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Introduction

Aviel Roshwald and Richard Stites

World War I is widely recognized as a turning point in the political,
ideological, economic, and social history of Europe.1 Yet, while most
historians would agree that it marks a watershed, considerable disagree-
ment exists about the nature of its impact. Did the war catalyze and
accelerate tendencies that were bound to rise to prominence in any
case or did it decisively change the course of historical evolution? Was
its cultural impact as clearly discernible as its material consequences?
Did the responses of common folk to the experience of war roughly
correspond to, or diverge significantly from, those of socio-political and
intellectual elites?

In recent years, much of the scholarly debate about the specifically
cultural repercussions of the war has focussed on the relationship of the
conflict to the development of modernity and modernism. In his seminal
study of British literary culture and the war, Paul Fussell argues that
the hellish trauma of the Western Front experience defied the expres-
sive power of conventional literary tropes and undermined traditional
cultural sensibilities.2 Long-held notions about sacrifice, duty, honor,
respect for one’s social betters, and trust in government gave way to an
attitude of cynical disillusionment and ironic skepticism that estab-
lished itself as the quintessential characteristic of the modern worldview.

Modris Eksteins has proposed an alternative conception of modern-
ism and its relation to the war.3 Focussing primarily on the international
artistic avant-garde and on German society and culture during the first
decades of the twentieth century, he describes cultural modernism as
a backlash against what was seen as the alienating materialism and
stultifying rationalism of industrial modernity. The cult of the irrational,
the fascination with violence, the notion of self-sacrifice in warfare as
the path to “inner freedom” – such neo-romantic and Nietzschean
ideas were already widely prevalent in German society before the war.
The conflict itself reinforced many of these tendencies and contributed
to the divorce of politics from ethical values and the aestheticization of
politics, a process that was to culminate in what he terms “Nazi kitsch.”4
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2 Aviel Roshwald and Richard Stites

Eksteins also contends that variants of this sort of modernist sensibility
became increasingly influential in France and Britain over the course
of the war, as traditional notions of order and morality – which had
survived in those societies longer than in Germany – were fatally under-
mined by the cataclysmic conflict.5

Jay Winter has been the most noted among a group of historians dis-
senting altogether from the notion that World War I marked the incon-
testable triumph of cultural modernism.6 Winter argues that a study of
war memorials, commemoration ceremonies, and other loci and modes
of bereavement in post-war France, Britain, and Germany suggests
that the war’s survivors tended to cling to familiar rituals, symbols,
and forms of communal behavior in their attempt to honor the dead and
find meaning in their “sacrifice.” The design of some war memorials
can be seen in retrospect as having protofascist implications7, and some
members of wartime and post-war intellectual elites may have had icono-
clastic impulses; on the whole, though, Winter argues that it was not
until Auschwitz and Hiroshima that the expressive potential of pre-
modernist artistic themes, spiritualist ideas, and religious iconography
was surpassed and that true modernism came fully into its own.

Controversies such as these are partly semantic in nature. Fussell’s
identification of the modern with the ironic, for example, allows him
to characterize as modern the many writers and artists who deployed
conventional images in a caustic and sardonic manner. In Winter’s
view, the very fact that such works hark back to earlier frames of refer-
ence  sets them apart from modernism, which in his definition involves a
complete break with the past. But, more substantively, these interpret-
ive disputes reflect disagreement about what type of source material and
which social classes are most representative of a given period. Focussing
on the writings of highly educated people will lead to conclusions very
different from an approach that is founded on the exploration of pop-
ular sensibilities.8 Moreover, much depends on which countries one
selects as one’s primary case studies. Fussell’s literary analysis is explic-
itly limited to the Anglo-American sphere; Eksteins clearly encounters
difficulties when he tries to find a way of incorporating Britain and
France into a thesis that is largely informed by the study of German
cultural history. More generally, most English-language contributions
to the debate have hardly paid any attention whatsoever to the dramatic
wartime developments in Eastern Europe.9

It is our hope that this book will encourage the development of
analytical approaches that explore the nature and origins of modernism
in the context of the evolving relationships between “high” and “mass”
cultures and within the framework of the wartime political and military
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Introduction 3

history of Europe as a whole. In so far as culture is both a reflection of
broader socio-political trends and a dynamic factor in shaping historical
development, a comparative analysis of European culture during the
Great War can serve as a critical tool in helping to understand the war’s
impact on European society. Furthermore, a study of cultural develop-
ments in the midst of political and military upheaval may serve to focus
attention on the intimate connections between cultural and material fac-
tors in history. Indeed, a major purpose of this collection is to increase
interest in cultural history and its relationship to politics and society for
all eras of modern European history. The editors believe it is useful to
begin with a volume on the war that is thought to have been the first
great transformative experience of the twentieth century.

European Culture in the Great War is a title that invites explanation,
if not justification. We have reverted to the earlier term, “Great War,”
precisely because it shucks off the semantic burden placed on that war
by the more familiar “World War I,” with its inevitable link to World
War II. Not that these wars are not linked; if anything, their connec-
tions have been understated in most of the literature. But recovering the
language of our parents or grandparents might go some way to promote
thinking about the earlier war in its own time and on its own terms. It
was called the Great War in those days because nothing like it in scope
had been seen since the titanic Napoleonic struggles which had rolled
across Europe a century earlier. And of course nothing like it in terms
of technological devastation had ever been seen. Contemporaries, for
various reasons, wanted to make that point, just as recent generations
refer to World War II as “the big one” in order to distinguish it from
the lesser hostilities that have followed. We also wish to emphasize that
this volume is explicitly and specifically intended to focus on the evolu-
tion of European culture during the course of the war. The memory of the
war and the nature of its legacy are worthy subjects in their own right,
which should not be confused or conflated with the topic of this book.

Our globalizing inclinations notwithstanding, we have limited this
study to the European continent. As Michael Howard has observed, “in
spite of the title, ‘The First World War,’ bestowed on it after the event,
[the conflict] was Eurocentric – far more so, indeed, than the earlier
great European wars fought between 1689–1815.”10 The war, of course,
did extend to the Middle East and parts of East Asia and Africa; it had
an impact on India, North America, and Australasia. The geopolitics of
empire pulled in subjects from diverse colonies of the great powers:
Indian recruits to the British war effort, Central Asian Muslims con-
scripted into Russian labor battalions, Senegalese troops and porters
and Vietnamese coolies among the French forces on the Western Front,
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4 Aviel Roshwald and Richard Stites

indigenous people forced to fight one another by their German, French,
and British imperial overlords in the struggle over German colonies in
Africa, and so on. The war also involved troops from Canada, Australia,
New Zealand – and ultimately, the United States. But the intensity of
fighting and the oceans of blood were concentrated most heavily on the
European continent, and its cultural impact may have been even greater
there than elsewhere.

Since the bulk of the historiography is fixated on the Western Front
and on the major powers, in this book we sought balance by including as
much as possible the “small nations” of East Central Europe that are so
often marginalized in general histories. We examine, therefore, not only
the understudied countries of the Balkans and some of the peoples of
the Habsburg and Romanov empires, but also the dispersed people who
played such a prominent and distinct role in the cultural life of Central
and Eastern Europe – the Jews. The cultural as well as physical experi-
ence in this great sweep of territory between the Baltic and Aegean Seas
was complicated by alien occupation, among other things. In the West,
only Belgium found the majority of its territory, including its capital,
under foreign occupation. Small areas of northeastern France, northern
Italy, eastern Galicia and Bukovina, and, briefly, German East Prussia
were invaded and /or occupied during the conflict; but the residents
of Berlin, Paris, London, Rome, Vienna, and Budapest knew nothing of
the rigors of occupation that were experienced by Warsaw, Belgrade, or
Bucharest (all of which fell into Central Power hands in the course of
the war and remained occupied by Germany and Austria-Hungary until
the war’s end). Vast stretches of land whose names sound so poetic
in English – Bukovina, Galicia, Dobrudja, Lithuania, White Ruthenia
(as the Germans called Belarus) – were scenes of raging battles as well
as foreign rule. The chapters in this volume vividly evoke the kaleido-
scopic nature of cultural colonialism, collaboration, and resistance in Bel-
gium, the Ober Ost (German-occupied Lithuania and northeastern
Poland), Poland, Galicia, Romania, Macedonia, and the southern Slav
lands. A striking feature of occupation policies in the East was the
occupiers’ obsession with ethnographic, statistical, and other forms of
local study of the conquered populations.

It is the word “culture,” of course, that generates so many conceptual
problems. Some cultural historians, for understandable reasons, focus
primarily on the role of intellectuals, with a particular emphasis for the
World War I era on their political thought, national consciousness, and
racial fantasies. Literary scholars, out of habit, often equate culture with
belles lettres. And, curiously enough, historians of art, music, and theater
have seldom entered or been invited into the broader historical discourse.
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Introduction 5

Anthropologists, on the other hand – though differing greatly among
themselves – have a much wider notion of culture which embraces not
only the familiar arenas of kinship, ritual, symbolic language, and reli-
gious behavior, but also what some of them call “crystallized culture”:
the artifacts and products of a given society. In designing this volume,
the editors did not wish to exclude the familiar: propaganda in vari-
ous media, political moods and attitudes, or well-known fiction. But,
in order to emphasize what has usually been neglected in the study of
wartime culture, we have tried to correct the imbalance on two fronts:
first, by including prominently all the arts alongside discussions of lit-
erature; second, by enlarging the notion of the arts to include what is
called “mass culture” or “popular culture,” however it is produced and
consumed and whether it comes from inside or outside a given society.
Thus, we are concerned with the cultural experience and expression of
people, and not just forms of creativity that were invested with the
status of “national art.”

It is also our hope that this book will contribute to bridging the gap
between political/diplomatic and cultural history. Recent work in cul-
tural history has bravely attempted to demonstrate the importance of
expressive life – producing and enjoying art, culture, entertainment –
in human experience. Unlike older modes of incorporating culture into
history (by means of a selective addition of pages and chapters on
“literature and the arts”), the newer work has broadened the under-
standing of the word culture to include folk and urban popular culture;
and it has also expanded the utility of that study by linking culture to
wider social impulses and values and examining relationships among
cultural communities and creators. World War I is an ideal framework
for a comparative analysis of such relationships, given that the attempted
total mobilization of society, the cooptation of artists into the propa-
ganda effort, the recent emergence of film and other media technologies,
and the immersion of many writers and artists in the trench experience
all served to make it a turning point in the development of new cultural
syntheses.

In diplomatic history, the most interesting recent work has gone well
beyond the realm of “what one clerk wrote another” to explore the inter-
connections among domestic politics, political culture, ideology, and
international relations. Crystallized culture has rarely found its way into
the analysis of international history. Yet, in time of war, emotions and
popular impulses play a great role in the domestic and battlefield efforts
of belligerent populations; and much of this emotion is evoked through
the use of both formal propaganda, with its relatively direct messages,
and the more subtle or indirect approaches of the cultural community at
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6 Aviel Roshwald and Richard Stites

all aesthetic levels: opera, film, spy fiction, theater, spectacle, war novels,
graphic art – to name a few. These works of art and artifice feed into
the political culture that takes shape in wartime (though almost always
grounded in traditions of the pre-war period). And, we must add, they
are interesting for their own sake and for their role in the history of art
and culture and in the parallel history of social communication.

The convergence of our interests has led us to this project, which is
conceived of as an occasion to spur the development of interdisciplin-
ary approaches to history and to highlight the complex web of relations
between cultural and political history. We strongly believe that a syn-
chronic approach – which to some minds would imply comparing the
incomparable in terms of levels of cultural development – is precisely the
one that will allow students and scholars to look at the face of Europe
in the 1910s and beyond in a novel way.

In this collection there was no possibility and no intention of imposing
uniformity. Contributors have rightly stressed what they see as crucial
for their particular case. And the result has been, we believe, a healthy
variety. The volume clearly demonstrates what most students would
already have surmised about the cultural life of a four-year period in
a continent like Europe: namely, that this book might very well have
been titled “European Cultures in the Great War.” Yet the differences
among the experiences of various social and national groups are at least
as fascinating as the similarities. This volume is meant, therefore, not
only to fill in the missing pieces or complete the record – worthy as that
aim may be – but also to sharpen and extend the comparative insights
that we have already derived from those histories of the war that focus
on combat, occupation politics, the economic sinews of warfare, man-
power, hardware, and all the rest.

To be sure, the geographical scope of this volume comes at a price,
and we are well aware of the many lacunae in this study. The chapters
in this collection focus, of necessity, on a small selection out of the vast
array of possible topics for each nation. The general paucity of sources
on wartime peasant culture leads to a disproportionately heavy emphasis
on urban life in these pages. Much to our regret, we were unable to
convince any scholars of Greek or Turkish history to participate in this
venture, and those countries have therefore been left out. Our very
decision to arrange the book by ethnic groups and nation-states could
be challenged as arbitrary. It is our opinion that such an organizational
scheme does make sense in so far as – particularly under twentieth-
century conditions – shared language and shared political institutions
create common media of inter-class communication (and miscommun-
ication) and form common hindrances to relations with people across
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Introduction 7

the political and /or ethno-linguistic divide. It would also be very diffi-
cult to explore the connections between wartime politics and culture
without taking into account the central role that political-territorial and
ethno-national categories played in mediating many people’s experi-
ence of the war, particularly in the urban settings that form the primary
focus of this book. But this should not be taken to mean that we are
adopting an essentialist view of nationhood or that we uncritically take
it for granted that all members of a given ethnic group necessarily had
more in common with each other than with anyone else. On the con-
trary, two of the themes that interest us are how conceptions of nation-
hood evolved under the impact of the war, and to what extent patterns
of cultural development cut across political frontiers.

In brief, this book should be seen as but an initial step in the direc-
tion of a synoptic cultural history of Europe during the Great War. It is
our hope that the volume will stimulate other scholars to cross tradi-
tional analytical and disciplinary boundaries in their pursuit of historical
understanding.
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8

 Days and nights in wartime Russia:
cultural life, 1914–1917

Richard Stites

Like a prisoner hurled into a deep, empty well, I cannot say where I
am or what awaits me. Only one thing has been given me to know;
in the fierce and relentless struggle with the devil – the principle of
material force – victory will be mine. And then matter and spirit will
join in harmonious splendor, and the kingdom of universal will be
ushered in. Anton Chekhov, The Seagull, 1896

The wartime culture of Russia has until recently been little studied1

for several reasons: the Soviet historiographical enmity towards most of
those engaged in it; the near exclusion from literary and art history of
things that smell of propaganda or popular culture; and – most import-
ant – the absence of a real historical memory of that war in Russia, a
memory that was buried beneath the remembrance of the revolutions of
1917 and the civil war that followed. A moment’s reflection will remind
us that this is one of the many historical phenomena that have divided
Russia from the West psychologically in our century.

The cultural landscape

The political frame surrounding cultural life in wartime Russia was
composed of three blockades: the physical one, political censorship,
and the “mental blockade” of boycottism. The first, erected by distances,
battlefields, danger zones, and naval forces in the Baltic Sea cut Russia
off from most of Europe. The regular flow of cultural products and people
virtually ceased. (One interesting side effect of the blockade was that
Finnish subjects of the tsar were deprived of European films and began
watching Russian ones.) Russian artists and writers were stranded in
the West or arrested in the Central Powers countries and often unable
to return home. Visiting theater troupes and orchestras were mostly
immobilized. Censorship kept bad news to a minimum and stifled anti-
war or other protest voices. Frontline correspondents were carefully
monitored and the radical subculture of the previous decade was silenced.
All of this reinforced the mental blockades erected against the culture
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Wartime Russia 9

of the enemy, past – with some nuances – and present. The renaming
of Petrograd and of city streets and the anti-German riots reflected
and fueled hatred or fear of enemy influence. Even music by German
composers long dead – Mozart, Beethoven – was prohibited in certain
concert halls. It became illegal for the German language to be spoken
in public places. Dachshund dogs were sometimes killed on the streets.

What were the cultural responses to the war? A few preliminary
observations can be stated at once. First, the state played a very small
role in culture: its “Skobelev Committee” – named after a chauvinistic
nineteenth-century Russian general – had been formed by Skobelev’s
sister during the Russo-Japanese war. During the Great War, it produced
some films, concerts, and unimaginative graphics but remained relatively
inactive, in striking contrast to the mammoth efforts made by some of
the other belligerent states. The Russian monarchy was uncomfortable
with mobilizing mass opinion and sentiment: it had been wary of an
upsurge of Panslavism in the 1870s during the Balkan struggle; and
its brief experiment with state-directed unions (“police socialism”) had
backfired in 1905. Unlike the other major belligerent states, the tsarist
regime distrusted elements in society that could have worked with it for
a major propaganda effort.

A second observation is that Russian high culture writers and art-
ists had difficulty responding directly to the war because of reservations
about the programmatic or “occasional” use of art and, for some, because
of ambivalence about the war itself. The intellectual idiom of nuances,
interior rumination, and transcendent vision fit poorly with such a
direct and brutal experience as war. Many who began as fiery patriots
became lukewarm after 1915. Conversely, the purveyors of popular
culture proved better able and willing to deploy their traditions and
forms of expression into propaganda. The gap between high and pop-
ular culture was far from complete. High-toned Symbolist poets did
write for the popular press and talented artists did make war posters.
Yet, the elevated elite could not match the forcefulness and the in-
your-face simplicities and distortions of pulp fiction, stage routines, and
cinema.

Poetry and fiction

Many literary figures were gripped by agony, ambivalence, or silence: in
December 1914, the Symbolist poet Zinaida Gippius wrote that “it is
a sin to write poems now” and spoke of the “wisdom of silence.” When
writers did produce war-related poetry or fiction, it was usually marred
by chauvinism or by lack of conviction. A pro-war posture was held by
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10 Richard Stites

most of the great writers, but it was expressed in essays, journalism, and
philosophizing about Neo-Slavophilism, Panslavism, and apocalypse.
Writers, artists, and scholars signed a manifesto “to the Fatherland and
to the Civilized World,” announcing a struggle with the “Germanic yoke”
for the freedom of mankind. Maxim Gorky was a signatory. Writers,
according to one of them, were enraged at the Germans. From left to
right, with a few exceptions, intellectuals initially lined up behind the
government. Critics then and now view most wartime literature as banal
and monotonous. The darling of prewar salon poetry, Igor Severyanin
(1887–1941), allowed himself to end a piece with the words: “Blessed
be the people! Blessed be the war!” The marriage of literary creativ-
ity with power diminished the value of the former; and the excessive
repetition of slogans was almost equivalent to “literary silence.” The
defeats of 1915 took a severe toll on the optimistic patriotism of the
first months. Some writers withdrew “to Parnassus,” as a Soviet critic
later complained, but others began to evince cautious opposition to the
Russian army’s wartime treatment of the civilian population – particu-
larly the Poles and the Jews (Segel and Roshwald, this volume). Leonid
Andreev, Fedor Sologub, and Gorky used the journal Shield for this pur-
pose. Eventually Gorky rallied some writers around opposition to the
war itself. Although Shield did not improve the literary quality of their
output, it did display honorable opposition to anti-Semitism. Sologub in
particular described the “fatherland” as a home for all its people, includ-
ing the Jews.2

The most prominent pre-war literary school had been the Symbol-
ists. Their wartime poetry was declamatory and vaguely patriotic in
an abstract spiritual sense – but a bit closer to real things and people
than their historiosophical speculations. The division over the war
itself opened slowly. Andrei Bely, Aleksandr Blok, and Valery Bryusov
at varying tempos turned against it; the others either supported it with
verbal vigor or remained ambivalent. The most divided was Gippius
who privately opposed and publicly – though cautiously – supported it.
Vyacheslav Ivanov, Konstantin Balmont, and Fedor Sologub firmly sup-
ported the war. Dmitry Merezhkovsky, like his wife Gippius, wavered.
Fittingly, the Symbolist poets preferred allegory, allusion, and mystical
speculation; and their works in every genre – fiction or not – were
enveloped in quasi-religious metaphor. In this respect they resembled
others of the religious intelligentsia (often called Godseekeers) and occult
writers (see below, pp. 26–28).

A few Symbolists wrote in the popular press but their pre-war stance of
aloofness from social turmoil for the most part kept them from any kind
of direct engagement with the war. Only Bryusov visited places near the
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