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they were calculating. The author states that “this
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survived because it was adaptable for various po‐
litical purposes.
Darrow should be praised for his ability to
trace the history of the nadel from the eighteenth
century to the twentieth century. Such continuities
can be difficult to find and justify as political, so‐
cial, and cultural contexts shift rapidly. His use of
numerous Russian archives, serials, reference ma‐
terials, and zemstvo statistical works contribute
greatly to the elite-focused perspective of the book.
Darrow states quite clearly in the beginning of his
monograph that this work is a top-down approach,
but I found myself wanting to read the thoughts
and opinions of rural workers who were being sta‐
tistically categorized and consumed by the Rus‐
sian state. Did they subscribe to the labels put on
them? Did contributing to the seredniak ideal actu‐
ally change the daily habits and work ethic of the
tillers? Were the rural workers cognizant of the
“moral” agenda put forth by the state, or were they
simply hedging their bets on the best economical
outcome for themselves and their families? The
missing rural voices left me wanting to know more
about the population that so preoccupied the
minds of the Russian elite. Despite these shortcom‐
ings, Darrow’s monograph is a salient contribution
to the history of Russia, rural studies, and environ‐
mentalism. This book will be particularly useful for
those scholars wishing to learn more about the
longer environmental history of Russia and the So‐
viet Union.
Note
[1]. E. P. Thompson, The Making of the English
Working Class (New York: Vintage Books, 1966);
and James Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peas‐
ant: Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1977).
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