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Sergei Prokopovich was a moderate socialist. In718#& held the post of the Minister of
the Russian Provisional government coalition. I22,%he immigrated first to Berlin and
then to Prague. As a consequence, in Prague heipedathe Economic Cabinet (1924—
1939), a well-known scientific center dedicatedstadying Soviet Russia. Considering
Prokopovich political views, it is essential to patyention to his article “Simple Thoughts”
(“Prostye Mysli")! Here he set a task to reply to the queries, adddet him in private
letters, about his views on “the united front ofigmation”. He justified his position that
had been developed as a result of rethinking avaluation of the events “by the end of the
eighth year of the Russian Revolutio(February, 1917-0. K.)

Thus, in the work “Simple Thoughts” the attitudeS&rgei Prokopovich to monarchism
was totally explained. As Prokopovich wrote, “beiag adult, | was consciously and al-
ways avoiding demagogic methods, | associated mystd such Russian public that ac-
tively fought against the Russian autocratyde claimed that the revolution experience
had convinced him of the terrible legacy left bg tegime based on the disenfranchisement
of the people. As Prokopovich pointed out, after thvolution there had arisen even less
motives to defend the monarchy or return powehéopeople who did not know how to use
it. In addition, while in exile, he was respondedttis allegation that “the Bolshevik Re-
gime causes even more injustice to the people,thislestruction of any hope for the re-
vival of the country and its economy.” Agreeing thils, Sergei Prokopovich wrote, “The
disease that has confounded the people after #ith o€ autocracy is terrible for the coun-
try. But who cures one disease by inoculating agrotime? Who strives to impose another
reaction during the reaction period?”

As opposed to a large part of Russian emigrantges®rokopovich did not idealize
monarchy and did not approve of the restoratioa.idie his opinion, antimonarchist views
were adopted even by Russian peasants. He claiinedd to consider the peasant move-
ment slogans of 1919-1922 not as a politician, dsutan observer-analyst. None of the
peasant movements of these years put forward themioy slogan® He confirmed that
“at this time the monarchists were only among soebple who were suffering the loss of
their personal privileges.” In the mid-1920s thiaiion was clear. Russia had experienced
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a severe form of revolutionary fever and then weaing for ways of economic and politi-
cal revival. He wondered “whether it would find theéhrough the peaceful displacement of
harmful elements and replace them; or there woelchéow bloody explosions. It did not
change the nature of the movement and the contéhe process>As Sergei Prokopovich
emphasized, “this process is extremely diversehlfigeep” and “it cannot be eliminated
with external ‘patches of salvation®.”

According to Sergei Prokopovich, the alliance vifth Russian monarchists was impos-
sible. The monarchists, in his opinion, had forgottheir dignity, the dignity of Russia,
and, finally, the will of their people, who not gniefused to urge foreigners, but also stub-
bornly fought against them. In another article “@ach his own” (Kazhdomu svoe) Pro-
kopovich spoke out against the influence of monarohin the emigration environment.
Speaking of P.B. Struve’s statement that 85% ofRbssian emigrants had been made up
of monarchists, he wrote, “If Struve is right,gta depressing sight. It means that the emi-
gration has been blended with just those that leen to be eliminated.’Expressing his
negative attitude to the monarchist camp, Sergekdtrovich simultaneously indicated his
understanding of the democratic elements signifieaand their actions in the resulting
situation. He demanded, “No concerted actions Witissian monarchist§. Assessing the
position of monarchism in the emigration, he sedsthat “the monarchists themselves do
not keep both feet on the ground, clinging to &dial leader. How can we go hand in
hand with them?'At the same time, analyzing the popular masseawehin Russia, Ser-
gei Prokopovich asked emigrants the following goest “What is to be proud of? Of the
dark people who has realized neither the meaninibeofatherland defense, nor the role of
the All Russian Constituent Assembly as the mind waill of the nation? Of such a legacy
of the monarchy?” He replied:

“It is politically meaningless... Our path is opptes taking advantages of relative
spiritual freedom abroad, we must not back awaygonfusion, we must continue
persistent work to prepare new progressive elemeastsvell as conditions that are
capable to facilitate Russia’s entry into the famif cultural peoples in the near fu-
ture.”

Identifying the political tasks of the emigrants,P8okopovich wondered, “How should
the emigrants treat this process and can theytasSig\ccording to his opinion, the assis-
tance could have been very essential, but beferethigration must have been cleared of
the remnants of those ideologies that were chaistiteof the Civil war. As S. Prokop-
ovich noted:

“One of the main and the most harmful ideologiesrythis period is the view on
the emigration as a material force capable of marghagainst the Soviet power. If
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in 1918-20, it had a semblance, but by 1925, tliereace to such essence of the
emigration sounds like a clear and calculated quagkIn order to fulfill its true
mission, the emigration must, first of all, mersdly get rid of this lie about itself.”

He further submitted that this lie could becometirif any of the powers, pursuing its
own goals, wanted to engage in single combat witksiR and tried to use Russian emi-
grants as scouts or cannon fodder. S. Prokopowpfessed his attitude to this in a follow-
ing way, “I personally do not agree to such a disgful role...** The war against the Fa-
therland with the help of foreigners, from his gadf view, was a criminal thing and unac-
ceptable for a patriot. However, it is believeds tstatement was more a rhetorical device
than a reflective dimension of his political pasiti

In assessing the situation of the emigration, 8ké&povich wrote: “Without any mate-
rial force the emigration has, however, a majoritgl force. Developing it and projecting
its development on the recovering Russia, the atiagr can play an important rol&"1n
his opinion, the new Russia, Asian in its past,itngua thin layer of Europeanism only in
the educated classes, needed at this stage totlearmerican-European culture. To the
guestion, “Where is the overthrow of the Soviet po¥i according to S. Prokopovich, the
answer was simple:

“We will leave this important matter to the will &ie Russian people. Once it had
the strength to overthrow the hated autocracy; amdn then the Russian emigrants
only joined and helped the process that took piackctories, villages, and intel-
lectual circles.™

However, S. Prokopovich regretted that the Russiigrants did not have this direct
and blood connection with movements inside. And thas based on deep-rooted causes,
not only the vigilance of the authority. Hardly amg wanted to understand them. Mean-
while, as he suggested, the emigration would be tibtake itproper political place only
with the growth of certain political aspirationstin Russia. He stated that “to give the
leader a name on a platter now, which the innesius not at all eager to, means to create
a theatrical sensation that is neither capableaising the profile of the Russian name in
Europe, nor influencing favorably on the countriyiternal forces.*® According to S. Pro-
kopovich, leaders were born within a strugglingepnot during foreign congresses that
had no links to the actors in Russia. Mentionirgf the had different paths to follow with
the politicians far from Russia, but trying to skea its behalf, he stressed:

“We are absolutely sure that even Russia, whialois silent, will find the means to
indicate them their place. ‘The United front’ ispossible with those, who try to dig
up old graves and pass off the mummies, kept im,tlees the healers of severe
wounds of the Fatherland"*
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This position of S. Prokopovich was deeply conttat. Assessing the balance of
power in Russia correctly and understanding thisdlty intentions of the emigration politi-
cians to return it to normal, he, however, did gotbeyond the declarations of “the will of
the Russian people”. Although it is obvious thathia conditions of a strict and authoritar-
ian regime that resorted to mass repression, tmurkl be no question of the free will of
people. The intransigence to ideological opponant$ to other political trends (whether
monarchists or far-left politics) objectively hinmée the consolidation of the emigration
forces. The suggestions of arranging the Europetiaiz of the Bolshevik regime can also
be considered extremely amorphous. It could handlye happened both in the conditions
of the constant “military alerts” of the secondfhaflthe 1920s and early 1930s, and in his
striving to control the relations with foreign cdries.

Reflecting on the Russian democracy goals and tibgsc he suggested focusing on the
European line of development, advocated for ovenegnthe political ignorance of the
popular masses, and was a supporter of parlianyed@&amocracy. Assessing its signi-
ficance, he wrote: “Anywhere and everywhere, thenaeracy progressive elements are
fighting on two fronts: against the Communists, vare trying to destroy the state link in
all countries, and against the monarchists, whdrgeg to return Europe to the Bourbons
times.”™ Prokopovich believed that Russian democracy, wes weaker than the much-
experienced Western one, should be guided by tieedf European democracy. Against
this background, Prokopovich’'s assessment of Rusd@mocracy forces state was quite
remarkable, as well as its support among the maaseésthe general situation in which it
was situated. He noted: “There are very few ofere fabroad. But there are many, many of
us in Russia”. He suggested relying on the expeeiesf Russian peasants and workers,
who, in his opinion, “deal with a difficult, bloodynd suffering experience. This experience
is our strength[...] We believe, our ear is listening well teethounds of the Russian land
[...] all our hopes are there, in Russia, and resetabroad®® He assumed that the future,
the new Russia would turn in Europe’s favor, notaAslowever, Russian democracy had
certain practical tasks in emigration such as tgé the ideology of the new democratic
Russia”, “to strive to unite, first, with the demmacy cultural layer in Russia, and second, to
pave the way for the union of Russian democrack tie West ones:* It should be noted
that this position was largely characteristic af #migrant Republican Democratic camp as
a whole.

S. Prokopovich’s articleThe ability of the masses to democtdyposthumously pub-
lished in 1956, allows us to trace the author'svgi®n democracy in its development from
primitive to more advanced forms. He consideredftii®wing aspects: 1. Primitive de-
mocracies, 2. The problem of the popular massdiyatoi political activity, 3. The growth
of political consciousness and the popular masdéswWestern Europe, 4. Dictatorship in
politically underdeveloped countries. According 3o Prokopovich, each country had its
own way of political national and historical devhoent. First of all, he was interested not
in the principle of democracy itself, which was bangeable in any conditions, but in the
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political institution of democracy in its nationhistorical development. In particular, he
wrote that “for the adoption of democratic formsgufvernment the popular masses must
currently have political knowledge and abilitiesjaited only during a long life in society
and the State*® He believed that

“the democratization of the political, economic aandltural system of society re-
quires, first of all, a great political and culturactivity of the popular masses. It
implies the awakening of their spiritual interearsd abilities to political and public

life and active participation in it as well as tfi@mation of the national will to po-

litical self-governance

In the view of S. N. Prokopovich, the private se@otivity of society members was the
closest thing to socio-political activity. He claéoh that “along with the culture growth of
the popular mass, its socio-economic and politctilvity also increases.” He believed that
in modern societies, in addition to passive peopleas always possible to find a large
number of those who had enterprise and took aeaséng part in the creation of social and
spiritual life. As a result, the political strucéuof a modern society could not be represented
as the outdated theory of “heroes and crowd".

S. Prokopovich’s position was that the cultural gotitical development of the popular
masses made it possible to democratize the mothte) 81 the masses it awakened the ca-
pacity for political creativity and allowed to bdibll the state activities on democratic prin-
ciples, in particular, on self-governance and @tecprinciple. As factors of the popular
masses political growth he singled out the pubtiocation development, the population
participation in cooperative and professional puldelf-governance bodies, as well as
membership in political parties as schools of pritthought that taught the masses to un-
derstand the difference between unattainable Hahutopias and real politics. The main
task of democracy, according to S. Prokopovich, twwassercome the political ignorance of
the popular masses, to fight their political imgieaability and illusions. He estimated that
this process was taking place in the parliamenti@mocracies of Europe and America.
From his point of view, the Parliament discussidralb political life issues of the country
by people, possessing great political knowledge exmkrience, had an educational politi-
cal influence on the whole bulk of voters. Prokapbwelieved that the equality of politi-
cal rights did not give people equal abilities &mbwledge: if the popular masses knew
what was ultimately necessary for their good, atdame time they did not always realize
what means could be used to achieve these goalgeWn, according to S. Prokopovich,
“governmental machine, as it is currently organizegarliamentary countries, is hardly
suitable for solving complex economic, social antural problems

Speaking about the process of political and cultdevelopment in underdeveloped
countries, he mentioned such a feature as thaintiiain to preserve public institutions and
achieved development degree. Their developmentweasly limited to the assimilation of
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foreign achievements, which did not allow them takenthe transition to a higher stage of
political development. As S. Prokopovich pointed, ou

“in underdeveloped countries instead of continupusgressive political evolution
we find a constant succession of periods of stagmaind forced leaps forward,
revolutions, representatives of Ivan the Terribtel ®eter the Great, Lenin and Sta-
lin, military and popular dictatorships. In undendgoped states the progressive
transformations, which the population does notimmahnd does not want, are often
caused by the intention of the authorities for madil independence as the first con-
dition for national cultural development®

The main reason for the distinction between Westiermocracy in advanced countries
and Eastern democracy in underdeveloped onesnititeipolitical role of the vocal minor-
ity. S. Prokopovich drew special attention to thetfthat in socio-political life the ways of
establishing democracy were important, not onlyrtfieal goals, not only the motives that
determined them: “Violent measures have a demanglieffect both on the people, teach-
ing it to violence and sycophancy, and on the pEsplictatorship, teaching it to use vio-
lence as the easiest way to dominafe.”

Speaking about S. Prokopovich’'s assessment ohtiute for Democracy, it becomes
clear that the Western way of society and stateldgment was preferable for him. Russia,
on the other hand, was considered as an Eastenirgpbut he wanted for it the democ-
ratic transformations that would allow it to embarkthe Western path of development. In
this area his views largely coincided with the \deaf P. Milyukov. Both of them defined a
possible path of Russia development as the Westeen“Westernism” can be seen in his
numerous prognoses about the future developmetiteoRussian countryside. As one of
the memoirists D. Lutokhin recalled, S. Prokopoviad been very much engaged in stu-
dying the economy of the Russian countryside agded that “a peasant should be given
not only the land, but the capital, it is necesgargrovide him with perfect technical tools,
which will not be possible to implement withoutdarfinancial transactions with the par-
ticipation of America.?* However, the future amended the political assestsre democ-
racy that had been expressed by S. Prokopoviadpdeared that the pattern “Western de-
mocracy (advanced states) — Eastern despotism ridenddoped states)” was not always
applicable to the interpretation of the politicédtbry of Europe in the 20century, which
had been witnessed by the Russian economist.

In the system of S. Prokopovich’s political views important place was occupied by
the assessment of the October revolution. He badi¢hat in order to evaluate this pheno-
menon, it was necessary, first of all, to underdidas a historical event, “as a necessary or
destructive, but inevitable link in the history thie Russian peoplé™In his opinion, the
first question that the researcher of October, 195 curious about was: “How and why
had for the peasant Russia, which had been sufferimarily from the primitive nature of
agriculture and agricultural resettlement, the ntask become to fight the capitalist sys-
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tem, which was just beginning to develop in thentoy?” Referring to the essence of this
phenomenon, he believed that “the problem of conismurwas not a natural stage on the
way of economic and cultural growth of the Rusgi@ople in the first quarter of the 20
century. This phenomenon is undoubtedly of a negatature, not organically connected
with the process of economic and social developroéRussian democracy®According

to S. Prokopovich, the past 10 years in Russia eldhat the idea of communism was not
viable. He believed that “the Russian experiencediewn that it is not a creative idea of
the future, but an empty romantic dreant...lh general, according to S. Prokopovich, a
plurality of factors determined the current sitaatin Russia, he wanted that “the transition
to a state of law would be made by the forces efRlissian people themselves and in line
with the ideals and experience of modern democt&ty.

The values associated with the concept of “natjga¥ed an important role in the lib-
eral political theory of the emigration. An impantgplace was taken by the analysis of na-
tional issues and movements in the works of S. épokich as well. In his article “On the
economic foundations of the national question” heteu

“The national movements played a very importanerwl the October revolution,

disintegrating the army at the front and eroding thower of the Provisional Gov-
ernment in the rear. Obviously, no matter how tbaver, that will govern the Rus-
sian state, will be named and how this state itsélfbe named, the national issues
and movements will play a very significant, perhdesisive role in its fate?®

It is no accident that when assessing S. Prokoptsvidews on the national issue, the
newspaper “Rul”, that was influential in the emtipa, emphasized his opinion that “it is
better to have a small state, but with a singleedenguage, than a multilingual federation
that is doomed to an imminent collapse.” For SkBpovich when examining national is-
sues and movements, a historical approach wasreglj@nd he argued that “where we are
dealing with historical development, the econonsipext inevitably occupies a central po-
sition.” In his opinion, at different stages of economizelepment the content, volume
and forms of national existence and national steiggere different, so he believed that
with the change in the economic structure of sgcitst national life would also change.
Highlighting the characteristic features of theiowdl life at various stages of economic
growth of society, S. Prokopovich used the so-daiitassical schemé® of society develop-
ment. He argued that national life appeared onthatstage of the urban life development,
and then the material basis for the modern state aki@ady being created at the stage of
capitalism development with the national market aational economy development. At
the same time, modern political nations were formsi@ultaneously with the state. Ethnic
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nationalities gave way to the new, much more powerétional formations, which were
based not on a race and language, but, abovecatpeic links that united them. S. Pro-
kopovich believed that the state, for the bettevettppment of the national economy,
wanted to destroy national boundaries on its tafriand erase existing national differences
in order to “unite all the ethnic groups”, livingats territory®? Therefore, every modern
cultural European or American nation was a conglateeof many ethnic nationalities,
merged into the highest degree of unity — the modetional state. The United States were
the most spectacular example for him. He beliewed the origin of modern nations was
not based on coercion, but on economic, polit@at] social interests:

“The formation of a national economy on a largeritery inhabited by several tens
of millions of people makes special demands onptilgical and administrative
structure, on the development of public relaticsusg on the collective psychology
of the popular masses.”

Due to this, the development of capitalist econ@iong with the formation of a mod-
ern state created a political natitn.

Speaking about the political role of the statehe hational formation, S. Prokopovich
stressed that in order to overcome underdevelopafahe pre-capitalist forms of economy
and clear the way for the new economic principlesgtration into various segments of the
population, it was predominant to ensure the tadystate intervention. He noted that the
issue of state and national formation was a vemptex process in which the economic
aspect played a decisive role:

“In the struggle for national interests, the ide&rmationality is born. Under favor-

able conditions, the movement acquires a politatedracter and leads to the politi-
cal liberation of ethnic nationality... And with tlieevelopment of capitalist rela-
tions aSQd the national market, the character oftladonal movement changes radi-
cally.”

In his opinion, the state independence requirest, dif all, a developed economy, and if
this was not the case, then the political indepeodédecame a fiction. Indeed, for S. Pro-
kopovich the economic factor was the dominant fancde national development:

“The economic aspect confirms the nation intenfimnpolitical self-determination
within ethnic bounds, the attempt to join terriggiinhabited by other, less econo-
mically developed nations. Freed from political degence, young nationalities can
easily fall into economic dependence, no less geridheir trouble is that their po-
litical life is deprived of the economic foundatibacause of their economic back-
wardness.*
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Referring to the national problems of Russia, lgued that the solution of the national
guestion was difficult, because Russia had beeadiated by the war and the revolution,
as well as the Communists management. Considemnimgtospects for Russia’s develop-
ment, S. Prokopovich believed that, with the badkinass of Russian industry, the main
national task was to preserve the country’s palitiadependence. He stressed that “the
great difference in the economic structure of défe nationalities in Russia makes it clear
why we find a different form of national ideologynd patriotism in Russians than in
Ukrainians and Belarusians.” He explained this iy difference of each nationality in the
economic stages of development. For the future @o@ development of Russia, accor-
ding to Prokopovich, it was necessary to providetthity of law and the state language, to
create legal order and railways. Russia should gotirough political separation, but
through the resolution of national conflicts. Thiath consisted in overcoming economic,
social and cultural backwardness, in developing rtaonal economy and productivity.
Thus, for the emergence, existence and developafeatmodern democratic state, it was
necessary to take into account a number of comditithe existence of a political culture of
the nation, economic activity, as well as the statglatory role in this process.

S. Prokopovich’s political views were demonstratetiis report at a meeting of foreign
groups of the Constitutional Democratic Party oly 24, 1922°° He expressed theoretical
views on the reasons for the need to create spdiitacal organization as “The Republican
Democratic Union”. He believed that the flush ofl@8®vism that had hit the country by
the end of 1917, and especially in 1918-1919, wdiddppear, and Russia would return to
a healthy state. As he believed, Bolshevism haad lo@ercome psychologically. As a re-
sult, a new situation emerged. S. Prokopovich atghat the opinion that the old Russia
had died and its new life had begun in Februar{,719vas incorrect. Russia was alive and
the starting point of development would be the Belsk coup. He believed that the deci-
sive role in this case belonged to the peasantnciwhad changed a lot. It had grown, its
horizons had expanded very much, the former aljediad disappeared and people res-
pected themselves. The peasants were aware tlyavdte independent “at home” and this
was the “first plus” of everything that had beempeenced. The second one was the crea-
tion of local authorities (volispolkoms), which weerolost zemstvos in fact. The “third
plus” was the Red army that was full of nationakiests, which was especially valuable
for the future formation of Russia. These were ttivee main factors of Russia’s future
structure. As for the workers, S. Prokopovich bali that this class, due to its privileged
position and its peculiar Praetorian psychologys wseless for creating a new state order.

According to S. Prokopovich, Russia needed spiriteaters, which could not be cur-
rently created because of the strict control of AfleRussian Extraordinary Commission
(GPU). Therefore, it was necessary to establish spaitual centers abroad, but not for the
emigration interests, but for the new Russia “dithiment”. These centers were to be
guided by three directives. First, it was necessargesist from the monarchy restoration
and revenge, second, it was important to renouocialgsm, and third, the spiritual centers
must not think themselves the representatives @Russian people and must not demand
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any power. In his opinion, the role of the spiritoanters should consist only “in maintain-
ing the new growing movement in Russia.”

Thus, in his political views, S. Prokopovich wastaunch advocate of democracy, po-
litical freedom, and the republican democratic megyi This is attested, first of all, by his
categorical refusal to compromise with the monaatshias well as his strict position of the
importance of democratic elements in the life ofisty. He left the question of over-
throwing the Soviet power to the “will of the Rumsipeople” and not to the emigration ac-
tions and, moreover, intervention, which was vesptcadictory, since he realized, on the
one hand, the illusory intentions of prominent emaigs, and, on the other hand, the impos-
sibility of implementing the “will of the peoplehithe USSR in the 1930s under a totalitar-
ian regime.

S. Prokopovich advocated a historical approachevaitamining the national issues,
considered the economic factor to be the domireatbf of national development, and pro-
posed to focus on the European line of developroEatparliamentary democracy. He de-
fended his vision of socialism in his public anditizal activities. In different years of life
in exile, the degree of “politics” occupation of Brokopovich was different. In general, in
the political arena of the emigration his place bardefined as “left of center”. His politi-
cal position, expressed on such issues as the ngeahidemocracy, the definition of the
place and the role of the emigration, his pointiefv on the national issue and the attitude
to Soviet Russia, undoubtedly was “left-center”.
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Unlike a significant part of the Russian emigratiSergei Prokopovich did not idealize
the monarchy and did not approve of the idea dbradon. He posed the question of over-
throwing Soviet power to the "will of the Russiaaqgple”, but not to acts of emigration and
moreover the intervention. Such position was vergtoversial, since he understood, on
the one hand, the illusory intentions of prominentigrants, and, on the other hand, the
impossibility of realizing the "will of the peoplein the USSR in the 1930s under the cir-
cumstances of the totalitarian regime.

Reflecting on the goals and objectives of Russiamatracy, he proposed orienting
himself towards the European line of developmedipaated overcoming the political ig-
norance of the masses, and was a supporter cduperitary democracy.

Analyzing the role of the state in the nation-binigf process, Sergei Prokopovich
pointed out generally the economic factor as thmidant of national progress. First of all,
Prokopovich advocated a historical approach tosthdy of national issues, when the de-
velopment of the capitalist economy simultaneowsibth the formation of the state created
a political nation (for instance in the USA). Ag the independence of the state, firstly, the
developed and independent economy was needed,deeifalis not present, then political
independence becomes a fiction. Considering Rugsiae, he believed that the resolution
of the national question was very difficult becattse country was devastated by the Civil
war and the revolution, but it was extremely neapsfor the future development of Russia
to retain the unity of the state language and lega¢r, the suitable development of indus-
try and railways too.

According to his political views, Sergei Prokopdviwas a supporter of democracy, po-
litical freedom, and a social state. Thus, it ceraliributed to the left-centrist wing of the
traditional political spectrum.



