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Jewish Culture and Autonomy in Inter-Revolutionary St. Petersburg
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Here stands the old apple tree in its garden dear;
Here the willow by the stream, in its babbling hiss
| hear the echo of my first kiss

Of first rhythms, - the powers to appearE

Past trails auger a finger of imagination

Outlining them, like a living chronicle

And strong saplings grow in every direction

Buzzing as joy, and light, and dark encounter together all.

Oh, who will replace us old friend?

In the clear morning, and in the dark hour of stormy tryst
About what do they rustle, our saplings around

Bringing which fruit and awaiting what happiness?

We, the old roots, crowded together in darkened gloom
We lived it all; what a cluster of days

Our strength we give to you, our youth you now assume
Grow tall my dears, and blossom under godly rays!...

Have they yet grown strong enough on their still young roots?
Oh, leaves of June! In fog and frost
We nurtured your rise in torment and tears,
And yet appearing to us strange and dark your noise isost!..
Semyon Frug, OSaplingsO (for S. M. Dubnov), 1909
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In the public and scholarlyimagination,the Jewishrejectionof the integrative
pathin Russia(or its rejectionof the Jews)led to the developmenbf Zionism, Jewish
forms of socialism, and various combinationsof the two. Yet crucial to fully
understandinghe politicization of RussianJewry,onemustview this processwithin the
contextof the emergencef other nationalmovementdn the Russianempire,andthe
expectatiorof the empireOsnpendingconstitutionalor revolutionaryreconfiguration.
Leading up to the Russianrevolution of 1905-7 different nationalities became
increasinglyvocalin voicing theirdemanddor autonomywithin afederalstatestructure.
Within this context,Jewishpolitical activistssoughtto decouplenationalsovereignty
from territory, in orderto makenationaldemandsequivalentto thoseof the empireOs
other minorities. In doing so, the Jewishdemandfor communaland nationalrights
becamea central componentin both the politicization of RussianJewry and the
development of Jewish national self-consciousness.

The adaptationof the demandsof other nationalgroupsto the non-territorial
situationof the Jewsbecameknown asautonomismandits proponentsasautonomists.
Theissueof JewishautonomyinfusedJewishpolitical debateduring the revolution of
1905-7,and cameto be adopted,n oneform or another,by Jewishpartiesacrossthe
political spectrumThoughautonomism@sundingpolitical theorist,the historianSimon
Dubnov (1860-1941),crafted a platform and political party (the Folkspartey or,
EvreiskaiaNarodnaiaPartiia) calling for anovertly nationalistandsociopoliticalform of
Jewishautonomyin the territoriesof the Russianempire,contemporaryunderstandings
of Jewish autonomy ranged from limited demandsfor Jewish communal self-

governmentgcultural, and educationalautonomy,to maximalistdemanddor a Jewish



nationalassemblyanda ministerfor Jewishaffairsin the governmentDifferent parties
andindividualsincorporatedautonomismnto their ideologiesfor varying purposesto
aid the classstruggle,asa stop-gapmeasuren theroadto Jewishstatehoodn Palestine,
or asameansf finding ananswerto the Jewishnationalquestionin the placewherethe
majority of world Jewry lived. In the wake of the failed revolution of 1905-7,the
differencesof opinionbetweerthe variousJewishpartiesandfactionsremainedvast,but
discussionof Ocommunity@nd the OnationaldeaOservedas a commonground for
debateTheestablishmenof newliterary, cultural,andcommunalorganizationseflected
a new spirit of cooperativeefforts to build the foundationof Jewishautonomyvia
whatevermeansgrantedby the state.Most importantly, however,inter-revolutionary
autonomisiprojectscameto reston the belief amonghighly russifiedJewishintellectuals

that autonomy should be constructed as a bulwark against the pressures of assimilation.

Culture and Autonomy in Theory

The revolutionary period between1905 and 1907 witnessedthe wide-scale
politicization of RussianJewry. It wasalso,howeverbrief, a period of relative Jewish
political cooperationin the monthsprecedinghe revolution,liberals,Zionists,moderate
socialists,and autonomistformedthe Union for the Attainmentof Full Rightsfor the
Jewsin Russia,andthoughits deliberationswere often stormy, the Union playedan
importantrole in organizingthe Jewishelectoratefor the first popularelectionsin
Russian history. In addition to aiding in the election of a number of Jewish
representativeso the First Duma, the Union was also a forum for Jewishpolitical

activistsandaspirantdo debatethe specificsandgeneralitieof Jewishdemandgrom the



RussiangovernmentUnexpectedy the non-nationalistiberalswho initiated the Union
as a meansto participatein the RussianUnion of Unions and generalliberation
movementthe UnionOgroceedingsvereconsumedy nationalist-orientedebatesibout
the necessityof a JewishNationalAssembly,andwhetherelectedJewishDumamembers
shouldform a nationalfaction. While the membersof the Union foughtbitterly overthe
specificsof Jewishautonomy,mosthadcometo accepta minimum programfor Jewish
civil rights and nationalrecognitionin the Russianempirebasedoosely on DubnovOs
writings on Jewishautonomism.Although the Marxist partiesb the Bund and the
socialist Zionist factions ® boycottedthe Obourgeoisolitics of the Union, certain
discontentednembersof both groupslooked for inspirationin the Austrian-Marxist
writings of Rudolf Springerand Otto Bauer, as well as the autonomisttheoriesof
Dubnov. Thus, all Jewish political and ideological groupings during the first
revolutionaryperiod either advocatedor cameto understandhe political necessityof
embracing the demand for Jewish national rights in Russia.

Almost as quickly asthe revolutionopenedthe door to the possibility of some
form of representativegovernmentthat door was quickly closed.The government
narrowedthe electoralfranchisefor the electionsto the Third Duma, resultingin the
electionof only two Jewishmembers Furthermore StolypinOsoup usheredn an era
which mixed political repressionwith the maintenancef certainfreedomsgrantedin
1905,suchasfreedomof speecrandassemblyalbeitcurtailed).In the yearsof the Third
Duma, the Russiangovernmenivaswilling to allow the empireOsationalminoritiesto
establishnew nationalist-orienteatultural institutions,a policy reverseddramaticallyin

1911. As such,governmentattitudes,especiallybetween1908 and 1911, led to the



strengtheningf minority nationalismeverywherean the empire.In the caseof the Jews,
inter-revolutionarySt. Petersburgpecamea time and placefor intensepolitical debate
andcultural productivity, propellingthe forcesof Jewishnationalismandautonomism.
Therevolutionmight haveended but St. Petersburgemainedoopulatedoy manyJewish
political activistswho hadreturnedfrom exile or movedfrom otherpartsof the empire,
anddespitecontinuedresidentiarestrictionson Jews St. Petersburdpecamehe empireOs
primary center of Jewish political activity.

Debatingthe parameterf the RussianJewishOcommunity@nd how sucha
communityshouldgovernitself becamea centralissuefor Jewishintellectualsin the
inter-revolutionaryperiod(1907-1917) A numberof internalandexternalfactorsfueled
this debate Externally, the RussiangovernmentQsttemptsat reformsrevolvedaround
different aspectsof the collective rights of its subjects,and thereforethe urgencyof
establishingspecifically Jewishdemandsnever disappearedGovernmentefforts to
introducezemstvainto the westernprovinces,officially recognizethe rights of certain
religiousminorities,andcurb the autonomyof worrying minoritiessuchasthe Finns,all
ensuredhatJewswould continueto debatethelegal definition anddemand®f their own
community.Furthermore as Russianintellectualsbecamembuedwith a new senseof
obshchestvennostér social responsibility, Jewish intellectuals similarly became
increasinglyinvolved in communalpolitics, and soughtto expandexistingcommunal

organizationsto take on greaterautonomougesponsibilitieswithin the community?

2 The idea that Jewish autonomists were influenced by Russian notioimshohestvennosadd
samoupravleniéself-government) is a central concept developed elsewhere in the book manuscript. While
obshchestvennogt@s no English equivalent, recent scholarship has suggested the word Oconnoted an
Oeducated societyO whose sense of identity rested on a keen perception that the Russian OnationQ differed
from the Russian OstateQ; that is, RussiaOs future depended on achieving a proper and harmonious balance
between autonomous social initiative and state power.O The term evolved, and by the nineteenth century
obshchestvennosi@s understood as having two components; it described both the educated and politically



Internally, the debateover Jewishautonomyand communityin the inter-revolutionary
period both reflectedand exacerbate@xisting divisions, not the leastbetweensecular
andreligious definitions of the Jewishcommunity,and betweenYiddishistsand their
opponentsAs we will see thelanguageguestionbwhich languageor languagefussian
Jewsshouldadopt,revive, or maintain- becamecentralto both the self-definition of
Jewishintellectualsandhow variousJewishpolitical ideologiesviewedthe future of the
Jews in Russia.

The break-upof the Union for Full Rights, RussianJewryOgirst empire-wide
political organizationwasin effecta multi-party divorce,which seeminglyendedbroad
Jewishpolitical cooperationn Russia,or at least,in its capital, St. PetersburgWith the
very significantexceptionof the Zionists,the political groupsthatformedin the wakeof
the dissolutionof the Union were essentiallycadresof Jewishintellectuals for the most
partliving in the capital,manyof whomwereparticipantan oneof theliberal or socialist
generalRussianpolitical movementsUnsurprisingly,all of the Jewishpolitical groups
usedthe greatempressfreedomgesultingfrom therevolutionof 1905to attackandblame
oneanotherfor the collapseof the Union, andmoregenerally.for the erosionof Jewish
unity. Thusthe Zionists,throughRassvetandthe liberalsthroughSvoboda ravenstvo
attackedone another,and both attackedthe folkists of DubnovOparty. Voskhod the
tribuneof liberal Russiantewryclosedonly weeksbeforethe openingof the First Duma,

and althoughthe editorsintendedto transformthe publicationinto a daily newspaper,

conscious segment of society and the attributes of public-spiritedness and social responsibility. The
professionals who fell outside the estate framework (the Othird elementO) and filled the administrative ranks
of the zemstva and organs of self-administration , exemptitistichestvennosa® it had come to be

understood and helped to institutionalize the idesaafoupravienieSee Samuel D. Kassow, James L.

West, and Edith W. Cloves, Olntroduction: The Problem of the Middle in Late Imperial Russian Society,O

in Between Tsar and People: Educated Society and the Quest for Public Identity in Late Imperial Russia
idemeds. (Princeton, 1991), 3.



ideologicalbickeringsunkthe entire project.As the editorsof Novyivoskhodeflectedin
its first issuein 1910,0athattime we lived undertheinfluenceof disunity:thefracturing
into many parties led to a level of discord between them which broke the outer fimits.O
By 1908, with the revolutionunquestionablyver and RussianJewsfacing new
challengesuchasthe increasedenforcemendf numerusclaususin secondaryandpost-
secondaryeducation,political currentsin the Jewish pressshifted back towards
cooperation A group of Jewishintellectualsbeganto collaborateon founding a new
journal of Jewishliteratureandpolitical commentarythatcameto betitled Evreiskiimir
(JewishWorld). The initiative for the new publicationcamefrom threejournalistsat
Rassvetmostsignificantly Aron PerelOmambut alsoAleksandrBraudo(1864-1924) and
Grigorii Portugalov,who were all unhappywith Rassveteditor Abraham IdelsonOs
combativeapproachto RussianJewish cultural projects? Perel®mathen recruited
Dubnovandothersto join the project. Dubnov,who had beenhopingto createa party
organfor the Folkspartey saw the opportunity to insteadrun what seemedto be a
reincarnationof Voskhodas too attractiveto turn down. The initial editorial team
includedrepresentativefrom all of the factionsthat participatedin the Union for Full
Rights,with DubnovBbwho accordingto his own accountsuggestedhe nameEvreiskii
mir D servingas Chief Editor and SemyonAn-sky headingthe literary section> The
journal, whosefirst issueappearedn Januaryl1909, was particularly concernedwith
discussionof the Jewishnationalidea and the prospectdor Jewishautonomyin the

Russiarempire.The editorssoughtto createan intra-ideologicalforum for debateabout

3 Ozadachi momenta\Ovyi voskhod, 1910 (6 January): 1.

* A. PerelOmanEGreiskii mir (Glava iz vospominanii),@estnik Evreiskogo Universiteta v Mosk&e2
(1998): 228-233.

> Simon DubnovKniga zhizni: Vospominaniia i razmyshleniia, materialy dlia istorii moego vre(&ni
Petersburg, 1998), 296.



Jewishnationalismandautonomy andreceivedcontributionsfrom acrossheideological
spectrumNathanBirnbaum,Mark Ratner,Vladimir Medem,and AvrahamRosin(Ben-
Ader), for instance all representedery different Jewishnationalvisions, respectively
Zionist autonomism,populism, social democracy,and socialist autonomism.The
publication was avowedly non-partisan,and the editors claimed unity only in the
Ostruggléor civil andnationalrightsfor the Jewishpeople.&Most of all, EvreiskiimirOs
foundersconsideredhemselvesn the forefront of the fight againstwhatthey deemed
OJewistassimilationism@ bothits socialistandliberal forms. As Ben-Ader,a founder
of the socialistautonomistVozrozhdenieggroup, statedin Evreiskii mir, OTheres no
doubtthaton the Jewishstreetbat leastin Russiabassimilationisideologyatthe current
time is morally discredited’O

Providing an outlet for discussingthe meaningand implications of Jewish
nationalismand the ideal form of internal communalorganizationcreatedcommon
groundbetweenthe differentideologicalopinionsand united the variousgroupsin the
battle againstassimilation,and for what PerelOmanalled the Onationalizatiomf the
Diaspora.Q.. A. SevandM. L. Trivus-Shmi, liberalsin the Kadet leaderMaksim
VinaverOgewishpolitical group,who only a year ago had savagedDubnov as a neo-
Zionistin their publicationSvoboda ravenstvowererecruitedby PerelOmato sit onthe
editorial board. Now Zionists, socialists,liberals, and folkists all met regularly at
DubnovOspartmentto discussthe issuesof the day. In the close personaldaily
interactionof the Jewishintellectualclassacrosolitical lines, Evreiskiimir asa project

was characteristicof the Jewishintellectual environmentin inter-revolutionarySt.

® perel®man, 231. Idelson attacked the editdsrefskii mirfor what he considered their false non-
partisanship and anti-Zionism. SRassve.909 (8 March). )
" Ben-Ader, OBorOba natsionalOnoi i assimiliatsionnoi idedig#jékii mir3, 1909 (March), 21.



Petersburgwherepolitical opponentsemainedon closepersonatterms® Furthermore,
thoughthe editorsby no meansagreedn therelativequalitativemeritsof variousJewish
literary figures, all agreed(for the time being)on the necessityof a venuein Russiano
publish Jewish literature, reflecting St. PetersburgintellectualsGharedinterestin
translating Jewish literature into Russian.

The editorsof Evreiskii mir clearly soughtto turn autonomisminto a common
ground for Jewish political parties (even the book review section focused upon examining
relevantworks of Bauer,Springer,andthe Zionist theoristDaniil Pasmanik)By creating
a forum for intellectualsto debatethe meaningof Jewishnationality and the ideal
formulationof autonomismthe editorsaccomplishedwo goals:1) theykeptthe question
of Jewishnationalrightsin the political spotlight,and?2) theyincreasedhe public sense
of autonomismOmevitability, leaving only the questionof form unresolved.To
underscorehis point, in 1911 (after Evreiskii mir had closed),the editorspublisheda
separateanthologyof essaysunderthe title Theoreticaland Practical Questionsof
JewishLife. In this book, Jewishpolitical theoristsspanningall political partiesdebated
the meaningof Jewishnationhoodrom a uniquelyRussianJewishperspectivgalthough
not all contributorswere RussianJews).The editors framed this debatewithin the
particular circumstance®f multinational Russia,where unlike WesternEurope,Othe
acknowledgementf a distinct Jewishnationis currentlyarising,as[increasechational
consciousness$ predominannot only amongourselvesbutis alsoappearingn leading
circlesin the peoplesaroundus.® The collectionwasnotablefor its breadthof opinion,

including contributionsfrom the Bundist Vladimir Medem, the left-liberal Grigorii

8 See DubnowKniga zhiznj 300-301. See Trivus-Shmi, OEvreiskaia Narodnaia Gruppab©da i
ravenstva2, 1907 (14 January): 5-6.
° OOt redaktsii,Teoreticheskie i prakticheskie voprosy evreiskoi ztf&niPetersburg, 1911), 4.



Landau,the folkist PerelOmarthe Zionist NathanBirnbaum,andthe fierce anti-Zionist
Joseph Bikerman.

EvreiskiimirOsnitial constructiortook placeduringthe summerandfall of 1908,
simultaneougo the Czernowitzconferenceon the Yiddish languageandits first issue
cameout only weeksafterthe foundingof the JewishLiterary Societyin St. Petersburg.
Consequentlythe Olanguagguestion@epresented significantcomponenbf discussion
in Evreiskii mir. The idea for a conferenceon the Yiddish languagearoseout of
discussionsn New York in 1907 betweenNathan Birnbaum (1864-1937),Chaim
Zhitlovsky (1861-1943) and the Yiddish novelistand playwright Dovid Pinski’® The
three conferenceplanners at PinskiOsnsistencejntendedfor the conferenceo avoid
political issuesand Oresolutionsn behalfof Yiddish,Oandinsteadfocuson creatinga
Opracticahgenda.’h As such,the prospectiveagendamostly contemplatedh discussion
of Yiddish vocabularygrammarandorthographyaswell asthe pressculturalissuesand
the livelihood of Yiddish cultural and literary figur&s.

Only the final item on the prospectiveagendareferredto Orecognitiorfor the
Yiddish language.®® Nonethelessthe goal of raisingthe statureof the Yiddish language
becamethe conferenceQsisondOetre BesidesZhitlovsky and Birnbaum,many of the
famousJewishwritersandintellectualsof the dayattendedi.e.|. L. Peretz SholemAsh,
Moyshe-LeybHalpern,H. D. Nomberg,Avrom Reyzen,Noyekh Prilutski, and Esther

Frumkin). Other invited delegatesvho did not or could not attend,included Sholem

10 See Joshua A. Fishman, OAttracting a Following to High-Culture Functions for a Language of Everyday
Life: The Role of the Tshernovits Language Conference in the ORise of Yiddidhe@ 8ay Die! A
Thousand Years of Yiddish in Jewish Lidlemed. (The Hague, 1981), 369-394.
" Pinski in ibid., 374.
2n translation in Emanuel S. Goldsmitkrchitects of Yiddishism at the Beginning of the Twentieth
gentury: A Study in Jewish Cultural Histoffgutherford, NJ, 1976), 184.
Ibid.



Abramovich(Mendele)and SholemRabinovich(SholemAleichem),who as bilingual
authorsmight havebeenafraid of associatinghemselvesvith a potentiallyanti-Hebraist
conferenceThefact thatonly about40 voting delegatesattendedeflectedthe degreeto
which interestin Yiddish asanythingotherthana popularvernaculamwasstill limited to
a very small circle. Still, the Czernowitzconferencenot only boostedthe efforts of
Yiddish writers strugglingto havetheir work takenseriouslyby a Jewishaudienceit also
tied Yiddish to the issue of Jewish national rights (the location in multinational
Czernowitzwasappropriate)}* IsaacLeib Peretzclearly articulatedthis sentimentwhen
he claimed,OWealreadystandin the ranksbeneathour own flag andin the nameof our
own culturalinterestsE. We proclaimto the world: we area Jewishpeopleand Yiddish
is our language®

It was not clear, evenat the time, exactly what goalsthe delegateshopedto
accomplishfor the future. The greatdebateover the role of Yiddish in Jewishnational
life was resolved,for the purposesof the conference by compromise.In its final
declaration the conferencerecognizedOYiddishas a nationallanguageof the Jewish
people,Ccalling for Oits political, social and cultural rights.& Furthermore,the
conferencegrantedeach participant, Othefreedomto regardthe Hebrew language
accordingto his personaktonvictions.® Naturally, suchdeclarationsreateda backlash,

on theonehand,from thosewho believedYiddish shouldhavebeendeclaredhe Jewish

¥ The conference was held in Czernowitz because of the greater freedom in Austria as compared to the
Russian empire, its convenient location near the border, and most of all, because Nathan BirnbaumOs
students from Vienna who hailed from Czernowitz had convinced him both to move to the city and hold the
event there. See Jess Olson, ONation, Peoplehood and Religion in the Life and Thought of Nathan
Birnbaum,O (Ph.D. diss., Stanford University, 2006), 171-198.

' As cited in GoldsmithArchitects of Yiddishisp193.

18 My emphasis. As cited in Dovid Kat#/ords on Fire: The Unfinished Story of Yidd{stew York,

2004), 268-69.

" Ibid.
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national language,and on the other hand, from Hebraistsunhappywith the very
implication of Yiddish as a Jewish national language at all.
Organizationallynothingcameof the conferencgeventhe original minuteswere
lost). Its most significant product was the formal initiation of the Jewishlanguage
guestionas part of the broadernationalquestion,as clearly expressean the pagesof
Evreiskiimir andin the Jewishpolitical debatesof the inter-revolutionaryperiod. The
factthatmanyof theseintellectualsexperiencedheir conversiornto Yiddishin theliving
roomsof St. Petersbur@ndelsewhereanddebatedhe questionwith oneanotheron the
pagesf the Russiananguagelewishpresswould at first seemironic, butin fact speaks
volumesaboutan importanttransformationoccurringin the Jewishintellectuallife of
inter-revolutionarySt. PetersburgThe youngergeneratiorof Jewishintellectualswasin
the procesof consciouslyrefashioninghemselvedrom essentiallyRussianintellectuals
to a new phenomenonthe Yiddishist intellectual. Of coursethe most well-known
Yiddish literary figuressuchasl. L. PeretzMendele,andSholemAleichem,yearsearlier
took up Yiddish as a literary language But the adoptionof Yiddish as the political
languageof professionalactivistswas a new phenomenonn Russia(thoughit began
earlierin LondonandNew York). EvenChaimZhitlovsky, anearly advocateof political
Yiddishism,wroteall of his political tractsbeforeCzernowitzin Russian Exemplifying
this transitionwere peoplesuchas Nokhem (Nahum) Shtif (1879-1933) who became

engrossedn Yiddish literary studiesin, of all placesthelibrary of the Asiatic Museum

18 Zhitlovsky®s New York acclaim resulted from lectures delivered in Russian on the Yiddish language,
nationalism, and socialism. Yet at the time, this seemed not to matter. As Leon Kobrin wrote, OEven those
who did not understand what he had to say ran to hear him. When he held a lecture in Russian you could
find individuals in the packed hall who did not understand a single word of Russian.O As cited in Tony
Michels, A Fire in Their Hearts: Yiddish Socialists in New Y @@ambridge, MA, 2005), 138.

Furthermore, as Michels points out, the fact that Zhitlovsky used Yiddish in his speeches and sometimes
delivered Yiddish speeches was considered revolutionary. Ibid., 139.
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in St. PetersburgShtif, who was to becomean importantfolkist, underwenta self-
describedransformatiorbetween1l908and1912,devotinghimselfto two objectives,n

his words, Yiddish literary study,andOthestruggleagainstrussification,againstrussified

banality and its influences, [a struggle] strengthened with a national-mystical elément.O

For some,the conversionfrom Russianto Yiddish waslessof an epiphanyand
moreof a processin Aron PerelOman@icle OOrthe Questionof Language@ublished
in Evreiskii mir in 1909, he arguedthat althoughthe languagedebatewas quickly
becomingthe centralquestionof Jewishcultural life, it wasfor the time beingneither
possiblenor desirablefor the Jewsto chooseonly onelanguage PerelOmaquestioned
the claimsof thosewho sawYiddish asuniquelypositionedo resistexternalassimilatory
pressureand suggestedhat despitethe new Yiddishist spirit, Russianwasthe adopted
languageof Othemajority of our intellectuals,Qesultingin an inevitable linguistic
eclecticism.To PerelOmamyerythingdid not restuponlanguageasthe new Yiddishists
suggestedQuite the contrary,the only realm of Jewishlife in which the questionof
language had pressing relevance was that of scffools.

Oneyearlater however PerelOmalnadbecomemore Diasporanationalist,andin
doing so, hadconvertedo the causeof Yiddish. In his article OThelewishLanguagen
the Diasporapublishedin Evreiskii mir in 1910, PerelOmaglaimed that Yiddish
originatedOfroma higher form of the peopleOdistinctive characterupon which the
nationnow dependsilt is not only aninstrumentof the peopleOlife; it is the sloganof
nationalunity.3' Most importantly, he cameto agreewith thoseindividuals, suchas

MatisyohuMieses,who equatedhe Russiananguagewith assimilation,andconnected

* N. Shtif, OOytobiografye pun Nokhum Shtifjdo bleter5:3-5 (1933): 206.
2 A, Perel®man, OK voprosu o iazyke@iskii mir1, 1909 (January): part I, 89.
2 A. Perel®man, OEvreiskii iazik v diaspder@iskii mirl, 1910 (8 January): 8.
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the Zioniststo russification?? Accordingto PerelOmarhe Zionists@violentcampaign
againstthe hatedzhargonandtheir overt preferencdor the Russiananguagemark the
movementOsompleterepudiationof the nationalizationof the Diasporaandtheir return
to the principle of Onegationf exile.O0n effect, PerelOmanlaimed that Diaspora
nationalistamustmoveawayfrom Russiarpreciselybecausef the perceptionnotin all
casesaccurate)that Zionists presentedRussianJewry with the false choice between
adoptingthe languageof the stateor the languageof the Zionist movementPerelOman
continued,OThosevho put the question:Hebrew or Russian this is the sameas
declaring:Palestineor assimilation E National-democratidewrymustwith equalforce
fight againstrussifiers cloaking themselvesn the mantle of Hebraism,as against
Hebraistsplaying into the handsof russifiers.& In counteringthe Zionists, Perel®man
therebyattemptedto align Onational-democratitewryOP by this time a signifier for
autonomist intellectuals - with Yiddish, and hence also with the masses.
Thetransitionfrom Russianto Yiddish amongJewishintellectualscould produce
resultsequallyawkwardandironic. Dubnovtirelesslypointedout the artificiality of both
the Yiddishist and Hebraistpromotion of their respectivelanguageas the national
languageof the Jews.In referenceto the first meetingof the JewishLiterary Society,
Dubnovremarkedn his memoirs,OHerein a meetingof Petersburgntelligentsiawhere
everyonespokeRussian,is wherethe currentturnedto purely Jewishliterature,and
againstall things]Russian-Jewistthatis to say,againsthe useof the Russiarianguage.

At thetime | recordedn my notesOAsign of thetimes! It wasnotlong agothatRussian-

20n MiNeses see Dovid Kat#/ords on Fire272-274; Goldsmith, 139-158, 200-208.
% perel®man, OEvreiskii iazik v diaspore,O 9.
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Jewish literature was all consideredbatlonus (uselessexercises)!&00n another
occasionDubnovandl. L. PeretzOswutual dislike for one anothersimmeredto a boil
whenPeretavisited St. Petersburgn 1911.WhenDubnovinsistedon deliveringa speech
in PeretzObonorin Russianinsteadof Yiddish (despiteAnskyOsntreaties)Peretz
protestecand Dubnovstormedout of the banquein anger® DubnovclaimedAnsky, for
his part, spokeyevonisheYiddish(like a Jewishveteranof the Russianarmy), a claim
supportedby the composerandfounderof the JewishFolk Music Society,lulii Engel,
who describedan incidenton his ethnographiexpeditionwith An-sky in 1912whena
Jewishcoachmarnn Ruzhinwould only answerthemin Ukrainianand Russiantaking
their Yiddish for a joké®

Dubnov saw Russian,Yiddish, and Hebrewall playing different, but equally
importantrolesin Jewishlife. As aresult,he defendedeachlanguagdrom its detractors.
In the wakeof Czernowitz,Dubnov passionatelylefendedhe valueof Russian Against
the Bund and convertedYiddishistslike Shtif, he defendedHebrewas the OnationalO
(natsionalOnyiJewishlanguage,in contrastto Yiddish, the Opopular@narodny)
language’ And soonafter Czernowitz,on the pagesof Evreiskii mir, Dubnovdefended
Yiddish againstthe Zionists. Like PerelOmarDubnov saw the Zionist battle against
Yiddish asabetrayalof the mutualinterestbetweenZionistsandDiasporanationalistan
developingthe national consciousnessf RussianJewry. In his famousessayOThe

Affirmation of the Diaspora,Gaddressedo his close friend, the founderof spiritual

% pubnov,Kniga zhiznj 297.

% |bid., 316-17.

% From the typescript of a lecture delivered on November 8, 1915, at a Moscow concert organized by the
Jewish Folk Music Society. See luly (Yoel) Engel, OJewish Folksongs: The Ethnographic Expedition,O in
OThe Upward Flight: The Musical World of S. An-skyO accompanying Gabriella Safran and Steven J.
Zipperstein edsThe Worlds of S. An-sky: A Russian Jewish Intellectual at the Turn of the Century
(Stanford, 2006).

" Dubnov,Kniga zhiznj 297. Peretz made the identical distinction at Czernowitz.

14



Zionism Ahad HaOam Dubnov suggestedthat only two issues preventedan
Oamalgamatioof thoughtChetweerhis folkists andthe spiritual Zionists:the Onegation
of the Diaspora@ndthe Zionist attackon Yiddish (itself a reflectionof thefirst). Dubnov

stated of Yiddish:

asa partof the foundationof our peopleOsnity, to abandorit at this time, whenthe language®f
the surroundingnationsaretearingawayfrom our peopletensof thousandsf Ochildren @ho will
not have the ability to conversewith their Ofathers,® abandonstrengtheninghe ability of
zhargon[Yiddish] to competewith foreign language® this would be insane.Sincethereis not
muchhopein the transformatiorof our old nationallanguaggHebrew] into the languageof daily
life for all the Diaspora,we would be committing a national crime if in the struggle with
assimilationwe did not useall the strengthof resistancegiven to us by our popularlanguage

[narodnyi iazyk G®

Dubnov, like others,sawYiddish asa tool in the struggleagainstassimilation,
and acknowledgedts advantage®ver Hebrewas a unifying (Ashkenazic)Diasporic
languageYetit is difficult to understandhow Dubnovcouldwrite without evena hint of
irony in this Russian-languaggournal, supposedlydevotedto fighting OJewish
assimilationism,hat Oforeign@anguagesn fact leadto assimilation,whenby sucha
definition, he himselfwasanassimilatedlewservingasChief Editor of anassimilationist
journal. Dubnovwasnot oneof thoseJewishintellectualswho convertedo Yiddishism.
In fact, he continuedto defendJewishuse of the languageof the state,a norm he
consideredto have long historical precedent? But DubnovOsequation of the
abandonmenof Yiddish with Oinsanity@peaksvolumesaboutthe intellectuallife of
inter-revolutionarySt. Petersburgin which the most Russianof Jewishintellectuals

began to fear the bogeyman of assimilation in their adopted political and social language.

% 3. M. Dubnov, OUtverzhdenie golusayeeiskii mir5, 1909 (May): 58.
# pubnov,Kniga zhiznj 313-314.
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Theglaringfact thatdespitethe promotionof Yiddish by intellectualsjn reality it
remainedfew of theseintellectuals@hosendaily languagebecameparticularly difficult
to justify amongBundists,whoseuseof Russianclearly markedthemasseparatdrom
the Jewishproletariat® In addition, the Bund wasat that momentsitting at the nadir of
its popularity and searchingfor a meansof reestablishingts influence® Thus, at the
BundOsenth conferenceheld in Lemberg(Lvov) in 1910, Yiddish was usedas the
conferencdanguagdor thefirst time. The 25 delegatesprominentBundistsdespitetheir
small number,soughtto enterinto the languagewar on the side of Yiddish while
maintainingthe internationalistleaningsof the organization.In theory, the BundOs
endorsemenbf both Yiddish and autonomismremainedcautious,and the Bund still
prioritized classconsciousnessgver nationalconsciousnes®©ver the courseof 1909the
BundOseadingtheoriston the nationalquestion,Vladimir Medem,had moderatedhe
BundOsearlier oppositionto participatingin Jewishcommunalpolitics, while still
carefullywarningagainstwhat he called Ogovernmentdétishism.& On the questionof
languagenowever,Medemdecisivelyshiftedthe Bundiststowardsa Yiddishist position.
Medemtook particularexceptionto Dubnov, Peretz,and others@listinction between
JewishOnational@nd Opopular@anguagesHe grantedthat titles can have symbolic

meaningbut urgedpeoplenot to be distractedoy suchdistinctions.As Medemobserved

% see Joshua D. Zimmermdryles, Jews, and the Politics of Nationaliyadison, WI, 2004), 248-251.
Although Bundists ascribed to themselves a considerable role in the creation of modern Yiddish culture,
David Fishman has challenged the BundOs self-proclaimed founder status in two articles: OThe Politics of
Yiddish in Tsarist Russia,OFinom Ancient Israel to Modern Judais@55-171; and OThe Bund and

Modern Yiddish Culture,O iFhe Emergence of Modern Jewish Politics: Bundism and Zionism in Eastern
Europe ed. Zvi Gitelman (Pittsburgh, 2003), 107-119.

3 Repression, emigration, and disillusionment extracted a heavy toll on the Bund, reducing its membership
from 33,890 people in 274 local organizations in 1906, to approximately 2,000 people in ten local
organizations by 1910. Zimmermdyples, Jews, and the Politics of National227.

¥ See Vladimir Medem, ODi yidishe kehil@gyt-frager.910, no. 2 (March): 24-37, and idem.,

Natsionalizm oder OneytralizmT@8yt-fragert 910, no. 3-4 (August): 15-25.
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in Evreiskii mirOscollectedvolume of essayson the national question,OThisdualism
corrodesthe roots of the national movement,paralyzingits strength,decreasingts
resolve.lt createsa cult of fossilization,giving rise to rotten hypocrisy, by virtue of
which non-believingfreethinkingpeopledon the maskof pietists.& In his attackon
mask-donningsecularHebraists(read Zionists) Medem went beyond the Bundist
embraceof Yiddish as the languageof the Jewish proletariat, arguing that the
impossibility of separatingHebrewfrom Judaismnegatesany possiblefunction Hebrew
might serve as a national language.

EventuallyEvreiskii mir buckledunderthe weight of its own contradictionslt
folded not becausef political conflict, but becausef financial difficulties dueto a lack
of public interest.The publicationwas evidentlyin financial trouble andits continued
existencein questionas early as October 1909, when it beganto contemplate
reorganizingboth its format and finances.The editors soughtto enlist the efforts of
intellectualsin St. Petersburgand other cities, including Moscow, Kiev, Odessaand
Riga, and sent letters to prominent Jews seeking both guidance and financial
contributions® The publicationalsochangedts formatafterits first yearfrom amonthly
thick journalin two partsto a muchthinnermagazineappearinghreetimesper month
and concentratinga greaterpercentageof pagesto political issues.The new format
attemptedo transitionfrom theoreticaldebateto more practicalconcernsof communal

organization.But one hasto wonder how long and effectively the Obattleagainst

¥ V. Medem, OVsemirnaia evreiskaia natsiia,0 103.

# TsGIA SPb f. 2049, op. 1, d. 33. In two letters to M. I. Sheftel®, Dubnov and the chair of the finance
committee described a meeting held in Petersburg 18 October 1909 with representatives from Petersburg,
Moscow, Kiev, and Odessa for the purpose of finalizing a new finance committee and debating the
reorganization of the publication, and Dubnov requested S@igdteresence at the next meeting (1
November).
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assimilation@ould be wagedby a Russian-languageublicationreadonly by a narrow
bandof intellectualswho themselvesvere increasinglycomingto equatethe Russian
language with the forces of assimilation.

Soonafter Evreiskii mir folded, the young Yiddishists,PerelOmarghtif, Shmuel
Niger, IsraelTsinberg,andisrael Efroikin, aswell asthe moreelderly An-sky andH. D.
Horovits (the former editor of Der fraynd), createda new journal, Di yidishe velt
Abandoningthe pretensef non-partisanshiphe newjournalOsditorial boardreflecteda
particularfolkist and Diasporanationalistworldview. An-sky, PerelOmarorovits, and
Efroikin reconstitutedhe Folksparteyin 1912,andthusDi yidisheveltwasintendedasa
semi-official party organ® The new publicationcateredatherexplicitly to Gler yidisher
inteligent®©with the aim of building a bridge betweermoderncultureandthe culture of
the folk.*® The editorswere awareof the difficulties of conductingsucha taskin St.
Petersburga city they describedas Oaloftfrom the new Yiddish house,remotefrom
everyJewishtradition,dry in daily Jewishlife, andonly in theleastawareof the noiseof
the true poetrythat surroundsfolk-life andfolk-custom.& David Fishmanpointsto the
reconstitutionof Evreiskiimir in the form of Di yidishevelt asemblematicof therise of
Yiddish high culture® Certainly the Jewishintelligentsiabecamelessinterestedin

publishingJewishliteraturein RussianthanYiddish literaturein the original. Thefailure

* The issue obi yidishe vel®s party affiliation is not entirely cleAccording to Dubnov the publication
was founded as a party organ. Dubnériga zhiznj 322. Barry Trachtenberg suggests, however,Dhat
yidishe veltvas programmatic in its support for Yiddish, Jewish communalism, and folklore, but not
partisan, especially under the editorship of Shmuel Niger. Barry Carl Trachtenberg,Zb&rganto
Visnshaft The Generation of 1905 and the Transformation of Yiddish,0 (Ph.D. diss., University of
California Los Angeles, 2004), 177. Wibi yidishe vel®s move to Vilna in 1913 and the assumption of
Niger as editor, the original political purpose of the paper may have receded to the background (or simply
became irrelevant), but the content of the publication remained consistent to its original mission of
Diaspora nationalism, cultural revival, and the ideal of reaching out to the folk.

% OUnzer veg i yidish veltl (1912), 1-6.

¥ Ibid., 2.

# Fishman The Rise of Modern Yiddish Cultytist.
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of aJewishWorld in Russiarandits replacemenby a JewishWorld in Yiddish canalso,
however,be seenas symbolic of the reconstructionof Jewishintellectual life from
Russian to the vernacular of the majority of East European Jewry.

When Jewishpolitical groupsbegantalking to one anotheragainfollowing the
divisive conclusionof the first Russianrevolution, they focusedon both the future of
Jewishautonomyandthe questionof language.Thesetwo issueswere connectednot
merelyby practicalmatterssuchasthe languageof Jewisheducatiorandthe languageof
Jewishcommunalgovernmentbut alsoin the mannernn which bothservedasarchetypes
for debatingthe largerquestionof RussianJewryOfuture. The shortlife of Evreiskii mir
reflectedgrowing cooperatioramongvariousJewishpolitical factions,andthearticleson
its pagesforeshadowedcoming conflicts. Despite disagreementsizvreiskii mir also
demonstratechow autonomistsof all stripesbeganto view themselvesas part of a
movement.As this movementcoalescedin no small part around opposition to
Oassimilationism,Eonductingits activities in Russianseemedess tenable,and the
transformationof the individual participantsfrom Russianto Yiddish intellectuals

seemed an ideological and political necessity.

Culture and Autonomy in Practice

As political disillusionmentsetin following the failed 1905-7revolution,some
hopedevelopedhat the governmentwould allow more substantialcultural work than
permittedpreviously. At the earliestmomentallowable by the government,Jewish
intellectuals,lawyers, and activists establisheda numberof cultural projectsof a

nationalistand autonomistbent. The JewishLiterary Society was establishedn St.
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Petersburgn 1908for the purposeof discussingquestionsof Jewishliterature,culture,
andcommunalaffairs,andby 1910had850 members® Thoughthe SocietyOfinctional
languagewvasRussianjts goalwasto fosterthe creationof Jewishliteraturein Yiddish.
Following St. PetersburgJewishLiterary Societiessprangup acrosghe empire,with 120
local branche®stablishedn thethreeyearsof its existencePerhapsnostimportantly,in
1908, the Russiangovernmentpermittedthe establishmenbf a Jewish Historical-
EthnographicSociety, an institution that would survive the governmentOsventual
closureof minoritiesCultural institutions(andindeed,outlive the governmenitself).*°
The purposeof the JewishHistorical-Ethnographi&ocietywasvery clearly to initiate a
Jewishcultural revival by creatingthe cultural foundationfor Jewishnational self-
consciousness Russiaand EasternEurope,and its key participantsstatedso rather
explicitly.** Finally, the sameindividuals who establishedthe Jewish Historical-
EthnographicSociety and the Jewish Literary Society also engagedin a massive
encyclopedigrojectbetween1908and 1913, creatinga multi-volume work of Jewish
historyandcultureintendedasa Russiarequivalentto the AmericanJewishEncylopedia
The Evreiskaiaentsiklopediiaclaimedno lessan objectivethandemonstratindiow Othe
fate of the JewishpeopleOsultural creativity relatesto the civilization of nearly all

peoples.B

¥ OEvreiskoe literaturnoe obshchestiy@iskaia entsiklopediaol. 7 (St. Petersburg, 1908-1913), 450.

“0| have written about the founding of the Jewish Historical-Ethnographic Society elsewhere. See Simon
Rabinovitch, OPositivism, Populism and Politics: The Intellectual Foundations of Jewish Ethnography in
Late Imperial Russia,&b Imperio3 (2005): 227-256.

“! Minutes of the meeting of 23 November 1908. TsGIA SPb, f. 2129, op. 1, d. 54. OUchreditel®noe
sobranie i publichnyia zasedaniia Evreiskogo Istoriko-Ethnograficheskogo ObshchEsteiskaia

starina1:1 (1909): 157. See also S. Dubnov, OProtsessy gumanizatsii i natsionalizatsii v noveishei istorii
evreev,@&vreiskii mir1, 1909 (January), 48.

2 OO0t izdatelei,Bvreiskaia entsiklopedigol. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1908), iii. For more on the debates in
organizing the encyclopedia (from DubnovOs rather frustrated and biased perspective) se¢Biganov,
zhiznj 287-88, 295.
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Theoristsof nationaldevelopmenin Europehave suggestedhat within Onon-
dominant ethnic groupsO(i.e. national minorities), efforts by activists to curtail
assimilationandwin backmembersof the groupalreadyassimilatednark a key stepin
theformationof Onationatlites.& Thetransformatiorof the Jewishlanguageof politics
from Russianto Yiddish occurredparallelto other nationalmovementsn the Russian
empirewhoseOnationaklitesQexperiencedsimilar transitions.In the Finnish national
movementor example the Finnishlanguagewasinitially only usedby its intellectual-
activist leadershigfor administrativeand propagandistipurposesuntil the Russifying
policies of the imperial governmentspurred militant linguistic nationalism™®
Furthermore,throughoutthe empire literary societiesplayed a role in cultivating
linguistic nationalismand it is for this very reasonthat the governmentafter briefly
toleratingtheir existenceattemptedo shutall of themdown. As earlyas1910Stolypin
issueda circular urging the closureof all Ukrainianand Jewishnationalorganizations
Opromotinghe rise of national self-consciousnes$>Qlewish, Ukrainian, and Polish
literary societies all had their permission to operate revoked in the summer of 1911.

During the inter-revolutionaryperiod, the empireOslewish political classes
becameevermore poignantlyawarethatif the Jewsdid not createa programfor non-
territorial Jewishautonomy,they would be left without the autonomougights of the
othernationalminorities. Even more problematic,as the majority of the empireOgews

lived in its westernborderlandstheywould be forcedto takeup the nationaldemandof

“ Gerhard Brunn, Miroslav Hroch, and Andreas Kappeler, Olntroductiofy® Formation of National

Elites Andreas Kappeler ed. (New York, 1992), 4.

“ See Miroslav HrochSocial Preconditions of National Revival in Europe: A Comparative Analysis of the
Social Composition of Patriotic Groups among the Smaller European NaBensFowkes trans

(Cambridge, 1985), 75.

“® Viktoriia [Victoria] Khiterer,Dokumenty sobrannye Evreiskoi istoriko-arkheograficheskoi kommissiei
Vseukrainskoi akademii nayKiev, 1999), 294.
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otherminoritiesin placeof their own nationalaspirationsAlthoughit would bewrongto
call the participantan thediscussedenturesa cohesivegroup,in devotingthemselveso
the battleagainstassimilationin the Diasporatheseindividualstook theimportantstepin
establishing themselves as the defenders of Russian JewryOs national interests.
The challengefor many of the Jewish intellectualswho debatedJewish
nationalism autonomismandcommunalself-governmenon the pagesof Evreiskiimir,
or soughtto fosternationalself-consciousnegfiroughthe new Jewishcultural projects
wasto transitionfrom a theoreticaldiscussiorof Jewishneedso practicalwork for their
fulfillment. Many were consciouslyawareof suchdifficulties. One journal devotedto
discussingproblemsof Jewisheducationin Russiaarguedthat the educationaland
financial securityof future generationsestsin Otheappreciableshift from the realm of
theoreticalargumentand disagreemento the sphereof real practicaltransformatiornof
[communal] duties,O a process requiring careful thought and detailed pf&nning.
Debatesabout Jewish community and self-governmentwere not merely
conductedn the press.ndeed,practicalefforts towardsthis transitionincludednot only
institutions such as the JewishLiterary Society and JewishHistorical-Ethnographic
Society, but also a Oconferencen JewishcommunalaffairsOorganizedby the St.
Petersburdawyersand liberals Maksim Vinaver and Genrykh Sliozberg,and held in
Kovno in 1909.Influential Jewsfrom all of the major partieswereinvited to Kovno in
order to determinethe fundamentalof Jewishcommunalgovernmentin Russia,in

preparatiorfor their future legal ability to form suchgovernmenté’ The premiseof the

“ OO0t redaktsii @estnik obshchestva rasprostraneniia prosveshcheniia mezhdu evreiami i Bbsii

no. 1 (November): i.

“" A report on the conference including transcripts of speeches was publighadiskii mir OOtchet o
soveshchanii evreiskikh obshchestvennykh deiatelei proiskhodivshem v Kovne 19-22-go noiabria 1909 g.0
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conferencevasa Dumabill in its preparatorystageghatwould potentiallyliberalizeall

religiousdenominationakocietiesand communities At the sametime, the two Jewish
Dumamembers Naftali Fridman (1863-1921)and Leopold Nisselovich(1856-1914),
were preparinga bill for the official legal recognitionof the Jewish community
(obshchind, andwere thereforeimportantin organizingthe conferenceSomesawin

sucha law the potential for Jewsto reform their existing communalstructureand
introducethe kahal as a true (and democratic)Jewishcommunalgovernment.The
guestionremained,however,how and who sucha kahal, (in Yiddish kehille), should
govern.

At the Kovno conferencetwo competingdefinitions of Jewish community
emerged:one that maintainedthe essentialcharacterof Jewishself-governmengs a
religious and community body, and the secularversion,which aimedto replacethe
religiouscommunitywith nationalidentificationandsecularself-governmentStill, the
conferencalelegateseacheda surprisingdegreeof agreemenbn the vagueoutline of
future Jewishself-governmen{presentedasa virtual certainty),partly by avoidingthe
mostcontentiousssuessuchasthe languagequestion,Palestineor the struggleof the
Jewish proletariat. The (future) communalgovernmentswere to be democratically
electedjuridical bodieswith the power of compulsorytaxationover membersof the
Jewishcommunity.Yet, the very reasonfor reconstitutingthe legal communitywasleft
intentionallyvague,andopento furtherinterpretation Accordingto the delegatesQThe

purposeof the communityis to carefor religious institutions, welfare, and spiritual-

Evreiskii mir1909 (November-December): part I, 32-61. Henceforth OOtchetO. A stenographic report was
also prepared and is available in the YIVO library. Seeeshchanie evreiskikh obshchestvennykh deiatelei

v g. Kovne 19-22 Noiabria 1909 g. Stenograficheskii ot(®ietPetersburg, 1910), 7-10. Henceforth
Soveshchanie
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culturalwell-beingof whomit is constituted.® Despitethe open-endedatureof its final
declaration,the Kovno conferencedemonstratedhe extentto which the gap in
worldview betweenthe moreardentnationalistsandthe so-calledliberalshadnarrowed,
andnotonly in termsof communalself-governmentLiberalssuchasVinavernow spoke
in strikingly nationalisttermsaboutthe Onational€ignificanceof their communalefforts,
and by completely adopting the rhetoric of nationalism,attemptedto co-opt the
increasinglyseparatisfewishintelligentyinto their own projects.The gapwaseven,to a
certain extent, narrowing betweensocialistand non-socialistconceptionsof Jewish
nationalgoals. The Kovno conferencewas the first significant exampleof political
cooperatiorbetweerthesetwo groups(or moreaccuratelyall groups),andreflectedthe
Bund®s new commitment to Onational-culturalO activism (but not natiofialism).
Like Evreiskii mir, both the Kovno conferenceand St. PeterburgOsew Jewish
culturalinstitutionsresultedfrom the efforts of a growingbody of Jewishintellectualsin
the imperial capitalwho aspiredto lead RussianJewryOsransitionto a politicized and
self-consciousationalgroup. The significanceof Evreiskii mir, as well asthe inter-
revolutionaryJewishcultural projects,lies in representing bridge betweendiscussing
the JewishnationalideaandfosteringJewishnationalself-consciousness Russia,by
actively engagingRussianJewish history, culture, and community. If Jewswould
understandhe historicalroots of their right to nationalequalityin the Russianempire,

thenthey would be morelikely to supportdemanddor Jewishautonomy.Nonetheless,

“8 Soveshchanje@15.

* Two works by Vladimir Levin address the changing approach to the Jewish community and ObourgeoisO
Jewish politics on the part of the Jewish socialist parties. See Vladimir Levin, OThe Jewish Socialist Parties
in Russia in the Period of Reaction,Jle Revolution of 1905 and RussiaOs Jews: A Turning Point?

Stefani Hoffman and Ezra Mendelsohn eds. (Philadelphia, forthcomingldemdOha-Politikah ha-

Yehudit ba-Imperyah ha-Rusit be-idan ha-reQaktsiyah 1907-1914,0 (Ph.D. diss., Hebrew University of
Jerusalem, 2007).
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thefactthatsuchprojectswerebasedn St. Petersburg@andconductedn Russiarncreated
its own impetusto both cultural productionand communalreorganizationBy virtue of
the St. PetersburdewishintelligentyDsonstanawarenessf their physicalandlinguistic
separatiorfrom thosewhom they soughtto instill with nationalself-consciousnesshe
creationof new Jewishpublications,cultural, and communalinstitutions servedthese
representativesf diversepolitical groupsin their struggleagainstOassimilation,@

struggle which itself became a surrogate for genuine political mobilization.

Conclusion

In a poemwritten to Dubnovin the very first issueof Evreiskii mir, the poet
SemyonFrug capturedmuchof the essencef the Jewishpolitical andcultural climatein
inter-revolutionarySt. Petersburgijn particularthe dissonancéetweenthe older and
youngergenerationghat resultedfrom the latterOénclination to reject Russianasthe
languageof politics, and in doing so, increasinglyisolate themselvedrom Russian
culture® Frugwrote both RussiarandYiddish poetry,but he neverperceivedhat oneof
theselanguagesculturally or politically musttriumph over the other. The poemwas
entitledmolodniak the Russiantermfor saplingsthatalsohasthe additionalmeaningof
Oyoungemeneration.Both Dubnov and Frug exemplified the Russianmaskil or
enlightenedJew, turned nationalist. In their conversionto the causeof Jewish
nationalism,both had challengedthe older generationof Jewishleaders,especially

following the 1903 pogroms,for its passivity and willful appeasementf Russian

* For DubnovOs memories of Frug see S. Dubnov, OVospominaniia 0 S. G Evmeigk@a starina8:4
(1916): 441-459.
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authorities.In 1909, Frug understoodcorrectly that the next generationof Jewish
intellectuals would soon be challenging them.

Inter-revolutionarySt. Petersburgshouldbe viewed as the key time and place
whenthe ORussian-Jewishtelligentsia@andthis hyphenatedorm wasusedat thetime)
consciouslytransformedhemselvesnto Yiddishistor Hebraistpolitical activists.Many
of the battlesof the Jewishlanguagewar were foughtin the Russian-languagéewish
pressbecauseRussianwasstill, for the time-being,the languageof Jewishpolitics in
Russia.Evreiskii mir, therefore wasrepresentativeot only of the manycontradictions
inherentin the intertwinedcultural andpolitical battlesof the period,but its failure also
reflectedhow a particularform of Jewishnationalismin Russiathat balancedJewish
nationaldemandsandcultural activitieswith participationin the Russiarnpolitical world,
wasfailing to appealto the youngergeneratiorof Jewishpolitical activists.With some
notableexceptionsthe generatiorbornin the 1880sfound it far easierto adaptto the
politics of Yiddish thanthatborn 20 yearsearlier.For example asidefrom a contribution
to its first issue,Dubnovhadvery little to do with Di yidishevelt, andit is clearthathe
wasneverascomfortablewriting in Yiddish asin Russiar? In fact, the endof Evreiskii
mir acceleratechis move away from Jewishpolitics and Dubnov becamemore of a
figurehead than an active participant in his party.

Theinter-revolutionaryperiodwas, in essenceRussianJewryOBEathersand Sons
moment.In thatnovel, publishedin 1862,the radicalandnihilistic views of the younger
generationreturning from the city shock the espousedOprogressive@thers who

nonetheless$eel obligedto deferto their sons,while not changingtheir own opinions.

*! See the preface to DubnovOs memoirs where he explains why he composed them irKRigssian,
zhiznj 17-18.
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The essencef the sons@ritique of the fathersis the latterOpresumedpassivity; the
youngergeneratioraccuseshe older of speakingof changewhile failing to act™ In the
caseof the Jewsin inter-revolutionaryRussia,the more liberal older generation
reluctantly steppedasideto allow the youngerand more radical generationto follow
throughon the battlesthey hadearlierbegun.At Kovno, one participantevenmadethe
Ofathersind sonsGanalogyexplicit, comparingthe moderatereformersto the OfathersO
and the adamantsecularistgo the Osons.@acobMaze claimedthe debatesover self-
governmenandcommunityhadcometo replacethe old andconstandisputesover how
to infuse Jewishprinciplesinto life, which he claimedhadnow died. OThisdeadworld is
enclosedbetweenOFatherand Sons,With both sidesgrantingthe otherrights, suchas
the freedomto keepthe old prayerhousewith all its outmodedproceduresor theright to
standoutsideany kind of prayerhouseat all and outsideany kind of understandingf
Jewry.& Although MazeOsubsequentambastingof Onon-JewislewsOmet with
applausehis familiarity with Turgenev(andthe presumedamiliarity of the attendees)
demonstratedhe tensionand challengefor russified Jewishintellectualsin crafting a
form of Jewishnationalself-consciousnesthat might navigatethe Jewishpopulation
(andthemselvesparoundthe rocky watersof assimilationwhile remainingpart of the

Russian body politic.

%2 An early Hebrew work of Sholem Jacob Abromovich (Mendele), enfiihedFathers and the Sons, A
Love Storyrelated a different story but similar message. Olga Lit€akscription and the Search for
Modern Russian JewiBloomington, IN, 2006), 111.

¥ 00tchet,O 43oveshchanjed1.
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