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Editor’s Statement 
 

In this issue, Lars Lih and Clayton Black have initiated a long overdue re-

examination of G. E. Zinoviev’s reputation. They continue the work of My-

ron W. Hedlin, who first attempted more than thirty years ago to revise the 

negative consensus on Zinoviev. Hedlin’s essays, too long neglected, sug-

gested rational sources of Zinoviev’s seemingly erratic conduct. He contend-

ed, for example, that Zinoviev and Kamenev opposed October because they 

feared the quick removal of the Bolsheviks which would postpone the tri-

umph of the proletariat indefinitely.  

Similarly, Lih finds consistency from 1918 to 1925 in Zinoviev’s prescrip-

tions rather than the eccentricity condemned by most scholars of the period. 

Lih maintains that in Zinoviev’s attention to the party’s relationship to the 

working class and the battle “for the soul of the peasantry,” he showed re-

markable certitude during the most turbulent period of Bolshevik rule.  Black 

agrees that Zinoviev’s “hesitation . . . at critical moments . . . should not be 

conflated with inconsistency of political conviction.” 

Lih and Hedlin also concur that Zinoviev harbored deep fear over Bolshe-

vik unpopularity: potentially destructive in October and subsequently should 

the regime fail to win peasant loyalty. It could be argued, on the other hand, 

that there was more to Zinoviev’s fear than Bolshevik isolation or unpopu-

larity. Zinoviev and Kamenev present a striking contrast to Stalin at the 

Twelfth Party Congress in April 1923, the first without Lenin in attendance. 

Stalin, in Lenin’s absence, saw opportunity. Kamenev and Zinoviev, invok-

ing Lenin at every turn, could not conceal the fear that Lenin’s absence en-

gendered. What could cause such insecurity in individuals who now ruled 

Russia? What made them feel like outsiders with such a tenuous hold on 

power now that Lenin’s support was gone? At the Twelfth, Stalin appeared to 

throw off his Georgian identity. Kamenev and Zinoviev could not so easily 

divest themselves of their Jewish identity. Zinoviev openly denounced anti-

Semitism at the Twelfth Party Congress. Was that the source of the insecurity 

that undermined him from within and without? 

Michael Hickey provides examples of the conflicts that divided the “Jew-

ish street” during NEP. He shows that despite the Smolensk Evsektsiia’s 

campaign to secularize the Jewish population, two religious communities 

could skillfully preserve each congregation’s synagogue, at least temporarily, 

by insisting on the guarantees of Soviet law for religious rights. During NEP 

“the face of legality” could prevail. 

Hickey’s work reveals that examination of the “Jewish street” offers rich 

rewards regarding how NEP policy could operate at the local level. As noted 

above, much remains to be done regarding the Jewish question and the early 

Soviet elite. 
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Elizabeth Harry, like Hickey, examines NEP outside the political elite. 

She suggests that by 1927 support for the Revolution from Above lay with 

the one in twenty-five unemployed Communists. In the capital in the same 

year, one in four industrial workers had lost a job, belying the prosperity that 

NEP allegedly brought to “calico” Moscow. Such figures, including the ac-

count of immiseration that she provides, justified the fears that Zinoviev har-

bored for the regime’s popularity. 

 

The journal welcomes further contributions on the issues that Lars Lih and 

Clayton Black have raised and is willing to continue discussion of the contri-

butions for this issue in the next. 

 

Submissions should be sent to: Dr. Alexis Pogorelskin, Department of 

History, University of Minnesota-Duluth, 1121 University Drive, Duluth, 

MN 55812-2496. They may also be sent electronically in Microsoft Word to: 

apogorel@d.umn.edu. Please adhere to the University of Chicago Manual of 

Style (fifteenth edition) in formatting your submission. 

 

Guidelines for Reviewers 
 
We will accept reviews of scholarly monographs, essay collections, multimedia mate-

rials, web sites, films, and texts that might be used in graduate or undergraduate classes 

on Russian and Soviet history. Some reviews will be assigned to recognized authorities in 

the field, but unsolicited reviews are also welcome. All materials for review should in-

clude significant discussion of the NEP era, focusing on either foreign or domestic issues 

or both. We will welcome reviews of works that treat issues in other countries that bear 

important similarities to NEP era developments in the Soviet Union or that affected those 

developments. 

Reviews should explain the work’s argument, purpose, and contribution to the field, 

placing the book, film, or other material under review in historiographic context. Assess 

the strengths and weaknesses of the item under review in a manner that is thoughtful, bal-

anced, and respectful. Book reviewers must be willing to accept revisions offered by the 

editors. Book reviews should be from 1,000 to 3,000 words. Review essays may be from 

3,000 to 8,000 words and should discuss two or more separately produced works. 

Reviews should not have been previously published and should not be under consid-

eration elsewhere. 

Books for review may be sent to: Barbara Allen, Department of History, La Salle 

University, 1900 West Olney Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 19141. Reviews may be sent to 

the same address or electronically in Microsoft Word to:  

allenb@lasalle.edu.  

Please include your name, institutional affiliation, and current contact information. 

Please follow the form and style conventions in the University of Chicago Manual of 

Style (fifteenth edition). 

All reviews become property of the journal. 
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