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Finding the Middle Ground:

The Practical and Theoretical Center Between
Ethnic Ideal and Extreme Behaviors

Peter Petschauer
Anatoly Isaenko

Peter Petschauer, Ph.D., and Anatoly
Laenko, Ph.D. are professors of history at
Appalachian State University, Boone, North
Carolina.

Introduction

This paper seeks to identify and describe
the practical and theoretical middle
ground between extreme ethnic prejudice
that fuels acts such as pogrom and murder
and the ready acceptance of individuals
of every ethnicity in all aspects of life. Al-
most everyone in the industrialized world
is aware of, and uncomfortable with, ex-
treme expressions of ethnic prejudice and
hatred that range from rape, imprison-
ment, and ethnic dislocation to concen-
tration camps, ethnic cleansing, and mur-
der. Examples such as Russian Imperial
pogroms, Japanese actions against their
conquered peoples, the Nazi Holocaust,
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South African Apartheid, the Rwandan
genocide, and the various Yugoslavian
horrors are well known.! Far less well
known, or understood, are the Russian
Imperial categorizations of its native
peoples; American actions against Ameri-
can Indians and Japanese Americans; So-
viet actions against German-Russian citi-
zens, Balts, Chechens, Ingushetians, and
many others during World War II; the
more recent Chinese move against the
Tibetans; and the Turkish exploitations of
minority populations. Probably even
fewer people in this same industrialized
world are cognizant of an ideal ethnic situ-
ation in which people of different back-
grounds accommodate each other easily;
most people in this world are familiar with
the middle ground. As one of Petschauer’s
students put it in an April 2001 class dis-
cussion: “Most people just talk about the
ideal; they don’t know or don't want to
know what it really is.”



In order to fix the middle ground between
ethnic exploitation and an ideal in which
people live together in harmony, we pro-
ceeded in two ways. First, we listened to
people’s stories in person and identified
stories in news articles and relevant litera-
ture. We collected stories of people who
experienced ethnic distinctions that
ranged from mere slights to forms of hor-
ror, stories that represented the middle
ground as well as ethnic extremes. In Part
I of this paper we highlight stories in
which people experienced and remem-
bered ethnically uncomfortable situa-
tions—where they were not living in har-
mony with those around them—but
which were not extreme cases such as when
people are jailed or murdered for not be-
ing members of the dominant ethnic
group. We hope that a careful reading of
these stories (to which the reader may add
his or her own) will show that the ethnic
middle ground is experienced in many
different contexts, including the body,
housing, language, religion, state policy,
and economic opportunity.

The attached chart (pp. 68-71) places the
stories of the middle in the surrounding
context of ethnic peace and ethnic vio-
lence. It shows the situation with the hu-
man body/space, language, religion,
shared histories, state policy, and eco-
nomic opportunity, and it highlights in
each category how complete normalcy, the
middle ground, and extreme ethnic ex-
pression manifest themselves.

Second, we researched practical aspects of
the middle ground and how it can gradu-
ally slide into extremes of ethnic distinc-
tion, discrimination, and abuse. Rather
than look into a widely known example,
such as the destruction of Jews in Europe,
we chose to focus on Russian Imperial

policies that firmly establish the middle

ground of ethnic abuses and allow us also
to elaborate briefly the steps leading to
more extreme expressions later in Russian
history.

The stories we collected originated in
many different cultural contexts and in
many parts of the world. One particular
problem we have tried to avoid from the
outset is to see racism (in the US, for ex-
ample) and ethnic aversion (such as in the
Independent States of the former Soviet
Union) as separate and distinct expressions
of ethnic prejudice. We acknowledge that
in some situations, individuals see racism
as systematic mistreatment of African
Americans and Third World peoples. We
argue, however, that the broader issue is
ethnicity and that the situation in which
people of color find themselves in the US
is comparable to that of other non-domi-
nant ethnic groups around the world.
While one can argue that color plays a
significant and defining role in the Ameri-
can setting, one must allow that similar
language about color in other settings cre-
ates similar contexts. For example, hav-
ing called a certain set of Eastern Euro-
pean Jews schwarz in the late 19th cen-
tury did not mean that they were black; it
meant that non-Jews and white Jews (Cen-
tral European Jews) saw them as darker
and different than themselves. When refu-
gees in a Czech refugee camp in 1999 were
called black, it may have meant that they
were from Africa or that they were Ro-
many; in either case they were perceived
as identifiable and different. Similarly,
when Ethiopians viewed lighter-skinned
fellow citizens as being “better” than
darker-skinned persons, they were mak-
ing a clear statement about ethnic prefer-
ences. All these groups were and are per-
ceived as different because of their sup-
posed lighter or darker skin color, and
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because of other differences from other,
most likely more dominant, ethnic groups
in a certain setting.> Naming people of
color African Americans, rather than
black, is an attempt to address this very
issue in one setting.

As we begin the main part of this paper,
we would like to differentiate hostility be-
tween ethnic groups from worldwide
struggles against modernization or West-
ernization and associated outbursts against
modern facilities and other symbols of
globalization. A good example of this hos-
tility is the attack in September 1998 on
the Planet Hollywood restaurant in Cape
Town, South Africa. As R. C. Longworth
(1998) stated, “There is a cultural war
going on in the world, between globalism
and tribal societies, between tradition and
information age, between ancient truths
and the revolutionary ideas and technolo-
gies that are shattering societies shaped by
those truths” (pp. 1C and 4C). While
some of the hostility against the modern
world is directed against America and
Americans, it is not an ethnic issue, or it
is such an issue only by implication. If
anything, it is a supra-ethnic issue, that
is, it pits indigenous peoples vs. Western-
ers. For the most part the hostility is di-
rected as much against persons in the so-
ciety who modernize as it is directed
against outsiders who bring in “modern-
ization.” America becomes the focus of a
goodly proportion of this hostility because
American products and enterprises are
“everywhere.”

We begin with a selection of tales of rela-
tively mild expressions of ethnic distinc-
tion, discrimination, slights, and insults
in parts of the US, Eastern Europe and
Russia, the Caucasus Mountains, North-
ern Italy, and South Africa. We then pro-

ceed to what one can consider moderate
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Russian Imperial policies, with reflections
on the associated slide into more extreme
practices during the Soviet period.

Part I: Experiencing the middle path

In April 1998, first-year Duke University
student Winston Chi said he walked across
campus and was accosted by a group of
white men in a Jeep. They asked him for
directions to the railroad, an obvious ref-
erence to Chinese having come to the US
to help build railroads in the West. The
group also directed obscenities against
Chi, prefacing them with “Chinese” and
“Korean” (Freeman, 1998).

On May 27, 1998, “Chief Justice Will-
iam Rehnquist rejected a request by mi-
nority lawyers to discuss ways to recruit
more minorities to fill the powerful law
clerk jobs at the Supreme Court” (Mauro,
1998, p. 1A). Rehnquist also wrote that
“he hires clerks on the basis of ‘superior
professional achievement in law school,
together with an appraisal of how well we
would work together. I have never ex-
cluded consideration of anyone because
of that person’s race or nationality’” (p.
1A). By that time, and since 1972,
Rehnquist had hired 79 clerks at the Su-
preme Court. Of these none was African-
American or Asian; one was Hispanic.

In a conversation with a real estate agent
in Boone, North Carolina not too many
years ago, Petschauer asked the agent why
he never put prices with his properties.
He answered: “Some black might then be
able to get the house at that price,” and
continued, “I always want them to have
to pay extra for the privilege of living
here.”

A different expression of ethnic prejudice
or discrimination, somewhat more spe-
cific, occurred during the summer of 1998



in Olomouc in the Czech Republic. Sev-
eral gypsies (Romany), most likely a
mother and her children, were walking
across the Lower Market Square. As they
walked along, people stepped aside just
enough to allow them to pass unencum-
bered. This stepping aside was not a
friendly “getting out of the way,” it was
rather a brisk stepping aside so as to avoid
contact and to create a path. Because of
the frequency of this behavior at such spe-
cific instances, but also because of stereo-
typing of gypsies in parts of Eastern Eu-
rope, we can assume that people were step-
ping aside to avoid contact with this fam-
ily.

A Bosnian student at the Olomouc Sum-
mer Institute in the summer of 1998 re-
ported on a trip he had taken to Sarajevo.
During his visit, he had deliberately not
gone to Serb areas of the city. Although
he speaks all the dialects of the city well,
he was afraid of entering Serb neighbor-
hoods because he thought that he would
be beaten up if it were discovered that he
was not one of their own.

In South Africa, according to several per-
sonal accounts, white South Africans are
retreating into heavily armed ghettoes. In
some cases, newly established black South
Africans join these families. The usual rea-
son given for this separation into ghettoes
is that the crime rate has risen so dramati-
cally that families must protect themselves.
But one could also argue that these fami-
lies, especially the white families, are afraid
of black attack, without regard to reasons
for the attack.

One of American society’s most fascinat-
ing and damaging under-currents deals
with the image of African-American
males. Because the white male is consid-

ered the “ideal” male in US society, the

black male, the dark opposite of the white
male, has a difficult time asserting his
maleness and is often undercut by the gen-
erally accepted male stereotype. Tom
Feelings's The Middle Passage; White Ships
Black Cargo (1995), does an excellent job
of reversing these stereotypes by portray-
ing the slave collectors and deliverers as
dark and the slaves as white, thus getting
at one of the very origins of this form of
stereotyping,.

A faculty colleague tells of her experiences
in Togo as an exchange faculty member
in terms that almost reach the level of trau-
matization. She was derided not only by
her non-American white colleagues, but
also by the native population. The Aus-
tralian, Swiss, German, and South Afri-
can members of her academic team did
not appreciate her being American; the
Africans called her jovo, and thus let her
know their disdain for the white outsider.
She felt further isolated because the cloth-
ing that fit dark African skin so well did

not suit her white skin at all.

In North Ossetia, at the foot of the
Caucasus Mountains, colleagues from
North Ossetian State University (NOSU)
in the mid-1990s lavishly hosted the
Petschauers. Unbeknownst to them, only
those ethnically Russian and Cossack col-
leagues who, like Isaenko, were completely
familiar with Ossetian cooking and table
manners were invited to these feasts.
Members of these ethnic minorities who
were not experienced in these matters were
excluded and thus deprived access to up-
per-level administrators and foreigners.

In the same North Ossetian setting, fac-
ulty members of NOSU who wanted to
be successful made sure that they visibly
displayed symbols of their allegiance to
Ossetia. These symbols might include an
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Ossetian flag prominently hung in the
office, an obviously worn Ossetian shirt
or hat, or an Ossetian button with the
colors yellow, red, and white.

A young woman from Lithuania told
Petschauer’s class at the Olomouc Sum-
mer Institute in July 1998 about being
partially Polish, Russian, Lithuanian, and
Jewish and about the difficulties that this
diversity created for her family. The issue
that troubled them was: Should they send
her younger brother to Lithuanian or
Russian-speaking school? Although they
speak Russian at home, sending him to
Russian school would most likely mean
that he would never speak Lithuanian well
enough to succeed in Lithuania.

An aid worker helping in the aftermath
of the terrible 1997 flood in the eastern
Czech Republic discovered that gypsies
were generally not being given as much
water and food as their Czech neighbors.
As a matter of fact, when an official was
asked why the authorities did not give
water to gypsies, he reportedly said that
they could drink water from the river. This
was a river swollen with particles and pol-

lutants after the flood.

In the South Tyrol of Northern Italy, a
former Austrian territory, negotiators for
the German and Italian speaking ethnic
groups agreed several years ago that young
people could decide at age fifteen whether
they wanted to be associated ethnically
with the Iralian or the German speaking
group. This major choice brings with it
several significant advantages and disad-
vantages. For example, if a young person
chooses the Italian speaking option, s/he
can attend higher education in Italy for
the standard minimum tuition. If s/he
chooses the German speaking option, s/
he too can study in Italy, but has the ad-
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ditional option of being able to attend
higher educational institutions in Austria
almost free of charge.

A young man from Kenya told how grants
and fellowships tended to be awarded in
his country, not according to intellectual
and academic qualifications, but rather to
the applicant’s ethnic group. The preferred
ethnic affiliation was the same as that of
the persons in power.

An ethnically Serb cab driver in Vienna
told the Petschauers in July 1999: “You
know, the Albanians are very different
from us. They have so many children, as
many as 20 per woman. Do you realize
what that means in terms of feeding such
a family? For every breakfast you have to
have 22 slices of bread, for every lunch
you have to have 22 bowls of soup, etc. I
cannot understand why they do not find
other entertainment.”

Gordon A. Wood (1998) wrote:

Most historians today deny that ‘the
Indian’ was ever in fact eliminated
(from American history), but all
would agree that the Indian’s story has
not been as well integrated into Ameri-

can history as it might have been (p.

41).

A young Slovenian girl recounted at the
Olomouc Summer Institute in 1999 that
she had been dating a Croatian boy for
some time when her parents told her in
no uncertain terms that she must stop see-
ing him. When she asked her father why,
he replied: “He is completely different
than we are.” When the daughter persisted
with her questions, he replied: “You are
not old enough to know; they are just dif-
ferent. They have a different history.”



Another young woman in the South Caro-
lina Governor’s School at the College of
Charleston retold her experience in 2000
of dating a black teen. She was particu-
larly upset because her parents and friends
“gave me grief” over dating the young
man. When she asked why they were
against the relationship, her parents said:
“Just think of all the troubles you two will
have.”

One of Petschauer’s students at Appala-
chian State University recounted the fol-
lowing story from her visit to Estonia in
December 2000. She had flown to Tallinn
with her mother and a friend to bring
medicine to a Children’s Hospital in Jokvi.
This was the third or fourth time that they
had taken this trip, but it was the first time
that they were stopped by customs agents
at the airport and searched. Despite the
fact that the Americans had obtained all
the appropriate documentation from the
US Government and the Estonian Em-
bassy, the customs officials would not re-
lease the medicine to anyone other than
the head of the hospital, not even to rep-
resentatives from the American Embassy.
The inconvenience was significant, since
the hospital director was nearing the end
of a pregnancy and had to rent a car to
drive the two hours from the hospital to
Tallinn to pick up the medicine. As it
turned out, the Children’s Hospital is
Russian and the customs officials are Es-
tonian.

A local North Carolina newspaper printed
this story: “Charlie Lawing said that he
was raised not to be a racist. He said his
parents got to know and like Clara dur-
ing the eight years they dated. But when
it came to marriage and the prospect of
children, Lawing said, his parents couldn’t
accept it. No matter what their intellec-
tual beliefs, ‘it was something I don’t think

they were emotionally equipped to
handle’” (Helms, 1999).

During the summers of 1998, 1999, and
2000, when hiking in the German-speak-
ing part of the Italian Alps, Petschauer
noticed that the Italian flag was hanging
lower than the Austrian flag at one of the
Schutzhiitten (refugios) high up in the
mountains. This was a slight to the Ital-
ians, but it went unnoticed by the un-
trained eyes of outsiders hiking in the area.

In the early 1990s Isaenko helped several
shop owners along the main street of
Vladikavkaz, Ossetia to create the appro-
priate Ossetian image for their storefronts.
Even though some of these shopkeepers
were ethnically not Ossetian, each had
decided to integrate images of Ossetia’s
past into their fronts and displays. The
pressure to do this came from the town’s
atmosphere and the reality that knowing
Ossetian customs guaranteed ethnically
Ossetian customers.

During the summer of 1998, Petschauer
(who is Central European) and one of his
friends (who is African American) had the
occasion to walk into a bar in Charleston,
South Carolina. Stares, however subtle,
tell much. In this case, they seemed to re-
flect the backgrounds of the beholders and
silent comments such as, “they must be
two gay men” or “they should not really
be together” or “how nice that they are
having a beer together.”

Still another instance of ethnic partiality
took place in the subway in Munich dur-
ing the same summer of 1998. An older
Muslim woman, holding an infant and
accompanied by her husband and (pre-
sumably) her daughter and son-in-law,
entered the subway car in which the
Petschauers had found a seat. The woman
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and her companions were very well
dressed; the grandmother was in black
with an elegant scarf covering her head
and expensive jewelry adorning her hands.
After trying unsuccessfully for some time
to soothe the bitterly crying child, she
handed it to the younger woman. At that
point, one of the passengers near the au-
thor slightly gestured to him with her head
as if to say: “What do you expect from
people like this?”

Some time during 1999, when a
Petschauer family member was working
in their North Carolina yard on a hot day,
a woman known to the family who was
passing by remarked, “You know, you
shouldn’t work so hard, we have colored

people for that.”

An African-American student from the
South Carolina Governor’s School told
how one afternoon he stood bagging gro-
ceries behind the checkout counter at a
well-known up-scale grocery chain. At
some point, as he was putting groceries
into bags for a young white mother with
her son, who was no more than five or
six, the boy said: “Look, mom, a nigger.”
The mother did not find it necessary ei-
ther to apologize or to point out the in-
appropriateness of this appellation.

There is the assumption in many Eastern
European countries that gypsies are dirty
and that they do not take care of their liv-
ing areas or property. Remarks like, “Why
don’t they clean up their mess?” or “We
cannot trust them to live in our neigh-
borhood because of their sloppiness,” may
be heard frequently.

This sort of attitude matches that in the
US where some people have said, and still
say, that African Americans and Puerto
Ricans should not be allowed into a neigh-
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borhood because they will cause property
values to decline.

One incident regarding gypsies is particu-
larly telling. A few years ago students and
faculty at the South Carolina Governor’s
School prepared an international night.
The idea was to have the international stu-
dents, about fifteen of them, introduce
their three or four countries to the as-
sembled students and faculty. After the
members of the Hungarian delegation
spoke, they were asked about their atti-
tudes toward gypsies. The spokesman for
the group immediately launched into an
explanation about the differences between
Hungarians and gypsies. Among other
things he described the Hungarians as
typically light skinned and blond and gyp-
sies as darker skinned and smaller in stat-
ure. He did not notice, until much laugh-
ter in the audience alerted him, that his
description of gypsies fit the Hungarian
sitting next to him on the podium.

During August 1998, the Petschauers were
traveling from Northern Italy to Munich
by train and found a seat in a compart-
ment with three black women. One car-
ried a passport from a West African coun-
try and the others held passports from the
US. When they reached the border be-
tween Italy and Austria at the Brenner/o
Pass, their compartment was the only one
in the car to be searched. One might
readily surmise that the Italian border
guards were on the lookout for Africans,
who were entering and leaving their coun-
try in great numbers. But one could also
argue that they chose this compartment
for no other reason than that the women
were black. The border police’s surprise
at seeing the American passports was
genuine.



One of Petschauer’s students told him in
the early 1990s about her being from the
Fiji Islands. Although she looked similar
to light-skinned African Americans, she
was not happy about that association.
When she left the US for Spain in the mid-
1990s, she did so to escépe what she per-
ceived as massive pressure from African
Americans to conform, specifically to date
and hopefully to marry an African Ameri-

can.

During October 1998, the Petschauers
traveled a few miles north of Chapel Hill,
North Carolina, and stopped at a gaso-
line station. In search of the restroom, they
noticed quickly that the only one avail-
able seemed located behind the counter
and cash register. The restroom itself was
well kept and clean, but both noticed with
some amusement a huge kitchen knife
behind the sink. What they did not no-
tice immediately was that the manager
only allowed white customers to use this
bathroom. As Petschauer’s wife waited for
him to reemerge, an African-American
woman entered the store and the atten-
dant greeted her cheerfully as Gertrude.
As the woman moved on to another part
of the store, the manager said that he only
lets trustworthy people behind the
counter. Thus Gertrude, a woman whom
he had obviously known for some time,
proceeded to use the “other” facility, the
one for blacks located away from the
counter and the knife.

One of Petschauer’s students at Appala-
chian State University innocently said
during a discussion of ethnicity in the
winter of 2001 that the US allows too
many Mexicans into the country and that
they are not willing to learn English. A
fierce discussion ensued in which four
descendents of Spanish speakers “let the
young man have it,” so to speak.

Part II: Ethnic policies in Imperial
Russia and the Soviet Union

Next, despite the inherent pitfalls of such
a task, we will endeavor to articulate the
ethnically related policies of one particu-
lar dominant ethnic group, during a par-
ticular period of time. In order to elabo-
rate the middle ground of ethnically mo-
tivated behavior, with its ultimate slide
into expressions of extreme ethnic preju-
dice and discrimination, we chose to ex-
amine Imperial Russia during the 18™ and
19" centuries, continuing into the Soviet
and post-Soviet periods of the 20% cen-
tury. In particular, we examined ethnically
related laws because they place the atti-
tudes of a society “on the books” and il-
lustrate concretely the gradual changes
both in popular opinion and public policy.

Here we concentrate on two issues: first,
the long-standing tradition in some soci-
eties of categorizing people of different
ethnic backgrounds; and second, the even
older tradition of serious ethnic abuse that
functions both independently of system-
atic categorizations and in conjunction
with or as a result of them.

We start with the Russian Imperial cat-
egorization of non-Orthodox Christians
as aliens (inorodtsy) that began in the
Middle Ages in the Russian Orthodox
East. During the reign of Catherine II
(1762-1796) a shift in Russian colonial
policy then led to the codification of the
category of inorodtsy. This codification is
of particular interest here because, as
Andreas Kappeler (1994) notes, an inten-
sification of Russian activities in Asia
tended to promote a more “supple and
pragmatic policy” (p. 147) toward non-
Russian natives. The pressure of Russian
settlers to take over lands hitherto occu-
pied by Siberian nomads, combined with
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the ideas of the Enlightenment, resulted
in the emergence of a new mode of popu-
lation categorization. For the first time, a
person’s way of life (in this case sedentary
or nomadic) overtook religious consider-
ations as “the essential criterion for dif-
ferentiating” (p. 147-48) between Rus-
sians and non-Russians. Thus it intro-
duced a mode of categorization that fa-
cilitated the Russian Imperial
government’s goal of harnessing the lands
north of the steppe for agricultural pur-
poses.

The first attempt at categorization may
be traced to the “Proekt ustava o sibirskikh
inorodtsakh” [Charter of Siberian
inorodtsy] (1798). However the category
of inorodisy received legal standing only
through the efforts of the Russian states-
man Michail Speranski who served as gov-
ernor-general of Siberia from 1819-1821.
The “Ustav ob upravlenie inorodtsev”
[Regulations about the Administration of
Aliens] (22 July, 1822) divided “all
inorodnye tribes (i.e., alien and non-Rus-
sian, to whom we add non-Orthodox
Christian) inhabitants of Siberia,” into
three mutually exclusive categories of
inorodtsy: settled, nomadic, and wander-
ing (p. 196). But an enterprise that was
made for “more effective administration”
ultimately demanded more discriminat-
ing classifications (Konev, 1995, pp. 75-
78) that led to what we consider here mild
forms of ethnic suppression. This policy
was guided by three basic principles: 1)
the preservation of existing traditional
native social institutions and the use of
them for taxation, 2) the “partial ratio-
nalization” of administrative practices, and
3) a “differentiated approach” to govern-
ing Siberian (and later Caucasus) natives

(Konev, p. 90).
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Thus the settled inorodtsy were thought
to have achieved a level of civilized devel-
opment that qualified them for legal
equality with the Russian population.
They were considered “equal to Russians
in rights and obligations according to the
sosloviia [institutionalized societal divi-
sion] to which they belong” (Ustav, 1822,
Article 13). While they were exempt from
conscription, they were for the most part
included in the sosloviia of the state peas-
ants, and only some were included in the
sosloviia of merchants and Cossacks
(Ustav, Articles 14-16, 17). Non-Russians
could attain this legal status of settled
inorodtsy only if they abrogated their tra-
ditional (ethnic) style of life. This legal
status appeared to be arbitrary and in a
very real sense seemed like a payment by
the dominant Russian ethnic group to
some of them for suppressing their way
of life and occupying their lands. For ad-
ministrative purposes, their ethnic iden-
tity was irrelevant.

The “Ustav” also identified two lesser cat-
egories of inorodtsy, assigning to them as
well particular obligations and restrictions.
In the “nomadic” category were such
peoples as Buriats, Tungus (Evenk), Iakuts,
Ostiaks (Khanty), Voguls (Mansi) and a
number of territorially (but not ethnically)
identified peoples of Southern Siberia.
They were allotted particular grazing ar-
eas that they could change according to
the seasons of the year (Ustav, Article 3).
Another category, the “wandering”
inorodtsy, included the Nenets, the
Koviaks, Evenks, Evens, and the native
inhabitants of Kamchatka and the Pacific
coastal region of Okhotsk and Gizhiga
(Ustav, Article 4). The nomadic inorodtsy
were subject to two forms of taxation, the
so-called 7asak (basically a tax on natural
products) and local taxes. The wandering



inorodtsy were subject only to the iasak.
Both groups retained their traditional
tribal leadership, but they did so for the
purposes of zasak collection because over-
all they were placed under the strict con-
trol of local imperial administrators

(Konev, pp. 79-93).

As imperial expansion continued after
1822, the term inorodtsy came to be ap-
plied to an increasing number of ethnic
groups. After the decades-long struggle to
conquer the Caucasus and the invasions
in Central Asia and the Far East, the
peoples of these areas were also assigned
inorodtsy status. Thus, by the end of the
19th century, when imperial expansion
had reached its apogee, the list of peoples
placed in inorodtsy status comprised thir-
teen categories, including Caucasus
mountaineers, Armenians, Georgians, and
Greeks, and Jews (Conotly, 1971, pp. 55-
75).2 This categorization of some people
in the Russian Empire as inorodtsy created
a legal division of the population into two
judicial categories: those who were “natu-
ral subjects” and those who were inorodtsy,
considered lesser peoples than the former,
according to their style of life, religion,
and language.

These later forms of ethnic restriction are
illustrated vividly by the position of Jews
in the Empire; but they also included a
further subdivision, that replicated some-
what the earliest Siberian categorizations
and led further toward the extremes of
ethnic discrimination and prejudice.
Tsarist scholars have acknowledged the
existence of a second division between
Jews and all other inorodtsy. Specifically,
Russia’s Jewish population was subjected
to a large body of separate legislation (see
Greenberg, 1944-51). Alexander
Gradovskii (1875), one of the most fa-

mous legal scholars of the Empire, ex-

plained the official position of Russia to-
ward the Jews as being guided by two ba-
sic principles since the reign of Catherine
II (see also Orshanskii, 1877). He said,
“Jews by the very existence of their reli-
gion, are opponents of Christianity and
thus dangerous opponents of the ruling
church.... Jews are also by the nature of
their lives and occupations an unproduc-
tive and harmful element of the popula-
tion who must be turned toward work that
is useful to the government and society”
(Gradovskii, p. 406; also Nathans, 1999).

Thus, during the later period of the Em-
pire, ethnic differences came to be con-
ceptualized increasingly in terms of lan-
guage and religion. The term inorodtsy was
gradually more used to designate all (lin-
guistically and sometimes religiously dif-
ferent) non-Russians. But even within this
unique context, Jews were considered to
be an exception. All other inorodtsy were
considered civilizationally more primitive
than Russian speakers. Their paganism
and Islam (such as in the Caucasus or in
Central Asia where it mixed with strong
vestiges of paganism and traditional norms
of common laws like the adats in the
Caucasus Mountains) were not considered
insurmountable obstacles to ultimate as-
similation. But Jews were thought of dif-
ferently; their strict adherence to Judaism
was alleged to be clearly opposed to Or-
thodox Christianity (Gradovskii, p. 394).
Yet even Jews were encouraged to assimi-
late, in particular the wealthy and other
successful personages. The grandfather of
Vladimir Lenin and the father of Leon
Trotsky are well known examples of such
assimilation.

After 1897, the desire on the part of the
government to assimilate inorodtsy became
even greater. Events in the first decade of
this century drew further attention to the
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instability of the imperial regime and to
the potential threat of the Empire’s
multiethnic character. Furthermore, the
defeat of Russia in the Russo-Japanese War
(1904-05) reactivated racist fears on the
part of Russians toward the Empire’s huge
Asian populations, as did stirrings of pan-
Turkism that were exemplified by the ac-
tivities of Ismail Bey Gaspriuskii
(Zenkovsky, 1960). The widespread par-
ticipation of the non-Russian population
in the revolutionary activities of 1905-06,
particularly in Poland, the Baltics, Fin-
land, and the Caucasus, put the ruling elite
on alert and was seen as a perilous sign

for the future of the state (Ascher, 1988).

Moreover, data from the census of 1897
(which were not published completely
until 1907) gave clear demographic evi-
dence of the near minority status of eth-
nic Russians within the Empire. If one
used native language (and sometimes re-
ligion) as surrogate for ethnicity, the cen-
sus showed that Russians would not make
up a majority of the Empire’s population
unless one added Belorussians and Ukrai-
nians to their ethnic group. In full knowl-
edge of this reality, Belorussians and
Ukrainians were officially defined as
members of the Russian people (the russkii
narod) and their languages were relegated
to dialects (Conotly, 1971). The authori-
ties compounded this ethnic rearrange-
ment by restricting the number of schools
that could use native languages as the lan-
guage of instruction and increasing the use
of Russian as the dominant language for
education in local schools.

Hardliners and members of the official
establishment advocated even more dra-
matic forms of ethnic rearranging pertain-
ing to Jews and some Muslims. These ap-
proaches take us beyond the milder forms
of ethnic restriction into more blatant
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forms of ethnic abuse. For Jews, for ex-
ample, the imperial government applied
severe forms of ethnic discrimination by
introducing the so-called cherta osedlosty.
By these rules, Jews were allowed to live
only within the boundaries of strictly as-
signed territories, which were predomi-
nantly located in the western part of the
Empire. Restrictions on particular profes-
sions were also debated and put into prac-
tice. In general, religious affiliation was a
considerable, but not necessarily insur-
mountable, impediment to the inorodtsy
as they endeavored to enter and succeed
in professional careers. However Jews not
willing to convert enjoyed no flexibility,
and their religious affiliation prohibited
them from advancement in various pro-
fessions.

The politically contentious standing of the
word inorodtsy in the last years of the
Empire is defined well in the words of the
ethnographer Lev Shternberg (1910):

The term inorodtsy is understood in a
dual sense in the language of the gov-
ernment and nationalistic press, a po-
litical and a technical-judicial one. In
the political and most important
meaning of the word, the basic indi-
cation of non-Russianness is language.
Only the population who speaks the
Great Russian dialect has the privilege
of being called Russian people. Nei-
ther race, nor religion, nor political
loyalty, play an essential role. Poles,
being of Slavic blood, speaking a Slavic
dialect, are nonetheless considered
inorodssy. Georgians, although Ortho-
dox, nevertheless remain inorodtsy.
Even Ukrainians, native blood broth-
ers of the Great Russians, similarly
Orthodox, but having the audacity to
speak their own Little Russian dialect,
are ... considered inorodtsy. Baltic Ger-



mans, renowned for their loyalty [to
the Empire], similarly remain
inorodisy, just like the ‘rebellious’ Poles.
However, Russian sectarians, even
when they are the most furious en-
emies of Orthodoxy and ... [act] sus-
piciously in the eyes of the government
... but use the Russian language, re-
main immutably on the rolls of the
russkii narod.... Behind this classifica-
tion is a real political reality, a whole
complex of political relations of enor-
mous importance (Shternberg, p.

531).

Despite the fact that they spoke Russian,
Jews were inorodtsy and had specific
harsher rules that applied only to them;
to drive this point home further, any at-
tempts by the government to assimilate
inorodtsy and to incorporate them into the
russkii narod came predominantly in the
linguistic sphere. Yet it was precisely this
official policy that gave birth to a hostile
response of nationalistic/ethnic move-
ments among zzorodtsy. In virtually every
case, the emergent political struggle for
independence began as an effort to pre-
serve or to broaden the sphere of native
languages, to enhance “national systems
of education,” and to invent or broaden
the use of non-Russian alphabets. Thus,
aside from religion, language and lan-
guage-based culture became for inorodtsy
the most important building block of
ethnicity, self-identification, and self-pres-
ervation. In other words, this “mild” eth-
nic distinction and discrimination played
a major role in creating nationalist move-
ments that led eventually to violence. Thus
the Russian authorities’ dream that
peoples who were defined as inorodtsy
would eventually enter the category of
russkii narod was doomed to failure. Even
when the early Bolshevik government of-

fered national (ethnic) self-determination,
it became quickly evident that this ap-
proach was no more than a tactical ma-
neuver and used only temporarily to at-
tract non-Russian groups to the Bolshe-
vik cause. Perfect examples of this point
were Josef Stalin’s and Grigorii
Ordzonikidze’s promises of autonomy,
including religious and linguistic guaran-
tees, to Chechens, Ingushetians and other
mountaineers if they would help eradicate
Terek Cossack resistance to the Bolsheviks.

After the short period of relatively mild
attitude toward linguistic freedom, the
Bolsheviks under the leadership of Stalin
in 1928 launched a “Cultural Revolu-
tion.” In fact, they returned to the prac-
tice of their imperial predecessors and re-
asserted the Russian language in state edu-
cational programs in native schools and
simultaneously diminished the role of
native languages in all spheres of social and
political life. In a further blow, between
1938 and 1940, the authorities replaced
earlier alphabets with the Cyrillic alpha-
bet (except in Armenia and Georgia) and
thus began to undermine the ability of
non-Russian speakers and writers to suc-
ceed in the Soviet Union and to bar ac-
cess to written historical sources. While
this approach appears harsh, in the con-
text of the later deportations of these
peoples, it must be seen as a relatively mild
ethnic repression (Isaenko and Petschauer,
1999). Nikita Khrushchev’s government
reactivated this relatively mild policy in
the 1960s, that is after World War II, as
part of an official policy of “further rap-
prochement of socialist nations.” His
policy closed all native language schools
in the Russian Federation and almost all
of them in the autonomous republics and
districts of the Soviet Union. Following
this logic, the “nationality schools” in the
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autonomous republics were next on the
list to be eliminated and, for example, the
communist government in Georgia
quickly launched an anti-Abkhazian lan-
guage policy in Abkhazia (Sharia, 1993).

In view of this long-standing governmen-
tal practice, one ought not to be surprised
that right after the Russian Revolution of
1917, and once again during Gorbachev’s
perestroika and glasnost, the political
struggle of various ethnic groups for in-
dependence began with efforts to enhance
the status of their native languages. They
wanted “their” languages to be the main
means of communication in their areas
and in their schools, and they wanted to
reduce the number of Russian language
schools.

Events had a curious way of turning on
Russians after 1991. With the disintegra-
tion of the Soviet Union, Russians found
themselves in the minority in the newly
independent states. Recent developments
have taken the relatively mild ethnic preju-
dice implicit in most of the inorodtsy cat-
egorizations to new extremes of ethnic
discrimination. Because of the policies of
the imperial and the Soviet governments,
when the Soviet Union collapsed, most
Russians did not, and still do not, speak
so-called native languages, that is, the now
official languages in the newly indepen-
dent states. Thus today many face con-
siderable restrictions in their rights. In
some cases, their non-native language pre-
vents them from receiving citizenship and
cuts them off from the basic rights of that
privilege. In other cases, their non-native
language and their Russian ethnicity deny
them access to state organs and leading
positions in many spheres of political,
social, and economic life. In still other
cases, their Russian ethnicity has become
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reason enough for them to be threatened
in a variety of ways, even to the point of
losing their livelihoods and being forced
to flee for their very existence.

This ethnic picture of Russia during Im-
perial and Soviet times shows several
things. 1) The diversity of the groups that
were being categorized was much greater
than the simple categorizations readily
allowed. 2) There was a gradual aware-
ness of the diversity of peoples and an ef-
fort to integrate the “least diverse” into
the leading ethnic group. 3) There was a
certain naiveté that allowed administra-
tors over a long period of time to assume
that “lesser” ethnic groups would continue
to permit their depreciation. 4) Even
though the approach was not overtly in-
tended to lead to the exclusion of Jews
and others from jobs and definitely not
to the trains and concentration camps of
the Stalinist period, the ultimate outcome
was extreme ethnic abuse. Thus, what
seemed to be rational categorizations (in
terms of Enlightenment ideals), at least
until the middle of the 19th century, be-
came, later in that century and in the 20th,
vehicles for ethnic hatred and abuse. The
pogroms of the 19th century and the de-
portations of Chechens, Ingushetians,
Kalmyks, Balkars, Karachai, Meskhetian
Turks, (Baltic, Volga and Crimea) Ger-
mans, Crimean Tatars, Greeks, and Bul-
garians in the middle of the 20th century
are the culmination of the “enlightened”
18th-century categorizations of peoples.

Ignatieff (1998) argues in The Warriors
Honor that the differences between eth-
nic groups that fight each other often ap-
pear insignificant to outsiders. He dis-
agrees with others who maintain that in
Yugoslavia or Ossetia, for example, the
religious and other differences between



groups are so great that they fight in or-
der to determine which form of culture
will succeed over the other. Ignatieff is
correct in assessing the civil war in Yugo-
slavia, though his argument does not hold
for Russia in the 19th century or Ossetia
at the outset of the twenty-first. He de-
scribes an interview with a Serbian irregu-
lar who explains to him his hatred of
Croats. The Serb makes several points.
Most importantly, the Serb thinks that
everyone in the area is the same. The dif-
ferences between Croat and Serb are not
great—that is indeed the point. But the
small differences make for the strife. The
cigarettes the Serb is smoking are Serbian
and the ones the Croats are smoking are
Croatian. The Croats think that they are
better than Serbs; they want to be gentle-
men and think they are fancy Europeans.
The Serb believes this is why they smoke
a different brand of cigarette; i.e., they are
different in the small things that matter.
The Serb thinks he is different from ev-
eryone else, an attitude that goes to the
heart of the conflict, namely that most
non-Serb fighters saw themselves as Eu-
ropeans and saw Serbs as mere farmers.
By the very nature of the conflict, the
Croat may at one time have been the Serb
soldier’s friend and classmate, but later the
differences between them became signifi-
cant enough to make him into an enemy.
Thus emerged an enemy picture, or

Feindbild in the poignant German phrase.

The point that small differences do indeed
become enlarged, and that neighbors do
indeed become enemies, can also be made
about the low-level tension that charac-
terized many former autonomous repub-
lics of Imperial Russia and the Soviet
Union during the 19th and most of the
20th centuries. Neighboring ethnic
peoples were similar in some areas, such

as Russia and Ukraine, and very different
in others, such as Russia and Uzbekistan.
Thus some enemy images emerged be-
cause people knew each other well and
lived side by side, and others emerged
because people had hardly ever seen each
other until modern work settings and
transportation methods brought them
closer. The point is that whether the
groups grew to dislike and hate each other
by knowing each other well or not at all,
the Russian Imperial categorizations pre-
disposed them toward attitudes and be-
haviors that led to the disastrous expres-
sions of ethnic prejudice in the 20th cen-
tury.

Considerations

Before discussing the continuum of eth-
nic differentiation as such, we offer ex-
amples of how difficult it is for contem-
poraries to determine changes from one
descriptor of ethnic differentiation to an-
other, say from moderate to more extreme
distinctions and discriminations. The
subtlety and variety of ethnically moti-
vated behaviors are such that a single in-
dividual, or even groups of individuals,
have difficulty noticing changes unless
they are experienced as drastic. For ex-
ample, is identifying a person’s ethnic af-
filiation when describing him/her a slide
away from ethnic normalcy and peaceful
coexistence? Specifically, in the Northern
Caucasus, it became customary in the
mid-1990s to define oneself and others
by ethnic affiliation. Thus in conversations
about colleagues at North Ossetian State
University in Vladikavkaz, it became com-
mon practice to mention someone’s eth-
nic background before the subject that he
or she taught. Thus a person would be
described as a Russian who taught English
literature. While this practice also occa-
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sionally framed conversations in Soviet
times, it had now become pronounced
and foretold of later more dramatic be-
haviors. This signifier pointed to the be-
ginning of perceiving Russians as outsid-
ers and reflected a growing pressure for
them to leave Ossetia.

Similarly, in the former Yugoslavia and
particularly in today’s Bosnia-
Herzogovina, it has become customary to
define oneself and others as part of a spe-
cific ethnic group: Serb, Croat, or Mus-
lim. (Although the last of these appella-
tions sounds like a religious definition, in
reality it indicates that the person is of
Turkish descent.) Does this frame of ref-
erence mean that people there will descend
once more into conflict? Or are the war-
ring parties “sick of war”?

In South Tyrol in Northern Italy, people
also define themselves as being either Ger-
man or Italian speaking, meaning that
they are principally of German (Austrian)
or Italian descent. For reasons having to
do most likely with economic stability and
the successful practice of autonomy, these
appellations are losing some of their im-
plicit Feindbild meanings. As indicated,
in the US, ethnic affiliation is often car-
ried visibly by skin color, hair color,
clothes, or even language. The defining
moment comes when consciousness of
ethnicity, through language or symbols
such as skin color, becomes more perva-
sive than other considerations, such as
gender, sexual preference, or regional ori-
gin. And while many white Americans
have difficulty to this day saying anything
positive about an African American with-
out also offering his or her ethnic affilia-
tion, some white Americans have begun
to give that designator less weight.
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At the more radical end of the range, eth-
nic discrimination can become state
policy, as it did in late Imperial Russia
toward Jews, in National Socialist Ger-
many toward Jews and gypsies, in Apart-
heid South Africa toward blacks, or in the
pre-civil rights US toward American In-
dians and African Americans. Whether
state-sponsored or carried out individu-
ally, such extreme expressions tend to be
precursors of actions such as murder, tor-
ture, and rape. The major or controlling
ethnic groups—for example, Europeans
in the US, the Dutch and English in South
Africa, and the Russians in Imperial Rus-
sia—not only determine the popular atti-
tudes toward so-called minority groups,
but also provide the legal frame of refer-
ence for state ethnic policy. Even if laws
encourage humane conduct of all peoples
in a certain society, the attitudes of the
dominant group, whether a minority or a
genuine majority, determine the common
conduct, and even affect some local laws,
educational opportunities, and corporate
behavior.

Indeed, the reality of a group’s ethnic iden-
tity—its characteristics, boundaries, and
historical components—is complex and
subject to change, interpretation, and re-
interpretation both by members of the
group and by outsiders.

In the accompanying chart, we have cho-
sen to define the areas of difference be-
tween members of ethnic groups and the
treatment they give and receive in a series
of overarching categories. They are: body/
space practices, the use and abuse of lan-
guage, religious expressions, sharing his-
tories, ethnic affiliations, state organiza-
tions, and economic perspectives. They
serve as the core building blocks of ethnic
behavior and are in turn moderated into
utopian, normal, and extreme forms of



differentiation by members of dominant
or non-dominant ethnic groups. We have
shown how the Russian Imperial and So-
viet governments were aware of the sec-
ond and fourth of these building blocks
(language and history) and how the So-
viet government was additionally aware
of the third (religion). For example, by
undermining local alphabets and enhanc-
ing the Cyrillic alphabet, Soviet authori-
ties restricted the access of local language
users to the benefits of Soviet society and
to their historical documents. The reper-
cussions for those who lost access to their
native language were significant: they had
to speak a new language and learn a new
interpretation of their own past. (Con-
quest, 1978, p. 37).

Imitating their Imperial and Soviet pre-
decessor governments, the newly indepen-
dent states have begun within less than a
decade to use language, history, and reli-
gion to discriminate against Russians and
other non-natives in their states. As a con-
sequence, there is now a vast exodus from
practically all newly independent states of
those who are not members of the new
dominant ethnic groups, be they Russians,
Georgians, Ossetes, Cossacks, or Poles.
Chechnya, with its openly hostile policy
toward Russians, became the most visible
case when Russia took revenge for the
treatment of its ethnics there (see Arbiev,
1998). Ossetia is practicing the same sort
of ethnic expulsion and extremism with
much less obvious policies. These forms
of extremism are in both cases similar to
those being practiced and experienced in
Kosovo and Bosnia-Herzogovina.

The slide into ethnic violence may indeed
originate in three areas: ethnic/national
identification, economic deterioration and
interests, and unscrupulous leadership. In
the cases of Imperial Russia, the Soviet

Union, and some of the states that
emerged since the collapse of the Soviet
Union, we draw the following conclusion.
Ethnic identification, created and empha-
sized through state policy, economic threats,
intensified by devastating declines both in
Russia proper and in outlying areas, and
unscrupulous leadership, magnified by the
aggressive pursuit of selfish goals, contrib-
uted immediately and significantly to the
slide into extreme expressions of ethnic
discrimination, prejudice, and hatred.

Long-standing ethnic policies and related
perceptions heighten sensitivity to bound-
aries of ethnic groups and enhance group
cohesion in dominant and non-dominant
groups. This identification may readily
take on explosive characteristics when an
intense economic decline threatens the
very existence of all social groups in a so-
ciety and makes members of one group
pull together and turn against another,
competing neighbor group. When lead-
ers, eager to succeed in turbulent circum-
stances, trigger the defensive, rallying ten-
dencies that intensify group members’ al-
legiance to their own group and promote
enemy images of another group, tensions
can and often do become extreme. As we
have shown, one can identify the middle
ground of ethnic differentiation and the
tendencies that lead from it to extreme
ethnic behavior. Indeed, the middle
ground of ethnic expression, especially if
shored up by policies, can readily lead to
disaster, given the “right” economic and
leadership circumstances.

page 67



SUOTIOLIISAT INOYITM
arerado 01 3[qe are
suoneiodiod [euon
-eUI2IUT PUE [ED07]

s3umias

a1e10d105 UT 2q 01
pue sassaursnq uado
01 9]qe 21Ie ‘ST 1B
11AT10€ OTUIOU022
01 $S90DE 2ARY

sdnoi3 oruya [y

£121008

ur sdnoid oruya e
01 uado s1 181 JUDW
-dojaaap orurouods
431y AppAnepar

JO oUEBUAIUTEIN

$91191008
S1uyI9/[eImamd
yst[qeasa 01 11oddns
pue Liiqe 357

uoneziuegio

9181 UMO ITaY)
ys1[qeasa 03 sdnoid
o1uype jo AIqy
Nielits

-nuour 1uedyTudis
A[reoruy3s e 10§
12dsar pue o suedio
2115 4q 110ddng

21e18
MIU paYsI[qelsa AJ[e
-uonipen e azrugoosar
01 suoneziuedio
[EUCIIEU PUE [EUON
-eura1ut jo AN[Iqy

1uawuI2403 Ut A[221§
s1edonred o1 sdnoid
S1up? [[e jo udurage

-modus pue A[Iqy

S19Teay
pareurduo-£[reoruyia
pUE JuIIpaW

3{[0J 10 Jeuon
-IpEn-uou, paed
-0s jo aoueidoooy

srepuafed oiy1oads
-o1uya jo aoueidoooy

SIUSUIDIINOIDE PUE
sjoquis [euonpen
jo sdnoi e £q orqnd

pue areanrd ut asn

aouedyTudIs
snoigrpa1 pue
‘TeImImd ‘Tesr10IsTy
JO syuswmuow
$S900€ pUE UTeluTEW
01 sapyrumizoddo
pa10oMIsaIUN)

£10351Y JO
SIUNODDE UT papnjoul
are sdno13 oruyis [y

g AaTURWINY UOWWOD
(o] sziseyduwo -+

»

uoneradooo pue
UONDBIANUT [EITUdWNOY

212

‘SUOIMITISUT S[qEILTEYD
‘saryoIeIaTy ‘suoIdr[a1
ITe jo Avumizoddo
Pa101IIS2IUN puE 321

sja1[2q s11 2o110e1d 01
uo131ja1 yoes 10§ AIqy

$I9Y10 JO
asuadxa a1 1e saduade
pue sme] 23e3s Jo 1oddns
sdofua uoidrja1 suo oN

uoidrpar
Aue jo ‘31010 pue
uonipen £q ‘9o10e1]

2IMIONIIS [EUOTININISUOD
oy ut sadenJuef oan
-ejuasaxdai e jo Lenby

sdnoid a3enJue|
Auourwr ur [edIEW
jund jo asn pajomsarun)

Azonnd Suiareoar
Aqreroiggo suou ‘saenSure|
redounid [e1sassse jo asn

S19TINO BIPIW
[Te UT SANNATIOE [eInIMmd
JUBISJJIP JO dUEIIO],

suondo [euoneonpa
350012 01 WOP3?31Y

UOIIEINIP? JO [9A3] UE 03
1a111Eq € J0U 51 afenue]

Auowd1

10 sunnor ren3al

& jo 1red se su3isop
sruya pue Surngiop
JO $3]L1s JuAIYIP

Jeam 01 EO@DUH&

SUOIIEDO0]
Surary jo 2o101>
UO SUONDIIISAT ON]

SIOI12)UT pUE 21N1
-2311OTe—SIUIWISIIAS
umo s11 pying pue ued
ued dnoid oruyie yoeyg

SWIIOU DTIAYISIE JO
faa1rea © Jo 2oueidanoy
spunoid [erngq uasoyd
s dnoid oruyrs yoes ur

peap ayr £1nq 01 Laiqy

Spo0j o1uyId
UR12J1p jo duerdaody

SoOTwrouodyy

mﬁOma.NNmﬁﬂwh 0 331§

$31103STY Surreyg

—.—Ommwohmuno mﬂcmwm—um

TVAAI FH.L ONINIDVINI
1 punoIn) [PPIA 2y# Surpury

s3enSue Jo asnqe/asn)

,s9ompexd soeds/dpog

page 68



$s910poaUE

pue saxof Jur
-Jerruny jo peaids
PUE UOTIUSAU]

sotuyia Aofewr
-uou jo Juny 1s11{

suraired
pue san diysuny pue
UE]D JO UOTIRUIAN(oY]

Auofew oruyia
Jo 3urnry o1 uaard
9ouar9jard aurog

dnoi3 yueutwop £q
s1ouoy pue suonisod
Jjo uipreoy pue
wsnodau y3noryp
uondnirod jo peardg

oiS[ooyds a1eredas nq
[enba saxmbar me[ a1e1g

seare ofy1oads ur syuspmIs
parEl[yge Areoruips
ure113d jo Juneag
Surddeupry

pue A13qqo1 £1913Bq
‘J[nesse ‘JuowIsserey
‘uonerruny dnoid
[P pUe [ERpIApU;

Jo 9onoerd panurry
dnoi3 oruyis Surpesy
21 JO SI9pE3] d[qer|al
Afreoruyo 4q sferoigo
[e110311191 Teuor3ar

pue [e20] jo 1uswade[day

suonisod [eiuswuIaA03
103 dnoi3 oruyas Jurpes|
211 01 U2AI3 20UAIYAI

JISI[EUONIBY OTISoWOp,
P3[Te2-os jo suosiad
Lreurpio Suouwre peaidg

dnoid

OTUYI? JUBUTWOP 31

JO dUBIISYUT [eINIMD 31
Jo uonowoid pue 110ddng

sdnoi3 oruo e

Jo 2oudrradxa a3 apnpour
10U $30p YeY) £1015TY

s 4191005 ® jo uonear)

1sed snorroj3

® JO 35UDJAP E 10§ S}0O[
1e11 £1035TY OnISIEUONIRY
[EI1JJO UE JO UOTIEAID)

Aurous
ay, 3o s3ewnr oy jo ‘sadels
Ajres sa1 ur ‘uonear)

dnoid

sno13ifa1 yueunwopaid
-uou oy 1surede
sdnoi3 snoidrper

awos jo A11nsoy awog

uonelfyje

snoidifar a1 jo
sousurwaa1d a1 119ss€E
01 sdnoig snoidiper
awos £q 110§J2 SWog

uorssardxa snoidijar

Jjo witoy remonred €
19301d 01 sdnoi3 oruyae
awros jo Aouapua],

a8en3ue|

Atofeur oy uresy 01
Ayourur 10 sanrunizoddo
ap1ao1d 10U Op SaWNAWIOS
SANI[IOeJ [EUOTIEONPY

saoyyjo parutodde 10 pa1d3[2
proy o1 23enJue[ yueurwop
211 jeads 10u op oym
35011 SPIQI0J UONMINSUOD)

a3en3uey Jo asnesaq
suonisod Teroos yusurwoid
01 $590DE JO [erua(]

a1els
1eY1 JO UOISIAIPQNS € IO 31E1S
e ur a3enJuef s dnoid oruyo
JUBUTWOP Y3 JO UOHOWOI]

a3en3ue[ jo asnedaq
suonsod Juswuiarod
01 $S20DE JO [ETUIP JWOG

Suisnoy jo of1s amnd
A[earuyas ue 10§ YoIesg

WUDWINJ JTIDYISE

Jo uorssaxdxa a1y se £poq
s[ewray pue spewr s dnoid
JueUTWOp a3 JUIMATA

uoneriye

S1uyI2 sauo Jurwgge
Jo Aem e se urop
o1uIa o1y10ds Jo Isn)

(Lramos ur aoeds

PanfeA 01 ss300e 1978213
2aey pmoys dnoid oruyis
JUBUTWOP Y1 JBY} 3SUIG

punoidyoeq o1uye
$9UO 119SSE PUE ULIIJJE
01 $3A1s OTUYId JO 35()

SOTWOuod5

suonyeziuedio arerg

sanzo3stTy Surreyg

uorssaxdxa snoidiay

23en3uej Jo asnqe/asn)

NOLLVNIWRIOSIA DINHIA 40 STIATT JIVIAMON,,
rpunois) S[ppIN 2y Surpury

saonpderd soeds/Apog

page 69



SOTUY13 JUBUTWOP

01 UOTINQINISIPAT I1aY3
PUE SOTUYID JUBUTWOP
-uou jo sanradod

Jo uonessyuo))

£12100s8

1153 JO SME[ [EID1}JO
33 WOoIj SOTUYId
MO[[3] JO UOT13101]

sanIouTw
OIuYI? JO UOTIEXE]
Irejun pue renbaun)

suoissajord

UTe1Iad uro1j
sanoutwr Juipnyoxa
SOIMSEIW [EIIJO
-uou pue [EIHO
sdnoid paiuemun
Jo saanejuasardar uo
SOINSEIW JATIIIIISAT
Jo uornsoduy

SIUSPISSIP Pa[[ed
SIWITIAWIOS ‘SI9PE3 Lyrourur
Jo uonmoaszad uadQ

sued10 21835 Pa[jonIU0d
-A[reotuya £q 901051
[eI00s puE ‘OTUIOU023
‘eonjod 4oy 031 ssaooe
parusp Aytrourw oruyiy

pUB[PWOY [eUOLIIPE
11911 2A®3] 03 S1qUIAUI
dnoi8 oruys a8emoous
1eY3 oJ1] Aep4A1aAs Jo
SUONTPUOD palosuods-21elg

sdureo uon

-eIIUIDUOD PUE ‘SUOIIEDO[SIP
‘suo430d uy sdnoid jo
uoneuruje pue uoissarddng

suontpuod JuiAlf sjqereaqun
Suneax £q sanrourur oruyId
Surfonsap 1e pawrre suonoe
pademoous 10 paziwediQ

Sursueap oruyss ‘suonemndod
JU9I[E, JO UOHBUTULIAIXD
pue ropmur ssew paziueSiQ

£10351y s dnoxd
jueurwop ur sdnoid
JTUY3d IUBUTWIOP
-Uuou JO UOTIUAW ON

$9110181Y A3I0UTW
JO UOTIEdIJISTe]

SIUSUIYST[EIS
[euonIEONpa

Jo sad£1 ure11ao

ur sIuapnIs jo
JUSWI[[OTUS PIdIO]

dnoi3d

OIUYId 1UBUTWOP
a1y jo L1011y 211 JO
srenaoojerur urpes|
Aq uoneoyisyeq

dnoid oruyae Surpes|
a1 jo L1031y
311 JO UONEDLIOD)

suon
-TTISUT S[qEMIEYD UMO
11212 21210 01 suoidrjar

Azourwr jo Lrpiqeuy

suoidipar Larrourur 03 $o1IST

-I910BTeYD [IA9 QueuiEW
Jo uordrpar ueuTWOp
a1 4q uondmosy

suonesrqnd pue suourras

se yons s3uryoeas snoidrper
JueUTWOP Jo—Ni[-wio4Fod

-a1d—uonezieoipey

s1oquiawr dnoid

Anlourw pue JuEUTWOP
u2aM12q saerirew jo uon
-1qqo1d pue feaorddesiq

S[IoUnod
pue suoneziuedio umo
11211 3e12do 03 suordijer
Awzourur jo Aniqeuy

drysiom

Jo saoeyd Ayrourwr Junisia

surede uoniqryoI g

S1U2I9YpE

1o pue sdnoid oruyls
remonred 110240q 01
suSredures paziuediQ

s1opea| su pue dnoid
orue remonred € jo
uoneuwreyop parosuods
-21e1s pue paziuediQ

Auroua

pasoddns aya o1uo
siusuodwod aanedau
1191 Jo uondafoxd pue
dnoi3 oruyas aueurwrop
311 JO UOTIEDIJLIO[D)

a3en3ue] auo 03 saA[as
-wiat Sunornsar jo
dnoid oruyas JueuTWIOp
a1 4q uorssnosiq

sagengue[ JurUTIOp
-uou jo uoissarddo
10 ‘voniqryord
dueIpuIy “99[39N

wsturAneyd onsmury

SITIOUTW 10] SUOTIEIO]
SurAr] Uo suonOINSIY

souasard

JUa1Te a1 o saoen

A1xes 1eyy soureu oe[d
SuiBueyo 4q s1ydu sdnoid
WUBUTUIOP 231 JO UOTIIASSY

axeas 10 orjqnd a3
4q s19p10q jo syuowudie
-21 10 syudunsn(pe

[E11011113 10§ S[[eD

pauiniar
10 paurelax 2q I ﬁu——.—Oﬁ—m
S9110111121 DTUY3IS  [erpiowt

-11d | paqres-os 1ey3 swre))

$onIATIOE pue ‘satorjod
‘syuswrarers padreyd
Aqreoruyae £q parueduroooe
SUOTIEDO]aI AIIouTU SSEJA

safewr L10UTW

Jo uoryen eAdp Jusnbasuod
Yum ‘sopninie pue saipoq
1oy ‘safewr dnoid oruyis
JUBUTWIOP JO UOTEZITEIP]

SOTWouody

OGQMadeﬂdWHO 212 1N

sopxoys1y Jurreyg

uorssaxdxs snoidoy

agdenduey Jo asnqe/asn

NOLLVNINRIOSIA DINHIA 40 SNOISSTYdXd INTULXH
:punoad) S[ppIN 2y Surpury

soonpexd aoeds Apog

page 70



PaXqIyur 10U ST S31poq
[EUONEINPD PUE ‘[E100S
‘eonjod Anrourus
JO JUDWIYSI[qeIST

a[qefreae
are sompaosoid feorpn(
pUE UOTIBUWIIPUOD)

[9A9] [eUONIEU pUE
[E90] ® UO Pa1EIa[0] 21E
UONBUTWIIOSIP [EUOIIBU
10 DTUYI3 [EDIPET

JO SUOTIRISOJIURLT ON]

21%1s 21 JO
$9SIMODAT ) 01 §5300E
9[qeuOseaT 2ARY £131008

a1 ur sdnoid oruyy

S[oAd]

[Te 38 JUdWUIA03

ur A[oa1 arednred
sdnoig oruyia LQaroury

[ESI2ATUN T SME[ PUE
PAITWI] ST JUSUIUIZA0L)

A[aa15 21e10d0 SUON
-e10d100 [RUONIEUINIU]

suon
-52101d $9A19031 pue
parroddns st faganoe
STUIOU0D3 JTUYISIIU]

£191008
oy ur £[eayy arerado
$1IMOD [BUONBUIIU]

£191008 Ut sdnoid

TTe 03 uado st yorym
juswdopaasp oTwouos?3
Y3y Appanear

JO SouruUIUTEIN

JUTEIISDT INOYIIM
s1erado suoneziuedio
s1ySur uewny feuordar
PUE [eUOTIEUISIU]

seale [[e 01
$S200€ Y1IM SIYSTINO
wIS1MOo) Teuoidal

PUE [eUOTIEUIAIU]

suorssardxa pagdreyd
A[TesTuyie 2onpar o3
arerado s11adxa [euoidar
PUE [EUOTIRUIIU]

aoe[d ur
aIe $110JJ2 UOTIEI[IDU0IY

aoefd ur
oIe _SUOISSTUIWOD) YINIT |

ﬁuuvumc.w
st foewordip joq,,

£19ro0s e ur sdnoid oruyia
JUSIPIP JO UINIM
9IE S3LI0ISTY SIBINDDY

sdnoid usamiaq uoneoru
-nurwod 23emoous pue

A12213 91e1ado sprounod
snoi3rja1 [euoidar
PUE [EUOIIBUINU]

Joraeyaq ugfora

Aqreoruyas £129p Aprjqnd

suonmINSuI SNOISNY

£aros

Jo suonmnsuy snordre1
PUE ‘[€1D0s OIWIOU023
‘reonijod o1 ur ared
-onred sdnoid oruypyg

Anyooead
paajosar are saandsip
ouys pue ‘snordial

‘[eontjod [eusarug

paradurey

10u a1e ‘Qwanxa A[ydy
a1 10§ 1daox3 ‘suots
-sa1dxa snoidifa1 1so0]

peoiqe pue

Aqreoo] syuapnis 23€0Npd
pue £[2213 arerado
suoneziuedio [euon
-eoNp2 [EUONIEUIAIU]

£191008
31 10J SI9PEI] UTET
01 surexdoxd oy1oadg

Arunururod

211 JO sIoquUaW

ITe 01 uado are
sdrysmo[[oy pue siueiny

aaipe 11 deay 01 pue
s[qrssod uorreidaiur sty
ayewr 01 premioj dais
01 221 [29§ S[ENPIATPU]
Aru

-nwwoo a2 ur sdnoid
sy [fe 01 uado

oIe swraisAs [euoneonpy

ssaoo1d TeuorEONpd
a1 ur papnpul
are sdnoi8 Amrourw [Ty

paprend st

lusuraAour jo wopaa1]

suorssazdxa

[eImInD pue s31poq
1 Jo fudsiur o
01 so1u2 Jre jo 3y3ng

SUOTIMINSUT [EUOIIEINP?
£q pararod Ljrespo
s1 yoaads jo wopaaxy

sdnoid

oo (e 01 uado
9T SINTATIOE [RIMIMO
1210 pue si1odg

JudwuIdA0g Jo sonssy

SHO&U JTuwIouo0d?d
PpuUe feuoneuUIUY

sewnen pjo
SurwrooxaQ

%U—.«EHOG gOme—Uﬁ saAnEnIuUl —.&—-Omuﬁuﬂﬁvm—”

rpunoin) S[PPIN 2y Surpury

TVAdI FH.L 4IvEdD IVHL SNOILLIANOD

LSuoneadxs oiseqg

page 71



Notes

1. Asasampling, see Honig and Both, 1997;
Jones, 1998; Stanzel, 1997; Strozier and
Flynn, 1966; Staub, 1992; and Sudetic,
1999. While not specifically dealing with
the present topic, as background it is use-
ful to read Anderson, 1991; Nicholson,
1999; Smith, 1986; Volkan, 1997; and
Weston, 1997.

2. An extreme example of this kind of ethnic
confrontation was the 1999 decision of the
town of Usti Nad Labem in the Czech Re-
public to build a wall down the middle of
the town’s main street to separate gypsies
and non-gypsies (see The Charlotte Ob-
server, 1999, October 17, p. 27A.).

3. Interestingly from the perspective of the
present argument about language being one
of the determinants of ethnicity, Georgians
and Greeks who were Orthodox Christians
but not Russian speakers, were considered
inorodisy. The full list of peoples officially
recognized as inorodtsy included: 1) Sibe-
rian znorodtsy, 2) Chukchi, 3) Dziungors
or Altai, 4) inhabitants of the Commander
Islands, 5) Samoeds or Nenets of Arkhangel
guberniia, 6) nomads of Stavroposl
guberiia, 7) Kalmyks of Stavropol and As-
trakhan guverniias, 8) Kyrgyz of the Inter-
nal Horde, 9) nomads of the Akmolinsk,
Semipalatinsk, Semirechie, Urals, and
Turgai oblasts, 10) natives of Turkestan, 11)
Ordyntsy, 12) Caucasus mountaineers
(Cherkess, Adygeans, Kabardians, Tatars,
Dagastani, Chechens, Ingushi, Ossetes),
13) Jews. Later people from the Volga re-
gion and Ukraine were added to this list-
ing (see Conotly, 1971, pp. 55-75).

4. Butas one single example shows, one need
not only deal with color; unfortunately
ethnicity seems to penetrate deeper (see

McConnoughey, 1999).

page 72

5. Chart may not be cited without the au-
thors’ permission.

6. Nieto, 1992, pp. 14-18.

7. See The Charlotte Observer (1999a). Chero-
kees rebury university specimens. October

1, p. 3C.
8. Blum, 1998, p. 29.
9. Estrin, 1999, p. 9A.
10. See Abdullah, 1999, p. 21A.

11. See Weston, 1997, pp. 29-31.
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