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“TlponspeamTe Hac B X1AbL!" Emigrés’
Debates on Jewish Diasporic Solidarity

Summary: The article examines the evolution of a discourse on Jewish solidarity in Russian émigré communi-
ties during the 1920s. It explores the reception of Soviet plans for Jewish colonization in Crimea, the debates
triggered by the works of Shul'gin, who systematized this notion, and Amfiteatrov’s “Stena Placha.” This dis-
course is crucial to understanding the rise of anti-Jewish sentiment among the Russian intelligentsia in exile,
even within the liberal faction. Additionally, a parallel emerges between the Russian and Jewish exilic expe-
rience, which prompts a reflection on the very identity of the Russian diaspora. The perception of a supposed
“cohesion instinct” of the Jewish people becomes a mirror in which émigrés attempt to define (or redefine) their
own sense of belonging and national solidarity, thereby showing how dynamics of self-representation inter-
twine with the construction of new stereotypes and xenophobic sentiments.
Keywords: Russian émigrés, Jewish solidarity, myth of Judeo-Bolshevism, anti-Jewish discourse, diaspora and
identity

“MPOWU3BEANTE HAC B XU bIY": SMUTPAHTCKUE AEBATHI O EBPEACKON IUACOPATIbHOM
CONUAAPHOCTH

Pe3tome: (taTba nccneayeT 3BONIOLMIO AUCKYPCa O eBPEIACKOI CONMAAPHOCTY B 0BLUMHAX PYCCKOi IMUTpaLMu
B 1920-e roabl. B Heii paccmMaTpuBaeTCA peakLma Ha COBETCKME NNaHbI N0 eBPeicKoil KonoHu3aumm 8 Kpbimy,
a Takxe febartbl, Bbi3BaHHble paboTam LUynbruxa, KOTOpbIA cuctemaTusupoBan 310 NoHATHe, U «CTeHoit
nnaya» AMQuTeaTpoBa. ITOT AMCKYPC MMeeT pelualolliee 3HaUeHe ANA NOHMMAHNA POCTA AHTUCEMUTCKUX
HaCTPOEHWI CPeAn PYCCKOW WHTENNWTEHLMM B M3THAHWUW, Jaxe BHYTPU nubepanbHoil dppakumm. Kpome
TOro, NMPOCNEXMBAETCA Napannenb MeXAy PycCKUM U eBPeiicKUM OMbITOM W3THaHWA, uTo nobyxpaer
K Pa3MblLLNeHNAM 0 CaMOii MAEHTUYHOCTI PYCCKOA AUacnopbl. Bocnpuatie npesnonaraemoro «MHCTUHKTA
CNNOYEHHOCTUY eBPEICKOro HapOAa CTAHOBUTCA 3epKanom, B KOTOPOM IMUTPAHTbI MbITAKTCA ONpesennTb
(wnu nepeonpenenutb) cBoe COOCTBEHHOE UYYBCTBO MPUHABNEXHOCTM U HALMOHANBLHON CONMAAPHOCTH,
TeM CamMblM NMOKa3biBas, Kak AUHAMUKA CaMOpenpe3eHTauun nepenneraeTcd ¢ GOPMUPOBAHUEM HOBbIX
CTepeoTUNoB 1 KCeHOPOOCKMX HACTPOEHMI.

Kniouesble cnoBa: CumoH [ly6HoB, anutadun, Haprpobus, espeiickas uctopuorpadus, uccnegoBaHna
Knapouuy

“Tpousseamte Hac B uabl!": DEBATY EMIGRANTOW NA TEMAT ZYDOWSKIE) SOLIDARNOSCI DIASPORALNE)
Streszczenie: W pazdzierniku 1892 roku Simon Dubnow, przedstawiciel ruchu Haskali, opublikowat na tamach

,Woschodu”, liberalnego zydowskiego miesigcznika wydawanego w Odessie, gdzie petnit funkcje dziennikarza
i redaktora literackiego, list otwarty. Adresatami listu byli zaréwno maskilim (intelektualiéci), jak i mitnag-
dim (tradycjonalisci) dwczesnej spotecznodci zydowskiej. Dubnow zaapelowat do nich o podjecie wspdlnego
wysitku na rzecz opracowania historii Zydow rosyjskich, uznajac ja za odrebng i wartosciowa dziedzing badan,
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niezalezng od ogdlnej historii Swiatowego zydostwa. Odpowiedzi na list Dubnowa, stanowigce $wiadectwo
procesu ksztattowania sie nowej historiografii, zostaty zgromadzone w archiwum ,The Simon Dubnow Pa-
pers, 1632-1938", bedacym czescia cyfrowych zbioréw Edward Blank YIVO Vilna Online Collections. W ra-
mach zespotu akt 87 odnaleziono niedawno dziesie¢ teczek zawierajacych korespondencje z zydowskich
osrodkéw miejskich, rozciagajacych sie na obszarze od Biategostoku po Kiszyniéw. Teczki te dokumentuja
reakcje spotecznosci z Biategostoku, Homla, Lipowca, Lublina, tucka, Miedzyboza, Mohylewa Podolskiego,
Ostroga i Stepana oraz Kiszyniowa. Niniejszy artykut analizuje inskrypcje zawarte w tych listach, koncen-
trujac sie na odpowiedzi na nastepujace pytania badawcze: Jakie kryteria kierowaty osobami dokonujacymi
transkrypcji epitafiow dla Dubnowa przy wyborze konkretnych inskrypji? Jaka wartos¢ dla zydowskiej histo-
riografii, zaréwno 6wczesnej, jak i wspotczesnej, posiadaja te dokumenty nagrobne?

Stowa kluczowe: Rosyjscy emigranci, solidarnos¢ zydowska, mit judeobolszewizmu, dyskurs antyzydowski,
diaspora i tozsamos¢

Introduction

As shown by the analysis of émigré periodicals', hostile narratives
against Jews were widespread in Russia Abroad during the 1920s.2

On the one hand, this was the continuation of a pre-revolution-
ary line that, modified by the new Russian developments, gave
rise to the myth of Judeo-Bolshevism.? It is known, for instance,
that the Protocols of the Elders of Zion became widely known after
the October Revolution, as they were brought to Europe by White
émigrés.* The thesis of the text seemed to be confirmed by Rus-
sian revolutionary events to such an extent that the editors of the
new émigré editions replaced the future tense used to express in-
tentions in the original with the past tense, suggesting that Jews
had already completed the first step of their plan to conquer the
world.> This openly anti-Semitic narrative was represented in the
émigré press in a more enduring and systematic way by the news-
paper Novoe Vremya.

On the other hand, a new phenomenon emerged. Observers
of the time noted the rise of semi-anti-Semites [mnony-aHTrcemuTbl],
described in 1929 by the Russian-Jewish journalist S. Polyakov-
Litovtsev as follows:

The analysis carried out during the author’s PhD project was systematic for Poslednie Novosti, Russkaya
mysl, Vozrozhdenie and Novoe Vremya; “a boule de neige” for many other titles). It identified at least ten
major debates on Jewish-related topics between 1921 and 1929.

See L. Manchester, “Etnicheskaya identichnost’ kak vynuzhdennyy vybor v usloviyakh diaspory: paradoks
sokhraneniya i problematizatsii “russkosti” v mirovom masshtabe sredi émigrantov pervoy volny v period
kollektivizatsii”, Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie, 2014, no 3 (127), pp. 216-234.

A. Gerrits, The Myth of Jewish-communism: a Historical Interpretation, Peter Lang, Brussels 2009.

On the contamination between Russian and European anti-Semitism see W. Laqueur, Russia and Germany.
ACentury of Conflict, Little-Brown, Boston 1965; M. Kellogg, The Russian Roots of Nazism: WhiteEmigrés and
the Making of National Socialism, 1917—1945, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2005.

5 S. Dudakov, Istoriya odnogo mifa, Nauka, Moscow 1993.
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Pycckule] nog[u], KoTopbiMm Hekas pob6oCTb MeLaeT NPU3HATbCA B CBOUX
COMHEHUAX Ha CYET eBpeeB — MHOrAA TAFOCTHLIX U Aa)Ke My4YUTENbHbIX CO-
MHEHMAX — 1 6bln 6bl pagpbl C Ybel-HMOYAb NMOMOLLbIO Pa30bpaTbCs B CBOUX
UyBCTBaX, OTBEPrHyTb WM OMNpasAaTb CBOW NpeaybexxaeHns NpoTUB eBpees
1 CBOW cTpax nepep HUMK. Taknx TaiHbIX NOYy-aHTUCEMUTOB UAWN NOAY-TalHbIX
AHTNCEMUTOB B PYCCKOM obLiecTBe ropasao 6osblue, yem Mbl fymaem. OueHb
YacTo 3TO NIIOAM YeCTHble, C YMOM U cepaLem.t

For these individuals, rethinking the so called “Jewish ques-
tion” was typically part of the broader process of “revaluation
of values” [nepeoueHka ueHHocTel], triggered by the Revolu-
tion, the Civil War, and the exilic condition.” Educated in liberal
and often philo-Semitic milieus, these émigrés expressed their
hostility towards Jews in more “rational” forms, unlike the overt-
ly anti-Semitic rhetoric characteristic of the “Russian anti-Semitic
subculture a la Novoe Vremya. This new type of hostility seemed
to stem from the recognition of a kernel of truth in the association
between Bolshevism and Judaism, an observation that in the ex-
ilic and post-traumatic context of Russia Abroad blended with re-
flections on the very identity of the anti-Bolshevik diaspora.

A very useful distinction for navigating the different heteroper-
ceptive narratives about Jews is the one proposed by G.I. Lang-
muir, who identifies three main types of hostile assertions based
on their “degree of reality”: realistic assertions — claims based on
observable or verifiable facts, xenophobic assertions — generali-
zations of real elements attributed to the group as a whole, and
chimeric assertions — the most extreme, unfounded ideas, such
as the belief in a Jewish international conspiracy aimed at global
domination.?

¢ S. Polyakov-Litovtsev, “Chto nam ne nravitsya (Po povodu knigi V.V. Shul'gina. Replika evreya)”, Poslednie

Novosti, 1929, no 2895, (February 24).

As suggested by 0. Budnitskiy, it can be assumed that there was a connection between the “corrosion”
of liberal ideology and participation in the Civil War (0. Budnitskiy, Rossiyskie evrei mezhdu krasnymi i bel-
ymi. 1917-1920, Rosspen, Moscow 2006, p. 362).

C. G. De Michelis, Il manoscritto inesistente: i “Protocolli dei savi di Sion": un apocrifo del XX secolo, Marsilio,
Venice 1998, p. 16.

G. I. Langmuir, Toward a Definition of Antisemitism, University of California Press, Berkeley — Los Angeles —
Oxford 1990, p. 328: “Realistic assertions about outgroups are propositions that utilize the information

available about an outgroup and are based on the same assumptions about the nature of groups and the

effect of membership on individuals as those used to understand the ingroup and its reference groups and

their members. Xenophobic assertions are propositions that grammatically attribute a socially menacing

conduct to an outgroup and all its members but are empirically based only on the conduct of a historical

minority of the members; they neglect other, unthreatening, characteristics of the group; and they do

not acknowledge that there are great differences between the individuals who compose the outgroup as

there are between the individuals who compose the ingroup. Chimerical assertions are propositions that

grammatically attribute with certitude to an outgroup and all its members characteristics that have never

been empirically observed.”

7
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Langmuir’s framework is crucial for understanding the layered
nature of Russia Abroad'’s discourses. The hostility towards Jews,
which in the 1920s began to affect even parts of the traditional-
ly philo-Semitic liberal intelligentsia, should not be seen merely
as the extension of chimerical political convictions (such as tradi-
tional right-wing anti-Semitism) to a new audience. Instead, it also
seems to reflect a qualitative shift in the anti-Jewish discourse.
In addition to the idea of a global Jewish conspiracy, a new dis-
course emerged - a more immanent version of the Judeo-Mason-
ic theory, which made questioning the existence of a secret Jew-
ish government unnecessary. This discourse theorized a specific
Jewish solidarity and suggested the impossibility of making a true
distinction between Bolshevik and anti-Bolshevik Jews, there-
by neutralizing Jewish defences against the charge that they, as
a “national body”, were responsible for the revolution. At the same
time, the idea of diasporic solidarity was also framed positively as
a characteristic to which Russian emigration should aspire. In émi-
gré narratives, a complex interplay of fear and admiration seemed
to shape the perception of Jews, creating an ambiguous reflection
that both constructed and distorted their image.

Shul’gin’s Theory of Solidarity (1929)

The theory of Jewish solidarity was fully articulated by
V.V. Shul'gin in his 1929 book Chto nam v nikh ne nravitsya'®, which
was inspired by the dispute about anti-Semitism that had taken
place in Paris the previous year." Shul'gin, a prominent ideologue
of the White movement, played a central role in initiating debates
around the “Jewish question” among the Russian intelligentsia
in exile.”” His 1929 work presents a thorough analysis of anti-Semi-
tism, which he categorizes into three types: racial - acknowledged
as a “branch” of national antagonism but not endorsed by him;
mystical - linked to religious opposition; and political - which
is further subdivided into pre-revolutionary and post-revolution-

V.V. Shul'gin, Chto nam v nikh ne nravitsya, Russia Minor, Paris 1929.

The dispute on anti-Semitism took place in Paris on May 27, 1928, and was attended by several figures
from the cultural life of the émigré community, including the Socialist-Revolutionary Mark Slonim, the
publicist St. Ivanovich (Portugeys), the Zionist V. Grosman, Prince Shirinskiy-Shikhmatov, a representa-
tive of National Bolshevism, and Merezhkovskiy. The reports published in various newspapers about the
meeting are unfortunately too brief to reliably reconstruct the positions expressed.

See the debates about his works Dni (M. Gatti Racah, “Dni by V.V. Shul'gin (1922) and the Role of Witness-
ing in the Construction of the Anti-Semitic Myth: from History to Self-Writing and Back Again”, Avtobio-
grafija, 2014, no 3, pp. 307-318) and Tri stolitsy (1927).

=
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ary forms. The latter type formed the central theme of the book,
as it reflected Shul'gin’s personal position and was characteristic
of the new wave of anti-Semites, particularly prominent both
in Soviet Russia and abroad. This form of neo-anti-Semitism, com-
pared to its pre-revolutionary counterpart, saw a broad expan-
sion: geographically, it spread from the southern regions of the
Empire throughout Russia; ethnographically, it was no longer
confined to “Little Russians” but was increasingly associated with
the “Great Russian” milieu; politically, it no longer remained the
domain of the right wing but had permeated all political factions.
Shul’gin expressed the following grievances against Jews:

He HPaBUTCA HaM B BacC TO, YTO Bbl NPUHANN CNNLLIKOM BblfatoLlleeca yya-
cTne B pesonwounmn, KOtopasa okasanacb BeNMyanwmm obMaHom 1 nognorom.
He HPaBUTCA HaM TO, YTO Bbl ABUINCb CMNHHbIM Xpe6TOM N KOCTAKOM KOMMY-
HUCTUYECKON napTuun. He HPaBUTCA HaM TO, 4YTO cBoei OpPraHM3oBaHHOCTbIO
n Cl.lel'lKOI;I, CBOEW HAaCTOMUYNBOCTbIO 1 BOJSIEN, Bbl KOoHconnanpoBann n ykpenu-
nn Ha gojirne rogbl Camoe 6e3yMHOG N Ccamoe KpoBaBoe npeanpuAaTmne, KoTo-
poe YenoBeyecTBO 3HaNo OT COTBOPEHUA Mmpa.”

Considering the idea of a secret Jewish government merely
a “working hypothesis”, Shul'gin focused instead on distinguish-
ing between two types of national solidarity:

ConupapHoCTb 6ecco3HaTeslbHylo, WM HEMOCPeACTBEHHYIO, U convpap-
HOCTb — «yepe3 GOKyC». B nepBoM criyyae noay CTPEMATCA K OAHO Lenmn 6e3
BUAMMOTO NpUKasa Koro-H1byfib — 3TO, CKaXKeM, CJTyyail MUesuHbIV NI eBpeii-
CKWIA; BO BTOPOM CJlyyae JlloAv fenaloT obliee Aeno ToNbKo Mo NpuKasy cBOero
BUAMMOTO BOXKaKa U BRaAblIKN — 3TO, CKaXXeM, CJlyyaii 6blumnii am pycckuin.'®

In the struggle between the two peoples, defined by the de-
sire to assert national identities, the ability to act cohesively and
“spontaneously” made the Jews stronger. The additional conse-
quence was the assumption that all Jews were politically unrelia-

ble, regardless of their political positions:

Mo3ToMy-To Hafio OXKMAATb, UTO flaXe Te eBPeu, KOTOPble UCKPEHHE B CBOMX
MbICIIAX MPOHUKNNCL UHTepecammn Poccum, ByAyT XPOHMYECKHN, 1 NPY BCAKUX
KOMOMHaLuAX, pa3pyluaTb opraHn3aLuio, noka YTto AfA PYCcCKUX Camyio Bbl-
rOAHYI0, @ UMEHHO OpraHu3aLuio Boxauyeckyt. OHM 6yayT Bcemm cnocobamm
TBEPAMUTb NPW 3TOM, YTO OHU AECTBYIOT €JMHCTBEHHO B MHTEpecax CamMmx pyc-

V. Shul'gin, Chto nam v nikh ne nravitsya. Ob antisemitizme v Rossii, Russkaya Kniga, Moscow 1994, p. 56.
“Korza A roBOpI0 0 CONNAAPHOCTY €BPEIACTBA, TO A OCTABAAK NPOCTO B CTOPOHE 3TOT NPECOBYTbIN BO-
1poc 0 TaiiHOM eBpeiickoM BCEMUPHOM MpaBUTeNbCTBE. IT0, M0-MoeMy, ToNbKo ‘pabouas rumotesa’,
KOTOpaA MbiTaeTcA 06BACHUTL HECOMHEHHDII GaKT, TO eCTb Cnio eBpeiickylo conupapHocTy” (Ibidem,
p. 139).

Ibidem, p. 140.
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CKUX, U MHOTWE, BENCTBUTENBHO, Tak 1 6yayT AymaTb. Ho Ha camom aene xaoc,
KOTOPbI/i BOABOPAETCA B PYCCKOM Hapofe, KOrha y Hero OTHUMAlOT BOXKAaKOB,
BbIFOAEH TOJbKO TeM, KTO B 3TOM XaoCe OCTaeTCs OpraHvM3oBaHHbIM. Takoli 3a-
6pOHUPOBAHHOU 0P2aHU308AHHOCMbIO 06NAAAIOT UMEHHO eBpen.’®

Within this framework, Jewish loyalty to the “Russian cause”,
both in homeland and in emigration, was deemed impossible: the
Jewish component always, even unconsciously, responded to its
own national interests, much like the bees.

Shul’gin’s book sparked a lively and divisive debate within the
émigré press. Poslednie Novosti had published excerpts from the
book even before its official release, commenting on them exten-
sively. The article argued that solidarity was not an intrinsic trait
of the Jewish people but rather a product of historical (i.e. dias-
poric) circumstances. The newspaper viewed Shul'gin’s theory as
a functional equivalent to conspiracy theories, which allowed for
collective demands to be made to all Jews who, instead, should
have been considered full members of the anti-Bolshevik front.
The editorial concluded: “3To, KOHeUHO, He BCEMMPHDIV 3aroBop,
HO HeuTo BecbMa K Hemy 6nu3koe.”"”

A demonstration of how the theory of solidarity could work
was immediately provided on the pages of Vozrozhdenie, which
illustrated the ambivalence of the liberal-conservative front when
it came to Jewish responsibility for the revolution. The editorial
supported the idea that Jewish solidarity was not merely a result
of diasporic conditions but inherent to the Jewish people them-
selves (and to any people) and concluded with an appeal to the “sol-
idary Jewish public opinion”: “MprHMMas Bce Bbllwen3noxeHHoe
BO BHMMaHMeE, Mbl HE MOXEM He NPU3HaTb 3aKOHHbIM 0bpaLLeHne
K eapelickoMy CO/UOAPHOMY ObWECMBEHHOMY MHEeHUI CO
cnefylowyM BOMPOCOM: HE NMPULLSIO N BPeMA NS eBPeickoro
Hapogal...]—-06bABUTbL BOMHY KOMUHTEPHY 1 COBETCKOW BfiacTu?”"®
In short, the active role of many Russian Jews in the fight against
Bolshevism was ignored, and it was insinuated that Jewish double
identity could only conflict with loyalty to the anti-Bolshevik front.
As a result, Yu. Semenov, the editor of the newspaper, in a subse-
quent article proposed as the only “solution” to the inter-national
conflict the assimilation of Jews as the descendants of French Hu-
guenots in Prussia.”

Ibidem, pp. 165-166.

“Antisemitizm Shul'gina”, Poslednie Novosti, 1929, no 2887, (February 16).

“Evreyskaya solidarnost”, Vozrozhdenie, 1929, no 1356, (February 17).

Yu. Semenov, “Chernye almazy i kroliki. Po povodu knigi V.V. Shul'gina”, Vozrozhdenie, 1929, no 1388
(March 21): “CywiecTByeT nHoe peLuexine Bonpoca. lIoTOMKM GpaHLy3CKUX ryreHoToB, SMUTPUPOBABLUMX
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However, still on the pages of Vozrozhdenie, the writer Pavel
Muratov focused on the imperial identity and culture, which was
made up of multiple and intersecting alliances that also deter-
mined its universalist drive:

«KneBnsHuHy» [i.e. Shul'gin] KynbTypa 3Ta, NO-BUAMMOMY, Mano M3BeCTHa
1 Mano noHATHa. 160, ecnvt 6bl Gbla MOHATHA U U3BECTHA, TO OH MHave 6bl Mo-
HAN U Ty MOTYyuyt0 BOJIHY PYyCCKOrO BO3AeNCTBIA Ha eBPENCTBO, KOTOpOoe Aena-
€T eBPeNCTBO COBCEM YK He TOW «rPO3HOM» MOHOJIMTHOW MacCou, Kakon puncy-
€TCA OHO TOJIbKO HamyraHHOMY <MeCTeYKOBOMY CO3HaHWIo». EBpelicTBO, BCcerpa
1 BCloAly BOOGLLe BeCbMa YyBCTBUTENbHOE K KY/IbTYPHbIM BIMAHWAM, OXBauyeHO
LIeNIMKOM 1 HaCKBO3b MPOHU3aHO PYCCKOW KyNbTYpOid BbICOKOTO, CTO/INMYHOTO,
MMMNepCcKoro, MMpoBoro Tuna. MycTb pacoBble ¥ HaLMOHamNbHble CONUAAPHO-
CTN eBperiCKOro HapoAa BeNnKN. Ho BeNMKN 1 AeiiCTBEHHbI UHble CONMAAPHO-
CTW, BO-NEPBbIX SKOHOMUYECKME CONMAAPHOCTU OOLIEMMMNEPCKINX NHTEPECOB,
BO-BTOPbIX — CONMAAPHOCTY, POXKAEHHbIE B €BPENICTBE PYCCKON KynbTypoil. He
MOHMMaTb 3TOrO, He BUAWT 3TOTO, He LIEHWNTb TOW OFPOMHOI 1 BeCbMa pearb-
HbI «MMMEPUAN3M PYCCKON KYNIbTYPbI», MOXET TONIbKO TOT, KTO BOOGLE He
CUNEH MO YacTu KynbTypbl.2

Muratov’'s commentary, by emphasizing the deep cultural in-
tegration of Jews within Russian imperial society, challenged
Shul’gin’s perception of a monolithic Jewish identity that would
take precedence over any other alliance, highlighting the complex
nature of belonging in a (post)imperial and diasporic context.”'

Novoe Vremya, which held openly anti-Semitic views?, was
naturally enthusiastic about Shul'gin’s theory.® Among oth-
er comments, which we set aside here, Glukhovtsova** - one
of the leading writers of the newspaper - emphasized in her
review that Shulgin’s book was not only about the Jewish ques-

B Mpyccuio, He nepexuBani HUKaKoii byHakoBCKoi Apambl BO BpeMs GpaHKO-NPyCccKoil BoiiHbl. OHu
CMOKOIHO Cpaxxanuch B pAAax repMaHCKuX BOiCK, M60 OHW AaBHO MPU3HaNU ce6s 6e30r0BOPOUHO MpyC-
CKMMU rpaxZaHamu. U HUKTO HUKOTZa He Cibixan 0 GpaHLly3ckux norpomax B Mpyccum. Bcem u3gecTHb
11 3TOT M ZApyrile aHanoruyHble NpuMepbl B UCTOPUN HAPOZOB. ITO eANHCTBEHHOE NPABUIIbHOE, CNOKOI-
HOE peLLeHIe BOMPOCa, UCKNtouatLLee HeoOXoaMMOCTb NOrPOMHBIX cTaTeli [onAkoBa-flutoBuesa B “Io-
cnepHux Hooctax, u kHuru LLynbruHa co cBoeit e€ 3HaxapcKoil HayKow".

2 P.P. Muratov, “Nashi dostizheniya”, Vozrozhdenie, 1929, no 1358, (February 19).

21 Another later comment went in the same direction: S. Tavrogin (the pseudonym of S.E. Evgen’ev) empha-
sized the profound specificity of the Soviet context and sought to dismantle the Manichean approach
to the dispute (S. Tavrogin, “Sovetskiy antisemitizm”, Vozrozhdenie, 1929, no 1452, May 24).

2 Articles dedicated to the “Jewish question” amount to more than a thousand entries: with a total of about
3.600issues published throughout the life of the periodical. This means an intervention on the topic every
three or four days.

B See “Prichiny antisemitizma”, Novoe Vremya, 1929, n. 2341, (February 21); “Evreyskiy okrik”, Novoe Vremya,
1929, no 2350, (March 3); Glukhovtsova, “Po povodu”, Novoe Vremya, 1929, no 2353, (March 7); V. Davats,

“Shul’gin ob antisemitizme”, Novoe vremya, 1929, nn. 2384—85-86, (March 12-13-14).

% Flisaveta Vladimirovna Glukhovtsova (? — 1942), see lli¢ V., Blagojevi¢ N., “Contribution of Russian Emi-
gration to the Work of Printing House ‘Saint Emperor Constantine’ in the City of Ni$ (Kingdom of Yugosla-
via)", Russian Journal of Multilingualism and Education, 2019, vol. 11, pp. 22-29.
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tion but also about Russian affairs. She stated: “B benrpage
KHura LynbrHa umMTaeTca BCeMU, HO e€ Manio pa3 MpPouUTaTh,
eé HaJlo nepeunTbiBas, NPoAyMaTb A0 KOHLA, OHa JO/MKHa CTaTb
HaCTOJIbHOW, 0COBEHHO PYCCKON Monogéxu, nbo B Hel LLynbruH,
MonyTHO, CO COBCTBEHHOW emy rnyOMHOW BCKPbIBaeT U peluaet
Hawwm pycckue Bonpocsl.” 2 The quarrels and lack of national unity
within the émigré community were attributed to the mixed blood
of an imperial diaspora, where not everyone was of Russian de-
scent: “3HauunT, YyBCTBYIOLME 3TV KOPHU AOMKHbI CMAOTUTHLCA
ecnn XoTAT, 4Tobbl Poccua 6bina ‘Poccnein’.”

Shul'gin’s idea of Jewish solidarity intertwined with broader dis-
cussions about the Russian diaspora’s identity. As the émigré com-
munity struggled to define its position in the aftermath of the rev-
olution, these reflections were marked by the growing crisis of the
(post)imperial identity in the face of political upheaval and exile.

An Antecedent: the Affair of the Jewish
Colonization of Russia (1924-1925)

During the discussion sparked by Shul’gin’s book, commenta-
tors referred” to a previous event that apparently played a pivotal
role in shaping the discourse surrounding Jewish cohesion and
political unreliability: the 1924 Soviet initiative to establish a Jew-
ish autonomous republic in Crimea - a Bolshevik project embed-
ded within the broader framework of korenizatsiya. Additionally,
they meant to address the dire poverty in which the predominant-

% Glukhovtsova, “Tot, kto osmelilsya”, Novoe Vremya, 1929, no 2397, (April 27).

% |bidem.

7 See, for example, this passage from the editorial of Vozrozhdenie: “Korna opranusaums «[xoitHTa»
1 «OpTa» cobupanun fecATKM MUITIMOHOB J0NNAPOB Ha yupex eHue 3eMaefenibueckinx KonoHuii B Poc-
UM, OHM NOb30BANMCH 1S TOTO CONNAAPHBIM 06LLECTBEHHBIM MHEHNEM eBpeeB. U eciu, Kak roBopsAT
«llocnegsue HoBocTu», «0TAENbHbIE PyCCKUe FpaXzaHe — eBpey 00BABNANYN BOIHY COBETCKOI BNACTH
BECbMA PELLNTENbHBIM U TEPOUYECKUM 00pa3om», T Te JECATKIA MUNIMOHOB AONNAPOB, KOTOPblE Ha-
npaBAANNCh «[LK0iAHTOM» 1 «OpTOM» COBETCKO BNIACTM A1A YCTPOICTBA EBPEICKIX 3eMAefeNbueckinx
KOIOHWi, CBUAETENbCTBYIOT, YTO OPraHU30BaHHOE eBpeiickoe 06LeCTBeHHOE MHeHMe ObiNo He Ha CTo-
poHe 06bABmBLIMX BOHY” (“Eshche o solidarnosti”, Vozrozhdenie, 1929, no 1361, (February 22)). See the
reply from Polyakov-Litovtsev to Shul'gin: “Korna bl nocbinanu 8 Poccuto nocoinku APA, uto6bl cnacTv ot
ronofa 6113KuX, 3T0 He 6b10 M3MeHOI Poccun 1 NOAAEPXKKOI COBETCKOI BNACTH; KOT/a 3TO IENAEM Mbl,
KOTZ1a Mbl MOCbINAeM HaLlM YMUPAKOLLMM U COBEPLUEHHO GECOMOLLHBIM B «MPONIETAPCKOM» TOCyAap-
(TBe IeKNACCUPOBAHHbIM OpaTbAM pabouyio MalMHy U UrOAKY ANA WHTbA, Mbl NOAAEPXUBaEM 6onb-
weBuKoB... Korna Bbl 6eCcunbHbI (BEprHyTb COBETCKYIO BNACTb — 3T0 Tparefus, KOr4a Mbl He MOXeM
3T0r0 cAenatb, 310 — u3meHa” (Chto nam ne nravitsya, cit.).
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ly urban Jewish population lived as a result of the “silent pogrom”
caused by Soviet economic policies.?

P. Struve’s comment on the affaire of the Jewish colonization
in Crimea succinctly captures the profound impact it had on émi-
gré public opinion: “Hn ogHo u3BecTne, upyuiee 13 CoBeTcKom
Poccun, He mpou3Benio U Tam, U 3[ecb, 3apybexbem, Takoro
CUJIbHOTO BMeyvatnieHns, Kak 3710."% At first glance, amid the tur-
moil of those years, this reaction may seem surprising. Yet, as he
explained in his Dnevnik politika, what was at stake was the defini-
tive association of Jews with Bolshevism:

[...] BcA 3Ta 3aTeA rpo3UT 4EMOHCTPATUBHO CBA3aTb €BPENCTBO, 1 PycCKoe
1 MeXAYyHapoAHoe, C KOMMYHUCTNYECKON BNACTbIO, XXryye HEHaBUCTHOW AnA
BCEro, YTO eCTb XKUBOTO, HAaLMOHAaIbHOTO U yBaxatLuero cebsa B Poccun n ABHO
Bpa)kiebHO BEKOBOMY YKnajy eBpeincko LuBmnmsauum soobuje. IToT Hes-
YMHbI M1aH FPO3UT OKOHYATE/IbHO HANOXMUTb Ha KOMMYHUCTUYECKYIO BNacTb
€BPeNCKOe, a Ha eBPeiCTBO — KOMMYHUCTNYECKOE Knenmo.*°

The project, for which Soviet Jews were seeking the support
of Western Jews, was framed not simply as “Jewish colonization
in Russia” but as “Jewish colonization of Russia.”

When the first reports about the project began circulating
from Soviet Russia in 1924, Novoe Vremya closely followed the
unfolding events. The project was quickly portrayed as a promi-
nent example of Jewish influence within the Soviet regime, stat-
ing: “NpoekT 06pa3oBaHNs eBPeNCKo aBTOHOMHOW pecnybnnku
Ha YepHomMopckom nobepexbe ABASETCA Hambornee APKAM
NPUMEpPOM COBPEMEHHOIO eBpelckoro 3acunbsa B Poccun.” This
framing was further reinforced by Professor Lokot's®' argument
that the true aim of the revolution was not equality for Jews, but
the seizure of fertile land around the Black Sea. Lokot’ suggested
that the creation of “Jewish settlement cells” across Russia repre-
sented an internal conquest: “coBeTckas BNacTb 3HAET, UTO AeNaeT,
BKpanimBas BClOAY €BPENCKMe rHe3aa B PyCCKoe HaceNieHune. 1o
y>Ke — 6oee NPoYHOE, BHYTPEeHHEE 3aBOEBAHME PYCCKOro Hapoaa
eBperictBom.”? This portrayal of the Jewish colonization project
shifted into a conspiratorial narrative, suggesting that Jewish Bol-

% See K.Yu. Mogarichev, Nash novyy sovetskiy Sion: proekty i popytki sozdaniya evreyskoy natsional no-territori-
al'noy edinitsy v Krymu (1920—1940—e gg.), 000 Antikva, Simferopol 2021; F. Kandel, Kniga vremen i sobytiy 3.
Istoriya evreev Sovetskogo Soyuza (1917-1939), Mosty kul'tury, Jerusalem — Moscow 2002, p. 212 et seq.

2 P Struve, “Dnevnik politika. Proekt evreyskoy kolonizatsii Rossii”, Vozrozhdenie, 1925, no 145, (October 25).

3 |bidem.

31 T.V. Lokot' (1869—-1942) — an agronomist, politician and publicist, one of the leading authors of the mon-
archist newspaper.

32 T. Lokot’, “Evreyskaya kolonizatsiya Rossii”, Novoe Vremya, 1925, no 1257, (July 10).
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sheviks were using communism as a cover to advance a global
Jewish conquest. Novoe Vremya provocatively asked, “Where does
the Jewish Bolshevik end, and where does the Jewish anti-Bolshe-
vik begin?"33

By the autumn of 1925, the debate surrounding the coloniza-
tion project had expanded beyond both Jewish and anti-Semitic
factions. A key moment came on September 13, 1925, when the
Joint Distribution Committee held a conference in Philadelphia
to discuss, among other things, the fundraising efforts for the
Jewish agricultural colonies in Soviet Russia. The news caused
a stir among Russian émigré communities in Europe, prompting
two letters to the board of Vozrozhdenie* which were discussed
in a subsequent editorial. The latter argued that the settlement
of people from different cultural, religious, and linguistic back-
grounds in a context of land shortages was utter folly and posed
serious dangers to the colonists. It acknowledged the distinction
between Bolshevik Jews (whom it referred to as “de-Judaized”,
o6e3beBpeeHHble) and non-Bolshevik Jews, and interpreted the
project as a Soviet attempt to regain the support of world Jewry
at the expense of Russian Jews.

The next day, Kirill Zaytsev, a future archimandrite close
to Struve, expanded on the previous arguments. While reject-
ing the idea of a Jewish-Masonic-Germanic conspiracy, Zaytsev
acknowledged the growing influence of Jews after the collapse
of the Russian Empire, referring to it as “overpower” or “domi-
nance” (3acunbe). He distanced himself from the term, often used
in anti-Semitic rhetoric, but nonetheless acknowledged the phe-
nomenon, while rejecting it as a valid basis for Russo-Jewish rela-
tions. Until then, he claimed, Jews had maintained a neutral stance
towards Bolshevism. However, the proposed colonization marked
a decisive shift in the political landscape, and non-communist
Jewry'’s failure to distance itself from communism would blur the
lines between “good” and “bad” Jews, undermining Russo-Jewish
relations:

3TO NOANMHHO POKOBOW BOMPOC AnA cyne® eBpencTBa, B €ro B3aumooT-
HOLIEHNWN C HauWoHanbHoW Poccren. Hap HUM JOMmXeH 3afymMaTbCa Kaxapbli
eBpeli-HEKOMMYHUCT. Hafi HUM [omKeH 0CO6eHHO 3a[lyMaTbCA BCAKUI eBpeN,
KOTOpbIN cunTaeT cebsa pycckmm. HaumoHanbHas Poccusa Bnpase XAaaTb OT €B-
peiicTBa pelunTenbHON peakumn B ero CO6CTBEHHON Cpeae NPOTUB NOA0GHON
pelnTenbHON CTaBKM Ha PyCCKUX 60sblueBrKOB.>

3 “Evreyskaya respublika”, Novoe Vremya, 1924, no 858, (March 6).
3 “Pis'ma i otkliki chitateley. Evreyskaya kolonizatsiya v Rossii", Vozrozhdenie, 1925, no 141, (October 21).
% |bidem.
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While strongly affirming the right of Jews to land, even Pos-
lednie Novosti — which had dismissed each of the opposing argu-
ments — ultimately condemned the project because it was fuelling
interethnic hostilities.

The last major intervention on the issue came from A. Amfite-
atrov, a typical example of the “repentant liberal”*’, who dedicated
two articles to the matter under his “Listki” column in Vozrozhde-
nie. In these writings, he recast the colonization project as “Jewish
immigration from America”, thereby distorting the nature of the
issue: it now appeared to be an immigration from abroad, which
was at best a marginal consequence of a project primarily involv-
ing Soviet Jews and, if not entirely non-existent, played only a mi-
nor role. Because of this reframing, Amfiteatrov did not even ad-
dress the issue of land rights, presenting it instead as an outright
act of usurpation. He compared it to the conquest of the Promised
Land. The use of biblical imagery reinforced the idea of a conti-
nuity in the Jewish character over time, while the involvement
of American Jews emphasized spatial continuity, and consequent-
ly, the assimilation of Bolshevik Jews to anti-Bolshevik Jews. The
discussion thus was reduced to the sole issue of anti-Semitism:

“N60o, CoBEPLLUEHHO ACHO, YTO MHOFO pe3ynbTaTa, KPOME BOJIHbI
NMOrpoMOB, €BpPeNCKas MMMUTpaLmsa B IOXHO-pPyccKre obnactu
umeTb He MoxeT.”® The affair brought to Amfiteatrov’s mind the
statement of the anti-Semite Glinka-Yanchevskiy who, during
the Beilis trial, had claimed that “Jews long for pogroms.” Even
though the writer had initially dismissed the theory as absurd
and senseless, by 1925 it appeared far more plausible, prompting
him to wonder whether the anti-Semite might have been right:

“Heyxenun xe MuHKa-AHYeBCKNI OblN MeHee AWK U HenpaB, YeMm
HaM Ka3anocb, W, AeNCTBUTENIbHO, BOAUTCA B €BPENCTBE TaKoW
CTPaHHbIV €BPEN, KOTOPbIN «JIIOOUT, UTOObI €ro rPOMUIN»?!"3°

Despite Amfiteatrov’s rejection of anti-Semitism, his arguments
subtly embraced xenophobic rhetoric, portraying Jews as a mon-
olithic and alien presence. Even if some Jewish representatives
recognized the danger, Amfiteatrov argued that the actions of the
Bolsheviks (among which he cited only Jewish names) had made
the Jewish people “suspect of Bolshevism.”

% “Evreyskaya zemledel'cheskaya kolonizatsiya v Rossii", Poslednie Novosti, 1925, no 1699, (November 6).

5 For an explanation from the author himself regarding his political evolution, which led him to become
asupporter of Prince Nikolay Nikolaevich, see the article “Koe-chto koe-komu”, Vozrozhdenie, 1925, n0 122,
(October 2).

38 A. Amfiteatrov, “Listki”, Vozrozhdenie, no 176, 1925, (November 25).

" |bidem.
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In fact, the numerous interventions by Russian Jews* (which we
have set aside here) almost unanimously condemned the project.
In particular, Zionists were fiercely opposed*, with one of them
even coining the phrase: “Ce n'est pas la Crimée, c'est le crime!™?
Nevertheless, this affair had sown doubt in many (if not defini-
tively confirmed) about the impossibility of drawing a clear line
between Bolshevik and anti-Bolshevik Jews, a differentiation that
was crucial to “include” this minority in Russia Abroad.*

In any case, with no influence over events back home, the dis-
cussion gradually faded, and the press noted a slow abandonment
of the idea by the Soviet authorities.**

An Analogy Between Two Diasporas?

The emergence of a perceived parallelism between the Russian
and Jewish diasporas offers a revealing insight into how reflec-
tions on Jewish solidarity were deeply intertwined with processes
of Russian self-definition. As noted, “pycckne ammrpaHTbl OXOTHO
(n He cOBCEM KOPPEKTHO) CpaBHMBaIOT cebsl ¢ aeTbmu M3pauns,
COXpaHVBLIMMY POAUHY B camux cebe.” The diasporic condition

0 See . Fisher, “Evreyskaya natsional’naya problema v Sov. Rossii", Evreyskaya tribuna, 1924, no 182, (March

17); B. Brutskus, “Sovetskoe protektorstvo i evrei”, Rul’, 1924, no 1199, (November 11); G. Sliozberg,

“K voprosu o t.n. ‘evreyskoy kolonizatsii’. Pis'mo v redaktsiyu”, Vozrozhdenie, 1925, no 150, (October 30);
D. Pasmanik, “Bol'noy vopros”, Vozrozhdenie, 1925, no 168, (November 17); S. Polyakov-Litovtsev, “Evr.
Kolonizatsiya i russkie natsionalisty. Otvet ‘Vozrozhdeniyu", Poslednie Novosti, 1925, no 1699, (Novem-
ber 6); M. Benediktov, “Evreyskaya kolonizatsiya v SSR”, Poslednie Novosti, 1925, no 1699, (November 6);
Otechestvennoe ob’edinenie russkikh evreev zagranitsey, Zapiska o proektakh kolonizatsii evreyami zemel’
v Rossii, Berlin, 1926.

“" As noted by J. Dekel-Chen, the concern of Western Zionists was primarily triggered by the incomparably
larger scale of land that the Soviet Union could allocate to the Jews: “Mexay 1924 n Hayanom 1930-x rr.
COBETCKOE MPABMUTENBCTBO TOMbKO B [pUUepHOMOPbE BbIAENINO MOA eBPEViCKYH0 KONOHM3aLMI0 MoLLa-
AV, MOYTU B YeTbIpe pa3a NpeBbILIABLLNE Te, KOTOPbIMY pacrionaran EBpeiickuii HaLnoHanbHblil GoHA
ANA CENbCKOX03AMCTBEHHDIX HYX/ HA MOMEHT NPOBO3INalLeHA rocyAapcTea M3pannb B 1948 1. Jlaxe
6e3 yuéTa pa3roBopoB o eBpeiickoii pecnybnike B Kpbimy, KOTOpble LMPKYAMPOBANK cpesiln eBpeiickix
3nuT B Poccum 1 ManecTuHe, pasmepbl NPUTOAHOI 3eMN M APYTUX PeCYPCOB ANA KOMOHM3ALMM B CO-
BETCKOi Poccum JlaBany 0CTaTouHo 0CHOBaHMiA ANA GecrioKoicTBa CMOHNCTCKUM NAepam Ha 3anage”
(). Dekel-Chen, “Agrarnaya kolonizatsiya: na peresechenii vnutrenney revolyutsionnosti i vneshney
preemstvennosti”, in 0. Budnitskiy, ed., Mirovoy krizis 1914—1920 godov i sud’ba vostochnoevropeyskogo
evreystva, Rosspen, Moscow 2005, pp. 410-425: 413).

“ Usyshkin, president of the Jewish National Fund Keren Kayemet, in “Evreyskaya kolonizatsiya Rossii. An-
keta sredi evreev”, Vozrozhdenie, 1926, no 250, (February 7).

# The 1921 S"ezd natsional'nogo ob"edineniya had already exposed a major contradiction: defining émigrés
belonging through loyalty to the White Army excluded the Jewish population from the national discourse
of the diaspora, in light of the anti-Jewish violence committed by White forces during the Civil War.

# VLT [S.0. Portugejs], “Kom zemli”, Poslednie Novosti, 1929, no 2883, (February 12).

# @, Nivat, “Trinadtsatoe koleno”, in G. Nivat, Vozvrashcheniev Evropu. Stat'i o russkoy literature, E. E. Lyamina,
trans., Vysshaya shkola, Moscow 1999, p. 174.
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had triggered a perceived analogy between the Russian diaspora
and the ‘archetypal’ Jewish diaspora.

Struve’s biographer, Richard Pipes, concurs with the existence
of this analogy in Struve’s perception, though he considers it fun-
damentally inaccurate (as does Nivat), due to the absence of uni-
versalism in Russian culture that had allowed the Jewish diaspora
to maintain distinct cultural traits over the centuries. Regarding
Struve, however, Pipes states: “although he himself did not use the
analogy, it is difficult to escape the impression that he viewed the
Bolshevik power seizure as the Russian equivalent of the destruc-
tion of the Temple, and the dispersal abroad of Russians as a coun-
terpart of the Jewish exile."®

This parallelism can be found in various interventions through-
out the decade. In 1924, after watching a propaganda film about
colonization in Palestine, Osorgin observed:

Befb A HMKorAa He Mory 3abbiTb, UTO Hac, PycCcKMX, NocTurna cyabba espeii-
CTBa: KaK OHO, Mbl paccesHbl Mo BCeii 3emie, Kak OHO — FOHUMbI U NPYPaBHEHbI
K “Hu3LWen pace”, ecnm He NPAMO HEHaBMCTHOW, TO BO BCAKOM Cllyyae KpaliHe
HajoeBLUe, HaMO3oNMBLLEN BCceM rnasa pace. [...] Kak Hekorga eBpesam, Tak
1 HaMm Tenepb OTBEAEHbl YepTbl OCEASIOCTH, 3a MpeAenaMm KOTOpbIX HauMHa-
€TCA YHV3MTENbHbIN pa3roBop o nacnoprax, 6e3nofnaHcTBe, Br3ax 1 NpaBax
XuTenbcTBa. Kak 1y HuX — y Hac ecTb cBol MeyTaemblin CroH — Poccna. ¥’

The future Russia, envisioned by the émigrés, was even more
chimerical than a Jewish state. Hence the author’s envy towards
the Jews: “3aBNCTb K Nl0AAM, MMetOLWMM OyaylLee Uv BEPYIOLLUM
B HErO U, KOHEYHO, pafy Yero Tpyaawmmca.”?

The Russian-Jewish poet Dovid Knut, in an essay on the Rus-
sian Montparnasse, underscoring the unreal nature of the exilic
world for émigrés, revived this analogy and quoted a line from
the famous writer Leonid Andreev: “Pycckne caenanucb eBpeamm
EBponbl.™?

According to the Jewish publicist I. Vasilevskiy, who wrote for
Evreyskaya tribuna under the pseudonym Ne-Bukva, this parallel-
ism — which he himself considered entirely valid — also prompted
Professor A. Pilenko to propose the establishment of a “Russian
Zionism” for the émigrés.*° It is worth noting that there was even

“ R. Pipes, Struve, Liberal on the Right, 1905-1944, Harvard University Press, Cambridge — Massachusetts
and London 1980, p. 337.

M. Osorgin, “Dva Siona”, Evreyskaya tribuna, 1924, no 188, (June 26), pp. 1-2:1.

“ Ibidem, p. 2.

“D. Knut, Russkiy Monparnas vo Frantsii, in 1d., Sobranie sochineniy v 2-kh tomakh, V.. Khazan, ed., Evreyskiy
Universitet, Jerusalem 19971998, t. 1, pp. 259-262: 261.

50 |.M. Vasilevskiy (Ne-Bukva), Istoricheskiy opyt, Evreyskaya Tribuna, 1921, n. 55, pp. 1-2.
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a concrete project to create a “Russian national home” in Para-
guay, although it was ultimately doomed to failure.”” The pro-
ject was mentioned in an article in Novoe vremya by A. Rennikov,
who dreamed of creating a “state of our own.”? On the other
hand, he dedicated a feuilleton to refuting the analogy, where
he emphasized the stark contrast between the two cases. Jewish
dispersion, he argued, was a “poison” that had entered the veins
of nations, whereas the Russian diaspora, by contrast, was an an-
tidote - an essential force in the struggle between material and
spiritual values.®

The most explicit comparison between Russian and Jewish ex-
ile was made by A. Amfiteatrov. As noted earlier, he was among
those who, following the 1917 revolutions, radically revised their
political positions, embarking on a path of “repentance” and re-
jection of previous socialist beliefs, as demonstrated by his sup-
port for the Bratstvo Russkoj Pravdy.>* His collaboration with Novoe
vremya, dating back to 1928 with the publication of a short essay
entitled Tserkov’iemigratsiya>, is in itself significant for the writer’s
evolution and is further clarified in an introductory note included
in the brochure reprint of the same text which reads: “Uckynan
CBOW rpexu nepeq aopeBonounoHHon Poccren, A. AmduTteatpos
BblCKa3aJicAa no LepKoOBHOMY BOMpPOCY, n3obnnyas npucnewHnNKoB
Coto3a CoseTckux CoymanmcTmyeckmx Pecny6nmk.”s

In his 1929 appeal Stena placha, stena nerushimaya®’, Amfite-
atrov compared the impotent silence of Russia Abroad, following
the destruction of the Iverskaya chapel in Moscow, to the Jewish
mobilization to defend access to the Western Wall. In his plea, he
asked: “OTuero mbl Takasa apsiHb?” and invoked the transformation
of Russian émigrés into Jews: “lNpown3sseanTe Hac B Xugbl!”

This provocative invocation was framed within the broader
discourse on Jewish solidarity. In fact, what Amfiteatrov claimed
(along with many others) was the necessity of an active and unit-
ed - solid - political centre for emigration, without which it could
not aspire to political relevance:

51 SeeN. Gladysheva, General Beljaeviproekt “Russkiy ochag”v Paragvae, (https://rusk.ru/st.php?idar=10113).

52 A. Rennikov, “Malen’kiy fel'eton. Svoe gosudarstvo”, Novoe Vremya, 1924, no 923, (May 24).

% A. Rennikov, “Malen’kiy fel'eton. Dva Rasseyaniya”, Novoe Vremya, 1923, no 622, (May 25).

5 See W. Coudenys, Activisme politique et militaire dans émigration russe: réalité ou sujet littéraire? A propos du
"Bratstvo Russkoj Pravdy" aprés sa disparition, (http://russie-europe.ens-lyon.fr/IMG/pdf/coudenys.pdf).

% A. Amfiteatrov, “Tserkov' i emigratsiya”, Novoe Vremya, 1928, nn. 2202-03, (September 6-7).

% A. Amfiteatrov, “Tserkov' i emigratsiya”, n.p., n.d., p. 2.

5 Initially published on the pages of Novoe Vremya in 1929, between September 20 and October 9, it was

later released as an independent publication in two different editions.
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be3 [nonntnyeckoro geatenbHOro ueHTpal Henb3s. MNoka 3Toro HeT amurpa-
uma [...] HUKyaa He rogutca. Korga a npuBoXKy B NpUmepe ycneluHble NoanTu-
yecKme fOCTUXKEHVA eBpeeB, CJIblLly HaVBHO YrpAMble BO3paXKkeHus: elle 6bi! Y
eBpeeB CONMAAPHOCTb, XMAOBCKMNI Karan, cnbixann? 1o wryka!

According to the author, the conspiracy theories about the
Great Kahal were merely projections triggered by the awareness
that a diaspora needed strong leadership to achieve its goals. As
Shul’gin showed, in fact: “[...] Benmkoro Karana HeT, HO Kaxkpoe
eBpencKoe npegnpuaTe NpeacTaBiseT cobol ManeHbKui Karasn
(310 OUEHb XOPOLWO, BEPHO 11 06Pa3HO BbIABWI B CBOEN N3BECTHOM
kHure Wynbrun) [...]"8 This capacity for coordinated mobilization
provoked Amfiteatrov’s envy, leading him to exclaim:

[...] B apame “CreHbl [nauya” 3aBUHbI MHe eBpen, Kak TaKoBble, CaMu No cebe.
He B TOM, UTO UM

COUYBCTBYIOT, @ B TOM, KaK OHU 3aCTaBnAOT cebe COUyBCTBOBATb.

JTakme xe monogubl! EnBa nponeTtena nepsas pagno-Tenierpamma: “Hawmx
obuxatoT!” — BeCb €BPENCKNI HAapOA HACTOPOXWUICA U NPULWEN B CMATEHME.
Mponetena paguo-Tenerpamma: “Hawmx 6bioT!” 1 8ca espelickas duacnopa
OWeMmUHUAcCk, KaK MUJIZIUOH paccepxxeHHbix OuKobpaszos, n notpebosana ot Es-
ponbl yaoBneTBopeHus. He npocuna, a iMeHHo TpeboBana, — n EBpona, opo-
6€eB, N3BUHUTESIbHO LWAPKHYA HOXKON.>

Itis evident that some elements of anti-Semitic ideology took root
in Amfiteatrov’s narrative. The use of the term “Yids” (kuabl) was
the first clear indication in this regard, as Amfiteatrov himself had
argued a year earlier.®® Furthermore, the concept of “Jewish capi-
tal” emerged. However, it is difficult to label Stena placha - and, by
extension, Amfiteatrov — as definitively anti-Semitic. The exposition
lacked an explicit identification between Bolshevism and Judaism,
and while the idea of the unity and strength of the latter provoked
envy, as we have seen, it seemingly did not incite hatred or calls
for discrimination. D. Filosofov, one of the few to publicly respond
to Amfiteatrov’s writing, referred to the author as “almost anti-Se-
mitic” (4yTb N He aHTUCeMMTOM).' As the very concept behind this
pamphlet shows, the central element was the Jewish solidarity dis-

58 A. Amfiteatrov, “Stena placha, stena nerushimaya”, Novoe Vremya, 1929, no 2527 (October 2), then

continued: “ficHas LOroBOpeHHOCTb 061Leil NMHUK BpYYaeT yNoNHOMOUEHHOIA Fpynne 6e30roBopoyHoe
[IBUXEHNE B JAHHOM HanpaBneHu Ha U3BECTHbIN CPOK. M TOT, KTO MbITaeTcA BCTaBAATb NaNKM B Koneca
YNONHOMOYEHHOI FpynMbl, PaCCMATPUBAETCA, Kk BPar [....] U KaK pa3pyLunTenb ConuaapHocTy”.

A. Amfiteatrov, “Stena placha, stena nerushimaya”, Novoe Vremya, 1929, no 2527, (October 2).

A. Amfiteatrov, “Ellenizm i iudaizm”, Vozrozhdenie, 1928, no 1049, (April 16): “[...] TepMUH «KMBOBCTBa»
[...] B pycckom A3bIKe cAenancs pyraTeNbHbIM U, Cef0BaTeNbHO, HeBO3MOXKHBIM K yNOTpebneHuto uha-
Ue, KaK B OTKPOBEHHO aHTICEMUTCKOM NamdneTe unu gucnyte.”

¢ D, Filosofov, “Ston”, Za Svobodu, 1929, no 255, (2888), (September 26).
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cussed earlier, which fulfilled the role usually associated with con-
spiracy theories, portraying a unified and cohesive Jewish people.

Amfiteatrov’s writing, partly because of the platform on which
it was published and partly because of its “sensitive” subject mat-
ter, was largely ignored in the press, yet, it still resonated signifi-
cantly, as the author himself recounts:

MonuaHuve neyaty He Nomellano N3[aHNIo GbICTPO Pa3ONTUCL 1 HANTU LIN-
POKMI U FPOMKUI OTKAMK B SMUTpaLnu, He NpekpaLiaowninca n nocenyac. Cro
ceMblecAT BOCeMb nucem npuHecna mHe “CreHa lNnaya u CreHa Hepylwmmasa”.
B Tom uncne nuwb TpMHaALUATb OTPULIAKT OCHOBATENbHOCTb MOEro HeBECENO-
ro B3rnsAAa Ha 6ecTonkoBoe Halue 3apybexxHoe XUTbe-6biTbe.®

The comparison with the Jewish diaspora, which in the 1920s
seemed to provoke mostly envy, could raise more troubling ques-
tions as the exile continued. Struve, regarding the Jewish diaspora,
wrote that as the integration into host societies increased, a new
phase began, which he called “enspora.” This phase was marked
by the emergence of new allegiances with the outgroup that
were at the core of what he termed the pa3naratowwii xapaktep
(the corrosive character) of a significant part of the Jewish people.
What, then, would happen to the Russian diaspora as the exilic
condition endured?

In the mid-1930s, in a changed context marked by the rise of Nazi
racism, Nikolay Trubetskoy, taking up Struve’s reflection in the text
“About racism”, would articulate too the idea that the “corrosive”
nature of a part of Judaism was a result of the diasporic condition
itself, and that it also manifested in the new generations of Rus-
sian émigrés. The Russian diaspora, unlike the Jewish one, how-
ever, did not experience the external pressure that kept Jews (for
the most part) separated from host societies and would, therefore,
more easily dissolve within them.%* The opposition seemed to be

between solidarity and dissolution.

62 A, Amfiteatrov, “Ot avtora”, in Stena placha, stena nerushimaya, Soyuz russkikh patriotov, Bruxelles, 1931
(page numbers are not indicated).

& P. Struve, “Iznutri. Zamechatel'naya kniga ob evreyskom voprose”, Russkaya Mysl, 1923-24, n. IX-XII,
pp. 456—467.

& N. Trubetskoy, “O rasizme”, in N.S. Trubetzkay's Letters and Notes, R. Jakobson, ed., Mouton, Berlin — New
York, Amsterdam 1985, pp. 467—-474: 469 et seq.
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Conclusion

The picture emerging from the debates in the émigré press dur-
ing the 1920s reveals growing difficulties in integrating the Jewish
component into the anti-Bolshevik Russian diaspora. Alongside the
explicit narrative asserting a link between Judaism and Bolshevism,
a subtler view takes shape, which envisions a deep internal cohe-
sion of the Jewish people. The idea of a specific solidarity under-
mines the distinction between Bolshevik and non-Bolshevik Jews,
thus calling into question their loyalty to the cause of Russia Abroad.

This idea is received fragmentarily by the émigrés, but it seems
to gain ground even within the liberal front which, troubled by
its own internal reflections, questions who should be part of the
diaspora and of the future Russia. The multiple identities of Jews
become increasingly problematic against the backdrop of the cri-
sis of the imperial multi-ethnic approach.

Complicating the picture further, the parallel that emerges be-
tween the condition of Jews and that of the Russians - now also

“on the rivers of Babylon” - could raise new questions. Is Jewish
solidarity intrinsic to the people itself, or is it a characteristic tied
to the exilic condition? How are diasporic multiple identities
manageable? It is difficult to say to what extent the émigrés were
aware of the implications of this comparison. At first, it may have
expressed an aspiration to “their own Zionism” and to a united an-
ti-Bolshevik front, but over time it could lead to more troubling
reflections on the future of Russia Abroad itself.

The growing hostility towards Jews in the émigré community
appears to be the result of an interplay between suspicion and
envy, between the idea that Jews are a corrosive element - both
to themselves and to others — and the aspiration “to be trans-
formed into Yids.” A possible key to understanding this nuanced
complexity of needs and sentiments could come from Langmuir’s
perspective. As his analysis of xenophobia suggests, such hostility
is often linked to identity struggles:

[Xenophobic assertions and action], of much greater importance for the
maintenance of social identity and cohesion, [...] can function to inhibit
awareness of those elements of the menace whose recognition would weaken
belief in the values and unity of the ingroup and undermine the self-esteem
of its members [...]. Obsessive focusing on very partial, but manipulable and
external, components of the menace distracts attention from more intimate-
ly threatening aspects, from weakness of ingroup organization and similarly
menacing conduct of its own members.%

% Langmuir, op. cit., p. 332-333.
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When viewed in light of his analysis, the growing suspicion to-
wards Jews appears as a reflection of a deeper identity conflict
and as the outcome of a complex interplay of projections and
anxieties about émigrés’ own identities. Their struggles to forge
a cohesive national identity, weakened by exile and defeat, fueled
distorted perceptions of Jews.
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