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THE CRYSTALLIZATION OF ETHNIC IDENITY IN THE PROCESS OF MASS ETHNOPHOBIAS IN THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE 
(The Second Half of the 19th Century)

Liudmila Gatagova
This paper discusses the process of crystallization of Russian ethnic identity through the prism of ethnophobias.  As a mass phenomenon encompassing large groups of people, ethnophobias to some extent influenced the complex processes of ethnic self-definition inside the "multinational" empire, acting together with many other factors, including purely positive ones.  The latter seem just as significant for the completion of the act of self-identification as does the purely negative phenomenon that is the subject of the present study.

Speaking about a complex multi-ethnic and multicultural conglomerate such as the Russian empire in the second half of the nineteenth-century, one can say with certainty only that the overwhelming majority of the peoples of the Russian Federation were differentiated exclusively by religion, or also by dynastic, clan, kinship, or local affiliations.  In this context one person could have several situational expressions of his identity simultaneously.  The differentiation of the population by nationality was established extremely slowly, and so did not fully penetrate the body of the Empire.

In the given context, the definition of ethnic identity includes not only the concept of belonging or identification, but also the concept of ethnic identity as a form of the social organization of cultural features like boundaries, and also as a mobilizing factor.  In its most extreme expression, in the mature phase of the Empire, ethnic identity was characteristic of the Poles and the Finns.

Regarding ethnic Russians, one can talk about various levels of ethnic self-consciousness in different strata of the population (here we mean the so-called everyday and ideological levels.)  Peasants and petty city dwellers had much more in common with corresponding groups of another ethnic origin, than they had with their own nobility.  The ruling class and the educated class of Russian society displayed a high (the so-called ideological) level of ethnic self-consciousness. 

It has been shown that the primary and dominant self-identification for the ethnic Russian peasant population was religious affiliation.  That is, in answer to the question "Who are you?" the average peasant said: "We are Orthodox."  This dominant identity was traditionally strengthened on the official level.  It was not without foundation that V. Soloviev wrote that the Russian state makes the church into nationality and a peaceful weapon of secular power.
  Every Orthodox person is automatically counted as Russian.  An ethnic Russian who was not of the Orthodox faith was not considered a Russian.

The second most important self-identification for ethnic Russians was local affiliation: "We are from Tver', from Vladimir, from Riazan'," and so forth.

Ethnic self-identification was practically absent among the masses.  In this the elite consciousness differed strikingly from that of the masses. 

Along with Orthodox identity as a consolidating factor, Russians (though not in all social strata) were united by Imperial identity.  Kappeler asserts that traditional dynastic imperial patriotism still remained quite deeply rooted in the mass population. 

As is known, ethnic Russians were historically a people that generated an empire; in addition, more than other peoples, they identified themselves with an empire.  In many respects this last fact explains the immanent characteristics of the Russian national consciousness: in part, its socio-centrism and its deeply state-centered essence (combined with a deeply-rooted spatial world view.)  Russian national consciousness was characterized by sharply expressed messianic features and with the idea of being selected; this idea was connected with the "burden of the preservers of the Third Rome": the heirs of Byzantine civilization and of Orthodox Universalism.
  Long seduced by the temptation of divine selection and special pre-designation, the Russian national consciousness gradually came to believe in its own messianic pre-destination, in its own civilizing mission in relation to other peoples.  In time, this role that was at first prescribed from outside became a completely organic self-awareness.

In the second half of the 19th century, the Russian empire underwent three mass manifestations of ethnophobia (with different levels of intensity): Polonophobia, Germanophobia, and Judophobia.  Scholars characterize ethnic phobias in different ways, examining them as manifestations of quasi-traditional mechanisms of social regulation.  These routine mechanisms of social solidarity are based on the negative projection onto "outsiders" of those values that are not accepted by one's own ethno-social group.

Ethnophobia can also be conditionally examined as a very specific variety of conflict that serves to establish and preserve both identity and the lines of demarcation between groups and associations.  If one follows the classification system of L. Kozera, then ethnophobia must be placed in the category of so-called unrealistic conflicts (distinct from the realistic, which arise out of the frustration of concrete needs.)  Unrealistic conflicts are conditioned not by the presence of polar opposite goals in the antagonists, but by the necessity of lessening tension for one or both of the opponents.  In Kozer's opinion, an unrealistic conflict contains its goal within itself.  Also, it is a consequence of the strictness/cruelty of the existing social system.

Qualifying ethnophobia as a method of defending self-identity in conditions of cultural erosion or decay, one must acknowledge that the epoch of the "Great Reforms" with their radical break with traditional social institutions, as well as the edge of the "Great Epoch" with its the bloody boundary marker of the murder of Emperor Alexander II, were both transitional and crisis periods.  This definitely more than prepared the way for the growth of ethnophobia in the empire.  Moreover, it has been shown that the motivations for ethnophobia always exist in states that sharpen ethnic particularism and base a system of government on an a priori principle of the inquality of peoples.

The mass appearance of Polonophobia in Russia was a reaction to the Polish uprising of 1863.  The empire had already endured more than one rise in anti-Polish feelings (we remember, for example, the events of 1830).  The next burst of Polish separatism called forth an especially painful reaction within Russia, which had undergone tumultuous social ferment.  In the process of this, concepts such as the public sphere arose and became a fact of everyday life.  It was connected with the formation of social opinion, a phenomenon of the mass market of the media, the distribution of print production beyond the boundaries of the narrow circle of capitol intellectuals and bureaucrats.

Here is how the Russian historian Ivan Zabelin has spoken of this time: "Rumors, arguments, judgments and conversations began about the people and about nationality, about what exactly contained the strength of Russian nationality and what were the concrete features of its character: they discussed what would come from Russian nationality and what wouldn't, in what way it was healthy and in what way sick, which virtues it held and which needed to be developed, as well as which sins needed to be destroyed and exterminated.  Each remembered the details of peasant life with tender emotion, told his stories and others' stories about encounters with Orthodox peasants, trying to clarify some kind of general features, a characteristic of nationality.  All that was heard was: the people, nationality!"
  One can say that all enlightened Russian society in the beginning of the 1860s were occupied with the search for its own ethnic identity.

"We," Zabelin wrote, "want to be ourselves.  This thought haunts us everywhere, and just as before we were afraid to not seem European, now we are afraid not to seem Russian.  Journals and newspapers rush to add to their name the sacred quality Russian … Each searches for the Russian point of view; each thinks that they already stand on this point, hinting at the same time that others are still far away in their searches.  This same striving has given birth to many newspapers and journals, because each wanted to say to society their own independent Russian word, to advance an independent Russian thought, to lead a Russian conversation or a Russian speech."
  Because of the specific features of Russian political life, the image of what it meant to be Russian was created and distributed not at all by state officials, but by a small circle of writers, editors, and journalists.
  According to M. Khrokh, this was a phase in which national consciousness was spread to all strata of society.

Alongside the searches for the meaning of the concept "Russian", the definition of the boundaries of "Russianness" also became incredibly important.  "Russianness" is a vague, unclear category, sometimes connected with the socio-cultural context, sometimes with religious context, sometimes with ethnicity in the spirit of primordialism (in each of these proposed contexts the boundaries of Russianness would inevitably be different.) 

In the beginning of the 1860s, ideas of Pan-Slavism were distributed, drawing attention to themselves at first in the form of ideological manifestos on the pages of print publications, and later in the form of various kinds of projects, the main goal of which became the organization and conducting of a Slavic congress. According to its sponsors, a grandiose congress in Moscow was to mark the unity of the Slavic peoples that had been lost at one time and that was being reconstituted anew.

It is curious that at first the higher authorities guardedly regarded the movement for Slavic solidarity. For example: in the large-scale plans of N. F. Pogodin, A. F. Gil'ferding, and other supporters of pan-Slavic ideas, Metropolitan Filaret saw the danger that the established national myth of the founding of the Russian state would be destroyed.  However, the movement soon received mass support and gradually acquired the support of influential dignitaries.  A few years later a change of historical paradigms took place all the same: marking the assertion of a new "sacred date of beginning", Cyril and Methodius, symbolizing the spiritual unity of the Slavs, took the place of Riurik.

Having been saturated with pan-Slavic ideas, social consciousness easily and painlessly took on its own Slavic identity, which essentially was perceived as a broader category of the same Russian identity.  The opposition Russian – Slavic did not arise at all.

The rise of the Polish national liberation movement appeared at the peak of all these animated tendencies and strivings.  It quickly was regarded by Russian society as treachery and caused the turbulent growth of national feelings from below and above.  Such feelings were actively stirred up by M. Katkov and his cohorts, who strove in every way to inflame Russian ethnic nationalism. 

The totally negative reaction of society to the uprising spurred the government to maximal intensification of punitive uprisings against the Polish people.  The pressure on Petersburg from London and Paris as well as the Russophobic articles in the Western press only intensified the situation.  Practically all of the Russian government, bureaucracy, and society were united in one outburst against the Poles.  The phobia that gripped society gave a new powerful push to the Russian national solidarity movement.  This was undoubtedly facilitated by the ethnic character of the Polish liberation movement.  According to Kappeler, the goal of the Russian national movement was the melding of all ethnic groups of Russians into one nation and the overcoming of the gulf between the elite and the masses, between the high and the folk/mass culture.

For the Russians, the main integrating factor was first of all the religious component (in part, the opposition Orthodoxy – Catholicism, which had its roots in the historical past and was stirred up on both sides over the course of centuries. )  "There is not even any hope that Catholics will ever merge with the Orthodox: one can say that the Pole or Lithuanian is an enemy of the Russian not because he [the Russian] is only a Russian, but precisely because he is not Catholic."  This merciless diagnosis was made by the government itself.

In Russian national consciousness, the image of the Pole as one from a foreign religion was formed long ago.  The Pole's everyday behavior and his clothes were perceived as signs of his Catholic affiliation.  Moreover, the Catholic was associated with dark powers.  Because in the folk sphere the reflection of historical reality is very often transferred into the unconscious level, the complex, centuries-long history of Russian –Polish coexistence have "accumulated" a great mass of myths and legends.  These unceasingly feed the dangerously antagonistic relations between the two peoples.  Here are some small examples of folk creativity expressing negative stereotypes from one side: "The Polock is a cursed soul" "cursed unbelievers" "dishonest Polocks."  In the Ukraine there were a multitude of scenarios that discredited Poles.  There it was said that Saint Peter made the first Polock out of wheat flour but a dog ate it up.  Then Saint Peter began to beat the dog and knocked a bunch of Poles out of him.

In the beginning of 1861 the population of the empire's western provinces found themselves in the epicenter of a quickly growing Polish uprising.  In spite of the authorities' fears, the Poles' struggle for liberation met with no support among the population.  The Adjutant-General Nazimov, informing the emperor about the introduction of a military situation/position in Vilensk and Grodnen districts, reported on 1 February 1861 that "peasants from all districts are sending complaints about the Catholic priests and landlords who are inciting the population to rebellion."
  During military action in the Western region, local residents willingly cooperated with the army command, pointing out the places where Polish regiments were stationed and helping to find and capture "insurgents."

The Poles that were exiled into the interior districts tried to support each other.  They united around the priests (who were also exiled.)  Everywhere Poles' behavior called forth dissatisfaction. Local authorities thought that "by organizing themselves everywhere in separate circles, closed off from all other societies, they [Poles] are trying to nurture their national ideas as they did previously."
 The demonstratively closed nature of Polish society gave birth to suspicions not only among the authorities, but also among the general population.  These were upset by the fact that in places where exiles lived "a special Polish world appears in the midst of the Russian people." 
  Gossip and sinister rumors grew up and circulated around the Poles.

Anti-polish sentiment gripped the peasant masses to a lesser extent, than it did the educated classes. However, in the common people also, Polonophobia was very noticeable. In any case, when a wave of fires swept over the western provinces of the empire in 1865 (soon after the rebellion), many anonymous letters and various kinds of rumors arose about the crafty schemes of the Poles.
  From all areas, mass accusations of arson poured out against the Poles.
  Their motivations seemed unconvincing.  Nevertheless. all the "accusers" agreed that it was essential to severely/cruelly cut off the "criminal intentions" of yesterday's insurgent rebels.  Here is one of many examples: in 1865, in Novoarkhangelsk settlement in Kherson province, a few insignificant fires too place.  Local authorities with the total support of the population placed the blame for what had happened on two Poles: the officer Leshchinsky (who was on indefinite leave) and his fifteen-year-old son.
  In September of 1866 a major fire burned about 600 houses in the city of Serdobsk in Saratov province; there also, exiled Poles were found to be "guilty."  They were saved from violent reprisals only by speedy transit by urgent convoy to another place.  A later inquiry revealed the Poles had absolutely no involvement in the setting of the fires.

In Saratov itself, something resembling the "Doctor's Plot" was initiated.  The following very serious accusation was directed at three doctors of Polish decent who had worked in the Alexander Hospital: "The treatment of lower ranking officials has turned out to be completely careless and even intentionally incorrect, following the dangerous way of thinking of the Polish doctors Krasovsky, Rudkovsky, and Malakhovsky, the antagonistic feelings of whom towards the Russians have aroused the censure of military authorities and local society."

The fears of Polish spies, arsonists and poisoners that was being whipped up by rumor aroused the residents of Moscow to form a home [national] guard (!).

Multiple manifestations of Polonophobia were noted even in private life.  For example, in Petersburg, the wife of the collegiate assessor Iurevich demanded that her husband be separated from her four minor children, asserting that her spouse "as a Pole tries to develop in them enemy feelings towards Russians."

Katkov's "Moscow News" tried to convince readers that the fires were the handiwork of the Polish revolutionary party.  Katkov was supported by other nationally oriented publications.  The paper opposed to them, "The Voice," repudiating suspicion of the Poles, asserted to the contrary: "these incidents are normal occurrences with us, a moral epidemic.  The historically hereditary illness of the Russian, is, in addition to his carelessness, a national pyromania."

The organs of the Russian press, for all their multiple private disagreements, completely agreed on the necessity of "increasing Russian nationality in the western provinces."
  Criticizing government action in these provinces, they complained about officials who, in their opinion, were incapable of action to strengthen Russian nationalism and defend it from Polonism."
  In the report of the Third Section [the Government Censorship] for 1866, it is said that in spite of all the "strong measures" undertaken by the government in the western region, the polish population "has not changed in its political convictions, its feelings for the government, or its feelings towards Russians in general."
  We can find a very typical illustration of the mindset of Russian society of that time in the composition of A. Vostokov, entitled "A Russian's Instruction to His Son Before his Son is sent for Service in the Southwestern Russian regions."  Cautioning his inexperienced offspring against possible mistakes, the caring father exclaims:  "In all your service in Western Russia do not forget that although the Polish and their kind have Slavic blood, they are all irreconcilable, cursed enemies of Russia and Orthodoxy, breathing hellish hatred…"
 Commentary, as it is called, seems unnecessary.

By the time that the tension of Polonophobia slowly began to fall, social consciousness had already succeeded in being "infected" with a very dangerous syndrome: mass Xenophobia. . . Together with this, Polonophobia, an undeniably odious phenomenon, paradoxically facilitated the consolidation of Russian ethnic consciousness.  Thanks to the image of a common enemy, the most diverse groups of the population, including the lower strata, unified in some kind of community with solidarity; the boundaries of their own ethnic identity were more or les clearly designated -- with the boundaries of the internal homogeneous provinces and of those Ural and Siberian regions where the Russian population predominated.  (We must note that the empire's non-Russian minorities in the East displayed complete indifference to the "Polish Threat," while among the Baltic peoples and the Finns, there was even a sympathetic attitude towards the Poles.)

In the first half of the 1860s, Russia also endured an outburst of Germanophobia.  In comparison with the scope of Polonophobia and Judophobia (about this more will be said below), anti-German sentiments appeared less widely.  They did not go beyond a small circle of thinkers in the capitol who had united around a right-wing newspaper.  These feelings did not penetrate the heart of the people. Having barely gathered strength, the wave of Germanophobia died out.

However, it all began in 1864 with the publication of an article by someone named "Shedoferotti" in one of the western papers.  The author proposed to give Poland autonomy and preserve all privileges of the German barons in the Baltic republics and in Finland.  Katkov subjected this article to harsh criticism in "Moscow News."
  The polemic that erupted did not escape notice in the central Russian press, which, in its turn, spewed forth a whole flood of angry publications.  In them flowed an unconcealed irritation with Europeans and their lectures; in individual articles appeared direct attacks on Germans.  The farther along it went, the more such articles appeared.  In the next year, 1865, the 100th anniversary of the birth of M. V. Lomonosov was marked throughout the empire. The press willingly responded to this date that was so momentous for the state.  Articles were published about Lomonosov in major publications, in which reader was unobtrusively reminded what difficult trials the homegrown Russian genius had endured from the foreign members of the Russian Academy of Sciences (the majority of whom were of German descent.)

The authors of particular articles moved from Lomonosov to their own contemporaries. They set about to reproach German scholars, criticizing them for neglect of the Russian language and for printing articles in foreign languages.  The authors reproached the scholars for receiving their means for research from the Russian people.
 

In journalistic writing of the nationalist bent, an actual persecution unfolded.  It was proposed that each Russian citizen of German origins who did not know the Russian language and did not follow the Orthodox faith should be considered a foreigner.  It was also proposed that people of German descent be forbidden to hold diplomatic posts, as much as they might be not have "solidarity with respect to Russia."

Baltic publications polemicized with the central newspapers.   They affably stood in defense of the German population, demonstrating, as it was described in the Third Section's report for 1865, "the determination of the German part of the Baltic populations to preserve its privileges with a view to German nationality."
  All this did not go unnoticed by the foreign press. Newspapers in the West were scattered with reports on the anti-German campaigns in the Russian press.  They followed the counter movement: for example, they informed their readers in detail about the strengthening influence of the German patriotic party in Russia, which was connected with the name of the editor of the paper "Saint-Petersburg German Gazette", Meyer.  The latter, in the opinion of Western newspapers, deserved credit for suppressing attacks on Germans from the side of the "Old Russian Party."

In spite of the campaign against Germans whipped up by the press, Germanophobic feelings did not really develop in Russia. Apparently the sharp edge of these articles was directed above all against the Tsar's house, or, to speak more precisely, against his supposedly pro-German orientation.  But precisely thanks to the Imperial family's German roots and the presence of many German family names among the Russian political elite, the campaign died out (having met with no support either from above or from below.)

In spite of the fact that the wave of anti-German sentiment quickly abated, it aroused a real and not always healthy interest in family names, ethnic roots, and genealogy.  The stress on blood origins became fashionable in certain circles of Russian society (first of all in nationalistic ones).  Such plots became exaggerated and were overlaid with ideological motivation.  Soon similar feelings had already begun to penetrate the mass consciousness, and the test for "purity of blood" gradually acquired the status of some kind of "certificate of loyalty" for each who aspired to authority exceeding the realm of private life.  One can say that as a result of the small but loud anti-German campaign, the multilayered process of crystalizing Russian ethnic identity developed further.

In 1868, the Slavophile Iu. F. Samarin published a book about the Russian empire that raised the question of the Germans anew. (Samarin had been imprisioned by Nicholas I in 1848 in Peter-and-Paul Fortress after the publication of his "Letters from Riga" directed against the "German influence.")  Samarin called on the government to take measures to free the Estonian and Lithuanian people from the yoke of German barons and to stave off the "germanization of the Russian Baltic coast."

The stir raised in Russian society around Samarin's book no longer resembled another attempt by journalists to incite Germanophobic feelings in society.  In the words of the German scholar D. Geyer, now even the palace discovered that anti-German feelings were being kindled not only by a few writers.

Modernization processes in Russia, accelerated by the reforms of the 1860s, turned out to be a colossal influence on all the expanse of the social field of the empire.  In proportion with the complication of social life-activity, so-called horizontal connections intensified with their market-economic, technological, and cultural-communicative nature.  With the intensification and further development of these bonds the whole system of social relations was restructured.  Traditional values of cultural originality entered into conflict with the new values of universalism, and ceded to them.  The conditions of inter-ethnic interaction that had been brought about by the destruction of former ethno-cultural seclusion were changing.  Previous integrating factors that had preserved the whole of traditional local societies began to be threatened.  A crisis of traditional order was expressed by the mass assertion of a Russian ethnic integrator, entangled with or even crowding out previously dominant expressions of identity.  The coalescing mass consciousness was inclined to see in multi-faceted manifestations of complex social relations only a consequence of the destruction of former defensive partitions and "the muddying of pure native source" with a flood of external influences that spewed from outside.  In the deep internal conflict between old and new, the mass consciousness saw only antagonism between an idealized "something our own" and a criticized "foreignness."  They connected the overcoming of this conflict with freedom from the foreign "ethnic enemies" who were imposing this foreignness.  In this way ideas, feelings, and images were formed that nourished a mythology of ethnic exclusivity.

The system of general-national (that is, imperial) identity also was subjected to substantial adjustment during the rise of Russian nationalism.  In it the ethnic component was seen more and more clearly.  This happened on the background of obvious strengthening of the national-State component of Russian political culture.
  Traditionally super-ethnic imperial politics began to systematically drift towards the "ethnicization" of its own institutions.

The All-Russian ethnographic exhibition that had opened in 1867 changed from the originally planned enterprise (a science-popularizing event) into a propaganda event for determining the Russian ethnic identity of the empire.  The exhibition's organizers were confronted with the ideological necessity of stressing the supremacy of the ethnic Russians in the Empire.  This, according to the American scholar N. Knight, was the most important thing for ethnic Russians.  Knight considers the Empire to have defined the essence of Russianness to a much greater extent than Russianness defined the empire.

By the beginning of the 1880s, after the murder of Alexander II by populists (on March 1 1881), when the Western and Southwestern provinces of the empire overflowed with pogroms against the Jewish population, the process of ethnic Russian self-identification progressed significantly in comparison with the previous twenty years.  This happened to a large extent thanks to processes of modernization in the sphere of economics, science, finance, judicial systems, mass communications, transport, and most of all mass education and enlightenment as institutions of re-translating spiritual culture.  It also occurred thanks to the ever –growing role of the mass media in the circulation of uniform norms of mass behavior and interpersonal relations, as well as in the creation of stereotypical images of national character.  However, the insurmountable gulf between higher and lower levels of Russian society (which not only did not narrow, in light of the reforms undertaken by reformers, but even increased) obviously showed that full realization of a general-Russian identity was impossible.  The self-stereotypes displayed too sharp a contrast, as did the behavioral imperatives of two unequal (quantitatively) groups of the empire's Russian population. 

Pogroms against Jews in 1881-1883 are the most extensive manifestation of mass phenomenon of ethnophobia in Russian history.  Anti-Semitism had existed for a long time in the Empire in the most varied guises: in relatively peaceful, fortunate times it smoldered in latent form, moving into an actively developing phase in periods of upset and social crisis.  It was constantly being fed by the many defamatory legends and myths about the Jews.  

Pogroms had happened previously in Russia many times.  It can be said that they were a "usual" phenomenon of a local character. However, in 1881 something new took place: for the first time in the whole history of Russian anti-Semitism, Judophobic hysteria, took over practically the entire nation (at least, in the huge and thickly populated territory of western and southwestern Provinces of the state).  The main participants in the pogroms were not only peasants, but also a large number of workers, employed in the railroad department, the urban lower classes, and day laborers.  The Empire had not encountered such a powerful manifestation of Judophobia before…

The peak of the pogroms cam in the spring and summer months of 1881, when rumors were spreading everywhere that the Jews were guilty of the death of the Emperor.  An active campaign against the Jews was developed by the press: once again, primarily the newspapers of the right-wing, nationalist camp.  They published sinister articles about the ritual murders of Christian children by Jews; they also inculcated readers with ideas of the "economic influence" of the Jews and the Jews' attempt to make the Russian people into drunkards. 

The mass incitement and calls for pogroms against the Jews unfolded under the slogan "Beat the Jews who have killed our Tsar."  A powerful social component was added to this.  Rumor mongers informed the population about an order that had supposedly been given to kill the Jews and (Polish) landlords and take away their land."
  As a result, a monstrous element of the people spread at full strength, threatening and destroying everything in its path…

The wave of pogroms became active again after the court judgment against the Populists, when Gesia Gel'fman (an member of a terrorist organization, and the mistress/hostess of the conspirators' apartment in St. Petersburg where the assassination attempt on Alexander II was prepared) was shown mercy due to her pregnancy and sentenced only to exile (unlike the others, who received much harsher sentences.)  The leniency shown by the judicial authorities to this Jewish populist woman called forth new protests and inflamed still greater hatred of the Jews. 

The atmosphere of the Pogrom poisoning became so tense that the higher authorities were seriously frightened by the threat of complete destabilization and began to fervently take repressive, punitive measures.  Petersburg was threatened most of all by this unchecked and merciless popular element that threatened at any moment to turn against the higher authority itself.

Only by the beginning of 1884 were the pogroms successfully stopped and the embers of Judophobic feelings in the empire squelched.  However, it was much easier to extinguish the pogrom movement than to finish off anti-Semitism…

In an official petition to Count P. I. Kutaisov on June 16, 1881, Jews from Kiev wrote: "the Russian population's national enmity towards the Jews, as the cause of this movement … is affirmed by the fact that only Jews suffered from the violence, without regard for name, job, level of income, type of occupation, and without any distinction of age and sex. 
  Jews were threatened first of all because they were Jews. The main mass of those participating in the Pogrom - in spite of widespread opinion - were not only Ukrainians (that is, Ukrainian peasants with their traditional everyday anti-Semitism) but also ethnic Russians ("…the absolute majority of individuals who were involved in the recent disorders and who were the dominant inciters and the main guilty parties… turned out to be people who had come from the North and who had never come into contact with Jews and therefore who had never suffered any exploitation by Jews…"

Judging from police department materials, it seems that the participants in the Pogrom identified themselves primarily along ethnic lines in their slogans and appeals: "We Russians have endured enough from these yids," "Stand up, Russian People," "We will free the Russian people from the exploitation of the yids."
  Apparently the motif of the eternal religious antagonism between the Russian Orthodox and the Jews was also widespread. However, in the pogroms of the 1800s it sounded much less distinctly than it had earlier.  Official sources remarked that "a complete absence of religious fanaticism is notable."

Provincial offices were literally flooded with numerous complaints against the Jews.  According to one letter-writer, the Russian people were too kind and honest to be capable of such "passionate national hatred"; he suggested that the initiators and ringleaders of the pogroms should be sought among the "half-educated and falsely educated members of the so-called upper classes," who had made the people a blind tool of their own fanaticism.  An Odessa city rabbi asserted that "It very well may be that a significant part of the responsibility for this barbarous act must be assigned to this wild fanaticism that dreams of nationality and takes as its historical mission the devouring of all that is foreign."
  That which the rabbi called fanaticism under the influence of the pogrom horrors in reality made up the essence of Russian nationalism.  Its apologists, such as M. Katkov and others, considered the given mission of " devouring all foreign peoples" to be the exclusive prerogative of the Russian people. 

One of the notable features of the pogrom movement was huge number of marginalized people that participated in it.  The marginalized typically have a higher level of affiliation, that is, a higher striving for a common psychological character with a group. They have allocentric personality types, for whom the subjugation of individual interests to group interests is common, as well as a persistent need to perceive the self as a member of a group.  In a situation of identity choice, or even identity conflict, the individuals experience stress, not infrequently leading to outbursts of unmotivated aggression.
 

The fears and apprehensions that arise in the process of identity conflict mobilize the mechanisms of the ethnic: in part, the level of ethnic self-consciousness sharply rises.  This is multilayered: we can find in it in full all the same "shaping", archaic, difficult to eradicate features – fear of something other, of something foreign, of what is different; hatred towards this, a striving to dominate it, claims to the achievement of maximally beneficial conditions for one's own existence, the impulse to fight for these conditions, and so forth. In the instance of the immense pogroms, were filled with a mass Judophobic hysteria, one may speak of an archaic, three-level substantiation of mentality and of the irrational, subconscious sphere.

The collective unconscious, was provoked by the totality of external condition: the mistakes of the government's internal political course, the growing economic crisis and the social tension that had greatly intensified, the chronic historical-cultural antagonisms, the prevocational role of the press, and finally an extra-ordinary event – the murder of the emperor.  It burst out into the open.  The forces that had dashed into battle against the imagined other for what they imagined to be their own were consolidated in two ways.  Alongside a religious integrating factor (differentiation and self-identification along the lines "we are Orthodox, they are Jews") there was also an ethnic integrator, which established its "watershed line": "we are Russians, and they are Jews."  In the course of the Judophobic campaign, the ethnic Russian integrator consolidated the lower classes and to a large extent the marginal strata of Russian society; this further convinces us that the "universal qualities" belonging to ethnophobias provoke and even focus the complex processes of ethnic self-identification.

The epidemics of Polonophobia, Germanophobia, and Judophobia in the Russian empire were events without precedents. They not only influenced the political course and character of the government's internal politics, but also, first of all, turned out to be an incredibly serious influence on thought.  Such a powerful burst of ethnophobia could not fail to become an incredibly powerful motivating factor.  How did this happen, for example, with Polonophobia?  

The dawn of newspaper-journal business in a society  that was quickly and tumultuously modernizing stimulated the search for identity.  Right away the mechanism of ethnic mobilization switched itself on.  By force of understood reasons, the Polish uprising turned out to be a "suitable" external irritant for the escalation of negative feelings and emotions of a significantly large group of people, as well as for the consolidation of these feelings.  These reasons included:  traditional suspicion (one might even say dislike) of the Poles based on grievous historical memories, their religious difference, spontaneous intensification (from within and without) of hypertrophied fears of Poles as an aggressive and enemy force, the spread of lying rumors (of the most fantastic type) about evil acts committed by them, the firm though groundless conviction that the information circulating about the Poles' crimes was true, the growth of apprehension on a personal level, the elemental pull towards unity with those resembling oneself (in the general system of coordinate "We are Russian; they are Poles.") and the recruiting of supporters, the feeling of group unity with a larger society, and finally the realization of ethnicity in a self-consciousness that affirms itself.

In the encounter with Polish separatism, the mass consciousness was penetrated with a strong and deep imperial feeling, momentarily uniting the most diverse social strata who had been not long before completely foreign to each other.  This feeling turned out to be much more stable than even the most attractive liberal ideas with their speculative propositions about freedom, universal equality, and the brotherhood of peoples…

It is notable that the long and bloody war in the Caucuses, from which the state sustained huge losses (including enormous human losses; a general count of these for a few decades reached almost 30,000 officers and solders), did not summon from Russian society any anti-Caucasian feelings, moreover, neither did it cause "Caucasophobia".  It is possible that one reason for this is that the peoples of the Caucuses were located too far from Moscow and Petersburg and so were involved very little in the processes of social reconstruction.  More importantly, however, they were perceived by the Russian social consciousness as a lower, backward social group. Liberal circles even sympathized with the battle of the mountain fighters against autocracy; this was marvelously supported in Russian humanistic literature.

The vector of ethnophobia was directed not outside, but inside the empire.  Its objects were "our own," not foreign, peoples (even Germanophobia was directed at "our own Germans" not at Germany as a whole.)  However, these peoples were "our own" only in the higher political-state sense, not in a metaphysical one.  Also, the main role here was played not by ethnic foreign roots (the Poles were a genetically related people, Slavs) but religion.  For the Russian national consciousness, strongly cemented by Orthodoxy, it was much easier to accept as one's own members of another ethnic group than members of another religion.  Within the framework of Imperial identity, the Poles, the Germans, and the Jews were all undoubtedly considered "our own." The combination in one people of imperial identity, which commanded the recognition of all peoples as "our own", and Russian Orthodox identity (which rejected people of different faiths as "foreign") gave birth to a painful double self-perception: a consciousness of "our own and foreign" in one organism. This was a contradictory unity.  Such a dichotomy, constantly present in the Russian national consciousness, facilitated its chronic crisis of self-identity. 

In the many-layered and lengthy process of crystallization of the ethnic identity of Russians, ethnophobias are only one of the negative phenomena, although it a significant "two cents" to this process.  For many diverse reasons, including the cultural distance between diverse geographic and social groups of Russians as well as difficulties in defining so-called "ethnic boundaries," Russian ethnic identity in the 19th century continued to be an amorphous and undefined category. 
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