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centuries. The authors are among the most active

sphere.

scholars of the history of Russian perspectives on
nature and the book under review presents a syn‐
thetic overview of many of their findings, with a
particular focus on the period between the 1880s
and the 1960s.

The book begins by providing an overview of
the history of Russian geographical thought from
the time of Peter the Great up to about 1880. This
first chapter is perhaps the most useful in the
book, as it provides a very concise summary of
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The Russian geographical tradition, as the au‐
thors argue, features an affinity among geogra‐
phers to holistic visions of nature: Many Russian
geographers tended to stress “the cumulative […]
character of linkages and connections between
different natural phenomena rather than the

the Russian tradition of geographical thinking
should not be seen as a purely Russian invention,
since it synthesized a variety of non-Russian influ‐
ences over the course of its development, with
German inspiration figuring especially promi‐
nently. As for domestic influences that may have
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Oldfield and Shaw then go on to describe the
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pher who rose to become the dominant figure in
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sian tradition of integrated thinking on nature,

the geographers and others in their attempts to
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Stalin plan” (p. 110). Science was “far from […]

Lev Berg is depicted as being the one who had a

having already solved all the key issues in nature
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transformation” (p. 125). Oldfield and Shaw thus

or’ev, by contrast, is described by the authors as
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view is certainly an interesting new way of look‐
ing at the Great Stalin Plan. However, the evi‐
dence presented did not convince this reviewer. It
would seem perfectly usual for scientists to
lament a lack of consensus on conceptual defini‐
tions. There are many reasons why scientists
might make such complaints, not least simply to
legitimize their status as scientists through the
claim that more work has yet to be done in their
field. It seems something of an over-interpretation
to use the presence of such laments to challenge
existing explanations of the failure of the plan.
The final chapter of the book deals with the
period after Stalin’s death in 1953 up until about
1960. Here Oldfield and Shaw situate the develop‐
ment of geography within the wider context of the
“environmental turn” that occurred in the Soviet
Union under Khrushchev. They detect, building
on previous research For an overview of research
on post-1953 environmentalism in the Soviet
Union, see Laurent Coumel / Marc Elie, A Belated
and Tragic Ecological Revolution: Nature, Disas‐
ters, and Green Activists in the Soviet Union and
the Post-Soviet States, 1960s-2010s, in: The Soviet
and Post-Soviet Review 40 (2013), pp. 157–165. , a
shift in the geographical discourse from the aim
of conquering nature to that of protecting nature,
as well as to a greater reliance on solid science
and a greater concern for the maintenance and
renewal of natural resources.
All in all, the book is a useful resource, espe‐
cially for the purposes of university teaching and
for the detailed information it contains on Soviet
geography that has not been available up to now
in the English-language research literature. It pro‐
vides a short and informative overview of envi‐
ronmental thinking in the period covered. Against
that, however, is the feeling sensed by this reader
that some of the arguments contained in the book
are less than convincing. Aside from that is the
unsatisfied wish that Oldfield and Shaw would
adopt a clearer stance on some of the issues they
raise.
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If there is additional discussion of this review, you may access it through the network, at
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