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“Power, Control, and Criminal Activity: The Peasantry and the Soviet
Revolutionary Tribural in Viatka Province, 19181921

Recantly, many scholars have discussed the ambiguity of the concept of resistance.
They have disagreed onwhat constitutes resistance, how to findit in dacuments, andits
relationship to agency. Thelegal system, and espedally the murtroom, provides an
excdlent medanism to explore the relationship amongresistance, power, control, and
deviance The murtroom is an arena of social control in which the lawmakers and
enforcers reinforcetheir power over the popuation. At the sametime, it may also serve &
a spacewhere those traditionally without social and pditi cd power can at least partialy
adieve limited victories over the dominant elites® In the ealy yeas of the Soviet regime,
the Revolutionary Tribural was a aucia nexus between state wntrol over social and
pdliticd norms and peasant resistance and accomodation to the new elite.

The Bolsheviks establi shed the Revolutionary Tribural in November 19177 The
Triburel’sinitial purpose wasto have Russa s working people try bourgeois enemies

acordingto proletarian justice. According to Lenin, this proletarian law was to be flexible

' Seefor example, Michad David-Fox, “Whither Resistance?” Kritika 1 (Winter 2000: 161-166. The guru
of resistanceis James C. Scott. Seehis classcs Wegpons of the Week: Everyday Forms of Peasant
Resistance (New Haven: Yale University Press 85), and Domination and the Arts of Resistance Hidden
Transcripts (New Haven: Yale University Press 1990.
? Those strugding for civil rightsin the United States also used succesgully the murtroom as a spaceto
empower the otherwise powerless ggments of the popuation (namely African-Americans). SeeHarold
Berman, Law and Revolution (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1983. On the curtroom in rural
society as asocial |aboratory, seeAllen Wells and Gilbert M. Joseph, Summer of Discontent, Seasons of
Upheaval: Elite Politi cs and Rural Insurgency in Yucaan, 18761915(Stanford: Stanford University Press
1996, 14-17. Ontherole of the murt in Russan peasant society seePeter Czap, Jr. “Peasant-ClassCourts
and Peasant Customary Justicein Rusda, 1861-1912" Journal of Socia History (vol. 1, no. 2, Winter 1967):
149178 Christine Worobec Peasant Russa: Family and Community in the Post-Emancipation Period
(DeKalb, Northern Illi nois University Press 1995.

° Deaeeon the Revolutionary Triburals, The Bolshevik Revolution 19171918 Documents and Materials,
compiled by James Bunyan and H. H. Fisher, Hoover War Library Publicaions, no. 3 (Stanford: Stanford
University Press 1965, 293-295
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and ableto evolve." Throughthe legal process the proletariat was suppcsed to gain legal
consciousnesswhile exading justice upontheir former masters.

The Revolutionary Triburel, styled uponthe triburels of the French Revolution,
was to serve a one of the central judiciary organsto the Soviet legal system. A judge,
aided byagroup d literate commoners, direded pditicd justice The Bolsheviks also
establi shed an acaompanying people€’ s court which was to administer civil and non
paliti ca criminal cases.” The Revolutionary Tribural was not a curt for arbitration among
peasants. Unlike the volost’ court from the late-lmperial and Provisional Government eras,
the Triburel was largely atop-down proseautorial court that judged cases that the state
brough uponits popdation. The Bolsheviks establi shed the Tribural in arder to suppress
the bourgeois enemies of the people. In 1918 after the dissolution d the Constituent
Asembly and the beginning d the Civil War, the Revolutionary Tribural transformed into
an instrument to punsh anti-Soviet adivity, irregardlessof the defendant’ s classorigins.

Conservative schdars and critics of the Soviet regime have longassociated the
Revolutionary Triburel with the massterror of the ealy Bolshevik regime (also known as
the Red Terror). With the Bolsheviks show trials, pre-determined verdicts, and summary
exeautions, some historians have even argued that the Soviet reliance onterror creaed an
atmosphere of “legali zed lawlessness in which the people had norights.’ The

Revolutionary Tribural was the legal arm of the Bolshevik pditi cd represson and the

* There has been much written onLenin’s conflicting and ambiguots views on law. For asummary of the
scholarly debate, seeJane Burbank, “Lenin and the Law in Revolutionary Russa,” Slavic Review 54 (Spring
1995: 23-44.

® The structure of ealy Soviet courts was complex. The Revolutionary Triburels and people’ s courts ead
had hierarchicd systems, from locad up to a supreme @urt. There were dso severa branches within ead
arm of the court system. SeeJohnN. Hazad, Settling Disputesin Soviet Society: The Formative Yeas of
Legal Ingtitutions (New York: Columbia University Press 196Q The most insightful work onthe
Revolutionary Triburalsis Christy Jean Story, “In a Court of Law: The Revolutionary Triburalsin the
Rusdgan Civil War, 19171921 (Ph.D. diss, University of California, Santa Cruz, 1998.
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Cheka (the pdliti cd padlice) the military arm. The Tribunal was part and parcd of the
Bolshevik represson, and aded as the paliceman and enforcer of Soviet norms and paver
relations. It played a central rolein controlli ng the popuation. The Tribural caegorized,
defined, and punshed subjeds deemed to have participated in deviant behavior. Butitis
important to seethe Revolutionary Tribural as more than apalicing unt of a‘lawless
state. The Triburals transcended their stated pupose of dictating punshment uponthose
deamed deviant.

This paper studies the relationship between peasant deviants and the state in the
ealy yeas of the Soviet regime. It examines cases from the Viatka Province
Revolutionary Tribunral to show what extra-legal adivities peasants engaged in and hav
the provincia Bolshevik government understoodthese adions and caegorized them as
deviant behavior. | argue that the peasantry’ s chall engs to the legal and social order
reved the diverging views on social norms and justice between state and peasant. At the
same time, Revolutionary Tribunal cases also show one of the few methods of dired
communicaion between state and society, sincethe state was willi ng to li sten to the
testimony d the peasant criminals. Peasants testified that they suppated the Soviet
regime but aded against it to uphdd peasant social norms. Such contradictory rhetoric is
significant becaise it blurs the line between deviance and submisson.

Law wasthe “state’s emissary,” in the Viatka courtryside.” It helped extend the

Soviet state and its worldview into the vill age and creae ahegemonic society through

® Richard Pipes, A Concise History of the Russan Revolution (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1995, 217. See
also Pipes, Legalised L awlessiess Soviet Revolutionary Justice (London: The Ingtitute for European
Defence, 1986).

" The metaphar of law as an emissary comes from Rangjit Guha, “ Chandra s Deah,” Subaltern Studies V.
Writings on South Asian History and Society, ed. by Rangjit Guha (Delhi: Oxford University Press 1987,
135-165 | have been influenced bythe cgent analysis of law in colonial rule of Upendra Baxi, “’ The
State’s Emissary’: The Placeof Law in Subaltern Studies,” Subaltern Studies VIl Writings on South Asian




Aaron B. Retish 4

peasant participation and accetance of its deaees. As Rangjit Guha, aleadingfigurein
Subaltern Studies (agroup d schdars of South Asian and Indian historiography), has
argued, the legal processtook hstorica experiences, such as peasant rebelli on, and
transformed them “into amatrix of abstrad legality, so that the will of the state could be
made to penetrate, reorganize part by part and eventually control the will of asubjed
popdation.” Itisimportant to emphasizethat it isthe state that creaes deviants by
defining the terms of deviation, and controlli ng the medium in which the narrative of social
norms and ceviation are discussd.
The Order of Things

The Revolutionary Tribural was quite adivein Viatkafrom 1918to 1921. Judgng
from the achival files, triburals in the province heard over 5000cases.” The @urt system
asawhdein Viatkawas quickly overwhelmed byits caseload. The province€sfirst
commissar of justice, A. A. Vepiakov, complained that the Bolsheviks had inherited over a
thousand unlead cases. More were alded to this every day from complaints from
prisoners hopingto bereleased.” Many of these cases were passed alongto the
Revolutionary Triburel. So, rather than trying enemies of the people, the original aim of
the Triburals, the Triburals' first focus was those who had violated laws of the
“bourgeois’ Provisional Government.”” The ealy Soviet state showed its obsesson with
order, regardlessof class satus, in these ealy cases.

In April 1918, The Revolutionary Tribural head a cae from 1916in which a

vill age poli ceman (uriadnik) was acaised of striking a peasant and failingto do hsjob.

History and Society, ed. by Partha Chaterjee aad Gyanendra Pandey (Delhi: Oxford University Press 1992,
245264

® These caes can be foundin Gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv Kirovskoi Oblasti (heredter GAKO), f. R-1322 op. 1,
1a, 2, and 3 My conclusions are based ona sampling o the fond.

K. Palkin, “Komissary iustitsii,” Sovetskaiaiugtitsia21 (November 1967): 18.
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Peasants had already dedded many such cases themselvesin 1917 by ogting corrupt and
domineaing administrators. Y et the Revolutionary Tribural fail ed to convict the
paliceman onthe grounds that the victimized peasant could na prove that the policeman
had hit him." A more telling case cncerned a peasant uprising duing aloca market in
March 1917,in the ealy days of Provisional Government rule. Accordingto the regiona
inspedor’ s report, agroup d soldiers provoked peasants at the market to demand that the
merchants <l their goods at nonfixed prices. This demandwas in readionto the
government’ s palicy of fixed prices onfoodand besic goods.”” The soldiers ran through
the market yelling “Hooray! Sale!” whil e scatering merchants’ goods. Locd peasants
joined the uprising. The merchants cdl ed the hamlet elder (volost’ starshina), but when he
arrived the aowd grabbed hisrevolver and began to bea him. The aowd turned onthe
hamlet administration bulding, knaking dovn its doas.”

The Provisional Government inspedor interviewed the merchants abou the
uprising and the Soviet Revolutionary Tribunal used their testimony to bring seventeen
peasantstotrial. The Tribural’s acceptance of merchant testimony as the master
narrative, the acourt of the story held bythe court to betrue, is sgnificant. The
proletarian court foundthe bourgeois merchants memory more aedible than peasant
memory and the natural Bolshevik alli es, the soldiers. The Soviets thereby denied class
solidarity and peasant consciousnessof their own exploitation. The master narrative

accets the soldiers as the instigators of the rebelli on, even thoughit was the peasantry

' This does nat include the annesty of oppasition party membersin 1918and those ealier convicted of
“agitation, cournter-revolution, crime of office sabotage, and anti-Soviet adivity.” SeeStory, 124.

" GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a, d. 1. The curt sided with the policeman even thoughthe peasant had made a
statement in 1916that he had been struck by the defendant. The @urt also foundthe policeman’s adions
justified sincethe victimized peasant was drunk.

*20On the Provisional Government’ s grain monopdy and pdicy of fixed prices, seeLars Lih, Bread and
Authority in Russa, 19141921 (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press 1990, ch. 3.

“® GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a, d. 30.
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who was hurt most by the Provisional Government’ s palicy onfixed prices for agricultural
goodk. Peasants aded against the merchants and the starshina as ymbals of unjust state
pdicy. The peasantry saw the Provisional Government’s food pdicy as violating an
establi shed moral econamy in which the State takes care of its people in times of need.”

All of the acwised were found guity of disorder, but spedficdly na “organized
disorder,” and had to pay fines ranging from 100to 300rubles. Peasants were tried even
thoughthey had na aded against the Soviet State. They had rebell ed against alarger
philosophicd foundition; they had creded dsorder, threaened the nation’s food supgdy,
andin dang so aded against state power. These transitional cases during the ealy months
of Soviet rule show how the new rulers categorized crimes and criminals based on general
deviance ajainst state interests.
Crime and Punishment

The Revolutionary Tribural head most of its cases during the Civil War (1918
1921). Every ad was pdlitica during the Civil War, and the Revolutionary Tribunal cases
were products of such pditi cization. Every peasant ad was therefore ather in suppat of
the Soviet regime anditsideology, a deviating from it. Politi cizationimpaosed afalse
consciousnessonto the peasantry, based onclassand loosely defined Soviet norms. The
Soviets denied peasant consciousnessand peasant norms, instead inscribing their own
worldview.

The Soviet Tribural categorized criminal adivities based onideology and rediti es
of theday. Eleven types of crime ae dencted in statisticd reports for cases brougft to the
Tribural in 1919 counter-revolutionary adivity, sabotage, speaulation, pogom, bribery,

illegal use of soviet documents, spying, crime of office, violations of deaees, hodiganism,

* On the moral emnamy, seeJames C. Scott, The Moral Econamy of the Peasant: Rebelli on and Subsistence
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and aher. Peasant adivity, irregardlessof the agent’s motive, was defined by the soviet
state and daceal within these boundries. Althoughthe statistics are inconsistent and
fraught with mathematicd errors, it can still be determined that the most frequent off ense
brougtt to trial was crime of office, followed by courter-revolutionary adivity.” The
frequency of officials brouglt to tria is presumably due to the shee number of new,
untrained personrel who hed used the Bolshevik Revolution as an oppatunity for personal
power. Aswell asthe Soviet government’s shift in late 1918from suppating the
Committees of the Poor Peasant (kombedy), to encouraging peasants to denourcethem as
being fill ed with counter-revolutionary oppatunists.

The Revolutionary Triburel was unique. Unlike liberal and colonia state
adjudicaion, the Tribural was not a “formally rational” court that applied a systematic
routine of administrative justiceirregardiessof the aime.”® Instead, the Tribural took
peasant adion as distinctly pditi cad ads. But the Triburals categorized peasant violence
as anti-Soviet or courter-revolutionary, rather then colledive ad¢ion byconscious
individuals. In ddngso, it still deprived peasants of their legitimacy as historicd adors.

In August 1918,the Revolutionary Tribural brough two peasants before the aurt
on charges of adions against soviet power. Igant’ie AntonovAkulov and hs on Fedor
had resisted requisitioning d their grain in July. The vill age provisions committeehad
seached for excessgrain and hed focused onthe Akulov howsehold because they were
known in the vill age to be wedthy. Accordingto the @urt report, the Akulovs head abou

the ommitteés intent and locked hisgate. When the committee arived to take the grain,

in Southeast Asia (New Haven: Yae University Press 1976.

* Gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv Rosdiskoi Federatsii (heredter GARF), f. 124Q op. 1, d. 125, 1. 22-33.

" |ssacD. Balbus, The Dialedics of Legal Represson: Bladk Rebels before the American Criminal Courts
(New York: Russll Sage Foundition, 1973, 12. Balbus notes that the United States criminal court and
courtsin ather liberal states use formal rationality “to represscoll edive violence” and degpdliti cize paliti ca
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agurfight ensued. The @urt report defines the Akulovs as kulaks (rich peasants). It notes
that the Akulovs owned more land and sold items to poa peasants. The kulak family was
against theredistribution d land and had denourced soviet power. The urt sentenced
Ignat’ieto ten yeasin prison and deprivation d al rightsasa dtizen. It sentenced his n
to exeaution.”

The Revolutionary Tribural tried the Akulovs as kulaks, denying the acaised their
own pditi ca consciousness The oourt record described the Akulovs throughcommonly-
held images of the kulak--the vill age strong-man, “the agent of manipulation and

exploitation within the peasant community,” “ the enbodment of evil,” and “an expresson

»18

of the feaures of amoney econamy.”™ The Akulovs suppacsedly owned alot of land and
“made afortune from buying and selli ng to all the unfortunate poa peasants.” They were
also ignarant (temnyi) and closed dff from society.” There was indeed an element of intra-
vill age dassdifference sincethe Akulov howsehad was clealy wedthier than its
neighbas. But the Tribural defined the cmncedment of grain as a curnter-revolutionary
ad, an ignaant kulak readionto the proletariat state’ s neels, thereby denying the acaised
their ability to ad as peasants. The Akulovs, like many ather vill agersin Viatka,
presumably resisted state datempts at grain requisitioning becaise they feared starvation
and refused to saaifice an urjust amourt of grain to the state.

Peasants understoodthe anphasis Soviets put on classand used thisto their own

advantage. In several cases, acased peasants emphasized their poverty. One peasant

solidarity and ads of violence Burbank argues that Lenin saw law “as a manipulable instrument of pdliti cs,”
which deprived law of its “aura of ‘justice” enjoyed in English law, 43-44.

"1t shoud be mentioned that the Revolutionary Triburals very rarely purished criminals with the deah
penaty. Even Richard Pipes admitsthat in statistics onthe Revolutionary Tribural sentencesonly 14 ou of
4483resulted in the deah penalty. Pipes, Legalised L awlessess 10.

*® Cathy A. Friersoon Peasant Icons. Representations of Rural Peoplein L ate Nineteenth-Century Russa
(New York: Oxford University Press 1993, 139 For more on the image of the kulak, see ¢. 7.

¥ GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a, d. 41
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acaised o siding with the Whites during their invasion d the provincein the spring o
1919, stressed that he was a poar peasant (bedniak) and oy paid 1300rublesin
extraordinary taxes (chreznalogy).”” He therefore culd na be an enemy of the working
people. The Triburel agreed and gave him alight sentence® Ancther peasant brought
before the Tribural for inadivity asthe head o the locd committeefor the poar peasant
asked to be freed sincethere were only two workersin his family of eleven By
confessngto deviating from social norms whil e adopting Soviet definitions of self-identity
based onclass the actised becane natural ali es to the hegemonic state who hed merely
been temporarily tempted by bougeois enemies and could be rehabilit ated with ease.
Mediating Deviance

The Triburel was more than an agent of terror and punshment. The @urt’s
interrogation d suspeds sows afascinating creaion d the anti-Soviet crimina and the
mediation between the state andits people. In May and June 1919,the Bolsheviks were
barely in control in Viatka province Kolchak’stroops were advancing from the East and
were threaening the aty of Viatka. In the southern part of the province the government
had recently suppressed a renegade provision's brigade that had run amuck, shoaing many
peasants, and rousing ather peasants to rise up against the soviet regime. Amidst this
turmoil, the Revolutionary Tribural head a cae of nineteen peasants acaused of being
members of an anti-Soviet band who engaged in speaulation.

Judges have to deade what isfad and what is the pre-history, the caises, to the
crime. The story of the “crime” (as defined by law) that the court assumesto be true

bemmes the master narrative in the legal process This may comein the form of an

* Extraordinary taxes were usually one-time assessments by the Soviets based ona household’s class satus.
Moscow gave the province asum, which in turn dstributed qudas to the regions and then volosti. Often, the
province ould only colled asmall portion d their intended sum.
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acomplicewho testifies against fellow ‘criminals,” a state witness an inspedor’ s report,
and so forth. Inthisinstance, the narrative of events surroundng the band d outlaw
peasants came from aregional Cheka official. Accordingto hisreport, “a massof armed
deserters and various courter-revolutionary elements’ were hiding in the forest of
Verkhotul’ sk and Arbazhsk volosti, Kotel’ nich region. The surroundng peasants hel ped
the band, supdying them with all necessary supdies and money. Accordingto the report,
the band had conredions to white guards in Kazar', Sarapul, Simbirsk, and aher cities. It
took an armed detachment of sixty people to drive “the deserters’ from the forest and
arrest them.” This was the master narrative, the thesis, of the case ajainst courter-
revolutionary deviance

The Cheka condwcted a number of detail ed interrogations of witnesses and the
acased. Refledingthe seriousnessof the aime, the state adually transcribed many of the
interrogations verbatim. The testimonies of the aceised constructed a narrative of peasant
insurgency, representing an antithesis to the state’ s master narrative of the deviant
behavior. The peasants’ resporses refleded peasant consciousnessand their own social
norms. Moreover, the interrogation transcripts present peasantsin their own vaices,
describing \ill age life.” However, the Chekainterrogators creaed and shaped the
discourse of the acaised. Withou the interrogation, the peasant insurgents would have
been silent and remained simply deviants. The Cheka dso dreded and guded the
insurgent testimony throughits questions. The interrogation processprovided the

peasantry with an arena, albeit restricted, to present their own worldviews.

“GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a, d. 652, II. 63, 69.

? GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a,d. 1113 I. 8.

#“GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a,d. 1579 I. 29.

# Willi am B. Taylor describes the advantages and dsadvantages of court transcripts in Drinking, Homicide
and Rebellionin Colonial Mexican Vill ages (Stanford: Stanford University Press 1979, espec. ch. 3
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Model Interrogation:”

Question: State your personal information.

Question: Do youremgnze and suppat soviet power?

Answer: Yes, | recognizesoviet power and kelieveit to belegitimate, bu | find
locd soviet officialsto ad in an urjust manner.

Question: Why dd you nad defend Soviet power? Why did you nd answer the
state's cdl to arms?

Answer: My howsehold needs mein the vill age.

Question: Why dd you na use the soviet administrationto help solve your
problems?

Answer: Loca administrative services do nd work.

The interrogators began by defining and classfying the deviants by age, residency,
gender, level of education, family situation, party membership, occcupation, and class All
of the cdegories except classand party overlap with pdicereports and census categories
from the tsarist and Provisional Government era. They are presumable cntinuiti es of the
modern state’ s control of their popuation. The Soviet regime could na rationali zethe
peasants courter-revolutionary adivity throughclass s$atus, traditionalism from old age,
or adherenceto the Party of the Sociali st Revolutionaries and aher bourgeois paliti cd
alegiance Out of fourteen peasants who the Cheka interrogated, the average age was 24.
Most of the actised were lower-midd e peasants and nore of them belonged to a paliti cd
organizaion.

The dual rhetoric of Soviet inqusitor and peasant respondent show that the state
tried to understand, and thus control, why the popuation wanted to ad against Soviet
society. The Cheka sline of questioning centered onthe accised’ s relationship to Soviet
State interests, whil e the peasantry’ s answers reveded how they believed the State had
violated peasant law. Theinqusitors first question was aways, “do youreagnze soviet

power andfindits adions legitimate?” Every peasant answered that they recognzed the

legitimacy of soviet power. Most of the acwised, hovever, added that, whil e they

? Compiled from GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a, d. 1579
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suppated soviet rule, they believed that locd officials were @rrupt. Asone peasant said,
“1 believe that central power is legitimate, bu | find the adions of many soviet workersin

1”26

the locditi eswho levy extraordinary taxes and cary ou confisciationsill egitimate.”™ In
thisway, the peasantry continued the popuar Rusdan tradition d criticizing the regime by
defending the ruler against the loca bureaucrats. Daniel Field has described this senario
in the post-emancipation Rusgan courtryside, in which the peasantry used their suppacsed
naive monarchism to justify resistanceto locd officials. Field argues that peasant petiti ons
to the tsar and dficidsin St. Petersburg claiming that ‘the tsar is good, bt the noldes
(boyars) are bad.” were discursive toadls to criti cize state padli cies whil e showing their
loyalty.” OrlandoFiges has shown that peasants in the lower Volgaregion wsed simil ar
strategies in petitions during the Civil War. Peasants wrote to Moscow, stating that they
suppated the Soviets but were against the Bolsheviks.” In Viatka, peasants testified that
they suppated the Soviet regime but aded against it to uphdd peasant social norms. Such
contradictory rhetoric is sgnificant because it blurs the line between deviance and
submisson.

The very nature of the testimony Hurred the line between deviance and submisson.
Under the presumed threa of physicd punshment and the promise of areduced sentence,
al of the actised peasants voluntarily confessed to the adivity that the curt deaned to be
a aime. Throughsuch an admisgon, the acoised “took part in producing penal truth.”*

The defendant admitted that he was a deviant and submitted himself to the mercy of the

court. But the peasant testimony shows that the insurgents only partially confessed. They

* GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a, d. 1579 |. 860h

“ Daniel Field, Rebelsin the Name of the Tsar (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1976).

? OrlandoFiges, Peasant Russa, Civil War: The Volga Countryside in Revolution (19171921) (Oxford:
ClarendonPress 1989, 330.
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admitted to the spedfic adion and adknowledged the legitimacgy of the state, but denied
that their ad constituted a aime. Instead, the rebels argued that it was the state that had
failed them; the Bolshevik government had themselves deviated from their moral
resporsibility as the dite to their popuation.

The Cheka asked questions nat only to build a cae ajainst the deviants. Their
questions suggest a onversation ketween inquisitor and peasant abou the redity of the
soviet state in the courtryside. When asked why they aded against soviet power, the
peasantry answered that the state had fail ed them. One peasant complained that locd
officials conducted severa searches of his home that took amost all of hisand hsfellow
vill agers goods and money, bu he did na even know to where the money was going.”
The peasant believed that there was an acceptable anount that he could saaificeto the
state, bu the government exceeded the norm. Moreover, the peasant did na seebenefits
from his saaifice Similar conflicts over the peasant-state relationship can be seen from the
Cheka s queries on state services. The new soviet state was suppased to be participatory,
emancipatory, and suppy socia servicesto the masses. When the Cheka asked the
peasants why they did na use formal servicesto ad on a complain abou the locd
officials ill egal adivities, the defendant answered, “I did na know whereto turn” andre-
eledions and gatherings didn't do athing anyway.* The Cheka dso asked peasants
whether they knew abou Soviet aid to families of Red Army soldiers. Whil e peasants
knew of and painted ou that they suppated the program, they argued that they didn't see

any money from it.*

* Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (New York: Vintage Books, 1977), 38.
On the @urt’s credion o lega truth throughtestimony see Shahid Amin, “Approver’s Testimony, Judicia
Discourse: The Case of Chauri Chaura,” Subaltern StudiesV, 166-202

*® GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a, d. 1579 |. 470h

*Ibid., |. 860h

*bid., Il. 470k 540h
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State Deviance

While most Revolutionary Tribural cases concerned popdar ads of paliti cd
crimes, there was a significant number of litigation d official crimes. The Bolsheviks
tried toreignin dficialswho dd na comply with Soviet pdliticd norms. The
Revolutionary Tribural convicted many rogue officials for engaging in anti-Soviet
behavior such as drinking, lrewing and selli ng moorshine, and incest. However, officials
tried for excessviolencein their duties are espedally interestingin the larger discusson o
norms and ceviant behavior. These representatives of state power enforced state ntrol,
but in such an egregious manner that the court foundthem deviant.

In November 1919,the cae of Mikhail Ivanovich Mochalov and Georgii
Stepanovich Moriakhin came before the Tribural. 1n October 1918,Mochalov was the
seaetary of the Kadamsk volost” government and Moriakhin the leader of a Red Army
detadhment. Both were well educaed and willi ngly fulfill ed their dutiesin office When
the locd peasants refused to pay arevolutionary tax, the Kadamsk volost’ commisgon
resolved to take harsh measures, including punshing persistent non-payers with exeaution.
A Red Army regiment came to the volost’ and joined representatives from the ammmittee
for the poa peasant (kombed). Mochalov ill egally seized command d the detachment and
aongwith Moriakhin dsregarded the regional instructions on condtcting tax colledion.
Accordingto the report, “in every vill age they beda up nonpayers, including women and
elders.” They instructed the detadhment to kill every nonpayer and the troops complied.
The leaders themselves also kill ed several people, including some women. When some
members of the kombed refused to kill detained nonpayers, Mochaov and Morakhin
exeauted the kombed member alongwith the prisoner. Moreover, the leaders confiscaed

goodk, such as horey, and kept them for their own use. Inthe course of ten days, “severad
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tens of people were kill ed, making the volost” uneasy. Asaresult of such barbaric and
illegal adivity onthe part of Mochalov and Moriakhin, the peasants were furious and
against Soviet power.” The leaders were arested and kept under guard.*
It is sgnificant that the Revolutionary Tribural brouglt the leaders of the brigade

to task, rather then the whole regiment. Both leader and soldier committed violent
off enses, the latter against fell ow vill agers. The @urt apologized for the soldiers’ adions
by arguing that they were simply following aders, “Sincethe orders came from leaned
(soznatel’ nye) people, for example Mochalov is ateader, [the soldiers]... submitted
blindy.”* In this case, the murt forgave the ordinary men because they did na have the
intellecua ability to guestionthe orders. Mochaov and Moriakhin, hovever, were
pdliti cdly conscious and hed the duty to ad acording to soviet norms of behavior. Like
the soldiers under their command, Mocha ov and Moriakhin were dealy trying to fulfill
orders from above to med tax qudas. The leaders becane resporsible for the deviant ads
committed by bdh themselves and their troops sncethey fit into the state’s caegory of
conscious, intelledual elite.
Contemporary Narratives on Deviance

The Soviet government abali shed the Revolutionary Tribural in 1921. The end o
the Civil War and the establi shment of the concili atory New Econamic Policy (NEP) as
well astheimplementation d anew legal code made the Tribural obsolete. Nevertheless
the larger isaues of popuar deviance and Bolshevik social control during the Civil War

continues to have pdliti cd relevance

*® GAKO, f. R-1322 op. 1a, d. 1574 11.1-2, 345,
*1bid, I. 1oh
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In October 1991, The Soviet government issued a deaeeto rehabilit ate victims of
paliticd terror.” In thislandmark ad of conscious regppraisal of what was socially
acceptable and deviant behavior, cases of the Revolutionary Tribunal were re-examined,
re-judged, and re-sentenced. A new master narrative was imposed uponthe legal cases as
the new facdessjudge recnstructed past events and laid judgement uponthem through
new social norms and pditi cd aims. The rehabilit ator focused onthase who hed been the
most overt deviants--the counter-revolutionary peasants who sided with the Whites, the
embodment of anti-Soviet values.

For example, a cae was reviewed in which a peasant of Glazov district sided with
the Whites and even gave out names of twenty-six of his fell ow vill agers who sympathized
with Soviet power, resulting in their exeaution byWhite Guards. The Revolutionary
Tribural had found hm guilty as an “enemy of the working people.” In their judgment,
the Soviets prescribed and identity and adjoining deviance uponthe guilty party of a
bourgeois kulak. The defendant appeded the deasion byadopting Soviet rhetoric of class
Not denying that he turned in hisfell ow vill agers, he agued that they were kill ed as
thieves, rather than as communists. More over, the defendant asserted that he was not a
kulak, but rather a bedniak, since he was assgned a small tax during the extraordinary tax
campaign. The Soviet government acceted his classbased argument, and deferred his
sentence from exeaution dawvn to afive yea imprisonment. The new judgement paost-
homonously rehabilit ated the peasant as avictim of pdliti cd terror.

Irregardlessof the pdliti cd validity in any o the sides during the Civil War, it is
striking that the new judgement subverted the master narrative’ s focus on class and the

unspoken subaltern narrative of the defendant as the treasonous deviant who sided with

* Deaeenumber 1337, “O khode redizasi Zakona RSFR ‘o reabilit atsii repressrovannykh rarodoy,”
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outsiders over hisfellow vill agers. The new narrative reshaped the deviant, who before
had committed a conscious paliticd ad, into avictim, overwhelmed by the pdliti cd forces.
Y et the modern day judge dlowed the more ereryday peasant pdliticd ads, such as
refusing to saaificegrain and krewing moorshine, to remain as deviant behavior since
they did na adively side with elite groups which compased the anti-Soviet pdliti ca
forces.

In the end, the Revolutionary Triburals marked afail ed hegemonic process
Russa s historicadly weak administrative structure in the courtryside and the desperate
pdliti cd and econamic situation stemming from eight yeas of war creaed a situationin
which the judicial processwas incomplete. While the Bolsheviks tried many people,
several more were never brouglht to court. Moreover, pditi cd necessty often led the
Soviet government to reduce and even nuli fy purishment. For example, in 1920 the Party
freed an Udmurt convicted of sabotage becaise they needed people aleto help agitate
amongthe Udmurt popuation® The Revolutionary Tribural did na have the power to
drive dasswarfare and commit unfettered terror during the Civil War. Instead, the

Tribunal gained its power throughits legacy as asymba of Bolshevik terror.

Vedomosti S” ezda narodnykh dgeputatov RSFR i VerkhovnogoSoveta RSFR 42 (17 October 1991): 1595
*® GARF, f. 1318 op. 5, d. 3, |. 748 The Bolsheviks freed another person convicted of desertion to work
amongthe “dark masss’ of the Udmurt popuation, |. 604.




