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In the essay entitled "Peasant Popular Culture and the Origins of Soviet Authoritarianism", Boris Mironov argues that the Russian peasantry accepted the authoritarian soviet government, after the revolution that removed the Romanoff tsar from power, due to the pervasion of authoritarian relationships within the social structure of the Russian peasantry.  Despite the authoritarian nature of the Russian patriarchal family and the mir, Barbara Engel documents numerous episodes of Russian peasant resistance in "Women, Men, and the Language of Peasant Resistance, 1870-1907."  These incidents of revolt prove that although the Russian peasant society was authoritarian by nature, each individual did not fully succumb to the authoritarian nature of society.  Thus, when Mironov argues that the authoritarian soviet regime represented the Russian masses due to their acceptance of authoritarian relationships, he is correct in so far as the strength of the authoritarian government was able to suppress any revolt or the Russian peasantry.  


Although this translation of Mironov's work does not use the term narod to classify the Russian peasantry, in order to discuss clearly the impoverished masses, this term will be applied.  The Russian narod is the peasantry or serfs at large.  Members of the narod are those who in the late eighteenth century would be categorized as "peasants."
Narod refers to those taxed members of society who could be drafted into the army.  A good working definition of narod that applies even after the revolutions of 1905 and 1917 is the Russian people who were not landed gentry or clerics.  Thus the term narod is synonymous with the Russian peasantry Mironov describes in his essay "Peasant Popular Culture and the Origins of Soviet Authoritarianism."


Boris Mironov begins his essay with the hypothesis:

Authoritarian relationships served as the basic model for all interpersonal relations among peasants, including social relations.  This was a result of the fact that the peasantry's primary social institutions- the family and commune - were authoritarian, cultivating, through socialization, authoritarian personalities...  One could thus argue that Russians were an authoritarian people.  The revolutions that 
liberated them from the fetters of the old state, with its law and order, were able to build a new society even more authoritarian than under the tsars.
  


Mironov correctly describes the mir and patriarchal family as authoritarian; he also correctly describes the soviet government as more authoritarian than the tsarist regime toppled by the 1917 revolution.  However, Mironov does not credit the rebellious spirit of the Russian narod as attributing to the revolutions.  He argues that these revolutions were a sign of an authoritarian people who revolt against a weak authority.  In this case, the weak authority was tsar Nicholas II followed by the provincial government set up to keep order until the end of W.W.I.


Mironov attributes the following traits to an authoritarian people:

Emotionality, irrationality of behavior, and, closely tied to these, a readiness to rely on any kind of superior force (which might appear in the form of god, fate, or a leader)...  inability to cooperate...  inclination towards anarchy, destructiveness, cynicism, and hostility and enmity toward people; painstaking observance of accepted norms of behavior; aggression against those who violate these norms; faith in superstitions and in mythical predestination of the material world; and a preconceived notion that the outside world is filled with savage and terrible things.
 


Thus, according to Mironov, an authoritarian people do revolt, but only against a weak leader.  An authoritarian people willingly follow a strong leader despite the merits of the strong leader.  People of an authoritarian dislike cooperation and are destructive.  Although some of the rebellious incidences cited by Engel in "Women, Men, and the Language of Peasant Resistance" do support Mironov's claim the Russian narod is destructive by nature and disinclined towards cooperation, other aspects of the revolts against authority cited by Engel display the narod's willingness to cooperate with each other against a string leader in order to protect the interests of the family or mir.  


As described by Mironov, Engel supports his description of the narod as an aggressive people willing to defend themselves from outside threats.  Engel also asserts that the narod viewed the world outside their mir with suspicion and distrust.  However, Engel argues that this is based upon the need of the narod to survive.

No one seriously doubts that peasants had to struggle for survival.  In that struggle, peasants could rely only upon themselves...  The threats outsiders posed to the 
peasants' survival prompted peasants to engage in overt and collective conflict with these enemies, despite the risks evolved.


Due to the great struggle for existence the narod rebelled against those who would make their existence impossible or more difficult than it already was.  Because outsiders such as tax collectors, police officers, and census takers were those who threatened the existence of the narod, they were often the recipients of rebellious acts by the narod.  Outsiders possessed the ability to confiscate land, arrest members of the community and demand payment of taxes.  Thus the description of the narod as suspicious of outsiders attributed them by Mironov is correct.  However, the narod did possess the ability to organize rebellious acts within their own mir.  

For example, in 1890 the entire village of Arkhangel'skaia, Viatka province, mobilized to prevent the authorities from inventorying and confiscating the movable property of villagers and arrears on their tax payments...  In June 1880, police came to confiscate the sheep and pigs belonging to the villagers of Shchetinini, Pskov province, in payment of a disputed debt to their former owner...  Five or six peasant women stopped them."


Thus these accounts show the desire and ability to the narod to band together in order to protect themselves from outsiders.  The outsiders threatened the ability of the mir to survive and feed the community.  Thus when the commune was threatened from an outside source, the community banded together to protect its interests.  Unlike Mironov's argument that the peasants had an inability to cooperate, they did possess the ability to cooperate within their own commune.  The narod banded together within the communes to protect the commune as a community.  


Engel describes most peasant resistance as a struggle for existence and not as having a political motivation.  Thus when Mironov described the inability to the narod to cooperate, it must be taken in the context that the peasants cooperated within the mir but not outside the mir.  Peasants usually revolted as a common group in order to defend the mir.  Women and men revolted in their own manners to defend the mir or their home.  Rebellions of the narod did not seek to destroy the government in hopes of establishing a new government with liberal ideas or any particular ideology. The narod revolted to protect itself.  The community usually acted as a whole, but did not join together with other communes in order to establish a new government.  The world of the narod began with the family and usually ended with the mir.  Anything outside of the commune usually was viewed as foreign and with suspicion.  


Engel summarized this in her essay by stating:

[Peasant revolts] were localized and spontaneous, temporary and comparatively short-lived responses to particular circumstances, and they lacked the coordination and purposefulness that the word "movement" usually implies.  They represent skirmishes, rather than full-scaled battles, between the Russian peasants and the forces with which they struggled.


The narod was not in constant revolt against weak authority, but in revolt against anyone who made his or her existence more difficult.  Those who would take away their sheep, pigs, redistribute the land, levy heavier taxes received negative impact of the revolt of the narod.  Perhaps it could be argue that the tax officials and police were truly weak authorities, but in practice this was not the case.  The police and tax leviers represented the tsarist government, which was authoritarian and had no reserves about punishing the narod, even when punishment was not deserved.  Alexander Herzen described the treatment the narod received at the hands of the police as:

The peasants were flogged during examination, flogged as punishment, flogged as an example, flogged to extort money, and a whole crowd of them sent to Siberia.


Engel recorded:

For their effrontery, peasants were flogged, their houses sometimes burned, and their leaders subjected to summary executions.


Peasants were well aware of the punishment meted out by the authorities to rebellious member of the narod.  However, despite the punishment attached to rebellion, the narod rebelled in order to protect the mir or their family.  This was not always against weak authority, but in some cases, in which the mir was threatened, against great authority despite the risks involved.  Thus the narod was not a people completely of an authoritarian spirit.  They respected authority that possessed the strength to repress them, but not a strong authority, which would extinguish the hope for survival.  


Mironov's assessment of the patriarchal family of the narod as a form of authoritarian government is more correct than his assessment of the narod as and authoritarian people by nature.  Mironov described an authoritarian government as:

Characterized by a maximum of centralization and a minimum of democracy, concentrating power in the hands of one person, elimination of others from decisions on the most important issues of collective activity, suppression of popular initiatives, and the predominance of coercion as a means to influence people.


The patriarchal family of the narod exemplified this.  The father was the head of the house.  His decisions were the law.  He enforced them by means of brutality as well as accepted social norms.  Children were to obey their parents, without exception.  Decisions on the collective activity of the family were solely the responsibility of the bol'shak.

The dominant position fell to the household head - the bol'shak...  The bol'shak (usually the oldest and most experienced male) distributed labor among family members; he allocated, directed and supervised all of their work.  He resolved internal arguments and punished the guilty.  His responsibilities included maintaining morality, making purchases, concluding transactions, and paying taxes...  He was accountable before the village, society, and state for managing the family.


Thus the patriarchal family was a miniature of the tsarist government.  The bol'shak's position was similar to that of the tsar.  He stood in absolute authority.  Usually, it was the bol'shak which would organize the family to rebel with the help of the commune against authorities which threatened the well being of the family.  Other family members remained subordinate to the bol'shak and were generally not corrected by the commune for socially unacceptable behavior.  A woman who broke out against social norms was to be punished by her husband.  She was a victim of her inability to control her emotions.  Some women used this stereotype in their favor when rebelling against authority for the sake of their family or commune.  Engel summarized the male peasant's stereotype of women in this manner:

According to peasant men, women needed to be controlled because they were susceptible to their own emotions.  In addition to being the natural guardians and protectors of their wives and daughters, men were responsible for women's behavior.  They were supposed to instruct their wives as to how to conduct themselves properly, by beating them if necessary.  Village men collectively administered justice to male villagers, but usually left the disciplining of women to their husbands.  Women could take advantage of this belief in their irresponsibility, which was shared by the authorities as well as by village men.
  



Other members of society did not fare as well.  Because the narod considered women susceptible to their emotions, in many cases in which they rebelled against authorities, they were not publicly punished.  The authorities believe that the male members of the narod had encouraged the women to rebel against the authorities.  Due to the belief that it was the duty of the bol'shak to educate the women in his care as to their behavior, be it wife or daughters, it was often the bol'shak who received the beatings meted out for rebellion.  Police often feared attacking the female members of the narod because of the counteroffensive that the male embers of the narod would take.  It was not unusual for a group of women to arm themselves with pitchforks and rocks in order to keep the police from confiscating sheep or pigs.  The male members of the area often just watched believing that the police would not dare to harm a female that was not his wife to beat into submission.  If the police did defend themselves against the women, the men rushed to the rescue usually causing more harms to the police than the police caused the women.  Engel recorded such instances in her essay.

While the men stood aside, peasant women in Zubovskii village, Voronezh province, in 1889 prevented the police from removing the fence around a garden that the court had just transferred to a local landowner.  One Woman gave the signal that mobilized a whole crowd of women armed with sticks, rakes, pokers, and other implements.  The women raced to the garden, shouting, "Don't come near, we won't let you," and refused to retreat.  The men, "those responsible for he women," initially played no role, because they "were convinced that the police would not touch their wives" - or so the Vice-Governor Karnovich believed.

Barabara Engel finishes the account with a description of the response of the men.

In the 1889 confrontation in Zubovskii village, peasant men had stood aside to let the women protect a garden.  The women even attacked a small police detachment.  But as soon as the women were threatened physically, the men took 
the offensive.  Seeing that one woman's face had been bloodied, they rushed to beat the policemen.

However, despite the involvement of women in violent rebellion against authorities, they were not always punished.  The belief that they were not responsible for all of their actions aided them by saving some from beatings from the government authorities, but not their husbands or fathers.  Engel found evidence of this in an 1892 rebellion against authorities in which the women were involved in the rebellion as much as the men did.

When the police proceeded to seize the women (for rebelling against the police) ... the women fought back as fiercely as the men.  Evdokiia Komiagina and Nastasiia Poliakova beat the two policemen who detained them, while other women threw their nursing infants beneath the feet of the arresting officers.  Ivan Artamanov struck a policeman with a rake, declaring that anyone who went near the women would not remain alive.  The other men attacked the police with their fists, forcing them to retreat without arresting the women.  For this resistance, only the men were punished, three of them sentenced to one hundred or more blows with the rod.


Other members of the patriarchal family did not enjoy this excuse from responsibility for their actions.  However, this was in exchange for more voice in the mir or the hope of someday becoming the bol'shak.  The authoritarian line of the patriarchal family of the Russian narod usually placed the oldest male as the bol'shak.  The oldest female usually played the role of bol'shuka.  She dominated all other females of the household, an unfortunate arrangement for daughters-in-law.  Children were to obey their parents.  The line of authority generally went from oldest to youngest with the men usually in charge.  Mironov wrote:

The first principle was the hierarchy within the family and the resulting inequality among family members.  All were subjugated: women before men, youth before elders, children before adults, and daughters-in-law before the bol'shunka (wife of the household head).  "The old man [bol'shak] is the despot, to whom all should be subordinate, " R. Ia. Vnukov attested...  The obligation of children to obey the will 
of their parents without question acquired the force of law as early as the seventeenth century...  Violence was recognized as completely normal and important form of interaction.  Children were punished physically the younger one with particular frequency, although the rod was not spared with older children.  Women suffered terribly if they betrayed their husbands.
  


Because all were subordinate to the bol'shak, the patriarchal family was indeed authoritarian in nature and in governmental form.  Just as the tsar possessed, in theory, all power over Russia and her inhabitants, the bol'shak possessed all power over the family and its work.  This centralization proved necessary for both Russia under the tsars and the patriarchal family.  Mironov wrote:

The authoritarian style of rule provided a sufficiently high level of worker productivity among family members on the basis of division of labor and the ever-present threat of physical force.  The patriarchal family provided shelter for the old and the weak.  It provided insurance-type benefits to the sick.


Mironov correctly assessed the patriarchal family as authoritarian in nature; however, the commune was not as authoritarian in nature as described.  The commune was the group of peasants living in close proximity and working land allotted them by the government.  Mironov defines the commune as:

In sociological terms, the commune was a small social group although its membership was comparatively large, containing from twenty to five hundred people of both sexes.  Its members were in frequent, direct, and informal contact, and thus found themselves to be greatly interdependent.


The responsibility of the commune was to distribute land among the laborers and pay the taxes to the government.  Generally the government did not tax the individual, but demanded that a tax be paid from the commune.  The commune owned all land collectively and paid taxes collectively.  Each bol'shak participated in the community council on events.  The votes taken and decisions made were generally unanimous.  This insured that all would participate in the labor in order to insure survival.  Although women and children were generally not allowed to participate in the mir council, the council was somewhat democratic in nature due to the ability of the men of the village to voice their opinion.  


Alexander Herzen meet a member of the narod who described to him how a decision was made by the town counsel as to regarding recruitment for the tsar's military.

Some time during the year I [Herzen] spent in Vladimir the neighboring peasants asked him to hand over a recruit for them.  Bringing the future defender of his country on a rope, he arrived in the town with great self-confidence as a man proficient in the burins.  'This,' said, he... 'Is all the work of men's hands, sir.  The year before last we pitched on our lad, such a wretched, puny fellow he was-the peasants were fearfully afraid he wouldn't do.  So I says, "And roughly how much, good Christian, will you go to? A wheel will not turn without being greased."  We talked it over and the mir decided to give him twenty-five gold pieces.


Although the mir did decree the amount to be paid and no one other than those admitted into the town council, only the bol'shaks, could vote, their was an element of democracy recorded in this episode.  A member of the narod had a logistical problem and solved it by going to the town council.  He was able to participate in the decision, yet accepted the decision agreed to by the mir.  Although the mir could be considered authoritarian in nature to the community that did not participate in the town council, those who were able to voice their opinion did so and expected their opinion to affect the decision of the mir.  Mironov wrote:

Decisions of the supreme organ of the commune, the village assembly, by law had to be accepted by a two-thirds vote.  The dissenting minority was obliged to yield to the majority, and thus individual peasants could be denied the opportunity to lead their life according to their own opinion.

Although Mironov stated that the village council possessed traits of democracy, he argues that the commune was authoritarian by nature and policy.

The commune had the characteristics of an unofficial democratic organization... But it was simultaneously an officially recognized organization used by the ruling class and the state for their goals.


Mironov correctly described the organization as a form of democracy.  It is true that the state did not tax or refer to the individual in the community.  When recruitment was demanded, they were demanded from the village, and not individual. Land was allotted by the state to the community as a whole, not individually.  In this sense, it could be argued that the town counsel was merely a pawn in the hands of the tsarist government.  However, too many decisions were left to the town council for it not to be viewed as a small instrument of democracy. The town counsel decided distribution of land, civil matters, punished petty crimes, offered protection to the weak and unable to work, and defended the interests of its members.  Because of all of these responsibilities, the town counsel should be viewed as a democratic organization, baring in mind that usually only males were allowed to participate in this form of democracy.   Women and children, and even adult males who were not the bol'shak in their family obeyed the edicts of the village counsel as they did the decisions of the bol'shak of their family.  For all those not allowed a voice in the town counsel, the commune was authoritarian, but for those few members of the village who were allowed a voice on the town counsel, the commune was a democratic institution which meet the demands of the autocratic tsarist state.  A quote from a petition of women in Tver' leaves room for argument that even though women did not vote on the town counsel, they did possess the ability to influence the actions of the community.  In Engel's essay she wrote:

As peasant women from several Tver' villages expressed it in a letter to a Duma deputy, "Before, although men might sometimes beat us, still we resolved matters together.  Now, by contrast, they say, 'You are not our comrades,' because only men can vote and be elected to the Duma...  Before, we and the men had one authority, but now the men will be writing the laws for us."

This document was written circa 1905.  The women who participating in the drafting of the document were well aware of conditions under the tsarist government and of the internal workings of the commune.  From this document it is evident that even though women did not have an official voice in the town counsel, they were accustomed to influencing the decisions of the town counsel from behind the scenes.  Although


the woman stands in the background

they were accustomed to being heard by the menfolk in order to work together for survival.  Thus officially the town counsel made edicts that the entire commune was to follow, from the petition of the women from Tver', it can be supposed that women participated in the commune on a more silent, but effective level.  Thus, the commune was not completely authoritarian due to its possession of  democratic characteristics.  


A negative aspect of the commune, which Mironov correctly described, was its seclusion from the outside world.  Members of the narod worked very hard to eke out a living from the land.  Leisure time, for all practical intents and purposes, did not exist.  Holidays were spent to relieve the narod from their difficult labors (usually by drinking alcoholic substances), but time to sit and ponder the universe was not readily available. Mironov  described the commune in this manner:

Another important feature of the commune was its great seclusion and isolation from the outside world-from social groups, the city, etc.  In other words, the 
commune had a low level of social mobility, which impeded social change within the village and helped preserve the communal order.


 For members of the narod, anything outside of the commune was foreign.  Education usually ended early due to the need of every available hand to work the land.  Mironov recorded:

According to the zemstvo doctor A.I. Shinkarev, "the most terrible thing is the 
ignorance, the lack of understanding and knowledge of almost anything that lies outside the narrow range of vision of life on the farm.  A degree of prejudice and superstition has existed from time immemorial."


Thus the people produced from the commune were poorly educated in academics.  Their education consisted of a few years in the commune's school (if the commune was fortunate enough to have a school) before they were sent to work.  Due to this short official education, children and adults usually shared  worldviews.  
Mironov quotes Semenova-Tian-Shanskia:


Any ten-year-old boy judges the world around him as would an adult.  This is explained by the simple day-to-day life of the peasantry and, most important, by the inclusion of the child in almost all work and in all affairs of peasant life, where everything lies open before his eyes...  The child looks at everything and everyone with the eyes of his elders.  There is no special children's point of view.  If one were to ask a child, "Why is the land captain here?" he would answer, "To repress the peasants."  ...  The child's representation of the world, in essence, differs very little from that of adults...  The school does not change the child's view of the life that surrounds him.  There is school and there is life, and for the peasants there us always a line between the two.


This quote aptly describes the mental state of the Russian narod.  It is due to the simplistic understanding of the world that revolutions of ideology did not occur for the narod.  Concepts such as liberalization, democratization, and socialism did not register in the mentality of the narod.  This was why movements such as "To the People" (1870s) and the "People's Will" (1878-1881) did not gain support from the narod.  The narod rebelled against authority only when the authority sought to make their way of life more difficult or impossible, by repossessing movable property or reassessing the property allotted the commune.  The peasants feared anything foreign because it was usually foreign people or edicts, which brought disaster or repression.  Tax assessors were considered foreigners.  They possessed the ability to increase the tax on the commune, thus endangering its ability to survive in the harsh climate. Engel described the rebellion of the narod in this manner:

Between 1861 and 1905, resistance was primarily defensive, aimed at outsiders who tried to take from the peasants what was "theirs."


 Old ways and methods were viewed as best because they were proven to work in the past and the peasants had faith in their ability to work in the future.  The community worked as a collective group to perform actions.  This did  impede the development of the individual,  but as has been stated by Engel, the individual acted for the community in order to ensure its ability to thrive, even if this meant receiving punishment from the authorities.  

The women of Bunin village, Orel province, invoked the mother's right to speak the truth when the land captain attempted to confiscate grain peasants had stolen from the local landowner in July, 1906..  The women shouted, "There is nothing to eat...  the mir decided to take the grain so we wouldn't die of hunger."


There was not an order for the women to rebel against the police. Each decided to join the revolt and risk the consequences due to her own desire for the well being of the community.  Mironov summarized this:

Those raised by the [patriarchal] family and commune had to sacrifice individual interests for the sake of common interests.

Individuality was not encouraged because and individual could not survive alone in the harsh climate with a short growing season. 

At the assembly, they argued and then unanimously made decisions, even though not everyone was satisfied.  Plurality of though was foreign to them; they always strove for unity of thought or, at the least, unity of action.


Mironov then argues that this unity of action suppressed individualism to the extent that the Russian narod accepted authoritarian regimes as a fact of life.  Mironov then states:

The creation of a bureaucratic command system of rule and the personal dictatorship of Stalin, I would argue, were also in accord with the peasant understanding of power, which held that a ruler must be authoritarian.  The Bolshevik party, reflecting the view of the broad masses (and with support from a significant majority  of the party members), moved consciously to this style of rule toward the end of the 1920s.  It seemed the most affect means to achieve the party's goals. 
Stalin simply utilized the situation and the objective possibility to establish a regime based on personal power- also with the support of a majority of party leaders and rank-and-file members.  The authoritarian interpersonal relations of the Russian 
peasant family and commune served both as fertile ground and sociopsychological prerequisites for the creation of an authoritarian regime within the country.  This regime did not frighten the masses, nor did they protest it; rather, it suited them, 
because from childhood they had grown accustomed  to authoritarian relations and simply knew nothing else.


Although he is correct in his description of the patriarchal family as authoritarian in nature and that an authoritarian society represses the individual, due to signs of individuals rebelling against those who would threaten their lives or way of life, it can be assumed that the Russian narod possessed enough sense of individuality to act out without a command from the mir in order to defend their way of life.  Unity of action was necessitated due to the rugged climate and short growing season.  However, women, who were not officially allowed to vote in the village counsel, were accustomed to having their opinion matter.  Men were allowed to voice their opinion openly at the village counsel.  These small characteristics of democracy give rise to the argument that the Russian narod are not inherently an authoritative people with the inability to cooperate.  They cooperate at great lengths within their own commune even sacrificing themselves.  However, due to the lack of leisure activity, the Russian narod remained secluded in its commune.  Political ideals did not enter into their thoughts.  Survival, which meant work, was the top priority.  It is true that the revolutions of 1917 eventually lead to an even more authoritarian Soviet regime.  However, this is not to say that the Russian people lack the ability for any form of government than an autocratic.  Although the Russian patriarchal family is indeed autocratic by nature, and because it is the building block of Russian society it greatly affects the nature of the Russian people.  However, out of this same patriarchal family comes male members of society willing to express their opinion in village counsels, and yet live by majority rule to produce a unity of action.  Women, although did not officially have a voice in the village counsel, were upset by the Duma for disregarding them.  Women, although greatly repressed, were accustomed to having their needs meet by the commune and family and thus worked for and with the family and commune in order to ensure their success.  Overall, Mironov was correct in describing the Russian patriarchal family as authoritarian, but this does not preclude an authoritarian regime to rule over the people.  The Russian narod did not accept collectivization under Stalin open armed.  Gregory and Stuart describe Stalin's forcement of collectivization in this manner:

Collectivization involved the forcible establishment of collective farms (the kolkhoz) into the Soviet countryside, a process Stalin justified following the events of grain procurement crises of 1928...  While grain output and marketings by kulaks [capitalistic farmers] fell sharply (both had declined to less than one-third of prewar levels), output and marketings of the poor and middle peasants had expanded.  For Stalin, this provided enough evidence to move against the kulaks, who, in the heat or collectivization campaign, became any peasant who resisted collectivization.


If the Russian narod openly accepted an authoritarian regime and a strong leader, then the many deaths that occurred during forced collectivization.  The starvation that resulted from the soviet government extracting the "surplus" grain from the peasants would not have enraged the peasant, it would have been accepted as a fact of life under a new authoritarian regime.  The Russian narod did protest grained seizure, forced collectivization and other authoritarian decrees from the new autocratic soviet government.  However, the soviet government possessed the strength of military backing and was able to annihilate any member or members of the narod who stood in the way of its authoritarian regime.


In conclusion, Boris Mironov adequately described the authoritarian nature of the Russian patriarchal family.  However, he neglected to give credence to the ability of this authoritarian unit of society to give rise to individuals with opinions the ability to express opinions, and then the acceptance of the will of the majority for the good of the community.  When Mironov states that the Russian people lacked the ability to cooperate, this must be taken in light of cooperation with those outside of the narod's world- anyone from outside of the commune.  Although women were repressed greatly in the society of the narod, Barbara Engel points out that they were an integral part of society possessing the ability to rebel against authority as well as the belief that their opinion, although informally, mattered to the community because they helped make the community work. The Russian narod did not accept the totalitarian soviet regime because they knew of no other relations other than authoritarian, but because of the strength of the soviet leaders to execute enough members of the narod so that the ones remaining would be obedient to the will of the government.  
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