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ABSTRACT

This thesis seeks to answer the question, “under what conditions does a malevolent
brand of nationalism become empowered and have an impact on foreign policy?" By
empowerment | mean that nationalist ideas are propagated in diverse and effective fora,
resonate deeply with the articulate public, and gamer institutional support. | explore
three cases when nationalist ideology was prominent in Russian politics, and contrast
cases of aggressive nationalism in 1856-1878 and 1905-1914 with the prominence of a
relatively benign nationalism in 1991-1995. | show that, in the first two cases, virulent
nationalism influenced state decisions to go to war. But in the post-Soviet period, from
1991-1995, malevolent nationalism has not been empowered and has, therefore, not
been a determining factor in Russian foreign policy.

| show that national humiliation, caused by a miilitary fiasco or ott.er instances of
international defeat, is the necessary precondition that triggers the articulation of
aggressive nationalist ideas in Russia. National humiliation, however, is insufficient to
cause the empowerment of aggressive nationalism. | formulate and test hypotheses on
four controlling variables to explain why extreme nationalism rises to the top of political
discouse and exerts an impact on Russian international behavior. These variables are
internal instability, domestic incentive structures, social communication, and threats and
opportunities in the international system. My findings rank internal instability and threats
and opportunities in the international system as most significant among the variables
that lead to the empowemment of virulent nationalism.
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Chapter One

"Russian Nationalism: Content, Empowerment, and Impact on Foreign Policy"

For thou art an holy people unto the Lord thy God, and the Lord hath chosen thee to be a peculiar people
unto himself, above all the nations that are upon the earth.
Deuteronomy 14:2

A spectre haunts Europe...
Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, 1848

Having developed with considerable slowness—up until recent times and relative to national movements in
other [former Soviet] republics—-Russian nationalism is now entering a phase of expansion and realization
of its gigantic potential.

Valerii Solovei, 1992

l. Introduction

A. Questions

The spectre of Russian nationalism haunts much of western coverage of Russian
domestic politics and foreign policy. In particular, the jolt created by Viadimir
Zhirinovsky and his Liberal Democratic Party's electoral victory in the Duma elections of
December 1993 has led observers to emphasize nationalism as a driving force in post-
Soviet Russian politics.! Others, alluding to Weimar Germany's experience, warn that

the rise of nationalist idealogy in Russia could lead to the renewal of authoritarianism at

'See, for example, David Filippov, "Nationalism Moves into the Mainstream,"
Moscow Times, 29 July 1994, pp. 1,2; William Safire, "Needed: A 'Team B',"New York
Times, 10 March 1994, p. A25; "Russia and the West. Backlash," Economist, 3
December 1994, pp. 60-62; Craig R. Whitney, "Why Europe is Careful Not to Scold the
Bear," New York Times, 2 January 1995, p. 6; and Chrystia Freeland, "Russian Bear
Growis as it Feels Sore," Financial Times, 10 September 1995, p. 9.
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home and aggression abroad.? While many of these predictions are exaggerated, there
are aspects of Russian rhetoric and behavior which lend credence to worrisome
predictions regarding nationalism's impact. Examples are Russian intervention in the
former Soviet republics, Moscow's massive use of force in Chechnya, Russian Foreign
Minister Andrei Kozyrev's pronouncement that Moscow was ready to use force to
protect its citizens abroad, a Duma Bill requiring all foreign visitors to Russia to certify

that they are AIDS-free, and the popularization of vehemently anti-western sentiments.?

’Galina Starovoitova, former adviser to Boris Yeltsin, has warned, for example,
that "one cannot exclude the possibility [of a fascist period] in Russia. We can see too
many parallels between Russia's current situation and that of Germany after the
Versailles Treaty. A great nation is humiliated, [and] many of its nationals live outside
the country's borders. The disintegration of an empire [has taken place] at a time when
many people still have an imperialist mentality..." See Radio Ekho Moskvy, 14 October
1992, and notes from a personal conversation at Carnegie Corporation, New York, 16
November 1992. Other arguments on the dangers of Russian nationalism are Charles
Gati, "Weimar Russia," Washington Post, 17 March 1995, p. A27; Helene Carrere
d'Encausse, Decline of An Empire (New York: Harper and Row, 1979); Robert
Conquest, ed., The Last Empire. Nationality and the Soviet Future (Stanford, CA:
Hoover Institution Press, 1986); Bruce Porter, "The Coming Resurgence of Russia, The
National Interest (Spring 1991):14-23; Dimitri Simes, "Russia Reborn," Foreign Policy
85 (Winter 1991/92): 41-62; Roman Szporluk, "Dilemmas of Russian Nationalism,"
Problems of Communism (July-Aug. 1989):15-35; Peter Reddaway, "Russia Comes
Apart," New York Times, 10 January 1993, p. E23, and Walter Laqueur, "Russian
Nationalism," Foreign Affairs (Winter 1992/93):102-116 and The Long Road to Freedom
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1989), chap.6.

See, for example, "Pax Russiana?" Economist, 19 February 1994, p. 57;
"Russia and the West. Backlash," Economist, 3 December 1994, pp. 60-62; Fiona Hill
and Pamela Jewett, "Back in the USSR." Russia's Intervention in the Internal Affairs of
the Former Soviet Republics and the Implications for United States Policy Toward
Russia, Strengthening Democratic Instituticns Project, Harvard University, January
1994; "Losses Rise as Russian Grip Tightens on Grozny," Financial Times, 9 January
1995, pp. 1, 12; "Russian AIDS Law Requires Testing for Most Foreigners," New York
Times, 4 April 1995, p. A14; "Russia Says it will Ignore Parts of Pact on Conventional
Forces," New York Times, 17 April 1995, p. A6; "Anti-Western Winds Gain Force in
Russia," New York Times, 17 April 1995, p. E4; John P. Hannah, "The (Russian) Empire
Strikes Back," New York Times, 27 October 1993, p. A23; Konstantin Pleshakov, "Vizit




Widespread concern about nationalisni's malevolent effects, especially on a
state's international behavior, is not new, and in fact, prevails in much of the literature
on nationalism in general, and Russian nationalism, in particular.® But arguments
regarding the manifestly harmful effects of nationalism beg a more fundamental
question: under what conditions does an aggressive variant of nationalism become
empowered and have an impact on a state's foreign policy? This is the central question
that my thesis asks. | break this question down into smaller queries: What is the
content of competing variants of Russian nationalism at different points in time? Which
of these variants are more benign, and which are more malevolent? What triggers the
articulation of aggressive nationalism? Who are its key proponents, and what interests

motivate them? What domestic political conditions, norms and structures, and what

v ravnodushnuiu Ameriku," Moskovskie novosti, 5 September 1993, p. 7; and Yegor V.
Bykovsky, "New Russian Hawk," Moscow News (U.S. edition), 21-27 April 1995, p. 2.

“E. H. Carr, C. J. H. Hayes, and Arnold Toynbee assert that nationalism
inevitably deteriorates into militarism, imperialism, and even fascism. Alexander Yanov
concludes the same in his study of Russian nationalism in the Soviet period. One
historian also points out that, in the nineteenth century, the high incidence of wars
related to issues of sympathy for one's kin or nation is accounted for in part by Russian
panslavism, a variant of nationalism which advocated Russian action on behalf of fellow
Slavs and Orthodox who were persecuted in the Ottoman empire. See C.J.H. Hayes,
Essays on Nationalism (NY: Russell and Russell, 1966); Tahir Amin, "Nationalism and
Internationalism in Three Communitarian Traditions: Liberalism, Marxism and Islam,"
Xeroxed ms., 26 March 1986, 68 pp.; Alexander Yanov, The Russian New Right
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Institute of International Studies, 1978); and
Kalevi J. Holsti, Peace and War: Armed Conflicts and International Order 1648-1989
(NY: Cambridge University Press, 1991), pp. 317-18. Note also the recent scholarly
emphasis on the nexus between nationalism and war; see, e.g., Stephen Van Evera,
"Hypotheses on Nationalism and War," International Security 18 (Spring 1994): 5-39;
Jack Snyder, "Nationalism and the Crisis of the Post-Soviet State," Survival 35 (Spring
1993): 5-26; and Barry Posen, "The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict, " Survival 35
(Spring 1993):27-47.
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factors in the international system, help or hinder extreme nationalists in propagating
their ideas and gaining popular and institutional support? What is the impact of
nationalism on Russian foreign policy?® | ask these questions across three periods
when nationalism became dominant in Russian political discourse: 1856-1878, 1905-
1914, and 1991-1995. In examining cases in the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, | am concerned about continuities and discontinuities between past cases of
aggressive Russian nationalism and the more recent resurgence of what | would argue
is a relatively benign form of Russian nationalism.

A central premise of this thesis is that in the last century and a half, nationalism
has not consistently been a dominant ideology of the Russian state. | have, however,
identified three discrete periods when there was an "outbreak" of Russian nationalism.
In two of these periods, constituting my first and second case studies (1856-1878 and
1905-1914), the empowerment of an aggressive variant of nationalism occurred in
Russia. By "empowerment” | mean that, during a discernible period, aggressive
nationalist ideas are propagated in diverse and effective fora; resonate strongly with the
politically articulate segments of the population; and garner enough institutional support
to influence state behavior in favor of expansionist, hegemonic, or imperialistic war on
behalf of the putative "nation.”" By "aggressive" | mean that the content of nationalist
ideology 1) emphasizes ethnic criteria for defining membership in the nation; and, more

important, 2) exaggerates the uniqueness, superiority, and great power status of the

*In referring to foreign policy, | limit myself to official Russian decisionmaking to
go to war or otherwise engage in offensive military action in conjunction with nationalist
prescriptions.



11
nation, while emphasizing the inferior and/or sinister qualities of other groups; and 3)
articulates an externally-oriented, messianic, and imperialistic national mission.

My two cases from 1856-1914 focus on aggressive nationalism whose initial
proponents are mostly—though not exclusively--unofficial elites, seeking to pressure the
ruling regime to adopt their nationalist vision and its attendant policy implications.® Key
official decisionmakers initially reject and oppose the ideas put forward by extreme
nationalists but, ultimately, these ideas take a prominent position in Russian political
discourse, mobilize the public for political action, coopt key players in the official regime,
and have an impact favoring decisions to go to war.

The third case that | examine involves the resurgence of Russian nationalist
ideas in the post-Soviet period from 1991-1995. Again, many of the initial proponents of
extreme variants of nationalism come from outside the ruling regime. While it is
premature to argue that one kind of Russian nationalism has been fully empowered in
Russian politics, | will show that in 1991-1995, ‘he most dominant nationalist ideology
has been relatively benign. Extreme nationalism that advocates ethnic exclusivity,
chauvinism, and aggressive expansionist mobilization on behalf of the nation has not
been empowered in Russia. Although these ideas are present in post-Soviet discourse,
they have not gained the support necessary to push Russia toward war with other
states, neither have they shifted Russian behavior toward reckless aggression. Their

impact, instead, has been chiefly to modify the early, pro-western orientation of Russian

This thesis, to a large part, addresses what one scholar calls "nationalist
pressure groups." See John Breuilly, Nationalism and the State (Manchester, UK:
Manchester University Press, 1982), p. 11.
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foreign policy in 1989-92 toward greater assertiveness in defining and defending
Russian interests,’ even if it means invoking some tension with neighkors and with
western states, especially the United States. What explains the relative failure of
virulent Russian nationalism in the post-Soviet period?

This thesis argues that there are two sets of variables which explain the
empowerment of aggressive Russian nationalism. | argue that the necessary
precondition or triggering mechanism that activates malevolent nationalism is national
humiliation arising from external military defeat or other developments that undermine
Russian honor and pride; what undergirds "honor and pride" is mainly the state's
imperial (especially in the 19th and early 20th centuries) and great power status in the
international system. National humiliation is a key variable in states like Russia, where
centuries of history and socialization have created and reinforced the myth of national
power and greatness relative to the international system.

National humiliation has objective as well as psychological or attitudinal
components. Its objective components may be measured by such factors as military
defeat, diplomatic debacles, the waning of economic and military power, territorial
losses, and the disintegration of political authority. Its attitudinal elements, on the other
hand, may include expressions by elites and the politically articulate public of feelings of

demoralization, wounded pride, shame, unjust treatment by internal and external

"Prominent purveyors of virulent nationalist ideology, like Zhirinovsky, would
define these interests in ways that imply sinister outcomes for Russian policy, but key
policymakers have largely rejected these definitions. | would argue that official Russian
rhetoric, although colored by nationalism, stays primarily within the bounds of what is
reasonable for a country of Russia's size and with its former superpower status.
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enemies, and diminishing fzith in the state. National humiiiation especially affects elites,
who react by purveying malevolent nationalist ideas that reassert Russian greatness
and uniqueness, highlight the perfidy of outsiders, and afiirm Russia's right to use force
to defend its kin and other interests abroad.® In Russia, where state and society are
weakly integrated, and where society itself is fragmented into various ethnic groups,

unofficial and official elites may try to overcome the effects of national humiliation not

®The role of national humiliation as a significant factor in the rise of aggressive
nationalism has been repeatedly and strongly argued by scholars in the case of Weimar
Germany and the empowerment of Nazi ideology. The basic argument is that the
crushing defeat of Germany in World War |, followed by the imposition of the punitive
and onerous Treaty of Versailles, caused severe national humiliation and led to the
delegitimation of the democratizing Weimar Republic almost from the very beginning;
Weimar, in other words, was seen as the "illegitimate child of defeat." See Louis
Snyder, Roots of Germar: Nationalism (Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1978), p.
157. Although some scholars debate how materially punitive the Treaty of Versailles
was, they agree on the treaty's destructive psychological impact. The vast majority of
Germans rejected the treaty, and resentful elite detractors of Weimar effectively used
the war defeat and humiliating peace to argue that the new government was illegitimate
and incapable of defending the nation's interests. One scholar notes, for example, that
by "keeping the wounds of defeat and national humiliation open, [reparation payments
imposed by Versailles] made it virtually impossible to end the virulent nationalist
agitation against the republic at any time during its existence. . . . In many German
minds their economic sufferings became directly linked with the foreign oppression
imposed upon the nation." See E.J. Feuchiwanger, From Weimar to Hitler. Germany,
1918-33 (London: Macmillan Press, Ltd., 1993), p. 316. Although one cannot argue
that national humiliation was the central cause of the collapse of Weimar and the rise of
Nazism, it did create a context in which Hitler's promises of deliverance (i.e.,
overthrowing Versailles) and of a racially pure and strong nation with an assertive
foreign policy became very attractive and resonant. See L. Snyder, Roots, pp. 157-87;
Feuchtwanger, From Weimar, pp. 316-25; Fritz Stern, Dreams and Delusions (New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1987), pp. 147-91; Mary Fullbrook, Germany, 1918-1990. The
Divided Nation (London: Fontana Press, 1991), pp. 44-89; A.J. Nicholls, Weimar and
the Rise of Hitler, 2nd ed. (NY: St. Martin's Press, 1979), pp. 42-48; Gordon A. Craig,
Germany 1866-1945 (NY: Oxford University Press, 1978), pp. 391-433; Warren Morris,
The Weimar Republic and Nazi Germany (Chicago: Nelson-Hall, 1982), pp. 73-88;
Woodruff Smith, The Ideological Origins of Nazi Imperialism (NY: Oxford University
Press, 1986), pp. 196-230; and Richard Bessel, Germany After the First World War
(NY: Oxford University Press, 1993), pp. 254-84.
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merely by invoking nationalist symbols but, more importantly, by fomenting hatred
against outsiders and forging societal unity by reference to external enemies. Hence,
the rise of malevolent nationalism under conditions of national humiliation.®

But humiliation is insufficient to empower virulent nationalism. Although some
elites may propagate aggressive nationalism, their ideas do not necessarily have to
dominate political discourse, gain adherents among the politically relevant segments of
the population, or have an impact on foreign policymaking. One must, therefore, look
for controlling variables that determine whether or not aggressive nationalist ideas will
ultimately be widely propagated, supported, and have an impact favoring decisions to
go to war.

My research underlines four sets of controlling variables that help explain the
empowerment of extreme nationalism after it has been triggered by national humiliation.
These controlling variables determine the depth and extent to which nationalist ideas
will resonate with elites and the articulate public. The deeper and broader this
resonance, the greater the resulting public mobilization and pressure on official
decisionmakers to adopt malevolent nationalism as rhetoric and, subsequently, as a
basis for policymaking. One controlling factor is the level of internal instability,
measured by the number and degree of challenges to cohesive state authority, the
extent of delegitimation of fundamental ideas on which state organization rests, and the

level of popular perception of the state's incapacity to maintain the national welfare.

®*This point echoes Daniele Conversi, "Reassessing Current Theories of
Nationalism: Nationalism as Boundary Maintenance and Creation," Nationalism and
Ethnic Politics 1 (Spring 1995):72-85.
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Severe internal instability intensifies public loss of confidence in the state, as already
triggered by national humiliation. it motivates the politically articulate population to
Support malevolent nationalism, which not only articulates popular discontent with a
weak and ineffective state, but also identifies the nation's enemies and prescribes ways
to prevail over them. The fragmentation of elites at top levels of policymaking is
particularly important because it can intensify internal instability, and create policy
vacuums that proponents of aggressive nationalism can exploit to promote their views
and provide answers to questions that are of great concern to society. Division at the
top ultimately reinforces public perception of an inept state regime, while simultaneously

increasing the political legitimacy of unofficial nationalist extremists.

A second controlling variable is the character of the domestic incentive structure.
Specifically, elites advance the extremist nationalist agenda because there are political
and economic incentives for them to do s0." The greater these incentives, the more
intense the resulting nationalist Propaganda, and the higher the chances for the
empowerment of aggressive nationalism. Timing matters as well; my research shows
that not all elites universally support aggressive nationalism at the same time. In fact,
the domestic incentive structure in Russia sometimes makes it more advantageous for
some elites to combat aggressive nationalism at first, but they are gradually coopted

into the nationalist camp as the latter gains greater momentum and legitimacy in

“See, e.g., V.R. Berghahn, Germany and the Approach of War in 1914 (NY: St.
Martin's Press, 1973) and V.P. Gagnon, Jr., "Ethnic Nationalism and International
Conflict: The Case of Serbia," International Security 19 (Winter 1994/95): 13-66. In
Germany before World War |, Berghahn shows how German conservatives, agrarians,
and elites in the military-industrial complex had great incentive to propagate malevolent
nationalist ideology and did so to advance their parochial interests.
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society.

Third, effective social communication also helps the empowerment of malevolent
nationalist ideology. Social communication has technological components that
determine how much and how easily information can be transmitted (e.q., language,
mass education, literacy, mass media), and social components that determine how
efffectively information will be assimilated by its target audience (e.g., shared symbols,
experiences, and historical memories). Social communication determines the extent to
which nationalist ideas can reach, convart, and mobilize the population and, therefore,
exért pressure on the ruling regime. A situation that will work to the advantage of
malevolent nationalism might include numerous opportunities for effective social
communication of extremist nationalist ideas, coupled with weak and/or incompetent
institutions of debate and criticism and a historically-driven lack of strong, alternative
ideologies.

Fourth, threats and opportunities in the international system are another set of
variables that facilitate the empowerment of aggressive nationalism. Opportunities that
seem likely to increase the chances for success of an aggressive nationalist agenda,
while diminishing the costs of such an agenda, motivate embattled political leaders to
support malevolent nationalism as a means to bolster their legitimacy without assuming
unacceptable risks. Such opportunities may include weak neighbors, support from
external allies, and the weakness of international sanctions against nationalist

aggression. But even if tremendous risks are involved, state decisionmakers may still

"Alternative ideologies would include benign variants of nationalism.
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support extreme nationalist ideas if they perceive few other effective options for dealing
with threats to vital state interests and national honor. In the wake of severe national
humiliation, in particular, state leaders become extremely sensitive to combatting public
perceptions of official weakness and ineptitude, and can ill afford to ignore external
threats—whether perceived or real.

A standard apartment building in New York City provides an apt metaphor for the
explanation | have just outlined. To enter the main door leading to the building's foyer, a
person must use one set of keys. To enter a specific apartment, however, a second
and different set of keys must be used. In my thesis, the variable of national humiliation
is the first and necessary key that leads to the "foyer" of malevolent nationalism. The
different apartments represent different outcomes, including the defeat, demise, or
empowerment of the ideology. Only the availability of the correct second set of "keys"
or, in this instance, my controlling variables, creates conditions sufficient for the
outcome of extreme nationalist empowerment.

To summarize, the chief propositions of this thesis are:

1) In states and societies steeped in great power myths and traditions, national
humiliation is a sufficient variable to trigger the articulation and propagation of
malevolent nationalist ideas, especially by elites. National humiliation is not
sufficient, however, to propel the full political empowerment of malevolent
nationalism.

2) Four other variables are necessary (but none, alone, is sufficient) for the political
empowerment of malevolent nationalism. These are severe internal instability,

high domestic incentives for proponents of aggressive nationalist ideas, a great
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degree of effective social communication, and high threats in the international
system coupled with perceived opportunities that mitigate the costs of nationalist
aggression. In the Russian case, internal instability and international threats
seem particularly pivotal for official regime decisions to adopt malevolent
nationalism as rhetoric and as a basis for foreign policymaking.

3) The political empowerment of nationalism, ultimately, is both a “top-down” and
“bottom-up” phenomenon. Elites may be the first to articulate malevolent
nationalist ideas, but the larger and articulate public must believe in these ideas,
mobilize for action, and generate pressure from below to make these ideas a

powerful factor in state decisionmaking and behavior.

Below is a diagram of my explanatory framework; section 1l elaborates further on this

framework and on the hypotheses that guide this inquiry.

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Necessary Precondition Impact

NATIONAL HUMILIATION >RISE OF MALEVOLENT
NATIONALIST IDEAS

Controlling Variables Impact

INT. INSTABILITY POLITICAL EMPOWERMENT OF

DOM.INCENTIVES VIRULENT NATIONALISM

SOC. COMMUNICATION
INTL. THREATS/
OPPORTUNITIES
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B.  Definition of Terms
Nationalism is a concept that scholars have yet to define consensually.”? | define
nationalism as a political ideology' which holds 1) that there exists a nation with
identifiable members; 2) that the nation is distinct or special compared to other national
units; and 3) that the individual and state's highest loyaity must be to the nation's well-

being and mission." Although intellectual and political elites are the prime actors who

'?For example, Ernest Geliner and Eric Hobsbawm define nationalism as a
“political principle which holds that the political and national unit should be congruent,"
while Hans Kohn defines it as a "state of mind" in which the individual's supreme loyalty
is to her nation-state. Echoing Kohn, Liah Greenfeld asserts that nationalism is a
"particular perspective or a style of thought" based on the idea of the "nation"; it "locates
the source of individual identity within a “people,' which is seen as the bearer of
sovereignty, the central object of loyalty, and the basis of collective solidarity." Ernest
Geliner, Nations and Nationalism (ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983), p. 1; Eric
J. Hobsbawn, Nations and Nationalism Since 1780 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1990), p. 9; Hans Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism (New York: Collier Books,
1944) p. 10; and Liah Greenfeld, Nationalism. Five Roads to Modernity (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1992), p. 3. These meanings highlight some aspects of
nationalism while obscuring others. The Gellner/Hobsbawm definition, for example,
omits the nationalism of groups who would claim their own state but deny the same right
to other nationalities, and the nationalism of groups who willingly tolerate the existence
of a small diaspora outside their borders. See Van Evera, "Hypotheses on Nationalism
and War," p. 6, fn. 4. Greenfeld's emphasis on nationalism as a type of identity
obscures the critical political aspects of this phenomenon. It says nothing on when and
why nationalist ideas that arise in the cultural realm achieve political power—i.e., under
what circumstances does nationalism become an effective motivation for political

action?

*An "ideology" is a set of ideas, beliefs and concepts (invented, factual or
normative) that purport to explain or justify a specific social order. If that order does not
exist, the ideology "may constitute a believed strategy for its attainment." | derive this
definition in part from Eric Carlton, War and Ideology (London: Routledge, 1990), pp.
18-21.

"My definition includes both state-based and stateless nationalisms: it draws
from Breuilly, Paul Brass, Anthony Smith, and others who emphasize the political
aspects of nationalism. Breuilly, for example, defines nationalism as "political



20
generate and propagate nationalist ideas, these ideas do not become politically
powerful without some level of mass following. At the very least, nationalist elites must
be able to attract adherents among the politically articulate segments of society or those
whose opinions matter to the ruling regime.

Nationalism's content and intensity can change over time and under different
political and social circumstances,’ but in all cases the idea that the nation should be
the locus of individual and collective loyalty is central. Moreover, some elements of

nationalism in areas with long histories and old cultures may be difficult to manipulate

movements seeking or exercising state power and justifying such actions with
nationalist arguments.” A nationalist argument is a political doctrine built upon three
assertions: 1) there exists a nation with an explicit and peculiar character; 2) the
interests and values of this nation take priority over all other interests and values; and 3)
the nation must be as independent as possible; at minimum, it must attain political
sovereignty. Smith echoes similar themes in enumerating core nationalist beliefs that 1)
humanity is naturally divided into nations; 2) each nation has its own peculiar character;
3) the source of all political power is the nation; and 4) loyalty to the nation-state
overrides other loyalties. See Breuilly, Nationalism and the State, p.3; Paul R. Brass,
Ethnicity and Nationalism. Theory and Comparison (New Delhi: Sage Publications,
1991), chaps. 1-3; and Anthony Smith, Theories of Nationalism, 2nd ed. (London:
Duckworth, 1983), p.21. See also Boyd C. Shafer, Faces of Nationalism. New Realities
and Old Myths (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1972), p. 4 and pp. 17-20 for
other definitions emphasizing the political aspect of nationalism. The political aspect of
nationalism is also apparent in the Gellner/Hobsbawm definition cited earlier.

“Those who argue that nationalism is dynamic and varies with historical
conditions and social structures are Kohn, Idea of Nationalism; Boyd C. Shafer,
Nationalism. lts Nature and Interpreters (Washington, D.C.: American Historical
Association, 1976); and Katherine Verdery, "Whither *Nation' and "Nationalism'?"
Daedalus 122 (Summer 1993):37-46. The power of nationalism stems less from its
constancy of content, and more from the intensity of people's belief in it. Belief, and not
consistency or historical acccuracy, moves people to social action and makes
nationalism an effective tool for mobilization and integration. See Craig Calhoun,
"Nationalism and Ethnicity," Annual Review of Sociology 19 (1993):222-24.
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because such elements are transmitted from one generation to the next and become
embedded in collective tradition and memory.'® The presence of collective traditions
and memories creates (or constructs) public consciousness that is more susceptible to
particular nationalist ideas than others, and can increase the likelihood that these ideas
will have an impact on social attitudes and actions."

| define nation as a concept that connotes a community of people who share a
kinship based on culture, race, language, ethnicity, religion, or citizenship, and are the
professed repository of legitimate political authority. My definition reflects the argument
of scholars who do not treat nations as "real entities, as communities, as substantial,

enduring collectivities."*® | concur with the view that the interesting question is not,

"*Kenneth E. Boulding, "National Images and International Systems," in Wolfram
F. Hanrieder, ed., Comparative Foreign Policy. Theoretical Essays (New York: David
McKay Company, Inc., 1971), pp. 93-94.

"This idea is elaborated in Karl W. Deutsch, Nationalism and Social

Communication. An Inquiry into the Foundations of Nationality, 2nd ed. (Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press, 1966), pp. 86-105. See also Ronald Grigor Suny, The Revenge of the

Past. Nationalism, Revolution, and the Collapse of the Soviet Union (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1993).

'®See Rogers Brubaker, "Rethinking Nationhood: Nation as Institutionalized
Form, Practical Category, Contingent Event," Contention 4 (Fall 1994):3-19; Verdery,
"Whither "Nation' and “Nationalism'?" pp. 37-46, and Calhoun, "Nationalism and
Ethnicity," pp. 222-24. See also Greenfeld, Nationalism, and Kohn, Ideas of
Nationalism, on the issue of the "people” as the repository of political power. A more
common definition of nation is a "group of people who believe that they are ancestrally
related." See Walker Connor, Ethnonationalism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1994), pp. xi and 75 and Robert J Kaiser, The Geography of Nationalism in
Russia and the USSR (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 6. This
definition excludes the nationalism of multiethnic states—e.g., the United States and
Switzerland—whose peoples may not subscribe to the idea of common ancestry but
nonetheless believe they constitute a nation. For an emphasis on language as the key
characteristic of a nation, see Munro Chadwick, The Nationalities of Europe and the
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"what is a nation?" but: "How is nationhood as a political and cultural form
institutionalized within and among states? How does nation work as practical category,
as classificatory scheme, as cognitive frame? What makes the use of that category by
or against states more or less resonant or effective? What makes the nation-evoking
and nation-invcking efforts of political entrepreneurs more or less likely to succeed?"'®

My definition does not imply that there is never a real entity behind the concept of
nation, or that the concept itself can vary endlessly in one setting and remain resonant.
Rather, a convergence of factors may crystallize a particular conceptualization of a
“nation" at different points in time and, at each point of crystallization, the nation may
temporarily become a real entity, mobilized to act in prescribed ways.?’ The main
criteria for defining the concept of nation may also vary, but such variations tend to stay
within parameters consistent with a particular cultural and historical setting; those who

define the nation outside these parameters will likely have more difficulty finding

Growth of National Ideologies (NY: Cooper Square Publishers, 1973; reprint of 1945
ed.); on "national territory" as an inseparable component of a nation, see Rupert
Emerson, From Empire to Nation: The Rise to Self-Assertion of Asian and African
Peoples (Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 1960), pp. 105-109.

'“Brubaker, "Rethinking Nationhood," pp. 3, 6.

“Ronald Suny argues, along these lines, that "nationality as well as nationalism, .
. is the product of real historical conjunctures in which ethnic communities, activist
intelligentsia, and political imperatives have worked together to create a new level of
national coherence, consolidation, and consciousness." See his "State, Civil Society,
and Ethnic Cultural Consolidation in the USSR—Roots of the National Question," in Gail

Lapidus, et al, eds., From Union to Commonwealth: Nationalism and Separatism in the
Soviet Republics (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p.24.
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followers.?' Finally, the idea that a nation or "people" is the source of legitimate political

authority does not imply that nationalism always rises in tandem with effective mass

democracy. For example, unrepresentative and small groups of elites may successfully
claim that they are acting on behalf of the nation, even while violating the needs,
preferences, and rights of the mass population.?

Nationalism is a highly normative ideology with powerful legitimating effects and,
therefore, can have great impact on the interests and fate of ruling state elites.? It is
normative because it defines who is "in" and "out" of the nation, and advocates
particular courses of action for the well-being of the nation. It has legitimating effects
because it anchors political power in the "nation," and only those ruling elites can be
legitimate who can successfully claim to represent the nation and defend its interests.
It is an axiom that every dominating system, especially the state, must establish and

cultivate belief in its legitimacy using material, coercive, affectual, ideological or other

2'For an emphasis on powerful, pre-existing shared cultural myths, traditions,
symbols, and emotive memories from which specific articulations of nationalist ideology
are drawn, see Anthony D. Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations (Oxford, UK: Basil
Blackwell, 1986), p. 18. Emphasis on the ethnic origins of nations does not rule out the
fact that states may employ coercive and other means to create one nation out of
different ethnic groups, or to redefine fundamentally the contours of a nation. Mustafa
Kemal Ataturk's creation of the modern Turkish nation attests to this.

20ne can argue that this was the case with Stalin's use of Russian nationalism in
the 1930s and early 1940s. Stalin and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(CPSU) basically claimed to know and do what was best for the Russian nation, even
while engaging in mass oppression and murder.

Z\/erdery, "Whither ‘Nation' and “Nationalism'?" pp.38-44.
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means; in the modern context, nationalism has become an extremely powerful
instrument that state elites can wield to legitimate their domestic rule.? The state has
no monopoly over nationalism, however, and unofficial groups can make competing
claims to be the true articulators and defenders of the nation's interest and mission, and
may seek the right to exercise state power, change the directions of state policy, or
create their own state.” Whatever their claims, these groups can potentially undermine
the legitimacy of any existing state. They can argue, for example, that the state's
territorial boundaries should be changed because they do not fit those of the nation.
They can assert that state leaders do not adequately defend the nation's interests or
faithfully execute its mission and should, therefore, be replaced unless they change
their policies. Or, they can pressure the state to pursue aggressive and expansionist
actions on the grounds that these will benefit the nation.

| focus on nationalism as a political ideology because | am interested primarily in

#|egitimacy means the "probability that certain specific commands (orall
commands) will be obeyed by a given group of persons." See Max Weber, Economy

and Society. An Outline of Interpretive Sociology (eds.Guenther Roth and Claus

Wittich) (NY: Bedminster Press, 1968), pp. 212-13. On the need for state elites to
justify their rule by reference to the interest of the larger national collective, see Ronald
L. Jepperson and John W. Meyer, "The Public Order and Formal Institutions," in Walter

W. Powell and Paul J. DiMaggio, eds., The New Institutionalism in Organizational
Analysis (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), p. 207.

*Arguments on state power as the ultimate goal of nationalists are found in
Breuilly, Nationalism and the State, passim; Brass, Ethnicity and Nationalism, passim;
and James G. Kellas, The Politics of Nationalism and Ethnicity (NY: St. Martin's Press,

1991), pp. 54-57. Any "nationalism" that does not aspire for political power should more
aptly be called "national consciousness" or a prelude to nationalism.
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its political empowerment and impact on a state's foreign policy.®® As noted, political
empowerment means that proponents of a specific variant of nationalism are able to : 1)
propagate their ideas in diverse and effective fora; 2) make their ideas resonate with the
politically articulate segments of the population; and 3) gain sufficient institutional

support to have their ideas exert impact on the state's foreign policy. By "institutional"

support, | mean primarily support from high-ranking elites in formal, organized
structures of decisionmaking.?’ As for the impact of nationalism, | am interested
primarily in whether or not proponents of aggressive nationalism consistently advocate
war and militant expansionism as means to resolve foreign policy tensions and defend
the nation's interests, and what impact these arguments have on actual policymaking.
My thesis will accomplish two tasks. The first is descriptive and involves a
survey of the content of benign and malevolent variants of Russian nationalism in
1856-1878, 1905-1914, and 1991-1995. | then present evidence of the empowerment
or non-empowerment of an aggressive type of nationalism, and describe its impact on

Russian foreign policy. My second task is explanatory, and involves formulating and

Nationalist ideology becomes important in the realm of social action chiefly
when its proponents are mobilized and use nationalism to gain, increase, exercise,
and/or manipulate state power.

20thers define "institutions" to include both formal structures and informal norms
in a society. See James G. March and Johan P. Olsen, “The New Institutionalism:
Organizational Factors in Political Life," American Political Science Review 78
(September 1984), pp. 738-40; Jack Snyder, "Gorbachev and the Waning of Soviet
Expansionism," International Security 12 (Winter 1987/88), p. 96; and Judith Goldstein
and Robert O. Keohane, eds., ldeas and Foreign Policy. Beliefs, Institutions, and
Political Change (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1993), p. 20. Norms are
principles that govern the interaction of state and society.
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testing hypotheses that might account for the empowerment or weakness of the
aggressive nationalist ideas | have described and any outcomes they helped produce.
This thesis does not articulate a grand theory of nationalism, but generates and tests
hypotheses on the empowerment and impact of malevolent nationalism in Russia. My
hypotheses draw on insights from general theories of nationalism, specific literature on
the character and sources of Russian nationalism, and the history of the rise and
empowerment of extreme nationalism elsewhere, especially in Weimar Germany. My
thesis also adds to the larger literature on ideas and their impact on state behavior,
particularly the literature that examines the combined role of domestic and international

variables in explaining the impact of ideas on state behavior.?

C. Literature on Nationalism and the Russian Case

In the five decades since Hans Kohn, the reputed "father of nationalism"
published The Idea of Nationalism (1944), scholars from diverse fields have generated
a tremendous amount of literature on the subject.® A survey of this literature reveals

that 1) hardly any theoretical scholars focus in-depth on the distinct as well as

“See, e.g., Matthew Evangelista, "The Paradox of State Strength: Transnational
Relations, Domestic Structures, and Security Policy in Russia and the Soviet Union,"
International Organization 4 (Winter 1995):1-38 and Kathryn Sikkink, "Human Rights,
Principled Issue-Networks and Sovereignty in Latin America," International Organization
43 (Summer 1993):410-41.

For a summary and sampling of this literature, see Smith, Theories of

Nationalism; Calhoun, "Nationalism and Ethnicity," pp. 211-35; Kellas, Politics of

Nationalism, pp. 34-50; and the bibliographical essay in Shafer, Nationalism: Its Nature
and Interpreters, pp. 44-58.
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comparative aspects of the political empowerment of nationalism in Russia;* instead,
they concentrate on nationalism's emergence and empowerment in Europe and,
subsequently, in countries in the developing or colonial world;*' and 2) most scholars
focus on nationalism as a unitary instrument that elites use to consolidate state-building
or nation-building,* or to acquire independence and a formal state structure. This
general theoretical literature neglects critical features of the Russian case.

First, the general literature does not account for the existence of competing

%A theoretical work that devotes one chapter to Russian nationalismi is
Greenfeld, Nationalism. This book, however, does not address the political processes
and factors which make nationalism a salient frame of reference in Russian
policymaking. Instead, it describes the content of Russian nationalist thought as
articulated in eighteenth century poetry, plays, and other literary works, and then
employs a framework based on the psychological phenomenon of elite ressentiment
(i.e., feelings of unmitigated inferiority and hatred toward the West) to explain why the
content of Russian nationalism is ethnic, collectivist, and authoritarian. Unlike this work,
my thesis explicitly describes and explains the political development and impact of
nationalism in three cases in Russia from 1856-1995. | do, however, find Greenfeld's
concept of ressentiment useful in explaining why national humiliation elicits malevolent
reaction from Russian elites.

¥For example: Gellner, Nations and Nationalism; Hobsbawm, Nations and
Nationalism Since 1780; Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communltles Reflections on
the Origins and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso Books, 1983); Emerson, From
Empire to Nation; Breuilly, Nationalism and the State; and Brass, Ethnicity and
Nationalism. Brass has a chapter comparing Indian and Soviet language policy and
nationalism, but he does not address the cases of empowerment of nationalist ideology
included in my thesis.

32Gtate-building refers to the coercive and extractive processes (=.g., taxation
and warfare) that leads to integration of the state, while nation-building is the process of
promoting loyalty and commitment to the state by "extending down to the population as
a whole the belief in the existence [and rights and interests] of the nation," whose
guardian is the state. See Charles Tilly, ed., The Formation of National States in
Western Europe (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1975), pp. 70-83; Charles
Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States (Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers, c.
1992), pp. 114-17; and Hugh Seton-Watson, Nations and States (Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 1977), p. 3.
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variants of nationalism within one state (which is true of Russia in all three cases |
examine), and why nationalism with an aggressive content becomes more politically
salient than others. In Russia, during different periods, at least two (if not more)
variants of nationalism compete for political dominance. At the most general level, the
state may sponsor or approve one brand of nationalism, while shunning other variants
that officials deem harmful to state interests.®® Second, many scholars correctly
assume that the central goal of nationalism is to cement the nation-state, an entity in
which the political, economic, territorial, and affective borders of "nation" and "state"
coincide. But, in the Russian case, | would argue that a truly integrated "nation-state"
was never, and has not yet been, created. Nationalism that effectively bonded state
and society within relatively clear territorial boundaries, as in western Europe, has been
weak in Russia. Indeed, official Russian elites have tended to support a popular brand
of nationalism only when they were compelled to do so to stave off critical challenges to
their legitimacy and to maintain their hold on power. Nationalism tended to contradict
the long-term interests of Russia as a multinational, imperial state; therefore, the state

never consistently or fully hamessed it as a unifying or mobilizing ideology.* In the

%This dynamic persisted even during the Soviet period, when "dissident"
(unofficial) and "establishment" {official) variants of Russian nationalism coexisted.
Stephen Carter, for example, writes, "[the] lines of demarcation between the various
types of Russian nationalism are blurred and they overlap in several places, but the two
major streams of thought are fairly clear. On the one hand, Slavophile or
vozrozhdenets [renewal] nationalism is genuinely religious, liberal, anti-colonial and anti-
Communist. On the other hand, the fascist or chauvinist Great Russianism is anti-
Semitic, authoritarian and imperialist in tone." Stephen Carter, Russian Nationalism.
Yesterday, Today, and Tomorrow (NY: St. Martin's Press, 1990), pp. 1562-72.

¥0n the uses of nationalism to further the interests of the state, see Tilly,
Coercion, Capital, and European States, pp. 116-17.
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post-Soviet period, it remains to be seen whether or not Russian elites will succeed in
using nationalism to consolidate a genuine Russian nation-state.*

My thesis helps fill current gaps in the literature by emphasizing the
heterogeneous, rather than unitary, character of Russian nationalism. | describe two or
more variants of nationalism in each period | study, and show, in two cases, how an
aggressive brand of nationalist ideology that state officials initially reject eventually gains
political empowerment and exerts an impact on foreign policy. | also show how
Russia's failure to become a "nation-state" was a factor contributing to the
empowerment of malevolent nationalism. In my first two case studies, | show that
because state leaders failed to articulate, and rally support for, an alternative and more
benign nationalist ideology that could bind state and society together, politically-
conscious segments of the population who felt disconnected or alienated from the state
became more susceptible to unofficial nationalist propaganda, despite its malevolent
content. Further, because the Russian "self' was a divided, multiethnic entity, state
elites had great difficulty in effectively forging national unity by reference to an artificial
russified nation; under conditions of stress and crisis, they opted to forge unity by

supporting nationalism which emphasized the evils of the "other" or outsiders to the

*An article which sparked my thinking on this issue is Hans Rogger, "Nationalism
and the State: A Russian Dilemma," Comparative Studies of Society and History 4
(1961/62):253-64. My thanks to Brian D. Taylor for calling my attention to this piece.
Another article notes that although the Russian people constituted the predominant
group in the Russian empire and the Soviet state, the “political unit housing [the
Russian] people was not a nation-state." See Michael Urban, "The Politics of Identity in
Russia's Postcommunist Transition: The Nation Against Itself," Slavic Review 53 (Fall
1994):740.
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nation.* By comparing historical cases of malevolent nationalism with the current case
of more benign Russian nationalism, my thesis also yields insights on factors that might

help or hinder the dominance of virulent nationalism in Russia in the long-term.

D. Literature on Russian Nationalism

The bulk of iitcrature on Russian nationalism is largely descriptive rather than
theoretical or explanatory. Most authors survey the range of Russian nationalist thought
before, during, and after the Soviet period, and account for the sources of, and
influences on, such thought.*” These authors disagree, however, on two questions. First

is the content of Russian nationalism intrinsically and perpetually malevolent and,

therefore, liable to degenerate into fascism, or does it vary on a spectrum that is benign

on one end and malevolent on the other?* Can nationalism, in fact, be a progressive

%¥See Conversi, "Reassessing Current Theories," pp. 72-85.

¥See, for example, Carter, Russian Nationalism; Hans Rogger, National
Consciousness in Eighteenth Century Russia (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1960); Edward Allworth, Ethnic Russia in the USSR (NY: Pergamon Press,
1980); Conquest, The Last Empire; and John B. Dunlop, The New Russian Nationalism
(NY: Praeger Publishers, 1985).

*0ne analyst concludes that a "hard line" and a "soft line," reminiscent of the
Cold War analytical paradigm, characterizes western approaches to Russian
nationalism. Hardliners argue that Russian nationalism is a "malignant and monolithic
force that is unreformable and tends inexorably toward extreme forms of racism and

authoritarianism.” Softliners, in contrast, claim that Russian nationalism exists in many
varieties, including liberal, humanistic, intolerant, authoritarian, racist and fascist forms--
and that outsiders should cooperate with, and support, moderate nationalists who share
many western values. See David G. Rowley, "Russian Nationalism and the Cold War,"
American Historical Review 99 (February 1994), pp. 169-70. For support of the "hard
line," see Yanov, Russian New Right; Alexander Yanov, The Russian Challenge and the
Year 2000 (Oxford, UK: Basil Blackwell, 1987). and Andrei Sinyavsky, "Russian
Nationalism," Massachusetts Review 31 (Winter 1990), p. 493. For a contrasting
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force in Russian politics ?** My thesis, by describing benign and aggressive variants of
Russian nationalism in three different periods covering a span of a century and a half,
reinforces the perspective that the "menu" of nationalism in Russia does not contain
uniformly malevolent options.

Students of Russian nationalism diverge on a second question: Are the negative
effects of Russian nationalism—e.g., militarism, expansionism, and imperialism--
determined or contingent? Some scholars imply that such effects are continuous and
determined; for example, during the Soviet period, they argue that Soviet

internationalism and aggression was but Russian national imperialism in a different

perspective, see John B. Dunlop, The New Russian Revolutionaries (Belmont, MA:
Nordland Publishing Company, 1976) and John B. Dunlop, The Contemporary Faces of
Russian Nationalism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1983); Carter, Russian
Nationalism; Nicolai N. Petro, " The Project of the Century": A Case Study of Russian
Nationalist Dissent," Studies in Comparative Communism 20 (Autumn-Winter 1987),
pp. 250-51; and Walter Laqueur, Black Hundred: The Rise of the Extreme Right in
Russia (NY: Harper Collins, 1993). Despite the latter's sensational title, Laqueur
actually concludes that the extreme right, fascist-oriented type of nationalism is unlikely
to gain power in Russia in the long-term.

¥Some scholars argue that nationalism can have propitious effects toward
consolidation for reform, economic development, and the pursuit of collective welfare,
and is "an inevitable concomitant of social life and of many generous human impulses."
See Leonard W. Doob, Patriotism and Nationalism: Their Psychological Foundations
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1964), p. 263 and Charles A. Kupchan,
"Introduction: Nationalism Resurgent," pp. 24, in Charles A. Kupchan, ed., Nationalism
and Nationalities in the New Europe (lthaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1995).
Breuilly also finds that nationalism plays a positive, albeit limited, role in promoting
cohesion and action among reforming elites in specific political contexts. Breuilly,
Nationalism and the State, pp. 234-45. A view that national identity facilitates the task
of government is Stephen John Stedman, "Conflict and Resolution in Africa: A
Conceptual Framework," pp. 367-99, in Francis Deng and William Zartman, eds.,
Conflict Resolution in Africa (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1991). Finally, an
essay that points to the positive impact of nationalism on the psychological developrnent
of the individual is Lynne Jones, "Nationalism and the Self," Peace and Democracy
News 6, no. 2 (Winter 1992/93): 20-28.
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guise. They identify nationalism as an element of continuity that produced aggressive
behavior during both the tsarist and Soviet periods.*® A major problem with this view is
that its proponents fail to provide a causal dynamic for the empowerment and
subsequent malevolent impact of Russian nationalism. They take for granted that
extremist ideas automatically lead to aggressive actions. My thesis, by examining
variables that help or hinder the empowerment of virulent Russian nationalism shows
that although nationalism can lead to malevolent outcomes, such outcomes are not

determined but contingent on domestic and international variables.

il Nationalism: Insights from, and Limitations of, Specific Explanations

A. Primerdialism Versus Constructivism

A major debate in writings on nationalism asks whether nations are primordial or

“‘Adam Ulam and Richard Pipes, for example, argue that Russian nationalism or
a broadly defined Russian national culture is a prime cause of Russian and Soviet
expansionism. Ulam, for example, notes that Russian nationalism and panslavism have
been subsumed into communism and are reflected in Soviet expansionist behavior.
See Richard Pipes, Survival is Not Enough, (NY: Simon and Schuster), 1984, pp. 1-40,
169-77; and the following by Adam Ulam: "Russian Nationalism," pp.3-18, in Seweryn
Bialer, ed., The Domestic Context of Soviet Foreign Policy (Boulder, CO: Westview
Press, 1981), Expansion and Coexistence, (NY: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1974),
and "Nationalism, Panslavism, and Communism," pp. 39-67, in lvo Lederer, ed.,
Russian Foreign Policy: Essays in Historical Perspective (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1962). Ulam does note, however, that the marriage of Russian
nationalism and communism is not forever. With the splinter in international
communism caused by China and Yugoslavia, he hints that nationalism may split from
communism and cause the latter's demise.
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constructed/modem entities.' The first viewpoint claims that nations have always
existed "as a human constant"; indeed, nations are perennial entities because people
who share a culture always have an intrinsic awareness of their collective identity. This
identity evokes loyalty and other strong sentiments which undergird group material and
political interests and claims, and which provide impetus for group actions such as
warfare on behalf of the nation.*? In contrast, the second viewpoint asserts that
far from being a natural or necessary element in the fabric of society and history,
the nation is a purely modern phenomenon, a product of strictly modern
developments like capitalism, bureaucracy and secular utilitarianism. It is really a
quite contingent phenomenon, with roots in neither human nature nor

history,even if today it has become ubiquitous . . .*

The nation, from the latter perspective, is not a perennial but a constructed entity; and

“IConstructivist arguments are found in Gellner, Nations and Nationalism:;
Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism Since 1780; Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger,
The Invention of Tradition (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1983);
Anderson, Imagined Communities; and Suny, Revenge of the Past. Discussions of
primordialism are found in Conor Cruise O'Brien, "The Wrath of Ages," Foreign Affairs
72 (November/December 1993):142-49; Calhoun, "Nationalism and Ethnicity"; John
Armstrong, Nations Before Nationalism (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina
Press, 1982); and Smith, Theories of Nationalism.

“2Smith, Ethnic Origins of Nations, pp. 2-3, 6-8, and 32, and Cruise O'Brien,
"Wrath of Ages," pp. 142-49. Primordialists use evidence from social psychology to
argue that nations are primordial because people adhere closely to their in-groups and
distrust outsiders even when groups are arbitrarily formed under laboratory conditions.
People judge their group members less harshly than outsiders; tend to perceive more
intracategory than extracategory similarity; and are more willing to make sacrifices on
behalf of (randomly selected) in-group members than outsiders. See David M. Messick,
"Nationalism as Ethnocentrism: A Social Psychological View," A summary prepared for
the Workshop on Nationalism and International Conflict, National Academy of Sciences,
Washington, D.C., 6-7 December 1988, 8 pp. This social psychological evidence
proves, however, ONLY that groupness is primordial, NOT that nations are.

“3Smith, Ethnic Origins of Nations, p. 8.



the ideology that it engenders—i.e., nationalism—is contingent on factors such as
industrialization, secularization, and elite competition for wealth and political power.*

The primordialist view of nationalism appears weak in the Russian case. First,
nationalist consciousness appeared in Russia only in the eighteenth century, and
nationalism itself emerged as a significant political force only a century later.* Prior to
the eighteenth century and in the medieval period, localism, clan, religion, and other
categories superseded nation or ethnicity as the basis of group cohesion, identity and
loyalty.“ In the nineteenth century, nationalist ideas were generated and propagated
mostly by a small group of cultural elites, and coincided with such aspects of

modernization as increased education, mobility, urbanization, and the rise of a leisure

“Elite manipulation of nationalism to preserve or increase their parochial
interests is discussed in Breuilly, Nationalism and the State; Brass, Ethnicity and
Nationalism; and J. Snyder, "Nationalism and the Crisis of the Post-Soviet State."

“| use the term "national consciousness" as Hans Rogger defines it-i.e., "a
striving for common identity, character, and culture by the articulate members of a
given community.”" Rogger, National Consciousness, p. 3; see also pp. 1-7 and Liah
Greenfeld, "The Formation of the Russian National Identity: The Role of Status
Insecurity and Ressentiment," Comparative Study of Society and History (July 1990),
pp. 552-70 for a description of developments that made possible the birth of national
consciousness in eighteenth-century Russia.

“Kaiser, Geography of Nationalism and Edward Keenan, "Royal Russian
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Behavior, Style, and Self-Image," in Allworth, ed., Ethnic Russia in the USSR, pp. 3-16.
Keenan argues that in medieval Russia, ethnicity as a category did not even exist. The

court was cosmopolitan in membership, tradition, custom, and dress, and the primary
loyalty of nobles was to their clan and not their nuclear families or ethnic groups.
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class.”” Second, although Russian nationalism has centuries-old themes which
resonate deeply among articulate members of the population and, in different periods,
prove effective at public mobilization, this does not mean that nationalism is primordial.
Rather, these themes represent salient points in the dynamic construction of the
Russian nation, and correspond with ideas emphasized by nation-creating elites during
a relatively recent period in Russian history: the late eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries.

Third, although themes of Russian nationalism show some continuity, the nation
itself as a concept has shifted in Russian history. As this thesis shows, for example, a
predominant Russian definition of the nation in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries was panslav—i.e., Slavic-speaking and Orthodox peoples were incorporated
into the primary group with which Russians identified themselves. Contrast this with the
predominantly Soviet definition of the Russian nation during the communist era.
Although ethnic Russians had their own ethno-territorial unit during the Soviet period
(the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic or RSFSR), many Russians were
nonetheless accustomed to thinking of the entire Soviet Union as their national territory

and of themselves as members of a Soviet national entity. In the post-Soviet period, the

“7It was not until the nineteenth century that nationalism, based on the idea of the
existence of a "nation" that is the repository of political power, became a force in
Russian politics. One of the first signs of the "nation" asserting itself against the
traditional Russian monarchy was the Decembrist revolt of 1825. This event manifested
the growing rift between Russia's monarchy and the articulate elements of society or the
"nation." See Dietrich Geyer, Russian Imperialism: The Interaction of Domestic and
Foreign Policy, 1860-1914, trans. Bruce Little (New Haven, CT; Yale University Press,

c. 1987), pp. 50-63; Kaiser, Geography of Nationalism, pp. 33-82; Rogger, National
Consciousness, passim; and Pipes, Formation of the Soviet Union, pp. 6-9.
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predominant Russian conception of the nation is ethno-linguistic: all ethnic Russians
and native Russian speakers who reside within and outside the current borders of the

Russian Federation.*®

B. Nationalism and Modernity

Many scholars emphasize modemity as the cause of nationalism. They argue
that social and economic factors such as industrialization, mass education,
séculan'zation, modern communication (e.g., the rise of print capitalism), and state-
building explain the rise of nations and nationalism.*® This expl!anatory model yields
insights on the emergence of nationalism in western European countries, but does not
account for the development of nationalism as a politicai force in non-industrialized,
weakly modemized, or largely peasant societies. In Russia, in particular, it would be
difficult to argue that industrialization caused the rise of nationalism. In the late 1850s,

for example, shortly after the Crimean War, when nationalism began to manifest itself

“’See Rogers Brubaker, "Nationhood and the National Question in the Soviet
Union and Post-Soviet Eurasia," Theory and Society 23 (1994):47-78 and "Osnovy
voennoi doktriny Rossii," Voennaia mys!', special edition, 1992.

*“Gellner's modemization theory is particularly salient. It argues that the rise of
industrial society-with its attendant need for perpetual growth and a flexible, mobile
division of labor—stimulated mass education, the spread of literacy, and subsequent
cultural homogeneity. This homogeneity made nations and nationalism possible.
Without industrialization and its demands, neither nations nor nationalism would exist.
Gellner summarizes thus: ". . .nationalism is not the awakening of an old, latent,
dormant force, though that is how it does indeed present itself. It is in reality the
consequence of a new form of social organization, based on deeply internalized,
education-dependent high cultures, each protected by its own state.” Gellner, Nations
and Nationalism, p. 48.
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as a distinctly political set of ideas, Russia was only a weakly industrialized and mainly
traditional society. In fact, unlike many western European countries, Russia still clung
to the institution of serfdom and relinquished it only at the beginning of the next
decade.®

One might use the modemity thesis, especially Gellner and Tilly's versions, to
explain official Russian nationalism or russification in Russia, which was motivated by
the state's need to facilitate the modern requirements of government and administration,
particularly in the late nineteenth century.®' But causality in this instance would not
follow Gellner and Tilly's models. Official Russian nationalism did not result from a

homogenized culture created by an industrialized society or a "modern" state.5? Rather,

%0 Smith, Theories of Nationalism, pp. 101-150. There was significant industrial
development in Russia from 1800-1861, but the motor of industrialization accelerated
only after the abolition of serfdom in 1861. One scholar who tracked quantitative
indicators in Russian industry and labor in the nineteenth century concludes that in 1860
Russia "was industrially extremely backward, with serfdom providing a major obstacle to
further development; that few sectors showed any modern growth; and that despite an
obvious increase in economic activity, the main period of industrialization came
considerably later." See M.E. Falkus, The Industrialization of Russia 1700-1914
(London: Macmillan Education Ltd., c. 1972), p.43.

'Russification, particularly in the late nineteenth century, sought to infuse all
citizens of the Russian empire with Russian cultural norms. See Edward C. Thaden,
ed., Russification in the Baltic Provinces and Finland, 1855-1914 (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1981); Nicholas V. Riasanovsky, A History of Russia, 4th
ed. (NY: Oxford University Press, 1984), p. 394 and Hugh Seton-Watson, The Russian
Empire 1801-1917 (Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press, 1967), p. 485.

2Tilly lists as characteristics of the modern state: centralized administrative
power, capacities to mobilize otherwise civilian populations and industries for interstate
war, and existence in a world of comparable states. Part of the process of modern
state-building was the imposition of national languages, national education, and national
military service. Over time, life homogenized within states and heterogenized between
them; nationalism subsequently came to life as a by-product of state-building. This




38
it ensued from an authoritarian state's attempt to maintain power over a multinational
and multicultural empire that was largely rural, weakly industrialized, administratively
decentralized, and far from nationally educated. Although the Russian situation was not
unique, the problem of multinationality was of a much greater magnitude in the Russian
empire than, say, in France, Germany, or Spain. Moreover, whereas western European
states gradually made their peace with people's claims for political participation (thereby
acknowledging the central premise of the "nation" as the repository of political power
and making nationalism a truly effective mechanism for binding state and society), the
Russian imperial state never made similarly successful and durable concessions to
society's political claims.>

Arguments that emphasize modernity aiso fail to explain why specific types of
nationalism-benign or malevolent—-become politically empowered. In contrast, my
thesis addresses specifically this issue. In Russia, for example, | contrast two instances
of an aggressive type of nationalism becoming politically salient and one case where
malevolent nationalism had only marginal political impact. What explains this variance?
Modem processes such as mass education and communication do not fully explain

these outcomes. Rather, they show why a hospitable context existed for

process of creating a modern state cannot be said to have occurred in Russia. See
Caihoun, "Nationalism and Ethnicity," pp. 216-17 and Richard Pipes, Russia Under the
Old Regime (NY: Charles Scribners Sons, 1974), pp. 112-15 and 127-318.

%*Tilly, ed., Eormation of National States, pp. 625-33 and Pipes, Russia Under the
Old Regime, pp. 112-15 and 127-318.
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propagandiz‘mg all kinds of nationalist ideas, but such a context does not guarantee the
pol'\tica\ empowerment of a benign of aggress'we type of nationalism. In my thesis, |
acknowledge the facilitating role of modem processes (e.g., mass education) for
nationalist propaganda put, more important, | identify the mix of variables that prope!

malevolent nationalism o the center of the po\itica! stage.

C. Elite Ressentiment and parochial Interests
Instrumenta\ explanations emphasize that nationalism is the creation of elites
who need an ideology t0 help them acquire, defend, and augment their parochia\

interests, both material and psychologica\. pursuing this line of analysis, Liah Greenfeld

asserts that malevolent Russian nationalism is the product of elite ressentiment Of a

ressentii==

"psycho\ogical state resulting from suppressed feelings of envy and hatred (ex'\stentla\
envy) and the imposs'\bi\ity of satisfying these feel'mgs.““ Ressentiment stems from
crises of identity among elites who, pecause of their shifting environment and exposure
to comparative elites from other societies, pecome dissatisfied with their status and wish
to change it put cannot do so. Nationalism, for these elites, pecomes an adaptive

response 10 "status inconsistency, they use it to advance such interests as status-

seeking, status aggrandizement, and status preservation."55

ssigreenfeld, Nationalism. PP- 15-16. Greenfeld argues that two conditions create
ressentiment: 1) a pelief on the part of the subject thatitis fundamenta\\y equal with its
object of envy, and 2) an actual inequality petween subject and object of such
dimensions that the presupposed equality pecomes practical\y imposs'\ble to fulfill.

ssgreenfeld, "The Viability of the concept of Nation-State,” A paper presented 10
the American Soc'\o\ogica\ Association, Pittsburgh. August 1992, p- 3.
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Greenfeld's elucidation of elite ressentiment contributes to understanding why
much of Russian nationalist thought since the eighteenth century is "ethnic, collectivist,
and authoritarian." By underlining Russian intellectual elites' focus on the West as their
object of envy, for example, Greenfeld helps to clarify why dominant strands of Russian
nationalism are infused with anti-westernism, claims of uniqueness and special qualities
(compared to the West), and an apocalyptic sense of mission.*® But explaining the
content of Russian nationalism is not tantamount to explaining its empowerment.
Greenfeld cites the writings of elite Russian cultural figures to show the impact of
ressentiment on nationalist thought, but she does not account for variables that move
nationalism from the psychological and cultural realms to the political arena. Further,
the concept of ressentiment, which emphasizes envy, hate and hurt pride, highlights a
psychological and sociological pathology among elites, while obscuring more rational
motivations that drive the purveyors of nationalism, and the domestic political and
international factors that help them succeed. It also fails to differentiate among types of
elites and their varied interests that are served by nationalist ideas. In post-Soviet
Russia, for example, ressentiment-driven "ethnic, collectivist, and authoritarian"
nationalism may benefit some elites, but arguably not westemized groups whose
parochial interests include freedom to travel and interact with western colleagues.
Westernizing elites may well choose liberal and relatively benign variants of nationalism
to advance their agenda.

Yet another shortcoming of the ressentiment explanation is that it assumes that

%Greenfeld, "Formation of the Russian National Identity," pp. 549-91.
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all chauvinist nationalist rhetoric and behavior derive from feelings of inferiority. This
denies the existence of genuine feelings of superiority which also motivates Russian
nationalists and color their attitudes.” Although | agree in general that ressentiment-
driven status aggrandizement and preservation are important goals of elites, my thesis
examines more closely the material, political, and other elements of the domestic
incentive structure which make it particularly beneficial for some elites to support

malevolent nationalism. | also provide, overall, an account of how aggressive

nationalism acquires political power and what its political impact is.

Others who advance an instrumental explanation of nationalism emphasize:
1) the role of coalition politics and logrolling, or 2) the degree of collaboration or
opposition between nationalist elites and state authorities. Coalition logrolling refers to
the process of elite interest groups trading favors and then forming a coalition that
captures the state and hijacks state policy in favor of nationalism, expansionism, or
imperialism.%® This explanation is difficult to apply to the empowerment of aggressive
Russian nationalism, especially in autocratic Russia in the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. Tsarist authority in these years—particularly over ideology and
foreign policy—remained supreme, if not always effective, and cohesive and distinct

interest groups or agencies engaged in "logrolling" hardly existed. Nationalist coalitions

*'This is true, for example, of Russian nationalists' attitudes toward people from
Central Asia or the Caucasus.

%8J. Snyder, Myths of Empire, pp. 19-17; Matthew Evangelista, "Sources of
Moderation in Soviet Security Policy," in Philip Tetlock, et al, eds., Behavior, Society
and Nuclear War, vol. 2 (NY: Oxford University Press, 1991), p. 265; and Brass,

Ethnicity and Nationalism, pp. 1-14.
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themselves were rarely cohesive and never enduring, as | will show in my case studies.
When proponents of aggressive nationalism did manage to "hijack" state policy, it was
largely because of factors unrelated to logrolling among interest groups.>®

Unlike coalition politics, the degree of opposition or collaboration between state
authorities and nationalist elites seems a more useful variable to apply in cases of
nationalist empowerment in imperial and post-Soviet Russia, especially because
nationalism begins as an unofficial ideology frowned upon by most ruling officials.
Because my three case studies involve periods of political transition in Russia-—-when
the ruling regime is fragmented and policies are fluid—it makes sense to examine the
impact of variable state policies on the rise of malevolent nationalism. What is the
degree of state opposition to aggressive nationalism, and how effective and consistent
is it? Do assistance and collaboration by some state officials offset the impact of more
punitive policies against aggressive nationalism? What is the impact of policies of

liberalization and democratization on the advancement of extreme nationalism?

%Jack Snyder's research shows that coalition politics and logrolling operate in
both liberal and authoritarian contexts, as long as relatively cohesive agencies or
interest groups exist. In Russia, particularly in the nineteenth century, such groups
were missing in the political system (although one could identify broadly "conservative"
or "liberal" groups). This factor distinguishes the process of nation-building in Russia
from such countries as France, Germany, and Japan. Even during moments of
liberalization and political reform from 1861-1914, factions and groups in Russia tended
to have such diffuse interests and fluid memberships that the framework of coalition
politics is of limited utility in explaining the empowerment of aggressive nationalism.
See Reinhard Bendix, Kings or People. Power and the Mandate to Rule (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press), pp. 88-128 and 491-582; J. Snyder, Myths of Empire;
Geyer, Russian Imperialism, pp. 293-98; and Geoffrey A. Hosking, The Russian

Constitutional Experiment. Government and Duma 1907-1914 (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 1973).
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lll.  Russian Nationalism: Content, Empowerment and Impact (A Framework of

Inquiry)

A. Nationalism, National Humiliation, and State Legitimation

My thesis begins with the premise that there has always been, and continues to
be, a diiemma between nationalism and the state in Russia. This dilemma emerged in
the nineteenth century, and was rooted in the fundamental conflict between the idea of
nationalism, and the foundations of the Russian state. First, the state, territorially and
ethnically, was a multinational empire whose peoples were vastly different in culture and
were never homogenized into a nation—unlike the French and Germans, for example.®
Because it was averse to the risk of splitting the empire along ethnic and linguistic lines,
the Russian government did not seriously attempt to implement national cultural

homogenization until the late nineteenth century.®' Second, the autocratic nature of the

%0n the creation of the French and German nations, see L. Snyder, Roots; Louis
L. Snyder, German Nationalism. The Tragedy of a People (Harrisburg, PA: Telegraph
Press, 1952); C. J. H. Hayes, France. A Nation of Patriots (NY: Columbia University
Press, 1930); Eugen J. Weber, Peasants Into Frenchmen. The Modernization of Rural
France (London: Chatto and Windus, 1977); and Tilly, ed., Formation of National
States.

*The Russian imperial state developed in the fifteenth century, before a Russian
"nation" existed. Subjects of the state did not have to be Russian ethnically or
linguistically to be "Russian"; instead, they simply had to be a citizen of the state or
Orthodox in religion. It was only in the 1880s, under the reign of Alexander lll, that the
state embarked on a systematic and aggressive policy of cultural and linguistic
russification. Nationalities within the Russian empire severely resisted this policy,
causing the empire to hover on the brink of disintegration by 1917-1920. See Thaden,
Russification in the Baltics; Riasanovsky, A History of Russia, 4th ed., p. 394; Seton-
Watson, Russian Empire 1801-1917, p. 485; Boris |. Kotchoubey, "The Russian or the
Soviet Mentality: Which One will be Integrated into Europe?" Mind and Human
Interaction 3, no. 2 (January 1992), pp. 47-48; and Carrere D'Encausse, Decline of an
Empire, pp. 13-18. The dilemma of nationalism and the imperial state remained during
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Russian state contradicted nationalism's central premise of the "people" (not the tsar) as
the ultimate repository of political power and the arbiter of political legitimacy.?
Because the tsarist state appropriated nearly all political power to itself and made the
preservation of autocracy its highest goal, a gap arose between it and the society it
purported to rule. Hans Rogger notes, for example, that in the nineteenth century,
Russian nationalism

could only with difficulty, if at all, view the tsarist state as the embodiment of the

national purpose, as the necessary instrument and expression of national goals

and values, while the state, for its part, looked upon every autonomous

expression of nationalism with fear and suspicion.®?

Third, the process of modemization, which many scholars link with nationalism,

came very late to Russia and remained weak well into the twentieth century.®* As a

result, Russia's population proved backward in education, economic power, and polticial

the Soviet period; the Soviet government could not overly emphasize ethnic Russian
nationalism because it would contradict other ethnically-based nationalisms within the
Soviet Union and risk rebellion against the center. On the weakness of official
nationalism in the Soviet Union, see Kellas, Politics of Nationalism, pp. 148-50.

*2Bendix, Kings and People and Reinhard Bendix, Nation-Building and

Citizenship. Studies of our Changing Social Order (Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1977), pp. 175-208.

%*Rogger, "Nationalism and the State," p. 253. See also A.N. Pypin, Panslavizm
v proshlom i nastoiashchem (St. Petersburg: knigo-izd. "Kolos," 1913), pp. 81-85, for
the Russian state's strong repressive actions against some of the earliest nationalist
movements in Russia in the early 1800s.

#See, for example, Alexander Gerschenkron, Economic Backwardness in
Historical Perspective (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University, 1962), pp.
119-51.
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power—compared to most of western Europe. Further, when the state implemented
policies of modernization, its primary goals were always to enhance its own power and
control rather than give society a voice in politics.®* In this context, nationalism—both
official and unofficial varieties—could not function as a glue binding state and society,
but only deepened the chasm between the two. Official nationalism, embodied in
russification, was shunned by many in Russia's multinational society and became a
divisive instrument of internal oppression. On the other hand unofficial nationalism--
suspected and often punished by the state —became the rallying cry of a small but
politically active sector of Russian society, whose members struggled to propagate their
ideas, delegitimize the ruling regime, and pressure state leaders to act in ways
conforming to their vision of the identity and mission of the Russian nation.

A major consequence of the dilemma of nationalism in nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century Russia was that genuine cohesion never developed between the
Russian state and nation. This created a persistent crisis of state legitimacy, as the

state struggled against challenges to its authority from society or the population that

®*One historian notes that since the Crimean War in 1853-1856 and throughout
the rest of the nineteenth century, the greatest issue in Russian domestic politics was
how to introduce political participation and representation. In fact, during the relatively
reformist reign of Alexander Il (1855-1881), at least four major proposals on this issue
were drafted—but none implemented. Minister of the Interior D. A. Valuev, for example,
recognized the gravity of the issue when he wrote to Russia's Head of the Gendarmerie
in 1862: "One thought evidently has possessed all minds. It has taken on various forms
and adopted for itself various names . . . but in essence the idea is always the same. It
consists in this--that in all European countries the various estates are allowed a certain
degree of participation in the work of legislation or of general administration of the state;
and that if this is so everywhere, it must also come to that here." See Leonard
Schapiro, Rationalism and Nationalism (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1967),
pp.114-28.
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sought a voice in politics.® This crisis became particularly severe during periods
following a military defeat or other occasions when the state suffered national
humiliation in its international relations, when Russian weakness became starkly clear,
and state credibility and authority before the society it ruled was compromised. During
these periods—as in 1856 (after the Crimean War), 1905 (after the Russo-Japanese
war), and 1989 (after the Soviet Union's Cold War defeat)—nationalism rose to the top of
the Russian political discourse. Questions of nationalism became paramount as the
articulate public asked: Who are we? How is Russia different from other nations? What
is our role and mission, and are we fulfilling them? Official and unofficial elites offered
competing answers to these questions and, partly because official elites suffered from
low levels of legitimacy, unofficial sources of answers to these questions gained new
prominence. Among these sources were purveyors of malevolent nationalism, whose
ideas were both stimulated and reinforced by Russian encounters with national

humiliation.

B. Content of Nationalism: Benign or Malevolent?
In each of my case studies, | begin by describing the content of variants of
Russian nationalism. In my descriptions, | seek to capture the benign or malevolent

implications of various ideas for international behavior. | formulate below several

%Ulam notes the state of "continuous internal crisis" in Russia in the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries which, he says, were interrupted only by brief periods of
intense nationalism--as in 1877-78 (during the Russo-Turkish war) and in 1914 (during
World War ). See Ulam, "Nationalism, Panslavism, and Communism," p. 46.
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measures by which | gauge benign or aggressive content, focusing on three aspects of
nationalist thought (based on my definition of nationalism): 1) criteria for membership in
the nation; 2) definition of the self- and other-image; and 3) statement of the national

mission.

1) Membership in the Nation

Nationalism claims that a nation exists whose members are identifiable. If ethnic,
rather than civic, criteria determine membership in the nation, then nationalism will likely
have malevolent implications for foreign policy. Ethnic nationalism depends on a
common language, religion, or ancestry, and includes pan-ideologies such as
panslavism. Civic nationalism, in contrast, classifies as members of the nation
everyone residing within specific territorial boundaries, regardless of their ethnic, racial,
religious, or linguistic background.®” Ethnic nationalism can push states toward the goal
of unification; specifically, states whose dominant ethnic group is scattered territorially
might seek to rescue the irredenta or unify all members of the ethnic group in one
national state. This may occur peacefully, but it is more often the case that violent
methods are used to rescue and unify iredenta. Post-communist Serbian aggression
and "ethnic cleansing" against Muslim populations in the former Yugoslavia starkly
illustrate such violence. Besides aggressive action to unify the irredenta, ethnic

nationalism also threatens disenfranchisement, persecution, or forced assimilation of

%Greenfeld, Nationalism, pp. 1-12.
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minorities or outsider groups who reside within the borders of a state.® External allies
or kin of these persecuted groups might come to the aid of their beleaguered relatives
and violence could escalate.

Although ethnic nationalism tends to have more dangerous implications than its
civic counterpart, it is not the case that ethnic nationalism always leads to malevolent
outcomes. In fact, the probability of such outcomes may decrease if ethnic nationalism
co-exists with a liberal-constitutional political framework. Within that framework,
membership in the nation may still depend on ethnic categories, but authorities will
respect the political and cultural rights of minorities cr other groups that do not
constitute the dominant nationality; spread economic benefits as equitably as possible
among ethnic groups; and direct the national mission toward internal stability and
development rather than outward expansion and aggression. Civic nationalism, on the
other hand, need not always be benign, especially if it presbribes coercive assimilation

of groups that want to preserve their distinct national cultures and ethnic traditions.®®

®Myron Weiner discusses the potential for conflict over irredenta in "The
Macedonian Syndrome," World Politics 23 (July 1971): 65-83 and in "Peoples and
States in a New World Order," Third World Quarterly 13 (1992): 317-32. On "ethnic
cleansing" in the former Yugoslavia, see, e.g., "CIA Report on Bosnia Blames Serbs for
90% of the War Crimes," New York Times, 9 March 1995, pp. A1, A8 and "Survivors
Tell of Serb Atrocities in Fallen Enclave," New York Times, 23 July 1995, p. 8.

®*See Michael Lind, "In Defense of Liberal Nationalism," Foreign Affairs 73
(May/June 1994): 87-99. In this thesis, | describe neoslavism in 1905-1914 as an
example of a relatively benign combination of ethnic nationalism and liberal politics. A
similar example may be Quebecois nationalism, which is linguistically-based but liberal-
constitutional in its politica! framework.
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2)  Self-lmage and Other-image™

Nationalism asserts that a purported nation is distinct and special compared to
other groups. The greater the claims of uniqueness in a nation's self-image, the more
dangerous nationalism is likely to be. Its proponents might engage in chauvinistic
mythmaking that glorifies the nation while denigrating outsiders.”’ Chauvinism can also
lead to a repetition of past aggression that has not been recognized as a wrongdoing.
Finally, it can justify malicious behavior against outsiders on the grounds that the
national group is so "special" that it possesses greater rights and privileges than
others.™

Nationalist ideology that exaggerates uniqueness in the nation's self-image might
also exalt war and the military as instruments for asserting those rights and privileges to
which the nation is entitled. When war and the military are exalted, nationalism will
have malevolent implications for international behavior. It is thus important to ask: who

are the nation's military heroes and how prominent are they in the national culture? Do

"Intellectuals who write and interpret the nation's history play a key role in the
formation of the national self-image and other-image. Smith, Theories of Nationalism,
p. 136.

"In India, for example, the Hindu nationalist Bharatiya Janata party has
selectively used stories of ancient atrocities committed by Muslim rulers in India to
illustrate the hostility and vileness of Muslims, and to justify violence against the latter.
See Amartya Sen, "The Threats to Secular India," New York Review of Books, 8 April
1993, pp. 26-32.

20n these points and others dealing with the kinds of national self- and other-
images conducive to war and aggression, see Van Evera, "Hypotheses on Nationalism
and War," pp. 26-31.
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people believe that the nation's greatness lies chiefly in its military strength and
prowess? Is there a belief that war and conquest strengthen the nation, and is there a

vigilant effort to inculcate military values in society?”

3) National Purpose

Nationalism preaches that the individual and the state's highest loyalty must be to
the nation's well-being and mission. But how do nationalists define the national
mission? The national mission can be benign—i.e., defensive towards outsiders and
focused on improving collective welfare, maintaining the territorial status quo, and
strengthening internal cohesion and stability. But, it could also be hegemonic,
imperialistic, and messianic, in which case nationalism is likely to have malevolent
implications for foreign policy. Its proponents might argue for expansive and aggressive
policies, and deny other collectivities those rights which it reserves for itself.”

Undoubtedly, objective realities including the existence of disputed territories, the

™Militarism and jingoism were important aspects of aggressive German
nationalism between the two world wars of this century. In fact, some German
nationalists preached that war nurtured the best qualities of the German people,
ennobled the nation, and led to national rejuvenation. See L. Snyder, German
Nationalism, chap. 2; Gary D. Stark, Entrepreneurs of Ideology (Chapel Hill, NC:
University of North Carolina Press, 1981), chap. 5; and Craig, Germany 1866-1945, pp.
491-92.

"“For example, Nazi Germany pursued its right to lebensraum or living space at
the cost of invading and swallowing up other states' territory. Similarly, Russian
panslavism in the nineteenth century argued for self-determination for Slavs under
Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman rule, but denied the same rights to Poles under Russian
imperial rule. In other cases, a messianic national purpose may spur states to go to war
to fulfill such "noble" goals as spreading a true religion or promoting civilization in "dark"
parts of the world.
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dispersal of ethnic groups, and the weakness of neighbors can mitigate or aggravate

messianic or imperialistic tendencies embedded in nationalist ideas.

C. Hypotheses on the Empowerment of Nationalism

Under what conditions does a specifically aggressive variant of nationalism
become empowered? When do channels open for extreme nationalist ideas to
influence state priorities and foreign policy behavior?’® | formulate below some
hypotheses that guide my inquiry to answer these questions in the Russian context.
Many, but not all, of these hypotheses refer to the historical account of Weimar
Gemany after World War |, and the subsequent collapse of the regime and the rise of
Hitler and national socialism. The experience of Weimar German is an appropriate
point of comparison with Russia for two reasons. First, Weimar rule was a transitional
period, marked by Germany's most serious attempt yet to change from an imperial,
autocratic, and militarized regime to a republican model. The experiment failed and
ended with the triumph of an extremely malevolent form of nationalism, contributing to

the second world war of thié century. In Russia, the outbreak of extreme nationalism in

"Nationalist ideas can be empowered even if their proponents are not officially in
power. The salience and power of ideas do not necessarily depend on the fate of their
individual purveyors. German and Russian fascism before World War |l illustrate the
empowerment of one nationalism and the failure of another. German fascism became
sufficiently empowered and decisively influenced Germany's domestic and external
policies. Russian fascism, however, achieved no real success. Russian fascists, like
their German counterparts, had compelling ideas, strong leaders, and the right oratory
and showmanship. However, they lacked other conditions for success: they were an
organization in diaspora and had no permanent geographical base; they were
dependent financially and otherwise on foreign governments; and they faced formidable
opposition from the Bolshevik government within Russia. See John J. Stephan, The

Russian Fascists. Tragedy and Farce in Exile 1925-45 (NY: Harper and Row, 1978).
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all three cases | study is similarly preceded by a period of transition and relative political
liberalization, and in at least two of them, extreme nationalism contributed to the
outbreak of war. Second, many scholars and policy analysts tend to make facile
comparisons between post-Soviet Russia and Weimar Germany, and predict that the
former will follow the latter's path. This assertion needs to be substantiated and,
although my thesis does not fully compare the experience of Weimar and post-Soviet
Russia, it at least begins to substantiate the extent of applicability of the Weimar

analogy to post-Soviet Russia.

1) Necessary Precondition: National Humiliation as a Trigger for
Malevolent Nationalism

In his work on the ethnic origins of nations, Anthony Smith argues that although
nationalism is not primordial, neither is it purely a product of elite invention and
manipulation; indeed, successful nationalist ideologies tend to draw on myths, symbols,
traditions, memories, and values that are familiar to a specific group of people.” In
ascertaining why a malevolent brand of nationalism becomes empowered, it is
important to examine the pre-existing myths and values, if any, that it taps among
potential believers. In the case of German national socialism, for example, proponents
of this highly malevolent ideology appealed to the wounded feelings of Germans who
had been socialized in the myth that their state and nation was always, and should

rightly be, a great power. Germany's defeat in World War | and the imposition of a

®Smith, Ethnic Origins of Nations and Theories of Nationalism, passim; see also
Daniele Conversi, "Reassessing Current Theories," pp. 72-85.
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harsh peace at Versailles stimulated backlash from elite groups (among them,
intellectuals, politicians, the military, and religious leaders) who began to preach that
their nation had been humiliated and "stabbed in the back" by internal and foreign
enemies. These groups reacted to Germany's national humiliation by advancing
extreme nationalism. Their ideas fell on fertile ground because "virtually all sections of
opinion" agreed on "the restoration of Germany's great power position" as a prime goal
of domestic and foreign policy.”

If pre-existing notions of great power status are strong, as in Germany, feelings
of national humiliation are likely to be intense after a military fiasco or other forms of
international defeat. Elites, in particular, because they are the bearers of culture, the
beneficiaries of a vibrant state, and the representatives of national health and well-
being, may react to national humiliation by propagating extreme nationalist ideas to

raise collective morale, to aggrandize themselves at a time of severe stress, and to

"Feuchtwanger, From Weimar to Hitler, pp. 318-19. Fritz Stern further describes
the situation leading up to the fall of Weimar and the rise of Hitler: "[The Germans] had
suffered a defeat which had left them enraged and humiliated, an inflation which had
expropriated the middle classes and which could be blamed on the vengeful victors of
Versailles and from which, it was alleged, a few Jews and other greedy entrepreneurs
profited....[In] 1932 Karl Jaspers wrote that what was real was "the consciousness of
danger and of loss.' By the early 1930s, the intellectuals' feeling, long nurtured, that
bourgeois society was, and deserved to be, doomed, coincided with a people's
realization that a political and economic system had broken down. In that kind of
wilderness, the promise of deliverance—however empty of all practicality—-proved
tempting and beguiling. . . . For most the appeal to German nationalism and the sense
of renewed power and purpose reawakened old hopes. Germans were once again a
nation to be reckoned with. Hitler seemed to assuage the wounded pride, the past
humiliations, and his promise to end the “fulfillment' policy of Weimar, i.e., the fulfilling of
the provisions of Versailles, impressed Germans. There was relief as well that political
uncertainty was a thing of the past. People felt ‘'swept up' by a new wave of hope and
expectation. . . . In short, the erthusiasm many Germans felt for the fuhrer and for
national renewal was often genuine. . ." Stern, Dreams and Delusions, pp. 151, 171-72.
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seek to recapture any lost privileges or positions of prestige and power.” Intellectual
elites, especially, may be first to articulate aggressive nationalism because, unlike their
counterparts in the ruling regime, most intellectuals do not represent official positions
and, therefore, have greater liberty to purvey ideas that official leaders themselves
might approach cautiously. In the last century and a half of Russian history, there have
been at least three great instances of national humiliation: the Crimean War defeat in
1856, the defeat to Japan in 1905, and the Cold War defeat and demise of the Soviet
Union in 1991. In each of these cases, | will assess the extent to which elites
responded to national humiliation with exaggerated assertions of national greatness,
betrayal by outsiders, and national renewal by military or other violent means.

National humiliation will affect not only elites, but all politically articulate segments
of society who tend to see a humiliated regime as a delegitimized regime that is
unworthy to rule. In particular, if members of a group or population is socialized in great
power myths about themselves—including in their education, popular culture, and
traditions—then this population would be highly vulnerable to the propaganda of
peddlers of malevolent nationalism who advocate forceful means to restore the nation's

greatness.

%0On the fundamental clash between German great power identity, on one hand,
and elite feelings of being "buffeted" after World War |, on the other, see Stern, Dreams
and Delusion, p. 153; W. Smith, Ideological Origins of Nazi Imperialism, pp. 195-200;
and Nicholls, Weimar and the Rise of Hitler, pp. 42-47. Intellectuals, who consider
themselves bearers of the national culture, play a prominent role in promoting extreme
nationalism to enhance their own status and cultivate and strengthen national pride in
the wake of national humiliation. See for example, Craig, Germany, 1866-1945, pp.
478-80, on the role of professors in purveying malevolent German nationalism and
Greenfeld, Nationalism, pp. 191-274.
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2) Controlling Variable: Level of Internal Instability

Although there was a period of stability in Weimar Germany in the late 1920s
many years of the Weimar Republic were fraught with internal crises, including
assassinations of political figures, the Great Depression in the late 1920s (which
created as many as six million unemployed citizens), the rise of anti-Weimar
paramilitary groups, a putsch by the army and other acts of military insubordination,
arson of government property, crises in the cabinet, and so on. Several historians note
that by the early 1930s, Weimar Germany was in "near civil war" conditions.” Indeed,
at that time, Germany suffered from blatant and numerous challenges to state authority,
the discreditation of ideas on which the Weimar regime was founded, and increasing
public protest regarding the government's incapacity to rule. Under these
circumstances, the promises of extreme nationalists to restore order, albeit by
authoritarian and violent means, became very attractive to large sectors of society.

Severe and prolonged internal instability could lead to the delegitimation® of the
state, as was the case with Weimar Germany. The leaders of Weimar failed to exploit
nationalism as an instrument for combatting delegitimation, but their opponents took full
advantage of this ideology to wrest the mantle of legitimacy completely from the ruling

regime. This experience implies that when delegitimation occurs, elites may find

"Fullbrook, Germany, pp. 67 and 44-48; Stern, Dreams and Delusions, p. 157;
Feuchtwanger, From Weimiar, p. 317; Bessel, Germany After, pp. 283-84; and Craig,
Germany 1866-1945, pp. 424-33.

®Delegitimation entails the discreditation and, in extreme cases, breakdown, of
the state's basic organizing ideas and principles (e.g., monarchy, parliamentarism,
socialism or capitalism), key institutions, and official rulers.
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aggressive nationalism an effective basis for reestablishing public trust and rallying
public support. As highlighted in my introduction, the nature of nationalism as an
ideology endows it with important legitimating effects. Therefore, the more shaky the
legitimacy of ruling elites and the greater their insecurity, the more likely they may be to
propagate and support extreme nationalism. They may seek to project certitude,
cohesion, and strength in their rhetoric to make up for uncertainty, weakness, and
incompetence in their actions. Indeed, because nationalism is an ideology that has
proven highly effective—at least in the last two centuries—for promoting or restoring
cohesion, order, and legitimacy to the state, it has become the ideology of choice for
many elites seeking legitimacy and power in contexts of transition and instability.®"

The fragmentation of elites at top levels of state decisionmaking is a particularly
important component of internal instability. If official elites are fragmented and unable to
articulate clear opinions or decide policies on highly emotional issues or problems that
society links tightly with national weifare, survival, honor, and prestige, then outsiders,

including extreme nationalists, have a chance to play a greater role than might

*This was the case with Napoleon's France, Bismarck's Germany, Hitler's
Germany, and in new states that were formed through decolonization after World War 1.
Nationalism has become the chief principle of legitimization or main principle of pulitical
organization for the modern state. By successfully transferring sovereignty from
traditional sources such as God or monarch to the "people" or nation, henceforth all
state leaders who wish to be seen as legitimate must claim to represent the nation and
be loyal to its interests and mission. See Tilly, Formation of National States, passim;
Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism Since 1780, passim; Breuilly, Nationalism and the
State, pp. 65-82, 125-65 and 250-78; James Mayall, Nationalism and International
Society (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1990), pp. 26-34 and 145-52.
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otherwise be the case in setting options for state behavior.*> Fragmentation at the top
also creates confusion about state priorities, and could lead to ineffective policies that
further undermine state authority and help the aggressive nationalist cause. For
example, official attempts to punish extremist nationalists at one time may be offset by
state tolerance and assistance to aggressive nationalists at other times. Moreover,
political entrepreneurs within the state bureaucracy may also propagate and aid
aggressive nationalism contrary to official policy if they know that their superiors would
not take effective action to punish them.® Official blunders that result from the
fragmentation of political elites can also increase popular perceptions of the state's
illegitimacy while enhancing the political capital of nationalist extremists who do not
wear the official mantle of the state.

The nature of the state over which they rule may also affect political elites'
willingness to articulate and defend aggressive nationalism. If the state is multiethnic
and multinational, the ruling regime may not want to provoke and inflame internal

tensions by emphasizing aggressive and ethnically exclusive nationalism.®* However, if

®2The fragmentation of political elites and the incoherence of state policy can
open "windows" through which highly motivated nationalists can advance their ideas
and seek to influence the directions of foreign policy. See Kellas, Politics of
Nationalism, pp. 81, 85. This dynamic has also been documented in American foreign
policy; see Ernest May, American Imperialism. A Speculative Essay (NY: Atheneum,
1968).

®3This is true, for example, of some proponents of Russian panslav nationalism in
1856-1878, who exploited division within the tsarist family to advance their nationalist
propaganda. Although the tsar did not support panslavism, some members of his family
did, and they became informal patrons of an ideology that the state officially rejected.

#The examples of India and the former Yugoslavia illustrate that multiethnicity or
multinationality is not a sufficient variable to prevent elites from purveying ethnically
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internal instability is so severe and the regime's legitimacy and longevity are in the
balance, state officials may see aggressive nationalism as a last resort for marshaling
public support and thereby preventing state collapse. They may emphasize the nation's
uniqueness and superiority and their own role as the nation's guardians; blame outside
groups for the nation's ills; begin preparations for a military campaign; and even initiate

aggression against alleged saboteurs of the nation's welfare.®®

3) Controlling Variable: Domestic Incentive Structure
Elites whose interests are served by aggressive nationalist ideas are likely to
focus their energies and organizational skills on propagating such ideas and seeking to
have these ideas implemented in state policy. But what domestic incentive structures
make it particularly profitable for elites to purvey malevolent nationalism, as opposed to

other ideologies that may also serve their parochial interests?

exclusive or chauvinistic nationalism. However, there are other examples, mainly of
federative arrangements in multiethnic states such as Switzerland, Belgium, and
Canada, which support the formulation of this hypothesis. In the former Soviet Union,
Kazakhstan is one state where the regime has muffled ethnic Kazakh nationalism to
avoid tension with ethnic Russians, who make up roughly forty percent of the
population.

®This behavior amounts to "scapegoating” or using foreign conflict as a vehicle
to distract attention away from domestic strife and problems of legitimacy. Richard
Pipes argues that this dynamic is a constant in Russian foreign policy and that Russian
elites subscribe to the principle, "beat others and your own people will fear you." Pipes,
Survival is Not Enough, p. 40; Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, "Theories of International
Conflict: An Analysis and an Appraisal," pp. 394-95, in Ted Gurr, ed., Handbook of
Political Conflict (NY: Free Press, 1980); and M. Weber, Economy and Society, pp.
925-26.
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a) Political Participation and Mags Politics

Scholars have documented the intensification of nationalism under conditions of
mass political participation.® But in the context of national humiliation and internal
instability, not only is nationalism likely to intensify, but it is also likely to take extremist
forms. This is chiefly because competing political elites may find it convenient to
accuse one another of failure to defend the national interest, and may try to outdo each
other's nationalist rhetoric as they vie for public support (especially if elections take
place), seek to capture the mantle of true defenders of the nation, and otherwise fight
for their political lives. These dynamics may be particularly intense if political
competition occurs in a context of weak institutions and fiuid norms and procedures,
where individual contenders for political power are not subject to strict scrutiny or
accountability for the ideas they propagate, as has occurred in Wilhelmine Germany,
Weimar Germany, Britain in the 1950s, post-communist Yugoslavia, and post-colonial

India.¥

b) System of Material Rewards

If the material welfare and career ambitions of individuals and institutions depend

®%Kohn, Idea of Nationalism, chap. 5 and Greenfeld, Nationalism, chaps. 1-2.

#J. Snyder, "Nationalism and the Crisis of the Post-Soviet State," pp. 16-17 and
J. Snyder, Myths of Empire, pp. 66-111. This is also a central theme in Brass, Ethnicity
and Nationalism and V.P. Gagnon, Jr., "Ethnic Nationalism and International Conflict:
The Case of Serbia," International Security 19 (Winter 1994/95):130-66. In Weimar
Germany, as early as 1920, parliamentary democracy and elections during a time of
severe internal crisis provided a structural incentive for extreme nationalists to purvey
their ideas and deliver a serious electoral blow to the fragile political coalition of Weimar.
See Morris, Weimar Republic, pp. 81-83.
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on external aggression or expansion, then these actors are likely to support malevolent
nationalist ideas which sanction and advocate aggressive behavior. In Weimar
Germany, for example, such institutions as the Colonial Society and the army, whose
privileges and clout were sharply diminished by the Treaty of Versailles, became some
of the first and most vociferous proponents of extreme nationalism. Heavy industrialists
and representaiives of big business, whose interests suffered due to demilitarization
and economic depression, also supported ideas of national autarky and lebensraum or
national expansion.®

Some institutions, by virtue of their function, have more to benefit than others
from malevolent nationalism. Foremost is the army, whose missions of war preparation
and war fighting are served well by chauvinistic and hegemonic ideas which promote
national morale and strong armed forces.*® Military elites may thus propagate these
ideas to cultivate public support and loyalty, to facilitate the state's extraction of

resources for military needs, and to increase the military's share of government

#¥Members of the Colonial Society argued that Versailles was unfair because it
eliminated Germany's colonial possessions. When members of the Society realized
that the Weimar government was not going to make the restoration of German colonies
a central priority, they began to explore cooperation with the Nazi party. Versailles also
emasculated the German army and roused intense resentment among generals and
other officers who, early on, tried to delegitimize Weimar and actively sought a
nationalist alternative. See W. Smith, |[deological Origins of Nazi Imperialism, pp. 211-
16 and Craig, Germany 1866-1945, pp. 426-28.

¥See Hayes, Essays on Nationalism, pp. 156-95. On the utility of nationalism for
the needs of mass warfare, see Posen, "Nationalism, the Mass Army, and Military
Power," pp. 80-124. My hypothesis on nationalism and the military also echoes findings
on social structures and their impact on military effectiveness. See Stephen Peter
Rosen, "Military Effectiveness. Why Society Matters, "International Security 19 (Spring
1995):5-31.
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allocations. But militaries need not uniformly favor malevolent nationalism;
organizational norms of professionalism may induce military elites to desist from the

types of military adventurism and recklessness promoted by extreme nationalists.*

4) Controlling Variable: Effective Social Communication
The empowerment of aggressive nationalism depends to a large extent on the

resonance of nationalist ideas among the politically articulate segments of the
population. The greater the resonance of these ideas, the greater the pressure that
proponents of extreme nationalism can generate to pressure the state to adopt their
ideas. Extreme nationalist ideas will resonate with the population if their proponents can
employ effective social communication. Effective social communication depends, first,
on technological advantages that are available to proponents of malevolent nationalism;
these include mass literacy, mass mass education, and mass press. The greater these
advantages, the more likely that aggressive nationalism will be propagated widely to win
the "hearts and minds" of society and become empowered. Second, technological
advantages could work to the fullest advantage for proponents of extreme nationalism if
coupled with manipulation of the right symbols and collective memory, weak and/or

incompetent evaluative units®!, and a historically-driven lack of strong, alternative

%See Samuel E. Finer, "State and Nation-Building in Europe: The Role of the
Military," pp. 154-63, in Tilly, ed., Formation of National States; Elizabeth Kier, "Culture
and Military Doctrine: France Between the Wars," International Security 19 (Spring
1995):65-93; and Richard Betts, Soldiers, Statesmen and Cold War Crises (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1977).

*| borrow the term "evaluative units" from Stephen Van Evera. These units refer
to individuals, groups, and institutions which assess the validity of nationalist ideas and
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ideologies.*

Freedom of expression and an educated population are likely to facilitate the
dissemination of all types of nationalist ideas. But if these factors operate in a context
of weak and incompetent evaluative units and a lack of strong, alternative ideologies,
malevolent nationalists will have the advantage of being able to propagate their ideas
without having to subject their claims to serious scrutiny and criticism. If strong
evaluative units do exist, they can hinder the empowerment of malevolent nationalism
by combatting myths and ideas that encourage chauvinism, aggression, or
imperialism.? Evaluative units also work best against aggressive nationalism if mass
consumers of information are relatively sophisticated in weighing arguments and

evidence, and if they engage significantly in ongoing policy debates. Finally, a

debate their implications. These include scholars, universities, civilian associations, and
mass media.

%20n the importance of symbols and collective traditions and memories in the
construction of nations, see Deutsch, Nationalism and Social Communication, pp. 86-
105.

%In Weimar Germany, many writers, historians, professors, religious leaders, and
other opinionmakers spread myths that absolved Germany of responsibility for World
War |, while demonizing Germany's internal and external enemies. Explanations of
Germany's defeat in the war were not debated openly or extensively. Further, many
intellectuals remained silent when they could have clarified the historical record or
defended the Weimar Republic from the onslaught of malicious attacks against it.
Organizations that preached the idea of lebensraum before 1914 also continued to
flourish in the Weimar Republic, and professors at universities succeeded in making a

"science" of the idea of lebensraum. See Bessel, Germany After the First World War,
pp. 273-83; W. Smith, Ideological Origins of Nazi Imperialism, pp. 204-225; Craig,
Germany 1866-1945, pp. 479-82; and Fullbrook, Germany, pp. 4041. A
counterexample of strong evaluative units succesfully combatting malevolent ideas--in
this instance, anti-semitism--was France during and after the so-called Dreyfus affair of
1894-1899. See Barbara Tuchman, The Proud Tower (NY: Macmillan Company,
1966), pp. 178-263.
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historically-driven lack of strong, altenative ideologies could help the empowerment of
aggressive nationalism by severely restricting the menu of ideas that might successfully
counter or replace malevolent nationalist ideology.*

5) Controlling Variable: Threats and Opportunities in the
International System

Nationalism is an ideology that emphasizes the distinctive qualities of a putative
nation in relation to other groups and the world at large. Because it focuses on the
characteristics, welfare, and needs of an "in-group,” nationalism cultivates sensitivity to
threats that might arise from “out-groups,” or non-members of the nation. In an
anarchic international system, external threats can play a significant role in intensifying
nationalism, especially aggressive nationalism. If perceptions of threats to vital interests
and national honor are high and if society perceives that the state's reactions to these
threats have been inadequate and deleterious to the nation's interests, then pressure
will build for decisionmakers to opt for aggressive nationalist mobilization. While most
external threats are defined in military or economic terms, great powers are also
sensitive to threats to their international honor and prestige.* This is most likely to be

the case in the aftermath of national humiliation, when elites and the public undergo

%A corollary to this proposition on the absence of strong alternative ideologies is
the presence of ideas that have been disseminated, accepted, and legitimized over time
and which could easily be manipulated to form the basis in whole or in part of extreme
nationalist propaganda movements. This was the case with anti-semitism in Germany,
whose seeds were planted almost half a century before becoming a pillar of the Nazi
political program in the 1930s. See Peter Pulzer, The Rise of Political Anti-Semitism in
Germany and Austria, rev. ed. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1964).

¥See Shafer, Faces of Nationalism, passim; Hayes, Essays on Nationalism,
passim; Posen, "Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict," pp. 27-47; and Donald Kagan,

On the Origins of War and the Preservation of Peace (NY: Doubleday, 1995).
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cognitive dissonance between national myths and beliefs of greatness, on one hand,
and a harsh reality imposed by outsiders, on the other. In Weimar Germany, for
example, coercive measures imposed by the allied powers such as wresting territory
from German control, and French and Belgian occupation of the Ruhr, substantiated
conservative political groups' propaganda about "threats" to the German nation and
people, and the need to counter those threats with aggressive nationalism.* While
nationalists can sometimes conjure outside perils to benefit their ideology, objective
factors such as geography, demography, history, and relative economic and military
power can increase or decrease the credibility of their propaganda.®’

Threats in the international system become even more important when they lead
to crises.®® Crises push policymakers and institutions to their limits and can threaten the

downfall of policymakers and the breakdown of institutions. They do this by revealing

*Morris, Weimar Republic, pp. 84-87 and W. Smith, Ideological Origins of Nazi
Imperialism, p. 208.

For example, if a state is situated next to friendly neighbors and borders
between them are legitimate and miilitarily defensible, nationalist elites will find it more
difficult to inflate security threats. However, if a state and its neighbors have had
clashes in the past, share unstable borders on territory that may be up for grabs, and
perceive each other inimically, malevolent nationalist propaganda becomes more
credible. In fact, war could result if nationalism assumes the dynamics of a "security
dilemma"—i.e., one party's nationalism begins to threaten others, who then respond by
heightening their own nationalism. A spiral of action and reaction may ensure, leading
to armed confrontation. See Posen, "Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict," pp. 2747
and Robert Jervis, "Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma," World Politics no. 2
(1978):167-213.

%A study which shows that the severity of crises makes the international system
more salient as a factor in state decisions to use force is Patrick James and John R.
Oneal, "The Influence of Domestic and International Politics on the President's Use of
Force," Journal of Conflict Resolution 35 (June 1991):307-332.
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starkly the discrepancies and contradictions between underlying social forces and
demands, on one hand, and existing institutions and policies of state, on the other.
When this happens, ruling regimes can become very vulnerable to assertions and
accusations by proponents of aggressive nationalism that the state is neglecting the
national interest and welfare, and that its ruling representatives should, therefore, be
removed or replaced. Members of the ruling regime may thus find it expedient to
defend their reputation by purveying extreme nationalist ideas themselves, especially if
such ideas have been propagandized widely by others and already resonate broadly
with society.®® My thesis illustrates this dynamic in Russia. In two of my case studies,
the interests of extreme nationalists and state leaders in preserving Russian great
power status coincide, but the state initially shuns the ideas and reckless tactics of
nationalist extremists. However, in times of international crises and severe state
deligitimation, the ruling regime yields to pressure to adopt the rhetoric of aggressive
nationalism and is subsequently compelled to follow through with corresponding action.

The influence of threats and crises on empowering malevolent nationalism can
be mitigated if the international system offers resources other than self-help to allow a

state to defend against security threats and resolve crises.'® It can be further mitigated

%0n arguments regarding the impact of crises on empowering new ideas in state
foreign policymaking, see Kathryn Sikkink, Ideas and Instilutions. Developmentalism in
Brazil and Argentina (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1991), p. 368; and G. John
Ikenberry, "Conclusion: An Institutional Approach to American Foreign Economic
Policy," in G. John lkenberry et al, eds., The State and American Foreign Economic
Policy (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1988), pp. 223-25; and Evangelista,
"Sources of Moderation in Soviet Security Policy," pp. 275-76.

'®|n heorealist theory, states rely almost exclusively on self-help to deal with
external threats. But liberal theory provides an alternative: current technology,
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if significant material incentives and normative arguments are available to counter the
prescription that aggressive nationalist mobilization and military action or conquest of
territories are the best responses to external threats. If resources other than self-help
are minimal and/or ineffective, and norms and incentives against conquest and national
imperialism are weak, then state leaders are likely to be highly vulnerable to the
temptation to exploit , and yield to, aggressive nationalism, when the state faces
external threats and crises.

Finally, relatively "cheap" opportunities in the international system for pursuing
potentially aggressive nationalist policies—e.g., unification of the diaspora, military aciton
on behalf of members of the nation who live outside state boundaries, and territorial
expansion-are also critical to the empowerment of malevolent nationalism. Such
opportunities might include weak neighbors, material and political support from allies,
the lack or weakness of intemational sanctions against aggressive behavior, and the
prevalence of conquest as a norm that pays in the international system.”" These
opportunities can strengthen, legitimize, and facilitate the claims of extreme nationalists,

and help persuade the state to support such claims.

international economic linkages, and the multiplicity and increasing impact of
international and transnational institutions show that states increasingly depend on one
another and on international norms to preserve their national welfare. See chapters by
Kenneth Waltz in Robert Keohane, ed., Neorealism and it Critics (NY: Columbia
University Press, 1986) and Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Power and
Interdependence (IL: Scott, Foresman and Company, 1989).

”'See Weiner, "The Macedonian Syndrome," pp. 65-83. For an argument on
conquest as a norm that pays, see Peter Liberman, "The Spoils of Conquest,"

International Security 18 (Fall 1993):125-53.
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D. Impact of Nationalism on Foreign Policy

In my first two case studies, | examine the impact that proponents of malevolent
nationalist ideas have on state decisions to go to war or favor force and aggression in
foreign policy. | focus particularly on periods of high external threat or crises, and
determine if extreme nationalists uniformly argue and lobby for war or other military
action as the best option for defending the interests of the Russian nation. | describe
the tactics and channels that nationalist proponents use to exert pressure on
government decisionmaking, and assess how effective these are in modifying state
policy in favor of aggressive priorities defined in nationalist terms. In the post-Soviet
case, | examine critical Russian policies in the “near abroad” and in the former
Yugoslavia to illustrate how the aggressive, neoimperialist propaganda of malevolent

nationalists has had a weak impact on the international behavior of the state.

IV.  Methodology

A. Research Methods

For the descriptive part of this thesis, | use content analysis of primary and
secondary materials to describe nationalist ideas and determine whether they are
benign or malevolent. | also employ "process-tracing” of government decisions in times
of crisis to determine what impact proponents of aggressive nationalism have on the
directions of foreign policy. For my case study of 1856-1878, | look at Russian

decisionmaking leading up to the Russo-Turkish war in 1877-1878 and examine the
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impact of panslav proponents on the decision to go to war. For 1905-1914, | trace the
government's decision to enter World War | in 1914 and assess the influence of revived
panslavism on this decision. Finally, for 1989-1995, | examine Russian policy in the
"near abroad" and the former Yugoslavia, and describe the weak and limited impact of
malevolent nationalism on shaping Russian intervention and policy in these regions.
Although Russia has exploited opportunities to enhance its own power, its behavior
does not amount to the empowerment of malevolent nationalism.

For the explanatory part of my thesis, | em3izy "structured focused
comparison"'® of three cases dealing with a similar category of events—i.e., the rise of
nationalism in Russia. My analysis is "focused" because it deals only with selective
aspects of the case studies involved: | examine a limited set of variables (elaborated
above) that apply across cases of nationalism from 1856-1995. My analysis is also
"structured” because | explore the same set of hypotheses or questions for each of my
three case studies, and try to identify regularities and irregularities among them

| do not compare cases of aggressive nationalism across countries, but compare
cases across time in Russia.'” Although this is not the standard way that comparative
case studies are done, | will argue, as James Rosenau does, that developing

explanations based on a single country creates the advantage of combining in one's

'%2See Alexander L. George, "Case Studies and Theory Develoment: The
Method of Structured, Focused Comparison," in Paul Lauren, ed., Diplomacy: New

Approaches in History, Theory and Policy (NY: Free Press, 1979), pp. 43-68.

%) do, however, use insights from studies of nationalism in countries such as
Germany, Europe, India, and others to guide my formulation of hypotheses and my
research in general.
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framework of inquiry both in-depth (idiographic) knowledge of a country's history and
culture, on one hand, and more general (nomothetic) knowledge of variables and
processes that apply across a set of similar countries.’™ | have chosen this
methodology because it allows me to exploit my skills and training in both
Russian/Soviet area studies and political science.

| chose my three case studies based on criteria of comparability. First, the cases
vary in the dependent variable being examined. In two cases, national humiliation
triggers the propagation of malevolent nationalist ideas, which the state initially rejects
but whose foreign policy component it eventually adopts and tries to implement.
Aggressive nationalism in these cases contains recurrent themes that are directly
relevant to foreign policy: Russia's great power status and the need to preserve it; the
unreliability and perfidy of the West and Russia's need to defend its interests against
western incursion; and Russia's messianic mission to defend the interests of members
of the nation who live outside the borders of the state. In my third case, national
humiliation also triggers malevolent nationalist propaganda, but there is no resulting
empowerment of an extremist nationalist agenda. What explains these varying
outcomes?

Second, the three periods | examine (1856-1878, 1905-1914, and 1991-1995)

involve delegitimation of the state in its authoritarian incarnation, and domestic transition

'“See James N. Rosenau, "Toward Single-Country Theories of Foreign Policy:
The Case of the USSR," in Charles Hermann, et al, eds., New Directions in the Study of
Foreign Policy (Boston, MA: Allen and Unwin, 1987), pp. 53-74. Rosenau adds that
single-country studies can be comparative if they involve contrasting outcomes, which is
true of this thesis.
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toward some form of participatory politics. Granted, reforms toward political
participation are not exactly the same in quantity and quality for each period. However,
in each case, the government creates room domestically for various actors and ideas to
penetrate the state's foreign policy discourse.’® Third, the latter period in each case
study involves a time of deep Russian sensitivity to the international system. In my first
two cases, serious international threats and crises arose to challenge Russian national
prestige and great power status, which had earlier been damaged by precedents of
national humiliation. At the same time, cpportunities in the international system
reinforced among Russian policymakers the view that they could adopt and implement
aggressive nationalist ideas at minimum or acceptable costs, while simultaneously
bolstering their legitimacy at home. This helped push decisions to go to war. To what

extent do these international factors operate similarly in post-Soviet Russia?

B. Data Requirements
To describe the content of variants of nationalism for my three case studies, | do
content analysis of both primary and secondary sources that cover the speeches and

writings'® of key nationalist thinkers. How do these thinkers define criteria for

"%l had originally intended to include as a case study the rise of nationalism
under Stalin, 1918-1946. However, my initial research convinced me that this case
would not be truly comparative with my other cases because it involves the cynical
manipulation of nationalism by a dictator under conditions of strictly authoritarian
politics. Therefore, many of the variables that are important in my other cases--e.g.,
internal instability, domestic incentive structures, and propaganda advantages would
hardly apply.

"®This includes mainly books, and journal and newspaper articles.
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membership in the nation? How do they characterize Russia's self- and other-image?
What is their statement of the national mission? Before the political empowerment of
nationalism in the nineteenth century, what is the content of Russian national
consciousness—i.e., the durable themes of Russian nationalist thought as it evolved in
the eighteenth century and earlier?'®’

Given the recent increased access to archival sources in the former Soviet
Union, | also do archival research on the content of nationalism for 1856-1870 and
1905-1914. The archives | use include the Manuscript Division of the Russian State
Library, the Russian State Military-Historical Archives, and the State Archives of the
Russian Federation.’® For my last case study, 1991-1995, | use materials from
interviews with elite nationalist and other political leaders in Moscow in 1993-1995.%°
This material supplements published sources and is important for my last case study of

post-Soviet reality. The post-Soviet period is relatively "new" to scholars and analysts,

'%7) am not doing a history of the intellectual and cultural roots of Russian
nationalism; therefore, | rely mostly on secondary material to describe the themes of
pre-nineteenth century Russian national conciousness. | find two works particularly
useful: Greenfeld, Nationalism and Rogger, Russian National Consciousness.

19| worked in the Russian archives for approximately two months. | certainly
could have done more archival research in a greater number of archives, but given
logistical realities (travel and costs, lags between requests for material and actual
receipt of materials, xeroxing difficulties, etc.), | limited myself to the three archives
mentioned here. | also targeted my research to personal documents (letters, essays,
and correspondence of central figures in the history of nineteenth-century Russian
nationalism), and sought clues regarding the tactics elites employed to empower their
ideas in Russian politics, and the incentives that moved them to do so.

'“Among those | have interviewed are Viadimir Zhirinovsky, Gennadii Zyuganov,
Aleksandr Rutskoi, Aleksandr Sterligov, Gen. Viktor Filatov, Boris Fyodorov, Aleksei
Arbatov, Vladimir Lukin, Stanislav Govorukhin, Dmitrii Rogozin, and many other
prominent political figures in Russia.
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and it is here where the need to collect and analyze original material is greatest.

| use mostly secondary historical material, supplemented by archival research for
1856-1914, interviews for 1991-1995, and other original sources, to analyze the factors
that explain the empowerment of aggresive nationalism in Russia. | rely on the work of
western and Russian historians, diplomatic documents, original records of elite rhetoric
and correspondence, and statistical figures (e.g., literacy rates in Russia in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries). My thesis covers a period stretching almost a
century and a half, and it would be unrealistic for me to use only original materials for
my research; hence, my reliance on the work of historians, especially for my first two

case studies.

V. What Comes Next

What follows are three case studies and a concluding chapter. Chapter Two
describes the content of Russian slavophilism and panslavism in 1856-1878. | show
how many Russian elites began to propagandize aggressive nationalist ideas--
specifically, messianic Russian panslavism—in the wake of Russia's national humiliation
in the Crimean War in 1856. | then examine the causes of empowerment of panslav
nationalism, and describe its impact on foreign policy, particularly on Russian
decisionmaking leading to the Russo-Turkish war of 1877-1878.

Chapter Three describes the content of three variants of nationalism in 1905-
1914: neoslavism, rightist nationalism, and great power nationalism. Of these, the
most aggressive is great power nationalism (which incorporates traditional panslavism).

I examine the aftermath of Russia's national humiliation in the Russo-Japanese War of
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1905, and show how humiliation triggered the articulation of extreme nationalist ideas
among Russian elites. | then explain the empowerment of great power nationalist ideas
and trace their impact on Russia's decision to enter World War I. Chapter Four is a
case study of post-Soviet Russian nationalism. | describe the persistence of nationalist
ideas during the communist period and note the rise of nationalism as a viable
alternative to communist ideology in the Gorbachev period, from 1985-1991. | then
describe Russia's national humiliation at the end of the Cold War, and the extreme
nationalist response to it. | also outline five competing strands of Russian nationalist
ideology in 1991-1995, chronicle the weakness of the most aggressive variant of
nationalism, and then make a case for why extreme nationalism has not been
empowered in post-Soviet Russia. Finally, | assess the weak impact of extreme
nationalism on critical Russian policies on the Russian diaspora in the “near abroad,” on
conflicts in the former Soviet republics (Georgia, Moldova, and Tajikistan), and on the
war in former Yugoslavia.

My conclusion recapitulates the results of my research on triggering and
controlling variables that explain the empowerment, or weakness, of aggressive
Rus'sian nationalism. | outline the rise of the myth of Russian greatness and great
power identity over centuries, and use this myth to explain why instances of national
humiliation elicit aggressive nationalist reaction in Russia. | also highlight similarities
and differences between those cases when aggressive nationalism became empowered
in 1856-1878 and 1905-1914, and when it has not become as influential in Russian

politics and foreign policy in 1991-1995. For example, | compare the problem of

"persecuted brother Slavs" in the nineteenth century and the problem of "Russians
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abroad" in the post-Soviet period, and offer some reasons why the variables that
compelled Russia to go to war on behalf of Slavs in 1877-1878 and 1914 are unlikely to
spur Moscow to use violence on behalf of Russians in the "near abroad." | also outline
changes that will have to occur in my controliing variables if aggressive nationalism
were eventually to become empowered in Russia after 1995. Finally, | outline some
policy options that outsiders, especially western states and international organizations,
might take to prevent the empowerment of malevolent nationalism in post-Soviet

Russia.



Chapter Two

"Russian Panslavism: Struggle and Triumph, 1856-1878"

Russia never had anything in common with the rest of Europe . . . [Its] history demands a different thought
and formula than the thought and formula . . . of the Christian West.'
Aleksandr Pushkin, 1830

Man does not live by bread alone, and nations do not live and define themselves in history merely by their
material welfare. We must be concerned not only with the daily lives of the Balkan Slavs, and we must
protect them not only from the Turks but also from western encroachments on their land and from
[western] spiritual seduction and deprivation. The trials of our brothers by faith and ancestry,... trials that

Russia has been called to remove, are not only physical but also moral . . .
lvan Aksakov, 1877

Russia is the propeller and commander of our entire Slavic family: let us go forward all as one in the spirit
of our people, under the guidance of our historically-affirmed tribal elder, [Russia].

Ludovit Stur, 1850s

L Introduction
Russian panslavism is an aggressive variant of nationalism that developed in the
nineteenth century,? became politically empowered in 1875-78, and reemerged in

Russian political discourse in the years preceding World War |. It emphasized the idea

'"This quote and all others below, if footnoted from Russian and French sources, are
translations by the author.

’Panslav ideas had appeared, however, before the middle of the nineteenth century.
The earliest panslavs highlighted cultural and linguistic similarities between Russians
and other Slav peoples who, in the late eighteenth century, comprised minorities in the
Austrian, Turkish, and Prussian empires. In the 1850s to 1870s, panslavism evolved
from a culturally-oriented set of ideas to a more concrete political ideology that
“confirmed the superiority of Slavs over other nations and Russia’s calling as a
hegemon in the Slavic world.” See Sovetskaia istoricheskaia entsiklopediia (Moscow:
Sovetskaia entsiklopediia, 1967), p. 793; see also Frank J. Fadner, Seventy Years of
Pan-Slavism in Russia. Karazin to Danilevsky 1800-1870 (Washington, D.C.:
Georgetown University Press, 1962), pp. 11-72.
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that Russians were bound by ethnicity, religion, and/or language to neighboring Slav
peoples, including Serbs, Croats, Montenegrins, Czechs, Slovaks, Bulgarians, and even
Greeks. Together, these peoples, under the leadership of a hegemonic Russia, were to
form a powerful national and political entity that would surpass the western world in its
power, brilliance, and accomplishments. The ideas of panslavism, aithough extremely
popular at specific points in time, never created a sustained mass movement nor
enjoyed enduring official support in tsarist Russia. In 1875-1878, however, these ideas
gained support from members of Russia's highest policymaking circles and from
Russian society as a whole. In 1875-76, for example, panslav propaganda roused
thousands of ordinary Russians and military personnel to volunteer, without official
sanction, in the Serbian army and help fight a Serbian war of liberation against Turkey.
The widespread popularity of panslavism during these years ultimately influenced the
tsarist government'’s decision to go to war against Turkey in 1877 to free Slav "brothers”
suffering from imperial Ottoman rule. As many as two hundred thousand Russians
gave up their lives in the bloodshed that followed.*

Russian panslavism meets the criteria | outlined in Chapter One of what
constitutes aggressive or malevolent nationalism. It favored (albeit not exclusively)
ethnic and cultural criteria for membership in the nation, and implied the need to unite
all members of the nation—i.e., Slavs--under Russia. It also preached a chauvinistic and
imperialistic self-image that positioned Slavs above other nations, justified Russian

hegemony over other Slavs, and maligned outsiders, especially the “West." The

*Dvadtsatipiatiletie velikoi osvoboditel'noi voiny 1877-1902 (Moscow: tip. T-va I. D.
Sytina, 1902), p. 133.
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panslav self- and other-image automatically pitted Russia and its Slav allies against
western states and other enemies, and encouraged aggressive action toward outsiders
whom panslavs portrayed as obstacles to the fulfillment of Slavic historical destiny and
national potential. The panslav national mission was also aggressive: it aimed to unite
all Slavs in one political entity under Russian leadership, thereby putting Russia in direct
conflict with other nineteenth-century imperial rulers, particularly Austria-Hungary and
Turkey, both of which ruled over large numbers of Slav subjects in their respective
empires.

In this chapter, | will implement the framework of inquiry elaborated in Chapter
One to explain why panslavism, a malevolent brand of nationalism, became politically
empowered in Russia. Empowerment means that panslav ideas were propagated in
diverse and effective fora, resonated deeply and widely with the articulate public, and
ultimately gained support from, and influenced the decisions of, policymakers in key
Russian institutions including, in this case, the tsar and his circle, the foreign ministry,
and the war ministry.

The literature on Russian panslavism, written primarily by historians, offers some
explanations for the rise and impact of this ideology, but these explanations are
incomplete and do not stem from explicitly stated, systematic, and testable propositions.
One argument, articulated by the historian Hans Kohn and others, focuses on the role of
Russia’s smali educated class in the nineteenth century. Kohn notes that these
intellectuals, coming “face-to-face” with Russian backwardness relative to European
states, sought and propagated an ideology that asserted Russia's unique identity (in

comparison with Europe), spiritual greatness, and immense material and political
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potential. Hence, they developed and propagated Russian panslav ideas. This
explanation echoes the concept of ressentiment, which | described in the previous
chapter. Elites experience ressentiment when they compare themselves with outsiders,
determine that their relative status is inferior, and conclude that they are unable to catch
up with their rivals. They promote aggressive nationalism to correct the dissonance
they feel between their actual status and what they think it should be. Ressentiment
helps to explain the chauvinistic and imperialistic content of panslavism and why
educated elites were motivated to propagate it, but does not explain why political elites
in the highest echelons of power eventually supported this ideology. As Kohn himself
notes, many members of the tsarist court and government in the nineteenth century
were not initially drawn to ideas of panslav solidarity; they tended to be Europeanized
and were interested in modernization and closer contacts with Europe.® In this chapter,
| examine multiple variables to show not only why educated and intellectual elites
articulated panslavism, but also to explain why panslav ideas eventually rose to the top
of Russian political discourse and had an impact on decisionmaking in foreign policy.

Another argument focuses on the intemational system. First, scholars note that
the Crimean War in 1853-1856 caused many Russian elites to feel that the western
powers, particularly Austria, were unreliable allies, and that Russia faced an
“unreasoning European hatred” towards it. Russia needed to find true allies, and the

only credible candidates were the Slavs. Second, Russian intellectual and political

*Hans Kohn, Panslavism. Its History and Ideology (IN: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1953), pp. 103-145 and Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 1-59, 232,

293, 337-38.
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elites who supported panslavism did so because they were imitating the successful
nineteenth century unification of Germany (under Bismarck) and Italy. Indeed, Russian
panslavs pointed to the racial-linguistic basis of both German and Italian unifications as
an example for Slavs to emulate. Panslavs argued that only when Russia was able to
unify the numerous Slav peoples of Europe under its wing could it hope to generate
strength on a par with the other European powers. This argument became even more
compelling when coupled with problems of internal instability triggered by such events
as the Polish uprising of 1863 in Russia. The threat that Russia might disintegrate
when other powers were consolidating themselves on a national basis created a strong
rationale in support of panslav nationalism.® This explanation renders insights on how
domestic and international factors might combine to increase the attraction and
credibility of an aggressive nationalist ideology. | incorporate this type of explanation in
my chapter, but | offer an explanatory framework that states more explicitly what |
believe to be the impact of sets of domestic and international variables on empowering
aggressive nationalism. | also offer a conclusion that underlines the pivotal role of
international variables, particularly threats, crises, and opportunities, in the
empowerment of panslavism in Russia.

in this chapter, | show that national humiliation, arising primarily from Russia's

SKohn, Panslavism, pp. 103-79; Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 199-
239: Dietrich Geyer, Russian Imperialism: The Interaction of Domestic and Foreign
Policy in Russia 1860-1914, trans. Bruce Little (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press,
1987), pp. 60-62; and A. N. Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom i nastoiashchem (St.
Petersburg: Knigoizd. “Kolos',” 1878), pp. 75-76, 145-51. Hostile relations between
Russians and Poles created ideological and political problems for panslavism. | will
write more on this issue in the section below on the content of Russian panslavism.
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defeat in the Crimean War of 1853-1856, stimulated intellectual elites (who had political
sympathizers) (0 articulate aggressive panslav ideas. But national humiliation was
insufficient to propel panslavism to the top of the Russian political agenda, especially in
foreign policy. | argue that four controlling variables contributed directly to the political
empowerment of panslav ideas after they had been articulated as a response to
national humiliation. First, severe and prolonged internal instability discredited Russia's
autocratic government and created pressure for political elites to pay attention to
panslav demands from below. Internal instability stemmed from the rise of the concept
of the people or narod as the source of political legitimacy (as opposed to divinely
foreordained monarchy); the fragmentation of state elites at the top echelons of power,
which resulted in ineffectual policies to stem the tide of panslavism; and the difficulties
of domestic reform and the beginnings of terrorism in Russia. Second, although the
domestic incentive structure offered few political rewards for proponents of panslavism,
it did present potential material and other parochial rewards for some individuals and
groups who, as a result, promoted panslav ideas. Third, effective social
communication, stemming from advances in mass education and mass press, the
loosening of censorship, the incompetence of evaluative units that might combat
panslav propaganda, and the lack of strong, alternative ideologies, alsc facilitated the
empowerment of panslavism.

Fourth, threats and opportunities in the international system contributed to the

political triumph of panslavism. Panslavism offered solutions to threats against Russian
national interests, particularly the need to reassure Russia's strategic access to the

Black Sea straits and ensure Russian influence over other Slav nationalities. These
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interests were critical in the context of a crumbling Ottoman Empire and an unreliable
system of alliances and agreements among the great European powers. Further, the
rise of indigenous nationalism among Slavs in the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian
empires--and the failure of traditional great power diplomacy to resolve crises
associated with Slav rebellion against oppressive rulers—made arguments for panslav
mobilization and solidarity highly compelling. Finally, the lack of a united position
among European powers to cppose Russian aggression on behalf of the Slav peoples
created an opportunity for Russia to pursue panslav action, at minimai or low cost to
itself.

Section Il below gives a brief history of panslavism and describes slavophilism,
its relatively benian nationalist philosophical precursor. In Section lll, | describe
Russian national humiliation after the Crimean War of 1853-1856 and the aggressive
nationalist reaction that arose in response to it. Next, | describe the content of
panslavism as the most dominant expression of malevolent nationalism in Russia in
1856-1878, and chronicle manifestations of its political empowerment, especially in
1875-1878. In Section IV, | test hypotheses on the impact of four controlling variables
to explain the empowerment of panslavism: internal instability, the domestic incentive
structure, social communication, and threats and opportunities in the international
system. Section V describes the impact of panslavism and its proponents on state
decisions leading to the Russo-Turkish war of 1877-1878. Finally, my conclusion
summarizes the role of national humiliation and my four controlling variables in
explaining the rise of aggressive panslavism and its impact on Russian foreign policy in

1856-1878.
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. Panslavism: Historical and Philosophical Background

A. History of Panslavism

Russian panslavism is only one expression of pansiav ideology, and notably the
most expansive, aggressive, and hegemonic. It preached Russia's holy calling as the
liberator of all Slavs and the rightful leader of a united Slav federation to be created from
the subjects of the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian empires.® Preachers of this ideology
were primarily Russians. With few exceptions, non-Russian pansilavs advocated more
liberal and non-chauvinistic versions of panslavism, including 1) Jan Kollar's cultural
panslavism based on literary and intellectual reciprocity among the Slavs; 2) Frantisek
Palacky's austroslavism, which advocated territorial integrity for Austria-Hungary so long
as Slavs could enjoy the same rights as the empire's dominant German and Hungarian
nationalities; 3) democratic panslavism, preached by the Society of United Slavs and
the Brotherhood of Saints Cyril and Methodius in early nineteenth century Russia, which
favored an egalitarian Slav federation among Russians, Ukrainians, Poles, and other
Slavs; and 4) Karel Kramar's neoslavism, prominent in 1908-1910, which preached
democracy, equality, justice, and religious freedom for all Slavs, and reconciliation

between Russia and Poland.”

®Russian pansiavism is a type of “hegemony nationalism,” or a motivation for action
by a national group that believes it can derive advantage from consolidating smaller
units into larger and more dynamic entities. See Louis L. Snyder, Encyclopedia of
Nationalism (NY: Paragon, 1990), p. 241.

’A non-Russian who supported Russian hegemonic panslavism was the Slovak,
Ludovit Stur, who died in 1856. A publicist and politician, Stur became famous as a
panslav theorist only posthumously in Russia. Panslav professors in St. Petersburg and
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In Russia itself, the hegemonic version of panslavism emerged and matured in
1856-1870. However, Russian interest in the Slavs of the Ottoman empire dated back
to the reigns of Peter the Great (1682-1725) and Catherine the Great (1762-96). These
monarchs took an interest in Orthodox Slavs outside Russia primarily for geopolitical
reasons, viewing the Slavs as an asset to Russia in its dynastic competition with nearby
empires.® Many ordinary Russians also gained firsthand acquaintance with their Slav

neighbors during the course of Russia's wars with Turkey in the eighteenth and early

Moscow published and disseminated his writings, and featured them prominently at the
1867 Slav Congress in Moscow. In the first half of the nineteenth century, panslavism
predominated mainly among oppressed western Slavs in Austria-Hungary, who looked
to Russia as a potential protector. Their interest in panslavism heightened due to the
writings of the German philosopher, Johann Gottfried von Herder (1744-1803), who
praised the Slavs as an ascendant people (compared to the declining Latin and
Gemmanic nations). Herder portrayed the Slavs as a unique group, filled with a strong
sense of freedom, youthfulness, modesty, obedience, a peaceful nature, ard honesty.
They were the heroes of the future. Herder encouraged Slav scholars to study Slavic
languages, folklore, and folk culture to ensure that Slavs always remembered their
heroic past and prepared themselves for new glories in the future. See Snyder,
Encyclopedia of Nationalism, pp. 309-310; Michael Boro Petrovich, The Emergence of
Russian Panslavism 1856-1870 (CT: Greenwood Press, 1956), pp. 18-19; “Johann
Gottfried von Herder,” in Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vols. 3 and 4 (NY: Macmillan
Publishing Company, Inc., 1967), pp. 486-89; Georges Luciani, La societe des slaves
unis 1823-25 (France: Universite de Bordeaux, 1963), pp. 1-7; Alexander Joseph
Michaels, Neoslavism and Its Attempt at Russo-Polish Rapprochement 1908-1910,
Master's Thesis, American University, 1956, pp. 1-23; Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom, p.
65; M. V. Nechkina, Obshchestvo soedinennykh slavian (Moscow: gosudarstvennoe
izd., 1927); and Cyprien Robert, “Les deux panslavismes. Situation actuelle des
peuples slaves vis-a-vis de la Russia,” Revue des deux mondes, 1 November 1846, pp.
453-83.

®0n the earliest evolution of panslav consciousness in Russia and on Russian official
interest in the Slavs within the context of imperial competition, see |.S. Dostoian,
Russkaia obshchestvennaia mysl' i balkanskie narody. Ot Radishcheva do Dekabristov
(Moscow: Nauka, 1980), esp. pp. 23-38, 186-310 and Emanuel Sarkisyanz, “Russian

Imperialism Reconsidered,” pp. 45-81, in Taras Hunczak, ed., Russian Imperialism from
Ivan the Great to the Revolution (NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1974), p. 52.
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nineteenth centuries. In 1774, after winning a war with Turkey, Russia gained the legal
status of protector of the Orthodox Christian subjects of the Porte (the governing center
of the Ottoman empire) and the right {o build a church in Constantinople. Thereafter,
Russia’s right and, in the opinion of some, even divine calling, to protect the southern
Slavs became a persistent idea or myth in Russia. But early imperial and popular
interest in the southern Slavs notwithstanding, panslavism did not become a coherent
political ideology until later in the nineteenth century.

In 1812-1813, incipient panslav sympathies in Russia became apparent as the
press celebrated Slav successes in a Balkan League war against Turkey. Slavic
cultural societies solicited money and medicine to aid the southern Slavs, and held
Slavonic banquets in Moscow and St. Petersburg, in which participants sang patriotic
songs and gave fiery speeches favoring the Slav struggle for liberation. The tsarist
government, not wishing to offend the ruling Habsburgs of Austria, who had their own
share of restive Slav subjects, eventually curtailed public manifestations of support in
Russia for the Slavs.®

Although there was a political element in Russian popular support for the Slavs in
1812-1813, for most of the first half of the nineteenth century (1801-1855), panslavism
developed mainly as an academic and cultural program to increase knowledge and

understanding between Russia and its Slav neighbors.'® Russians went to Slav lands to

°Paul Vysny, Neoslavism and the Czechs 1898-1914 (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press, 1977), pp. 217-19.

"®There were some activists who did lobby for political panslavism in the early 1800s.
Foremost were V. N. Karazin, who lobbied the foreign ministry to assist the Slavs in
1804-1807; V. B. Bronevskii, a naval officer who wrote two books arguing that Russia
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study, and Slav students, especially Bulgarians, received scholarships to study in
Russia. Slavic studies chairs were established at Moscow University, and newspapers
and journals began to publish articles on the Slavs, their lands, and their cultures.
Further, official institutions, such as the ministry of foreign affairs and war ministry,
sponsored historical, military-strategic, and other studies of the Balkan Slavs and
Russia's wars with Turkey."" These efforts helped spread knowledge of the Slavs in
Russia, but panslavism did not gain a firm foothold in official circles. The tsarist
government, especially under Nicholas | (1821-1855), deemed panslavism a subversive
ideology; because it preached the liberation of small nations from tyrannical rulers, the
tsar feared that it would undermine the legitimacy of all of Europe's imperial regimes,
including Russia. Indeed, Nicholas | correctly assessed the danger of panslavism.
Many of the earliest panslav societies in Russia did reject autocratic rule, favored the
abolition of serfdom, and advocated autonomy for all Slav national units, including

Poles, in the Russian empire.'

should use its military power to free the Slavs and lead a Slav federation to fight any
European coalition that might form against Russia; and M. P. Pogodin, a prominent
professor who wrote a series of panslav memoranda to Minister of Education S. Uvarov
in 1839-1842. See Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Rossiiskoi Federatsii (State Archive of the
Russian Federation; hereafter, GARF), f. 1750, op. 1, d. 32; Pypin, Panslavizm v
proshlom, pp. 76-80, 84, and Petrovich, Emergence of Russian Panslavism, pp. 12-13.

""Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 12-59 and Dostoian, Russkaia
obshchestvennaia mysl’, pp. 186-208.

?Panslav ideas also influenced members of the Decembrist uprising of 1825, which
markea the first indelible sign of rupture between Russian gentry society (the stronghold
of monarchical support) and tsarist authority. See Dostoian, Russkaia

obshchestvennaia mysl’, pp. 222-53.
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E. Slavophilism: Precursor to Panslavism

Slavophilism was a set of relatively benign nationalist ideas that gained
prominence among a coterie of intellectuals in the 1830s and 1840s."® The slavophiles,
as proponents of these ideas were known, never created a political program or
movement, but articulated ideas that panslavs echoed. The most prominent slavophile
thinkers were: Ivan Kireevskii (1806-56); Aleksei Khomiakov (1804-60); Konstantin
Aksakov (1817-60); and Yuri Samarin (1819-76)." These gentlemen came from

Russia's conservative upper and petty nobility; all were educated, though they were not

3Slavophilism manifested the influence of romanticism in Russian philosophical
circles in the 1820s to 1840s. Much of Russian romanticism came from Germany,
where many young Russians studied and traveled. The government of Nicholas |
deemed it safer to send Russian youth to a respectably despotic Germany than a
chronically revolutionary France, where they might be infected by dangerous ideas.
Two aspects of romantic thought became salient among Russian intellectuals: 1) the
doctrine that “every human being, country, race, and institution has its own unique,
individual, inner purpose which is itself an ‘organic’ element in the wider purpose of all
that exists, and that by becoming conscious of that purpose it is, by this very fact,
participating in the march towards light and freedom”; and 2) the idea that the West was
in decline because of its rationalism, materialism, skepticism, and abandonment of
traditional spiritual values; as a result, Russia (or Germany, in the case of German
romanticism), because of its youthfulness as a nation, its raw and barbaric energy, and
its lack of education (its “purity”) had the greatest potential for glorious accomplishment
and leadership in the future. See Isaiah Berlin, Russian Thinkers (NY: Penguin Books,
1978), pp. 119-20.

“Some might include in this list lvan Kireevskii's brother, Petr, and Konstantin
Aksakov's brother, Ilvan. But Petr Kireevskii never made important ideological
contributions to slavophilism, and Ivan Aksakov was more active as a panslav than a
slavophile. See Andrzej Walicki, A History of Russian Thought. From the
Enlightenment to Marxism (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1979), pp. 81-111;
N. V. Riasanovsky, Russia and the West in the Teachings of the Slavophiles
(Gloucester, MA: Peter Smith, 1965); P. Christoff, An Introduction to Nineteenth-Century
Russian Slavophilism: A Study in Ideas, vols. 1 and 2 (The Hague: Mouton and
Company, 1961 and 1972); and Abbott Gleason, European and Muscovite: Ilvan
Kireevsky and the Origins of Slavophilism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1972).
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thoroughly Europeanized like the majority of the upper Russian aristocracy. The
slavophiles shared an affinity for Moscow and the countryside, where their family
estates were located. They saw Moscow as more thoroughly “Russian” compared to
the “European” St. Petersburg. Moscow represented old Russia, old noble families,
mysticism, conservatism, the capital of religious life, and the bastion of resistance
against rationalist, revolutionary, and liberal thought. In contrast, St. Petersburg was
the new, westernized Russia of Peter the Great, a modern city without a past, the cradle
of raznochintsy or newcomers to the noble class, and the center of dangerous liberal
and socialist thought. Many slavophiles were also veterans of the literary and
philosophical salons that proliferated in Russia in the early nineteenth century."

Slavophilism emerged primarily in response to a strand of Russian thought
known as westernism. Westernism (a label coined by the slavophiles to denote the
national apostasy of their ideological opponents) originated from Petr Chaadaev's

(1794-1856) Lettre philosophique ecrite a une dame, published in 1836 in the Russian

“Philosophical and literary circles emerged in Russia in the wake of gentry liberation
from compulsory service to the tsarin 1762. One of the most prominent was the
“Society of Wisdom Lovers,” which nurtured such future slavophiles as |. Kireevskii and
A. |. Koshelev. The Wisdom-Lovers reacted against eighteenth-century rationalism,
searched for a truly “divine” philosophy, and looked to German romanticism for new
truths. They subscribed to romantic nationalism, and believed that Russia should have
a distinctive and organic national culture and mission. The Society disbanded in 1825,
shortly after the tsarist government crushed the Decembrist revolt, but members
continued to publish their ideas in Moskovskii vestnik, edited by the panslav Pogodin.
See Walicki, History of Russian Thought, pp. 74-77; Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-
Slavism, p. 185; and P. N. Sakulin, |1z istorii russkogo idealizma. Kniaz' V. F. Odoevskii.
Mysilitel', pisatel’, vol. 1 (Moscow: izd. M. i S. Sabashnikovykh, 1913), pp. 138-39.
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journal Teleskop (Telescope).” In this letter, Chaadaev stressed that Russia was an
isolated, rootless entity. It belonged to neither East nor West, and had no historical
continuity. Russia was isolated from the rest of the world because it chose Orthodoxy
rather than the universal Church of Europe, Catholicism. For Russia to progress, it
must repeat the entire European path of development from the beginning. In short,
Chaadaev criticized Russia's past and attacked the notion of superiority of the Orthodox
church and the traditional Russian folk (narod). He summed up:

We, Russians, iike illegitimate children, come to this world without patrimony,
without any links with people who lived on the earth before us; ... This is a natural
result of a culture based wholly on borrowing and imitation. There is among us
no inward development, no natural progress; . . . We grow, but we do not mature;
we advance, but obliquely, that is in a direction which does not lead to the goal. .
. . Isolated in the world, we have given nothing to the world, we have taken
nothing from the world; we have not added a single idea to the mass of human
ideas; we have contributed nothing to the progress of the human spirit. And we
have disfigured everything we have touched of that progress."
The slavophiles agreed with Chaadaev that Russia was fundamentally different
from the West--even isolated from it. However, this isolation was not Russia's bane but
its blessing. Because Russia did not have the legacy of western development, it

maintained its wholeness as an organic entity, its harmonious mode! of social

development, and its true Christian faith. It remained loyal to sobornost' (communality),

'*Chaadaev was a Russian noble who served in the tsarist army and sympathized
with the anti-tsarist Decembrist movement in the 1820s. He did not join the movement,
but opted to leave the army in 1821. In 1823-1826, he lived abroad, confirmed his
sympathy for Roman Catholicism and, in 1828-1831, wrote eight philosophical letters
elaborating his world view.

'"P. Chaadaev, Philosophical Letters and Apology of a Madman, trans. Mary-
Barbara Zeldin (Knoxville, TN: University of Tennessee Press, 1969), pp. 37, 41; Kohn,
Panslavism, pp. 111-13; and Taras Hunczak, “Pan-Slavism or Pan-Russianism,” in
Hunczak, ed., Russian Imperialism, pp. 84-85.
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the organizing principle of the Russian peasant commune, based on brotherhood,
general accord, and harmonious coexistence. Russia was an "organic" entity, suffused
with the feeling of unity and free from the internal strife caused by race and class in the
West. The West was too rationalistic, juridical, atomistic, decadent, and violent. In the
individualistic West, people did not live in harmony and faith; their social contracts
reflected soullessness and selfish calculations that dominated in a "technico-logical"
civilization.” Slavophiles portrayed Russia as fundamentally peaceful and the West,
aggressive. In the words of K. Aksakov:

All European states are formed through conquest. Enmity is their fundamental
principle. Government came there as an armed enemy and established itself by
force among the conquered peoples. . . . The Russian state, on the contrary, was
founded not by conquest, but by a voluntary invitation of the government. . . .
Thus in the foundation of the Western state: violence, slavery, and hostility. In

the foundation of the Russian state: free will, liberty, and peace. [Emphasis in
original.]*®

To slavophiles, the Orthodox religion was another pillar of Russian greatness.
Russia was the cradle of Orthodoxy, the only church that preserved collective or
supraindividual Christian consciousness in its purity. All other churches, including
Roman Catholicism and Protestantism, were tainted by the virus of rationalism. In

Aleksei Khomiakov's assessment, Catholicism had replaced sobornost’ with utilitarian

'®*Konstantin Aksakov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii (Moscow: tip. P. Bakhmeteva,
1861), pp. 291-92; Nicholas V. Riasanovsky, “Khomiakov on Sobornost',” pp. 185-90, in

Ernest J. Simmons, ed., Continuity and Change in Russian and Soviet Thought
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1955).

'9K. Aksakov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, p. 8. Slavophile aversion to the West
came early when, as young men, Petr and Ivan Kireevskii and Aleksei Khomiakov
traveled to Europe and expressed severe displeasure and disgust about the West in
their notes and letters. See Riasanovksy, Russia and the West, pp. 60-156; Walicki,
History of Russian Thought, pp. 93-99; and Kohn, Panslavism, pp. 120-21.
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calculations and blind submission to authority /i.e., the pope). Protestantism, on the
other hand, was a splintered faith and the "religion of lonely individuals lost in an
atomized society."® Religion and faith, indeed, occupied a central place in slavophile
thought, and slavophiles like Khomiakov postulated that Orthodoxy could save Europe
by bringing about the transformation of European intellectual life. Russia did not need
to conquer the West miilitarily because its spiritual faith was sufficient to bring the errant
West back to the true Christian fold.

A critical area of slavophile interest was Russian internal politics. This, arguably,
was the greatest distinction between them and panslavs, because the latter's
prescriptions dealt more with Russian great power foreign policy than internal reform.
Slavophiles generally supported autocracy because they believed it was founded on
mutual trust between the sovereign and his subjects. They believed it was the most
appropriate system for Russia, whose citizens, unlike westerners, did not seek freedom
to participate in politics, but freedom from politics; this meant the right to live according
to unwritten rules of faith and tradition, and pursue full self-realization in a social sphere
in which the monarch did not intervene. Moral convictions, rather than western-style
legal guarantees or representative institutions, were the best insurance for fair and
harmonious relations between monarch and people. At the same time, slavophiles
acknowledged the difficult internal social conditions under which Russians lived. They
highlighted Russia's social ills, deplored government censorship, and advocated the

abolition of serfdom. Many of them became active participants in Russian politics under

Walicki, History of Russian Thought, p. 104; see also pp. 97-106 and Janko Lavrin,
Russia, Slavdom, and the Western World (London: Geoffrey Bles, 1969), pp. 71-100.
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Alexander Il (1856-1881), when the government finally eliminated serfdom and
implemented other sorely needed internal reforms. The slavophiles were inward-looking
to a great degree, and believed that reform at home was a priority over foreign
messianic ventures on behalf of Russia’s Slavic brethren_?'

To summarize, classical slavophilism focused on the internal spiritual life of
Russians, emphasized religion over race or politics as the basis of Slav commonality,
claimed that Russia was inherently unique and superior to the West, and advocated
internal change rather than imperial or hegemonic politics abroad as Russia’s highest
priority. Although the slavophile self-image contained chauvinistic elements,
slavophilism as a set of nationalist ideas remained benign because its proponents
engaged in honest self-criticism and recommended actions that focused on
improvements inside Russian state and society. As a matter of course, slavophiles did
not propose aggressive action on behalf of oppressed Slavs in other empires, nor were
they enamored with the idea of a panslav federation led by Russia.

By 1860, most of the slavophile leaders were dead, including Khomiakov, the
Kireevskii brothers and Konstantin Aksakov. Their co-thinkers and sympathizers who
remained“partieularlHurii%amarin,—lvan~Aksakev,—and-ether%shiftedﬁmphasisﬁ‘fom

philosophy and religion to politics and race. Taking an openly panslav approach, they

?'In Khomiakov's opinion, serfdom was the greatest social and moral evil in Russia.
See Lavrin, Russia, Slavdom, pp. 86-100. See also Richard Wortman, “Koshelev,
Samarin, and Cherkassky and the Fate of Liberal Slavophilism,” Slavic Review 2 (June
1962), p. 261; Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 183-84, 220-22, 236-37; and
O. Smal, “The Crimean War and Slavophiles,” pp. 122-31, in J. G. Purves and D. A.

West, eds., War and Society in the Nineteenth Century Russian Empire (Toronto,

Canada: New Review Books, 1972).
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advocated Russian support for rebellious Slavs in Europe and the Ottoman empire.
They argued that Russian foreign policy should emphasize assistance to the Slavs in
their struggle for freedom. They also maintained that all Slav nationalities must submit
to Russian leadership and rule. They did not favor equal relations between Russians
and other Slavs, and censured Poles and Czechs who wanted to pursue independent
agendas that would undermine Russian hegemony. Especially after the Polish uprising
in Russia in 1863, it became evident that slavophilism had yielded to Russo-centric

panslavism-—-a chauvinist, expansionist, and hegemonic ideology.?

. National Humiliation and Aggressive Nationalist Reaction

A. The Crimean War and Its Aftermath

There is no need in this chapter to expound in detail the causes of the Crimean
War of 1853-1856. Briefly, the war was a culmination of a long series of events
surrounding the “eastern question,” or the future of the declining Ottoman empire. Both
Russia and Britain desired to prevent each other from gaining control of Turkey because
such control could give one side undue advantage in their ongoing imperial competition.
In 1844, after Tsar Nicholas | visited Britain, Russia believed it had an agreement with
Britain to preserve the status quo in case a crisis arose in the Oftoman empire. If the
status quo could not be maintained, then Russia and Britain would divide the crumbling

empire between them. Russia also believed it had Austrian and Prussian support in this

2\Walicki, History of Russian Thought, pp. 92, 111-14; Fadner, Seventy Years of
Pan-Slavism, pp. 19-38; and Petrovich, Emergence of Russian Panslavism, p. 29.
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arrangement.

In 1850, a dispute broke out in the Holy Land between Orthodox and Christians
over certain rights to some of the most sacred shrines of Christendom. In February
1853, Russia issued Turkey an ultimatum to settle the dispute in favor of the Orthodox
and to recognize openly the rights of Orthodox subjects within the empire. The Porte
yielded on the first point, but not on the second. A series of other actions of dismal
diplomacy followed, and hostilities broke out between Turkey and Russia in October
1853. Britain and France joined the war on behalf of the Porte in March 1854, while
Austria exerted strong diplomatic pressures on behalf of the allies against Russia.

During the Crimean War, Russia found itself fighting alone against a formidable
European coalition. Although the war was fought in part in the Caucasus and the
Danubian principalities, its main front was the Crimean peninsula. In particular, the
allies sought to capture the Russian naval base at Sevastopol. For almost a year,
Russian soldiers fought heroically to defend Sevastopol against the allies’ unrelenting
bombardment with superior weapons. Russian heroism notwithstanding, Sevastopol fell
in September 1855. The war officially terminated in March 1856, when an international
congress met and signed the Treaty of Paris.?

Russia's ignominious defeat at the hands of France and England delegitimized

BFor background on the Crimean War, see Nicholas V. Riasanovsky, A History of

" Russia, 4th'ed. (NY: Oxford University Press, 1984), pp. 33640, David M. Goldfrank,

The Origins of the Crimean War (NY: Longman, 1994); and David Wetzel, The Crimean
War. A Diplomatic History (Boulder, CO: East European Monographs, 1983). On the
war's impact on spurring internal reform, especially the abolition of serfdom in Russia,
see E. A. Berkov, Krymskaia kampaniia (Moscow: Moskovskii rabochii, 1939), pp. 84-
93.
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the idea of Russian solidarity and cooperation with the Great Powers of Europe which,
up to then, was the basis of tsarist foreign policy. Nicholas | firmly believed that only
such a policy could avert the threat of general anarchy and revolution. But, as the war
clearly demonstrated, the other Great Powers did not reciprocate tsarist Russia's
approach. Russia's defeat in the war was calamitous, and caused severe national
humiliation. First, the war exposed Russian military backwardness and
unpreparedness, particularly in military technology, human resources, transportation
and other logistical support, and financing. D. A. Miliutin, Russian defense minister,
wrote in 1856 that “despite the fully intensified production of our military factories, there
was no possibility whatsoever for us to supply the entire army within a short time with
similarly modern weapons as those in the hands of the opposing [British and French]
armies.” The Russian army fought with obsolete muskets, while the allies used
modern rifles; Russia had 35,000 men in the Crimea at the start of the war, while the
allies had 60,000; Russian soldiers were inadequately clothed or sheltered, causing
thousands to die of cold, exhaustion, typhus and other epidemics; and many Russian
officers were ignorant and corrupt and unprepared to conduct a successful military

campaign.?

2| S. Bestuzhev, Krymskaia voina 1853-1856 ga. (Moscow: izd. Akademiia Nauk
SSSR, 1956), p. 160.

2N. E. Dubrovin, Istoriia Krymskoi voiny i oborony Sevastopolia (St. Petersburg: tip.
Tovarishchestva "Obshchestvennaia pol'za,” 1900), p. xv; John Shelton Curtiss,
Russia's Crimean War (NC: Duke University Press, 1979), p. 558; Berkov, Krymskaia
kampaniia, pp. 85-87; S. K. Bushuev, Krymskaia voina (Moscow: izd. Akademiia Nauk
SSSR, 1940), pp. 123-24; and Riasanovsky, History of Russia, pp. 338-39. Russian
military backwardness had roots in prevailing socio-economic conditions. In 1855-1859,
50 million of Russia's 60 million population were peasants; of these, 23 million were
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Second, national humiliation stemmed also from Russian losses in the war,
ultimate defeat, and subsequent conditions imposed by the victors. As many as
340,000 Russians died in the last two years of the war alone--a figure that equaled the
number of Russian fatalities in all wars in the entire second half of the eighteenth
century. The defense of Sevastopol itself claimed over 100,000 lives. In addition, the
war almost brought Russian external trade to a halt, and military expenditures created a
huge deficit that brought Russia to the verge of bankruptcy. The Treaty of Paris,
although moderate in not imposing any foreign occupation of Russian territory,
nonetheless was a “disaster for Russian interests and a defeat for the major policies
adopted in Eastern affairs during the century."® Russia ceded to Turkey the mouth of
the Danube and part of Bessarabia, accepted neutralization of the Black Sea (i.e.,
Russia suffered humiliation because it was prohibited from maintaining a navy or
building coastal fortifications on its own territory), lost its legal position since 1774 as
protector of the Porte's Orthodox subjects, and accepted international control over the
Danubian principalities and over navigation on the Danube. In essence, Russia bowed
to French and British influence in the internal affairs of the Ottoman empire and to
French, British, and Austrian influence over Wallachia, Moldavia, and Serbia. An

anonymous note, heavily marked in the margins by Tsar Alexander |l and foreign

serfs on noble estates or state lands. Russia also had only 650 miles of rail, built mostly
by Americans using American capital. See W. E. Mosse, Alexander |l and the
Modernization of Russia, rev. ed. (NY: Collier Books, 1962), chap. 1 and Riasanovsky,

History of Russia, pp. 346-47.

%Barbara Jelavich, Russia's Balkan Entanglements 1806-1914 (NY: Cambridge
University Press, ), p. 140.
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minister K. Nesselrode in 1856, noted that the Paris Treaty meant “the diminution of
Russian possessions and Russian prestige as a Great Power . . . [Russia] has emerged
from the struggle belittled in the eyes of public opinion and weakened in its political
capability.”’

Third, Russia was humiliated by the betrayal that it felt at the hands of its fellow
European powers, especially Britain, France, Austria, and Prussia. Although the last
two did not officially join the alliance against Russia, they nonetheless openly showed
signs of preparation to join the allies, particularly as Russia's position in the war
worsened. There was also a pervasive feeling in Russia that France and Britain actually
fueled Russo-Turkish hostilities even while feigning to work on regulating the conflict in
its early stage.?® Finally, Russian national humiliation stemmed from the sense that the
Crimean War and Russia’s defeat exposed helplessness, decay, and rottenness
(bespomoshchnost’, gnilost’) inside Russia itself. Liberal critics of tsarism called the war
“degrading,” and many reacted to Russia's dismal performance with disillusionment and
anger. The articulate public felt that the nation (narod), despite its sacrifices of money
and blood in the war, had been betrayed by its own government. The fall of Sevastopol,

in particular, elicited public shame, shock, and outrage. In the words of two

eyewitnesses:

?’Berkov, Krysmkaia kampaniia, p. 88; see also Bushuev, Kryinskaia voina, pp. 124-
25; Bestuzhev, Krymskaia voina, p. 169; and William C. Fuller, Jr., Strateqy and Power
in Russia 1600-1914 (NY: Free Press, 1992), pp. 265-322.

p_A. Chikhachev, Velikie derzhavy i Vostochnyi vopros (Moscow: Nauka, 1970),
pp. 9, 50 and Bestuzhev, Krymskaia voina, p. 167.
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The news of the fall of Sevastopol made me weep. If | were in good health |
would have joined the militia, without wishing victory for Russia, but with a desire
to die for it. My soul was sick at this time. Here all honorable people, no matter
what their opinions, hung their heads. . . . The people crowded into bars by the
hundreds, in the city they moaned and crossed themselves in horror. The shock
was terrible . . . as all had trusted the [official] printed statements about the
impregnability of Sevastopol.?
Society's diminished trust and faith in the government became manifest in peasant
uprisings and other actions 2xpressing the desperation of Russia's serfs; louder and
more strident opposition to the war from the articulate public, including intellectuals,
journalists, educators, bureaucrats, and members of the nobility; and demands for
internal political and social reform in Russia. Subversive political tracts and verses
circulated, which mocked Russian officialdom, condemned “stupid, ignorant officials,”
and called on the people to rise against oppressive internal conditions in Russia.*
Clearly, national humiliation stemming from the war and its aftermath exposed the
frayed and tattered fabric of relations between Russian state and society.
National humiliation stimulated an aggressive nationalist reaction from Russian
inteliectuals and opinionmakers. Government elites themseives iargeiy desisied ituni
extreme nationalism because they, more than the articulate public, knew the extent of

damage the war had caused, worried about internal disorder in the state, and realized

that state interests after the war required retrenchment rather than aggressive

#Curtiss, Russia's Crimean War, p. 552; see also pp. 550-59; Chikhachev, Velikie
derzhavy, pp. 10-11; and M. A. Rakhmatullin, “Voiny Rossii v Krymskoi kampanii,”
Voprosy sstorii 8 (1972), pp. 117-18.

*Curtiss, Russia's Crimean War, pp. 536-49; Bestuzhev, Krymskaia voina, pp. 166-
67; and Bushuev, Krymskaia voina, pp. 125-42.
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nationalist posturing.*'

Public reaction to national humiliation included, first, reassertions of Russian
greatness in the face of defeat. The public accorded returning military personnel a
hero’s welcome, replete with fiery speeches and patriotic entertainment. Commentators
characterized the defenders of Sevastopol as Herculean, mythic warriors (bogatyry),

whose actions embodied the “life-giving” forces of the people or narod. Many ignored

Russia’'s dismal military performance and instead extolled the greatness and moral
superiority of the Russian army and navy, whose actions, allegedly, so impressed the
European powers that they were compelled to impose moderate conditions on Russia in
the Treaty of Paris. Yet others underlined Russian defeat as temporary, and insisted
that present misfortunes would awaken Russia's “sleeping forces” and lead it to
“purification and exaltation.” Slavophiles, panslavs, and westernizers joined in the
chorus asserting the people or nation as the key to Russian resurrection; only by
heeding the voice of the people would the regime regain its moral authority and restore

Russia to greatness.*

3'Tsar Alexander |l (Nicholas | died in 1855), for example, wrote to his friend Prince
Bariatinskii in May 1857: “I must direct your attention again to the absolute need to
diminish, at any cost, our expenses and even restrain our military operations for a year
ortwo. The last three years of the [Crimean] war have had such a deplorable effect on
our finances and it is of utmost urgency that we think of wise savings in order to get out
of our current difficult situation, whose end may well be a crisis with consequences that
we cannot foresee—and God help us!” [Emphasis in original. Translation from French

by the author.] See Alfred J. Rieber, The Politics of Autocracy. Letters of Alexander ||
to Prince A. |. Bariatinskii 1857-1864 (The Hague: Mouton and Co., 1966), p. 105.

*®Rakhmatullin, “Voiny Rossii,” pp. 117-18; Curtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, pp. 555-
57, Bestuzhev, Krymskaia voina, pp. 150, 170-71; Bushuev, Krymskaia voina, pp. 132-
33; and Berkov, Krymskaia kampaniia, pp. 86-91.
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Second, national humiliation generated tremendous anti-western rhetoric.

Publicists highlighted the perfidy of the European powers and western “instinctive
- hatred” for Russia. Third, slavophile ideas became radicalized* and transformed into
an anti-western, hegemonic panslav ideology. In the aftermath of the Crimean war,
opinionmakers like the Aksakov brothers and Pogodin expressed extremist views
against the West and in favor of an aggressive Russian foreign policy to form a panslav
federation with thirty million Slavs in Europe and the Balkans. Russia was surrounded
by traitorous nations; to defend itself, Russia must gain the sympathy of its Slav kindred
by championing their revolts and going to war on their behalf, if necessary. In Pogodin’s
opinion, war was inevitable and Russia must have a “permanent Slavic policy.”
Chauvinism also featured prominently in the ascendant panslav rhetoric, which
condemned Poles and western Siavs who were “contaminated” by the West because
they did not accept Russian superiority and leadership, and who failed to grasp that, as
the preserver of the true Slavonic way of life, Mother Russia’s security superseded the

rights of all other Slav peoples.*

%At the start of the Crimean War, the slavophile Khomiakov expressed sentiments
indicative of a shift to aggressive nationalism. He praised the government's decision
because it reflected official recognition of Russia's duty toward the Christian Slavs of
Turkey. He characterized the war as a condemnation of immoral western policy that
suppressed the strivings of another people. He also portrayed the war as the beginning
of the ultimate triumph of slavdom and the Orthodox cause, and the spread of moral law
to guide the future of mankind. He proclaimed that “human blood is precious, war is
horrible—-but the designs of Providence are inscrutable, and a task must be fulfilled
whatever its rigors. Wave, flag! Sound, trumpet of battle! Nations! Forward to battle!
God orders mankind to march on!" Quoted in Kohn, Panslavism, p. 132.

*Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 195, 211-14, 222-38; Chikhachev,
Velikie derzhavy, p. 9; and Bestuzhev, Krymskaia voina, p. 167.
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B. Content of Panslavism

Much of the early fiery articulation of aggressive panslavism thus came as a
reaction to Russia’s defeat in the Crimean War. Chief proponents of panslavism in the
nineteenth century were Mikhail Pogodin (1800-1875), a publicist, professor of Russian
history and contemporary of the slavophiles; lvan Aksakov (1823-1886), panslavism's
most ardent political agitator; Nikolai Danilevskii (1822-1885), a botanist, ichthyologist,
and philosopher, Rostislav Fadeev, a major-general in the Russian army; Mikhail
Katkov (1818-1887), an early liberal who turned into a reactionary publicist; V. I.
Lamanskii (1833-1914), a scholar in Slavic studies; Nikolai Ignatev (1832-1908),
diplomat and Russian ambassador to Constantinople; Mikhail Cherniaev, a Russian
general who led the Serb army against Turkey in 1876, and others. | summarize below

the key ideas that these men and their supporters shared.*

1) Membership in the Nation
To panslavs, the key criteria for membership in the nation were ethnic, cultural,

and political: race, religion, language, and submission to Russian authority and

*These ideas represent the most salient elements of panslavism, although panslavs
occasionally disagreed on the finer points of their ideology and how best to realize their
goals. My list of panslavs here is also not comprehensive, but includes those who were
most visible in activity and influential in theory. Danilevskii was not known initially for his
panslavism; he was a member of the Petrashevtsy Circle, whose members the tsar
executed or jailed in 1849 for their “subversive” socialist ideas. Katkov was a
westernizer before becoming a panslav and great power propagandist. There were
other panslav sympathizers such as the writer Fedor Dostoevskii, but | do not include
him among the politically-motivated panslavs because of his dominant Christian
mysticism and aesthetic philosophy. On Dostoevskii's panslavism, see Hans Kohn,
“Dostoevsky and Danilevsky. Nationalist Messianism,” pp. 500-515, in Simmons, ed.,

Continuity and Change.
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leadership. In an 1838 letter to the tsarevich Alexander (the future Alexander l), for
example, Pogodin referred to

.. . our brothers and cousins, the Slavs, who are scattered over the whole of
Europe from Constantinople to Venice, from Morea to the Balitic and the North
Sea, the Slavs in whose veins the same blood flows as in ours, who speak the
same language as we do, and who therefore, according to the law of nature,
sympathize with us, the Slavs who in spite of geographic and political separation
form by origin and language one spiritual entity with us.*
Panslavs spread the myth (debunked by later historians) of common geographic and
linguistic origin for all Slavs, and argued that Russia was a remnant of a once unified
Slav people. They also lobbied, at the 1867 Slav congress in Russia for instance, for
Russian to be made the official Slavic language. Some panslavs esteemed language
over religion as a basis for unity, but the subsequent evolution of panslav ideas and
actions (e.g., rejection of Slavic Poles and acceptance of Orthodox Greeks) indicated
that religion and loyalty to Russia were the foremost criteria for membership in the
nation.*’
Although there were multiple criteria for membership in the Slav nation, panslav

writings indicate that acceptance of Russia's hegemonic role and authority was decisive.

Thus, Russian panslavs rallied at different times behind different Slav groups,

*Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom, p. 87; see also M. P. Pogodin, Istoriko-politicheskie
pis'ma i zapiski 1853-1856 (Moscow: V. M. Frish’, 1874), pp. 1-14.

*’Some Russian panslavs did concede at the 1867 congress that non-Russian Slavs
may incorporate into Russian parts of their own languages. See Kohn, Panslavism, pp.

142-43; N. P. Barsov, Slavianskii vopros i ego otnoshenie k Rossii (Vilnius: tip. A.
Syrkina, 1867), pp. 5-11; and Luciani, La societe des slaves, pp. 9-29.
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depending on who adhered most closely to Russian interests and preferences.* Fro
example, they included in the Slav nation the Greeks—-who were not Slavic by race, but
Orthodox in religion and an ally of Russia--but not the Poles--who were Slavic in race
but Catholic in religion, and were also the Russian empire's most mutinous and
ungovernable subjects. Indeed, Russia had a big headache in Poland. Until 1918,
Poland and Finland were the only two subject nations of the Russian empire to ever
demand separation from the Russian state. Panslavs harshly and uniformly
condemned Poland as a state that had betrayed and lost its Slavic essence. They
portrayed Poles as traitors who would catholicize Russia and whom Rome had fed with
“mother’s milk of hate” for Russia and Orthodoxy. Panslav vilification of Poland
intensified especially after the Polish uprising of 1863, when some declared Poland “an
adopted son of the West, . . . which took Latinism into its flesh, blood, and spirit;
severed itself from the Slav brotherhood; and became the vanguard army of the
latinized West against the Orthodox Slavic world.” M. Katkov portrayed Russia and

Poland as two nations engaged in a fatal struggle; one will live and the other will die:.*

®N. N. Durnovo, Russkaia panslavistskaia politika na pravoslavnom vostoke i v
Rossii (Moscow: tip. Russkaia pechatnia, 1908), pp. 90-107.

*Sochineniia |. S. Aksakova. Slavianskii vopros 1860-1886 (Moscow: tip. M. G.

Volchaninova, 1886), p. 176; see also Sarkisyanz, “Russian Imperialism,” p. 71;
Durnovo, Russkaia panslavistskaia politika , pp. 3-27; Nikolai Barsukov, ed., Pis'ma M.
P. Pogodina, S. P. Shevyreva i M. A. Maksimovicha k Kniaz'iu P. A. Viazemskomu
1825-1874 gq. (St. Petersburg: tip. M. Stasiulevicha, 1901), p. 101; Mikhail Katkov,
“Chto nam delat’ s Pol'shei?” Russkii vestnik (March 1863), pp. 469-76; and Hugh

Seton-Watson, The Decline of Imperial Russia 1855-1914 (London: Methuen, 1952), p.
93.




103
2) Self-image and Other-lmage
Claims of uniqueness and superiority thoroughly suffused the self-image of
Russian panslavs. They asserted that Slavs were unique and superior because they
were peaceful, liberal, tolerant, democratic and never guilty of the forceful conquest of
other nations. If religious or political intolerance existed in Russia, it was chiefly caused
by westernized clergy and elites, and by such imported western institutions as
censorship or bureaucracy. Moreover, intolerance in Russia was minor compared to
similar problems in the West. Russia epitomized the strength and superiority of
slavdom. It was rich physically and spiritually; it encompassed all soils and climates,
and had plenty of natural resources. In Pogodin's words:
[We] have mountains of gold and silver, which have become almost extinct in
Europe; we have bread to feed all of Europe in a year of famine; we have forests
to rebuild Russia if, heaven forbid, it is burnt to the ground; . . . But the physical
assets of Russia are nothing compared with its spiritual strengths. These include
intelligence, daring, understanding, patience, and the military features of the
Russian nation. All these assets form one gigantic tool, set most purposefully
and successfully in the hands of one man—the Russian tsar—who, at any
moment, can put this instrument into action by a single motion, give it direction,
and set the appropriate speed. . . . | ask, who can compare with us? Whom will
we not force into submission? Is not the political fate of Europe in our hands,
and the fate of the whole world, if we will only decide one way or the other?*
Because Russia was strong and whole—indeed, it was the only free nation among the

Slavs and the "truest repository of the Slavic ideal'--it was slavdom's legitimate leader,

protector, and ruler.*'

“°Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom, p. 88.

“'Petrovich, Emergence of Russian Panslavism, pp. 103 and 82-84, 97-103.
Pogodin asked in a secret memorandum to Uvarov, Minister of Education: "Which of
the Slav tribes occupies the first rank today? Which offers the best prospects for future
greatness by virtue of its present state and history? . . . My heart trembles with joy. Oh,
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Nikolai Danilevskii, panslavism's most systematic theorist, published a book in
1869 called Russia and Europe. In it, he devised a pseudo-scientific theory to justify the
Slav nation's special position above other civilizations. He argued that every civilization
constituted a distinct "historical-cultural type" which, like botanical organisms,
undergoes a long period of development according to species-defined laws of nature,
blooms momentarily, then dies. Some nations did not constitute civilizations but were
only "ethnographic material," whose purpose was to be absorbed by, or become an
adjunct to, the main players on the historical stage. Western civilization was an
impressive "historical-cultural” type that developed in the political and cultural spheres,
but was rotting and soon to die. The Slav type, in contrast, was young and ascendant,
and its full development entailed the unprecedented synthesis of political, cultural,
socio-economic, and military achievements in one civilization.*?

Two other aspects of the panslav self-image dealt with notions of the state and
the role of war in national development. Unlike their slavopnile predecessors who
supported the state because it was a necessary evil, Russian panslavs characterized

the state positively as a sine qua non of national progress and development. Indeed,

Russia, my dear fatherland! Is it not you?" See Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom, pp. 88-
89; see also Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 26-27 and 319-38; and Kohn,
Panslavism, pp. 123-28 and 159-63.

“2N, la. Danilevskii, Rossiia i Evropa. Vzgliad na kul'turnye i politicheskie otnosheniia
slavianskogo mira k germanskomu, 4th ed. (St. Petersburg: izd. V. V. Kashpireva,

1869), pp. 109, 253-54, 268; Russkaia politicheskaia mys!|' vtoroi poloviny XIX v.
(Moscow: Akademiia Nauk, 1989), pp. 64-66; Walicki, History of Russian Thought, pp.

294-97, Robert E. MacMaster, Danilevsky. A Russian Totalitarian Philosopher
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1967), pp. 177-250; and Fadner, Seventy

Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 319-38.
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without the state, an economically and militarily united slavdom would be impossible. A
strong, centralized, and autocratic Russian state, specifically, was the best solution for
the chaos and disunity that plagued slavdom; Russia could fulfill its highest potential as
the leader of all Slavs by shunning western parliamentarism and unruly democracy. As
|. Aksakov argur:d:

The Siav races have aspirations that are completely democratic, in the real
sense of the word and not in the theoretical revolutionary sense so popular in
Europe. . . . The ideal, which is more or less common to all Slav races, is local
self-government, without any political bearing, sustained and crowned by a
superior and central authority which is completely frank and free in the
governmental sphere. . . . The peopie . . . do not seek to govern the state, but
they definitely desire a government which can inspire confidence in them through
its energy, force, and impartial and national character. The reason why the
Russian people support the tsar is because the tsar . . . does not belong to any
party or any social category. He is above and beyond everything, the first man of
the country and, for the people, the personification of the nation. Supreme
authority in Russia is not . . . a juridical and abstract issue as it is in constitutional
states; what the Russian people want is an authority endowed with a human
heart, a vital being, whose spirit and soul are authorized to supplement the
formalism of bureaucracy and the dead letter of the law. [Emphasis in original.]*®

Although panslavs supported the autocratic state, they also argued that it must
implement reform to eliminate such corrupt western influences as censorship,
bureaucracy, and nihilism.

Panslavs characterized Russian state imperialism as generally benign. Russia
absorbed other groups not by violent conquest, but by advancing these groups' interests

and thereby obeying higher laws toward the establishment of the ultimate civilization of

“*Panslav views on ideal government echoed the slavophile notion of an idealized
peasant commune, where there was true freedom in the local sphere and the
government itself was unencumbered by people's representatives in the sphere of high
politics. See |. Aksakov's letter to the Bulgarian king (in French) in Sochineniia |. S.
Aksakova, pp. 403-404.
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all time. They argued that the state, unlike individuals, was not subject to moral laws.
States were secular and temporary entities, whose priority was to meet their greatest
potential, whereas individuals were eternal beings who must abide by divine laws as
they prepared to face God's judgment. The inapplicability of moral law to the state
implied that the state was justified in defending panslav interests, even if it meant harsh
and aggressive policies toward Poland, Europe, and other enemies of slavdom. As
Danilevskii argued, “An eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth, . . . the Benthamite
principle of utilitarianism, or the commonsensical understanding of what is in one's
advantage—this is the law of foreign policy, the law of all interstate relations. There is
no place here for the law of love or sacrifice.”

Panslavs generally saw conflict and war as endemic in the struggle between
Russia and its enemies, and between civilizations. They saw war between Russia and
Europe, and between Russia and Turkey, as inevitable. Amed conflicts would bring
about the liberation of Slavs and the creation of a united slavdom led by Russia.
Recalling the rhetoric of radicalized slavophiles on the eve of the Crimean War in 1853,
panslavs argued that war could have salutary effects on the nation: it would forge
panslav solidarity and cleanse Slavs of their subservience to western ideas and
institutions. Danilevskii claimed that although war was evil, there was “something far

worse than war, something for which war can also serve as a cure, for ‘man shall not

“Russkaia politicheskaia mysl', p. 64; see also V. K. Tereshchenko, M. P. Pogodin v
obshchestvenno-ideinoi bor'be 30-50kh godov XIX stoletiia. Avtoreferat dissertatsii

(Moscow: Gos. universitet im. Lomonosova, 1975), p. 26; Walicki, History of Russian

Thought, pp. 292-94; Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 305-338; and
Sochineniia I. S. Aksakova, p. 345.
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live by bread alone'." I. Aksakov, similarly, stressed that if war was so terrible, Prussia
should have emerged tired and weak from its war with Austria in 1866. Instead, war
infused Prussia with "living water, [and it] became younger, rejuvenated, and healthier
from activity." In three years, Prussia fought another war with France and again
emerged "greater in strength and glory, renewed, transformed . . ." By avoiding war,
Russia would be turning away from greatness and risked becoming a secondary state
like Holland or Belgium.*

In depicting outsiders, panslavs emphasized Europe's intrinsic inferiority and
enmity for Russia and all Slavs. They insisted that European civilization was not a
universal civilization, and condemned Russian westernizers who deformed the true Slav
spirit by imparting western ideas and institutions. They described the West as a
chaotic, atomized, and divided entity, whereas Russia was an organic entity still ruled
by order and authority. The West hated Russia because it was waning in vitality,
whereas Russia was still to attain full bloom.* |. Aksakov claimed that western
instinctive hatred for Russia stemmed from the deep "antagonism of two opposing

spiritual and cultural systems, and the envy of a decrepit world towards the new."

“*Danilevskii, Rossiia i Evropa, pp. 474-75; Sochineniia |. S. Aksakova, pp. 576-77;
761; Petrovich, Emergence of Russian Panslavism, pp. 257-58, 267-71, 281-82;
Hunczak, “Pan-Slavism or Pan-Russianism,” pp. 101-102; and Smal, “Crimean War and
Slavophiles,” pp. 123-26.

“éStephen Lukashevich, lvan Aksakov 1823-1886. A Study in Russian Thought and
Politics (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1965), p. 123 and Smal, “Crimean
War and Slavophiles,” p. 126. These perceptions of the West became especially salient
after the 1848 revolutions in Europe. These disturbances, according to panslavs,
symbolized Europe's decay and strengthened their case for preserving a conservative
order in Russia. '
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Similarly, Pogodin denigrated Austria as a "whitened sepulchre, an old tree that [was]
rotting inside,"” and would be uprooted from its roots by “one blow of the wind." His
colleague, P. Shevyrev, added that thie West carried "a terrible and contagious disease"
which endangered the "true governmental and social health of Russia."”’ The natural
and inevitable conflict between Russia and Europe was the sole means for resolving the
“eastern question” in Russian foreign policy, and Russia was divinely ordained to win
this struggle and create a Slavic union to succeed western civilization.*®

The panslav other-image also targeted Poland (and, on occasion, Jews and
other foreigners in Russia) as enemies of Russia and the Slav nation. While Russia
was the bearer of Christ, Poland was Judas--corrupted by the western kiss. Without
ever mentioning the horrors that Russia had inflicted on Poles from the time of
Catherine the Great onward, panslavs condemned Poles for their disloyalty to Russia
and slavdom. In completely sanctimonious tones, white-washing Russia’s own behavior
toward Poland, one pansiav argued.:

History has proven that the Poles are not capable of defending their statehood.

“’Sochineniia I. S. Aksakova, p. 5; see also Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom, p. 90 and
Kohn, Panslavism, p. 114. Panslav slander of the West sometimes reached hysterical
proportions. When Danilevskii, for example, discovered vinicultural lice during one of
his botanical expeditions, he asked Alexander Il to ban foreign grapes from Russia
because they were a sign of insidious western influence. In another incident, a Russian
woman asked Pogodin to comment on western clothing, and the latter wrote that
"western clothing was the beginning of foreign influence on Russia. By discarding it, we
might begin to liberate ourselves from deadly foreign influences . . ." See Rossiiskii
Gosudarstvennyi Voenno-istoricheskii Arkhiv (Russian State Military Archive;
henceforth, RGVIA), f. 213 (Khrulev), op. 1, d. 44, p. 21 and Macmaster, Danilevsky, pp.
146-74.

““Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 337-38; Russkaia politicheskaia mysl',
p. 19; MacMaster, Danilevsky, pp. 119-31; and Kohn, Panslavism, pp. 114, 123-29.
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They have never tried to protect their motherland, which no one has attempted to

take from them. Instead, they have always tried to seize foreign lands and, as

the most faithful servants of Rome, catholicize them. This provoked revolts

everywhere and brought Poland to the edge of death. [Poland obstructed the

Slav unification process and was a] criminal before the entire Slav world.*
Panslavs accused Poles, who were numerous and prosperous in the western region of
the empire, as guilty of stealing Russian land, catholicizing a million Russians and,

together with their Jewish co-conspirators, consuming the bread of Russian welfare 5

3) National Mission

Panslavs defined the national mission in a manner consistent with their views on
membership in the nation and their self- and other-image. The national mission had
short- and long-term components, with the former being more prominent than the latter
in panslav writings and actions. In the short-term, the national mission was to
strengthen the Russian state and propagandize panslav ideas. Next, Russia should
fulfili its divinely foreordained task of liberating the Slavs from Ottoman and Austro-
Hungarian rule, and establishing with them a Slav federation. Danilevskii, for example,
stressed that the national mission was not to defend such universal ideals as
Christianity or traditional social bonds. Instead, it was to create a powerful state, an

organism whose expansion would be limited only by the natural laws of evolution. He

“Durnovo, Russkaia panslavistskaia politika, p. 29.
Barsov, Slavianskii vopros i ego otnoshenie, pp. 17-25 and Kohn, Panslavism, pp.

123-28. Baltic Germans were also targets of panslav vilification, as exemplified in
Samarin's journal, Qkrainy Rossii (Russian Borderlands). In a letter to the journal in
1868, A. Kruzenshtern, an ethnic German, complained, "We [Germans] are all faithful
subjects [of Russia] and not the scoundrels which you have conveniently portrayed."
See RGVIA, f. 678, op. 1, d. 628.
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declared that slavdom ought to be, “after Gcd, the supreme ideal of every Slav"; it
should be "higher than freedom, . . . science, . . . education, . . . [and] all worldly
goods."s"

Although Russia's national task of liberating the Slavs was divinely ordained,
panslavs did not seek prophetic instruction regarding the fulfillment of this task. Instead,
panslavs in the military and foreign ministry, such as Fadeev and Ignatev, worked out
detailed geopolitical schemes toward the fruition of panslav dreams. Their schemes
evaded altruism as a goal and emphasized panslavism as a means to expand Russian
territory, increase Russian state power, and attain Russian supremacy in Europe.
Further, when the Russian general Mikhail Cherniaev unofficially went to lead the
Serbian army against Turkey in 1876, |. Aksakov heralded the event not as a step
toward Serbian liberation, but as a move favoring Russian interests. "What is most
important,” he noted, was “that the chief of the Serbs is a Russian, a representative of
the Russian idea and the Russian viewpoint on the Slav question . . . [It] is clear that
Cherniaev . . . will augment the honor and grace of the Russian name among the
Slavs."®

The long-term mission of panslavism was to realize an evangelical vision of a

*'Danilevskii, Rossiia i Evropa, p. 113.

2Sochineniia I. S. Aksakova, p. 21. Panslavs believed that in the context of a
crumbling Ottoman empire, Russia should assist the emergence of friendly states based
on the Christian nations that were then "subject to the sultan's sceptre." See GARF, f.
730, op. 1, d. 538, p. 40. See also Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom, p. 87; Fadner,

Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 17 and 344-49; Petrovich, Emergence of Russian
Panslavism, pp. 260-61; Barsov, Slavianskii vopros, p. 16; and Rostislav Fadeev,
Mnenie o vostochnom voprose (St. Petersburg: tip. departamenta Udalova, 1870).
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great Slav civilization leading and filling the whole earth. This civilization would move
Europe's borders to their natural limits (naturally, allowing Russia to expand) and plant
genuine Christian enlightenment in all the "wild and barren places of Asia." The Slav
state would create a universal empire based on a universal order, and it would mean
the fulfillment of the Slav role to “corisummate, to crown the development of humanity, .
. . to harmonize ancient and modern civilizations, to reconcile heart with reason, to
establish real justice and peace . . ." This mission was so grand that if it failed,
Danilevskii lamented that the “world would only be a miserable chain of accidents and

not the reflection of supreme reason, right, and goodness."*®

C. Empowerment of Pansiavism, 1856-1878

The height of panslav empowerment came in 1875-1878, culminating in the
Russo-Turkish war of 1877-1878. Before this, in 1856-1866, panslav proponents had
fluctuating levels of success in promoting their political agenda. They received little or
no official support, and at times encountered direct opposition from censors and other
government officials. Many tsarist officials were of non-Slavic ethnic origin, were highly
cosmopolitan, and favored a defensive foreign policy in the wake of Russian defeat in
the Crimean War. They also resisted the types of social reforms that panslavs

advocated, such as the removal of censorship; hence, they tended to be lukewarm, if

**Barsov, Slavianskii vopros, pp. 4-12; Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom, p. 89; and
Kohn, Panslavism, pp. 118 and 159.
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not hostile, to the panslav agenda.

The lack of official support for panslavism in the first decade following the
Crimean War did not detract the most dedicated panslavs from their cause. In 1867,
they organized a panslav congress in Moscow (under the guise of an ethnographic
exhibition), which marked a triumphal moment in the development of panslavism.
Momentum, however, soon dissipated because non-Russian delegates at the congress
rejected the political program of Russian hegemony proposed by their Russian
colleagues. Russian panslav agitation diminished in 1868-1874, and then returned in
full force in 1875-1878. The three key indicators of panslav empowerment were 1)
propagation of ideas in diverse and effective fora, 2) resonance of those ideas with the

articulate public, and 3) institutional support.

1) Propagation of Ideas
From the late 1830s to the 1860s, panslav proponents consistently tried to
publish papers and journals to inform the Russian public about their Slav kindred
outside Russia, with the intent of cultivating sympathy for Slavic natioral liberation
movements. Some of the earliest panslav publications did not have long lives, however,
and ceased publication due to lack of funds or because they ran afoul of government

censors.” These were Moskvitianin (1841-1856), Moskovskii sbornik (1846-1847),

¥Barbara Jelavich, St. Petersburg and Moscow. Tsarist and Soviet Foreign Policy
1814-1974 (IN: Indiana University Press, 1983), pp. 171-75.

*1. Aksakov tells of his problems with censorship in a letter to Pogodin in November
1858 in Rossiiskaia gosudarstvennaia biblioteka (Russian State Library; hereafter,
RGB), Manuscript Division, f. Pogodin/ll, k. 1, ed. 36. See also M. S. Anderson, The
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Russkaia beseda (1859), Den' (1861-1865), Moskva (1867), and Moskvich (1867-1868).

These publications had relatively small audiences; Moskvitianin, for example, which
lasted the longest of the early panslav publications (16 years), barely had 200
subscribers in 1846, compared to 3,000 for its westernizing counterpart,
Otechestvennye zapiski.*® Besides setbacks in publishing, early panslav propaganda
suffered from the occasional arrest of some of its avid promoters, including Samarin and
|. Aksakov, who were arrested in 1848 and then released after brief detentions.

In the late 1860s, panslavs continued to publish newspapers, but still faced
government opposition. Officials banned |. Aksakov's last two panslav publications,
Moskva and Moskvich, in 1869. At the same time, other publicists, sympathetic to the
panslav agenda and with arguably greater agility in dealing with officials, continued to

publish. One was Katkov, whose Russkii vestnik (late 1850s), Moskovskie vedomosti

(1863-1887), and Russkie vedomosti (1856-1887) carried articles propagandizing the
fate of the Balkan Slavs and rousing Russian panslav nationalism. Moskovskie

vedomosti was highly successful, with 12,000 subscribers in the 1860s.%” Besides

Eastern Question 1774-1923 (NY: St. Martin's Press, 1966), pp. 170-71.

*petrovich, Emergence of Russian Panslavism, pp. 104-128.

Petrovich, Emergence of Russian Panslavism, p. 127. Katkov was a student, but
not a disciple of, Pogodin. He shared many of the ideas of |. Aksakov, Pogodin,
Samarin, Danilevskii, and others, and was a promoter of Russian imperial nationalism
and panslavism. See Martin Katz, Mikhail N. Katkov. A Political Biography 1818-1887
(The Hague: Mouton and Company, 1966), pp. 11-14; S. Nevedenskii, Katkov i ego
vremia, (St. Petersburg: A. S. Suvorina, 1888), pp. 334-39; Edward C. Thaden, Russia
Since 1801 (NY: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1971), p. 234; and R. |. Sementkovskii, M.
N. Katkov: Ego zhizn'i literaturnaia deiatel'nost’ (St. Petersburg: izd. F. Pavlenkova,
1892), pp. 33-34.




114
newspapers, panslavs also propagandized their ideas in memoranda to government
officials, and in books. Of particular importance were Danilevskii's Russia and Europe

(1869) and Fadeev's Opinion on the Eastern Question; the latter was a guide on

practical strategy and tactics for implementing a panslav geopolitical program. Although
these books did not receive massive public attention, they were taken seriously in some
circles and Danilevskii's treatise was translated into many Slavic and European
languages.®®

Another forum for the propagation of panslav ideas was Slav congresses. Of
note was the 1867 Slav congress in St. Petersburg, which turned the Slav question into
a headline item for nearly all publications in Russia, and sparked a major public debate
on Russia's role and responsibilities toward its persecuted Slav relatives. Before the
congress started, panslav and non-panslav publications heavily advertised the
upcoming events, the biographies of non-Russian participants, and such issues as
Slavic political and cultural unity and the fate of Slavs under Ottoman and Austrian rule.
In addition, V. Lamanskii, a professor and member of the Slavic Committee, translated
and disseminated widely for the first time in Russia the work of the deceased Slovak
panslav, Ludovit Stur. Stur, who died in 1856, preached that a political union with

Russia was the only means by which his fellow Slavs could throw off the yoke of the

**Danilevskii's book did not receive uniform support from all panslavs. The St.
Petersburg Slavic Benevolent Committee, for example, refused to give him money to
publish his book because the author had fallen out of favor with Committee officials. A
member of the Committee, O. Miller, criticized the book for neglecting Russian internal
reform, without which, in Miller's opinion, a panslav dream was impossible. See
Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 340-41 and Thaden, Russia Since 1801,
pp. 266-67.
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foreigner and realize their full national potential within an independent state.*® The 1867
congress moved the panslav idea from "the realm of the book into life," as Russians
witnessed a microcosmic image in the flesh of a united Slavdom whose potential
membership could include 60 million Russians and at least 17 million oppressed
western Slavs. Another Slav congress followed the next year in Prague, although
Russians, led by professor Lamanskii, played only a secondary role in organizing this

congress and determining its substantive content.®

2) Resonance with the Articulate Public
Although the propagation of panslav ideas proceeded with ups and downs, these

ideas did resonate over time among the articulate public. This resonance manifested
itself in civic activism on behalf of, and public manifestation of support for, panslavism.
In 1857, slavophiles and panslavs formed the Moscow Slavic Benevolent Committee.
Approved by Tsar Alexander Il in 1858, the Committee's overt raison d'etre was to
render assistance to Russia's Slav brothers, particularly the Bulgarians, in educational
and religious matters. Although its avowed purpose was apolitical, the Committee

reported directly to the foreign ministry's Asiatic department and used the department as

*Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 304-314; S. A. Nikitin, Slavianskie
komitety v Rossii v 1858-1876 godakh (Moscow: izd. Moskovskogo universiteta, 1960),
pp. 189-90; and L. Shtur, Slavianstvo i mir budushchego (foreword by V. I. Lamanskii)
(Moscow: Imperskoe obshchestvo istorii i drevnosti Rossii pri Mosk. universitete, 1867).

®Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 43-44, 56, 156-260. The congress in Prague was
primarily a forum for non-Russian Slavs, who expressed their yearning for equal status
with other nations of Europe, including Russia. See Stanley Buchholz Kimball, “The
Prague ‘Slav Congress’ of 1868," Journal of Central European Affairs 22 (1962), pp.
179-80.
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its liaison with Slav lands. Committee membership also included the most prominent
panslavs, who soon began to use the organization for blatantly political purposes.®
After the 1867 Slav congress, branches of the Slavic Benevolent Committee were
organized in St. Petersburg in 1868, Kiev in 1869, and Odessa in 1870, and a Ladies
Section of the Moscow Committee was organized in 1870. The Moscow and St.
Petersburg branches became the most politically active of these organizations.

The 1867 panslav congress in Russia, organized by members of the Moscow
Slavic Committee, stimulated great resonance for panslav ideas. Although the initial
and formal occasion was a Slavic ethnographic exhibition, the congress became largely
a political event. In 1863-1867, while planning for the exhibition was in progress, the
Slavic Committee found itself in difficult straits, with its budget down to an all-time low of
R436 (rubles). It did not even have sufficient means to advertise the exhibition, and
members had to solicit outside sponsorship. Hard work paid off, and in May 1867,
Russian panslavs welcomed 62 Slav delegates, the majority of whom were Czechs, to
the Slav congress.

Official Russia did not initially welcome the idea of a Slav congress, but the

*'For a comprehensive account, based on archival materials, of the activities of the
Moscow Slavic Committee and its branches see Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 39-40;
see also pp. 82-90 for an account of the friendly relations between the Moscow
Committee and the Asiatic department. Although the majority of Committee members
were slavophile scholars of modest means, such ambitious and politicized personalities
as Pogodin, |. Aksakov, Katkov, Danilevskii, Ignatev, and Fadeev were also members.
See Slavianskii sbornik. Slavianskii voprns i russkoe obshchestvo v 1867-1878 godakh
(Moscow: Biblioteka SSSR im. V. |. Leni.a, 1948), p. 7.

%2An attempt to open a branch in Voronezh failed because of insufficient public
support. Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 51-56.



117
government changed its mind upon witnessing the warm and energetic public response
to the event. Thousands of Russians welcomed the Slav delegates at the train station,
and approximately 30,000 ordinary citizens attended the Slavic ethnographic exhibition
itself. The government extended its hospitality to Russia's Slav guests by hosting for
them an official reception with the tsar and empress; in attendance were such illustrious
figures as Grand Duke Konstantin Nikolaevich, foreign minister A. M. Gorchakov, and
head of the Asiatic department, Stremoukhov. The Russian minister of education, D. A.
Tolstoi, also hosted a luncheon for the Slav delegation. In what he called "unofficial"
coinments, Tolstoi expressed sympathy for his Slav guests, underlined the strength of
ties between Russia and slavdom, and mentioned the grand future of the Slav tribe.5*
During the congress itself, participants discussed prospects for Slavic political and
linguistic unity, but disagreed on many points. In addition, Pogodin's denunciation of
Poland roused a call for reconciliation from the non-Russian Slavs. In the end, the Slav
delegates left without forging a strong base of cooperation with their Russian
colleagues, and fearing that Russian hegemony would ultimately destroy their dream of
independence and equality.®

The publicity generated by the Slav congress of 1867 resonated widely in Russia
and catalyzed the formation of branches of the Moscow Slavic Benevolent Committee in

St. Petersburg, Kiev, and Odessa. The St. Petersburg branch had 63 new members in

®Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 194-200 and Sochineniia I. S. Aksakova, pp. 151-
52 and 193.

®Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 194-209 and Kimball, "The Prague "Slav
Congress' of 1868," pp. 179-80.
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1868 and recruited 324 more in 1869 and 228 in 1870. The payment of dues to the
Moscow Committee also gained momentum, with the Committee’s budget increasing
from R436 in 1867 to R9000 by 1868, just one year after the congress, and reaching a
_high of R12,000in 18705
The diminished resonance of panslavism in Russia in 1871-1874 was a

deceptive prelude to the explosion of panslav enthusiasm and activity in 1875-1878.

The journal Zaria, which published Danilevskii's Russia and Europe in 1869, correctly
predicted in 1871 that the "political idea of all-Slavdom [was] an idea of the future, a
future that [was] clearly near and decisively irresistible."® That future came indeed,
beginning in September 1875 when the Slavs of Bosnia-Herzegovina staged a revolt
against their Turkish overlords. Other uprisings soon followed, in Bulgaria and Serbia,
and Serbia finally went to war against Turkey in July 1876.5” These crises in the
Balkans helped propel the political empowerment of Russian panslavism.

The Russian setting in 1875 was such that, regardless of setbacks to the
promotion of their ideas since 1856, panslavs had been able to propagate their ideas

over almost two decades in numerous fora, including journals, newspapers, books, the

%This enthusiasm waned in the early 1870s, with only one third of the Moscow
Committee's 704 members continuing to pay their dues by 1874. As a result, the
organization's budget fell to R500 in 1875. See Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 43-56,
156-260 and Sochineniia |. S. Aksakova, pp. 151-52 and 193.

Zaria, no. 7 (1871), p. 66 and Slavianskii sbornik, p. 9.

7| will write more about these uprisings in the section below on the international
system. For the history and dynamics of these crises, see B. H. Sumner, Russia and
the Balkans 1870-1880 (London: Archon Books, 1962); Anderson, Eastern Question;
and David MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism 1875-1878 (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1967).
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Slav congresses of 1867 in Russia and 1868 in Prague, and the civic and religious
activities of the Slavic Benevolent Committees. While the rise of panslavism was not a
straight or steep incline upward, years of effort did create a base of knowledge about,
and sympathy for, the Slavs, among Russian elites and the larger public. Panslavs
appealed to this base of knowledge and sympathy when crises broke out among the
Balkan Slavs in 1875-1877. They relentlessly urged the Russian population and
government not to desert the heroic Slavs in their struggle. |. Aksakov urged that it was
“Russia's historical calling, moral right, and duty" to "free the Slav peoples from their
material and spiritual yoke and give them the gift of independent spiritual and . . .
political life under the shade of the powerful wings of the Russian eagle.” Russia ought
to be ashamed for leaving its brothers "in faith and ancestry" to cope on their own
against the Muslim yoke. He asked, "are we not Christians, are we not Orthodox, are
we not Russians, Slavs?"¢®

During the crises of 1875-1876, Russian nobles, intellectuals from the Slavic
Benevolent Committees, Orthodox clergy, and the larger Russian public displayed a
unified outpouring of support for the Balkan Slavs. The Slavic Commitiees solicited

material and financial donations on behalf of Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia, Bulgaria, and

% Sochineniia |. S. Aksakova, pp. 6 and 226. This refrain echoed over and over in
panslav rhetoric over the course of decades, and the echo was particularly powerful in
the 1870s in such publications as Cherniaev's Russkii mir, Katkov's papers,
Dostoevskii's Diary of a Writer (1875-1878), and even liberal publications like Novoe

vremia, which pledged to awaken society and change the government's mind to help the

Balkan Slavs remove the Turks from Europe. See Slavianskii sbornik, p. 9; Nikitin,
Slavianskie komitety, p. 327; and Thaden, Russia Since 1801, p. 266. For a sampling
of the civic, educational, and religious activities of the Slavic Committees from 1858-
1872, see GARF, f. 1750, op. 1, d. 72.
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Montenegro, and responded to requests from ordinary Russian citizens who wanted to
volunteer in the Serbian army. From the eruption of the Herzegovina uprising in
September 1875 to October 1876, the Slavic Committees collected R1 .5 million for the
Slavs, with donations increasing as panslav propaganda intensified. Russian Orthodox
clergy also gave comfort to Orthodox Slavs in Herzegovina and urged them to keep
their faith.®®

In 1876, an estimated 50007° Russians volunteered to fight in the Serbian army
against Turkey. Many of them were common people, including peasants, workers, low-
ranked bureaucrats, and non-commissioned officers from big cities as well as the
provinces. These people willingly sacrificed and shared their material and financial
resources to help the struggling Serbs, and were first to go to the front when Russia
formally declared war on Turkey in 1877. Reports from the tsarist secret police (the
Third Section) confirmed the sincere sympathy of ordinary Russians for the Slav
struggle in the Balkans. This sympathy was consistent with archival materials from the
late 1850s and late 1860s, which showed Russian civic activism for the purposes of
educational and material assistance to Bulgarians and other Slavs. During Russia's war

with Turkey in 1877-1878, draft evasion was low and morale high among the mass of

*In the first ten months of solicitation, the Moscow Committee received only
R151,458 in donations. The next four months after that, donations increased to more
than R590,000. The St. Petersburg Committee collected R800,000 in the same period.
Other sources estimate that donations might have even been as high as R3 million.
Sochineniia |. S. Aksakova, pp. 226-27 and Anderson, Eastern Question, pp. 186-87.
On financial and religious assistance to the Slavs, see GARF, f. 1099 (Filippov, T. L.),
op. 1, d. 987-993 and RGVIA, f. 261 (Monteverde), op. 1, d. 15.

"°A Serb source puts this number at only 2,718. See Sumner, Russia and the
Balkans, p. 187, fn. 1.
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peasant recruits in the army, many of whom interpreted the war as a “quasi-holy
struggle, almost a crusade, to rescue fellow Christians from the heathen Turk."”

Finally, among cultural elites, the resonance of panslavism was evident as
prominent writers like Dostoevskii and Fedor Tiutchev staunchly supported the panslav

cause. Dostoevskii's periodical, Diary of A Writer, incessantly propagandized panslav

messianism from 1875-1878. Other luminaries in the world of Russian arts and
sciences, including the writer I. Turgenev, sculptor M. Antokolskii, painter |. Repin, and
scientist D. Mendeleev, joined Dostoevskii and Tiutchev in lobbying official support for

the Slavs in 1875-1877.7

3) Institutional Support
From the 1830s to the 1860s, some Russian government officials and members
of the imperial court and upper nobility showed sympathy for panslav ideas, although
these ideas did not become the centerpiece of official policy. In the late 1830s and
early 1840s, Pogodin had access to high officials, including Uvarov, minister of

education, to whom Pogodin addressed a series of panslav memoranda. Uvarov

Fuller, Strategy and Power, p. 325. Peasant soldiers indeed displayed incredible
heroism, sometimes covering 100 versts or over sixty miles on foot to reach their
mobilization depots. They also endured hardships often imposed by the blunders of
their very own commanders. See L. |. Narochnitskaia, Rossiia i natsional'no-
osvoboditel'noe dvizhenie na Balkanakh 1875-1878 (Moscow: Nauka, 1979), pp. 24-28
and 40-41: Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, p. 320; O. A. Yakovlev, Russko-turetskaia
voina 1877-1878 aq. i russkoe obshchestvo. Avtoreferat dissertatsii (Leningrad: Gos.
univ. im. A. A. Zhdanova, 1980), p. 10; RGVIA f. 261 (Monteverde), op. 1, d. 18 and
GARF f. 1750, op. 1, d. 82.

2Narochnitskaia, Rossiia i natsional'no-osvoboditel'noe dvizhenie, pp. 37-38.
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subsequently spearheaded a panslav-oriented search for Russians to supervise
Slavonic studies at Russian universities, shifting from earlier approaches of Slav
reciprocity, which entailed the participation of non-Russian Slavic scholars to lead
Slavonic studies in Russia. A. N. Bakhmetev, superintendent of the Moscow school
district and first president of the Moscow Slavic Committee, also supported panslavism.
Heads of the Asiatic department of the foreign ministry, responsible for Russian
relations with the Ottoman empire, were themselves friendly with panslavs, gave moral
and financial support to panslav publications, and acted as a conduit for
communications between the Slavic Committees and Slavs outside Russia. In 1859, E.
Kovalevskii, chief of the Asiatic Department, supported and encouraged the publication

of I. Aksakov's Parus. N. Ignatev, chief of the Asiatic Department in 1861-1864, also

became one of the most ardent supporters of panslavism.” During Alexander II's reign,
the empress and Grand Prince Konstantin Nikolaevich, brother to the tsar, regularly
read |. Aksakov's Russkaia beseda; members of the Orthodox hierarchy lobbied for
greater government resources to be used to strengthen ties among Slavs in and outside

Russia; and Alexander II's close friend and adviser, Prince Bariatinskii, urged the tsar to

pursue-a-policy-that- would-put Russia-at-the -head-of all- Slavic movements for -~

*Some of Kovalevskii's colleagues opposed his overt panslav sympathies, leading
Aksakov to complain about their attitude in a letter to Countess Antonina Bludova, lady-
in-waiting to the empress. See RGB, Manuscript Division, f. 65, k. 8, ed. 1; Petrovich,
Emergence of Russian Panslavism, pp. 104-128; and Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-
Slavism, pp. 1-124, 293-94. Accounts of members of the upper nobility and officials
supporting pansiav publications are found in Sochineniia I. S. Aksakova, pp. 151-52;
Barsukov, Pis'ma M. P. Pogodina, pp. 72-82, 90; RGB, Manuscript Division, f.
Cherkasskii/lll, k. 4, ed. 1; and Petrovich, Emergence of Russian Panslavism, pp. 136-
37.
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independence.™ As previously noted, the tsar and high-level officials also welcomed
Slav delegates to the 1867 Slav congress in St. Petersburg, thus endowing the panslav
agenda with official approval. These manifestations of official support for panslavism,
although meager and sporadic for many years, became manifcstly stronger in 1875-
1878.

In 1875-1878, top decisionmakers representing the court, military, and foreign
ministry showed open support for the panslav agenda. At the court, the empress, her
ladies-in-waiting, and tsarevich Alexander sympathized with panslavism, and financed
panslav activities. Most prominent among panslav sympathizers in the empress's
entourage were Countess Bludova, a close friend of Pogodin and I. Aksakov, and A. F.
Tiutcheva, daughter of the panslav poet Tiutchev and wife of Aksakov.” The tsar, not
impervious to familial and public pressure, legitimized panslav ideas when, during the

crises of 1875-1877, he referred to the besieged Slavs as our "brothers in faith and

“RGB, Manuscript Division, f. Cherkasskii/lll, k. 4, ed. 1;: RGB, Manuscript Division,
f. 120, ed. 21; GAREF, f. 730, op. 1, d. 496; and Rieber, Politics of Autocracy, pp. 88-90.

"*The list of members of the Ladies Section of the Moscow Slavic Committee
indicates the prominence of women who belonged to upper noble families, boasted the
best addresses in Moscow, and had close links to the court. Their last names were
those typical of great Russian nobility: Golitsyna, Bariatinskaia, Morozova,
Obolenskaia, Naryshkina, Trubetskaia, Cherkasskaia, and Shcherbatova. See GARF, f.
1750, op. 1, d. 6. Financial assistance from the court for panslav activities included the
empress’ donations to the Slavic Committees on behalf of education for Bulgarians in
Russia. As Ignatev noted while he was Russian ambassador to Constantinople,
although Russia needed to be more active in charity, education, and commerce in order
to promote pro-Russian views among Slavs in the Ottoman empire, at least the "school
issue" was "covered to a certain degree, thanks to the magnanimity of her Majesty, the
empress, and members of the imperial family." See Ignatev's note to Tsar Alexander Il
(in French) in GARF, f. 430, op. 1, d. 5638; Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 40-42; and

Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 149 and 216.
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ancestry," praised Russian volunteers who were helping to fight Serbia's war, and
threatened that if guarantees were not met for the Slavs, then "God help us fulfill our
cailing."” In the military, active and retired officers and military educators,--including
Fadeev, Cherniaev, Ignatev, and Pogodin—lobbied strongly for the panslav cause. They
had supporters from among military members of the Moscow and St. Petersburg Slavic
Committees, including Admiral A. V. Freigang, Colonel M. F. Mirkovich from the general
staff, General S. A. Khrulev, Lieutenant-Gen. N. |. Kruzenshtern, and others. Although
not all military men in the Slavic Committees were rabid panslavs, and defense minister
Miliutin himself did not subscribe to panslavism, it was nonetheless evident that
panslavism had made inroads in high echelons of the military hierarchy.” In the foreign
ministry, zealous panslavs like Ignatev, ambassador to Constantinople in 1864-1878,
and Russian consuls in the Slav lands, openly espoused the panslav cause to the
extent of contradicting the more cautious official instructions issued by foreign minister
Gorchakov.” Institutional support for panslavism was significant enough in 1875-1877
that, as | will show in Section V below, it had a major impact on Russia's decision to go

to war against Turkey in 1877.

"®Sochineniia |. S. Aksakova, p. 238.

"'Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 47-50 and 60-62; "Khrulev, S. A.," TsGVIA SSSR,
Putevoditel' vol. 2 (1979), p. 570; and GARF, f. 730, op. 1, d. 15-48. One historian
identifies an Admiral Shiskov in the Russian military as the first nineteenth-century
forerunner of panslavism, whose influence on panslav ideolegy was even more
important than that of the slavophiles. See Riasanovsky, Russia and the West, p. 20;’.

"®Narochnitskaia, Rossiia i natsional-no-osvoboditel'noe dvizhenie, pp. 37-38.
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IV.  Hypotheses on the Empowerment of Aggressive Nationalism

Why did aggressive Russian panslavism eventually attain political empowerment
in Russia after decades of uneven development? What variables moved panslav ideas
to the top of the Russian political discourse, positioning them to have a major impact on

Russian foreign policy?

A. Internal Instability

I have hypothesized that severe and prolonged internal instability can
delegitimate ruling elites and make them more susceptible to pressure to adopt
malevolent nationalism in order to restore their legitimacy as rulers and their credibility
as defenders of the national interest. Internal instability was a common feature of the
Russian landscape in 1856-1878. Although some years proved more stable than
others, the autocracy'’s hold on political power over these years became feebler while
popular ability to participate in politics--with or without official sanction—became
stronger. As a result, the wielders of power in Russia were compelled to pay attention
to widespread public enthusiasm and support for the panslav cause in 1875-1878, and
act in favor of such a cause.

There were three main sources of instability in Russia in the period here under
consideration: 1) the emergence and development of the concept of the people (narod)
as political participants and the source of political legitimacy, 2) the severe
fragmentation of official elites at high levels, and 3) the difficulties of domestic reform

and the beginnings of terror in Russia.
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1) People and Nation (Narod) in Russian Politics
After the Crimean War ended in 1856, the concept that political legitimacy rested

with the people or narod gained widespread publicity in Russia. Many preached and

believed the idea that the autocrat could no longer ignore the voice and needs of the
people if his rule was to be accepted as legitimate. This phenomenon of “politicization
of society” or the rise of socio-political mass consciousness and movement
(obshchestvennoe dvizhenie) became increasingly prominent in the 1860s and 1870s.
And although mass democracy or political participation did not replace Russian
autocratic politics by the late 1870s, there were nonetheless strong signals of diluted
monarchical power and of serious challenges to autocracy. Political journalism
flourished to replace the “traditional voicelessness of Russian society”; the government
finally abolished serfdom in 1861 as a response to suffering, frustration, and unrest
among Russian peasant masses; and the state instituted organs of local government
(zemstvos) in Russian districts and provinces, covering 34 out of 70 provinces by 1875.
Members of the zemstvos were elected by gentry, townspeople, and peasants, thus
breaking the aristocracy's previous monopoly on access to authority.” Along with these
changes came the rise of radical populism. Universities became fertile breeding ground
for populists who exalted the common people, over autocracy, as the source of political
authority. During the "mad summer” of 1874, in particular, thousands of populists from

the big cities (many of them students) donned Russian garb and launched a "movement

"®Geyer, Russian Imperialism, pp. 26-28; Reinhard Bendix, Kings or People: Power
and the Mandate to Rule (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1978), pp. 536-
38; and James H. Billington, The lcon and the Axe (NY: Vintage Books, 1966), p. 449.
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to the people." They descended on peasants in thirty-seven provinces to teach them
about politics, their rights as citizens, and even revolution. The Russian police,

overreacting to this largely peaceful event, arrested 770 participants.®

2) Fragmentation of Elites

Deep division among elites in the Russian government on policy toward
panslavism at home and the "eastern question" abroad facilitated the rise and impact of
panslav ideas. As one scholar has hypothesized, discord among government leaders
and their inability to articulate a clear stance on issues—particularly those of great
importance to society—could allow non-traditionai actors to take the lead, or at least a
greater role than nomal, on crises regarding these issues. Fragmentation among
political elites also led to weak and unsustained policies in combatting panslavism.
Division among Russia’s ruling figures and the ambiguity of policymaking in Russia
stemmed from the nature of autocracy itself. Although in theory the autocrat was
supposed to be omnipotent, such omnipotence was a chimera. In reality, the tsar
depended on his advisers and ministers for policy proposals and on the large Russian
bureaucracy for policy implementation. Ministers, representing different branches of
government and subscribing to divergent opinions, competed intensively for the tsar's

ear and favor. Members of the royal family with “vastly differing political views [also]

®G. I. Shchetinina, “Universitety i obshchestvennoe dvizhenie v Rossii v
poreformennyi period,” Istoricheskie zapiski 84 (1969), pp. 164-215; B. S. Intenberg,
“Nachalo massovogo ‘khozhdenie v narod’,” Istoricheskie zapiski 69 (1961), pp. 142-48;
and Billington, Icon and the Axe, pp. 381-95.
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sought to sway their most illustrious relative.”' Under these conditions, panslav
proponents, while unable to convince all in government of their ideas, were able to
make headway intc state institutions and decisionmaking.

Before 1875, panslav ideas had already made headway in the Russian state
apparatus. In the 1850s, Bulgarians in Moscow used Pogodin and others to lobby the
education minister, the foreign minister, the head of the Asiatic department, and
members of the royal family to support Bulgarians studying in Moscow. Many of these
Bulgarians returned home and became active in the Slav national liberation movement.
In the 1830s through the 1870s, Russian officials censored and closed down panslav
publications, but at other times also supported some of these publications financially
and otherwise.®

Division within the court and royal family led to measures that favored panslav
activities in Russia and swayed the tsar's opinion in favor of panslavism. Alexander II's
wife, "ailing, devout, and suffering" after the death of her eldest son and in light of her
husband's philandering with the 18-year old Princess Ekaterina Dolgorukaia, was easily
swayed toward the panslav cause by her confessor and ladies-in-waiting. One of the
latter, Countess Bludova, an "intelligent and sly" woman and "sworn enemy" of western
European culture, was a close and long-term friend and supporter of Pogodin; she
dreamt of the Slavs one day ruling all of Europe and spreading Orthodoxy throughout

the world. She was known to have interceded with the court on behalf of panslav

*'Bendix, Kings or People, pp. 524-25 and Geyer, Russian Imperialism, p. 26.

®2Thaden, Russia Since 1801, pp. 265-68; Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 10-17;
and Billington, lcon and the Axe, p. 379.
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causes and influenced not only the tsarina but also the tsar. As for the tsarevich
Alexander, he was always eager to read panslav materials and wrote in 1877 that he
favored a "final resolution” —i.e., war with Turkey- to the “eastern question” and
supported |. Aksakov's stand on the issue.®

Another crucial division within the Russian government, leading to ineffective
policies for combatting panslavism, was between Gorchakov and Ignatev. Gorchakov
had been foreign minister since 1855 and was a mild and conciliatory man who
subscribed to the "balance of power" school in Russian foreign policy: he believed that
consultation and conferences among the Great Powers was the best way to pursue
Russia's national interest in the “eastern question.” Although he shared the panslav
goal of undoing the disadvantageous and humiliating conditions imposed on Russia by
the Treaty of Paris in 1856, particularly the demilitarization of Russia's southern
coastline, he wanted to attain this goal through negotiation and consensus with the
Great Powers of Europe. Gorchakov's official policy, however, carried dual and
contradictory elements. He wanted to cooperate with the Great Powers in regulating
the Balkan situation, but also rejected European intervention to suppress national

movements in the Balkans and encouraged the Balkan Slavs to continue to view Russia

*In 1862, the tsar declared his opposition to panslavism by declaring that it was
“extremely dangerous for Russia and for the monarchical principle. . . . The union of all
Slavs under one head is a utopia unlikely ever to become a reality.” See Mosse,
Alexander Il and Modernization of Russia, pp. 125-26; see also Aleksandr ll. Ego
lichnost, intimnaia zhizn' i pravienie (Moscow: Galaktika, 1991), pp. 12-27; Slavianskii
sbornik, pp. 163-66; Rossiiskie samoderzhtsy 1801-1917, 2nd ed. (Moscow:
Mezhdunarodnye otnosheniia, 1994), p. 195; Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 150-51,
328; Nikolai Barsukov, Zhizn' i trudy M. P. Pogodina (St. Petersburg: tip. M. M.
Stasiulevicha, 1888), vol. 11, pp. 239-41 and vol. 13, pp. 80-81; and the tsarevich's
notes to his tutor in RGB, Manuscript Division, f. 230, k. 4405, ed. 7-9.
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as their protector. Gorchakov also favored strengthening Russian ties with Christian
Slavs in Turkey and Austria-Hungary, but wanted to avoid entanglements that might set
a new European coalition against Russia.®

In contrast, Ignatev, who was Gorchakov's subordinate, consistently favored a
clear and assertive Russian foreign policy unrestrained by Great Power agreements.
He did not favor a reckless approach to Great Power relations, but lobbied Russia's
ruling figures to take every opportunity to improve Russia's relative position among
Slavs under Turkish rule. He argued that whatever space Russia failed to occupy would
be usurped by the westemn powers. He lobbied intensively for Russian assistance to
Serbia, in particular, noting that Serbia was the “pivotal point of the liberation
movement” in the Balkans.*®* Those who supported Gorchakov's line included the tsar:
defense minister Miliutin, who argued that Russia was not militarily ready for the type of
foreign adventurism that panslavs favored; finance minister Reutern, who thought
Russia's priority was to modemize its economy; and the Russian ambassadors to
London (P. A. Shuvalov) and Vienna (E. P. Novikov). The tsar, though generally in
support of Gorchakov, never firmly decreed that Russia should sustain Gorchakov's line

in foreign policy. He also gave Ignatev room to maneuver by allowing the latter to report

¥Slaviane i Rossiia (Moscow: Nauka, 1972), p. 9 and David MacKenzie, “Russia's
Balkan Policies Under Alexander Il 1855-1881,” in Hugh Ragsdale, ed., Imperial
Russian Foreign Policy (NY: Cambridge University Press, 1993), p. 227.

%See Ignatev's notes (mostly in French) to defense minister D. A. Miliutin,
Gorchakov, and others from 1862-1870 in RGB, Manuscript Division, f. 169, k. 36, ed.
47, f. 169, k. 64, ed. 39; f. 169, k. 66, ed. 38; GARF, f. 730, op. 1, d. 483 and 531:
Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 296-97; and Charles Jelavich and Barbara
Jelavich, Russia in the East 1876-1880 (Leiden, Netherlands: E. J. Brill, 1959), pp. 4-7.
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directly to him when Ignatev was chief of the Asiatic department, and in 1864 rewarded
Ignatev with an ambassadorial appointment to Constantinople.®®

The government's indecisive stance on panslavism created a window of
opportunity for panslavs to push forward their agenda during the Balkan crises of 1875-
1878. Unable to articulate and implement a clear policy, the government blinked on
activities of the Russian Slavic Committees to assist the Balkan Slav insurrections in
1875-1876. These activities included sending agents, arms, and money to the Slav

rebels; soliciting donations and volunteers to aid the Slavs; and assisting Gen.

Cherniaev in his illegal flight (using a fake passport) from Russia to lead the Serbian
army in 1876. Further, in the absence of unequivocal directives, panslavs from the
foreign ministry contravened official policy by encouraging Serbia to support the
Herzegovina uprising against Turkey in 1875, thereby enlarging the war and increasing

the chances that Russia would be drawn in on behalf of its Serbian ally.®’ Even those

®Anderson, Eastern Question, p. 182; Petrovich, Emergence of Russian
Panslavism, pp. 63-65; and S. K. Bushuev, A. M. Gorchakov (Moscow:
Mezhdunarodnye otnosheniia, 1961), p. 75. Part of the reason Alexander || may have
been favorably predisposed toward Ignatev was because Ignatev came with high
recommendations from Prince Bariatinskii, one of the tsar's closest friends since
childhood. See Rieber, Politics of Autocracy, pp. 77-78.

*’MacKenzie, “Russia’s Balkan Policies,” pp. 229-33. Previously, in 1866-1868,
Russian officials had rendered short-term (and half-hearted) military support to the
formation of an anti-Turkish Balkan league. Ignatev, on his own initiative, had also
encouraged two small uprisings in Bulgaria and was never reprimanded by his superiors
in Russia. See Anderson, Eastern Question, pp. 163-66. Other Slavic Committee
activities in 1875-1878 included the creation in Paris of an International Committee to
Aid the [Slav] Rebels, supervised by G. Veselitskii-Bozhidarovich, a Russian of
Herzegovinian origins. Veselitskii gave “eyewitness” lectures to the nobility in Russia to
solicit their help for the Slav cause, while Countess Bludova helped him set up meetings
at court. P. A. Monteverde, correspondent for Russkii mir in the Slav lands, lobbied the
foreign ministry to aid the Slav uprisings. These efforts led to an increase in official
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who were against panslavism found themselves swept by the rising tide. Miliutin, for
example, recorded in his diary in July 1876:

| discovered today, in deep secrecy, that the state chancellor [Gorchakov] agreed

to look through his fingers at the transport of arms to the Serbs and Bulgarians.

The Sovereign [tsar] also permitted the minister of finance to give corresponding

secret instructions to our customs officials.?®

The fragmentation of elites at the highest levels of policymaking and the resulting
vacillation on policy toward the Balkan Slav crises in 1875-1877 allowed panslavs to
propagate their ideas and lobby for their preferences effectively. A few months before
the tsar declared war on Turkey, he was vacationing in Livadia and met with his closest
advisers. His son, the tsarevich, wrote about his frustrations regarding his father's
indecisiveness and noted how, "even here, from where all orders and decisions
originate, there are days when nobody knows or understands anything." Thankfully, the
tsarevich continued, Ignatev came to impose some order and clarity on the situation.

Ignatev thus had a major opportunity, in close quarters, to lobby the tsar to support the

panslav cause.” In the end, panslav agitation persuaded Russian officials to declare

assignations for the Slavic Committees, which were subsequently spent on arms and
other assistance to the Slav rebels. See Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 271-92 and
RGVIA, f. 261 (Monteverde), op. 1, d. 15.

®Dnevnik D. A. Miliutina 1873-1875 (Moscow: tip. Zhurnala “Pogranichnik,” 1947-
1950), vol. 2, p. 56 and Narochnitskaia, Rossiia i natsional'no-osvoboditel'noe
dvizhenie, p. 42.

®The tsarevich noted that Ignatev was so effective that he convinced the tsar to
declare war against Turkey even though he and others remained unclear about the
exact reasons for the war. At this time, the aged Gorchakov had become too
incapacitated to assert a strong voice in foreign policymaking or thwart Ignatev's
influence. See RGB, Manuscript Division, f. 230, k. 4405, ed. 7-9 and C. and B,
Jelavich, Russia in the East, pp. 4-7.
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war against Turkey in April 1877. Shortly thereafter, the government put all Slavic
Committee activities under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, especially
the work of panslav agents in Turkic lands and in Serbia. The goverrment and panslav
organizations became, at least temporarily, allies working fcr the same goals. One
historian notes that:

The govemment, because of its murky program and unsuccessful diplomatic
game, lost its authority over the mass population, for whom the calls to help
[Slav] brothers had become clearer and closer. They heard this call from
everywhere. All the newspapers wrote about it. And the authority of the Slavic
Committees, which were implementing the popular call, naturally grew. As a
result, not only did the activities of the Slavic Committees (which the police
deemed dangerous!) proceed without obstruction, but governmental organs and
official figures even moved them forward. Generals assisted in recruiting
volunteers [for the Slav war against Turkey], the military donated cloth for

uniforms, the railroads transported volunteers for free or with a major discount,
and so on.%

3) Internal Reform and the Beginnings of Terror

A third and final source of internal instability which weakened the state regime in
Russia and made it vuinerable to panslav pressure was the difficulties of internal reform
and the beginnings of terror. After the Crimean War, and especially in 1861-18686,
Alexander Il implemented reforms which had the unfortunate effect of raising people's
expectations from a regime that could not deliver what the people wanted. Reforms
included the abolition of serfdom in 1861; the institution of local self-government organs
(zemstvos) in 1864, legal reforms, including trial by jury; economic modernization; and

military reform, including the introduction of conscription. Many among the traditionally

*Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 7-8 and 329.
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privileged did not welcome these reforms, while those who were supposed to benefit
from them continued to feel deeply dissatisfied. The emancipation of peasants in 1861,
for example, did not result in any dramatic improvements in the lives of peasants,
neither did it create a large landless free peasantry that might augment the industrial
labor force or otherwise help Russia in its need to advance industrially.®!

The reforms that Alexander Il instituted did not lead to a much-needed social
consensus between state and society after the Crimean War, yet the government was
unwilling to grant more concessions for fear of losing its authority entirely. From below,
radical populists and revolutionaries decided to launch terror as their new campaign.
They issued demands for maximal change in Russian internal politics and justified
violence as a means to bring about change. The worst of terrorism was to come in
1894-1917, but two unsuccessful assassination attempts were made on the tsar in
1866-1867; a third attempt did kill the monarch in 1881. The government responded to
these challenges to its authority by increasing censorship, limiting the influence of local
zemstvos and the liberal and radical press, and increasing education on Russian
religious and national ideas. These measures did not strengthen the authority of the
state, however. As Miliutin wrote, describing the years 1866-1875:

[During those years) of stagnation and reaction, all the strictures of the police not

only failed to suppress sedition but, instead, created masses of the discontented,

many of whom became new recruits of evil-minded people. . . . It proved . . . that
the unfinished reforms and the absence of a comprehensive plan led to a sense

®Martin McCauley and Peter Waldron, The Emergence of the Modern Russian
State, 1855-1881 (London: Macmillan Press, Ltd., 1988), pp. 32-33.
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of full chaos in all parts of the government.*
With the autocratic government besieged from many quarters—and its incompetence
and vulnerability exposed-—it turned a tolerant eye to the panslavs who were, in
fundamental ways, supportive of autocracy. The tsar, for example, felt by the late
1860s that pansilav proponents, unlike radicals in Russian society, could at least be
counted among the “loyal” segments of the population and should not be treated so
harshly by government officials.”® By 1875-1878, a weakened and delegitimized tsarist
Qovernment found it extremely difficult to ignore panslav public opinion and pressure,

and had few means at its disposal to hope to combat panslavism effectively.

B. Domestic Incentive Structure
If domestic incentive structures encourage elites to purvey and support
aggressive nationalism, they are likely to do so and thereby assist the political
empowerment of such nationalism. Domestic incentives include political rewards,

particularly under conditions of mass politics, when competing political actcrs may find it

%2Rossiiskie samoderzhtsy, p. 198 see also pp. 194-97; McCauley and Waldron,
Emergence of Modern Russian State, pp. 149-61; Aleksandr Il. _Ego lichnost, pp. 20-21;
Thaden, Russia Since 1801, pp. 234-51; and Peter A. Zaionchkovsky, The Russian
Autocracy in Crisis 1878-1882, trans. Gary M. Hamburg (FL: Academic International
Press, 1979), p. 48. On the subsequent development of terrorism in Russia, see Anna
Geifman, Thou Shalt Kill. Revolutionary Terrorism in Russia, 1894-1917 (NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1993).

%This was the tsar's response to Miliutin and Prime Minister P. Valuev who, in 1866,
wanted to remove Katkov from his editorship of Moskovskie vedomosti because they
objected to his panslav nationalism. Valuev remarked that the tsar's attitude revealed
the “weakness of the government, and essentially my retreat.” See Dnevnik P. A.
Valueva, vol. 2 (Moscow: Akademiia Nauk, 1961), p. 133.
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useful to intensify their nationalism as they vie for public support and seek to increase
their legitimacy as leaders of the nation. Beyond political rewards, domestic incentive
structures could also offer material and careerist rewards to proponents of aggressive
nationalist ideology. Finally, psychological satisfaction might also motivate true
believers in, and ideologues of, virulent nationalism.

Were proponents of panslavism in 1856-1878 motivated by political, material,
and psychological incentives? My research suggests that, because mass politics was
not a strong feature of Russian politics in the period covered in this case study, political
incentives did not feature prominently among the motivations of pansiavs. However,
there is evidence, first, that psychological incentives motivated panslavs who were true
believers, particularlly I. Aksakov and Danilevskii.

Evidence indicates that a psychological drive for heroism and the satisfaction of
strong convictions motivated |. Aksakov. Aksakov fought in the Crimean War and then
became a most ardent and loyal proponent of panslavism for the rest of his life. While
in college, he wrote to his family, "I am full of resolute will and yearning for labor—labor
that is difficult, great, and beneficial." Panslav agitation and its accompanying risks and
grandiosity fit perfectly with the labor Aksakov desired. He devoted himself
passionately to promoting panslavism, regardless of the obstacles, and responded with
fiery and defiant notes to officials who criticized his work. His many clashes with
Russian authorities in the course of his panslav activism led his long-time senior

colleague Pogodin to remark that Aksakov was "wont to throw [himself] against the knife
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. .. with his eyes open!"*

Danilevskii, like Aksakov, was also motivated by sincere belief and a desire for
heroic and utopian solutions to big questions in Russian national life. A botanist and
ichthyologist by training, Danilevskii mnst likely had his first contact with panslavism
through the Russian Geographical Society's ethnographers’ section, which sponsored
many of his fishing and botanical expeditions, and which included among its
membership some prominent panslav professors. Unlike Aksakov, however, Danilevskii
expressed his desire for heroism and grandiosity through theorizing rather than
activism. His panslav theories embodied an attempt to devise a utopian and absolute
solution to the problem of Russian backwardness relative to the West, and how Russia
might sustain its Great Power status. One historian has argued that ressentiment or
hatred and envy of the West may have motivated Danilevskii.** His absolutist style of
thinking in Russia and Europe was also consistent with his radical socialism in the
1860s, for which he was arrested and exiled for four years. It was perhaps the desire to
avoid another unpleasant clash with authority that led him to maintain a relatively low
political profile as a panslav.

Pogodin, like Aksakov and Danilevskii, seemed to have been motivated by

%See Sem'ia Aksakovykh (St. Petersburg: tip. M. Akinfieva i I. Leonteva, 1904), p.
43 and Petrovich, Emergence of Russian Panslavism, p. 127; see also RGB,
Manuscript Division, f. 369, k. 415, ed. 19.

%This biographer notes that Danilevskii hated the West and was ashamed of his
westernized past as a believer in Fourier and radical socialism. Because he could not
express his hatred and anger through open aggression, he opted instead for chauvinist,
totalitarian theorizing on Russia’s relations with the rest of the world. See MacMaster,
Danilevsky, pp. 15-116, 131-45.
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genuine belief in panslavism. However, evidence indicates that he also had careerist
motives. In particular, he tempered his panslavism in order to obtain favor from high
officials, whose largesse was a key instrument for political and material advancement
under the tsarist system. Pogodin was a dedicated and consistent proponent of
panslavism from his youth to the end of his life. Inspired as a young man by the
historian Nikolai Karamzin's ideas on Russian distinctiveness and greatness, Pogodin
as early as the 1830s tiaveled to the Slav lands and saw Russia's destiny in the forging
of a Slavic union that would be the world's most powerful political entity. Russia's defeat
in the Crimean War temporarily doused his panslav enthusiasm®, but he soon resumed
his panslav activity in 1857 in the Moscow Slavic Committee and in memoranda and
articles addressed to high government officials.

My reading of materials on Pogodin’s life indicates that Pogodin also used
panslavism to appeal to powerful political figures in Russia, and thereby have a chance
to gain entry into the world of power and privilege that was denied to him at birth.*” It is
interesting, for example, that Pogodin consistently preached panslav ideas as a means
to revivify Russian greatness abroad, but he was careful not to malign gravely the

Russian autocratic regime and its policies at home. His biography portrays him as a

®After the Crimean defeat, Pogodin remarked that he was a “disappointed
panslavist” who no longer sought the creation of a panslav federation, but only access
for all Slavs, wherever they lived, to the same rights as other peoples of Europe. See

Pogodin, Istoriko-politicheskie pis'ma, p. 4.

’Pogodin was born to a serf family in the village of Nikol'skoe Galkino. One
biographer records that his father spent most of his life ingratiating himself to the rich
and erudite. This trait influenced the young Pogodin, who himself sought all his life to
raise his position in society and become equal with the nobility. See Tereshchenko, M.

P. Pogodin, pp. 15-26.
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person eager to use his ideas to gain attention and recognition from the ruling regime,
one who lobbied his associates to help him gain a high governmental position, and an
intellectual who was jealous of those who had access to the tsar. Pogodin was always
writing notes or memoranda to the tsars and various ministers, even though his
message sometimes never reached its targeted audience. When he did gain access to
such people as minister of education Uvarov, he was overjoyed. On meeting the
minister, he exclaimed: “What can | say about my conversations in the office of the
Minister of Education? They gave me this year such gladness as | have not felt in a
long time. The minister's attention to my ideas . . . is something that will never be
erased from my memory.” When Grand Prince Konstantin Nikolaevich commissioned
Pogodin to do a short assignment in 1851, Pogodin responded: “The request of your
royal highness made me as happy as | could possibly be . . . “ Pogodin was careful not
to let his panslav beliefs cross the line that official Russia tolerated because he wanted
to remain in official favor, and he always reaffirmed autocracy even while criticizing
Russian foreign policy.*®

My reading of several sources indicates that other panslavs propagandized
panslavism to benefit their personal honor, career, and material welfare. Sometimes
these panslavs broke official rules but, like Pogodin, they sought not to alienate tsarist
authority completely and cast their activity as efforts to increase Russian international

power and prestige. Ignatev, for example, appeared to have a strong instrumental

®Barsukov, Zhizn' i trudy M. P. Pogodina, 15 vols; see, esp., vol. 5, p. 206, vol. 11,
pp. 488-89, and vol. 14, pp. 278-82, 341-43,; see also Tereshchenko, M. P. Pogodin, pp.

15-26; and Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, p. 209.
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approach to panslav nationalism. As a diplomat, he was well-known for his great
penchant for lying and an unmitigated desire for self-advancement. Thus, one could not
take for granted his sincerity when expressing panslav beliefs. Moreover, in the age of
competitive imperial expansionism, it was natural for a diplomat iike Ignatev to seize on
an ideology that favored Russian expansion, and whose successful implementation
would assure him of glory in Russian history.

Ignatev came from a highly placed noble fami'v, with a father who served as
governor-general of St. Petersburg and became president of the Imperial Council of
Ministers. He built his initial reputation in Russian diplcmacy by gaining territorial
advantages for Russia in China in 1860, and by helping undo the Treaty of Paris'
restrictions on the movement of Russian vessels in the Black Sea straits in 1870-1871.
Duiing his tenure as ambassador to the Ottoman empire, he continued to pursue his
already proven preference for aggressive power projection in Russian policy abroad. In
his notes to Alexander |l, he emphasized Russian geopolitical interests and competition
with the British and Austro-Hungarian empires over panslav ideals. His approach to
panslavism was tinged with cynicism, as evident in a note to Gorchakov in 1876, in
which he suggested that Russia’s priority was to find “intelligent people” in the Balkans,
especially in Serbia, whom “we can use as we wish.” Russia should extend financial
assistance to Serbia because “in the East, money is the surest vehicle for influence,”
and Russia ought to focus on creating on the ruins of the Ottoman empire a foundation
strong enough to resist any future pressure from the West. Further, Ignatev's diplomacy
in 1864-1872 in the controversial creation of a Bulgarian exarchate—a church hierarchy

separate from the hierarchy of the Orthodox church in Greece--showed that he was less
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concerned about the formation of a Slavic federation led by Russia than in positioning
Russia favorably for the impending fall of the Ottoman empire. And in 1881, when the
official doctrine of "Autocracy, Orthodoxy, and Official [Russian] Nationality" reigned and
general enthusiasm for pansiavism had waned, Ignatev wrote deferential and
ingratiating notes to Konstantin Pobedonostsev, adviser to the new tsar, emphasizing
his devotion to the dominant official ideology. Basically, Ignatev was lobbying for
acceptance by Pobedonostsev and others who wielded power in the new Russian
administration.®

Parochial interests also motivated the panslavism of Aleksandr S. lonin (1837-
1900), Russia's official representative in Montenegro. lonin actively supported the
Herzegovina uprising against Turkey in 1875 and Montenegro's participation in the war
against Turkey in 1876. He patrticularly favored Russian help to Montenegro rather than
the other Slav lands because Nikolai, prince of Montenegro (1841-1921), had promised
to make him prime minister when Montenegro became independent. In 1875-1878,
lonin wilfully flouted policies favored by the Slavic Committees in order to protect his
own political ambitions. He disregarded Serbia and other Slav lands in favor of
Montenegro and, in contravention of Committee instructions, channeled all financial

donations from Russia—including those earmarked for Herzegovina—-to Montenegro

*Thomas Meininger, Ignatev and the Establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate
1864-1872. A Study in Personal Diplomacy (WI: University of Wisconsin Dept. of

History, 1970), pp. 1-13; lu. S. Kartsov, “Za kulisami diplomatii,” Russkaia starina 133
(January 1908), p. 92; Rieber, Politics of Autocracy, pp. 106-107; GARF, f. 730, op. 1,
d. 538 and f. 730, op. 1, d. 531; RGB, Manuscript Division, f. 230, k. 4389, ed. 10; and

Anderson, Eastern Question, pp. 163-64.
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because he hoped to its prime minister.'® In addition to lonin, there were Russian
merchants who, while not becoming avid panslavs, gave financial support to Aksakov's

Moskva in the late 1860s and donated money for a Serb school in Constantinople;

some also became members of the Slavic Benevolent Committees. These merchants
were not convinced by arguments that a triumphal panslav policy would advance their
economic interests by opening Slav markets in the Balkans. Rather, they liked panslav
writings that promoted protective tariffs, particularly against Germany, and they also
relished receiving honorary awards from the Slavic Benevolent Committees. '’

Although the Russian military institution as a whole and defense minister Miliutin
in particular were not enamored by panslavism,'® there were military personnel who
propagated panslav ideas because they served their personal and material interests.
Many panslavs from the military were active proponents of Russian expansionism.
They had served in expansionist campaigns in Central Asia and the Caucasus, and
were not pleased with Tsar Alexander Il's retrenchment policy after the Crimean

debacle. They were dismayed by the dimished power of field generals in Russian

'%See the May 1876 letter of N. A. Kireev, Slavic Committee agent in the Balkans, in
Slavianskii sbornik, pp. 105-110.

''Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 67-81.

'%2Some military leaders, like Gen. M. |. Dragomirov, were highly concerned in the
1870s about preparing Russian soldiers for the requirements of modern warfare. But
the option of using panslavism or other types of nationalism to increase cohesion and
national loyalty in the amy was difficult because of illiteracy. In 1874, only 20% of army
recruits were literate and the overall percentage of literacy in the military did not exceed
13%. See GAREF, f. 678, op. 1, d. 495, part |, pp. 34, 38; Narochnitskaia, Rossiia i
natsional'no-osvoboditel'noe dvizhenie, pp. 21-29; and P. Spilberg, “Nation in Arms’ in
Russian Military Thought,” in Purves and West, eds., War and Society, pp. 165-66.
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foreign policy, and sought to restore a more prominent role for themselves. Finally,
many of them had fought in the Crimean War, which ended in humiliating defeat, and
wanted another chance for a military victory in the Balkans. Among these military men
were Gen. Cherniaev, known for his conquest of Central Asia; Lt.-Gen. S. A. Khrulev, a
Crimean war hero and veteran of Russian campaigns in Central Asia; Fadeev, who
served in the Caucasus; and Rachinskii, who fought in the Crimea and became a
founding member of the Moscow Slavic Benevolent Committee. Khrulev himself
showed keen interest in the potential commercial benefits of Russian expansion in the
Balkans.'®

Generals Cherniaev and Fadeev illustrate the motivations of military men who
used panslavism for parochial ends. Chemiaev came from a military family that had
served the tsar for centuries. He earned the sobriquet, "Lion of Tashkent" for leading
the conquest of Tashkent in 1865. He was a key player in Russian expansion in Central
Asia and the Caucasus, and had a record of self-glorification and paranoia. The zenith
of his career was his appointment as military-governor of Central Asia, from which he
was later removed due to his contemptuous disregard for the wishes of civilian leaders,
including the governor of Orenburg. From 1867-1875, while Cherniaev was in semi-
retirement, he actively opposed defense minister Miliutin's policy of retrenchment and

military reform. He joined a group of conservative politicians and officers who wanted to

%petrovich, Emergence of Russian Panslavism, pp. 129-35, 142-43; Mosse,
Alexander |l and Modernization of Russia, p. 124; David MacKenzie, The Lion of
Tashkent. The Career of Gen. M. G. Cherniaev (GA: University of Georgia Press,
1974), pp. xvi-115; Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 61-62; Khrulev's correspondence
with Ignatev and other notes and articles in RGVIA, f. 213 (Khrulev), op. 1, d. 1, 4, and
6-14; and GARF, f. 730, op. 1, d. 317.
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reverse Miliutin's reforms and restore the predominance of the gentry and field generals
in the military. Cherniaev used his periodical, Russkii mir, to publicize his views in
support of an activist, panslav policy. When the Herzegovina revolt against Turkey
broke out in 1875, he hoped that Miliutin's liberal reforms would end, and his services
would be required in a panslav war against Turkey.'®

Fadeev, like Cherniaev, built his career on Russian expansionism. He was
retired from active military service in 1870 because of his outspoken opposition to
Miliutin's reforms. Contrary to the official foreign policy of Gorchakov and Alexander I,
he advocated a Russo-French alliance against an emerging German threat. Fadeev
promoted panslavism and expansionism to gain the attention of Russian officials,
particularly the heir to the throne, Alexander Ill. When Fadeev's career came under

threat, he wrote notes to the tsarevich (knowing of the latter's sympathy for panslavism),

'%“One scholar calls Cherniaev a representative of a “failed class"—i.e., a military
nobleman in an era of rising capitalism, and an expansionist at a time of Russian
retrenchment. Cherniaev liked to brag that Central Asia was conquered primarily at his
own initiative, and that his removal from power was unfair persecution at the hands of
an “ungrateful government and conspiring bureaucrats.” He denigrated Miliutin as an
“armchair general,” and along with older officers, resisted innovations that threatened
the patriarchal order in the army—e.g., the abolition of corporal punishment and the
introduction of conscription, which gave non-nobles access to military education.
Cherniaev attempted civilian investments but lost most of his assets by 1872. He then
assumed a repentant attitude to see if Russian officials might take him back into military
service, but his ruse failed. In 1876, he made his final attempt to regain military glory
and honor by going to Serbia, against the tsar's wishes, to lead the Serbian army
against Turkey. See MacKenzie, Lion of Tashkent, pp. xvi-115. In a shorter piece,
David MacKenzie notes that Cherniaev was motivated also by genuine belief in Russia's
mission to unite the Slavs, but offers no evidence other than Cherniaev's own
declarations. It thus seems more credible that the primary incentives for Cherniaev's
panslavism were a desire for adventure and longing for lost military glory. See David
MacKenzie, “Panslavism in Practice: Chemiaev in Serbia (1876),” Journal of Modern
History 36 (September 1964):279-97.
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and noted that any action taken against him would hurt Russia's image among the
Slavs, who liked him immensely. He also asserted that he was being punished unjustly
for patriotic views which were supported by those higher than him in the hierarchy.

From 1870-1875, Fadeev continued to iobby the heir to the throne with notes on
restoring Russian military power and strengthening Russia's geostrategic position in the
East. He also worked with Cherniaev on Russkii mir, but parted ways with the latter
over their rivalry on leading the Bulgarian movement against Turkey in 1876. Aksakov,
then president of the Moscow Slavic Committee, supported Cherniaev over Fadeev and
the latter, in defiance of the Slavic Committees, decided to act on his own to acquire
arms for Bulgaria.'®

Many panslavs belonged to the Russian gentry, and it is thus appropriate to
address the interests of the gentry as a class. The period corresponding with the rise of
panslavism (1856-1878) was a period of decline for the gentry. The erancipation of
serfs in 1861 accelerated the decline of the landowning nobility and diminished the
political power of landowners vis-a-vis peasants. Other changes such as legal reform,
industrialization, urbanization, the rise of a bourgeois middle class, the decline of the
patriarchal and autacratic order, and the decline of religion--in short, modernization--
further threatened the privileged position of the traditional gentry and landowning class.
While the gentry's social and economic position declined, that of the middle class and

professional groups improved. Thus, for example, in the second half of the nineteenth

'“Fadeev was unable to transport these arms to Bulgaria and caused problems for
the Slavic Committees. See V. A. Cherkasskii's letter to |. Aksakov in Slavianskii
sbornik, pp. 161-62; Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 338-40; GARF, f. 677, op. 1, d.
1023, 1936, 355, and 476; and Fadner, Seventy Years of Pan-Slavism, pp. 338-42.
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century, Russia witnessed the unprecedented rise of such wealthy merchant and middle
class patrons of the arts as S. Mamontov, Savva Morozov, and P. Tretiakov. Special
treatment of gentry students also ended, and gentry representation in education
decreased overall. In 1855 students in universities were 65.3% nobility and gentry,
23.9% raznochintsy (people of mixed background below the gentry), and 1% peasants.
By 1875 gentry representation was to 43.1%, clergy 35.2%, and other classes 21.7%.'®

Social and economic changes in the 1860s and 1870s did indeed make the
gentry feel insecure, and many of them turned to panslavism because its proponents
emphasized the maintenance of a conservative, autocratic political order in Russia and
deplored changes that would further dilute gentry privileges in the military, government,
and bureaucracy. Although panslavs advocated some social reforms—e.g., easing of
censorship and the abolition of serfdom-they insisted on a strong state to arbitrate
social relations and maintain stability. They also promoted the idea of Russian
expansion, and whenever Russia expanded, it was the gentry who gained new positions
of power along with economic benefits. Many (but not all) panslavs, as defenders of
gentry interests, expressed their hatred for the middle class and the raznochintsy.

Danilevskii, for example, asserted that the middie class personified greed and violence,

1%For narratives and statistics on Russian urbanization, industrialization, and
domestic reforms that eroded the privileged position of the gentry, see Thaden, Russia
Since 1801, pp. 201-202; Riasanovsky, History of Russia, pp. 368-84, 422-24; Bendix,
Kings or People, p. 522; Shchetinina, “Universitety i obshchestvennoe dvizhenie," p.
166; and V. P. Leikina-Svirskaia, “Formirovanie raznochinskoi intelligentsii v 40-kh
godakh XIX v., “ Istoriia SSSR 1 (1958):83-104.
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and their striving for representative institutions was an evil Russia must overcome.'”’
Others like Fadeev claimed that the gentry was Russia's best hope for bridging the gap
between government and society. The gentry and monarchy should reunite because a
strong Russian society depended on the solidarity of the noble class and a return to

order, duty, and an emphasis on Russian roots.'®

C. Effective Social Communication

The greater the extent to which proponents of aggressive nationalism can
engage in effective social communication, the more likely that their ideas will become
politically empowered. In Russia, from 1856-1878, panslavs enjoyed a great degree of
effective social communication. This was due to their effective manipulation of symbols;
the advantages of mass press and mass education, coupled with weak and incompetent
evaluative units for debating and criticizing panslavism; and the absence of strongy,

alternative ideologies.

Russkaia politicheskaia mysl', p. 20. Katkov echoed Danilevskii's fears and
himself emphasized conservative politics at home and panslavism abroad after
witnessing the Polish uprising of 1863. He turned to the wealthy and conservative
upper gentry for support in opposing legal and local government reforms in the 1860s.
See RGB, Manuscript Division, f. 120, k. 21, kniga 3. Not all panslavs, however,
defended gentry interests. |. Aksakov, for one, while deploring middle class strivings for
representative institutions, also condemned the nobility for losing touch with the people.
See Katz, Mikhail N. Katkov, pp. 11841, 125-27, 182-83; Sochineniia |. S. Aksakova,
pp. 403-404; and Barsukov, Zhizn' i trudy M. P. Pogodina, vol. 10, pp. 518-19.

1%8Rostislav Fadeev, Russkoe obshchestvo v nastoiashchem i budushchem (Chem
nam byt'?) (St. Petersburg: tip. “Obshchestvennaia pol'za,” 1874), pp. 202-249.
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Panslav use of symbols helped their ideas resonate with the articulate public.'®
The most effective of these symbols were the Orthodex church and the millenial triumph
of "slavdom." Panslav rhetoric was steeped in church imagery and vocabulary,
including the idea of a "holy calling" for Russia and of an "apostasy" that needed to be
corrected through the cultural, spiritual, and political reunification of all Slavs. Panslavs
worked with Orthodox clergy to highlight holy figures in Slavic history such as Cyril and
Methodius, creators of the cyrillic alphabet and God's "own apostles to the Slavs." By
linking themselves with the church as a symbol, panslavs infused their cause with divine
meaning, touching on the salvation of individuals and Russia itself. This symbolism
bolstered the legitimacy of panslav ideas among a Christian populace that had deep
and vibrant religious roots and traditions. Police records in 1875-1878 show that many
of Russia’s common citizens subscribed toa spirit of self-sacrifice on behalf of their
suffering Slav brethren in the Balkans, whom they equated with suffering Christian
martyrs and saints.'"

The imminent millenial triumph of "slavdom" was another powerful symbolic
device that panslavs used. It heralded the idea that Slavs, under Russian leadership,
would vanquish all enemies and form a glorious entity that would bring true civilization

and enlightenment to humankind. This triumphalist imagery resonated with Russians

'%“The use of symbols can help empower nationalism by eliciting strong emotions
and endowing ideas with legitimacy. See Paul Brass, Ethnicity and Nationalism (New
Delhi, India: Sage Publications, 1991).

"°RGB, Manuscript Division, f. 231/razd. Il, k. 1, ed. 43; Petrovich, Emergence of
Russian Panslavism, pp. 85-87; Sochineniia |. S. Aksakova, p. 13; and Geyer, Russian

Imperialism, p. 71, fn. 14.
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who felt themselves betrayed and persecuted by western nations, particularly since
Russia's defeat in the Crimean War. "Slavdom" was a symbolic concept because Slavs
actually did not belong to one geographic, linguistic, or even racial unit."' But many
Russians-especially peasants, non-nobles, and the lower nobility--shared one dominant
life experience with other Slavs: oppression by authoritarian and despotic governments.
Thus, the symbol of "slavdom" likely resonated with Russians who empathized with the
suffering of Slav “brethren” abroad, and believed that liberation and salvation were both
possible and imminent. This may explain the tremendous public response of donating
time, treasure, and even lives to the panslav cause in 1875-1878.

Another factor that facilitated social communication of panslav ideas was the rise
of mass press and improvements in mass education from 1840 to the 1860s, coupled
with the weakness and incompetence of evaluative units and the lack of strong,
alternative ideologies. Previous tsars in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries
had attempted some liberalization of censorship and broadening of educational
opportunities in Russia, but dramatic change in these areas occurred only in the second
half of the nineteenth century, giving birth to the phenomenon of public opinion. In the
1860s in particular, the "intelligentsia" matured as a social category in Russia. The
intelligentsia consisted of educated gentry and raznochintsy (who had as much
education as the nobility)--all of whom shared a concern about Russia's evolving social

structures and principles. The intelligentsia did not subscribe to a monolithic outlook,

"On issues that divided the Slavs, see Luciani, La societe des slaves, pp. 1-7;
Semon Rapoport, “The Russian Slavophiles and the Polish Question,” Polish Review 1
(April 1917), pp. 14142 and W. Lednicki, “Poland and the Slavophil Idea,” Slavonic
Review 7 (March 1929), p. 658.
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but included liberals, moderates, and reactionaries. As a group, however, they were
responsible for the rise of public opinion because they propagated, analyzed, and
criticized social and political issues in Russia.''

In the 1840s, educational reform in Russia increased popular access to
education. In 1840-1848, university enroliment increased by more than fifty percent,
while enroliment in secondary schools rose at an even faster rate. Although | have
been unable to find exact figures for the years 1856-1878, it is worth noting that
university enroliment from 1860-1914 increased ninefold from 4,641 to 35,965. The
number of elementary school students also rose from 400,000 in 1856 to approximately
2.2 million by 1885 (a 450% increase). By 1880, there were 1.6 million students in
Russian schools compared to only 800,000 in 1865. Literacy rates in such areas as
Moscow guberniia, encompassing Moscow and surrounding areas, climbed from 7.5%
in 1869 to 17.6% in 1881. In Moscow itself, literacy was almost 50% in the early 1880s
and was 64.4% in St. Petersburg. Although Russia’s overall literacy rate was only 10%

in the early 1880s, the situation was vastly better in the big cities, where public opinion

was loud and political activism rampant.**?

12 eikina-Svirskaia, “Formirovanie raznochinskoi intelligentsii,” pp. 83-104 and Alan
P. Pollard, “The Russian Intelligentsia: The Mind of Russia,” California Slavic Studies 3
(December 1962), pp. 28-29. Richard Pipes challenges the idea that public opinion was
a significant factor in Russian politics in the nineteenth century, especially in the sphere
of foreign policy (as this thesis argues). In his view, the Russian “government
conducted foreign policy with little regard for the realities of domestic politics.” See
Richard Pipes, “Domestic Politics and Foreign Affairs, “ in lvo J. Lederer, ed., Russian

Foreign Policy: Essays in Historical Perspective (CT: Yale University Press, 1962), p.
1560. For an opposite view, see Geyer, Russian Imperialism, pp. 31-32.

3. M. Bogdanov, Gramotnost' i obrazovanie v dorevoliutsionnoi Rossii i v SSSR
(Moscow: izd. Statistika, 1964), pp. 20-29; Bendix, Kings or People, p. 541; McCauley
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Along with advances in mass education and literacy came the proliferation of
philosophical and literary circles in private homes and universities. The number of
Russian periodicals or "thick" journals also increased from 10-20 in the 1820s to 130 by
1851; of these, 106 were founded only since 1836. The reading public's dramatic
growth was further evident in the volume of mail in Russia; mail increased by only three
million items in 1825-1840, and by fifteen million more in 1840-1845. Finally, from
1845-1848, more than two million foreign publications were imported into Russia.'"

Advances in mass education and mass press increased the number of literate
and politically articulate people in Russia. But under the repressive regime of Nicholas |
(1825-1855), the press and academic publications were subjected to heavy censorship,
and Russian intellectuals were prohibited from engaging in political commentary.
Discussions were limited to philosophy and literature, and many intellectuals developed
the talent of using Aesopian language to express political ideas that were otherwise
deemed officially subversive.'*

Reforms under Alexander Il in the 1860s provided the long-awaited opening for
Russia's articulate population to express their views plainly on political and social
issues. After the emancipation of serfs in 1861, the government allowed the Russian

press for the first time to cover state politics, foreign policy, and social life. Thick

and Waldron, Emergence of Modern Russian State, pp. 37-39; and Thaden, Russia
Since 1801, p. 244.

"Billington, Icon and the Axe, pp. 378-79.

"SLeon Stilman, “Freedom and Repression in Prerevolutionary Russian Literature,”
in Simmons, ed., Continuity and Change, pp. 424-26.
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journals and newspapers began publishing articles on politics and economics, and
public opinion on these topics became a prominent part of Russian intellectual
discourse. From 1855-1875, Russian periodicals increased fourfold in number, and
circulation for the most popular ones ranged from 6,000 to over 20,000 by 1877. The
1860s witnessed the birth of a civic voice in Russian politics; as the Russian newspaper
Obshchee delo reported, the rise of public opinion made Russian society feel for once
within itself "the presence of an independent, moral strength."'*®

Advances in mass education and mass press, however, did not automatically
entail the emergence of strong and competent evaluative units that might debate and
criticize aggressive nationalist ideas such as panslavism. The government imposed
" strict limitations on school curricula and discouraged critical thought. Moreover, the
open discussion of political and social issues in Russia was a new phenomenon that
had not yet fully matured. These developments worked in favor of panslav propaganda.
In 1875-1877, in particular, the press had nearly unlimited room for publicizing the plight
of the southemn Slavs and criticizing the government in failing to support the Slavic
struggle against Turkey. With minor variation, publications representing variant political
persuasions affirmed common sympathy for the suffering of the Balkan Slavs. In 1875-
1878, public events also helped generate pressure for the Russian government to
launch action on behalf of the Slavs. |. Aksakov, in his speeches, made absolutist

statements depicting the fight between Slavs and Turkey as one between good and evil.

"MacKenzie, Serbs and Russian Pan-Slavism, p. 41, fn. 58; see also L. I.

Robniakova, Bor'ba iuzhnykh slavian za svobodu i russkaia periodicheskaia pechat’
(Leningrad: Nauka, 1986), pp. 83-84, 102; and Narochnitskaia, Rossiia i natsional'no-

osvoboditel'noe dvizhenie, pp. 41, 44.
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He argued that Russia must get involved in the "terrible, bloody, last war of Slavdom
with Islam. For the Slavs, this is a fight for life or death . . ." He further underlined the
apocalyptic nature of the Slav struggle by asking Russian society to pray for the victims
of the Slav uprisings who were undergoing torment "for the sin of Orthodoxy, for the sin
of sharing one faith and one thought with us."""

There were no sustained, and few competent, challenges to panslav assertions
and arguments, and panslavs operated in a fortunate setting where they could express
views to incite emotional public response without being subjected to rigorous scrutiny or
vigorous debate. This was true not only in 1875-1878, but also in earlier years of
panslav propaganda. Further, panslavism's incitement of action to expand Russian
prestige and influence as a Great Power was an idea deeply embedded in imperial
Russian history. Strong, alternative ideologies favoring Russian retrenchment, or

arguments regarding the perils of imperial policy, were largely absent or distinctly

subordinated in Russian discourse in the 1870s.'"®

"Sochineniia I. S. Aksakova, p. 216.

""*Some liberal publications (e.g., Nash sovremennik, Delo, Russkoe slovo, and
Otechestvennye zapiski) did criticize panslav ideas. They sympathized with the Slavs,
but highlighted universal rights as the solution to Russia's eastern question. They also
minimized Russia’s role as protector of the Slavs, and linked the Slavic question with
internal Russian reform-i.e., if Russia were to fight for the rights of minorities in empires
abroad, it must first deliver those same rights to its own subjects. See Robniakova,
Bor'ba iuzhnykh slavian, pp. 99, 110-11, 195-96. Criticism of panslavism also came
from philosophers including Alexander Herzen (who wrote from London) and Vladimir
Solovev, who condemned Danilevskii's ideas thus: “When one ascribes to any nation a
monopoly of absolute truth, then nationality becomes an idol, the worshipping of which .

. leads first to a moral, then a material catastrophe. . . . For a true and farsighted
patriotism, the most essential . . . question is not the question of Russia’s might but that
of Russia’s sins.” See Kohn, Panslavusm p. 178; see also Fadner, Seventy Years of
Pan-Slavism, pp. 317-18; Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom, pp. 89-92; Berlin, Russian




154

D. Threats and Opportunities in the International System

If serious threats exist to vital interests and national honor, and if collective
international measures fail to resolve these threats, then political elites will likely opt for
aggressive nationalist mobilization. Moreover, international opportunities, which
convince policymakers that the costs of an aggressive nationalist policy are relatively
low, can also increase the likelihood that malevolent nationalism will become politically
empowered.

In Russia in 1856-1878, a critical issue of national interest was the “eastern
question.” First, the ideology of panslavism contained foreign policy prescriptions on
this issue which, for the most part, coincided with the government's own goals; thus,
although tsarist official policy for years did not adopt panslavism, it actually had some
"common language" with panslavs. When severe crises arose in the Balkans, as was
the case in 1875-1877, and attempts to find international solutions to the crises failed,
the tsarist government launched a war against Turkey that took on the character of a
panslav program. Second, the weakening of the Ottoman empire, the rise of indigenous
nationalism and strivings for independence among the Slav nations, and the absence of
a united front among the European powers to combat Russian panslav aggression, also
created opportunities which enhanced the credibility and attractiveness of panslav
prescriptions.

The Crimean War in 1853-1856 dealt a heavy blow to the idea that Russia could

rely on traditional Great Power politics to preserve its interests, particularly in the

Thinkers, pp. 82-113 and 186-209; and V. S. Solovev, Sobranie sochineniia, vol. 5 (St.
Petersburg: izd. Tov. “Obshchestvennaia pol'za,” 1901), p. 185.
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Balkans and Black Sea straits.'”® Not only did France and Britain ally with Turkey
against Russia but, worse, Austria—-on whom Russia counted the most--deceived
Russia with overt "neutrality” while in reality supporting the British-French coalition.
After the Crimean War, a top priority of Russian foreign policy was to abrogate the most
humiliating provisions of the 1856 Treaty of Paris, particularly the restoration of
navigation rights for Russian military vessels in the Black Sea straits and the recovery of
Russia's position—cultivated since the eighteenth century—as protector and patron of
Christian Slavs in the Ottoman empire. The tsarist government and panslavs
converged on these goals, but differed on tactics and strategies for attaining them.

In 1870-1871, while Prussia and France were busily at war with each other,
Russia unilaterally abrogated the Treaty of Paris’ provisions on the Black Sea straits.
Prussia supported this action, while Britain protested. In March 1871, the Great Powers
convened a meeting in London and decided to let the Russian declaration stand. |
Russia thus was free again to build arsenals and maintain a fleet on the Black Sea.'®
This development satisfied one of Russia's vital foreign policy goals, but the problem
remained on how to restore Russian influence and leadership among Slavs in the

Balkans. This pillar of Russian national interest became an advantage for the panslav

"*The straits were important not only for the defense of Russia’s southern borders,
but also for larger military-strategic goals of imperial power projection. In the second
half of the nineteenth century, the straits were gaining prominence as well as a
transportation route for Russia’s grain export. See Meininger, Ignatev and the
Establishment of Bulgarian Exarchate, pp. 1-2 and Thaden, Russia Since 1801, p. 257.

'"2For the text of Gorchakov's renunciation of the Treaty of Paris, see Sbornik
dogovorov Rossii s drugimi gosudarstvami 1856-1917 (Moscow: Gos. izd. politicheskoi
literatury, 1956), pp. 103-107. See also B. Jelavich, St. Petersburg and Moscow, pp.
156-57.
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cause. After all it was the panslavs who, right after the Crimean War, argued vigorously
that Russia had no reliable friends among the western powers, that its best allies were
the Slavs, and that Russian foreign policy should nurture a panslav alliance, with Russia
at its head.'' In the interest of maintaining some influence among the Balkan Slavs,
especially after the Crimean War, the Russian government allowed and assisted such
panslav activities as the establishment of the Moscow Slavic Benevolent Committee in
1857, the holding of the panslav congress in Russia in 1867, and the formation of other
Slavic Committees in 1868-1870. Russia could not count on Great Power alliances or
diplomacy to help improve its stature among the Balkan Slavs; not only were the
western Great Powers reluctant to see Russian influence expand, but in the late 1860s
and early 1870s, Austria-Hungary was competing intensively with Russia for influence in
the Balkans.'?

A series of crises in the 1860s, and especially in 1875-1877, coupled with failed

attempts at international solutiors, greatly propelled panslavism forward in Russian

'210ne proof touted by panslavs of Slav loyalty to Rucsia was Bulgaria's secret plan,
which was never implemented, to assist Russia during the Crimean War. The journal
Russkaia beseda declared in 1856: “In those days when all of Europe resounded with
cries of frenzied enmity against us, when everyone breathed evil on us, the sole voice of
empathy which we heard came from our brothers by blood, the Slavs, and our brothers
by faith, the Greeks; and it was not only a voice we heard, but we saw action and acts
of love, bravely defying death for their brethren's sake.” See Robniakova, Bor'ba

iuzhnykh slavian, p. 43, fn. 49.

'ZAustria had lost its hegemony in Italy and been effectively expelled from Germany.
To lessen its internal problems, the Habsburg monarchy, by 1867, came to terms with
its most active and powerful minority, the Magyars, and the Austro-Hungarian monarchy
was born. In the late 1860s, Austria-Hungary was surrounded by unified national states
and, in the words of one historian, had “left only one direction in which [it] could hope to
make conquests-—-southeast toward the Balkans.” See B. Jelavich, St. Petersburg and
Moscow, pp. 1562-54.
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politics. First, in 1867, Greek nationalism led to a Cretan revolt against Turkey. This
crisis gave Russian panslavs an opportunity to publicize the prospect of an impending
war in the Balkans and argue that Russia needed to prepare to help its Orthodox and
Slav brothers. Second, in the same year, after the dual monarchy of Austria-Hungary
was created, the newly independent Magyars began a round of abuse against their Slav
(mostly Czech) subjects. This led Czech leaders and national liberation activists to turn
to Russia, having lost hope that they could gain autonomy and rights within the Austro-
Hungarian empire. These events lent an air of urgency and vitality to the panslav
congress in Russia in 1867 and inspired an unprecedented outpouring of Russian
financial support to the Moscow Slavic Benevolent Committee, thereby helping advance
the panslav cause.'®

Third, in 1875, increasing taxation, intolerable agrarian conditions, and
oppressive Turkish rule led to a revolt of Christian peasants against their Muslim
landlords in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The initial Turkish attempt to quell the revolt failed,
and a grave crisis ensued. Other Slavs from Austria-Hungary and the Ottoman empire
empathized with the Herzegovinian struggle and began to collect assistance for the
insurgents. In Bulgaria, a small uprising occurred in April and May 1876, to which the
Turks responded brutally. Turkish paramilitary units destroyed up to 60 villages and
massacred between 15-30,000 villagers and peasants. The governments of Serbia and

Montenegro were at this time hesitant to get involved in the Slav revolts, but

'2Njkitin, Slavianskie komitety, p. 44; Vysny, Neoslavism and the Czechs, pp. 9-10;
Kohn, Panslavism, pp. 149-51; B. Jelavich, St. Petersburg and Moscow, pp. 258-61,
and Anderson, Eastern Question, pp. 159-66.
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overwhelming public opinion in both countries pushed their leaders to act. The press in
Serbia, in particular, incited such passions for war that Serbia's rulers feared they would
lose their lives or throne, or both, if they failed to act. In June 1876, Serbia declared war
on Turkey and its army began military operations under the leadership of Mikhail
Cherniaev, the Russian panslav general.'*

The Great Powers, including Russia, attempted to resolve the Balkan crisis in
1875-1877, but failed. The Austrian government in December 1875 sent a note to the
six signatories of the Treaty of Paris, outlining proposals for reform in Ottoman
governance of its Christian subjects. The Andrassy Note, as these proposals were
known, called for religious freedom and equality before the law for Christians, fairer
taxation practices, agricultural reform, and the creation of a Muslim-Christian
commission to implement these measures. The Great Powers and Turkey accepted
these proposals, but the Slav rebels rejected them. Shortly before Serbia and
Montenegro's entry into the war with Turkey, in May 1876, the Three Emperors' League
(Russia, Prussia, and Austria) made another attempt to resolve the Balkan crisis by
formulating the Berlin Memorandum, which reiterated the Andrassy note's provisions

and suggested a two-month armistice between Turkey and the Slavs. Italy and France

'%Prince Milan of Serbia, who was not a panslav, initially favored a resolution of the
Herzegovina crisis through a decision by the Great Powers. But he was powerless to
resist the wave of domestic pressure in Serbia for war against Turkey. The Serbian
press agitated for action against Turkey, and even spread false reports that Russia had
abandoned its Great Power alliance with Austria and was prepared to side with Slav
insurgents in a general war against Turkey. See MacKenzie, Serbs and Russian
Panslavism, pp. 30-60; Anderson, Eastern Question, pp. 174-79, 184-85; Thaden,
Russia Since 1801, pp. 268-69; and B. Jelavich, St. Petersburg and Moscow, pp. 175-
80.




159
supported this memorandum, but Britain rejected it. Turkey interpreted Britain's action
as a sign that Britain would support the Porte's intransigent stance in dealing with its
discontented Slav subjects.'®

The Serbian army did not fare well against Turkey and, by October 1876, found
itself on the verge of collapse. Russia was compelled at this point to demand an
armistice to avoid an outcome that would be utterly humiliating for itself, as self-
declared protector of the Slavs, and for Serbia. At the same time, as Russian
diplomatic notes show, official tsarist diplomacy still preferred a European solution, not
war, to the Balkan crisis.'® If such a solution could not be found, Russian officials knew
they must consider other actions or lose international honor and their credibility arong
the Slavs.

As the Balkan war turned into a desperate situation for the Serbs, pansilav
propaganda increased in Russia and war fever began to spread, engulfing officials from
the war ministry and foreign ministry (including those who initially preferred a cautious

approach). In November, after Russia had issued its ultimatum to Turkey for an

armistice, the tsar ordered partial mobilization of the Russian army in response to

125C. And B. Jelavich, Russia in the East, pp. 1-10, 20; B. Jelavich, St. Petersburg
and Moscow, pp. 177-78; and MacKenzie, “Russia’s Balkan Policies,” pp. 231-33.

126Gorchakov wrote a note to Bismarck in October 1876, emphasizing Russo-
Prussian cooperation on the Balkan crisis because the issue at stake was a “European”
one. A. G. Jomini, chief adviser to Gorchakov, also underlined in 1876 that Russian
greatness and security were “perfectly in order.” What was necessary was “the
development of [Russia’s] internal life, her productive resources, her prosperity, her
culture, her commerce, her industry--all things which require peace. Her foreign policy
should thus be purely preventative and defensive.” See GARF, f. 678, op. 1, d. 517 and

B. Jelavich, St. Petersburg and Moscow, p. 173.
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Turkish recalcitrance and to internal pressure generated by panslavs. Even at this late
stage, when war seemed all but inevitable, tsarist diplomats made yet one more attempt
to find a peaceful resolution. The Russian government convened a conference of the
Great Powers in Constantinople in December 1876, with a plan for the Great Powers to
ask Turkey to grant autonomy to Bosnia, Herzegovina, and Bulgaria. At this point,
Russia had given up its maximalist claims on behalf of Serbia. When the conference
opened, however, the Turks delivered a surprise by announcing that they had granted a
constitution to their subjects; the conference, therefore, was superfluous because the
new constitution contained all necessary reforms for the Balkan Slavs. A last attempt at
an international solution transpired in January 1877. Russia sent Ignatev as an envoy
to the capitals of the Great Powers and, in March 1877, the London Protocol was
signed. This document asked Turkey to conduct reform in the near-term to appease its
Christian population and provide for their welfare. Turkey rejected the Protocol as
interference in its internal affairs.’® Thus ended the last effort at Great Power
diplomacy and, in April 1877, with a panslav rally in full force in Russia, the tsar
declared war on Turkey. Soon, Serbia, Montenegro, Bulgaria, and Rumania joined
forces with Russia, and the Russo-Turkish war “assumed aspects of an Orthodox war

against Islam and a Slav war of national liberation against the Porte."'?

'*Narochnitskaia, Rossiia i natsional'no-osvoboditel'noe dvizhenie, pp. 50-55;
Bushuev, A. M. Gorchakov, pp. 103-104; and MacKenzie, “Russia’s Balkan Policies,”
pp. 231-39. The tsar's speech announcing the conference of Great Powers in order to
avoid the shedding of Russian blood is in S. S. Tatishchev, Imperator Aleksandr |l. Ego
zhizn' i tsarstvovanie, vol. 2 (St. Petersburg: A. S. Suvorin, 1903), pp. 335-36.

'®MacKenzie, “Russia’s Balkan Policies,” p. 239.
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Opportunities in the international system also helped advance the panslav cause.
First, it was clear in 1876-1877 that the Great European Powers were not going to form
a coalition to fight Russia on behalf of Turkey, as they did during the Crimean War in
1853. Second, the Ottoman empire was weakened to the point that Russia could feel
confident about prevailing in a Russo-Turkish war. In the second half of the nineteenth
century, the Ottoman empire was undergoing its twilight years in military, intellectual,
cultural, and administrative terms. British and French intervention in the Crimean War
failed to strengthen the Turkish empire for the long-term and gave it only temporary
breathing space. Turkey's imperial weakness, coupled with severe socio-economic
gaps between the empire's Muslim rulers and Christian peasants, led to a third
development that worked favorably for panslavism: the rise of indigenous national
liberation movements among the Orthodox and Slav subjects of the Porte. These
movements advanced faster in some states than others, but by 1866-1876, they had
strong followings in Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Greece, and Bulgaria. Russia, as the
most powerful Orthodox Slav state in Europe, with a long tradition dating back to the
eighteenth century of sympathizing with, and intervening for, the Christian subjects of
the Porte, naturally became the favored and much sought-after patron of the Slavs. A
tradition of russophilism among Bulgars and Serbs added further impetus to potential

cohesion between Russians and discontented Slavs.'®®

'2Some highlights of Russian intervention on behalf of Slavs and Orthodox subjects
of the Porte were: 1) a war against Turkey in 1768-1774, which allowed Russia to gain
access to the Black Sea for its trade vessels; 2) Russian assistance to a Serbian
uprising against Turkey, and another Russo-Turkish war in 1806-1813; Serbia gained
internal autonomy as a result; 3) Russian assistance to the Greek national revolution in
the 1820s; 4) a Russo-Turkish war in 1828-29, which helped Greece gain some
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The crises of 1875-1878, which advanced panslavism in Russia, were rooted in
indigenous Slav nationalism. In an earlier time, in the 1860s, Slav nationalism also
helped the Russian panslav program. In Serbia, for example, the ruling prince from
1860-1868, Michael Obrenovic (and his father before him), worked to remove the
Porte's remaining rights in Serbia and to expand Serb territory. Serbia—-encouraged by
support from the Russian panslav Ignatev, by the continuing weakness of Turkey, and
by Austria's defeat to Prussia in 1866, began to organize a Balkan union against Turkey
in 1866-1868; it signed treaties with Montenegro, with Bulgarian revolutionaries,
Greece, and Rumania. The murder of Michael Obrenovic in 1868, however, caused the
fragile Balkan coalition to splinter prematurely. While it is doubtful that the coalition
could have fought Turkey successfully, its mere existence constituted an opportunity,
faveorable to panslavism, which Russia took when, in 1867-1868, defense minister

Miliutin sent Russian officers to help train the Serbian army.'®

V. Panslavism and the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78

Panslavism did not by itself cause the Russo-Turkish war of 1877-1878, but it

influenced decisively the Russian government's decision to go to war. As original

autonomy; and 5) Russian aid to an anti-Turkish uprising in Herzegovina in 1862. See
Anderson, Eastern Question, pp. 156-63; Narochnitskaia, Rossiia i natsional’'no-
osvoboditel'noe dvizhenie, pp. 3-10; Robniakova, Bor'ba iuzhnykh slavian, pp. 86-93;

Pypin, Panslavizm v proshlom, p. 75; Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 25-35; Thaden,
Russia Since 1801, pp. 264-81; MacKenzie, “Russia’s Balkan Policies,” pp. 222-23; and

MacKenzie, Serbs and Russian Panslavism, pp. 1-28.

*Anderson, Eastern Question, pp. 164-67 and Slavianskii sbornik, p. 8.
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documents from the war show, the government decided to launch military action largely
in response to the pressing “voice of the people” which, in 1875-1878, was rife with
panslav content and emotion.'*' There were three ways that panslavs influenced the
decision to go to war. First, panslav ﬁroponents-—through their propaganda in the press
and other civic activities—incited such public passion for war that Alexander Il's
government was compelled to respond to it or face even greater domestic
delegitimation. Second, by mobilizing the Russian populace to get involved in the Slavs'
battles against Turkey in 1875-1877, panslavs coopted the role of official policymakers
and committed Russian prestige and authority to intervention in the Balkans. This role
of de facto policymakers became possible because the tsarist government itself, as
discussed above, did not have a unified and unequivocal policy on the Balkan crises
and tolerated unofficial panslav actions. The existence of a public commitment to the
Slavs created the risk that Russia's government would look impotent internationally if it
did not go to war. Finally, individual panslavs who occupied official positions in Russia
or in the Balkans took advantage of resources and opportunities to make sure that war

happened.

A. Panslav Incitement for War
Panslavs uniformly advocated war as a policy option once they understood the
severity of the crisis between Balkan Slavs and their Turkish rulers. Panslav reaction

was initially slow in 1875, but intensified dramatically in 1876-1877. The most

YA, L. Narochnitskii, ed., Rossiia i natsional'no-osvoboditel'naia bor'ba na
Balkanakh 1875-1878 (Moscow: Nauka, 1978), pp. 15-16 and 25.



164
prominent panslavs zealously argued in speeches and articles that war was the only
honorable and viable option for Russian foreign policy. |. Aksakov, for example, argued
that war was the chief solution to the Balkan crisis. He reminded Russia of its
humiliation in the Crimean War and accused the Russian government of "deceiving the
enslaved" who were counting on Russian help. He also capitalized on spilt Russian
blood (Russian volunteers died while fighting in the Serbian army in 1876) and urged
Russia to go to battle against Turkey, the "enemy of Christ." In a speech to the Moscow
Slavic Benevolent Committee in March 1877, Aksakov pronounced:

The entire responsibility rests with us and with us alone. It is no use to cast

blame on others, to be angry at Turkey or Europe. Turkey cannot so easily and

simply cease to be, no matter how much we might desire this. Turkey is doomed
to fall, but it is right in fighting for survival. Western Europe is also right in fighting
for its interests—though they may be narrow and egoistic—-but they are Europe’s
own interests. We are the only ones who are wrong because we deny and
destroy our very vital interests. '

Katkov, in Moskovskie vedomosti, initially advocated autonomy for Bosnia-
Herzegovina in 1875; but by 1876 he, too, began to issue calls for war. He condemned
the foreign ministry's stance favoring international diplomacy, and used his paper to
encourage the Serbs to go to war against Turkey. He also urged Rumania to join
Serbia's war and, in covering the war for the Russian press, deliberately minimized
Turkish victories while hiding the failures of Cherniaev and the Serbian army. He
worked with Aksakov to manipulate press reports in order to "harrass” St. Petersburg

policymakers and high society into intervening in the Balkans. When Alexander Il finally

ordered partial mobilization of the Russian army in 1877, Katkov openly rejoiced and

325ochineniia |. S. Aksakova, p. 248; see also pp. 213-63.
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suggested that Russia should conquer and occupy Constantinople. Like Katkov,
Fadeev used his paper, Russkii mir, to incite the Serbs to battle against Turkey,
exaggerate Serbian prospects for victory, urge Russia to go its own way and abandon
cooperation with an international alliance, lie about Cherniaev's battles and Russian
heroism in Serbia, and hide Serbian reverses in the war against Turkey.'*

More panslav agitation in favor of war came from the cultural intelligentsia,
whose voice was authoritative among the reading public. Tiutchev, Turgenev, and
Dostoevskii, for example, expressed support for Russian volunteers who were fighting in
Serbia and emphasized that war on behalf of Russia's Christian brothers was a moral
action. In Tiutchev's words, regardless of the outcome of war, Russia's “moral victory
was certain. The work that we are taking upon ourselves is the holy work of
Christendom. The reasons for war are pure and moral. If western European politicians
cannot understand this, then objective history will make it clear.”'**

The Moscow Slavic Committee presented the Serbs, "in the name of the Russian
people," a banner with Dmitrii Donskoi and his troops depicted on it. Donskoi fought

and vanquished the Mongols in 1380, and the gift of this banner to the Serbs signaled

that war in the Balkans was as noble as Russia's struggle against the Mongol hordes.

*Nevedenskii, Katkov i ego vremia, pp. 362-68; MacKenzie, Serbs and Russian
Panslavism, pp. 56-57; MacKenzie, Lion of Tashkent, pp. 118-50; Nikitin, Slavianskie
komitety, pp. 272-73; and RGB, Manuscript Division, f. 120, n. 21, kniga 3-ii (letters to
Katkov; see especially Aksakov's letter of 27 March 1877).

'34p . Apostol'skii, Nravstvennye osnovy nastoiashchei voiny (Moscow: tip.
universitetskaia, 1877), p. 16; see also P. N. Kadilin, Griadushchee zavershenie voinoiu
1914 q. Istoricheskogo prizvaniia Rossii v roli osvoboditel'nitsei i glavy slavianskogo
mira (Kharkov: tip. Mirnyi trud, 1914), p. 1; and Robniakova, Bor'ba iuzhnykh slavian,
pp. 227-28.
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Finally, panslav coverage of horrors in the Balkans, including eyewitness accounts, was
extremely effective in rallying the public for war. One account by a Russian agent
emphasized the barbaric treatment of Slavs by Turks, including unfair imprisonment and
the murder of all Slavs capable of bearing arms. It went on to recount an encounter
with peasants in Bosnia-Herzegovina, who had been homeless for weeks and were
starving. An old man, barely conscious, approached the Russian agent and exclaimed,
“Ah, it is the Russian tsar who sent you to help us.” The account concluded that the
“thought of mercy from the Russian tsar, or brotherly help from the Russian people
fwas] the sole hope that the Slavs [had] not relinquished in their difficult situation.”*
Panslav propaganda was so effective that publications which initially shunned war as an
option soon began to criticize government diplomacy; this included Golos, a paper
subsidized by the foreign ministry. Respenses to Slavic Committee calls for donations
and assistance to the Balkan Slavs increased, and even children, who played a game

called the "Eastern Question," all wanted to be the warrior Cherniaev!'®

B. Creating a Public Commitment for War
By engaging in public activities to assist the Balkan Slavs in 1875-1877, panslavs
acted as unofficial policymakers and committed Russian prestige and authority at home

and abroad to intervention in the Balkans. Panslavs articulated altruistic motives for

SRGVIA, f. 261, op. 1, d. 15 and Narochnitskaia, Rossiia i natsional'no-
osvoboditel'noe dvizhenie, p. 29.

¥MacKenzie, Serbs and Russian Panslavism, pp. 56-57; Sumner, Russia and the
Balkans, p. 115; and Narochnitskii, Rossiia i natsional'no osvoboditel'naia bor'ba, pp.
10-11.
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their efforts, but their chief intent was always to push the government to follow where
their public activism led. As |. Aksakov argued, pansiav agitation and public activities
were useful only to the extent that they could stimulate the government to act.’™’
Voluntary assistance to Serbia in 1876—including military and medical personnel--was
intended to deepen and widen the eastern crisis. Russian panslavs solicited support for
the Serbs and Montenegrins in the hope that other Slavs would join in the war against
Turkey. They also sent agents to Bulgaria to help organize and arm an uprising there.
Most important, Cherniaev's unofficial mission to Serbia stimulated intense military
fervor in Russia. Archival documents reveal deep sentiment among ordinary people
who were extremely eager to provide their services to the Serbian army under
Cherniaev. These included peasants, soldiers, musicians, hunters, doctors, nurses and
many others. One apologized for his poverty and the fact that he could offer only moral,
not financial, support; and a sixteen-year old boy, swearing that at age thirteen he made
a trip of 950 versts alone, begged the Moscow Slavic Committee to finance his trip to
Serbia so he could fight."®

The public response to panslav solicitation of donations and assistance to the
Balkans revealed that a powerful force had been released in Russian society. One can

assume that sympathy for the Slavs' plight grew only stronger as Russians began dying

'3’M. Domontovich, Obzor russko-turetskoi voiny 1877-1878 ga. na Balkanskom
poluostrove (St. Petersburg: gosudarstvennyi tip., 1900), p. 2.

¥¥Cherniaev received as many as 300 letters of support a day. Poor Russian
villages also literally collected kopecks to be sent to the Slavs. Ten villages in one
oblast’, for example, sent a total of R110 to the Moscow Slavic Committee. See
Slavianskii sbornik, pp. 10-12 and 105-120; MacKenzie, Serbs and Russian
Panslavism, p. 135; and GARF, f. 1750, op. 1, d. 83, d. 107, d. 378, and d. 420.
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in the Serbo-Turkish war in 1876."° The tsarist government, fearful of the
consequences of such unprecedented public activism, tried feebly to stem the tide of
popular response to panslav agitation. It prohibited the official retirement of army
officers who wanted to fight with Cherniaev in Serbia, and instructed the police to let
volunteers for the Balkan war come into Moscow only by day so that few would see
them since most people would be at work. Before long, however, the government
yielded to public clamor and stopped trying to prevent soldiers and officers from joining
Cherniaev; it even paid for the return of some volunteers to Russia when the need
arose. The military also allowed doctors to volunteer in Serbia and return to their state
jobs later, and no officials objected when railroad authorities granted free passage for
volunteers and supplies to Serbia. This change in governmental action reflected the
fact that high officials wanted to avoid the image of an inactive and paralyzed
government at a time when the people or narod themselves were making enormous

sacrifices to defend Russian honor and prestige.'*

1A list of fatalities among Russian volunteers is found in GARF, f. 1750, op. 1, d.
125, pp. 2-22. For more documentary detail on panslav activity among workers,
peasants, church folks, merchants, and other sectors of the population, see
Narochnitskii, Rossiia i natsional'no-osvoboditel'naia bor'ba, pp. 62, 78-79, 84 and

Izmail M. Grigoriev, Uchastie narodov srednego Povolzh'ia v natsional'no-
osvoboditel'noi bor'be iuzhnykh slavian v period vostochnogo krizisa 1875-1878 ag.

Avtoreferat dissertatsii (Kuibyshev: Kuibyshevskii gos. pedagogicheskii institut im.
Kuibysheva, 1978), pp. 10-12.

'“°One document records that up to 5000 people came over two days to bid farewell
to 25 officers who were leaving to join Cherniaev. See RGVIA, f. 261, op. 1, d. 48;
Narochnitskii, Rossiia i natsional'no-osvoboditel'naia bor'ba, pp. 15-16; Domontovich,
Obzor russko-turetskoi voiny, p. 3; GARF, f. 1750, op. 1, d. 83; GARF, f. 1750, op. 1, d.

321, pp. 6-7; and Geyer, Russian Imperialism, p. 72.
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C. Individual "Diplomacy" for War

Individual panslavs contributed to the Russian government decision to go to war
by exploiting opportunities to lobby Russian officials and by fueling the fires of war on
the ground in the Balkans. Ignatev, for example, immediately urged the Russian
government to send 200,000 troops to help Serbia when the Serbo-Turkish war broke
out. He also kept Serbia informed of Turkish troop positions, even though this
contradicted the policy favored by the tsar, Gorchakov, and Miliutin. Before the war,
Ignatev also informed the Serbian military representative in Russia that Russia's official
public urging for Serbia to avoid war did not reflect the tsar's "secret desire"; just as
soon as Serbia declared war, Russia would be right behind it.'' But Ignatev's decisive
moment of influence was probably his visit with the tsar while the latter was resting in
Livadia in October 1876. The tsar convened a meeting of his closest advisers, and
Ignatev was invited despite Gorchakov's protest. According to the tsarevich, Ignatev
"opened everyone's eyes" and the tsar, ending a long period of indecision, resolved to
go to war while at the same time expressing his desire for a quick denouement.*?

Another individual who helped push Russia to war was Cherniaev. Although

"“IMacKenzie, Serbs and Russian Panslavism, p. 109; Bushuev, A. M. Gorchakov,
pp. 99-103; Anderson, Eastern Question, pp. 189-93; and Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety,
p. 296.

“?RGB, Manuscript Division, f. 230, k. 4405, ed. 709. Although the tsar did not
immediately declare war after Livadia, he did ask finance minister Reutern to find the
means for an upcoming war. Reutern responded with a note that war would jeopardize
Russian reforms and economic stabilization. The note irritated Alexander Il, who
refused to discuss it with his other ministers. Instead, he blamed Reutern fo wanting to
“humiliate” Russia and swore that neither he nor the heir to the throne would allow such
a thing. See Rossiiskie samoderzhtsy, p. 207.
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Cherniaev did not lobby the government directly, he nonetheless intensified the
momentum for war by his activity in 1875-1876. In 1875 he used the pages of Russkii
mir to publicize the Slav uprisings and urge the Russian government to intervene.
Then, in 1876, he encouraged Serbia to go to war by claiming (falsely) that the Russian
government supported his leadership of the Serbian army, and that he was in
correspondence with an aide to the tsarevich. When Serbia suffered heavy losses in
the war, Cherniaev brazenly refused to think of retreat or negotiation. He cautioned

prince Milan of Serbia that ending the war was an act that Russia and the Slavs would

never forgive.'®

Cherniaev's roie as commander of the Serb army raised Serbian expectations of
Russian help and put Russian prestige on the line. Indeed, when the Serbian army was
on the verge of defeat in late 1876, the Serbs became deeply disappointed with the
delay in Russian official intervention on their behalf, and their enthusiasm for their
Russian "ally" plummeted. This appearance of complete weakness and the attendant
loss of prestige in Europe was unacceptable to the Russian government, and some
officials who were at first cautious began to advocate war as a policy option. For
example, defense minister Miliutin at first feared the formation of another European
coalition against Russia. But when agreements were reached with Britain and Austria-
Hungary precluding such a development, he urged Alexander Il that the time had come

for Russia to prove itself as a Great Power and raise itself from the Crimean defeat of

"RGVIA, f. 261, op. 1, d. 56 and MacKenzie, “Russia’'s Balkan Policies,” pp. 232-33.
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1856.'%

Members of the royal family also contributed to the Russian decision to go to
war. The empress and tsarevich, whose sympathy for panslavism has been discussed,
favored war against Turkey to preserve Russian prestige. Together with some of the
grand dukes who were swept up in the tide of panslav nationalism, they urged the tsar
to take more decisive steps on behalf of the Balkan Slavs. The empress became
actively involved with Russian quasi-official support for the Balkan Slavs; she supported
the Society for the Care of Sick and Wounded Fighters (later, the Russian Red Cross)
and subsequently became its head.'** Other Russian officials in the Balkans, including
the Russian representative to Montenegro and the consul to Serbia, also conveyed to
Serbs and Montenegrins unauthorized promises of Russian support."® Such promises
fed the war in the Balkans, obstructed the possibility of early resolution, and helped

create a situation that made war an attractive and compelling option for Russia in 1877.

VI. Conclusion
The case study in this chapter leads to several conclusions on the political

empowerment of Russian panslavism, an aggressive brand of nationalism, in 1856-

“‘MacKenzie, Lion of Tashkent, pp. 118-50; C. and B. Jelavich, Russia in the East,
pp. 14-15; A. G. Jomini's notes in GARF, f. 678, op. 1, d. 451; and A. Pidhainy, “Miliutin
as War Minister: Reforms and Foreign Policy,” in Purves and West, eds., War and
Society, pp. 147-48.

“SRGVIA, f. 12651, op. 1, d. 1284, pp. 35-39; Geyer, Russian Imperialism, p. 73;
and Narochnitskii, Rossiia i natsional'no-osvoboditel'naia bor'ba, p. 10.

“®Nikitin, Slavianskie komitety, pp. 295-96.
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1878. First, it is clear that national humiliation, stemming from Russian defeat in the
Crimean War in 1853-1856, did trigger the articulation by Russian publicists, political
commentators, and intellectuals of aggressive panslav ideoiogy. In tne early stage of
the emergence of panslavism, the majority of Russian political elites--particularly the
tsar and his ministers—were not enamored of this ideology. They gauged accurately
and wisely that Russia was in no position to espouse and implement a nationalist
program that prescribed militant action on behalf of scattered and persecuted members
of the Slav nation abroad. They preferred stability and peace for the sake of the
Russian state’s longevity in the wake of a disastrous war. Thus, they emphasized
reform at home, retrenchment in foreign policy, and peaceful relations with the other
Great Powers of Europe. Articulators of panslav ideas, on the other hand, were more
concerned about bruised Russian national pride and sought to salve that pride by
promoting ideas that reaffirmed Russia's predestination to greatness (in this case, as
leader of the Slavs and future beacon of world civilization) and Russia’s exalted position
among friends and kindred (the Slavs).

Second, national humiliation was insufficient to raise panslavism to the top of the
Russian political discourse and make it a powerful influence on Russian international
behavior. The four controlling variables | have examined in this chapter--internal
instability, domestic incentives, social communication, and threats and opportunities in
the international system--all contributed to propel panslavism to the fore of Russian
politics. Severe and prolonged internal instability delegitimized the tsarist government
and made officials vulnerable to the societal pressure that panslavism generated,

especially in 1875-1878. Political incentives based on mass politics were not critical in



173
motivating elites to promote aggressive panslav ideas and lobby for their
implementation; however, material and other parochial interests (e.g., personal career
advancement) did spur some individuals and groups to support panslavism. The
political empowerment of panslavism would also have been impossible without effective
social communication. Such communication allowed ideas to penetrate large sectors of
society and mobilize people into action. The account | have related here shows that
panslav proponents were able to mobilize the larger public in support of their ideas
because, over many years, they were able to manipulate powerful symbols that
resonated deeply with Russian society. They also took advantage of advances in mass
press and education to disseminate their ideas, and their propaganda encountered
minimal opposition because of the weakness of evaluative units and the lack of strong,
alternative ideologies in tsarist Russia.

Most important, as this case study shows, was the impact of the international
system on the empowerment of aggressive nationalism. In particular, international
crises and threats of further humiliation, loss of prestige, and loss of credibility
convinced Russian policymakers to act in ways that supported panslavism, even though
they had refrained from adopting this ideology for many years. | would make the case
that if crises had not happened among the Balkan Slavs in 1875-1877, and if
international attempts to resolve these crises had succeeded, then panslav ideas and
policies would not have achieved the prominence and impact that they did in Russia.

Two other related points emerge from this case study. One is the emotional
power of nationalist ideology. Panslavism in 1875-1878 mobilized the Russian public in

unprecedented ways, and exerted a remarkable influence on all sectors of the



174
population. During these years, elites who initially promoted panslavism--whether due
to sincere belief, more parochial purposes, or instrumental ends in European
geopolitical competition—did not fully orchestrate or control the effects of nationalist
emotions in Russian society. Officials, who were only half-hearted sympathizers of
panslav ideas, were compelled, against virtually all rational calculations, to declare war
against Turkey on behalf of “Orthodox and Slav” brethren in 1877."" Second, the
emotional power of panslavism was most likely rooted in its emphasis on Russian
“greatness,” a theme that had been current in Russian nationalist thought since the
eighteenth century, and was associated with Russia’s many wars with Turkey.

Panslavs appealed to Russian belief in the myth of national greatness (based primarily
on exploits in war and imperial expansion)'*® and to the unacceptability of international
humiliation to mobilize political elites and society into action. A note from
Pobedonostsev to the tsarevich Alexander captured the effectiveness of this appeal:
without war, it “would be impossible to clarify the position which rightfully belongs to
Russia,” for other states were “ready to drop [us] at that very minute [when] they feel our
weakness.""*?

The empowerment of panslavism in the 1870s did not last for long. The

“Geyer explains at length that Russia's financial woes, weak industrial
development, need for military modernization, shaky credit worthiness on foreign
markets, and other problems of domestic instability dictated in rational terms that Russia
should not go to war in the Balkans. See Geyer, Russian Imperialism, pp. 33-48.

8| will discuss this issue in greater detail in Chapter Five, my concluding chapter.

“*K. P. Pobedonostsev, Pis'ma k Aleksandru Il (Moscow: “Novaia Moskva," 1925),
pp. 55-58.
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government soon realized the dangers of overt societal intervention in foreign policy and
took measures to limit the influence of panslavism. After the assassination of Alexander
Il in 1881, his son Alexander lll launched a reign of reaction, when the articulation and
propagation of ideas were again controlied heavily by the state. | will discuss these
issues in the case study following this chapter, and chronicle the return of panslav ideas
and the empowerment of great power nationalism in Russia in the early twentieth

century.



Chapter Three

“Great Power Nationalism and the Last Gasp of a Dying Order, 1905-1914"

Dear Sirs,—-the Slavic question is first and foremost a national question. Interest in the Slavs is interest in
nationalism and, thus, interest in our Russian national consciousness. In this context, the growth of
Russian interest in the Slavs means the rebirth of Russian national feeling and the rise of Russian
patriotism--the decline of which has [led us toward] . . . mental vacillation and the pursuit of cosmopolitan
dreams. We see the new emergence of interest toward the Slavs as a sign of the imminent and complete
victory of Russian national roots over all those teachings which have splintered our lives and contradicted
the very soul and history of the Russian nation.

P. A. Kulakovskii, 1909'
Itis high time to recognize that there is only one path toward a Great Russia: we must direct all our
energies to that area which is genuinely open to the active influence of Russian culture. That area is the
entire Black Sea basin, or all the European and Asian countries bordering on the Black Sea.

P. V. Struve, 1908

Slavs of all countries, unite!
A. F. Rittikh, 1908

Everywhere is betraya! and cowardice and lies.
Tsar Nicholas li, 1917

. Introduction

In the previous chapter, | showed the empowerment of panslavism in Russia in
1856-1878, which culminated in Russia’s entry into war with Turkey on behalf of
“brother Slavs” in 1877-1878. Russia defeated Turkey in the Russo-Turkish War, but
military victory failed to realize the dream of a powerful Slav federation under the
imperial wings of the Russian eagle. Instead, the other great European powers--
unwilling to sanction Russian dominance in the Balkans--convened the Congress of
Berlin in 1878 and whittled away at Russian and Slavic war gains. The conclusion of

the war also ended Russia’s brief official sponsorship of panslavism. The government

'This quote and others below, if footnoted from Russian sources, are original
translations by the author.
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closed down the Moscow Siavic Benevolent Committee, curtailed the activities of the St.
Petersburg, Kiev, and Odessa Committees, and exiled panslav leader Ivan Aksakov
and banned him from publishing from 1878-1880.?

In 1881, the terrorist campaign of the People's Will (Narodnaia volia) succeeded
in its third attempt to assassinate Tsar Alexander Il. Swearing to end “revolutionary
anarchy” in the country, the new tsar, Alexander lll, launched a policy of reaction which
temporarily halted the crisis of autocracy in Russia and restored a semblance of stability
in the state. The new tsar and his government also revived the official principles of
Autocracy, Orthodoxy, and Nationality,? which emphasized national consolidation via
russification over adventurous policies on behalf of “Slav” or “Orthodox brothers”
abroad.

In 1894, Alexander Ill died and his son, twenty-six year old Nicholas (I, took the

reins of Russian government. The young tsar, weak-willed and reluctant to govern,*

David Mackenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism 1875-1878 (lthaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1967), pp. 332-33 and S. Lukashevich, lvan Aksakov 1823-
1886 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1965), pp. 141-42.

*These "sacred" principles, first declared by Minister of Education S. Uvarov in 1833,
constituted official government ideology during the reign of Nicholas | in 1825-1855.
Uvarov characterized "Autocracy, Orthodoxy, and Nationality" as "the principles which
form the distinctive character of Russia, and which belong only to Russia . . . and
without which [Russia] cannot prosper, gain in strength, live." See Nicholas V.
Riasanovksy, Nicholas | and Official Nationality in Russia 1825-1855 (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1969), pp. 73-75. Autocracy meant subjection to the tsar,
whose authority was supposed to be unlimited and commissioned by God. Orthodoxy
meant adherence to the dogma of the state-supported church, and Nationality connoted
belief in the superiority of Russian land, culture, language, and thought, and the
russification of non-Russian subjects of the empire.

“Nicholas II's personality was well suited for a family man—a loving husband and
doting father--but no* for a leader of an enormous empire on the verge of imploding.
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was buffeted by internal instability for most of his reign, until he finally abdicated the
throne in 1917. Internal instability in Russia stemmed in large part from the autocracy's
unwillingness and inability to understand or satisfy the growing demands of the
Population: Russia's educated and urbanized sector wanted greater political
participation; peasants clamored for more land; workers struggled for better working
conditions; and the landowning nobility insisted on protection of their traditional status
and privileges. Peasant disturbances, workers' strikes, and terrorist acts became
commonplace, reflecting an ever widening gap between the highest ruling echelons of
the state, on one hand, and the mass population, on the other.®

The year 1905 was a watershed for Nicholas Il and the institution of Russian
autocracy. In January, "Bloody Sunday" occurred, when government troops killed 130
peaceful demonstrators (and bystanders) as they marched to petition the tsar for,
among other things, constitutional reform. Three months later, Russia suffered a major
defeat in the battle of Tsushima Strait, heralding St. Petersburg's ignominious surrender

to the Japanese in the Russo-Japanese war. These events and others intensified

The Russian throne was a burden to the young tsar who, in his scrupulously kept
diaries, wrote daily about the weather, family gatherings, outings, and receptions, but
made no substantive or profound assessments of the political events and challenges of

his time. See Rossiiskie samoderzhtsy 1801-1917, 2nd ed. (Moscow: Mezhdunarodnye
otnosheniia, 1994), pp. 323-24.

SRichard Charques, The Twilight of Imperial Russia (London: Oxford University

Press, 1958), pp. 1147 and Terence Emmons, The Formation of Political Parties and
the First National Elections in Russia (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1983),
pp. 1-17.
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internal and external pressure® on the Russian government to undertake domestic
reform and thereby avoid revolution. In October 1905, the tsar issued the October
Manifesto, which granted civil liberties to all Russians, announced the creation of a
Duma with genuine legislative powers to pass or reject all proposed laws (for the first
time in Russian history!), and promised the institution of a new order--a constitutional
monarchy--in Russia.” One historian notes that the Manifesto "set the stage for the
open struggle of political concepts and institutions in Russia," particularly issues arising
from conflicting principles of the old autocratic order and new ideas of popular
sovereignty and political participation."®

In the context of national humiliation, occasioned by Russia’'s defeat in the war
with Japan, and internal distress, caused by serious challenges to the autocratic order,
nationalism became prominent again in Russian political discourse. There were at least
three variants of nationalism propagated in Russia in 1905-1914: neoslavism, rightist
nationalism, and great power nationalism (with a strong panslav orientation). Of these,
great power nationalism became the most dominant. It emphasized ethnic Russian
criteria for defining membership in the nation, preached a hegemonic and imperialist

self-image, and defined a three-fold national mission, which had aggressive implications

for Russian international behavior: 1) to strengthen and preserve the Russian state, in

After "Bloody Sunday," for example, French financial circles, to whom Russia was
indebted, issued a warning that no more loans would be forthcoming in the absence of
Russian domestic political reform. Emmons, Formation of Political Parties, p. 9.

"Nicholas V. Riasanovsky, A History of Russia, 4th ed. (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1984), pp. 407-408.

! Emmons, Formation of Political Parties, p. 17.
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an imperial and semi-liberal form; 2) to shift the focus of Russian foreign policy from the
Far East to its historical home—-Europe and the Balkans; and 3) to restore Russia'’s
political prestige and Great Power® status by assisting Slavs in Turkey and Austria-
Hungary in their struggle against their imperial rulers, and by seeking control of the
Black Sea straits. Proponents of great power nationalism came largely from the ranks
of the moderate liberal opposition to autocracy, specifically, Octobrists, some Kadets
(Constitutional Democrats), Moderate Rights, Nationalists, and Progressists from the
third and fourth Dumas. Although nearly all political groups in Russia favored the
restoration of Russian Great Power status after the defeat with Japan in 1905, great
power nationalists tended to be the most vocal and vehement supporters of aggressive
and decisive actions toward this end. Eventually, and especially in 1914, members of
the tsar's own cabinet supported great power nationalism and used it to argue for
Russian defense of Serbia on the eve of World War I.

In 1905-1914, great power nationalism became empowered in Russia. Its
proponents were able to propagate their ideas in diverse and effective fora, create
resonance with the articulate public, and elicit support from leaders in the foreign
ministry, Duma, war ministry and the tsar’s circle. In 1914, great power nationalism,
especially with its panslav orientation, unmistakably influenced Russian foreign policy:
its proponents had succeeded in creating a "climate of opinion wherein war against

Germany and Austria-Hungary [on behalf of brother Slavs] appeared an acceptable and

% capitalize “Great Power” when referring to the status of the great European states
or when referring to these states themselves (i.e., Great Britain, Germany, France,
Austria-Hungary, and Russia).
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indeed necessary instrument of policy.""

In this chapter, | will argue that national humiliation in 1905, stemming from St.
Petersburg'’s defeat in the Russo-Japanese war and from internal developments which
racked imperial stability and authority, created the initial impetus for elites to articulate
great power nationalist ideas. These ideas reasserted Russian greatness in the face of
humiliation and reaffirmed the importance of Russian power projection, particularly in
the Near East. Although official policy after the defeat of 1905 was to retrench from
international activism and focus on problems at home, many among Russian political
elites and the articulate public were nevertheless reluctant to see Russia retreat
completely. They insisted that, as a Great Power, Russia must make its influence felt in
the Balkans, where it had historical, centuries-old interests, duties, and ties. Russia
should not forever remain in a humiliated state; a measure of internal reform and an
active foreign policy should eventually restore stability and rejuvenate state power.

Historians of late imperial Russia have identified nationalism and panslavism as
domestic factors that had an impact on Russian foreigri policy in the early twentieth
century. Some explain this outcome by arguing that, to maintain its legitimacy or control
over society, the ruling regime in Russia had to take nationalism into account in
decisionmaking. Others assert that the rise of “civil society” or a politically articulate
public that sought to dilute the power of autocracy over foreign policy was the chief
reason for the success of nationalism. Yet others underline the breakdown of Russia's

“united government” (a functioning, semi-constitutional monarchy) in 1907-1914 as the

*Geoffrey A Hosking, The Russian Constitutional Experiment, Government and
Duma, 1907-1914 (London: Cambridge University Press, 1973), p. 215.
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prime reason for the empowerment of nationalism."”" My own research presents
arguments connected to, and supportive of, these views. However, | present a more
comprehensive framework that argues the impact of domestic and international
variables on the empowerment of aggressive nationalism. | also show a two-stage
process that involved, first, the impact of national humiliation in 1905 in stimulating
aggressive great power nationalism among elites and the articulate public; second, |
test hypotheses on four sets of variables that actually caused the political empowerment
of nationalism.

This chapter argues, that prolonged and severe internal instability--with politicai,
social, and economic elements—plagued the Russian state and discredited the principle
of autocracy in Russia, leading many elite supporters of autocratic power, and
eventually, members of the autocratic regime itself, to resort to great power nationalism
to preserve their political legitimacy. These political elites sought to bolster their claims
to be rightful defenders of the Russian nation by taking on the mantle of assertive
nationalism, first in words and, subsequently, in actions. Politically, instability arose
from the fragmentation of ruling elites and the ensuing erosion of state authority and

leadership on issues that were of great concern to the articulate public, particularly the

""See Dominic Lieven, Russia and the Origins of the First World War (New York: St.
Martin's Press, 1983); |. V. Bestuzhev, Bor'ba v Rossii po voprosam vneshnei politiki
1906-1910 (Moscow: Nauka, 1961); Dietrich Geyer, Russian Imperialism: The
Interaction of Domestic and Foreign Policy 1860-1914, trans. Bruce Little (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1987); David M. McDonald, United Government and Foreign
Policy in Russia 1900-1914 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1992); and
David M. McDonald, “A Lever without a Fulcrum: Domestic Factors and Russian
Foreign Policy, 1905-1914," pp. 268-311, in Hugh Ragsdale, ed. and trans., Imperial
Russian Foreign Policy (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1993).
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restoration of domestic stability and international Great Power status. Socially and
economically, disturbances included strikes by discontented workers, peasant uprisings,
mass demonstrations for reform, political assassinations, and violent actions by Russian
revolutionaries.

Second, the domestic incentive structure in Russia offered political rewards for
purveyors of great power nationalism, and also presented potential material returns for
landowning elites who saw aggressive nationalism as an instrument for bolstering their
economic status and material privileges in the face of industrialization and agricultural
competition from Germany. To advance their parochial interests, these elites
propagated aggressive Russian nationalism and its anti-German prescriptions for

Russian policy in the Balkans. Third, effective social communication stemming from

nationalist manipulation of symbols and use of the mass press and other public opinion
fora, coupled with incompetent evaluative units and weak alternative ideologies,
facilitated as well the empowerment of great power nationalist ideas. Russia’s
legislative body, the Duma, provided a particularly effective new forum for
communicating and advancing aggressive nationalism.

Fourth, and most important, threats and opportunities in the international system
decisively contributed to the empowerment of aggressive nationalism. Renewed crises
in Slav lands under Habsburg or Ottoman rule; the absence of effective international
arrangements for resolving these crises; and a series of Russian foreign policy
humiliations in the Balkans increased the attractiveness and credibility of aggressive
nationalist ideas and nationalist mobilization as means to address threats to Russian

security and prestige. By 1914, many in Russia had come to believe the nationalist
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tenet that Russian security as a Great Power could not be restored unless St.
Petersburg once again executed its role as protector of Slavs in the Balkans and
opened the Black Sea straits to Russian commercial and military navigation. At the
same time, the intensification of nationalism among the Balkan Slavs, the weakening of
the Habsburg and Ottoman empires which ruled over Slav territories, and the
consolidation of Russia's new alliance with France and Britain created opportunities that
favored great power nationalist directions in foreign policy, especially in 1912-1914.
These opportunities prodded the tsarist government to take an activist stance in the
Near East, at minimal or acceptable cost to itself, and thereby hope to strengthen
Russian prestige abroad and authority at home.

In Section Il below, | provide background material on key political developments
in Russia from 1878-1905, and highlight factors that contributed to the decline of
panslav nationalism. In Section lll, | describe Russia’s national humiliation in 1905 and
the revival of aggressive nationalist ideas in response to such humiliation. | then outline
the content of three variants of nationalism which were current in 1905-1914:
neoslavism, rightist nationalism, and great power nationalism. Next, | present evidence
of the empowerment of great power nationalism in terms of broad propagation,
resonance with the articulate public, and institutional support. In Section IV, | test
hypotheses related to four controlling variables that led to the empowerment of
aggressive nationalism: level of internal instability, the domestic incentive structure,
effective social communication, and international threats and opportunities. Section V
traces the impact of aggressive naticnalism on Russia's decision to enter World War | in

1914. Section VI summarizes my findings on why great power nationalism became
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empowered, however briefly, in Russian politics in 1905-1914. | also note how this
nationalism ultimately failed to bind Russian state and society in a lasting manner and
was but a momentary spark that coincided with the last gasp of a dying autocratic order

in Russia.

i. Background: Decline of Aggressive Panslav Nationalism, 1878-1905

The Russo-Turkish war in 1877-1878 was a pinnacle in the political
empowerment of malevolent nationalism—specifically, its panslav variant--in Russian
politics. For almost three decades thereafter, panslavism receded to the periphery of
Russian political life. Several factors, both domestic and international, contributed to
this outcome.

A. Domestic Politics: Reaction Under Alexander lll, 1881-1894 and

Nicholas II, 1894-1905

A major reason for the decline of panslavism was the policy of reaction taken by
Alexander Il from 1881-1894. This policy aimed to reassert the autocratic
government’s control over Russian domestic and foreign policy initiatives and
decisionmaking which, under the previous tsar, became diluted with influences from
unofficial actors and ideas. Among these unofficial sources of influence that the new
regime rejected were panslavism and its proponents. Although Alexander Il showed
some sympathy for panslavism before he became tsar, he realized thereafter that the

Balkan national liberation movements which preceded the Russo-Turkish war of 1877-

1878, and the 1881 assassination of his father, were frightening harbingers of what
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could be fatal dangers to the Russian autocratic order itself. National liberation
movements could infect the nationality subjects of the Russian empire and threaten
state integrity, while political assassinations and other such disturbances could bring
closer the demise of the Russian state by revolution. Therefore, after acceding to the
throne, Alexander lll made his priorities the suppression of mass politics, terrorism, and
revolution domestically, and, internationally, the avoidance of foreign entanglements
and the renewal and strengthening of Russian ties with fellow imperial monarchies in
Germany and Austria-Hungary.'? These priorities directly contravened those factors
which had favored the rise of panslavism in 1856-1878, including mass voluntarism, the
input of the articulate public to option formulation in Russian foreign policy, and Russian
institutional support for national liberation movements among Slavs abroad.

Alexander liI's policy of reaction led to the near-complete cessation of liberal
reforms in in Russia. Reactionary officials blamed reforms under the previous regime
for undermining state authority, cohesion, and order, and leading to the chaos,
confusion, and terror which culminated in the tsar's bloody assassination in 1881."
Through the "Temporary Regulations," issued in 1881, Alexander |l gave broad new

powers to government officials to control individuals and groups who might, in any way,

2|. S. Rybachenok, “Brak po raschetu. N. K. Giers i zakliuchenie russko-
frantsuzskogo soiuza,” in Rossiiskaia diplomatiia v portretakh (Moscow:
Mezhdunarodnye otnosheniia, 1992), pp. 256-59.

3There was a very brief period right after Alexander lll's accession to power when
the tsar allowed liberal and conservative circles to struggle for control of the
government. However, by late 1881, it was clear that conservative and reactionary
forces had triumphed. On this point and others elucidating the triumph of reaction from
1878-1882, see Peter A. Zaionchkovsky, The Russian Autocracy in Crisis 1878-1882,
trans. Gary M. Hamburg (FL: Academic International Press, 1979).
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threaten public order and imperial authority. These powers included summary search,
arrest, imprisonment, exile, and trial of persons suspected of subversive activities.
Alexander |l also launched "counterreforms,” including censorship of the liberal and
radical press; abolition of university autonomy and the rights of students to form
organizations;' and severe curtailment of the powers and autonomy of zemstvos or
local organs of government which were created under Tsar Alexander I1.** As a result
of these measures, political space for voicing public opinion and exercising civic
participation became severely constricted, and most unofficial activities that had earlier
helped the empowerment of panslavism came to a halit.

A second domestic factor that contributed to the decline of panslavism was the

“The reactionary approach to university education was evident in an 1887 note to
Alexander Il from one of his most influential advisers, V. P. Meshcherskii. The latter
advised the tsar to "clean out" all the students of St. Petersburg University and allow
only the worthy ones to re-register. Such a measure, Meshcherskii argued, would
improve student life, rid the university of dangerous ideas, and strengthen the moral
foundations of young people. See Gosudarsvennyi arkhiv Rossiiskoi Federatsii (State
Archive of the Russian Federation; hereafter, GARF), f. 677, op. 1, d. 588.

'5Zaionchkovsky, Russian Autocracy in Crisis, pp. 90-91; Riasanovsky, History of
Russia, 391-94; James H. Billington, The Icon and the Axe. An Interpretive History of
Russian Culture (NY: Vintage Books, 1970), p. 449; and a letter from Prince V. A.
Dolgorukov to Minister of Internal Affairs D. A. Tolstey in 1883, arguing that the
zemstvos were dangerously gaining too much autonomy and might soon leave the orbit
of government control, in Russkaia gosudarstvennaia biblioteka (Russian State Library
or the former Lenin Library; hereafter, RGB), Manuscript Division, f. 120, k. 18, ed. 48.
The zemstvos were established in 1864 in 34 provinces in central and southern
European Russia. As part of Alexander Il's reforms, they were given authority in
education, sanitation, agronomy, medical care, road-building, and local judicial
administration. They lost many of their powers under Alexander Ill. See Alexander V.
Zenkovsky, Stolypin: Russia's Last Great Reformer (NJ: Kingston Press, Inc., 1986), pp.
84-86. Richard Pipes argues that Alexander Ill's "Temporary Regulations" "codified and
systematized . . . repressive legislation" and established "all the elements of the police
state . . . in imperial Russia by the 1880s," in Russia Under the Old Regime (New York:
Charles Scribner and Sons, 1974), pp. 305-312.
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introduction of state-sponsored nationalism. Under the tutelage of Konstantin
Pobedonostsev,'® Alexander lll reintroduced the triumvirate principles of "Autocracy,
Orthodoxy, and Nationality" as the foundation of the Russian state. The principle of
"Nationality" emphasized Russian Great Power status and Russian chauvinism.
Operationally, it entailed policies to preserve internal control and cohesion within the

empire, and cultural russification'” and discriminatory measures against non-Russians

'*Pobedonostsev was the reactionary tutor to tsarevich Alexander Il and was
Procurator of the Holy Synod or lay head of the Russian Orthodox church from 1880-
1905. He was also chief adviser to both Tsars Alexander Il and Nicholas Il. He
believed in the state as the representation of truth and the national will, and argued that
all instruments- including the office of the autocrat, the press, the law and judicial
system, education, family life, and the Orthodox church--must be put in the service of
the state. He condemned western rationalism and constitutionalism, and argued that
Russia must pursue its own path of "organic" development based on the immutable
laws of the land and history. The Russian nation can be strong if it maintained strong
central authorit’, eschewed radical change, and maintained only one religious creed.
See Konstantin r. Pobedonostsev, Reflections of a Russian Statesman (Ml: University
of Michigan Press, c. 1965) and Robert F. Byrnes, "Pobedonostsev on the Instruments
of Russian Government," in Ernest J. Simmons, ed., Continuity and Change in Russian
and Soviet Thought (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1955), pp. 115-26.

'"Before Alexander lil and Nicholas |1, voluntary and administrative rather than
cultural russification were the norms in the Russian empire. Voluntary russification
referred to the unplanned assimilation of particular groups (e.g., Ukrainians, Tatars,
Chuvashes, Belorussians, and others) who naturally adopted Russian language,
customs, and culture as a result of serving in the Russian army or bureaucracy, living in
Russian areas, or marrying Russians. Administrative russification referred to the state's
goal of unifying the borderlands with the center through the "gradual introduction of
Russian institutions and laws and extension of the use of Russian in the local
bureaucracy and as a subject of instruction in the schools." Cultural russification, which
dominated at the end of ihe nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries,
aimed not only at political and administrative unification of the Russian borderlands with
the center, but also at more coercive linguistic, religious, and cultural assimilation of
non-Russians. It was no longer sufficient for subjects of the empire to be loyal to the
tsars; they must also accept and internalize Russian language, values, and culture.
See Edward C. Thaden, Russification in the Baltic Provinces and Finland 1855-1914
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1981), pp. 8-9; Hugh Seton-Watson, The
New Imperialism (PA: Dufcur Editions, 1961), pp. 30-31; and Seymour Becker,
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and non-Orthodox subjects of the tsar. Authorities implemented these policies to
cultivate a loyal russified population while punishing those who refused to assimilate into
Russian culture or cooperate with Russian imperial authority. As part of aggressive
russification, the state expanded the Orthodox church's role in education to inculcate the
youth with truly "Russian" values.'® With the advent of state-sponsored Nationality and
strict monitoring by authorities of adherence to this ideology, official and unofficial
sympathizers of panslavism lost the maneuvering space they had earlier enjoyed under
Alexander Il. They could no longer openly preach “panslav” identity and values, neither
could they agitate for state sponsorship of Slav causes beyond Russian imperial shores.

Third, Alexander lII's coming to power entailed the entry of a cadre of new elites
into the highest levels of power in Russia. Key figures among these elites had little or
no sympathy for panslavism and, therefore, panslav ideology waned in influence among
official circles. New and influential ministers and advisers to the tsar were unenthused
about panslavism primarily because, like the tsar, they saw external entanglements on
behalf of “oppressed Slavs” as extremely destabilizing for the internal order of Russian
autocracy. Among the key new figures in court were Pobedonostsev, whose views
have already been described; foreign minister Nikolai Giers, a cautious career diplomat
who favored traditional Great Power diplomacy over support for national revolutionary

struggles because, in his words, Russian internal consolidation needed the “avoidance

"Contributions to a National Ideology: Histories of Russia in the First Half of the
Nineteenth Century," Russian History 13 (Winter 1986), pp. 331-32.

®Riasanovsky, History of Russia, pp. 394-95.
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of all useless and ill-conceived complications” in foreign policy;'" and Chief of the
General Staff Nikolai Obruchev, who disliked panslavism and its anti-German policy
prescriptions.?’ The rabid panslav, Nikolai Ignatev, who failed to assess with any
accuracy the degree of western opposition that Russia would face at the Congress of
Berlin, was condemned by public opinion and many in Russian official circles after
Russia and its Slavic allies lost most of the gains which Ignatev himself had secured in
the Treaty of San Stefano, signed by Turkey and Russia at the conclusion of the Russo-
Turkish war in 1878. Alexander lll, recognizing Ignatev's energy and other abilities,
appointed him Minister of Internal Affairs in 1881, but Ignatev proved inept in handling
internal matters in the empire and was abruptly dismissed from his ministerial post in
1882. Thereafter, he lost practically all influence in public and official circles, though he
continued some of his civic activity in the St. Petersburg Slavic Benevolent Committee.?’
Thus, in the 1880s and 1890s, influential panslavs were not part of the tsar's circle of
ministers and advisers; those who were closest to the center of power were concerned
about Russian internal stabilization and not the fate of Slavs or other panslav ideas and

policies. Dire Russian military and financial weakness by 1878 also reinforced the

“See Rybachenok, “Brak po raschetu,” pp. 257-58; Charles and Barbara Jelavich,
eds., The Education of a Russian Statesman. The Memoirs of Nicholas Karlovich Giers
(CA: University of California Press, 1962).

M. S. Anderson, The Eastern Question 1774-1923 (NY: St. Martin's Press, 1966),
pp. 221, 234-39 and Riasanovsky, History of Russia, p. 395.

?Ignatev died a forgotten man in Russia in 1908. See V. M. Khevrolina, “San
Stefano: venets i zavershenie diplomaticheskoi kar'ery N. P. Ignat'eva,” in Rossiiskaia

diplomatiia v portretakh, pp. 238-55.
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necessity for official policy to avoid panslav entanglements in Alexander IlI's Russia.?

A fourth domestic factor that contributed to the decline of panslavism was the
splintering of the panslav movement itself. Disagreements had already been manifest
among panslav leaders before and during the Russo-Turkish war. These
disagreements continued into the postwar period, and any panslav activism that did
continue occurred in the absence of strong political <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>