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To the general public, Vasilii Osipovich Kliucheug#841-1911) is above all known for f@ourse
in Russian HistoryKurs russkoi istorji, which he began reading at the University of Mesi the 1880s
and which was published for the first time two dksalater.Since then, his history of Russia has been
republished several times; in the late 1980s, ameervolume edition of his works even became & bes
seller. Kliuchevskii has had tremendous impact assian historical self-awareness. His skills ast@h
rian, his appealing schemes and his eloquentatglall factors that have contributed to his cataimiosi-
tion. As the Russian émigré historian Georgii Feddfl886-1951) wrote in 1932, Kliuchevskii's higtor
“is not just one among many - itttee Russian History on which two generations of Russtaave been
brought up. Specialists may have voiced their diojes, but whenever any of us think of historicakBia,
what comes to mind is the Russia Kliuchevskii Viged” (Fedotov 1986: 204).

Kliuchevskii's idea of Russia also involves an idé&urope. According to Charles Halperin, “even
when Kliuchevskii emphasized the distinctivenessRaksian historical evolution compared to West-
European, West-European history remained the stibgavhich the past of Russia — or anywhere else —
would be judged” (Halperin 2000: 404). It is ndffidult to find quotations from his history thaistéy to
this tendency; a typical formulation of Kliuchevdki“let us now have a look at Moscow’s locationré-
lationship to theother European states [at the end of the sixteenth mentaM]” (2: 397, italics added).
His numerous comparisons, by implication, do nanarily aim to maintain an antithetic relationship;
rather, they implicitly inform the readers that Blasorms a part of Europe.

There is not one people in Europe that is capaiteich intensive work for a short period as the
Great Russian is, but nowhere in Europe, apparemtiyld you also find a person that is so unacoustb
to regular, moderate and measured, continual woitk @reat Russia (1: 314).

It has been argued that this way of comparing BussEurope has been highly characteristic of
Russian identity discourses, to which historiamshave contributed in their works on Russian hystior
modern Russia, more specifically, the “idea of [patoor the “West” has been “the ‘other’ in relatitm
which the idea of Russia is defined” (Neumann 199@r even “the main constituent other, againsciwh
[educated Russians] tried to construct a new Rusdentity” (Tolz 2001: 1). From the 1840s onwards,
both Slavophiles and Westernisers, to mention thet famous example, evaluated Russia in relatian to
against an idea of Europe.

However widespread it may seem to have been isigumtellectual history, the comparison of
Russia with the West is still not inevitable. Adtiog to Vera Tolz, “these constant attempts to Gep
and contrast Russia and the West provided a poweeative stimulus for Russian cultural figurest b
proved dysfunctional as a tool of political anadysf Russia’s development” (Tolz 2001: 1). And wial
notion of Europe is clearly present in Kliuchevskiiistory of Russia, his main project is not toaswe
Russia against Europe but rather to represent &ubsstory as unique and possessing its own ldgic.
contrast to the two principal positions among Rarssntellectuals of the mid-nineteenth centuryuKili
chevskii's Russia is neither the Slavophile ansihéo Western Europe nor a belated version ofi&yras
most Westernisers would have it. Kliuchevskii cqrigalises Russia differently, as | intend to shBut
precisely because he shied away from the traditjpositions, he was able to reformulate the probdém
Russia and Europe in a new and compelling wagdins to be Kliuchevskii's view that Russia becomes
European not through an adaptation but througljeatien of Eurocentric and hegemonic models of his-
torical development.

Progress and Retardation
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While situated on the fringes of Europe geografijfidaussia is, Kliuchevskii maintains early in his
course, connected with Europe culturally.

Historically, Russia is of course not Asia, but ggagphically it is not entirely Europe either. Itas
intermediary landpgerekhodnaia straathe mediatorgosrednitsi between two worlds. Culture has in-
separably linked it to Europe, but nature has dmried with features and influences that alwaysettd
Russia to Asia, or Asia to Russia (1: 47).

Kliuchevskii does not make explicit exactly whichltaral aspects have tied Russia to Western
Europe. One would expect religion to be a factorthvenentioning here; but as Fedotov (1986) has ob-
served, there is a conspicuous omission of OrthpdoXliuchevskii's history, which in turn might gu
gest that there are other European connectionsissi&h history which were at least equally impartan
him but which are not elaborated. What the Europamacter of Russian history consists of musether
fore be sought in the way in which his narrativéolds.

In claiming that Russia is part of Europe, Kliuckldvremains in agreement with many previous
professional Russian historians of the nineteeatiiucy, most of whom were Westernisers. The term re
fers to a heterogeneous group of thinkers (not liskprians) who in one way or another claimed hag-
sia was part of Europe, or at least that it wouldhmuld become part of Europe. Palitically, thesimis-
ers comprised Hegelians, liberals and utopian ksisisgand to most of them Western Europe repredemnt
model for Russian development (Offord 1985: 1-%@iations of this view were formulated in response
to the Slavophiles, who claimed that Russia formetivilisation different from that of Western Eueop
above all because of its deep roots in Orthodois@mity. Between Eastern and Western Christiatfiiy
Slavophiles believed, there was not only an abyésstern Christianity even represented an apostasy.
Hence they saw Russian culture as fundamentafigreiift from — as well as superior to — European cul
ture. Differences mattered more to them than siitiga.

In contrast, Russian thinkers oriented towardsWhest held that Russia would develop along the
same lines as the West-European countries, itgt thauld go through the same historical phasesef-
known Westerniser of the 1840s was the literamjccvlissarion Belinskii (1811-1848), who in a sealin
article of 1842, “Russia before Peter the Gread#li(kii 1954: 91-152), celebrated the opening fuRLes-
sia to Western impact through the reforms of RéiGreat in the early eighteenth century. Acc@rd
Belinskii, this event represented the transitiamfithe level of “people’narod to “nation” (hatsiig). To
Belinskii, “nation” represented a more complex fation than “people,” and as to what separatedibe t
he paid particular attention to the introductiomahodern nobilitydvorianstv).* Equally important, how-
ever, was the “historical process” that this stslf had inaugurated, whereby Russia came todaiveits
“Asianness” and become European.

Similarly, the professional Russian historianshes age too operated in their writings with a uni-
versal unilinear scheme for historical developmemtption of world history common to all “historica-
tions,” which they subsequently tried to adapt ts$an history. The most obvious example is S&gei
lov'ev (1820-1879), who was Kliuchevskii’'s teaclagd the most influential Russian historian of thd-m
nineteenth century, thanks not least to his twairg-volumeHistory of Russia from the Earliest Times
which he began publishing in 1851. Defining thetdnisal discipline as the study of national self-
awareness, Solov'ev described Russian historyasiaion of a threefold universal pattern, whiehde-
liberately adapted from Hegel and the French hastaof civilisations Frangois Guizot. According3o-
lov'ev, the primary stage is made up of the clal)(and clan life (odovoi by}, and is in turn succeeded
by the emergence of a militidr(izhing, which challenges the dominance of the clan. third phase is
the creation of a state or “a state principlg‘ayitel’stvennoe nachadSiljak 1999: 224ff). According to
Solov'ev, Russian history begins with the passmognfthe first stage to the next. On the first pafyhis
history we read that “Russian history begins with situation that some tribes, unable to find thg aut
of the isolated clan life, invite the princes afdign clan, invite a unified common rule that usitiee clans
in a whole, provides them with order [...]” (Solov'@959-1966, 1: 55).

Solov’ev was a prominent representative of whaftsn labelled the “state school” of Russian his-
toriography, whose interest was centred on theugiagimergence of the Russian state (Hamburg 1999).
And he held that the “invitation” of a foreign clagferred to above initiated this process. Hisohysts
founded on a firm belief in progress, which waspted with the fundamental conviction that Russia wa
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an integral part of Europe, of Christian Westewilisation (Siljak 1999; Bassin 1993: 482f).

In historiography, the nineteenth century was theeaf historicism. In contrast to the didactic inte
pretation characteristic of Enlightenment histargéudny, a historicist representation of the pasto@ing
to Friedrich Meinecke’s classic definition, impliad emphasis on individuality and development,aire.
faculties projected from human beings onto collesti(states, nations, culturé&dward Thaden has sug-
gested that the state school of Solov'ev and otlepresents the Russian equivalent of West-Eurdpisan
toricism (Thaden 1999). In Russia, however, wheostrhistorians believed in the existence of a commo
universal history of progress, development becameoege fundamental category than individuality. In
Terence Emmons’s precise observation:

In Russia, the classic Enlightenment belief thatdfory of mankind has a single plot, and that men
are everywhere basically the same, survived thitedge of Romanticism in the second quarter of the
nineteenth century intact and was still somethkegdn article of faith among professional histasiaf the
late nineteenth century. For the Westernizing ligittsia as a whole, liberal and radical, refotraisd
revolutionary, the belief in progress and Rusdiaisopean destiny, their rejection of the idea ofdfan
“exceptionalism,” depended on an idea of universtbry (Emmons 2003: 98).

Another Westerniser, Konstantin Kavelin (1818-18&bjaracteristically insisted that the presence
of development in its history was the main factat tdistinguished Russia from the cultures of thetE
(Asia) and brought it closer to Europe. Just agBkil saw development itself as a token of Europess,
defined by itsdynamicnature (Belinskii 1954: 105), so did Kavelin. Asrote in his 1847 study on the
“Juridical Life of Ancient Russia,” “we are a Euemn people, capable of perfection, of developrest;
do not like to repeat ourselves or to stand ors#imee spot for an endless number of centuries” (iKave
1989: 13).

At the same time, most Westernisers shared a ltiedieRussia had developed at a slower pace than
the remaining civilised world. The shift from “pdepto “nation,” Belinskii insinuated, had takerapé
relatively late in Russia. The same held true tierédmergence of a Russian state, according to’'8dgev
history. So the differences that clearly existedvben Russia and Europe were a resultretardationof
the universal historical process on Russian soissia had been held back at a preliminary stage tiAe
main task for historians became to explain thegaitl backwardness.

| would like to suggest, however, that Kliuchevskapproach to Russian history represents an al-
ternative to this view. He reformulated the relagiaip of Russia to Europe by suggesting that Rusza
European because of their common cultural origi timeir common historical goal. To Kliuchevskiigt
universal historical process, of which Russia i3, fione of a gradual diversificatiidence the primary
purpose of Russia has not been to imitate the Wekts narrative of Russian history, Kliuchevsiian-
dons, by implication, the model of unilinear pragr@nd retardation developed by his teacher Selov'e
Instead, his historiography emerges as more inikgepth both historicist principles — developmeinid
individuality — as foreshadowed in the second kectii his course:

And if you are able to acquire from my presentattmwever full of deficiencies, if only the most
general features of the image of the Russian p€opiaz russkogo narodlas a historical personalitis{
toricheskaia lichnos};, 1 will consider the purpose of my course achie{ée 41).

A people’s “personality,” Kliuchevskii continuess the main themeognovnoi predmgtwhen
studying its history. And in keeping with the hunmaataphor, he goes on to claim that a people wiira
sonality, such as the Russian, has a callmgyvanig of accomplishing a set of tasks emerging from its
capabilities. Kliuchevskii’'s historical thinking germeated by the romantic idea going back at teakt-
hann Gottfried von Herder (1744-1803) of peoplas @ations being individuals, and that peoples Easse
properties belonging to human beings.

By conceiving of the history of the Russian peapléerms of a human personality, Kliuchevskii
opens up for individualising the historical devetemt to a greater extent than his predecessorpit®es
the tendency in much late nineteenth-century higjaaphy to appeal to models of biological procedse
nature in particular in order to assert its sdientharacter, the past as it appears here, asdiguNarve
Fulsas, is above all a scenedohmatic reversatsthe rise and decline, strength and weaknessqgtier
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and failure of nations, states, or cultures —ai.@evelopment typical of dramas and narrativestdiguan
fate (Fulsas 1999: 135ff). By the same token, Kiawskii’'s history is ultimately the dramatic histaf the
Russian peoplasskii narod, of its growth, withering, and possible futureaeery.

The Russian People and the Russian Land

One of Kliuchevskii's most famous statements alitwgsian history is given early in the second
lecture of hisCourse “The history of Russia is the history of a lahdttcolonises itselkfblonizuetsigt’ (1:
31)." The formulation was not invented by Kliuchevskiiwas his teacher Solov'ev who first argued that
“ancient Russian history is the history of a lahdt tcolonises itself” (Solov'ev 1959-1966, 2: 64Bjt
what may this notion of “self-colonisation” have ané¢?

As it appears in Solov'ev's history, the phraseesponds to his environmentalism. As Mark Bassin
has shown, there is a striking parallel betweeo\Bal's vision of Russian history and Frederickkian
Turner’s “frontier hypothesis” about American cdkation. In a famous lecture read in 1893, Turreer d
clared that “the existence of an area of free la@sd;ontinuous recession, and the resulting advafc
American settlement, westward, explain Americarettgment” (cited in Bassin 1993: 481). In the writ-
ings of Turner and Solov'ev,

The United States and Russia both representeddtagh of European expansion into geographical
realms that either were not European, in the chtieedormer, or were only dubiously so, in theecaé
Russia. [...] The two characterized and evaluated den native society and culture precisely in terh
divergences from what they saw as the “model” efiropean Old World (Bassin 1993: 485).

In the case of Solov'ev, and in contrast to Turhewever, the “Russian frontier” assumed a highly
ambiguous role. Solov'ev described Russia’s natuidu as an “evil stepmotherinachekhathat was
assumed to have had a negative impact on its inetprogress. The open and sparsely populate@spac
of the East-European plain, the “existence of frad” (Turner), represented to Solov'ev first antefmost
unfavourable conditions. By implication, the cokation process turned out to hagtardedthe develop-
ment and temporarily separated Russia from the \&fese it had forced the population of early Ragsi
continually migrate and thus remain on a quasitgedg half-nomadic level for longer periods thha t
West-European peoples (Bassin 1993: 502f).

Since Kliuchevskii in general avoids universal sobe as interpretative tools in his historiogra-
phyZcolonisation also assumes a function different ftbat which it had in Solov’ev. Colonisation to him
was not the process in which Russia both adaptaddaleviated from universal schemes. Rather tan r
lating it to the development of the Russian stagesees colonisation as the fundamental vehiokaby
Russian history that has testified to the uniqueadter or “personality” of the Russian people.

Kliuchevskii's history of Russian colonisation istiwhat we today would think of as Russia’s colo-
nial, i.e. imperial, history, which began with #sstward expansion into non-Slavic territorieh@11550s,
and which was rapidly followed by the conquestibeBa in the early seventeenth century. Thesetsven
do not belong to Kliuchevskii's history of Russiasionisation, and are mainly referred to insteattas-
quest” gavoevanie Few periods in Kliuchevskii's course are desmliin such detail as the reign of Ivan
the Terrible, when this eastward expansion begameider, the Muscovite conquest of the East is only
mentioned in passing, and plays in general a nalrgife in Kliuchevskii's history; his main intetdges
instead in the continual East Slavic resettlemarthe East-European plain, in “European Russiajthwh
had been the enterprise of the Russian peoplesinopis epochs. In contrast, Azov and the Baltiasre
under Peter the Great, Crimea under Catherine tbat @nd the Caucasus and Central Asia in the nine-
teenth century were albnqueredy thestate®

Kliuchevskii's history of Russia, by implicatiors not imperial history but national history. He
clearly downplays its imperial character by explgrthe Russian national core as distinguished fham
non-Russian peripheries, thereby drawing impliditlg line between national and imperial spacesi-Kli
chevskii might be accused of having ignored thetirathinic character of the Russian empire; butetkie
sential point here, in my view, is that he is mb¢iested in Russia as an empire with colonie, asSibe-
ria. His main project is instead to imagine a “Rars$and” and its history, i.e. to appropriate gaia part
of the empire as Russian national territory.

Notions of an “interior Russia”, “native Russia”‘@entral Russia” became widespread in the Rus-
sian public of the nineteenth century, in particienong liberal nationalists (Miller 2005; Gorizont
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2008). We should note, however, that Kliuchevstiii@aves his national history by means of the ingeri
distinction between centre and periphery, i.e disénction put forward in the early eighteenthtoepn in
the aftermath of the proclamation of the Russiapiemwhen the Urals was symbolically defined as th
border between Europe and Asia, between EuropahAsian Russia, and thus between metropolis and
colony of the empire. Kliuchevskii's history of tiussiamation takes place in this European centre. In
other words, he creates a national history of Russithe basis of the imperial imaginary geograghy
Russia as European.

Hence Kliuchevskii's concept of colonisation is fioad to the “Russian landysskaia zemlip
l.e. the land that is assumed to have been “cadhisy the Russian people, in contrast to the (zord
guered by the Russian state later. Kliuchevskoiscept of colonisation is far more positive thaat thf
Solov'ev; it comes, in fact, closer to Turner’s cept of the frontier as an area of continual expans
also because it is seen as part of European erpars an example, we may quote Kliuchevskii's sum-
mary of Early Russian relationship to the Asiatmnadic neighbours in the southeast:

Russia’s Rus) nearly two-hundred years of struggle with theoRtslians is significant to European
history. At the same time as West-European crusadetertook an offensive struggle in the Asian East
and a similar campaign against the Moors begaheRyrenean peninsula, Russia covered the lel din
the European offensive through its struggle orsteppes (1: 281f).

The scene of Russian colonisation is the East-EBaroplain avning), frequently also referred to as
the “Russian plain” and even “our plaimiasha ravning Tolz (2001: 159) has suggested that Kliu-
chevskii sees Russia as having possessed a “niatgfmy” in colonising these areas. The “anciesiie
(staroe deld of territorial and national unification of the gaian land,” Kliuchevskii writes in the opening
of his 82nd lecture, is finally accomplished in ta@ly nineteenth century: “The Russian statetdeyrin
Europe reaches its natural geographical bordemmpiises the entire East-European plain and at some
places even crosses its boundaries; the Russiatepeorrespondingly, is politically unified, witne sin-
gle exception” (5: 186f) Although geography is systematically and techlyiadiscussed in the initial
lectures, it gradually assumes a symbolic chargéatengh this “Russification.”

The concept of the “Russian land” might appeare@ ltranslation of the East Slavic teuskaia
zemlig the “Land of the Rus,” which occurs frequentljEast Slavic medieval texts and refers primarily to
areas ruled over by princes of the Riurik dynastyich in the earliest texts was also hamed “RusWwH
ever, Kliuchevskii's concept is not so much a ti@ien as a modern reinterpretation, in which aimesd
dynastic concept is reified as a nineteenth-centatipnalist conception of Russia (Halperin 20CID, 3.
24). To Kliuchevskii the Russian land is first eéoncemost the land of the Russian people. His cdnisep
ethnic and geographical, not dynastic.

Ukraine (“Little Russia”) is also part of Kliuchdits “Russian land,” a claim that has contributed
to the opinion that he represents the empire agtianmstate (Plokhy 2008: 19). Indeed, Kliuchevslil
share the widespread view of his age that Ukraiinev(and Left-bank Ukraine) became “reunited” with
the remaining part of Russia in the mid-seventeeettiury. While his opinion of Ukraine may be adlle
“imperial,” however, this does not mean that hatsehe entire empire in the same way. In contioetste
panslavist Nikolai Danilevskii, who in his famousdi Russia and Europef 1869 conceived of the entire
empire as one “natural regiondgtestvennaia oblastDanilevskii 1995: 19), the distinction between th
Russian and non-Russian lands is if not expligtlynounced then clearly felt through the way inchhi
Kliuchevskii's narrative proceeds.

The Rise and Decline of Russian Nationhood

Kliuchevskii's narrative of Russian history beginghe Carpathian Mountains (the seventh lecture),
in the “common nest of the Slavsihishcheslavianskoe gnexdafter a “five-century long Slavic sojourn
(stoianka in the Carpathians,” some tribes departed tstheh and the west, while Kliuchevskii follows
the tribe which headed eastwards.

Our history begins with the entering of the Eastmanch of Slavdom, which later developed into
the Russian people, onto the Russian plain fromobits corners, from the southwest, from the stopie
the Carpathian Mountains. [...] Conditioned by itstdiical life and the geographical factor the Slavi
population spread out on the plain not graduallyni@ans of a growing population, not by settlingiaipat
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by resettling ife rasseliaias’ a pereseliaigs— it was carried away like migrating birdsefenosilos’
ptich’imi pereletamji from one district to another, leaving fertilisgidces behind and settling on new ones
(1: 30f).

It is this event, and not the first state-like fation as in Solov'ev's history, which also tookqaa
far later, that marks the beginning of Russiamhysaccording to Kliuchevskii. This history begiwih
resettlement, with “colonisation.” In his dynamiarrative, Kliuchevskii visualises this process byams
of an imagery in which a haktpianka perestanovKais always followed by further resettlemerassele-
nie, pereselenig This resettlement is repeatedly described imgenf a “stream from”dtliv) or “stream
into” (priliv). In the seventh and eighth centuries, he writes,Eastern branch of the Slavs “gradually
poured out towardsr(alo-pomalu otlivala nethe east and northeast” (1: 114) As we see ialtioge quo-
tations, East Slavic resettlement is also conclgddawith help from similes of nests and birds.

This first settlement on the East-European plao atarks the opening of what Kliuchevskii distin-
guishes as the “first period” of Russian histong tDnepr period” of urban commerce. Of the towrat t
appeared on the banks of the Dnepr for commeegalons, Kiev became the most important — in time it
became the central principality of the Eastern§lashich in turn meant the “first Russian state”147).
While the creation of this state-like formation nteywe been enforced by an immediate need for defgnd
commercial centres such as Kiev, the fundamentdenlying cause for its emergence was still thetres
tlement of the Eastern Slavs. Thus we may see Hmeh€vskii's concept of Russian history differerfr
that of the state school representatives. Whilex&af saw an overall continuity in the gradual ewmoin
of state formations, Kliuchevskii focuses on thes&an people and their colonisation of the Rudsiah
For Kliuchevskii, colonisatiois Russian history, not a factor obstructing it.

Furthermore, the Kievan principality dmbt evolve into a more complex state. In the mid-eldve
century, it disintegrated instead into several mjprincipalities. In addition, this process wasgtlated
with further Slavic migration to the northeast. $&eshifts mark the second period of Kliuchevskii's
scheme. Here, agriculture replaces commerce amdbkeimportant economic factor. The disintegratbn
the Kievan principality was due to a complex hegaglisystem, according to which the land was subdi-
vided by a ruler and bequeathed equally amongadmis. $According to Kliuchevskii, this system had two
consequences:

It 1) ruined the political wholeness, the stateyuof the Russian landy¢sudarstvennoe edinstvo
Russkoi zemli with which, apparently, the first Russian preeere so successfully concerned, and it 2)
contributed to the awakening in Russian societyskoe obshchesivof a feeling for the unity of the land
(chuvstvo zemskogo edingivi@a the birth of Russian nationhoadgskaia narodnosy' [...] The awaken-
ing in the entire society of the idea of the Rus&iad Mysl’ o Russkoi zemlas something complete, of
the common land-related caus® Ebshchem zemskom Jlele an unavoidable, obligatory cause for each
and everyone, all this made up the most fundametgapest fact of this period. [...] The historigadeh,
in whose issues the entire people took part amaighr participation in which it experienced itsedf@ane
people by contributing to a common cause, has alwagressed itself particularly deeply in the mgmor
of the people. [...] The Russian land, which was raeally coupled by the first Kievan princes from a
manifold of ethnographic elements into one politighole, now began, while losing this political vigo
ness, for the first time to experience itself @smplete national or land-related configuratioarodnyi ili
zemskii sostgy1: 202ff).

In this idealised description, the main idea i thadeclineof a centralised state formation makes
possible the emergence of Russian nationhngsKaianarodnost), founded on a shared “feeling for a
common land” gbshchezemskoe chuv3tdanss of political unity brings about an imagynaommunity
and even a “civil society"gfazhdanskoe obshchestvas he terms it. “Of course, this fact cannot be
proved by means of quotations from the historioarees, but it glimmers everywhere, in each exjmass
of spirit or mood of the period” (1: 204).

While Kliuchevskii on the one hand breaks down Rumssistory into four different periods, i.e.
emphasises diachronicity to an extent that regukynchronicity as to the individual periods (Ardmit
1995, 153), he recreates on the other an overa#reace by means of a “narrative substance” (Ank-
ersmit), in which the “principal mass of the Rusgmpulation glavnaia massa russkogo nasele)iiiae-
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comes the main agent of his narraff.is his idea of the Russian people and its ooafiresettlement on
the Russian land that provides his history, whiléddd into separate periods that are isolatedtaraded
as unique phases, with coheredéliuchevskii creates a continuity in Russian higton the basis of an
“imaginary migration of Russians from the area atbldiev to the northeast” (Ostrowski 2009: 73), g
claiming that it was theamepeople that first lived in the Dnepr region — wWhigas subsequently “emp-
tied,” a commonplace among Russian nineteenth-gehistorians — and later settled in the Upper ¥olg
region.

The Suzdal region, which in the early twelfth ceptwas still a remote corner in the north-eastern
part of the Russian land, is in the early thirteem®ntury a principality that resolutely rules otrex remain-
ing Rus. The political pivot has clearly moved frdme banks of Middle Dnepr to the banks of Kliazma.
This movementgeredvizhenijewas the result of the Russian forces streamiom fotliv russkikh sil iy
the banks of the Middle Dnepr to the Upper Volgame (1: 331f).

This quotation shows how Kliuchevskii conceivescofonisation as the major, shaping force of
early Russian history, testifying to the free atitie of the people itself. The establishment efribw po-
litical centre is a consequence of migration; malitformations are set up afterwards. “The apparmader
itself [...] was one of the political results of tReissian colonisation of Upper Volga with help frtme
nature of the regiorp(i uchastii prirody kraig” (1: 353).

In the third period, however, this relationshimradually reversed. Having described Russian na-
tionhood as the result of a dissolving politicaitynKliuchevskii proceeds to the rise and expamsid
Moscow, i.e. the re-emergence of a new state.

In Moscow one felt that a great, long-standing gebjvas accomplished, which mattered deeply to
the inner structure of the life of the larmkinskaia zhizp'[...] The Chronicles describe the great prince
Vasilii lll as the last gatheresgbiratel) of Rus. [...] If you imagine the new borders of tescovite
principality, the result of numerous territoriagacsitions, you will see that it incorporated atiremation
(narodnost) (2: 113).

Kliuchevskii, by implication, would have disagresth Ernest Gellner’s well-known thesis that it is
“nationalism which engenders nations, and not theravay round” (Gellner 1983, 55). To Kliuchevskii
the splitting up of “Russian land,” the nation,téws Russian nationhood, a nationalist sentimemithnin
turn makes possible a “striving for political undy a popular basig@ narodnom osnoyg(2: 115). Only
in the third period, then, does Russian nationtmmmbme embodied in a Great Russian State.

The rise of Moscow was both inevitable and desiahl Kliuchevskii's history, this “unification of
Russia” is the expression, as suggested by Lawiesoger, of the “historicgbrimum mobilé (Langer
1986: 257). However, what initially appears to beesy positive as well as necessary process —ia sol
state ensuring a vulnerable nationhood — turngmbaive an ambiguous character, not least for Russi
nationhood itself. Kliuchevskii's description ofetiMuscovite period of Russian history is conceettain
the gradual disappearance of independent sphefesdbm as a process complementary to the ceatrali
tion of the state. The boyars lose power and inflagthe peasants are “fastened to the Igmikréplenie
krestian k zemjeand the small, independent monasteries that coeibuted in expanding the Russian
land to the north are replaced by mighty monastéoigal to the tsar. The colonisation by the Ruspio-
ple yields to the consolidation of the Russiarestahich subsequently begins to conquer non-Séaeias.

The splitting up of the Russian land, a seeminglyative event, carries within itself a positive -con
sequence: the emergence of nationhood. The sulpgéegathering of the Russian land,” in turn, ledhe
disappearance of both a pre-modern civil societiyairiree and unlimited migration by the Russiaopte
— all factors that made Russian nationhood possible Russian people, which has so far been thé dom
nant force in Russian history, is replaced by tiatesas its main agent and disappears from thes.scen
Colonisation is replaced by serfdom. This is thgitr logic of Kliuchevskii's history of Russia.

Restoring the Balance

This process comes to a climax in the fourth petiogl “All-Russian period” from the early seven-
teenth century onwards, in which huge territorigdagsion and increasing productivity were “reversel
proportional” to the evolution of the people’s fleen and creativity.
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The popular forcemérodnye silyin their development fell behind the tasks thatevraised before
the state as the result of its rapid external dmptite spiritual work of the people could not kegpwith
the material activity of the state. The state diavipukhlg and the people grew legkhirel) (3: 12).

The final stroke in this respect becomes the atolitf obligatory service for the nobility in 1762,
an event that completely isolated it from its pepplhom it was supposed to serve. The year of &2
be said to mark the end of Kliuchevskii's poputisttory” In the 81st lecture, the Westerner Kliuchevskii
describes the introduction of West-European nomssifutions, habits etc. with great suspicion andy,
and he sees the aristocratic culture of this ndvilityoas superficial and even pathological. Thigd@pe-
anisation represented, according to Kliuchevshiiaaomaly in the course of Russian history in ithat-
posed Enlightenment thoughts and ideals that wiexe #®, as he consistently terms it in this coptex
“Eastern Europe,” i.e. to nations that had notrigba&t in the feudal and Catholic traditions tluairfed the
background for these imported ideas.

On this basis, Wolfgang Kissel has suggested thiathevskii's history terminates in a satirical
mode, a feature that makes it comparable to JakmbkBardt's works as Hayden White has interpreted
them. | agree that there is much satire and iromgatds the end of his history, but if | were to @tdo
White's framework, i.e. the fourfold genre typologfyNorthrop Frye, | would rather claim that theeall
plot structure of his history is that of a tragesince it describes the development “from happit@ssis-
ery” (Aristotle) — seen from a populist point oewi. In addition, Kliuchevskii's history encouragesad-
dressees tlearn from history, an invitation that is difficult tambine with a consistent satirical approach.
Tragedy has a therapeutic purpose; it aims to ggeemen to assume responsibility for their owniciest
by the construction of institutions and laws adégtia the cultivation of their noblest capaciti€d/hite
1973: 204).

Such a practical purpose is fully compatible with scientific programme for the study of history,
Kliuchevskii maintains in his opening lectures. Ahd in agreement with the general tendency iroEu
pean nineteenth-century historicism. Although Lédgeanke’s oft-quoted “as it really was” (which was
part of his critique of the didactic historiograptfythe Enlightenment) might indicate otherwise whead
in isolation, the study of the past should indeeddiated to the political and social tasks atgesThe
aim of history as understood at that time was ttetstand not only the past but also the preseneeel
the future in order to serve a society’s interast$ need for orientation, as well as contributmdg iden-
tity formation (Jaeger & Risen 1992: 42). And tledkof historical identity that historicism abovié a
maintained was national identity. “The compelliigrary expression Kliuchevskii gave his insighetpled
to shape the “Russianness” of his compatriots;rimging to life Russia’s past he contributed to rieiad-
ers’ sense of historical identity” (Raeff 1986: 202

In keeping with the imagery of the people as atdhnisal personality” with a particular calling,
Kliuchevskii conceptualises the past as the edualtiprocess, the “historical educatiorstgricheskoe
vospitani@ of this people.

Only through a historical study is the course & #ducation supervised. The history of the people,
rendered on the basis of research, becomes amadmmk, in which the deficiencies and excessedd-
chety i perederzhkiof its past are added up. The sincere task ton#arest future is to reduce the infla-
tions and replenish the arrears, to restore tlabalof national tasks and means (1: 42).

In the Russian past, the “lack of balance” consibts/e all in the emergent discrepancy between a
mighty, successful state and its downtrodden pegptehave not been able to make use of its potdatia
the benefit of the Russian nation. As a result,Rossian people “still does not stand in the filow
among the other European peoples” (1: 43).

What Russia lacks more specifically, Kliuchevskijgests, is a well-developeil society a con-
cept that for liberals in late Imperial Russia ‘‘&x®ed a strong symbolic influence independentsgbriac-
tical realization” (Engelstein 2000: 25). This “dre of a civil society” is also shared by Kliucheyghkis

! The remaining five lectures on the eighteenth@indteenth centuries have, when compared to theegirg
ones, a rather summarising character. The popelisiency in Kliuchevskii, i.e. that he was “deejplterested
in and sympathetic to the life of the lower clasébs peasantry)”, is discussed by Fedotov (1988).2
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work is founded on the belief in history as beiagable of fostering civic participation and sosialidar-
ity (Bohn 1997: 365; Wendland 2008: 417), all isstieat had become urgent to the Russian intelBgent
after the abolition of serfdom in 1861. “Each ofught to be at least a little historian, in ortebecome a
consciously and honestly active citizgmnazhdanii’ (1: 44). This potential Russian historian-citize the
main addressee of Kliuchevskii's course, which drétve listeners’ and readers’ attention to thepasts
of history: the pre-modern civil society and itsreoon feeling for a common land. By visualising an i
digenous, alternative way Kliuchevskii aims to eestthe continuity of Russian history from the Meail
period up to the present.

Russia, Europe and Kliuchevskii

Kliuchevskii's historical vision is enabled by cemporary European ideas, above all historicism
and nationalism. It represents a continuation afleles critique of Eurocentrism and defence of walt
pluralism, i.e. the “equal validity of incommensblecultures” (Berlin 1976: 209). Kliuchevskii's &uta-
tion of European ideas, in other words, has maplessible for him to reject hegemonic notions afdpe.

His historicism, furthermore, resumes the idead@fler and the early Wilhelm von Humboldt, who de-
nied that the state was the ultimate goal of histas Ranke and Humboldt himself later would sag, a
focused instead on humanity and civil society retspely (Iggers 1968: 41).

Kliuchevskii's critique of modern, Europeanised 8asmight suggest a Slavophile tendency in his
work; but as | hopefully have shown, he is in gaheery far from such a position. First and foretnbe
wanted Russia to be on equal terms with the rengpérts of Europe — on its own terms. EastwardSla
migration starting from a common cultural origirpaprs to the Kliuchevskii's basis for claiming tRais-
sia is Europe. Although he may be said to ide#itisgast, above all early Russian colonisationpéis is
founded not on the antithesis of Russia and Eutmgeaather on an open and inclusive notion ofdtter.

To Kliuchevskii, Europe was not a neutral concegtwe saw above; Russia should aim to be ranked
among the other European nations. However, We&arope does not represent the benchmark for the
Eastern “peripheries.” Kliuchevskii rejects thedd# a unilinear advance in history common to alams.

By implication, Kliuchevskii's Russia also presensswith an alternative to the dichotomisation so
characteristic of the debates on national idemtityineteenth-century Russia. His historiographypuld
claim, was an attempt to conceptualise Russiadamutbe Hegelian framework, according to which the e
sential question was whether Russia was a “hisianation” or not. While both Slavophiles and Weste
nisers had viewed Russia as “poised on the boetarclen two worlds, fated to choose one and leave th
other entirely behind” (Siljak 2001: 357), Kliuctshii refrained from seeing this as an either/orstjae.
Russia was already European and should not atteragapt further to West-European cultural models.

Not es

" Cratbs panee ny6nmikosanack B Helge V. Holm, Sisel Lagreid and Torgeir Skorgeds(), The Borders of Europe:
Hegemony, Aesthetics and Border Pod#iahus: Aarhus University Press, 2012); 71-91.

! For Kliuchevskii's biography, see Byrnes (1995).

2| have taken the opportunity to simplify the refazes to my primary source (KliuchevskiCeurse, i.e. omitted
“Kliuchevskii 1956-1959” here and below. Hence tienbers preceding and succeeding the colon refelumes of
this edition and pages respectively. All transtatifrom Russian are my own.

% In my view, however, there is a marked differeheaveen the Russia of the Slavophiles, which wamslftated by
way of a rejection of West-European culture, amdWesternisers’ view of Russia as basically Eunogeneventu-
ally European) and, by implication, non-Asian. lie writings of Belinskii or Kavelin, to whom | shatturn below,
the “main constituent other” is not Europe, asdsrl can see, but Asia. Tolz’s formulation in matar (“against
which”) — when applied to the Westernisers — apptmrefore to be slightly exaggerated.

* Belinskii is thus an interesting counterexamplevbéit Tolz (2001: 15) claims to have been a predantitendency
in Russian nineteenth-century thought: the exafusicthe upper classes from the concept of thei&uésation” or
“people” (harod). Indeed, many Russian thinkers have operated amitlexclusive concept of nationality, but not
Belinskii.

® “Der Kern des Historismus besteht in der Ersetzingr generalisierenden Betrachtung geschichttiehschlicher
Krafte durch eine individualisierende Betrachtyng] Im Wesen der Individualitét, der des Einzelnahen wie der
ideellen und realen Kollektivgebilde, liegt es, dasich nur durch Entwicklung offenbart” (Meined©59: 3, 5).

® Interestingly, this way of perceiving the univétsiatorical process may be found in other parthefEuropean “pe-
riphery” at this time as well: The Norwegian higor Ernst Sars (1835-1917, i.e. contemporary todkivskii)
shared a similar “myth of origin” in that he conaa of national differentiation and national indegence as the most
importantresultof the universal historical process (Fulsas 1289).
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" Technically, “is being colonised” is more accuratiece the subject of this sentence is an inariroae, but this
translation has gained foothold in English, as seest recently in a study by Alexander Etkind (2081-71). In
keeping with Etkind, “colonises itself’ may be s&idbe an appropriate solutiblrmeneuticallysince Kliuchevskii
(and Solov’ev) conceived of Russian colonisatiorisatf-colonisation,” i.e. colonisation of one’svwm” land . This
land not only becomes Russia through (Russianpigaltion; it comes into being. Hence “Russia hastiinited itself
through the process of colonization” (Etkind 20817f). See also below.

® This is not to say that they are entirely absenthe first lecture he introduces a “scheme ofgbeial-historical
process,” which operates with the succeeding staféamily, clan, tribe, people, state. In Kliucls&ir's history,
however, this scheme cannot be said to represeaja structuring principle comparable to the tfotekone of So-
lov'ev.

® Subsequently, imperial conquest may have leddtfisation,” for instance in parts of Siberia125; 5: 137). The
same goes for “New Russia,” i.e. the north coash@Black Sea conquered in the late eighteenttuigerithough
this area seems to be included in his concepteofRussian land,” colonisation here, which was @ded by state
conquest, also plays a marginal role in Kliuchaiskiarrative as compared to colonisation befoeedititeenth cen-
tury. Etkind is thus correct in observing that thstorian extended the concept of (self-)colorisatiwell into the
modern age” (2011: 67), but he does not distingbetiveen colonisation and conquest (or colonisgifoper and
colonisation upon conquest), as Kliuchevskii, invigw, did.

19 The “exception” to which Kliuchevskii refers hésgprobably the areas that today make up Westeraitutk which
was part of the Habsburg Empire until the First M/@Yar.

1| thus share Tolz's view that Kliuchevskii andetiRussian liberals “downplayed the imperial natfréhe Russian
state,” but not because he “upheld the view thatRbhssian empire was a Russian nation state” @@4d: 172).
Kliuchevskii, in my view, was simply not concerneih the entire empire when composing his histbfgre gener-
ally, Tolz argues that the “vision of the Russiamp&e as a Russian nation-state” (2001: 155)tivasommonly held
perspective in Imperial Russia. This has later lipestioned by Aleksei Miller (2005), who claimattiErnest Gell-
ner’s theory of nationalism as a quest for congradretween the national and political unit (1983ddes not apply
very well to late Imperial Russia, where it wasgilale to be nationalist and imperialist at the séime, i.e. to defend
the existence of the empire while at the same itinagjining a truly “Russian land” within it. Russiaationalism in
this sense may have been expansionist, in theofddleraine or the Volga district, but refrained maften than not
from encompassing the entire empire. See alsoBE06), who operates with a three-fold schenfeusiian impe-
rial visions: “Russia as a European empire,” “Ragsi an anti-European empire” and “Russia as @nah&mpire.”

12 Solov'ev, in contrast, claimed that one shouldt ‘givide, not split Russian history up into singuparts, periods,
but look mainly for the connection of phenomena,tifi® immediate succession of forms” (Solov'ev 13986, 1:
55). By the same token, | do not find Robert Byihasalysis of Kliuchevskii's “flow of Russian Histy” (Byrnes
1995: 163-166), while insightful in its parts, te sufficiently to the point. His one-sided emphasiKliuchevskii's
history as one of a “constant, slow change” failglentify the historian’s idea of a hidden conitiyin an otherwise
discontinuous past, subdivided into discrete periddcording to Ankersmit and his narrativist agmto to histori-
cism (1995), this combination of synchronicity aligcronicity is a defining feature of historicikirtking and writing.
3 This analysis goes in a direction different frérattwhich sees Kliuchevskii as a founder of “histrsociology” in
Russia (Bohn 1997). Without denying these innoyadispects in his work, it is my view that Kliuchki's emphasis
on economic factors and social fornabghchezhitiein favour of the state did not imply a replacetmeinarrative
representation by positivist “explanation,” as Baeems to suggest (Bohn 1997: 368). Bohn’s apprieacls to ig-
nore the importance of his grand narrative.
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PYCCKASI UCTOPUSI 1 EBPONTEMCKASI MBICJIb:
NCTOPUYECKASA KOHOENIUA BACNJINSA KIIOYEBCKOI'O

HUcropuueckas koHuenuus Bacunus KimoueBckoro Brmovana B ce0s «uaeto Epponbi». B nutepa-
Type MPUHSTO NoJiarath, 4To EBpona BoclpuHUManach pocCMHCKUMH MHTEJUIEKTyallaMi Kak Hekasi pury-
pa «Jlpyroro», o OTHOLIEHHIO K KOTOpO# (hopmupoBanack naeHTHIHOCTh Poccrn. Anamis tpynos Kitro-
YEBCKOT'0, O/IHAKO, MOKa3bIBAET, YTO 3Ta KapTHHA AOJDKHA OBITH OOsiee HIOAHCHMPOBAHHOM M uTo «EBporna»
unm «3amnag» He 00s3aTeNbHO BBICTYNAM HEMPEeMEeHHbIM MepuiioM Poccuu: o0pasiom Asis noapaxaHus y
3aMagHUKOB WM HEraTMBHBIM MPUMEPOM AJis ciaBSIHOQWIOB. B cTaThe moka3aHo, 4TO COMPOTHBISICH
TPaIMLMOHHBIM CMOCO0aM KOHLISTYaIN3alli <«€BPOIMEHCKOCTH» B PYCCKOM KOHTeKkcTe, KiroueBckuii
BbIpaboTasl HOBbIE HMCTOpHOrpaUuecKre MoaXoAbl, OCHOBaHHbIE HA OTPULIAHMM He «EBponbi», a reremMo-
HUUYECKOTO €BPOTOLIEHTPU3Ma B OCMBICIIEHUH UCTOPHH.

Baskneiiieid Toukol oTTamkvBaHus B MocTpoeHMsX KimodeBckoro ObUIO ClaBIHO(GMIIBCTBO, IUIS
KoToporo otianure Poccum ot 3anaga KOpeHWI0Ch B pa3IMuHOM KyJIbTYPHOM M PEJIMTHO3HOM 0aswice, 60-
Jlee TOro, 3anaJHOeBPONeiickoe XPUCTHAHCTBO BOCIIPUHUMAIIOCH CIABSIHO(UIAMHU KaKk OTCTYMHHYECTBO OT
WCTHHHOM Bepbl. HaoGopor, s 3anaaHukoB cxoactBo Poccun v 3anana npeBanupoBaio HaJl pasinyusi-
MM, B YACTHOCTH, UMENIOCh B BUAY CXOICTBO MOJEIHN UCTOPUUECKOrO Pa3sBUTHS, & HE TOJBKO KyJIbTYpPHOIO
Oaraxa. bonpLIMHCTBO MpodeccroHaNbHBIX UCTOPUKOB TOM 31oxH, Bkioyas U Cepres CosioBbeBa — yuu-
tenst KnroueBckoro, NpUaep KMBaIMCh aHAJIOTMYHON 3aaIHUYECKOM, CXeMbl YHUBEPCATbHOTO JIBUYKEHUS
YeJl0BEe4eCTBa BIEpel.

Jns eponeiickoit uctoprocoduu XIX B. —Beka <«CTOpU3Ma» U pOMaHTU3Ma — XapaKTepeH rnepe-
HOC KaueCcTB JIMYHOCTH Ha OOLLECTBA, PEX/Ie BCEro KauecTB MHAMBUAYaILHOCTH U pa3BuTHs. [lo MHeHHIO
uccreioBareniei, B pOCCHMCKOM KOHTEKCTE TOHSTHE «pa3BUTHE» cTaio Oonee (hyHIaMeHTaTbHOM KaTero-
pueii OOBSICHEHNS! UCTOPHH, YeM TIOHATHE <WHIMBUIYaTbHOCTE». C 3TOM TOUKM 3peHus, U 3araqHude-
CKO ucTopuorpaduu KIo4eBOi cTpaTterveil MHTeprpeTaLuy SBUIOCH MPECTaBIeHHe 00 «OTCTaI0CTHU»
Poccum, koTopast B cBOEM HCTOPUYECKOM ABIDKEHHH TTOBTOPSIET TE )K€ €BPOMNECKUe CTauu, HO C U3BECT-
HOW 3a/1EPKKOM.

B cratbe nokasbiBaeTcs, UTO, He MpUHAUIEXkA U K crlaBsHoduiam, KiroueBckuii npeanoxun anb-
TEpHATHUBY 3aMaJHUYecKoMy NMoHMMaHuto uctopun Poccuu. Ilo ero Muenuto, Poccust yke siBnsietcs ya-
CThIO 3anaza 1o MpPOMCXOXKIACHHIO U OOLMM KYJIBTYPHBIM KOPHSIM, HO 3TO HE 03HAYaeT, UTO MOApaXKaHUe
3amaay IOJDKHO ONpenensTh UcTopudeckoe passurhe Poccrnu. HarpoTuB, akUeHTHPYs <«WHAWBUIyalb-
HOCTBb» B UcTOpuH, KitoueBckuii yTBepskaall, 4To, pa3BUBAsCh, HALMK IUBEPCUMULIMPYIOTCS, Bce MOJIHEe
PacKpBIBAIOT CBOIO YHUKAJIbHOCTH. KiTIOUeBCKHMIA B 3TOM CMBICIIe BO3BpalLascs k Oosee cOanaHCMpOBaH-
HOM, «@BpPOMEHCKOIN» UCTOPUOCO(UH, B KOTOPOH «PasBUTHE» U «UHAMBHIYAIbHOCTH PABHOMEPHO Tpe-
CTaBJIEHBI, YTO MO3BOJISIET HAPUCOBATh UCTOPHIO PoccuM kak MCTOPHIO pa3BHUTHS JIMYHOCTH, MPOXOALIEit
3Tarbl pocTa, Aerpajaluy U BO3MOXKHOIO BO3POKAeHUs B OyayLleMm.

VYoexnenus Knrouepckoro, hunocodeku nanekne ot ciaBsHOPHILCTBA, CONMKAIKCH C HUM B TIa-
HE KPUTHKM FereéMOHMCTUYECKOrO TIOHMMaHusi EBporbl kak BbIOpaBLIei eAMHCTBEHHO MPaBUIBHYIO MO-
Jienb UcTopudeckoro pa3Buths. [lpusHaBas Poccuro HeoTsemsieMol M MonHOMNpaBHOH yacTeto EBporisl,
MCTOPUK HAacTauBaJl HA TOM, YTO Ha PAHHMX 3Tarax pa3BUTHS «PyCCKas 3eMJIsS» HCTIbITaja TO JKE BIMSIHUE
KOJIOHW3AIIUK ¥ paHHUX (OPM IPaKIaHCKOTO 00IIeCTBa, 4To W 3anaj.

KnroueBckui, kak M3BECTHO, MHTEPNPETUPOBAT UCTOPHUIO Poccuu kak MCTOPHIO CTpaHbl, «KoTopast
KOJIOHM3UPYETCS», CO3/IaB TEM CaMbIM MCTOPUOTpadgpuuecKyro TPaaMLMIO, BOCIPHHSATYIO COBPEMEHHBIMH
MCCIIeIOBaHUSIMU «BHYTPEHHEH KOJOHM3aLuu». BaskHO nomuepkHyTh, uto st KitroueBckoro «konoHusa-
s> O3HAYasla MPEKAe BCEro CTUXUHHOE OCBOEHUE HApOAOM IPOCTPAHCTB LieHTpaibHOHW Poccun, a He
roCcyJIapCTBEHHYIO TMOJUTHUKY MOKOpPEHHsl OKpauH. B aToMm cmbicne Teopus konoHuzauuu Kirouesckoro
OTpaskajia OCMbICIIEHHE UCTOPUM PYyCCKOro Hapoza, a He ucropun Poccuiickoii umnepuu. Ero uccnenosa-
TEJILCKUIA MPOEKT 3aKIFOYaJICsl B OCMBICIIEHMH UCTOPHUU <«PYCCKOW 3eMJIN», T.€. B BBIIEJICHUH U3 UMIIEp-
CKOTO MPOCTPaHCTBA OMPEeSICHHON YacTH, TOHMMaeMOl Kak pyccKash HallMOHaJIbHas TeppuTopus. AHa-
JIOTUYHBIE MPOEKThI BOOOPayKEHHsI «UeHTpaIbHOM/HALMOHAIbHOW Poccnm» ObUTH LIMPOKO pacrpocTpaHe-
Hbl Cpelu JIMOepasibHbIX HALMOHAIHUCTOB Mo3AHenMIepckoro nepuona. s KioueBckoro xe BakHOH
Obl1a B3aMMOCBSA3b «PYCCKOW HALIMK» U eBporneiickoii Tepputopun Poccuu.

Taknm 00pa3oM, MepeocMbICIINBas CPETHEBEKOBBIM JMHACTHYECKHI TepMUH «PyChb» WITH «pyccKas
3eMJIS1» C HALMOHAJIbHOW M TEPPUTOPUAIIBHON TOUKHM 3peHus1, KittoueBckuii co3naBa KOHLEMNLUIO HALMo-
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HaJM3Ma, KOTopasi He NMPOTHBOpEeUriIa KOHLETILMK UMITepHH, HO U He coBrajana ¢ Heil. Kak pe3oHHO oT-
MeuaeT A. Muuiep, poCCHIiCKHI MHTEIIEKTYall MOT OBITh CTOPOHHHKOM MMITEPHH M TIPU 3TOM MEUTaTh O
BOOOpaskaeMoi «PyCcCKOi 3emiie» B ee CoCTaBe.

Ha cTbike KOHLTIINI «PyCCKON 3eMJIM» M «CTpaHbl, KOTOpasi KOJIOHU3UPYETCS» MOSBISETCS BO3-
MOKHOCTB MJIealT3alys neproaa (eonaabHOM pa3npoOieHHOCTH, Kora, o MHeHuio Kimodesckoro, oc-
nalneHue rocyjapcTBa BbI3BaIO UMITYJIbChl (POPMUPOBAHUS NOIUTHYECKOro Tena Poccuu «Ha HapoaHoi
OCHOBE» U B MPOLIECCe aKTUBHOIO OCBOEHMs TeppuTopHii BepxHel Bonru. Hao6opot, nocnenyromas LeH-
Tpain3aLys rocy1apcTBa Bieksia 3a co0oi ocabiaeHre JOMOAEPHOTO <«TpaykKIaHCKOro O0IIEecTBa» U OcTa-
HOBKY MHUTPaLIMOHHBIX TIOTOKOB: Ha CLIEHY MCTOPHH BBILIEN rOCYyJapCTBEHHBIH JECTIOTHU3M M KPEMOCTHOE
npago.

B koHTekcTe (hopMyIIbI «TOCYIapcTBO IMyXJIO, HAPOJ XUPEI» UHTeprpeTupoBanack KitroueBckum u
BectepHu3aiys ctpadbl B XV B., KOTOpyro OH MPOHMYECKH OMMCHIBAN KaK MAaTOJIOrMIECKH OTPBIB apy-
CTOKpaTHYECKOM KyJbTYpbl OT HapoAa. Eciu monbitatbcs NMpUMEHUTh TaKCOHOMHIO X. YaiiTa K Tpyaam
KittoueBcKkoro, To OCHOBHBIM MOJYCOM €ro UCTOpUOCO(hUH OyIeT Tpareausi — CTOpHs HapoIa/IMYHOCTH B
JBWKEHUH OT JOBOJIBCTBA M CHACTBS K HUYTOXKECTBY. DTa «Tpareius» co3nasaiach KioueBckuM ¢ rena-
FOrMYECKOH LIeNIbI0 — M300pa3uTh rubebHOCTh JucOataHca MeXIy MOTYLIeCTBOM rocyaapceTsa U ciabo-
CTbIO HapoJa. B koHTekcTe MOMUTHYECKUX U MCTOPUOCO(CKHX Bo33peHuil KiroueBckoro mpeoponeHue
9TOro AMcOaNiaHca CBS3BIBAIOCH C Pa3BUTHEM IpakaaHCKoro odmectBa B Poccuu M ¢ BocCTaHOBIIEHHEM
MPEEeMCTBEHHOCTH CO CPEeTHEBEKOBBIM TEPHOJIOM MOCPEICTBOM TPEOAOTIEHUSI TOCYAapCTBEHHUYECKOM
«T1aTONOT UK.
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