
one was published in 1969°, the second
in 1983°% and the third in 19967, while
the fourth, a German language source, was
released in 19988. Most important, however,
is the fact that the three works mentioned
above (authored by T. Riha, M. K. Stockdale
and T. M. Bohn) deal with Miliukov’s biog-
raphy only with respect to the first stages
of his career, while appraising Miliukov’s
political or state thinking in fairly gen-
eral terms. An exception is a 1983 work
penned by a Norwegian researcher Jens
Petter Nielsen, published in Oslo, covering
the evolution of Miliukov’s political views
during his exile (1918-1943). Nevertheless,
the size of this publication is modest and it
does not contain any references to the pri-
mary source material. On the other hand,
in 1998, Anthony Kroner® published a book
on the debate over liberalism between
Miliukov and Vasily A. Maklakov, which
is an expansion of Mikhail Karpovich’s re-
search'®. At this point, it is necessary to
mention an unpublished doctoral thesis on
Miliukov and the Kadet Party, defended
at Oxford in 1962.! Besides, more than
a dozen articles about Miliukov have been
written in the West, but they do not ad-
dress the issue discussed in this article.?
In short, in Western scholarship, the topic
of the state and law in Miliukov’s political
thinking is still unexplored. Nevertheless,
it is necessary to note Julia Klimova’s doc-
toral thesis of 2022, which is dedicated to
the attitude of Russian liberals towards

national minorities during the revolution
and the Civil War in Russia.’®

Meanwhile, ten books comprehen-
sively covering Miliukov have been writ-
ten in Russia.* The most detailed one of
these, in terms of the source material,
is a book jointly authored by research-
ers Alexander V. Makushin and Pavel
A. Tribunsky. However, this source consid-
ers Miliukov’s biography only up to 1905
(whereas Miliukov lived and worked until
1943). The eleventh book, a comparative
one, simultaneously addresses Miliukov and
the historian Alexander Aleksandrovich
Kiesewetter, while the twelfth one, pub-
lished still in the USSR, sis dedicated to
Miliukov and W. Churchill.

The main objectives of Miliukov’s
activity during the Civil War in Russia
in 1917-1920

From the overthrow of the Provisional
Government by the Bolsheviks until
the defeat of General Peter Wrangel on
the Crimean Peninsula, Miliukov was
extremely active, working on a series of
diverse activities. These activities includ-
ed, among others: arrival on the Don at
the turn of 1917/1918 to General Mikhail
Alekseev, an attempt to reach an agree-
ment with the Germans in Kiev in 1918,
and active support for the anti-Bolshevik
movement in Russia in the West. Miliukov’s
attitude to the concept of the Russian politi-
cal system at that time was based on five
main tenets:

1) Anti-Bolshevik stance;

2) Anti-Tsarist autocracy/tsarskoye samo-
derzhaviye;

3) State-orientation (rebuilding of state);

4) Unification;

5) Superpower and imperialism.

The first meant the need to defeat and
eliminate the Bolsheviks from the Russian

35



state system, as well as the political and cul-
tural reality. The second was the rejection
of a return to autocracy, while not exclud-
ing, for example, the adoption of a one-man
temporary military dictatorship in order to
fight the Reds. This did not mean rejection
of the adoption of a constitutional or parlia-
mentary monarchy system. The third tenet
denoted relying on the main principle of
rebuilding the Russian state, in combina-
tion with the fourth one, i.e. unification of
the state territory of Russia, preferably to
the borders as close as possible to those of
the Russian Empire in 1914. The fifth one
was the reconstruction of Russia’s super-
power status.

The nationality issue in Miliukov’s
political and legal thought during
the February Revolution of 1917 and
the beginning of the Civil War in
Russia

Before discussion of Miliukov’s attitude
regarding the nationality issue in Russia at
the beginning of the Russian Civil War, it is
necessary to explain how the Kadet leader
approached this issue during the February
Revolution of 1917. Instrumental to this pro-
cess was the work of the Eighth Congress
of the Kadet Party (convened on 9-12 May
1917), which was devoted mainly to the na-
tionality issue and thus to the issues of au-
tonomy and federalism in Russia. Miliukov
stated in his opening speech that the basis
of party’s policy regarding decentralization
and nationality would be the principle of
unity/uniformity of the Russian state, and
not deep federalization.’® Consequently,
they would not decide to ground the divi-
sion of the state on the basis of separate
political and administrative territorial and
national units.!® Therefore, the structure of
the state they proposed was to be founded
on the right to cultural self-determination
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of national minorities living in Russia, to
be ensured using the system of local gov-
ernment units. Miliukov also implemented
this policy regarding national minorities
when, in the late autumn of 1917, he went
to the White Don."”

Miliukov’s attempts at cooperation
with the Germans in 1918 and
the issue of the “Baltic coast”

In the spring of 1918, Miliukov changed
his geopolitical orientation.’® He had pre-
sumed that the Bolsheviks could only be
overthrown and the Russian state preserved
in unity by cooperating with Germany, not
the Entente. Hence, he tried unsuccessfully
to persuade General Mikhail Vasilyevich
Alekseyev, the leader of the White
Volunteer Army, to support his idea.
Therefore, in June 1918, he came to Kyiv
to start negotiations regarding potential co-
operation with Germany. One of the topics
of these talks was the issue of the status of
the territory of former Baltic governorates.
However, in order to understand the con-
text behind these talks, it is necessary
to take into account the arguments that
Miliukov used to convince his colleagues
from the Kadet Party to orientate towards
Germany.

In a letter to the Main Committee of
the Kadet Party, written in June 1918 in
Kyiv (but dated 25 May 1918 as allegedly
sent from Rostov-on-Don), Miliukov stated
that the party’s primary task was the res-
toration of Russian statehood.’® According
to him, this task could only be performed
by the Volunteer Army in cooperation with
the Germans. Notably, the process of restor-
ing statehood was to be closely related to
the territorial unification of Russia:

“The process of restoring statehood cannot
be considered completed unless Moscow is



liberated and the independent/liberated
[from the Bolsheviks] parts of Russia are
not united. I now consider this task of uni-
fying Russia as dominant over all others
and for the achievement of which all sacri-
fices should be made.”®

Also on 17 June 1918, Miliukov was
to present to his colleagues from the Kadet
Party the conditions whereby the former
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Pro-
visional Government would cooperate with
the Germans. The first of these would be
the revision of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk
along with the “restoration of the old bor-
ders”. This could suggest that the territory
of the former Baltic governorates should
constitute an integral part of the rebuilt
Russian state. The second condition, in
turn, concerned the creation of a strong,
all-Russian structure of central govern-
ment. Their competences and tasks would
be defined in advance and would not
always be the subject of an agreement
between the central government and lo-
cal authorities of individual parts of
Russia.

Finally, on 21 June 1918, Miliukov
and German Major Haase met for the first
time.?! During this conversation, Miliukov
had tried convinced his German inter-
locutor to do two things: unify Russia as
quickly as possible and restore its borders
to a shape as close as possible to the bor-
ders of 1914. Therefore, he pointed out
that Russia could not give back either
the Livonian or Estland governorates, al-
though in the case of Courland he suggest-
ed that it could “allow border corrections/
improvements”.?? The same was to apply
to Lithuanian and Belarusian lands. Only
Poland, within ethnographic borders, was
recognized by Miliukov as a separate state.
Meanwhile, Miliukov argued that the Kadet
Party had always advocated giving se-
lected nationalities within Russia certain

local rights in the form of autonomy, but
excluded federations.

Miliukov also raised the issue of
the status and affiliation of the territo-
ries of the former Baltic governorates
of the Russian Empire in his note of
11 August 1918, which was addressed to
members of the Kadet Party.?®> When writ-
ing about the issue of borders, he noted
that the only difficulty was in regards to
Courland, for which he had agreed to “im-
prove the borders”. Importantly, the Kadet
leader added: “I don’t know how we can
give up Libau/Liepdja”.?* Thus, Miliukov
advocated for a Russian state that would
have wide access to the Baltic Sea, in order
to guarantee access to warm water ports
there.

In the context of Miliukov’s reflections
on the state and law in 1918, his meet-
ings on 20 and 21 September 1918 with
the German professor Philipp Stein are
of significant importance.?® During these
meetings, as well as in the second conver-
sation with Haase, Miliukov argued that
Russia was a “European country”, which
implied the need for it to have a “Baltic
coast”?. In this regard, Russia must ensure
the security of St. Petersburg and “should
have an exit to Libau/Liepdja”.?”

Miliukov during the Jassy Conference

At the moment of the defeat of
the Central Powers, Miliukov had changed
his geopolitical orientation once more,
and took part in the Jassy Conference of
November 1918.2%8 During the conference,
Miliukov indicated that Russia would
demand borders as close as possible to
those of 1914.2° While conducting nego-
tiations with the Romanian politician
Ion Constantin Bratianu on 18 November
1918, Miliukov mentioned the problem of
the territory of the Baltic states.*® Bratianu
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tried to negotiate Russia’s renunciation of
the territory of Bessarabia. Miliukov said
that this case was, at the time, one of
many such problems for Russia. He further
stated:

“In general, we consider legal acts that
were not issued by the Provisional Govern-
ment to be illegal and have no legal force.
Everything that happened after 25 October
1917, was not recognized by us. This is our
general line that we are sticking to, and
later — remains to be seen.”®

Hereby, Miliukov stated that from
the perspective of law, all acts that were
not issued by the Provisional Government
or the bodies that were its legal successors
were invalid. These were acts on the ter-
ritory of the former Russian Empire,
while the Romanian politician allegedly
argued that according to the principle of
justice, Bessarabia belongs to Romania
because it was illegally annexed by Tsar
Alexander I. Furthermore, if 50 years
does not justify the annexation of Alsace,
neither does 100 years. Moreover, ac-
cording to him, only 200 000 people live
in Bessarabia — Ukrainians, and 300 to
400 thousand Romanians on the left bank
of the Dniester.%2

In response, Miliukov stated that if eve-
ryone used such arguments “for Georgia,
the Baltic Sea, for Lithuania, the fragmen-
tation of Russia would not stop”3. He sug-
gested that the first step forward should be
to stop this process. “The Russian people are
very sensitive to the fact that their enemies
robbed them in a moment of weakness”.>*
Regarding this point, it is worth mention-
ing the account of Manuil S. Margulies,
who, in his memoirs of the trip to the Jassy
Conference, described a conversation with
Miliukov.®® The conversation allegedly
showed that the latter was a strong oppo-
nent of the federalization of Russia.*®
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Miliukov’s arrival in London and
meeting with Simpson

One of the effects of Jassy Conference,
perhaps even the most important conse-
quence, was the selection of a delegation
that was to go to France and Great Britain
to influence the governments of the Entente
countries. Miliukov became its member.
Travelling via Odessa, Istanbul and Italy,
the delegation reached Paris. In the French
capital, Miliukov, due to his attempt to
cooperate with the Germans, was not
welcomed by some of the country’s main
politicians. Therefore, based on consulta-
tions with Vasily Maklakov, among others,
Miliukov went to Great Britain. There, he
developed very active propaganda and po-
litical activities. Within this framework, his
goals were to spread anti-Bolshevik propa-
ganda, to advocate legal and international
recognition of A. Kolchak’s government, and
to obtain material aid for the White Armies.

Miliukov arrived in London on 25 De-
cember 1918. One of his first meetings was
with James Young Simpson (3 August 1873—
20 May 1934).” The first meeting took
place on 29 December 1918 and concerned,
among others issues, the affairs of the Baltic
states. The Russian politician convinced his
British interlocutor that “a united Russia,
not Bolshevik Russia” should be preserved
and opposed the concept of “independence
of the borderlands”, i.e., Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania.® Miliukov recorded that Simpson
was a strong supporter of the “Baltic Union”
and “independence of the borderlands”.*
In turn, on 30 December 1918, Simpson
summoned Miliukov to the Foreign Office
and “asked [...] to tell me everything about
the Bolsheviks that I thought was necessary
for Balfour’s lecture, which was going to
Paris.”°. At this point, it is worth to men-
tion one more meeting of Miliukov, namely
with Alfred Eckhard Zimmern (1879-1957),
which took place on 3 January 1919 in



London. In his diary, Miliukov wrote that
Zimmern’s book “On Nationalities™! un-
expectedly showed him a new critical
perspective on the principle of self-deter-
mination. This was further evidence that
Miliukov was looking for various critical
arguments regarding the possibility of ap-
plying the principle of self-determination
to smaller nations. In 1920, in his book on
Bolshevism, he criticized the socialists for
their unconditional support for the principle
of “self-determination”.*> He pointed out that
the Baltic Province found itself in Russia on
the basis of “the law of the growth of a large
country”.®® On the other hand, based on
the diary entry from 26 March 1919, one
can conclude that Miliukov believed that
no concessions should be made to the Finns,
because the fate of that region would be
decided by a civil war anyway, meaning
the Denikin and Kolchak fronts. In this
sense, this opinion could also be applied to
the Estonians, Latvians, and Lithuanians.**

In turn, on 30 April 1919, Miliukov spoke
at a meeting in the House of Commons. He
criticised the policy of the Entente states,
which, according to him, was conducive to
the disintegration of Russia. He said:

“The division of Russia, initiated by
Germany, is receiving new sanction from
the allies. New imperialisms of small na-
tions, created on the basis of the principle
of self-determination — the Baltic govern-
ments, Lithuania, Polish claims — all this is
violating the unity of Russia.”®

In this speech, Miliukov criticized, among
other things, the British government for
the fact that the Entente powers maintained
various contacts with the states that emerged
from the ruins of the Russian Empire, while
at the same time ignoring the representa-
tives of the Russian government in Omsk.*

From the perspective of researching
Miliukov’s political and legal thought,

the entry in his diary of 7 May 1919 is
important.”’ It contains an answer to
the Eastern Committee of the Kadet Party
regarding the foreign and domestic policy
program. As to Wilson’s program for world
peace, Miliukov pointed out that it could
be beneficial for Russia, provided that
Wilson’s 14 points were read in accordance
with the principle of Russia’s state unity
and “practical exceptions to the principle of
self-determination”. Thus, Miliukov recom-
mended recognizing Wilson’s 14 points,
if the US would base its policy on them,
whilst allowing Russia to adopt an inter-
pretation that was favourable to itself.
One of the main adjustments he wanted
to introduce was neutralizing the principle
of self-determination, which would make
it possible to institute Russia’s borders as
close as possible to what they were in 1914,
excluding ethnographic Poland.

As to the Baltic Provinces, Miliukov
argued that they should return to Russia,
although with “wide autonomy”. Miliukov
advocated this policy by stating: “Estonians
themselves are ready to go for it™%. In this re-
gard, Sergei Sazonov recommended chang-
ing this postulate to omit the Estonians and
simply write that “the autonomy of the Baltic
Country should secure the rights of the minor-
ity, primarily the Russian one”.** Miliukov
agreed to include a fragment about securing
the rights of the Russian minority. As for
Lithuania, Miliukov wrote: “Lithuanians can
be promised more if they start honest talks,
but not pre-empt and prevent unification on
the basis of an agreement.”>® This means that
Miliukov agreed to talks about the content
of autonomy, but as a legal institution it
was to be top-down - i.e. it was the central
authority that, by its decision, was to grant,
in this case, autonomy to the Lithuanians,
but this could not be done under the agree-
ment between the Russian central authority
and the Lithuanians. This proves the de-
sire to avoid federalization of Russia. In
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this sense, the all-Russian supreme central
authority of Russia (the Russian state) was
to decide on the establishment of the au-
tonomy, its form and the bodies of adminis-
tration within this autonomy. Furthermore,
Miliukov would prefer limiting it toward
matters of cultural nature.

During his work in Great Britain in 1919,
Miliukov gave many interviews to the press.
For example, in the newspaper “The Morning
Post” of 12 November 1919, Miliukov criti-
cized another proposal to convene talks
between the Bolsheviks and the forces of
white Russia.®! As to Miliukov’s position
towards the Baltic states and Ukraine,
this issue of the newspaper can be quoted:

“Autonomy in all local affairs to all
the Baltic States, but complete independ-
ence for them would be fatal alike to
Russia, because she would be deprived of
all her ports on the Baltic, and also to
the Stated concerned, because they would
have, as the Germany say, no Hinterland.

[...] He is opposed to a confederation of
the Russian State, that is to say, he would
not have the link only one of States but
would rather have as its basis a common
Russian citizenship. In other words, he
takes the Abraham Lincoln line, and would
refuse to give to any State the right to
secede. His ideal is federation not confed-
eration, based on three foundations; first,
a common territory; second, obedience to
one authority; third, one single political
representation.”>2,

Regarding Finland, Miliukov said:

“We are prepared to give practically na-
tional independence to Finland subject to
two guarantees — one strategic, involving
the safety of Petrograd, and the second,
a common foreign policy. I may remind
you that I fought Finland’s battle under
autocratic Russia.”*
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The above statement can be considered
an extension of the thoughts expressed
in an interview of 6 November 1919 for
“Manchester Guardian”.>* In this interview,
Miliukov voiced his views about the issue
of federation and autonomy:

“I am satisfied to be able to add that Rus-
sian Liberals do not think of Russian unity
as of a restoration of the former central-
ised State of Russia. We hope the question
will be solved in the spirit of conciliation
with the reasonable strivings of the small
nationalities. But in order for this concili-
ation to become possible we expect the Al-
lies not to encourage the extreme and
artificial claims formerly supported, if not
created, by the Germans. Under Russian
unity we understand the unity of territory,
of subjection, and of political representa-
tion, the unity of the army and the foreign
policy, the non-admission of the right of
secession, the usual competency of federal
administration; in short, everything com-
prised under the name of a real federation.
A confederation seems to us an obsolete
und unstable form. But there is plenty
of room for a very large autonomy, ter-
ritorial and national, within the limits
mentioned.”>®

In this sense, Miliukov used the terms
“federation” and “autonomy” interchange-
ably. However, he did not provide any spe-
cifics regarding the rights of “small nation-
alities” that would remain within Russia’s
borders.

Miliukov and the Russian Liberation
Committee

Miliukov’s presence in London in 1919-
1920 was also related to his active activities
in the Russian Liberation Committee.>® In
a brochure published by this organization



entitled “Russia and England” he criti-
cized any policy of the Entente countries
that could favour the dismemberment of
Russia.%” Simultaneously, Miliukov inten-
sively agitated for the organization of in-
tervention against the Bolsheviks. During
numerous lectures and interviews, he
argued that it would not be a fight for
the return of the tsarist regime, but a fight
“for the restitution of the Russian State,
which had sacrificed so much for the com-
mon cause”.>® In one of his first lectures in
the UK, which was titled “Russia’s Struggle
for Unity and Freedom”, Miliukov pointed
out that the Russian contribution to the war
in 1914-1917 was so great that Russia paid
for it with “her national unity and of her
very Statehood”.* Thus, the Entente pow-
ers should help Russia (which he defined
as the anti-Bolshevik forces) in the fight
against the Bolsheviks (which he defined
as German allies). This was one of the main
narratives of the Committee.

In 1919, the Russian Liberation
Committee also prepared and published
a document on Russia’s position towards
the territory of the former Baltic prov-
inces of the Russian Empire entitled
“Memorandum on the Baltic Provinces
Question”.®® The contents thereof suggest
that Miliukov may be their author or co-
author. One of the main theses of this
brochure was that thanks to the Russians,
Estonians and Latvians were able to pre-
serve their national and cultural life under
the conditions of the German threat.®! All
this leads to the main conclusion of the bro-
chure that:

“Politically, the Baltic Provinces cannot
exist as independent States, owing to their
small area and weakness; they form a far
too convenient base where any enemy of
Russia (especially Germany) could freely
deploy an army, however large, for the pur-
pose of dealing a blow at the very heart of

Russia, as, owing to the defencelessness of
the inner frontier, all ways would be open
to Petrograd and Moscow.”%?

Analysing the content of Miliukov’s
political and propaganda activity in Great
Britain in 1919, it can be seen that it fully
reflected the position of A. Kolchak’s gov-
ernment regarding the legal and political
status of the former Baltic governorates and
Finland. Miliukov, like Kolchak,®® believed
that the creation of an independent Latvia,
Estonia and Finland would cut Russia off
from the Baltic Sea.®* Thus, Russia would
lose access to the military and economic
infrastructure in this region, in which it
had invested significant funds, especially
at the turn of the 19" and 20*" centuries.®
Importantly, they believed that the new
states which emerged in the region could
become German allies. This would leave
the Russian capital, Petrograd, defenceless,
and the roads to Moscow open.®® From this
point of view, they considered that stra-
tegic reasons spoke in favour of Latvia
and Estonia being in the Russian state on
the basis of autonomy, and Finland possibly
having a limited legal and state separation
from Russia.

Thus, although Miliukov could not stay
in Paris in 1919, where the diplomatic activ-
ity of the Whites was concentrated in con-
nection with the peace conference, he very
proactively attempted to influence British
politicians and society. At the same time,
he tried to maintain active contacts with
White diplomats, military and politicians.

The nationality issue and
the problem of the Baltic states in
“The New Russia”

Miliukov’s attitude to the nationality

issue in Russia during the Civil War was
also very clearly presented in a series of
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articles entitled “Balkanization of Russia”
in the magazine “The New Russia” in
1920. This newspaper was an important
tool for influencing British public opin-
ion.%” First of all, Miliukov’s definition of
the “Balkanization of Russia” process, ana-
lysed by himself, should be quoted:

“The [Balkanization of Russia] has be-
come a current expression. It does not
mean the liberation of forcibly annexed
oppressed nationalities from a foreign
yoke, as was the case in Turkey and is now
the case with Hungary. It means creat-
ing new and artificial petty imperialisms,
directly starting on endless wars, enter-
ing unnatural and momentary groups of
alliances and practically serving as petty
change for the conflicting ambitions of
great expanding powers.”%®

The Kadet leader gave the following ex-
amples of Balkanization in the territory of
the former Russian Empire:

“Esthonia is now in an open conflict with
Latvia; Lithuania prepares for a desperate
fight against Polish claims; Georgia and
Agzerbaidjan expand over Armenian lands,
not to mention the more serious violations
of the national rights of defenceless Russia
by Finland, Poland and Rumania.”®®

In this sense, the collapse of Russian
statehood as a result of the Bolshevik coup
of 1917 was, in the opinion of Miliukov,
the cause of senseless international con-
flicts and thus destabilization on Russia’s
former borders. He wrote:

“All this is the unavoidable result of forci-
ble dismemberment of a national organism
which grew up in process of natural expan-
sion over the great eastern European plain
in the dark centuries when no national
consciousness was awakened in smaller
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ethnographic units counting up to a hun-
dred and, accordingly, a long process of
physiological and racial fusion was going
on undisturbed by any considerations of
nationalistic ideology.””°

According to Miliukov:

“To denounce that stage of the peaceful
amalgamation of races would be equiva-
lent to a useless attempt at remaking
history.””*

Miliukov took the position that Russia
cannot be compared to Austria and Turkey.
Miliukov argued that the nature of the re-
lationship between Russians as

“...national nucleus and other nationali-
ties in Russia is quite different from that
in Turkey and in Hungary (I purposely
do not mention Austria, where the ques-
tion would be subject to dispute). Not
even the most fanatical enemy of Russian
Czarism would risk a comparison between
the former autocratic rule and the Turkish
regime.””?

According to Miliukov, even in the darkest
period of nationalist politics in the Russian
Empire, this policy could not “...be compare
to [Madjarization] in Hungary””®.

Miliukov believed that the core terri-
tory of the Russian Empire became part
of it during the so-called peaceful colo-
nization. The course of this process did
not differ from those that took place in
Western Europe, although Russia, due to its
backwardness, went through these phases
later. The situation was different on Russia’s
western and southern borders, especially
in the Baltic region and in Transcaucasia.
There, according to Miliukov:

“Peaceful  ethnographic —amalgamation
was here either stopped or prevented by



a lasting struggle of conflicting political
centres. Ethnic limits, roughly spoken,
were stabilised where they were found by
political frontiers, established as a result
of a prolonged armed struggle.””

Political and military rivalry in these
regions between Russia and its neighbours
has led to the inhibition or prevention of
the process of physical mixing and inte-
gration of the population. Such conditions
allowed small nationalities to maintain
or develop their national consciousness.
Therefore, according to Miliukov:

“Now at this particular moment in Rus-
sia it was the Russian Government itself
which, far from attempting to [Russianise]
the small nationalities on its outskirts,
helped them very much to reach the first
stage of national consciousness.””>

The Kadet leader emphasized that in
the key to the development of national con-
sciousness of small nations on the border
of the Russian Empire, the Russian state
was nevertheless a positive force. All this,
of course, did not result from the political
idealism of tsarism. This was the result of
a well-thought-out policy to secure its ex-
pansion, while supporting small nationali-
ties that lived on the borders of the Empire
against neighbouring countries. Of this,
Miliukov wrote:

“It was thus that the Russian bureaucracy
of the old school helped the Finns to work
out their national literature and to develop
their literary language in competition with
the Swedish language and cultural influ-
ence. This was also the reason why in
Esthonia, Livland and Kurland, the Rus-
sian authorities took up the defence of
the predominant local populations against
the superior thin social layer of German
conquerors and colonists.””®

According to Miliukov, among the na-
tionalities living in the Russian Empire,
only Poles had their political representa-
tion and a tradition of their own statehood,
which was destroyed against their will,””
whereas about other nationalities living in
the Russian Empire he wrote:

“All the other nationalities had cast in
their lot with Russia voluntarily in order
to avoid some other, more oppressive, sub-
mission. In the process of common life they
came under Russian cultural influence
and their own national consciousness was
slumbering, even in those cases where in
had been awakened before annexation.””®

The second exception to these rules
were the Finns. According to Miliukov:

“Finland is another exception to the gen-
eral rule; but even in Finland (which before
its union with Russia was not an independ-
ent state but only a province of Sweden)
quite half a century passed in a state of
somnolent inactivity.””®

According to Miliukov, the opposition
presented opposing views. He stated:

“Opposition to the governmental view on
national questions coincided with a gener-
al opposition against the rule of the autoc-
racy. [Decentralisation] was an old slogan
acceptable even for certain conservative
groups of public opinion, while in more
radical ones the idea of local autonomy on
a territorial basis was more or less largely
spread.”®®

According to Miliukov, the revolution-
ary events of 1904-1906 were the point
that strengthened national awareness and
the aspiration to obtain specific rights
within the framework of functioning in
the Russian Empire. However, the reform
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of the political system in the form of issuing
the so-called October Manifesto and the es-
tablishment of the State Duma raised hopes
for the implementation of certain civil and
political rights. This, in turn, meant that
the nationalities living in the Empire fo-
cused not on separatist aspirations aimed
at separating them from the common state
and creating their own, but more on ob-
taining autonomy or specific cultural rights.
That is why Miliukov titled the third part
of his second article “Common Freedom
before Self-Determination”.®! According to
him,

“The fact is, that even such tendencies at
separation as existed among the several
nationalities, were obfuscated at the bright
perspectives of the coming freedom, po-
litical, individual and national - for
the whole of the Empire. For the time be-
ing, narrowly nationalistic tendencies were
considered to be antiquated, and they were
confined to such parties as were looked at
with suspicion by the newly built demo-
cratic and Socialistic groups, as being too
aristocratic or too clerical, to represent
real popular aspirations.”®?

To support his thesis, he cited the po-
sitions of selected political or social
forces representing such nationalities as
Poles, Lithuanians, Latvians, Georgians,
Armenians, Ukrainians, as well as the Mus-
lim population, who made specific demands
for the introduction of autonomy or nation-
al rights within local government. In this
context, he wrote:

“This was the state of mind of the nation-
alities in the Russian Empire at the mo-
ment when the prospects of a general
liberation were bright and hopes ran high
the reconstruction of Russia on a large ba-
sis of political freedom and local liberties,
coupled with radical social reform.”s?

44

However, the chances for such changes
and thus maintaining the cohesion of
the Russian state were squandered by tsa-
rism. Miliukov wrote:

“The last chance for the autocracy peace-
fully to transform itself into a new consti-
tutional form passed with the forcible dis-
solution of the first two Dumas.”%*

The stubbornness of tsarism in avoid-
ing the transformation of the state towards
a constitutional monarchy and the support
that tsarism received in 1907-1917 from
the “artificially selected” nationalist major-
ity in the Duma meant that the nationality
problem in Russia was not solved until 1917.
According to Miliukov, individual national
minorities in Russia were primarily interested
in gaining general rights and civil liberties,
and then - in autonomy within a reformed
Russia. He considered the rule of tsarism to
be the reason for the failure of these trials.

Therefore, in the third article dedicated
to the “Balkanization” of Russia, Miliukov
described in detail his viewpoint on the ex-
ternal causes of the growth of national con-
sciousness and nationalism among the na-
tionalities inhabiting the border territories
of the former Russian Empire.®> He consid-
ered German policy towards Russia as one
of the main sources of this phenomenon.
Miliukov argued that the policy of stimu-
lating national consciousness in order to
weaken Russia by influencing the popula-
tion living in its western parts was based on
very detailed studies. Miliukov described
the goals of this policy this way:

“...first, it was intended to separate Ger-
many from Russia by a zone of Border
States, thus weakening Russia’s force for
any future war of revenge. In the second
place — if it were not the first in impor-
tance — a new economic area, a Colonial-
und-Wirtschafts-gebiet was to be created



in the East, contiguous to German territo-
ries, thus restoring the equilibrium of agri-
culture and industry, to make Germany as
self-supporting as possible.”®®

Importantly, the German policy of
weakening Russia, which Miliukov de-
scribed as nationalist, was synchronized
with Bolshevik policy.#” Miliukov pointed
out the paradox that, in his opinion, Lenin
and the Bolsheviks should be based on in-
ternationalism, thus negating concepts such
as nation, homeland, or even state borders.
Miliukov explained that the point in this
case was that Lenin changed not the party
program but the tactics of achieving his
goals. Hence, Bolshevik and German propa-
ganda had the same character.

In addition, Miliukov suggested German
financing of Bolshevik activities. He wrote
also that Finns, Estonians and Latvians

“..were systematically recruited and
trained, especially in prisoners’ camps, for
propaganda and for military insurrections in
Russia. Funds were found for publishing Na-
tionalist periodicals, pamphlets, and more
serious books for the aims of propaganda.
Special books against Russia were ordered
from Russian refugees in neutral coun-
tries, to appear in different languages.”®

He argued that Germany effected “...use
of the Bolshevist conception of [self-determi-
nation] for the sole aim of proclaiming as
accomplished facts that the detachment from
Russia of Poland, Lithuania, Kurland, parts
of Livonia and Esthonia [...].”%°

At the same time, he questioned the im-
portance of internal, organic nation-build-
ing processes. This narrative was supposed
to lead to the conclusion that the aspira-
tions of individual nations for independ-
ence — whether within a federation or
through independence - are artificially cre-
ated. Therefore, in Miliukov’s estimation,

these nationalities can only have autonomy
within the Russian state. To sum up, in his
considerations from the spring of 1920,
Miliukov saw three main sources of so-
called separatism, which lead to the former
Baltic governorates of the Russian Empire to
form into Baltic states separate from Russia.
Those sources were the inconsistent policy
of tsarism; German politics, and Bolshevik
practices. These factors would have impor-
tant consequences; in his 1927 work on
the Civil War, Miliukov identified one of
the main reasons for the defeat of the anti-
Bolshevik movement, especially the White
one, was the inability to reach an under-
standing with non-Russian nationalities.

Conclusion

The main goal of Pavel Miliukov’s anti-
Bolshevik activity in 1917-1920 was the re-
construction of the Russian statehood. For
Miliukov, the reconstruction of the Russian
state included:

1) Reconstruction of the borders of
the Russian state, preferably similar to
those in 1914 (excluding the territory of
the former Kingdom of Poland). The de-
marcation of the borders was intended
to secure the military, economic and
political interests of the Russian state
as a European power;

2) Creation of strong state power, based on
centralized government administration;

3) Rejection of the idea and concept of
state federalization. Miliukov softened
his position on federalization only in
connection with the so-called new tactic
in mid-1920, when he stopped believing
in the victory of the White Movement;*!

4) Granting special rights of a national and
cultural nature to selected nationalities,
at most at the level and in the form of
legal autonomy. In the scale of whole
country, especially in public space,

45



the Russian language and therefore

Russian culture were to dominate.

In accordance with the above goals and
principles of Miliukov’s policy, he argued
that the territories of the former Baltic gov-
ernorates should constitute an integral part
of the Russian state. For Miliukov, the loss of
the territory of the Baltic governorates meant
a degradation of Russia’s status in Europe.

Miliukov based his reasoning, argumen-
tation and political views on his historical
view.”? In this sense, his proposals would
have Russian state was to go back in its
development to the 17 and 18" centuries,
and even to the Middle Ages. Miliukov,
as an outstanding specialist in research
on colonization processes in the history
of Russia, could also be afraid of the oc-
currence of potential decolonization pro-
cesses, which could threaten the existence
of the Russian state in general. He refers
the colonization processes in Russian histo-
ry to analogous processes in other Western
powers. Therefore, he argued that the his-
tory of Russia, although lagging behind
that of the West, had similar features and
development processes. Against this back-
ground, he believed that Russia, as an em-
pire, had a positive impact on the cultural
and national development of small nations
on its territory. An example of this were
the Estonians and Latvians, who, thanks
to the Russian state, gained protection
from the German population. Hence, it is
not surprising that Miliukov strongly op-
posed the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk of 1918
and its consequences. Joshua A. Sanborn
described this treaty as the culmination of
the revolutionary processes in Russia and
a key moment of decolonization.”®

The loss of ports on the Baltic Sea,
which were intended to handle the export
of Russian agricultural produce, was par-
ticularly painful. However, the most impor-
tant thing was that the Russian navy would
forfeit the ability to operate effectively
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in the Baltic. These fears were linked to
the idea that the territory of the former
Baltic states would become a colony of other
powers, which would pose a threat to the po-
litical and economic centres of the Russian
state, i.e. St. Petersburg and Moscow.

The nations inhabiting the territory of
the former Baltic governorates were to have
guaranteed national and cultural autonomy
and territorial self-government. This meant
that Miliukov rejected any form of a fed-
eral system under which individual parts
of the Russian state would have a strongly
guaranteed legal and political indepen-
dence. Despite the local government, the in-
stitution that unites the Russian state would
be the government administration. He saw
the time of the civil war as a moment of
striving to ensure the unity of Russia, and
not of detailed considerations about na-
tional-cultural autonomy.®* It is difficult to
speculate at this point what would happen
in that case, but by analysing Miliukov’s
approach to the issue of nationality in
Russia, and especially autonomy, one can
come to the conclusion that such a model
would enable the Russification of the non-
Russian part of the Russian population in
the future. Especially since in his earlier
works Miliukov wrote, among other things,
that nationality was a sociological phe-
nomenon.”® The above considerations pro-
vide grounds for claiming that Miliukov’s
political and legal thought in this period
was also based on strong statism and na-
tionalism. This was a manifestation of ag-
gressive nationalism, which also developed
within the ranks of the Kadet Party during
the Great War and the Revolution of 1917.%
In this sense, Miliukov, seeing the national
awakening among the nations of Central
and Eastern Europe, actively tried to op-
pose these processes. On the other hand, he
connected the need to rebuild Russian state-
hood with the need to complete the process
of building modern Russian nationalism.*”
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KOPSAVILKUMS

Pavela Nikolajevi¢a Milukova politiskas darbibas galvenais mérkis Krievijas pilsonu kara
laika 1917.-1920. gada bija bolSeviku izslégsana no Krievijas politiskas un ekonomiskas
dzives. Saskana ar So meérki Kadetu partijas lideris centas atjaunot Krievijas valstiskumu
robezas, kas biitu péc iesp&jas tuvakas tam, kadas Krievijas impérijai bija 1914. gada. Tapéc
neatkarigu, no Krievijas atdalitu Baltijas valstu, t. i., Lietuvas, Latvijas un Igaunijas, izveide
Milukovam bija trieciens Krievijas valsts teritorialajai vienotibai. Krievijas politiki bija
ipasi noraizéjusies par vairaku svarigu Baltijas jiiras piekrastes ostu zaudésanu. Reakcija uz
Siem procesiem bija plasa politiska un propagandas darbiba. Tas laikd Milukovs Antantes
lielvaru diplomatiem un politikiem apgalvoja, ka centrbédzes jeb separatisma tendencém
starp nekrievu tautibam ir tris galvenie céloni: kliidaina carisma politika, kas nespé&ja
pieskirt valsts pilsoniem pamattiesibas, vacu un bolSeviku politika. Vienlaikus vin$ centas
pieradit, ka atjaunota Krievijas valsts garantés tiesibas nekrievu tautibas iedzivotadjiem
viet&ja limeni. Lidz 1920. gada rudenim vins izslédza iesp&ju atjaunot etniskas attiecibas
Krievija, balstoties uz federalo modeli.

Ieprieks minétie apsvérumi dod pamatu apgalvot, ka ari Milukova politiska un juridiska
doma $aja perioda balstijas spéciga nacionalisma. Saja zina Milukovs, redzot Centraleiropas
un Austrumeiropas tautu nacionalo atmodu, aktivi centas pretoties Siem procesiem.
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