THE NATIONAL PROBLEM IN RUSSIA
By Richard Pipes

Most students of Russia would agree that the nationalities question was one of the
basic causes of the Russian Revolution. Yet one finds practically nothing on the
subject in most treatments of Russian history. In view of the fact that almost 60
per cent of the Russian Empire’s population were non-Russian, such neglect of a
vital problem is inexcusable. The fact remains that very little has been written on
the subject in English. Below we reproduce the bulk of the introductory chapter of
a study of the problem in the first years of the Soviet era. Richard P_ipes is pro-
fessor of Russian history at Harvard University.

D. 8. Mirsky’s Russia is the only general history of the period up to the revolu-
tion which gives extensive analyses of the development of Russia’s national minori-
ties. For the Ukraine, see Mikhail Hrushevsky’s 4 History of the Ukraine and the
symposium entitled “The Role of the Ukraine in Modern History,” Slavic Review,
June, 1963, pp. 199-262. Central Asia is covered in Richard Pierce, Russian
Central Asia, 1867-1917, and Serge Zenkovsky, Pan-Turkism and Islam in Russia.
For the Caucasus, see W. E. D. Allen, 4 History of the Georgian People. One of
several studies of the Jewish problem is Louis Greenberg, The Jews in Russia (2
| vols.). See also Nicholas Vakar, Belorussia: The Making of a Nation. For Poland,
see the Cambridge History of Poland in two volumes. The fate of Russia’s national-
ities during 1917 is discussed in E. H. Carr’s Bolshevik Revolution, Vol. 1. For a
legal analysis, see Leonid Strakhovsky, “Constitutional Aspects of the Imperial Rus-
sian Government’s Policy toward National Minorities,” Journal of Modern History,
XIII, 467-92. '

. . . The first systematic census, under-

| taken in 1897, revealed that the majority
(55.7 per cent) of the population of the
Empire, exclusive of the Grand Duchy of
Finland, consisted of non-Russians. The
total population of the Empire was 122,
| 666,500. The principal groups were di-

430

Reprinted by permission of the publishers
from Richard Pipes, The Formation of the
Soviet Union: Communism and Nationalism,
1917-1923 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1955), pp. 2-21. Footnotes have
been omitted. Copyright 1954, by The President
and Fellows of Harvard College.
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vided, by native language, as follows
(the figures are in per cent):

Slavs:

Great Rugsians . . . . . 44.32-1'

Ukrainians e e

Poles 6.31

Belorussians . : 4.68
Turkic peoples . . .. 10.82:-
B R 4.03
Finnish peoples . ‘ 2.78
Lithuanians and Latvians . 246 |/
Germang. . o ch G 1.42
Caucasian Mountain peoples

(gortsy) 1.34
Georgians 1.07
Armenians 0.93
Iranian peoples . 062 -
Mongolians . 0.38

Others . b A I:OU
One of the anomalies of pre-1917 Rus-

.~ sia was the fact that although, to quote

one observer, [‘the Russian Empire, Great
Russian in its origin, ceased being such
in its ethnic composition,” the state, with
some exceptions, continued to be treated

constitutionally and administratively as

a nationally homogeneous unit. The prin-
ciple of autocracy, preserved in all its
essentials until the Revolution of 1905,
did not permit—at least in theory—the
recognition of separate historic_or na-
tional territories within the state in which
the monarch’s authority would be less
absolute or rest on a legally different
basis from that which he exercised at
home. In practice, however, this prin-
ciple was not always consistently applied.
At various times in history Russian tsars
did grant considerable autonomy to
newly conquered territories, partly in
recognition of their special status, partly
in anticipation of political reforms in
Russia, and in some cases they even en-
tered into contractual relations wtih sub-

."\‘ ject peoples, thus limiting their own

power.
Poland from 1815 to 1831 and Fin-
(k:nd from 1809 to 1899 were in theory

well as in practice constitutional mon-
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archies. Other regions, such as the
Ukraine from 1654 to 1764, Livonia and
Estonia from 1710 to 1783 and from
1795 to the 1880’s, enjoyed extensive

self-rule. But those exception -in-
e T 1 it of e b
principle of autocracy in Russia itself. |

Sooner or later, for one reason or an-
other, the privileges granted to con-
quered peoples were retracted, contracts
were unilaterally abrogated, and the sub-
jects, together with their territories, were
incorporated into the regular administra-
tion of the Empire.

f%}_ﬂﬁdgm_of_the nineteenth century,\’
Finland alone still retained a broad meas- J,/

ureof self-rule. Indeed, in some respects,
it possessed greater democratic rights
than Russia proper; Finland under the
tsars presented the paradox of a subject
nation possessing more political freedom| /
than the people who ruled over it. It wa .i
a separate principality, which the Rus-
sian monarch govemed in his capacity
as Grand Duke (¥ elikii Kniaz’). The tsar
was the chief executive; he controlled the
Grand Duchy’s foreign affairs; he de-
cided on questions of war and peace; he ¥
approved laws and the appointments of
judges. The tsar also named the resident
Governor General of the Grand Dl.u:hy,;I
who headed the Finnish and Russian
armies and the police on its territory, and
who was responsible for the appointments
of the local governors. A State Secre-
tary served as the intermediary between
the Russian monarch and the Finnis
organs of self-rule] The Finns had com- /
plete control over the legislative institu-
_tions of the state] They possessed a bi-
cameral legislative body, composed of a
Senate and a Seim (Diet). The Senate
considered legislative projects and per-
formed the function of the supreme court
of the state. The Seim was the highest
legislative organ in the country. Called
every five years on the basis of nation-
wide elections, it initiated and voted on
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legislation pertaining to its domain. No
law could become effective without its
approval. Finnish citizens in addition
enjoyed other privileges. Every Finnish
subject, while in Russia proper, could
claim all the rights of Russian citizens,
although Russian citizens in Finland
were considered foreigners. In every re-
spect, therefore, Finland had a uniquely
privileged position in the Russian Em-
pire, which resembled more closely the
dominion relationship in existence in the
British Empire than the customary colo-
nial relationship prevalent in other parts
of Russia. The Finns had originally ac-
quired these privileges from the Swedes,
who had ruled their country before the
Russian conquest. The tsars preserved
them because Finland was acquired by
Alexander 1, a monarch of relatively lib-
eral views, who, for a time, had thought
of introducing a constitutional regime
into Russia proper.
Prior to 1917, the Russian Empire also
possessed two protectorates, the Central
Asian principalities of Bukhara and
Khiva. In 1868 and 1873 “respectively,
these states recognized the sovereignty
of the Russian tsar and ceded to him the
right to represent them in relations with
- other powers. They also granted Russians
exclusive commercial privileges and were
compelled to abolish slavery in their do-
. mains. Otherwise, they enjoyed self-rule.
The remaining borderlands of the Em-
pire were administered, in the last dec-
.ades of the ancien régime, in a manner
which did not differ essentially—though
it differed in some particulars——from that
in effect in the territories of Russia prop-

er. Whatever special powers the Imperial
Government deemed necessary to grant
to the authorities administering these
territories were derived not so much
frwognitiuﬂ'm‘ﬁlﬁﬁhﬁonal
character_of the state-or-from a desire
to adaprnlitin_in_.‘s;imﬁomtothe needs

of the inhabitants, as from the impracti-
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- right to self-rule, with their native courts

~ceived nothing in return.

cability of extending the administrative

system of the Great Russian provinces in

its entirety to the borderland. . . . :
Russian law also made special provi

sions for certain groups of non-Russian /

subjects. Russia, prior to 1917, retain

the system of legally recognized classes

and class privileges, long since defunct

in Western Europe. Within this system

there was a social category of so-called

inorodtsy, a term which has no exact

equivalent in English and can best be

rendered by the French peuples allogénes. §
Thomprised the Jews an i

most of the nomadic peoples of the Em-
pire, who were subject to special laws
rather than to the general laws promul-
gated in the territories which they-inh

ited. For the nomadic inorodtsy, this
meant in effect that they possessed the

and tribal organization. Their relations
with the Russian authorities were Tim-[
ent of a fixed tribute or

-

fax, usually to an agent of the Ministry|
of Interior or of State Properties. By set- \q
tling on landam ndoning nomadic

habits, an inorodets changed from his
status to that of a regular Russian citi-
zen, with all the duties and privileges of
the class which he had joined; as long
as he retained his inorodets status, he
gave nothing to the government and
i ussian treat-
ment of the nomads was, on the whole,
characterized by tolerance and respect
for native traditions. Much of the credit
for this must be given to the great liberal
statesman M. M. Speranskii, who, at the
beginning of the nineteenth century, had
laid down the basic principles for their
administration.

For the other subgroup of inorodtsy,
the(Tews) membership in this class en-
tailed

i om. eighteen_lhiﬁén_tu:y (/ |
Jegislation) . These forbade them to move i I'!
out of a strictly defined area in the south- ‘

i

P Stringent restrictions (most of 4,, o
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western and northwestern parts of the
Empire, the so-called Pale of Settlement,
to purchase landed property, or to settle
outside the towns. Such disabilities
brought severe social and economic suf-
fering, for the Jews were crowded into
towns where they had no adequate basis
for livelihood and had to rely heavily on
primitive handicraftsmanship and petty
trade to survive. By creating abnormal
economic conditions in the Jewish com-
munities and preventing them from tak-
ing their place in the life of society, the

Ilrestrictive legislation contributed to the

large number of Jews found in radical
movements at the beginning of the twen-
tieth century. The Jew could alter his
tus only by adopting Christianity.!

At no point in its history did tsarist
ussia formulate a consistent policy
oward the minorities. In the early pe-
{ riod of the Empire, approximately from

the middle of the sixteenth until the

/ middle of the eighteenth century, the at-

‘titude of the gov ent to on-

/+ 'Russian subjects was influenced strongly

by religion. Where discrimination ex-
isted, the principal reason was the desire
of the regime to convert Moslems, Jews,
“and other non-Christians to the Ottho-
dox faith. Toward the end of the €ight-
eent ry, Wi ization of

th_century, with the secularizati
the Russian monarch is religious ele-
fout dia £ L nalitiont id

men er-
ati oomed eve er. Thereafter,
the treatment of the minorities, as of the
Great Russians themselves, was largely
determined by the desire on the part of
_the monarchs to maintain and enforce

the principle of autocracy; mineri

grouppg whEi'ch challenged this :ffort ?;
th%xmmﬁ‘gl_lg were treated
as al;;l;l,uu;ﬁmj!#ian_groups which
challenged it in the name of democracy

r freedom in general.

1 Exceptions were made only in the case of
certain categories of Jews who were either rich
merchants or had a higher education.
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The perio ssion of Alex-

ander 111 (1881) to the outbreak of the
1905 Revolution was that in which per-
secution of the minorities culminate

The Russian government perhaps for the
first time in its entire history adopted a
systematic_policy of Russification and

dea utilize Great Russian national
sentiments as a weapon against growing
social unrest in the country. During this
period, Finnish privileges were violated
through a suspension of the legislative
powers of the Seim (1899), the intro-
duction of the compulsory study of Rus-
sian in Finnish secondary schools, the
subordination of the Finnish Ministry of
Post and Telegraphs to the correspond-
ing Russian institution, and other re-
strictive measures. Polish cultural activ-
ity was severely limited; the Jewish pop-
ulation was subjected to_pogroms in-
spired or tolerated by the government,| /
and to further economic restrictions (for!
instance, the revocation of the right to
distill alcohol); the Ukrainian cultural
movement was virtually brought to a
standstill as a result of the prohibitions
imposed on printing in the Ukrainian
language (initiated in the 1870’s) ; the

i
¢
g

‘properties of the Armenian church were

confiscated by the Viceroy of the Cau;
casus (1903). It was, however, not acci
dental that this era of Russification co-
incided with the period of greatest gov-
ernmental reaction, during which the
Great Russian population itself lost many
of the rights which it had acquired in
the Great Reforms of Alexander II
(1856-81).
The outbreak of the Revolution ofJ
L

1905 and the subsequent establishment
of a constitutional monarchy brought to
a halt the period of national persecution
but it did not repair all the damage done
in the previous quarter-century. The Du-
mas, especially the First, in which the

minorities were well represented, gave

/
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only slight attention to the national ques-
tion, though they provided an open ros-
trum ‘of discussions on that topic. In
1907, the government regained suprem-
acy over the liberal elements; it changed
'the electoral laws in favor of the Russian
upper classes, among whom supporters
of the autocracy were strong, depriving
the remainder of the population of a
proportionate voice in the legislative in-
stitutions of the state. The borderlands,
where liberal and socialist parties en-
joyed a particularly strong following,
were hardest hit by the change, and some

W%tirely
the right to representation.

NATIONAL MOVEMENTS
IN RUSSIA

The paradox—and tragedy—of Russian
nistory in the last century of the ancien
-égime was the fact that while the gov-
:rnment clung to the anachronistic no-
ion of absolutism, the country itself was.
mdergoing an extremely rapid econom-
¢, social, and intellectual evolution,
vhich required new, more flexible forms
f administration, The nineteenth cen-
ury was a period when capitalism and
he industrial revolution penetrated Rus-
ia, stimulating the development of some
ocial classes which had previously been
/eak (a middle class, an industrial pro-
Atariat, and a prosperous, land-owning
easantry), and undermining others
e.g., the landed aristocracy). Western
leas, such as liberalism, socialism, na-
onalism, utilitarianism, now found a
‘ide audience in Russia. The Russian
ionarchy, which until the nineteenth
:ntury had been the principal exponent
f Western ideas in Russia, now lagged
chind. The second half of the reign of
lexander 1 (1815-25) marked the
>ginning of that rift between the mon-
rchy and the articulate elements in Rus-
an society which, widening continu-
1sly, led to conspiratorial movements,
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terrorist activity, and revolution, and fi-
nally, in 1917, to the demise of monarchy
itself.

The national movement among the mi-
norities of the Russian state, which also
began in the nineteenth ceutury, repre-
sented one of the many forms which this
intellectual and social ferment assumed.
Because the traditions and socio-econom-
ic interests of the various groups of sub-
jects, including the minorities, were

der (the Ukrainians in Austrian Galicia,
Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, Azer-
baijanis in Persia, and so on) was a
result of the more rapid intellectual and
economic growth of the Russian Empire.

The refusal of the tsarist regime to
recognize the strivings of the minorities
was part of the larger phenomenon of its
failure to respond to the growing clamor
on the part of all its citizens for funda-
mental reforms, and had equally dire

highly diversified, their cultural and po- results

litical development tended to take on a i

local, and in some. tional color- THE UKRAINIANS AND
BELORUSSIANS

cases, a national co
ing. Romantic Ehi%y,-.which— first
affecte: € ’s, stimulated
among the minority intellectuals an in-
terest in their own languages and past

traditions, and led directly to the evolu-
tion of cultural nationalism, the first

manifestation of vemen
in the @%ﬂﬁﬁ.ﬂm

Next, in the 1860’s and 1870's, the
spread of Russian Populism,-with its em-
phasis on the customs and institutions of
the peasantry, provided the minority in- =
tellectuals with a social i and in-
duced tbemrtmﬁ_m the ;
broad masses of their own, predominant. /
ly rural, population. Finally, the develop-
ment of modern political parties in Rus-
sia, which took place about-1900, led to
the formation i

The.Ukrainians and Belorussians (22.3
and 5.8 million respectively in 1897)
descended from the Eastern Slav tribes
which had been separated from the main
body of Russians as a result of the Mon-
golian invasions and Polish-Lithuanian
conquest of the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries. For over five centuries, these
two parts of Eastern Slavdom developed

der different cultural influences. By
the end of the eighteenth century, when
Moscow had conquered the areas inhab-
ited by the other Eastern Slavic groups,
the dissimilarities caused by centuries of
separate growth were too considerable to
permit a simple fusion into one nation.
Through contact with their western
neighbors, those peoples had acquired
distinct cultural traditions with their

B R

o

stances adopted either liberat-or socialist L oy own dialects and folklores. Moreover,
P“}Miﬁlilwﬂul\res close- . =t " the steppes of the Black Sea region had
ly with their Russian counterparts. Until b for several centuries following the Mon-
the b.l_'_g_zgkdowu of the tsarist regime, such g golian invasion remained a no man’s
Rumlmmmide land, where runaway serfs, criminal ele-
by =i - enl local ments, or simply adventurers from Po-
;elf’-ﬁﬂé, atnd social and economic re- % land, Muscovy, or the domains of the
orms; but _w] rties Ottoman Empire had found a haven. In
stressed the general ._u_eeds of the whole p !the Shititie olf, the sixteenth and seven-
country, “the. minority parties concen- | i teenth centuries, thosg-’ﬁoups to which

the Turkic name “Cossack” (freebooter)
! was applied had formed an anarchistic
society, with a center along the lower
course of the Dnieper, which lived in

The fact that the minorities in Russia
developed a national consciousness be-
fore their fellow-nationals across the bor._

trated on_local, regional requirements. j J
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complete freedom, hunting, fishing, or
pillaging. In the course of time, these
Cossacks—with their ideal of unlimited
external and internal freedom—devel-
oped a new socio-economic type of great
importance for the future Ukrainian na-
tional consciousness.

Tied by the bonds of religion and the
memory of common origin, but separated
by cultural and socio-economic differ-
ences, the Ukrainians and Belorussians
did not coalesce completely with their

Great Russian rulers. The rapid econom-
ic development of the rich Ukrainian .

agriculture following the liberation of
the serfs, especially in the last two dec-
ades of the ancien régime, when the

Ukrainian provinces became one of the |

world’s leading grain-exporting regions,

created an additional basis for Ukrainian .1

nationalism. There now emerged a pros- |

perous class of independent farmers,
without parallel in Russia proper. On
the whole, the Ukrainian peasantry knew
neither the communal type of land own-

ership nor the service relationship be-
tween peasant and landlord (bar-
shehina). Its soil was individually
owned, and paid for by money, not by
personal labor.

During the eighteenth and part of the
nineteenth century, it was still an open
question whether the cultural and eco-
nomic peculiarities of the Ukrainian
people would lead to the the formation
of a separate nation. The absence-of a
Ukrainian intelligentsia and.centripetal
economic forces militated against; the
Cossack tradition and the interests of

the Ukrainian peasants for. Throughout -

its existence, the Ukrainian movement
had to develop in an atmosphere of skep-
ticism in which not only the validity of
its demands but the very existence of the
nationality it claimed to represent was
seriously questioned by persons uncon-
nected with the movement. This accounts,
at least in part, for the great vehemence

—
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with which Ukrainian nationalists tend-
ed to assert their claims.

The cultural phase of the Ukrainian
movement began in the 1820’s, under the
stimulus of the ideas of Western roman-
ticism transmitted through Russia.
Scholars began it by undertaking ethno-
graphic studies of the villages of south-
western Russia, where they uncovered a
rich and old folklore tradition and the
ethos of a peasant culture, the existence
of which had been scarcely suspected.
On this basis, there arose in Russia and
in the Ukrainian provinces a sizable pro-
vincial literature which reached a high

point with the publication in 1840 of the
Kobzar, a collection of original poems
in Ukrainian by Taras Shevchenko, then
a student at the Saint Petersburg Acad-
emy of Arts. This began the transforma-
tion of a peasant dialect into a literary,
and, subsequently, a national language:
In 1846, a number of writers and stu-
dents at Kiev founded the Cyril and
Methodius Society—a secret organiza-
tion permeated with the spirit of utopian
socialism, German idealism, and the no-
tions of international brotherhood and
social equalitarianism. Present also was
a strong element of cultura] Pan-slavism.
This society, like others of similar type in
Russia proper, was suppressed in 1847.

In the second half of the century, the

Ukrainian movement patterned itself

after Populism, prevalent in Russia at
the time. It devoted itself to the social
problems of the peasantry, and displayed
strong sympathy for peasant customs
and manners. The cultural movement re-
ceived a temporary setback in the 1870’s
when the Russian government, suspect-
ing a liaison between the “Ukrain-
ophiles” (as the Ukrainian Populists
were called) and Polish nationalists, is-
sued edicts which for all practical pur-
poses forbade printing in the Ukrainian
language. For the next thirty years, its
center shifted to Galicia, where it en-
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joyed greater freedom owing to Vienna’s]
interest in utilizing Ukrainian (Ruthe-
nian) patriotism as a counterbalance to
Polish nationalism in this province.
Until the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the Ukrainians had no political par-
ties of their own. In the Ukraine, as in
Galicia, there were numerous provincial
organizations of a cultural character, the
so-called Hromady (Communities), de-
voted to the study of Ukrainian life, but
they took no part in political activity. It
was only in 1900 that a society of young
Ukrainians founded the first political
organization, the Revolutionary. Ukrain-
ian Party (or RUP for short), This

 party, -established in Kharkov, repre-

sented a merger of various groups dis-
satisfied withgtz; purely cultugrral al::iivity
of the older generation, and determined
to give the Ukrainian movement a polit-
ical expression. The RUP utilized the
local Hromady to spread its influence to
the provincial towns and villages. Its
headquarters were located in Kiev, but
the nerve center was abroad, in Lemberg
(Lwéw, Lviv), where the RUP printed
propaganda to be smuggled into Russia,
and engaged in other illegal activities.
The RUP united several divergent tend-
encies: separatist, anarchistic, Marxist,
Populist, and others. At first the extreme
nationalist, irredentist element won the
upper hand; the first program of the
RUP (1900) demanded unconditional
independence for a “greater Ukraine”
extending between the Don and the San
rivers. But before long, the more mod-
erate elements prevailed and the RUP
withdrew the demand for Ukrainian in-

dependence from its program, replacing \l

it with a demand for autonomy within

the Russian Empire. The RUP played a '

part in stimulating agrarian disorders in
the Ukraine in 1902-3, and in spread- |
ing ideas of Ukrainian nationalism '
among the masses. It also served as a
training ground for many of the future

b SR e
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political leaders of the Ukrainian cause.
A few years after its formation, the
RUP began to fall apart, as the various
groups which it had united stepped out
to form independent parties. The first to
depart were the separatists (samosti-
iniki) who, dissatished with the gravi-
tation of the party toward Russian so-
cialist organizations, founded the Na-
tional Ukrainian Party (NUP) in 1902.
Next went the extreme left radicals, who,
in 1905, joined the Russian Social Dem-
ocratic Labor Party. The remainder of
the RUP adopted the Social Democratic
program and renamed itself the Ukrain-
ian Social Democratic Labor Party
(USDRP). Its program included the de-
mand for Ukrainian autonomy and the
establishment of a regional Seim (Diet)
in Kiev. In 1905, the liberal elements of
the Ukrainian society who had not been
associated with the RUP formed a sep-
arate Ukrainian Democratic Radical
Party (UDRP). Thus within a few years,
a large number of Ukrainian parties ap-
ed on the scene—an early manifes-
tation of the extreme factionalism which
was to become a characteristic trait of |
Ukrainian political life. The USDRP and
UDRP were the most influential, though
none of them seems to have had a nu-
merous following or a very efficient ap-
paratus. The USDRP co-operated closely
with the Russian Marxists, whereas the(
UDRP supported the Russian Kadets.
The Belorussian movement developed
more slowly than the Ukrainian. Its cul-
tural phase did not get well under way
until the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury, with the publication of the Nasha
niva (Our Land), the first newspaper in
the Belorussian language. The first Belo-
russian national party was the Belorus-
sian Revolutionary Hromada, founded
in 1902 in St. Petersburg by a group of
students associated with the Polish So-
cialist Party (PPS), and later renamed
the Belorussian Socialist Hromada. The

Hromada took over the program of the
PPS, adding to it a statement on the
national question, which demanded the
introduction of federal relations in Rus-
sia, with territorial autonomy for the {
provinces adjoining Vilna and national- |
cultural autonomy for all the minoritiesif
of the region. The Belorussian move-
ment, operating in one of Western Rus-
sia’s poorest areas, and having to com-
pete with ‘Polish, Jewish, Russian, and
Lithuanian parties, remained ineffective
and exercised no influence on political
developments in prerevolutionary Rus-
sia.

THE TURKIC PEOPLES

By 1900 Russia had within its borders
nearly fourteen million Turks—several
million more than the Ottoman Empire
itself. The remaining Moslems were ei-
ther of Iranian stock, or else belonged
to North Caucasian groups whose racial
origin is uncertain.

Culturally and economically, the most
advanced Turks in Russia were the Vol-
ga Tatars (over two million in 1897)
who inhabited the regions adjacent to
Kazan. Descendants of the Kazan Khan-
ate which had been conquered by Ivan
IV, the Volga Tatars had early aban-
doned the nomadic habits of their an-
cestors and had settled in the cities and
on the soil. Taking advantage of the -
geographic location of their territory,
they developed considerable commercial
activity, serving as middlemen between
Russia and the East. This economic po-
sition they retained after the Russian
conquest. A statistical survey undertaken
at the beginning of the nineteenth cen-
tury revealed that the Tatars owned one-
third of the industrial establishments in
the Kazan province, and controlled most
of the trade with the Orient. The Volga :
Tatars were the first of the Turks in Rus- |
sia, or for that matter, anywhere in the !
world, to develop a middle class. This '

e
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enabled them to assume leadership of the
Turkic movement in Russia.

The Crimean Tatars and the Azerbai-
jani Turks were next in order of cul-
tural -advancement. Both these groups
had come relatively late under Russian
dominion, the former in 1783, the latter
in the first decade of the nineteenth cen-
tury. The Crimean Tatars were the rem-
nants of the Crimean Khanate which, at
one time, had dominated the Black Sea
steppes and from the middle of the fif-
teenth century to the Russian conquest
had been under the protection of the
Ottoman Sultan. At the time of the Rus-
sian occupation, they had numbered, ac-
cording to contemporary estimate.s, one
half million, but several waves of mass
migration to Turkish Anatolia had re-
duced that number by 1862 to one hun-
dred thousand. In 1897 there were in
the Crimea 196,854 Tatars. The Cri-
mean Tatars owed their cultural advance
partly to contact with other nations,
made possible by their geographic loca-
tion, and partly to the wealth acquired
from subtropical horticulture.

The Azerbaijanis (1,475,553 in 1897)
lived along the Kura River valley of
Transcaucasia. They formed a smaller
part of that branch of the Turks, the
majority of whom then, as now, in-
habited northwestern Persia. The Azer-
baijanis were an agricultural people,
consisting of a peasantry and land-
owning aristocracy. With the develop-
ment of the Baku oil industries on their
territory, the Azerbaijanis also acquired
the beginning of an urban middle class.

The Central Asian Uzbeks (about two
million in 1897, not counting those in-
habiting Khiva and Bukhara) also were
largely settled, and had developed an
urban trading and artisan class. At the
time of the Russian conquest they were
politically and economically the rulers
of Turkestan.

The remaining Turkic groups in Rus-
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sia consisted largely of seminomads:
Bashkirs of the southwest Ural region
(1,493,000 in 1897]; the Kazakhs and
Kirghiz (4,285,800), and the Turkmens
of Central Asia (281,357 in 1897) ; and
the numerous small tribes of Siberia.
The majority of those groups combined
cattle-breeding and the tending of sheep
with agriculture.

Nearly all the Turkic peoples spoke
similar dialects of the same language
and had a common racial descent. An
observer might have expected, therefore,
that “Turkism” or “Pan-Turkism”
would provide the basis for a national
movement of the Turkic groups in Rus-
sia. This, however, did not prove to be
the case./The concept of a single Turkic
people emeérged only at the end of th
nineteenth century  and, before the
Revolution of 1917, had not had an op-
portunity to affect even the Turkic in-
telligentsia, let alone the broader masses
of the population®

The Turks in Russia, insofar as they
felt a sense of unity, were much more,
conscious of their common Moslem faith
than of their common ethnic origin,
Since Islam, like most Oriental reli-
gions, is not only a set of beliefs but also
a way of life, it affects family relations,
law, commerce, education, and virtually
every other aspect of human existence.
This religious bond provided the main
basis of the Turkic movement; it was,
prior to 1917, always more important
than the ethnic element. But it also pre-
sented great difficulties to the slowly
developing national movement among .
the Russian Turks which from the first
took on an openly westernizing charac- |
ter, and as such was anticlerical. Its
leaders found themselves thus in the po-
sition of having to uproot the very ideas
which provided the raison d’étre of their |

movement.
The national awakening of Russian
Turks had its beginning in the Crimea.
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Its leader was Ismail-bey Gasprinskii
(Gaspraly or Gaspirali) who, in 1883-
84, established in his native city of
Bakhchisarai a Turkish-language news-
paper, _the Terdzhiman (Terciiman,
meaning Interpreter) which before long
became the prototype for all Moslem
periodical publications in Russia and
served as an organ of Moslems through-
out the entire country. Gasprinskii also
founded a new school system, based on
the principles of modern education, to
replace the medresse, which taught Ara-
bic and restricted instruction to subjects
bearing on religion. On the basis of the
experience which these efforts provided,
there grew up in Russia within one gen-
eration a considerable network of
periodical publications and “new-
method,” or so-called dzhaddidist (jadi-
dist) schools. By 1913 Russia had six-
teen Turkic periodical publications, of
which five were daily newspapers. All

except three of those were written in the
dialect of the Volga Tatars which was
quickly gaining acceptance as the liter-
ary language of all Russian Turks. In
the same year, there were published in
Russia 608 books in Turkic languages
in a total edition of 2,812,130 copies, of
which 178 titles and 1,282,240 copies
were devoted to religious subjects, while

e remainder were secular. The re-

rmed school system, which the tsarist

vernment allowed to develop freely,

read to the Volga region and from
there to Turkestan. On the eve of the
First World War, Russian Turks had
access to a considerable number of ele-

mentary and several secondary schools
of the secular, Western kind which
taught youth in their native languages
ree from government interference or
¥upervision. From educational institu-
ions of this kind, supported largely by
wealthy Kazan or Baku merchants,
emerged the intelli?:n'tsia which, during
the Russian Revolution and the first
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decade of Soviet rule, was to play a
crucial role in the history of the Moslem
borderlands.

Beginning with the Russian Revolu-
tion of 1905, the political movement
among Russian Turks took two parallel
courses. There was an All-Russian Mos-
lem movement, and there were local
movements of the various national
groups. Occasionally the two forms ac-
tively supplemented one another, occa-
sionally they conflicted, but they never
merged completely. In 1905 and 1906,
the leading representatives of the Mos-
lem intelligentsia met in three con-
gresses, the first and third at Nizhnii
Novgorod (now Gorkii), the second at
Moscow. At those meetings, the prin-
ciple of unity of all Russian Moslems
was asserted through the establishment
of a Moslem Union (Ittifag-ul-Muslimin
or Ittifak) and agreements for the cau-
cusing of the Moslem deputies in the
Russian Dumas. The Third Congress
(August 1906) adopted resolutions urg-
ing the introduction of regional auton-
omy into Russia, without specifying
whether or not it was to rest on the na-
tional principle. E

In the First and Second Dumas, in
which they had thirty and thirty-nine
deputies respectively, the Moslems
formed a separate Moslem Faction in
which the Volga Tatar Saadri Maksudov
(Maksudi) later came to play a domi-
nant role. The majority of them sup-
ported the Russian liberals or Kadets,
though small socialist groups were also
present within the Faction. The change of
electoral laws, effected in 1907 to favor |
the election of Russian deputies, reduced /
the number and importance of Moslems '
in the last two Dumas.

Simultaneously with the All-Russian
Moslem movement—which was domi-
nated by liberal elements—there de-
veloped regional Turkic parties, gen- ‘\

erally of a more radical character. The
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Volga Tatars again led the way. In 1906
two Volga Tatar writers, Fuad Tuk-
tarov and Gaijaz (Ayaz) Iskhakov (Is-
khaky), founded a local counterpart of
the Russian Socialist Revolutionary
Party, which, grouped around the news-
paper Tang (Dawn), advocated the im-
mediate transfer of all land to the people
and, wherever possible, of factories t
the workers. The relations of thei
party, the Tangchelar (Tangelar), with
the pro-Kadet Ittifak were cool and
occasionally hostile,

In Azerbaijan a group of young Tur-
kic intellectuals, many of whom had
been closely associated with the local
Bolshevik organization during the 1905
Revolution, formed in Baku in 1911-12

the Moslem Democratic Party Mussa-|

vat (Musavat). Its original leader was
a young journalist, Mehmed Emin
Resul-zade. The first program of this
Party had a pronounced Pan-Islamic
character, expressing the desire for the
reéstablishment of Moslem unity
throughout the world and the revival of
the ancient glories of Islam. It advanced
no specific demands for the Azerbaijani
people. Indeed, the very concept of a
distinct Azerbaijani nation did not come
into being until 1917, when local na-
tionalists applied to their people the geo-
graphic name of the Persian province
inhabited by Turks.

These two parties, established among
the leading Turkic peoples in Russia,
had no counterparts among the smaller
Turkic groups which were to acquire
national organizations only during the
Revolution of 1917.

THE PEOPLES OF THE
CAUCASUS

The term Caucasus (Kavkaz) is applied
to the territory adjoining the northern
and southern slopes of the Caucasian
Mountains which stretch between the
Caspian and Black seas, a thousand-

Y

mile-long chain with elevations s

ing those of the European Alps. Under
tsarist administration this area was di-
vided into six provinces or gubernie
(Baku, Tiflis, Erivan, Elisavetpol, Ku-
tais, and Chernomore), five regions or
oblasti (Batum, Daghestan, Kars, Ku-
ban, and Terek), and one separate dis-
trict or okrug (Zakataly). Topographi-
cally, the Caucasus can be divided into
two main parts, separated from each

other by the Caucasian range. The

Northern Caucasus (Severnyi Kavkaz)
includes the steppes stretching from the
mountains toward the Volga and Don
rivers and the northern slopes of the
mountains themselves. South of the

range is Transcaucasia (Zakavkaz’e),
an area covered by mountains of medi-

um height and traversed by three river
valleys: the Rion, Kura,” and Araks
(Aras). The total territory of the Cau-

casus is 158,000 square miles,
The Caucasian population is extraor-

dinarily heterogeneous. It may safely be

said that no other territory of equal
size anywhere in the world displays a
comparable diversity of languages and
races. The mountains of the Caucasus,
situated near the main routes of Asiatic
migrations into Europe and to the Near
Eastern centers of civilization, have
offered a natural haven for peoples seek-
ing escape from wars and invasions, and
in the course of the past three thousand
years nearly every one of the peoples
inhabiting or passing through the region
has left its mark on the Caucasus’ ethnic
composition. In 1916 the Caucasus had
12,266,000 inhabitants, divided into the
following principal groups:

Russians, Ukrainians,

Belorossians ., . , . 4,023,000
Azerbaijanis and other

Moslems . . . . . . 2455000
L T R e 1,860,000
Georgians . . . . . . 1,791,000
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Caucasian Mountain
peoples . . . . . o 1519000
Other European peoples . 140,000

Other indigenous peoples . 478,000

The greatest ethnic heterogeneity is to
be found in the Northern Caucasus, and
especially in its eastern sections, Daghes-
tan and Terek. The term “Caucasian
Mountain peoples” (Kavkazskie gortsy,
or simply gortsy) has no ethnic signifi-
cance; it is merely a general term used
to describe the numerous small groups
inhabiting the valleys and slopes of the
Caucasian range. There one can find liv-
ing side by side the descendants of the
Jews carried into captivity by the Baby-
lonians, of the Avars, who had ravaged
Eastern Europe between the sixth and
eighth centuries; and of numerous other
small peoples, some of whom number no
more than a few hundred. In Transcau-
casia, on the other hand, in addition to
the Azerbaijani Turks, there are two
sizable national groups: the Georgians
and the Armenians, Their racial origin
is still a matter of dispute, but it is cer-
tain that they have inhabited their pres-
ent territories continuously for over two
thousand years. Their history has been
closely associated with that of the entire
Near East, and, at various times, they
have been subjected to the dominant
powers in that region, the Persians,
Greeks, Romans, Arabs, Byzantines,
Mongolians, and Turks.

The central factor in the historical
development of the Georgians and the
Armenians was their adoption of Chris-
tianity in the fourth century. As a result
of this, they entered into contact with
Byzantium and, through it, with Europe.
This bond with the West not only
brought these two peoples under differ-
ent cultural “influences from those of
their neighbors, but also developed in
them a consciousness of distinctness, of
separateness from the civilization of the
Near East. which remained lono after

they had been cut off .’from the main
body of their co-religionists by the

spread of Islam. Surrounded on all sides
by Moslems, the Christian Georgians
and Armenians always felt themselves
drawn to Europe and were susceptible to
Western ideas. For the same reason,
they passed voluntarily under Russian
dominion, and once incorporated into
Russia, got along well with their Chris-
tian rulers. Eastern Georgia became a
vassal of Russia at the end of the eight-
eenth century to escape Persian mis-
rule; it was not allowed to enjoy the
privileges of vassalage for long, how-
ever, and in 1801 it was incorporated
into the Russian Empire by a tsarist
edict. Russian Armenia came under
Russian rule as one of the prizes of the
victorious wars which the tsars waged
with Persia at the beginning of the nine-
teenth century. Russia ruled only a
small part of the Armenian population,
the majority of which continued to live
on territories of the Ottoman Empire.

raphic, 7/
not a historic or cultural concept. There

never was, or could have been, a “Cau-
casian” national movement. The ethnic,

- religious, and socio-economic divergen- \

cies separating the main groups of the |
population from each other, not only
prevented the emergence of a united cul-
tural or political movement, but actual-
ly led to internal frictions and at times
to armed conflicts. Instead of one, there
were separate national movements of the
principal ethnic groups, i :

The Georgians were primarily a rura
people, compose& of ariargely impover-
ished ancient feudal aristocracy (5.26
per cent of the entire Georgian popula-
tion in 1897) and a peasantry. The
Georgian urban class was small and in-
significant. It was the déclassé nobility
which, from the beginning, assumed the
leadership over the cultural and political
life of Georgia. The Georgians possessed
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nearly all the elements that usually go
into the formation of national conscious-
ness: a distinct language, with its own
alphabet; an ancient and splendid liter-
ary heritage; a national territory; and
a tradition of statehood and military
prowess. In the 1870’s, a cultural move-
ment arose among the Georgian aristoc-
racy, which, with its interest in the new-
ly liberated peasant, assumed forms
akin to Russian populism.

The political phase of the national
movement in Georgia acquired a some-
what unusual character. Whether it was
due to the fact that the carriers of the
national ideology in Georgia did not be-
long to the middle class but to an anti-
bourgeois nobility, or whether it was
caused by the general receptivity to
Western ideas characteristic of the
Georgians, or by still other causes, the
Georgian movement became from its
very inception closely identified if not
completely fused with Marxian social-
ism. Marxism was introduced into Geor-
gia in the ’s and at once encoun-
tered an enthusiastic reception. In the
First Duma, six of the seven Georgian
deputies were Social Democrats; in the
Third, two out of three. Georgian so-
cialists did not form separate organiza-
tions of their own, but joined the re-

gional branches of the Russian Social
Democratic Labor Party, where they
soon attained considerable prominence.
, They had no national demands. Noi
] Zhordaniia, one of the chief theoreti-
! cians of the movement, stated repeated-
' ly that all demands for autonomy were
" utopian, and that Georgia would obtain
i sufficient self-rule as a result of the an-
1 ticipated future democratization of Rus-
sia. At the beginning of the twentieth
century, a small group of intellectuals,
dissatisfied with this attitude, left the
Social Democratic Party and founded a

| separate organization, Sakartvelo (Geor-
i gia). which in time transformed itself

into the Georgian Party of Socialist-
Federalists. Their program, close in so-
cial questions to that of the Russian So-
cialist Revolutionary Party, called for
the establishment of a Russian Federal
Republic with autonomy for Georgia.
Its popular following, however, judging
by elections to the Dumas, was small,
About 1910 the Georgian Mensheviks
somewhat modified their views and

adopted formulae calling for extraterri-
torial cultural autonomy for Georgia.

The absence of territorial demands in
the program of the most powerful party
of the Georgian movement need not be
interpreted as an indication of the lack
of Georgian national sentiment. The na-
tional ideals of the Georgian intelligent-
sia were identified, ideologically and
psychologically, with the goals of Rus-
sian and international socialism. ‘As
long as this attitude persisted—that is,
as long as Georgian intellectuals be-
lieved Marxist socialism capable of deal-
ing with the problems posed by the de-
velopment of the Georgian nation—l :
there was no necessity to advance terri-
_tor%hl demands. e L

e position of the enians was
diﬁerenfofrom that of th‘g"(;gf;i—;ns in
several important respects: instead of
living in a well-defined area of their
own, the Armenians were scattered in
small groups among hostile Turkic
peoples throughout Eastern Anatolia
and Transcaucasia, and had a numer-
ous, influential middle class. The para-
mount issue for the Armenians, ever
since the massacres which their popula-
tion had suffered in the Ottoman Em-
pire in the 1890’s, was Turkey and the
Turks. Their main concern was how to
save the defenseless Armenian popula-
tion from further massacres engendered
by the religious and socio-economic
conflicts between the Armenian bour-
geoisie or petty bourgeoisie and the
Turkic land-owning and peasant classes,

The National Problem in Russia 443

as well as by the cynical attitude of the

central government of Turkey. In this

respect, the problems facing the Arme- \
nians were not unlike those con{ronlingk
the Jews in the western regions of the

Empire. Then there was also the ques-

tion of devising a political solution

which would be suited to the ethnic dis-

tribution of the Armenian population

and provide its urban classes with com-

mercial advantages. The Armenian
movement acquired early in its history

a conspiratorial, para-military charac-

ter. It was essentially middle and lower-
middle class in content, and much less
socialist in spirit than the political move-
ments in Georgia or in most of the re-

maining Russian borderlands.

The cultural movement in modern
Armenia had begun already in thek
1840’s, at first under the influence of
German and French, and then of Rus-
sian, ideas, and was actively supported
by Armenian merchants residing in the
Levant and Western Europe. Its organi-
zation centered around the separate
Armenian Church establishments and
its head, the Catholicos. In the 1890’s
there were numerous Armenian schools,
as well as many societiés and cultural
centers, supported by the church in Rus-
sian Armenia.

The first Armenian political party |
was the Hnchak (Clarion), founded in
1887'in Switzerland. This party was so-
cialist in character. In the 1890’s, some
of its members separated and founded
the Dashnaktsutiun (Federation) which
during the next quarter of a century
came to occupy a dominant role i
Armenian political life. The Dashnaks®
were, in their social program and in
their general reliance on terroristic
methods of struggle against the Otto-
man government, somewhat akin to the
Russian  Socialist  Revolutionaries,

though the latter refused to es'tahlish,ﬂ

direct relations with the Dashnaktsutiun/
on the grounds that it was allegedly a\

petty-bourgeois, nationalistic ~ group
which employed sccialist slogans only
as camouflage. The national program
adopted by the Dashnaktsutiun in 1907
made the following demands concern-
ing the Russian Caucasus: -

{Transcaucasia,jas a democratic republic,
is to be a component part of the Federal
Russian Republic. The former is to be
connected with the latter in questions of
defense of the state, foreign policy, mone-
tary and tariff systems.

The Transcaucasian Republic is to be
independent in all its internal affairs: it
is to have its parliament, elected by means
of universal, direct, equal, secret, and pro-
portional vote. Every citizen, regardless
of sex, is to have the right to vote beginning
at the age of twenty.

Transcaucasia is to send its represent-
atives, elected by the same system of uni-
versal elections, to the All-Russian Parlia-
ment.

The Transcaucasian Republic is to be
divided into cantons, which are to have
the right to broad local autonomy, and
communes with an equal right to self-rule
in communal matters.

In determining cantonal borders, it is
imperative to take into account the topo-
graphical and ethnographical peculiarities
of the country in order to form groupings
as homogeneous as possible.

The Dashnak program also demanded
cultural autonomy, and the right to use
local languages in addition to the gov-
ernmental language of all Russia.
Whereas in Russia the Armenian popu-
lation was too scattered to permit appli-
cation of national autonomy, the party

~did request territorial rights for the

Armenians in that part of its program
which dealt with the Ottoman Empire.

The North Caucasian peoples had no
indigenous national parties despite the

fact that they were less assimilated and
in many respects more dissatisfied with

Russian rule than were the peoples of
Transcaucasia. The mountains of the
Caucasus had been conquered by Rus-



sia in some of the bloodiest and longest
campaigns of its entire history. No
other acquisition had cost Russia as

much effort as that impoverished land in- |

habited by the wild and independent
mountaineers. The forceful expulsions
carried on by the tsarist regime, the
mass migrations of the people of whole
regions following the Russian conquest,
punitive expeditions, Cossack encroach-
ments on land, the hostility of the men
of the mountains for the inhabitant of
the plains, of the Moslem for the Chris-
tian—all this created a suitable founda-
tion for national animosities. But it was
not sufficient to produce an organizet{!
national movement. The North Cauca
sian mountain peoples possessed no eth-
nic unity and formed no cultural com-
munity; they were isolated from each
other by mountain ranges. Moreover,
some of the groups feuded among them-
selves, largely as a result of great dis-
crepancies in the distribution of land.

The Caucasus therefore had not one
but several national movements devel-
oping side by side. Of unity, there was
none. The Georgians had their eyes
turned to Russia, to Europe, and to so-
cialism; the chief concern of the Ar-
menians was the Turk on both sides of
the frontier; the Azerbaijanis partici-
pated in the All-Russian Moslem move-
ment; and the inhabitants of the moun-

" nationalists could not ally themselves

tains had developed as yet no definite
political orientation.
The national movements amon, the\

minorities inhabiting the Russian Em-
pire arose under the stimulus of the
same forces which had affected Russian
society in the nineteenth century: Ro-
mantic idealism, with its glorification of

the Volk and of historic traditions;
Populism, with its idealization of th
peasantry; the spirit of Western e
lightenment; socialism.

Two features of the minority move-
ments stand out. In thgTfirst)place, be-
fore 1917, among the
there had been in evidence no separatist
tendencies. The Russian Empire was
considered by most of its inhabitants t

W . Wrwwﬂhich re-
quire(r not destruction but democratiza-

tion and social reform. In the

place, in most of the borderlands, there

was an alliance between -nationalism
and socialism. This phenomenon was
perhaps due to the fact that the majority
of the nationality groups did not possess |

indigenous middle classes, which in}|

Russia proper, as in other European
countries, formed the backbone of the
liberal forces. On the other hand, the

with Russian righﬁst groups ]Jecausej

the Russian rightists automatically op
posed them.




