31

Marina Mogilner

Sacrificial postcoloniality:
Russian contexts of the anti-imperial nationalism of Vladimir Jabotinsky
The sense of national specificity lays in the man’s “blood,” 
in his physical-racial type, and only there. 

Vladimir Jabotinsky

The drama of love to the Other (chuzheliubia) permits all artistic 

texts of Zhabotinsky in Russian language.

Omri Ronen

What is in the year? 
 “If progress will eventually bring some order into this maelstrom of multiple and diverse economic interests [of capitalism]… then the race principle, which hitherto has been overshadowed by other influences, will draw oneself up and blossom,” Vladimir Jabotinsky (1880−1940), the internationally best-known and most passionate Russian Zionist of the twentieth century wrote in 1903.
 As a native of the Russian empire and someone whose cultural “motherland” was modernist European culture, he had no doubts that the future belonged to races-nations and ethnically homogeneous nation states. 
In that same year, as Jabotinsky started to formulate his racialized vision of the future world, on the other side of the globe W. E. B. Du Bois published his now famous The Souls of Black Folk, in which he claimed that “the problem of the twentieth century is the problem of the color line–the relation of the darker to the lighter races of men in Asia and Africa, in America and the islands of the sea.”
 The world that sees itself through the lenses of race – this was Du Bois’s prediction that the twentieth century would fully fulfill. 

Peter Perdue’s recent study of “re-racing” the Chinese nation also singles out the year 1903 as a decisive turning point: precisely in 1903, a nineteen-year-old Chinese student in Japan, Zou Rong, published his militant work The Revolutionary Army, in which he offered a version of post-imperial Han nationalism based on the idea of Han Chinese racial superiority. His theory had had a lasting influence on Chinese political and intellectual history in the twentieth century.
 
As these three synchronic cases testify (and additional similar examples can be invoked from other places
), the rise of the nascent postcolonial discourse was a truly universal phenomenon at the time, heavily influenced by the dominant language of imperialism and modern sciences. They also suggest that “there was something in the year” (1903), or rather, in the turn-of-the-century epoch of the “revolt of the masses” (José Ortega y Gasset), the spread of mass societies and popular discourses, and the proliferation of contested politics of the future based on different understandings of “nation.” 
The coherence of these three cases is all the more surprising, as both Romanov Russia and Qing China were the two empires where, at least up to the turn of the twentieth century, “race” played no influential role in the discourses and practices of imperial rule. Hence Peter Perdue’s straightforward question: “Why did the passage from empire to nation produced such a violently racist ideology?”
 Indeed, why? In what follows, I want to offer my own answer to the question of why postimperial (often very anti-imperial) intellectuals quite consciously introduced “race” – the term that is conventionally regarded as the main epistemological tool of modern colonialism – into the postimperial reality they were constructing and fighting for? Why did they appropriate this term in their postcolonial critique, and how did their immediate imperial contexts influence this somewhat odd choice?    
Specifically, I am focusing on one Russian-Jewish intellectual, Vladimir Jabotinsky, and on his postimperial crusade. The contexts of his postcolonial remaking of self and the world around him were multiple and complex, and therefore this is as much the story of Jabotinsky’s construction of a new racialized postimperial nationalism, as it is a story of Russian late imperial responses to the challenges of nationalism. 
The remaking of the self

Sometime around 1903−1904, a radical change became noticeable in the writings of the prolific Russian journalist and writer, Vladimir Jabotinsky. A man of letters as much as a man of action, he left behind a substantial volume of artistic, polemical, political, and memoir texts, but prior to the decisive years of 1903−1904 these texts were monolingual, written only in Russian (with occasional publications in Italian). His multilingualism and his preference for Hebrew came later, after his self-reinvention as a Jew and a Zionist politician. He begun studying Hebrew and Yiddish only in late 1903, after his trip (this was not yet actual participation) to the Sixth Zionist Congress in Basel.
 By that time he was twenty-four, a successful journalist in the leading Odessa newspaper who aspired, not very successfully but none the less very vigorously, to become a recognized Russian playwright and writer. At sixteen, he embarked upon translating into the Russian language the texts of stars of modernism and their precursors such as Paul Verlaine, Sándor Pétofi, and Edgar Allan Poe. And naturally, he composed original literary works himself. He would send them to leading Russian writers seeking their approval and support. Jabotinsky believed that his true place was among them.
 

From early childhood, his only native language was Russian, and as he grew up, he shared most of the concerns of the Russian (multiethnic) imperial intelligentsia – the discursive Russian-language cosmopolitan community of Kulturträgers, modernizers, and revolutionaries, who perceived the state, society, and culture through universalizing political and ideological lenses.
Michael Stanislawski wrote about this early Jabotinsky as a cosmopolitan intellectual who could have called his spiritual motherland Russia or Italy, and easily combined European liberalism with Russian populism. Stanislawski’s deconstruction of the normative Zionist narrative of Jabotinsky’s life reveals the image of a man whose national identity dissolved itself into cosmopolitan European culture, in which the meaning of terms such as “nation” or “race” was fluid, never precisely defined and fixed, regardless of the language (Russian or one of the European languages) in which the young Vladimir Jabotinsky might have discussed them.
 
It is important however to remember that before he actually got a taste of the short-lived fin-de-siècle European cosmopolitanism, he had experienced imperial Russian “cosmopolitanism” of the kinds that promised integration into the imperial nation through adopting the Russian cultural idiom. And this idiom was anything but ethnonational. Especially for secular intellectuals such as Jabotinsky, who carried out their Jewishness as an external stigma almost unrelated to their actual upbringing, religion, education, and linguistic limitations or preferences, their belonging to the Russian imperial discursive (“imagined”) community never connoted the betrayal of some inborn identity of the colonized in favor of the ethnically Russian colonizer.
 In other words, this was not a classical subaltern dilemma informed by the binary vision of the imperial society. Integration into the Russian imperial idiom meant reaching out toward a higher and a-national culture for people like Jabotinsky, as well as for those ethnically non-Russian intellectuals whose idea of their own national belonging was much more solidly defined. This culture was universalist, modern, and dynamic, and it engendered an imagined supra-ethnic community of people – we may actually call them “nation” − who shared common values, social ideals, and language of political and cultural self-expression and communication. The Russian monarchist state discriminated against its collective and individual subjects in many ways, but it pursued particularistic approaches toward them on the ad hoc principle, and did not have any well-defined and consistent “national” or “imperial” policy that would be applicable universally throughout the empire, toward all similar social groups. It defined Russianness through a complex grid of categories such as confession, language, way of life, level of collective self-consciousness and civilizational development, and this irregularity allowed for the proliferation of different versions of Russianness.  
The cosmopolitan port city of Odessa where Jabotinsky grew up, exemplified an extreme version of this Russian imperial situation and intelligentsia cosmopolitanism. Russian culture here played the role of a universal medium of modernity and a vehicle of overcoming the local particularisms of Odessa’s many ethnoconfessional communities. Russian culture functioned as a virtual reality in which Odessa as a “borderland” communicated with the imperial “heartland” that itself had no clear geographical localization. Just as the empire as a whole, Odessa’s imperial dynamics simultaneously nourished Russian imperial and modern non-Russian national identities, as well as many hybrid, situational, and local identifications. 
However, something had changed in Odessa (and in the empire in general) in the early twentieth century, something that made people like Jabotinsky embrace a postimperial agenda that did not recognize the hybridity and fluidity of social and cultural identities. His writings from 1903 to 1904 and later years project an image that strikingly contrasts with Stanislawski’s portrait of Jabotinsky as a European cosmopolitan intellectual, who sometimes explained the difference between peoples 
by using the term “race,” but – as argued in regard to Nordau – one must be careful not to confront his and other fin-de-siècle writers’ use of the term with the pseudoscientific racialism of either the 1870s and 1880s or our own time. For Jabotinsky and other non-racialist nationalists in 1903, there could exist a “Latin race” and a “Slavic race,” as well as a “Jewish race” (even with obvious, physical dissimilarities), without either embracing an underlying theory of immutable biological or generic difference, not to speak of superiority.
  

As I will show, Jabotinsky’s newfound language of nationalism was not so vague and nondeterministic, and his usage of “race” was very conscious. 
There is little doubt that he read contemporary works in physical anthropology including studies by Jewish, and specifically Zionist, race scientists. Racialized political and social doctrines were an integral part of European Zionist thought. It was only logical for the Russian-Jewish Zionist weekly, Jewish Life (Evreiskaia zhizn’), founded in St. Petersburg in 1904 with participation of Jabotinsky, to publish anthropological studies of the Jews alongside articles on the topics of economy and politics. The first thing the weekly did was to commission the translation of a fundamental study by the Polish race scientist Ignacy Maurycy Judt, Jews as a Physical Race.
 Judt analyzed an impressive amount of anthropometrical and historical material to support the idea of the Jews as a single race that had been formed in the times of ancient Israel through the process of racial mixing. From that time, the Jews preserved their racial wholeness and uniformity and did not mix. There was, however, a radical revisionist element in Judt’s theory (compared to the Zionist mainstream): he did not consider the Jews to be Semites (except for the language). For him, they were “Europeans,” a Mediterranean race, for, as his data demonstrated, their racial type was made up of the same racial elements that participated in the formation of European race families.
 
In the 1920s, Vladimir Jabotinsky – then the leader of revisionist Zionism − almost verbatim reproduced quotations from the revisionist anthropological work by Judt in his Zionist novel Samson (published in installments in the Zionist journal Rassvet in 1926, and as a separate edition in Berlin in 1927).
 This episode suggests how powerful the effect of Judt’s racial theory on the novice Zionist must have been two decades earlier, back in 1904, and that its lasting influence was not accidental. Jabotinsky, a man of European culture, was more than ready to embrace the concept of the Jews as an essentially “European race.” As Judt’s study seemingly proved, the “fact” of having a European racial pedigree in no way precluded the territorial orientation toward Palestine. Jabotinsky confirmed this more than once, and most vividly in his work from the 1930s, The Jewish Pronunciation (Evreiskoe proiznoshenie). One can clearly hear Judt in the following words of Jabotinsky:
At the beginning of the Jewish conquest Canaan seethed with utterly diverse tribes: Jebusites, Hittites, Amorites, Philistines, and many others; some of them [were] fragments of the peoples of Europe and Anatolia, others [were] Hamathites. However, by the end of the epoch of Israeli Kingdoms these tribes had disappeared, most of them having dissolved in the Israeli tribes. This was how the Jewish race came into being: [it is] a “Mediterranean” race, in whose blood and soul the traits and preferences of a number of Northern and Western peoples mixed and merged. 
        
Like Judt, Jabotinsky doubted that Jews belonged to the Semitic race and denied their closeness to the Arabs.
 However, unlike Judt, he was not ready to include Jews even in the Semitic-language family and called upon scholars to search for kin elements not in Arabic, but “in Western languages, especially in those that were also born or developed on the shores of the Mediterranean.”
 

There was no contradiction between the obviously ideologically driven interpretation of the Jewish race by Jabotinsky and the no less ideological, yet corresponding to the scholarly conventions of his time, academic study by Judt. The editors of Jewish Life did not even bother to adapt the Russian translation of Judt’s work for a nonacademic reader, and thus the publication presented a difficult (but a must-read) text. It came out in installments in five consecutive issues of Jewish Life in 1904,
 and introduced the reader to the broad international tradition of studies of the Jewish race. The references mentioned Carl Vogt, Bernhard Blechmann, Josef Deniker, Constantine Ikow, and many other leading European anthropologists. They also used terms like “Slavic race” or “Jewish race” alongside “Semitic race” or “Jewish racial type(s)” – the language of turn-of-the-century scientific physical anthropology was full of such taxonomic discrepancies. 
As I intend to show below, Jabotinsky’s polemical usage of “race” was aimed at diminishing the space for possible ambiguities, discrepancies, and free interpretations. His emerging postimperial understanding of the (Jewish) nation relied on the concept of “race” in its most primitive biological sense, connoting the unchangeable biological core of modern human collectives. 
The Jewish son and his national individualism
“The sense of national specificity is in a man’s ‘blood,’ in his physical-racial type, and only there,” wrote Jabotinsky in 1904, and continued: “it is not one’s upbringing where we should look for the source of the sense of national.”
 And then he made a logical step from individual to collective biology: 
A nation [narod] develops its distinctive psychological constitution [uklad] because this constitution alone corresponds to its physical-racial type, and no other psyche could be formed on this basis.
  
That is why we do not believe in spiritual [i.e., cultural – MM] assimilation. For a Jew who is born without any admixtures into generations of Jewish blood to adopt the psyche of a German or a Frenchman is physically as inconceivable as for a Negro to cease being a Negro. It is even more inconceivable, because the nucleus of one’s psyche is a much more inseparable and irremovable race feature than the color of skin, facial index, or skull form. A Jew reared among Germans may adopt German traditions, words, and habits, [he can] be soaked to the bone with German fluid [nemetskoi zhidkostiu] − but the nucleus of his psyche would remain Jewish, because his blood, his body, and his physical-racial type are Jewish.
          
If such a culturally Germanized yet “pure-blooded” Jew marries a “pure-blooded” Jewess, continued Jabotinsky, “their son again will be unknowingly Jewish to the very marrow of his bones.”
    

This unusually deterministic reasoning is striking, coming from someone who had never before doubted his own ability to participate in the imperial Russian, or indeed in some cosmopolitan European, “psyche,” if not body. These quotations do not raise questions only when read retrospectively through the prism of the teleological Zionist normative autobiography composed by Jabotinsky himself and solidified by latter-day Zionist historians.
 The story of a “pure-blooded” Jewish son obviously has a lot to do with Jabotinsky’s own life, but unlike the retrospective memoirs, the self-narrative subtext in the writings cited above was rather subconscious, revealing itself through a Freudian slip. The story of a pure-blooded Jewish couple that was culturally assimilated into another high(er) culture, producing a son who was Jewish only by virtue of his inherited blood, was a version of Jabotinsky’s personal family history reduced to its biological essentials.
 This interpretation made Jabotinsky’s belated “national awakening” appear to be something scientifically predetermined and objectively inevitable. All the social, cultural, and political factors that led to his rebirth as a Jew and a modern Jewish nationalist played only an auxiliary role, assisting the deep forces of nature to reveal themselves. 
“I am a convinced nationalist, and at the same time an advocate of cosmopolitanism,” Jabotinsky declared in one of his newspaper columns from the transitional year of 1903.
 As time passed, the political balance between the two poles of this motto kept shifting toward nationalism, while the meaning of cosmopolitanism evolved. It now meant recognizing the rights and virtues of all human collectives organized as nations-races and institutionalized as nation-states. Jabotinsky’s primary loyalty was to the Jewish nation to be, but he welcomed the perspective of flourishing as many nations as possible, as long as they had independent state compounds and did not impose imperial hierarchies or a-national forms of mutual cooperation. He called this principle the “individualism of nations,” and, as a man of letters (and not yet a politician) looked for an appropriate metaphor to convey his rather unorthodox understanding of cosmopolitanism. In one newspaper column from January 1903 he used the somewhat technical image of a symphonic orchestra.
 In April of the same year, in the column “An Apocryphal Story”, Jabotinsky was already toying with a Jewish metaphor, as he understood it: he told the parable of a man and his two wives, Mirra and Mira. Both were equal before their man, but he appreciated their difference. Similarly to Mirra and Mira, all nations were equal before the God, taught Jabotinsky, but he most valued their unlikeness: “a Greek has always remained a Greek, and a Jew [has always been] a Jew – as for me there is neither Greek nor Jew.”
 The inversion of the meaning of this famous line (Galatians 3:28) is obvious here: instead of quoting a canonical “for you are all one in Christ Jesus,” Jabotinsky added a prescriptive statement about cultivating national differences. He did not care whether or not such a liberty was compatible with the accepted Jewish interpretation. Judaism as a religion and a tradition of thought was alien to him, and it remained so even when the “born-again” Jewish nationalist ceased to be indifferent to this tradition. Judaism was only another language he used to popularize his postimperial agenda among the Jews.  
His modern Jewish nation was to be based not on religion, but on race. In Jabotinsky’s emerging nationalistic discourse, race defined the postimperial reality. Empires, he believed, had distorted natural frames of social formations. But in a harmonic and justly organized postimperial world, the return to these natural frames and principles of social existence was inevitable.      
Natural factors produce race. A complex and feverish mishmash of economic factors distorts and changes race features to the point where the influence of race over the historical process almost disappears. … However if progress one day brings order into this maelstrom of multiple and diverse economic interests… − it is then that the race principle, hitherto overshadowed by other influences, will draw itself up and blossom.

Jabotinsky presented this speculative political philosophy as the basis for new realism and new post-Comtean positivism, which both incorporated a degree of idealism, but in a peculiar way. His “purest ethical idealism” logically “followed from a whole and all-embracing materialistic doctrine.”
 On a more down-to-the-earth level this meant that nation as an ideal type “followed” from its material essence, that is, from race. Similarly, the idea of national cosmopolitanism “followed” from the materiality of race-based social collectives. And finally, the connection between Zion and Zionism for Jabotinsky was not only a romantic ideal, but a biological fact. For him, a natural connection existed between the race and the territory where it had been formed. As he wrote, this connection was a “testable, logical conclusion of strictly positivist thinking.”
 

Purity against hybridity 
The theme of “pure blood” entered Jabotinsky’s ever-evolving national narrative in 1904. Obviously, Jewish concerns with assimilation played their role in this developing fixation. However, on a deeper theoretical level, cultural hybridity as a false and superficial phenomenon bothered Jabotinsky’s less than biological hybridity – this almost inevitable imperial legacy, at least in the Russian imperial situation. His personal rebellion against the discursive imperial domination seemed to yield real results, or so he thought. Biological colonialism, on the other hand, was almost irreversible.  
It is not within the power of a human being to assimilate with people of a different blood. For true assimilation, one has to change the body: to become kin by blood, that is, through a sequence of mixed marriages over the course of many dozens of years, to produce a great-grandson who would have only a negligible admixture of Jewish blood… There is no other way. As long as we remain Jews by blood, the children of a Jew and a Jewess, we may be subject to threats of persecutions, disdain, or degradation, but assimilation in the proper sense of the word, assimilation as a complete disappearance of our psychological specificity – is of no danger to us.
          
This passage was hardly addressed to the shtetl Jews from the Pale of Jewish settlement, who, from a Zionist point of view, might have been “degenerating” under the unfavorable diaspora conditions, but who nevertheless preserved the purity of their blood. Jabotinsky’s real concern, intimately connected to his personal life experience both in the Russian Empire and in Europe, was urban Jews. These urban Jews lived in growing, dynamic imperial cities of the turn of the century, where boundaries between ethnic and social groups tended to become porous, and where the value and the meaning of nationality were fluid. His native Odessa vividly exemplified this danger. 
In June 1903, Jabotinsky published another column-parable, whose protagonists were … rats. A pack of Alexandria rats from Egypt secretly landed on the Quarantine Mole in Odessa and settled in the house of a certain Zhus’. Local Odessa rats (Jabotinsky used the Ukrainian word for rats – pasiuk, to stress their deep local roots as opposed to the newcomers) decided not to drive them away as long as they would stay in the house of Zhus’ (Zhus’ is another local, Ukrainian-sounding name). However, gradually the Alexandria rats started spreading into the city, occupying holes at the Odessa Tolchok – a local Odessa name of a marketplace. Moreover, they began intermixing with the local pasiuks! So, the Odessa rats ordered them to go back to the house of Zhus’ and stay there. Of course, the Alexandrian rats got upset. And only one old rat turned to her brethren with the following words: “Foolish rats you are! ... Why Odessa holes should be for Alexandrian rats?” These holes are for Odessa pasiuks, while Alexandrian rats have to live either in the house of Zhus’, or in Alexandria. “We have toured enough here. It is time to go home: we came from Alexandria, and it is to Alexandria that we have to return.” And so they did. “Sometimes rats can be wiser than humans,” Jabotinsky concluded his parable.
 
Obviously, this was a didactic Zionist parable about Jews as the eternal aliens outside of their native Palestine. They came to a strange land and were tolerated there as long as they lived in  seclusion (the house of Zhus’) within the Pale of Jewish settlement. The very moment they started penetrating the host society and mixing with the locals, the latter showed Jews the door. The parable preached a Zionist lesson: it is time to return to the Jewish national home. However, this story had yet another dimension: it was hardly accidental that the “rats” came not to some generic Russia, and not even to the regions included in the Pale. They came to one particular place – to Odessa. This big, cosmopolitan imperial city was the seductive center where Alexandrian rats wanted to live in the first place, and where they were tempted to abandon their self-isolation and mixing with local breeds of rats. Jabotinsky again coded his personal story of an Odessian, an urban intellectual without a distinct national identity, as a story of rising Jewish postimperial nationalism.   
Indeed, imperial metropolises were the sites of hybridity that Jabotinsky feared the most. It was there that mixed marriages − either by way of converting to Christianity, or as unregistered liaisons – led to the “pollution” of the Jewish blood. Since the time of Judt’s publication in Jewish Life and Jabotinsky’s own early attempts to conceptualize Jews as a race-nation, he had firmly maintained the view that racial mixture was a driving force of ancient history, but a menace to modernity. In 1911, in a regular polemical newspaper column, Jabotinsky once again confirmed that from the scientific point of view all races resulted from racial mixing in ancient times. In modernity, however, each nation possessed “a racial recipe that was distinctive, original, and common to all its individual members.”
 Fifteen years later, in Samson, Jabotinsky metaphorically, yet still very “materialistically,” was already speaking about the dilution of “local races” of Canaan in the “savory and dense blood of the gloomy [Jewish] colonizer.” When one of Samson’s fellow Jews remarked, “our blood is chosen ... it is like spring water; it cannot be poured into street puddles,” Samson corrected him:

We are not water, we are salt. They are water; hit water with your hand – and it will scatter. Now, throw a handful of salt into a cask with water. It is not that the salt will disappear, but that the whole cask will become salted.
   

Thus, racial mixing was conceptualized as racial colonization – justified in ancient times and in the case of Jews as colonizers, but unacceptable as a modern imperial practice, and especially with Jews as the colonized. Samson in the novel symbolized not the mixing/colonization, but its proud and self-conscious result. His unhappy relationships with two Philistine women, Semadar and her sister Elinoar (Delilah), permeated with treason and deception, were highly instructive warnings against any further racial mixing. Except for these complicated relationships, Samson was an ideal self-conscious Jew with the eye of a professionally trained physical anthropologist, who 

…not once visited towns and villages of the Jebusites, the Girgasites, [and] the Hivites, and could distinguish between them at first sight, while he recognized Hittites by their backward-sloping foreheads and narrow-lipped Amorites by their proud stature even from afar…
 
On a town square, he would observe
numerous aborigines (tuzemtsev), residents of Tzora. From their [spatial] arrangement, poses, and mood an attentive observer could reconstruct a complete picture of relationships between the two races… Within a circle of women-Danites one could notice quite a few typical Canaanite profiles: these were second and third wives, concubines, mothers-in-law, sisters-in-law – harbingers of the beginning dissolution of the careless aboriginal race in the sultry and dense blood of the gloomy colonizer.
     

Samson made his choice in favor of the Jewish nation following the call of his “dense blood,” being aware of his particular racial origin and his connection to a particular land where his race was formed. This Samson had no right to intermix.
In the 1911 column “Beyond the Waiting Line,” Jabotinsky for the first time elaborated in detail on the “ideal type of the absolute nation” – the nation of Samsons:

It [the ideal nation − MM] should possess an original racial spectrum, drastically different from the racial nature of its neighbors. It should occupy continuous and clearly bounded territory from time immemorial; it is best if on this territory there are no alien minorities that would thin out its national unity. It [the nation − MM] should have an original language, a native language that is not borrowed from anyone – at least, the fact and moment of borrowing would be impossible to trace… It should possess a national religion – not a borrowed one, but a native, home-made one, like the religion of the Hindus or, at least, of Jews. Finally, it is supposed to have a single historical tradition, common to all its parts, that is a complete commonality of historical emotional experiences from the most immemorial antiquity.
    
Only the purity of blood, the reproduction of race (the “substance of nationality” in Jabotinsky’s words) could guarantee the realization of this ideal. Therefore, the political success of Jewish postimperial emancipation depended on fulfillment of the Jewish biological program, and vice versa. This logic can be detected in many of Jabotinsky’s writings, for example, in the  verse play A Strange Land (Chuzhbina), published in Petersburg in 1910, where Jabotinsky described the moral bankruptcy of all sorts of Russian-Jewish politicians, especially Jewish socialists, whose ideological schemas could not compete with the elementary forces of racial differences. He did not spare even the protagonist representing a passionate Jewish nationalist. This protagonist, Gonta, fell in love with a Russian girl Natasha, who held a low opinion of Jews. So, Gonta had to conceal his Jewishness from Natasha, and this was obviously his personal moral failure – shameful, yet pardonable.
 What Jabotinsky could not pardon was Gonta’s readiness to spoil the purity of his Jewish blood through a mixed marriage. This was a biological crime against the nation to be, and this crime justified Gonta’s complete political, human, and moral demise in the play’s finale.  
“The prevalence of mixed marriages is the only unmistakably efficient means to exterminate nationality as such,”
 claimed Jabotinsky as early as 1904. He fused these biological arguments with political ones in polemics with Russian-Jewish autonomists, who advanced the “Habsburg” model of cultural-administrative autonomy for Jews in the Russian Empire. As Jabotinsky explained, autonomy would lead − “absolutely naturally and absolutely inevitably” − to mixed marriages, and consequently − to polluting the pure Jewish blood and to the eventual loss of nationality. Moreover, the hypothetical possibility of the recognition of Jewish rights in the future, together with the disappearance of mass anti-Semitism carried dangerous implications for the Jewish nation, promising more interethnic contacts and hence more mixed marriages.        
… being myself a brunet, who has nothing against blonds, and living in a city with 15 percent of the population dark-haired and 85 percent light-haired, I would encounter and make friends with blonds at least three times more often than with brunets. And if a Jew would socialize among non-Jews three times more intensively than among Jews, it would be only natural (taking into consideration their complete mutual agreement and respect) that in 75 cases out of 100 he would feel attracted not to a Jewish woman, but to a woman of another tribe (inoplemennoi).
   
All major themes of Jabotinsky’s early nationalism can be traced in this passage: the male as the main actor on the marriage market, and hence the one responsible for the reproduction of the nation with pure blood (the proverbial “son”); the danger stemming from the urban “meting pot”; the menace of hybridity; the meaningless and even counterproductiveness of the struggle for collective Jewish rights outside of the Jewish nation-state (yet to be); and belief in the biological foundation of social phenomena. 
Empire into Nationalitatenstaat into… imperial nations 
Jabotinsky rejected all other kinds of Jewish nationalism except for the racialized brand of Zionism (the only truly postimperial form for him), because they were embedded into the imperial language of culture and into imperial political frames, was it Jewish autonomism or Jewish socialism. “Do not call yourselves nationalists,” Jabotinsky cautioned his opponents, “for nationalists are those who aspire to preserve their tribal specificity forever and by all means.”
 
Simultaneously with the nationalization of the imperial order by the Romanov dynasty and the imperial conservative bureaucracy (by rendering imperial Russianness into an ethnically-linguistically-culturally understood one), “grassroots” nationalists like Jabotinsky advanced their own visions of nationalization of the empire, its realignment along the constructed and obviously conflicting internal dividing lines. In the years of the first Russian revolution (1905−1907), when the wave of mass politics shook the foundations of the traditional imperial order, Jabotinsky began propagating the idea of Nationalitatenstaat (German, the state of nations) “for all tribes and all regions.” He began with two empires as the probable champions of this transition: the Russian and the Ottoman (under the Young Turks).
 This was a logical choice of the two multicultural polities most vulnerable to the forces of revolution. In 1907 Jabotinsky appealed to the deputies of the Russian parliament (the State Duma), convoked for the first time just a year before, in 1906. He suggested that instead of representing different ethnic, regional, estate, confessional, and political groups, the Duma deputies should regroup according to a single criterion – nationality – and “should not allow national slogans to be wiped out.” The only type of politics he deemed legitimate in the Duma was the anti-imperial politics of voluntary, grassroots, and mutual differentiation and the struggle for nationality rights and nationality-based citizenship. “In our political narrow-mindedness (obyvatelshchine) this is called nationalism, sometimes even ‘narrow’ nationalism… I have never been ashamed of this label.”
 

Jabotinsky definitely was not ashamed, but his plan for transition from imperialism to the world of postimperial national individualism contained quite a few logical gaps and moral aberrations. Most of them pertained to his narrative of Jewish colonization of Palestine. Being a modern and secular nationalist, Jabotinsky could not refer to the authority of Judaism to justify his political ideal. He also was not a Romantic thinker, but a self-conscious positivist. Therefore he referred to the “blood−land” connection and to the measurable progressive results of the European colonization of “uncivilized” territories and populations.
 Through his “positivist” colonization rhetoric, Jews as a European nation acquired not only biological and historical, but also moral rights to Palestine where they would carry out “the white man’s burden.” The Jewish colonizers would bring culture into this uncultured land, develop modern economy and agriculture. Typically for the colonial imagination, Jabotinsky perceived Palestine as an unpopulated land. He borrowed a lot from Herzl’s Altneuland, and most notably – the image of old civilized Europe transmitted to the uncultivated and empty Palestinian soil.
 Already in 1903 he offered a possible Russian title for Altneuland – “At the Old New Home” (Na starom novosel’e),
 and he had no doubts that colonization as an imperial practice was essential for making the “Old New Home” and the postimperial Jewish nation a reality:

Preservation of [our] national specificity (samobytnosti) is possible only with the preservation of the purity of the race, and for this we need our own territory where our people would compose an overwhelming majority.
 
Jabotinsky saw no inconsistency in the image of the postimperial Jewish nation-colonizer. Not unlike many postcolonial intellectuals and politicians of our time, he was unable to reconcile the contradictions of anti-imperialism and nationalism as two sets of hegemonic discourses and practices. While the Russian imperial and the Western cosmopolitan cultural contexts promoted Jabotinsky’s own hybridity, the crises of the fin-de-siècle cultural moment and the “imperial revolutions”
 that simultaneously initiated anti-imperial, democratizing, and nationalizing impulses in the imperial political and cultural core and on its many different and intersecting peripheries pushed him toward formulating a new postimperial political agenda. However, he did it in a language impregnated with imperial legacies, including Eurocentrism, civilizational discourse, and “race.”  
Herzl – the genius of race

A canonical Zionist version of Jabotinsky’s turn to Zionism stresses the decisive influence on him of the Kishinev Jewish pogrom that occurred in April 1903. In 1904 Jabotinsky translated from Hebrew into Russian a famous poem by Hayyim Nahman Bialik, “In the City of Slaughter,” thus reacting to this terrible event as a Jew, a poet, and an intellectual who still shared in the Russian cultural idiom. The canonical narrative downplays not only the complexity of Jabotinsky’s reaction but also its delayed chronology. Moreover, it downplays the fact that Jabotinsky himself insisted that he became Zionist before the Kishinev pogrom and rejected any direct connection between the pogrom and his “conversion.”

For Russian-Jewish commentators, the year 1903 indeed was completely overshadowed by the Kishinev pogrom, but in 1903 Jabotinsky did not publish a line on this tragedy, while his columns appeared in Odessa News almost daily, and he also published in other venues. In 1903, he was consumed by reflections on his experience at the Basel Zionist Congress,
 by exploring his own Jewishness, and objectifying it in the racialized language of nationalism. 
One of Jabotinsky’s strongest Basel impressions was Theodor Herzl himself. He described him to the readers of his Russian newspaper columns in a peculiar language full of masculine metaphors:

[Herzl has] the most interesting appearance of all I have ever seen: there is something substantially manly, firm, and at the same time refined about him. He has the profile of an Assyrian tsar as they are depicted on ancient plaques…
    

As unusual and emotional as this description may seem (“It does not take much psychological ingenuity to see how transfixed the young Jabotinsky was by Herzl. This description goes beyond the realm of lionization to something far deeper and hence far more impervious to simple categorization”
), it was actually almost a verbatim quote from contemporary anthropological literature on the Jews as an ancient race lasting from pre-diaspora times. We have already had a chance to see that Jabotinsky shared in the tradition of denying the changeability of the “Jewish race” after it had been formed in Biblical Canaan. The idea of the universal recognizability of the “Jewish physiognomy” was also connected with this perception. Moreover, it appealed to philo- and anti-Semites alike.
 Jabotinsky’s contemporary Russian-Jewish race scientists often spoke about Jewish recognizability in the words of the dean of Russian physical anthropology, the Moscow university professor Dmitry Anuchin, a philo-Semite and liberal, whose authority was recognized by almost all students of race in the empire. One of Anuchin’s Jewish students, Arkadii (Aron Girsh Donov) El’kind, in his dissertation, The Jews. Comparative Anthropological Study Based Primarily on Observations over Polish Jews (published, again, in 1903,
 but defended as a dissertation in 1912
), for example, wrote that
… He [Anuchin] sees the Jewish prototype in Jewish images on Egyptian and Assyrian monuments, where Jews are easily distinguishable from the images of other Asian and African tribes.
         
Similar to Anuchin, El’kind, Judt, and thousands of their contemporaries, Jabotinsky recognized Herzl’s “prototype” on Assyrian monuments, thus directly connecting this Zionist leader to eternal Jewishness and to the Jewish territorial “Old New Home.” Jabotinsky’s psychological portrait of Herzl likewise referred to commonplace views of Jewish race. For example, this is how he explained Herzl’s charisma: 

 He is not at all a first-rate writer, but he is an excellent stylist, who expresses in a clear and sharp manner what he needs to convey. He is not a public speaker, but he says exactly what he needs to say… He is amazingly harmonious and self-restrained… Taking in the fine points, he is a gentleman of mediocre abilities, but in general he is a big figure, big personality, who needs big levers – perhaps, not a talented [figure], but probably genius.
  
In the common European discourse of race that fused popular stereotypes with the language of professional anthropological and medical studies, Jews were regarded as a people with many talented individuals, but without real geniuses. And this assumed lack of geniuses played the role of yet another “objective” marker that distinguished Jews from the proper European races-nations. In the nostalgic novel The Five, written by Jabotinsky in Russian in 1935 and published a year later in Paris, where he offered a captivating image of Odessa prior to his Zionist conversion, the assimilated Jewish “litterateur from the capital” articulated this trivial turn-of-the-century stereotype.
 Moreover, Jabotinsky introduced his protagonist in a suggestive manner: “In my view, …this person was not a real talent, but he bore specks of a true genius…” This assimilated not-quite-Jew and not-quite-genius (if this is not another Freudian slip, then it is a consciously critical attempt at a self-portrait as a social type) admitted in the novel:               

On the heights, Russians ignite incomparable universal fires, but in the flats, splinters flicker. This is the token of their greatness: the sluggish slow-wittedness of millions – so that the spirit of the race would be concentrated more brilliantly in a chosen few. It’s the complete opposite with us Jews: among us talent is widely distributed; everyone has some gifts, but there are no geniuses; even Spinoza was only a jeweler of thought, and Marx was simply a conjurer.

In the 1930s, these words were important evidence of Jabotinsky’s fictional litterateur’s participation in the fin-de-siècle mass discourse of Jewish race – the same discourse that is traceable in Jabotinsky’s 1903 psychological portrait of Herzl. His Herzl had no apparent talents, but was a real genius, the “genius of the race,” and as such, he normalized the Jews as a European nation.
Jabotinsky’s other reports from the Basel Congress contained numerous facts, many small observations, short descriptions of group meetings and the congress’s ordinary participants. As interesting to a regular reader-outsider as they were, these reports exposed their author as a novice in Zionism, and also a stranger to Judaism and Jewish politics.
 Against this background, the theme of normalization of Jews as a nation through racializing their past, present, and future sounded fresh, and Jabotinsky mastered it exceptionally well. The way he discussed it had very little to do with the actual language of political debates in Basel, but rather with the problems of articulating Jewishness from his own imperial situation.          
Speaking European: Italian tales of race

Jabotinsky’s 1903 writings on general topics of Jewish life were equally rooted in his own personal intellectual quest as a postimperial Jewish intellectual. The topics he picked, the examples he provided, and the sociological interests he demonstrated were only very indirectly connected with daily life in those regions of the Russian Empire where the majority of Jews lived, or with the actual problems of emigration to Palestine, or even with important events such as the Kishinev pogrom. In fact, Jabotinsky’s interests in 1903 were centered on Italy. Parallel to the discovery of himself as a Jew, and of the archetypal Jewish genius in Herzl, he discovered the presence of Jews and of the “Jewish question” in Italy, and there was profound logic behind this seemingly strange territorial localization of the Jewish problem. 
Turn-of-the-century Italy was quite tolerant to its citizens of Judaic faith, and (not unlike the Europeanized and Russified Jabotinsky himself) seemed to be little concerned with the complex problem of modern anti-Semitism, the Jewish economic plight, and the social and political discrimination that contributed to the rise of Jewish political and national protest. Prior to the Basel Zionist Congress (1903), Jabotinsky had lived and studied in Italy for almost three years and enjoyed Italian culture and the Italian way of life. Jews and Jewishness never played any role in his romance with Italy. Moreover, as Stanislawski convincingly showed and as was picked up and developed by historians, his later claims that his Zionism was influenced by Italian nationalism and socialism are false: Jabotinsky’s writings from the period testify that “by no means was Jabotinsky an admirer of nationalism of any sort, Italian or Russian or Japanese, while he lived in Italy…”

However, when in 1903 he returned to Rome from Basel, he “suddenly” discovered the old ghetto quarters and the “Jewish question” there. His 1903 Jewish “tales” of Rome were thus as autobiographical and subconsciously driven as his Odessa “tales” and stories about the Jewish “son with pure blood.” It was not the trauma of the violent pogrom in a provincial southern town in the Russian empire that motivated his Jewish nationalism, but the trauma of being not fully at home in the imperial Russian culture and society, in the modern Western culture and society (exemplified in this case by Italy), and in seductive metropolises such as Rome or Odessa.
Jabotinsky published his first essay of the Italian cycle in Odessa News on October 12, 1903. He described a walk through the former Rome ghetto that was visibly different from the surrounding urban landscape. His eyes now registered only distinctions of the ghetto’s architectural and human environment. At the same time, he was able to catch some less apparent similarities among the remote groups of world Jews. Thus, children playing in the former ghetto streets resembled “those greenish (zelenovatykh) little Jews from Lithuania who come to Odessa to pass school exams for six grades, and their fathers.” In the essay, Jabotinsky shared this observation with his companion, a “native Italian and Catholic,” with whom he explored the Rome Jewish ghetto. 
· “You know,” I told my friend, “you can still see by their faces that they are not Italians.”
My companion… did not understand.
· “What do you mean, they are not Italians?” he asked again, “and who they are, in your view?”
· Jews.
· And what does it mean? There are Italians who are Lutherans or Methodists, or belong to other confessions, but they all are Italians.

· But does it mean that Jews belong to the same race as your people?

This he understood and replied:

· “In such a case you probably wanted to say that they are not of a Latin blood. This is correct. Jews are not Latin, but they are Italians.”

Stanislawski explained this interesting misunderstanding as Jabotinsky’s characteristically Russian reading of Jewishness.  

Consciously extrapolating from the Russian reality to that of other European countries, he believed that Russianness, Italianness, and Germanness were national categories that could not include Jews, regardless of the existence or degree of anti-Semitism in any given society.

This being obviously true, it is useful to keep in mind that prior to his national “conversion,” Jabotinsky saw no problem with being hybrid and participating in a number of national cultures (and thus “nations”), or in a-national cosmopolitanism. Moreover, up until the turn of the twentieth century, Jews in the Russian empire could renounce their Jewishness, at least from a legal point of view, through religious conversion. This possibility began diminishing toward the end of the nineteenth century, with the growing racialization of the perception of Jews in political and professional discourses, as well as in administrative practices. The latter development reflected the rise of modern Russian ethnic nationalism and ethnonationalization of the imperial order. The result was the dissociation of Russian Orthodoxy and Russianness as the foundation of national identity, even though the latter still remained a contested notion.
 Stanislawski grossly modernizes the Russian imperial situation when he writes that 
Russian Empire was a multinational state, dominated demographically and politically by Russians, but an empire in which there was always a clear distinction between the Russian nation and its underlings: Jews, Poles, Georgians, Lithuanians, Uzbeks, and the like.
 
This perspective seems to be influenced by Andreas Kappeller’s groundbreaking The Russian Empire: A Multiethnic History (a more correct translation of the original 1992 German title would be Russia as a Multinational Empire).
 However, over the past decade many new works have revealed the limitations of this once pioneering and original attempt to reconsider the traditional Russocentric narrative of Russian history through presenting empire as a multifaceted container of individual nationalities. These new works not only showed multiple, unclear boundaries of “true Russianness” (say, open to the baptized inorodtsy such as the Volga region animists, but restricted to many “ethnically Russian” groups of religious sectarians;
 imagined as the “big Russian nation” uniting Great, Little, and White Russians or solely as the Great Russian core;
 dissolved in the pan-Slavic unity or radically opposed to Slavs such as the Poles). Newer studies have discovered very different perceptions of Poles, Jews, Ukrainians, or Georgians as “nations” depending on the actor, the context, and the chronological period. 
For one, Lithuanians from Stanislawski’s list did not exist for the imperial authorities as a nation until late in the nineteenth century, when a very modest national project of, at the time, a few intellectuals with distinct Lithuanian self-identification received some backing from the imperial authorities interested in curbing the spread of “Polishness” in the Northwestern region of the empire.
 Uzbeks from the same list became a national category designated for a quite arbitrarily arranged group only due to the activities of Soviet nation-builders, who inherited a very complex and fluid (and thus unsatisfactory for the purposes of radical social engineering) map of linguistic, regional, and confessional identities in Central Asia.
 Probably, the Russian Empire was moving in the direction of a multinational state at the beginning of the twentieth century, not least under the influence of activists such as Jabotinsky. But it had never become one, and actually never was. It was the very crisis of the old imperial order, characterized by uneven and irregular diversity and particularistic politics, and the increasing association of modernity and progress with “nation” as a cultural-political entity that compelled Jabotinsky to invent his own version of national Jewishness. 
He applied his newly acquired racialized perception of nation universally: to Jews, Russians, Ukrainians, Germans, or Italians alike. This is what made him reject the Italian model of the “civic nation,” at least in the version articulated by his interlocutor in the first Italian essay: “a Jew is accepted as a citizen not only on paper, but de facto….”
 Jabotinsky criticized this model not because it was wrong or dysfunctional and did not correspond to Russian realities, but because for him it was false, unnatural, and impregnated with the possibility of assimilation. And most probably, Jabotinsky’s crusade against cultural and civic assimilation was intensified by his personal profound integration into Italian/European (and Russian) cultures, from which he now wanted to disengage. He offered a simple formula for this disengagement: a man with Jewish blood could not have an Italian soul. 
In the next essay of the 1903 Italian cycle Jabotinsky exposed this false “Italian soul” of the  Jews of Rome, who deceived themselves by hiding behind Italian names and pretending not to feel contempt toward them on the part of “true” Italians.
 Jabotinsky noted with disapproval that the Italian Jews called the Russian Jews “co-religionists,” but not members of the same kin, the same race (soplemennikami). This could not be their authentic voice − insisted Jabotinsky. Italian Jews, in his view, were “prohibited from loudly loving their race and loudly expressing their brotherly sympathy to the remote members of their kin.”
 In other words, they were subjugated and controlled (colonized), but by accepting their colonial status, Italian Jews betrayed their race and their nation.    

Jewish Race versus Russian Race 
To Jabotinsky, assimilated Russian Jews were guilty of the same crime of racial treason, only unlike in Italy, in Russia no one would seriously claim that a Russian Jew “was accepted as a citizen not only on paper, but de facto.” The problem was exacerbated by the simultaneous  burgeoning of a variety of national projects in the empire. This created a somewhat paradoxical situation: many of the imagined postimperial nations, especially the Russian and the Jewish, fit poorly into the normative model of the ideal nation (transmitted by Jabotinsky himself): one language, unified history, customs, and traditions; numerical majority on the “national” territory; and a common racial basis. Modern Russian nationalists of the early twentieth century struggled especially hard to reframe the ambivalent imperial Russianness in such restrictive normative categories. Lacking the coherent or at least uncontested Russian “national body,” they found themselves in a situation when they needed external factors and markers to designate the boundaries of the poorly imagined community of “Russians.” For a number of reasons, Jews, now reconceptualized as an absolute racial and civilizational antipode to Russians, became the preferred candidate for this role of external demarcation of the national project unsustainable on its own. Therefore, racialists in Jewish and Russian nationalisms found ideal interlocutors in each other. While rejecting and even hating each other, they still spoke the same language of biological determinism and normative nationalism, shared their frustration over the transitional imperial situation, and understood each other perfectly. 
One of the most outspoken among these modern Russian nationalists, the psychiatry professor of Kiev St. Vladimir University, Ivan Alekseevich Sikorsky (1842−1919),
 like Jabotinsky, addressed the broader public. He actively participated in polemical wars in which he relied on race and demographic statistics, and tried to educate his readers about the phenomenon of nationality. In 1915 Sikorksy published a programmatic popular anthropological work titled “What Are a Nation and Other Forms of Ethnic Life?”
 The title unmistakably evoked the famous Sorbonne lecture by Ernest Renan “What Is a Nation?” (1882) and revealed Sikorsky’s aspiration to be a participant in a major debate of the time – the same aspiration that permeated Jabotinsky’s writings. Sikorsky’s message was, in fact, close to the postimperial message of Jabotinsky, only it was advanced on behalf of a different nationalist project that had more reasons and more resources to claim its hegemonic status vis-à-vis other nationalisms. The time came to do away with archaic “imperial life and the independence of particular peoples,” claimed Sikorsky. Russia had to start living a truly national life, that is, the life of the “Russian people and the state created by this people.”
 
Similar to Jabotinsky, Sikorsky acknowledged the fact of “racial mixing” in antiquity that had led to the formation of modern races, including the Russian race. Both of them shared the vision of human history progressing from the racial to the national stage. At the latter stage, race functioned as the basis for modern nations consciously developing themselves and professing “national individualism.” Sikorsky explained that a genuinely fruitful racial mixture, one enhancing the qualities of races, was achievable only as the result of voluntary convergence of mutually complementary races.
 Only such a conversion produced a new and better biological entity as the foundation for national development. In his view, this was the case of the Russian race that resulted from the “correct” convergence of the Slavic and Finnish races: the latter voluntarily physically dissolved in the Slavic race, changed religion, and embraced the better “instrument for expressing thoughts,” that is, Slavic language.
 Similar to Jabotinsky’s racial history of Jews in Canaan, Sikorsky’s Russian racial history spoke about the race-colonizer absorbing inferior races. The resulting stable formula of the Russian race ensured the durability of the Russian nation.
 

If Jabotinsky suggested the cultivation of a pure race and colonization of the “old new home” as the two main strategies of forging the Jewish nation, Sikorsky insisted that the ability of the Aryans-Russians to absorb the lower yet complementary races without losing their racial purity could turn the Russian empire into the Russian state, and the imperial society − into the Russian nation. Being, in Sikorsky’s words, one of the most homogeneous groups of Aryans – the race ruling the world and possessing the “highest intelligence, very keen insight, and the most acuityto predict the future” – Russians had to absorb the inferior non-Russians into their superior racial body for the benefit of “higher interests, higher goals, and higher life.”
 
This complex fusing of the tropes of hybridity and purity did not sound quite convincing either to Sikorsky’s fellow Russian nationalists or to his opponents.
 To enhance his arguments, he needed a clear external indicator of the limits to Russian racial “pantophagy,” allowing the establishment of some stable characteristics of Russianness. This explains why thirty out of fifty-six pages (54 percent!) of Sikorsky’s work about the Russian race-nation in the empire were dedicated to Jews – a strikingly disproportionate number, unless the Jews were considered an integral part of the project of modern Russian nationalism. 
In Sikorksy’s mind, only Russians and Jews were subjects of history, all other peoples of the empire were destined to be absorbed into the Russian Aryan racial body and Russian culture, that is, into the Russian nation. (Sikorsky curiously ignored the problem of assimilating Muslims, who were generally regarded as being quite distinct both racially and culturally.) For Sikorsky, Russians as historical subjects were already living a higher national life, while Jews got stuck at the primitive initial racial stage, never developed into a nation, and thus presented the complete opposite to Russianness. The set of Russian−Jewish oppositions composed by Sikorsky included: idealism (Russian-Aryans) vs. rationalism (Jews); developed moral and emotional spheres vs. insolence, cynicism, and emotional primitivism (cf. the “elementary and vulgar nature” of Jews
); patriotism and superior collectivity vs. propensity for treachery, primitive groupness, and the underdeveloped idea of fatherland (Jews “do not cherish the territory where they live, do not regard it as a fatherland”
); settled way of life vs. nomadism;
 perfection of the quality of the nation’s “human capital” vs. the numerical growth of the race and accumulation of wealth for it; original creativity vs. the nonexistence of a proper Jewish art, their inability to create a national culture; and so on. Jews were archaic, primitive, and dangerous, and these were “objective” qualities that made them unsuitable as neighbors of nationally living peoples. They could not be absorbed into the Russian race-nation because they were not “complementary” and modern.

Jews do not demonstrate any inclination to move from their narrow racial existence to higher forms of the people’s life, even when these forms correspond to their Jewish templates. They remain without their native language, native poetry and art, as well as without a fatherland.

No doubt, these accusations against Jews would infuriate Jabotinsky. And yet, in a strange and twisted way, these two intellectuals needed each other. Similar to the way Sikorsky constructed Russians and Jews as the only historical subjects in the empire, Jabotinsky also stressed symmetry between them:

I consider Russia an amazing country: the best Slavs and the best Jews live there. Best in the sense that they are entirely whole, entirely devoid of that superficiality that Ahad Ha’am decried in western “Israelites” as “Slavery in freedom.”
 
Sikorsky and Jabotinsky, as two modern nationalists, in fact as two types of nationalists (not only two individuals) were partners in the postimperial dialogue. 
In 1911, Jabotinsky literary played out this dialogue in the feuilleton Exchange of Compliments. Conversation, where two interlocutors – the Russian and the Jew – debated race and nation.
 The Jew started with a statement that humanity was divided into races, but they were all equal and their hierarchical ranging had no scientific grounds. To a skeptical remark from the Russian, “How come? Chukchis and Hellenes are equals?” he replied that if put in conditions similar to those of ancient Hellenes, Chukchis would have produced values equal to those that the Hellenes gave to the world.
 
The very opposition of Chukchis and Hellenes was not incidental. In the discourse of new Russian nationalism, Russians stood for a modern nation that belonged to the Western civilization rooted in the ancient Greek and Roman heritage. The traditional themes of the mysterious prehistoric Slavic past played little role in this discourse. Chukchis in this model exemplified the primitive stage of development, civilizational and historical deadlock. Moreover, in the Russian fin-de-siècle debates about nationalism, Chuckchis rhymed with Jews, as both were described though the powerful trop of primitivism. Gabriela Safran explained in detail how the fashionable idea and aesthetics of primitivism could encompass the Chukchis alongside the Jews as communal and traditional peoples, unspoiled by capitalism and colonial interventionism.
 She points to well-known Russian Jewish ethnographers and activists (Populists and Autonomists), such as Shloyme Zanvl Rappoport (S. An-sky) or Lev Shternberg, as intellectuals who embraced this understanding of primitivism. Moreover, they romanticized it in the course of their “going to the people” campaign that was focused on uncovering a genuine national essence of Jewishness in the way of life and popular culture of the Pale of Jewish Settlement.
 Nathaniel Deutsch picked up on Safran’s observations in his exciting and innovating study of this late nationalization of the Pale. He called the Russian-Jewish self-adopted primitivism “an unspoken paradox”: 
Jews were at once civilized and semi-savage, ethnographers and potential objects of ethnography… By the beginning of the twentieth century, the Pale of Settlement had produced numerous intellectuals, artists, political activists, and ethnographers, but An-sky suggested that its Jewish residents were still somehow akin to “Buryats, Yakagirs, Giliaks, Chukchis, and others.”
     
The Jew from Jabotinsky’s feuilleton, who referred to Chukchis in the context of his polemical sparring, presented a good example of this “unspoken paradox.” The turn of the century’s informed readers of Jabotinsky could read “Jews” behind the “Chukchis,” as both these “pre-state” peoples seemed incapable of developing into modern nations. The Jew’s fictional opponent was obviously familiar with such a reading: he was not just an ordinary “Russian,” but rather someone like Professor Sikorsky, knowledgeable in race science and broadly read in academic fields such as ethnography, anthropology, and history. 

 I cannot say that I completely agree with [Houston Stewart] Chamberlain, although he is a very intelligent and very thoughtful thinker. I also cannot completely agree with your own [Otto] Weininger, although he cites many striking, profound arguments that prove that the Jewish race is defective, so to speak. Then, I read something written from your side as well – by [Heinrich] Graetz, who discards race altogether, and by a new author [Ignaz] Zollschan, who thinks that the Jewish race is superb.

Besides giving us a hint about what Jabotinsky himself read on Jewish race, this statement suggests a general intellectual frame of reference for interpreting the fictional debate: from Chamberlain and Weininger to works on Jewish history and to Russian history textbooks, quoted a few lines below. The United States as a testing ground for racial politics was also part of the picture. The Russian interlocutor in particular insisted on the importance of the American case, for it exposed the limits of democracy in accommodating the objectively existing fact of racial inequality. Sikorsky made similar observations more than once, directly connecting racial Jewish otherness and its expressions with the African American (“Negro”) otherness in American society:

There, the predatory sensuality and erotic boldness of Negro elements present a danger for each white woman who finds herself near a colored fellow. Separate coaches in railway trains, special halls in restaurants, and the very fact of a profound segregation of whites from blacks cannot be explained only by the Negro’s odor or his skin color. To an even greater degree, this segregation is caused by the danger of the wild instinct. Defending against it, a cultured American cannot restrain himself from pogroms and lynch law.
    

In his turn, Jabotinsky also liked to comment on the race problem in the United States, trying to show that racial hatred knew no boundaries and did not depend on a political regime or a level of civilization in a given society. In one of his newspaper columns from 1910, “Homo Homini Lupus,” he explicitly compared black politics in the United States with the “Jewish question” in Europe and Russia. For him, the politics of discrimination against the blacks and the Jews did not differ typologically, only antiblack racism presented its most extreme version:

A Russian Jew, if he cannot bear it anymore, after all, can be baptized. American Negroes were Christians long ago, and they have no further resort. Race cannot be washed out.
  
Similar to American white racists, and almost directly repeating Sikorsky’s arguments, the Russian from Exchange of Compliments classified Jews as an “obviously defective” race with “big organic spiritual deficiencies.” The latter included: incapacity to arts,
 blindness to chromatic scale of tints and an equally limited range of feelings; materialism and incapacity to produce and follow spiritual ideals.
 The correspondence between the Jewish racial deficiencies in Jabotinsky’s feuilleton and Sikorsky’s list is less significant by itself, than the reproduction of the binary thinking about Russianness and Jewishness, in which affirmation of the former required alteration of the later. Empire as a context mediating or creating human differences was absent from this Manichean worldview of both Jabotinsky and Sikorsky. The difference, therefore, appeared as biologically (not politically or socially) structured, organic, and natural. Precisely this racialized difference shaped narratives of postimperial nationality. 
At the end of the feuilleton, this rigid binary logic of Russian−Jewish difference worked against the Jewish interlocutor. Formally, he won the debate; however, he did it by proving that the Jewish race was not only normal and equal to others, but in fact superb. He accepted the hierarchical racist worldview of his opponent for the sake of defending the right of the Jewish race to national self-fulfillment. Not unlike the fictional Russian, who referred to the authority of Graetz in his speculations about Jewish historical failures presumably proving their racial defectiveness, the Jew in the story used the empire’s most popular Russian history school textbook by Dmitry Ivanovich Ilovaisky to speculate about the Russian national character. He interpreted the foundational story about the “invitation of the Varangians” to rule the “Russian” tribes, or the subsequent submission of Russian princes to Mongol rule as evidences of the weakly developed Russian national self-consciousness. This meant that Russians were the “lower race” that lacked the attributes of a developed nation. His concluding statement sounded like a passionate declaration of national individualism: 
To me, all peoples are equal and equally good. Of course, I love my own people more than all other peoples, but I do not think that my people is “higher” than others. However, should we begin measuring one against the other, all will depend on the yardstick, and I… will insist then on a yardstick of my own: one is higher, who is more adamant, who can be exterminated but cannot be “taught a lesson”; those who never, even when oppressed, would give away their inner independence. Our history begins with the words “you are a stiff-necked people.” And today, after so many centuries, we are still struggling, still rebelling, we have not given up. We are an indomitable race forever and ever. I do not know a higher aristocratism than this one.
  
Aristocratism – a favorite word in Jabotinsky’s writing on nationalism – connoted dignity, but like any aristocratism it had to be based on the exclusivity of origins. The Jews may have been colonized externally, but they preserved their “aristocratic” purity of blood and dignified perception of the self. This uncompromising stance justified their internal but also external isolation, and thus brought closer the positions of Jabotinsky and ideologists of anti-Semitism such as Sikorsky, who advocated the complete exclusion of Jews from Russian life.   

In the years after the Revolution of 1905−1907, such views became much more popular among the Russian imperial intelligentsia that was going through the crises of its traditional a-national ethos. Being highly sensitive to the shrinking symbolic and political space of Russianness, Jabotinsky reacted to the acceleration of this trend in a provocative manner, using the opportunity to publicly acknowledge the harmful impact of the Jewish presence on Russian cultural and political life. Naturally, he was reproached for this by his opponents, who stressed the coincidence between the rhetoric of “Jewish Zionism” and “Christian Zionism” (“Dear Jews, why should you live in this country, our country. Go away. To Zion, if you wish, or to Uganda, if you wish”).
 Jabotinsky simply did not care.  
He loudly declared his position in the discussion triggered by the 1908 article “Jews and Russian Literature,” by his close friend and another Odessian, popular literary critic Korney Chukovsky (born Nikolay Vasilyevich Korneychukov). Chukovsky created a huge scandal in intelligentsia circles by openly articulating what was already in the air − the idea of Jewish organic otherness.
 Jabotinsky did not wait long to reiterate the “sad conclusion” that Jewish participation in Russian literature had yielded no useful fruit.
 He accused the Jewish intelligentsia of abandoning their own people, and choosing instead a broader, more educated and responsive Russian audience and a more developed culture. In the late Russian imperial context, such an accusation sounded neither original nor uniquely Jewish. Rather, it referred to the typical imperial dilemma of many intellectuals of various nationalities, whether Ukrainian, German, or Jewish.
 Yet, Jabotinsky found a way to personalize the familiar trope: in his distinctive postcolonial polemical mode, he compared Jewish culture to a village, a remote (from the highway of History) provincial nook, while the act of abandoning the Jewish “village” −  to migration to a big, foreign and colonial, modern city. He even gave the exact name of this city: “every mediocre man prefers Rome to a village.”
 Rome as the archetypal empire and the favorite European destination of the pre-Zionist Jabotinsky connected the rational/political and the deeply intimate and emotional sides of his struggle for Jewish national individualism and even egoism. 
Jabotinsky’s and Chukovsky’s provocative position in the debate on “Jews and Russian Literature” predictably mobilized the entire spectrum of society: from the anti-Semitic Russian nationalist newspaper New Time (Novoe Vremia),
 to the Zionist Russian-language periodical Dawn (Rassvet),
 to liberal and democratic critics of nationalism. Dawn, where Jabotinsky served on the editorial board, welcomed the call for self-exclusion, and summed up Chukovsky’s thesis almost aphoristically:
You [the Jews] are very able, but any village boy can dance the Kamarinskaya [Russian folk dance] better than you. Hence, here is my advice for you: do not grimace, be true to yourself the way nature and your long history created you.
 
Liberal critics often stressed the roots of this perception of culture in racial doctrines that hardly suited the realities of Russian imperial society. In her rhymed ironic response to Chukovsky, the popular writer Teffi (Nadezhda Lokhvitskaya) acidly commented on the sermon of biological determinism by Chukovsky, who himself was of mixed origin:

Ah! Stick to your race!

Ah! A Jew only for the Jews!

A Papuan only for the Papuans!...
But where are Korney’s roots?
 

More sociologically oriented literary critics in all seriousness lectured both Chukovsky and Jabotinsky that race could not be identified with nation,
 and that racialized nationalism would bring a violent finale to the Russian empire: “sharp-toothed kids are already opening up their jaws and are preparing to squabble in the Macedonian style.”
 But this was the ultimate goal of Jabotinsky’s postimperial crusade: if acceptance of the slogan “Russia for the Russians” could help to promote the ideal of “a Jew for the Jews,” he was ready to accept it.    
In 1912, Odessa News published his extravagant story “Edmee,” which seemingly had nothing to do with Russia or Russian Jews. This was a story of the platonic love of a fifty-year-old German-Jewish doctor for a twelve-year-old girl.
 Michael Stanislawski, who offered an exceptionally subtle and nuanced analysis of “Edmee,” read the story as evidence that  Jabotinsky’s Zionism was built on fin-de-siècle sensibilities, “now summoned to the service of the Jewish people.”
 Jabotinsky used the provocative plot to talk about civilizational differences, about the East and West that “shall never meet,” and about the organic rejection of Jews by Western culture. 
“Edmee” can be also read today as an illustration of Orientalism by Edward Said. It opens with the following remark of the main protagonist:

The Orient! It is entirely foreign to my soul. Here you have a living refutation of your theories about race and the call of blood. I was born a westerner regardless of the treacherous form of my nose.
      
The hero traveled to the East, having been upset with the West, where he, a distinguished scholar and successful doctor, was denied a university chair. He rejected conversion as a way of obtaining the position, but solely due to an aesthetic aversion to such a solution. At the same time, his escape to the East was at least partially motivated by an “unconscious protest of the race feeling. You offended me, so in turn, to spite you I am going to the native land (rodnuiu storony) of my race.”
 

Stanislawski shows how deeply the doctor from “Edmee” depended on European mental geography: the “East” for him begins in Constantinople, at this imagined border of European civilization. His “native land” is not directly associated with Palestine, but coincides with everything that European civilization rejected as tasteless, uncultured, lacking individuality and sophistication. Indeed, the island of Prinkipo, where the doctor settled, corresponded to these Western clichés: it was a pretty island, “but it ought to be taken away from the Turks and introduced to the European order.”
 There, on Prinkipo, the doctor met the daughter of the French consul, the twelve-year-old Edmee. Edmee’s parents came to the East from Paris where she was born, but the girl had no recollections of her early European childhood. Nevertheless, she bore “the stamp of the West” and symbolized “refined Western culture in partibus infidelium.”
 For the professor she literally embodied the pure western body and beautiful and delicate western soul. 
When Edmee’s family was about to leave the island, she told the doctor that she would miss her “only friend in Prinkipo.” The doctor was flattered and puzzled: “Am I indeed your only friend in Prinkipo, Edmee? What about girls with whom you play? Say, Cleo?” And with Edmee’s reply the story ends:   
− Oh, Cleo… You know, she is a Jewess and this tells it all. In general, what I hate about Prinkipo is that there are always many Jews around. They are so vulgar, I cannot stand them. Can you?
 
Being a pure embodiment of all Western and European, Edmee could not stand the Jews. Her repulsion of Jews was in her blood, which left the doctor and Westernized and assimilated Jews like him no chance at all. (Jabotinksy implied that she had an instinctive repulsion of Jews, but his literary text did not comply with his ideological message: Edmee did not detect a Jew in the “pure-blooded” doctor, and responded only to the culturally marked “otherness” of local unacculturated Jews.)
If there was something “Edmee” undoubtedly proved, it was that Jabotinsky’s cultural and intellectual persona was always larger and more controversial than the political persona that he developed. And yet, ideologically, his most “decadent” story was reducible to one simple argument about the deep Jewish otherness to Western culture. The devil, however, always hides in nuances, and this fully applies to the proverbial Jewish otherness in “Edmee.” 
Jabotinsky’s treatment of the spontaneous, organic, irrational repulsion of Jews by the “West” in “Edmee” appeared to be rooted in another “big” Russian debate of the early twentieth century. This one unfolded in 1909 around the so-called Chirikov incident. The story began as a small argument in a Moscow private salon, during Shalom Aleichem’s (Shalom Rabinowitz) public reading of his play White Bone. Someone in the audience critically commented on the play’s main female protagonist, and Shalom Aleichem remarked in response that one had to be a Jew with knowledge of Jewish everyday life to understand her. The writer Evgeny Chirikov, who happened to be among the guests of the evening, turned the same accusation against Jews who, he claimed, were equally incapable of understanding Russian life and psychology. This, however, did not prevent them from active participation in Russian literature and literary criticism.
 This exchange became known as the “Chirikov incident” when the story entered the pages of mass periodicals and generated lively polemics. It reached its peak when one of the leading Russian liberal politicians and intellectuals, Peter Struve, published an article, “Intelligentsia and the National Face” in the newspaper Word (Slovo). By that time Struve had completed his evolution from legal Marxism to criticism of intelligentsia revolutionarism, to liberal imperialism of the “Greater Russia” and new Russian nationalism. He subscribed to the liberal agenda of providing equal rights to individual citizens of the empire, but demanded that the Russian intelligentsia become self-consciously “nationally Russian,” defending its right to feel and publicly express elementary and natural “repulsions” of non-Russians, Jews in particular. Struve revised the old thesis that “nationality is race”:
Once they thought that nationality means race, that is, the skin color, the width of nose (“nasal index”), etc. But nationality is something much more apparent and at the same time delicate. It is spiritual attractions and repulsions. To become aware of them, one does not have to use anthropological instruments or genealogical studies. They live and tremble in our soul.
 
And he continued:

The Russian intelligentsia have always regarded Jews as their own, as Russians, and this was not something accidental, something granted for nothing or as a “misunderstanding.” A conscious initiative to reject Russian culture and establish the Jewish “national” specificity belongs not to the Russian intelligentsia, but to that Jewish movement known under the name of Zionism. … I do not sympathize with Zionism, but I understand that the problem of Jewish nationality exists, and that at the moment this, probably, is even a growing problem. And at the same time, in Russia there are no other aliens (inorodtsy) playing the same role in Russian culture as the Jews. And another complication: they play this role while remaining Jewish…
        
Jabotinsky called this ambivalent position vis-à-vis Jews “a-Semitism,” which was not yet anti-Semitism, but a transitional stage in the Russian intelligentsia’s self-positioning.
 In 1910, he explained it by an analogy with U.S. racism, which, in his view, was based on “something elemental, like the ‘national repulsions’ of Mr. Struve. That is why they, the white people, in fact cannot bear the presence of a Negro.”
 In 1911, Jabotinsky called “repulsions” the “abnormal life expressions of a nation,” which, nevertheless, revealed the presence of “national instincts.” These instincts prevailed if a nation was denied other means of self-expression.
 In “Edmee,” Jabotinsky developed this argument further by questioning the localization of “attractions and repulsions” in some ephemeral Russian (Ukrainian, European, or White American) “soul.” Instead, he located them in something more real and tangible − in the nation’s blood. That is why he insisted that the repulsion of Jews was not a result of Edmee’s education and socialization in the West. This was an inborn quality of Edmee as an ideal and pure embodiment of Western culture. Acting publicly as Struve’s opponent, Jabotinsky in reality sided with him and other Russian modern nationalists in their quest to rationalize and objectify “repulsions and attractions” as political categories. 
In this particular public debate, as in numerous other fictional or actual debates of the time about the role of Jews in Russian culture and society, the main thrust was not the resolution of the “Jewish question” itself, but the development of a new postimperial political language. This is why these debates rarely mentioned the legal or administrative decisions expected from the government – this was mainly an intra-intelligentsia polemic. It was about words, about articulating (and thus imagining) the inner “national self,” about expressing “instincts” that have remained unspoken and subsumed. Both parts – the “Russian” and the “Jewish” – had equal stakes in these debates. Jabotinsky’s personal provocative stance stemmed from his desire to eliminate any existent reticence, ambivalence, and hybridity, to sound “truthful,” that is, objectively and scientifically: to name a race – a race, a Russian writer of Jewish origin – a traitor, and the feeling of difference – a biological repulsion of the other. Such an intentionally provocative linguistic policy – in fact, stopping short of a full-scale language war – makes sense only if analyzed in terms of the postcolonial strategy of liberating language as the main instrument of political and cultural expression from domination by the colonial episteme. The major problem was, of course, that there was no monolithic “hegemonic discourse” vis-à-vis the Jews (equally diverse and internally divided), so Jabotinsky faced a twofold task of mobilizing the Jews into the nation by instigating the formation of a Russian national “colonial” attitude toward the Jews.
It should not come as a surprise then that those to whom Jabotinsky and leaders of other national movements in the empire (in Ukraine or in the Caucasus) ascribed the colonial episteme – Russian nationalists – themselves felt dominated and colonized! To them, a coherent Russian “national” discourse and politics were an even more distant dream than they were to Jewish national activists. No wonder Jabotinsky often found himself speaking in the language of modern Russian nationalism and anti-Semitism more skillfully than some less brilliant Russian nationalists,  creating more problems for his opponents within Russian-Jewish politics than for his interlocutors from the Russian nationalist camp. An excellent polemicist and Russian writer, Jabotinsky forced his opponents to be as articulate in defining and defending their hybridity as he was in defending the ideal of the mobilized and purified national self. It is in response to Jabotinsky and Chukovsky (not to Sikorsky or Struve) that people like Vladimir Tan (Bogoraz), a well-known Populist, writer and ethnographer, cried out hopelessly and almost hysterically: 

I cannot reject my double nature. To which extent I am Jewish, and to which I am Russian – I myself do not know. If you want to find out, carve out my heart and weigh it.
    
The island utopia

In his last novel, The Five (probably his most talented work) published in Paris in Russian in 1936, Jabotinsky gave his own answer to the question of what happened around 1903 that so dramatically altered his life. In The Five, he told the story of suicidal choices of several Jews, who followed the hopeless path of assimilation, along the way losing their organic connection to the Jewish collective body and soul, while gaining nothing in exchange. The novel is set in the City – the topos so central to Jabotinsky’s crusade against hybridity, interracial marriages, and cultural assimilation. This time the city was not Rome, but Odessa, where it all had begun for him. 
The Five were five children in the Odessa Jewish Milgrom family. Each of them in his or her own way symbolized the tragic illusiveness of the assimilationist choice. 
…it’s no accident that I remember these five children, and it isn’t because I loved Marusya and Serezha so much, and even more, their lighthearted, wise, long-suffering mother – but rather it’s because with this particular family, like a textbook example, the entire preceding period of Jewish Russification – both good and bad – got even with us. This aspect of the affair, I am sure I will relate accurately, without captious criticism, all the more so since it’s now so distant and long ago, became both heartrending and cherished.
  

In the 1930s, Jabotinsky knew that the Milgroms’ vibrant, multicultural and multilingual Odessa that he loved, this Russian, European, imperial, frontier, national, and cosmopolitan city, was historically doomed. In any case, after World War I and the civil war, the revolution of 1917 and Sovietization, this Odessa was no more. So he could afford to be nostalgic about the city. Those scholars (alas, not too many) who studied The Five, believe that it is “best classified as an autobiographical novel, with its fictional overlay giving Jabotinsky the freedom, not just to indulge in nostalgia for a lost past, but also to offer a deeply felt commentary on the telling matters of the day that came to determine his future direction.”
 Stanislawski even argued that the book provides a more nuanced account of Jabotinsky’s spiritual and ideological development than the Hebrew-language autobiography that he had written a few years earlier.
   
If so, The Five is the most tragic account of the transition from imperial cosmopolitanism to postimperial “national individualism” – the life-program of the “Jewish son.” It is a beautiful, thoughtful, but very sad story of five deaths. The Milgrom children either die literally (Marusya and Marko), or turn into helpless invalids (Serezha), or become baptized (Torik), or disappear in the revolutionary underground (Lika). The last two choices Jabotinsky equated to death. 

The most admirable of the young Milgroms − the eldest sister Marusya − embodied in the novel all-embracing love and femininity. She was a recognizable personage of the Russian Silver Age, an incarnation of the Beautiful Lady of Sergey Solov’ev, Alexander Blok, and Andrei Bely.
 Marusya wasted her unique feminine gift for love on superficial flirtation. At the same time, she was the only one of the Milgrom siblings with whom Jewish race instincts were live. Only these kept Marusya, despite her libertarian attitudes, from crossing the line between flirtation and succumbing into real promiscuity. Only her Jewish instincts saved her from the “crime” Jabotinsky would never pardon: she did not allow herself to marry the man she actually loved, for he was not Jewish. 

…baptism, [being] surrounded by strangers one’s whole life, half-breed children who are mine, and yet not really mine… I’m not cut out for such heroic deeds.

This popular girl in cosmopolitan Odessa instinctively always knew that at the end she would marry an ordinary Jew – not a traditional one, and not an assimilated intellectual, but an ordinary Jewish professional, and become the mother of their Jewish children. She knew this in her subconsciousness even when no one else, including the narrator (the protagonist closest to Jabotinsky) could even imagine such a future for the Marusya who disregarded all conventions. And she indeed became a good Jewish wife and mother. However, even then something remained in her from the “old Odessa,” something that could not be packed into the Jewish life scenario, and Marusya died. 
Her death, sudden as it was, had been predestined just as all other deaths in the novel, just as the most senseless death of Marusya’s brother, Marko. A very kind and naive young man, he tried to compensate for the emptiness inside him with various typical fin-de-siècle content: from the philosophy of Nietzsche to Zionism, yoga, religious philosophy, and the like. He was this typical Jewish “traitor” who searched for self-fulfillment in multifaceted European/Russian modernist culture, and in the Russian/imperial revolutionary movement. For some short period of time he was even a Georgian nationalist. Marko broke through the ice of the Neva River in Petersburg and drowned after rushing to save a woman who was crying for help. As it turned out later, that night a certain Sidor Ivanov was beating his peasant lover Marya Petrova on the riverbank. Drunken beatings were a routine part of their relationship, and they quickly restored peace and love among themselves, while Marko died “for them,” and his body was never found.  
…to this day Marya Petrova still doesn’t know and never will find out how a confused, simple fool ran across the bridges “to save her,” ran the wrong way, and, listening (he once said about himself, “I’m someone who listens”) – called into the empty darkness: “I’m coming to save you!”

Marko, this kind, selfless, and responsive Jew, had no subjectivity of his own and senselessly served other people and alien causes without even properly understanding them. The narrator–Jabotinsky loved Marko, but his death only served as confirmation of the grave consequences of the Jewish rejection of their national self in the imperial situation.
Marko’s antipode in the family was another brother, Serezha – bright, egoistic, ironic, artistic, very attractive, and funny. Serezha enjoyed life and himself, had no grand social aspirations and did not want to save humanity. These qualities set him aside from Marko, but on a deeper level, Serezha was as empty inside as his selfless brother. He had no morals, no ideals, and even no instincts. Serezha tried being an expropriator, was friendly with Odessa shpana (street hooligans), and took money from his female lovers. He could be everything − and nothing.
If contingencies in his life had transpired in a slightly different manner: if a tribe had turned up in Africa that had buried its black ruler just yesterday; or a gang of smugglers had formed in the city of Odessa seventy years ago; or a party had emerged in the Lithuanian underground, it didn’t matter which – he could have, without rhyme or reason, suddenly become their leader in an instant; or even forever …

In Jabotinsky’s words, Serezha died “technically.” The husband and father of Serezha’s two lovers (mother and daughter), who also happened to be a Jew, caught the three of them in bed in a hotel room, and splashed acid in Serezha’s face. The attorney who defended the man in court offered one explanation for what happened − assimilation. The same explanation worked for Lika, who became a terrorist and an agent provocateur, and Torik, the most reasonable and educated among the Milgroms, who decided to get baptized. 
As Jabotinsky made clear, the only alternative to physical or spiritual death was to “return” into the Jewish national body. This was a very rational conclusion, and a convincing explanation for Jabotinsky’s own choice in 1903. However, his narrative in The Five is saturated with such sincere emotions, such love and admiration for the old Odessa and all five futile, useless, lost, brilliant, funny, and free Milgroms, that the very naturalness and predetermination of this choice becomes questionable. 
The Five was published in 1936, but the evolving and still controversial sustained narrative of Jewish transition that structures the novel had been articulated by Jabotinsky three decades earlier, very soon after his conversion to Zionism. This narrative was developed in newspaper feuilletons published parallel to Jabotinsky’s polemical political texts of the 1910s discussed above, written in explicitly racialized and provocative language. We can briefly outline the genesis of The Five narrative in a series of texts penned by Jabotinsky at that time. 
On January 15, 1903, the Odessa News published Jabotinsky’s regular column (under his penname Altalena) next to an article by another author, about the Odessa schoolteacher Milgrom.
 This name was not particularly Jewish-sounding (it can be taken for a German name, and was in fact of German origin) or famously Odessian,
 and the actual teacher in the article, a graduate of the Zhitomir rabbinical seminary, had little in common with the Milgrom father from The Five. But for some reason this name stuck in Jabotinsky’s memory, or he repeatedly returned to his publications of 1903. 
Early in the same 1903, even before departing for the Basel Zionist Congress and before penning his Italian “Jewish” stories, Jabotinsky had written the words that thirty-three years later he repeated in The Five as a nostalgic farewell to the beloved Odessa that now ceased to be his “real motherland”:  

I was born and raised in Odessa. The place where we are born is not always our motherland. My genuine motherland is not on these shores, but I have always loved Odessa very much and even when I leave her, I will never stop loving her.
  
“I’m indifferent only to Russia,” wrote Jabotinsky in The Five, “I’m not really “attached” to any country; at one time I was in love with Rome, and it lasted a long time, but even that passed. Odessa’s a different matter: it hasn’t ever passed and it won’t.
 

In 1903, for the first time, Jabotinsky complained that a young neurasthenic, libertine man without roots and goals dominated modern (Russian) literature.
 Stanislawski would justly place this particular complaint into the larger context of “the collapse of the cultural and quasi-political aspirations of the entire aestheticist [symbolist, decadent − MM] generation,” which he offered as the main explanation for Jabotinsky’s radical reorientation toward a “meaningful” nationalist life-program.
 Indeed, in 1903 Jabotinsky suggested that a new literary hero, a youth of action, had to replace the old one. Serezha in The Five obviously embodied the old libertine, decadent, and uprooted type, however, no new hero was replacing him in the novel about decline and degradation. Writing in the 1930s, Jabotinsky already knew perfectly well how the new type of hero (and specifically, the Jewish hero) had to look: like his Beytar nationalist militant youth. The fact that there is no such a hero in The Five suggests that its plot and its characters had been essentially developed soon after 1903, and belonged there. 
Michael Weisskopf found the prototypes of the young Milgroms in Jabotinsky’s 1910 play Chuzhbina that was mentioned earlier. According to Weisskopf, “comrade Rachel” predated Lika from The Five, the thief Yashka was Serezha’s prototype, while a nice-looking and flirtatious Nina was the earlier version of Marusya.
 I would more cautiously say that these were not direct prototypes, but the types and themes through which Jabotinsky emotionally and intellectually expressed the trauma of his own radical transition. “Serezha” in particular inhabited many of his texts in those years, while Serezha’s main theme −  “why is it forbidden?” – permeated many of Jabotinsky’s writings. The “why is it forbidden?” ethical dilemma reflected Serezha’s personal rootlessness, but even more so − the fin-de-siècle relativization and destabilization of moral and ethical norms in general, and the values of the imperial cosmopolitan intelligentsia discursive community, in particular. 

One of Jabotinsky’s 1913 newspaper columns, “An Ordinary Occurrence,” already contained a short summary of the lawyer’s monologue from The Five:  
“But why is it forbidden?” Let me assure you that no power of agitation can be compared to this question in its devastating impact. From time immemorial the moral equilibrium of humanity has rested on the fact that we hold certain axioms: some closed doors bear the inscription “Forbidden.” Simply “forbidden,” with no explanation; these axioms stand firm doors are locked… But if only once you pose the question: “But why is it forbidden?” – these axioms come crashing down. …there’s no more “forbidden” and everything becomes “permitted.” Not only the rules of conventional morality, such as “don’t steal” or “don’t lie,” but even the most instinctive, most innate (as in this matter) reactions of human nature – shame, physical squeamishness, the voice of blood – everything dissolves into dust.
   

“Why is it forbidden?” wrote Jabotinsky in 1913, “and you, confused, suddenly understand that, in essence, you do not have an answer. For there are things that cannot be proved.”
 To him, these were the things that lay beyond moral and ethics, they were transmitted on the level of national instincts, they were endemic to the collective healthy national organism. 

In “An Ordinary Occurrence,” Jabotinsky recalled how in 1907 in Odessa a young man, “once my protégé,” approached him with a plan: he would write an letter of extortion to some banker, and if the banker would not give him the money, he would shoot the banker.
I became outraged, agitated, I started talking him out of this, but he cut me short with the question:
− “Why is it forbidden? Prove it!”

This story later became one of the central episodes in The Five centered on Serezha. The only difference between the 1913 and 1936 versions was that Serezha sent his friends to the banker to demand the money from him, and that the banker in the novel was himself  Jewish and a good friend of Milgrom’s family. When confronted by the narrator about this episode, Serezha responded with the notorious “Why is it forbidden?”

Jabotinsky’s 1913 column was written with indignation and contempt for those who did not know “why was it forbidden?” who were empty inside, lonely, and lost for the national cause. In the 1930s, he spoke about them with compassion, sadness, and love. The themes, the images, the story itself evidently came from the 1910s, but his general mood had changed or, rather, he had found the language to express his ambivalent feelings. Now Jabotinsky was not rejecting his imperial hybrid past, but viewed it as a necessary sacrifice for the postimperial rebirth of the nation. Victims of assimilation paved the way to the new generation of self-conscious Jews who reunited with their racial self. They had to complete their mission by actually securing “the old new home” for the nation. The Milgroms’ graves were important milestones on the way toward this rejuvenation.
Torik had said, “Disintegration.” Maybe he’s even right; the lawyer defending Rovensky also talked about disintegration, but he added: periods of decline are sometimes the most fascinating. Who knows: perhaps not only fascinating but even sublime in their own way? Of course, I’m in the camp that struggles against disintegration; I don’t want neighbors; I want all people living on their own islands; but – who knows? One historical truth has already been well demonstrated: one has to pass through disintegration in order to achieve regeneration.

It seems that in The Five Jabotinsky finally reconciled the two parts of his life and, possibly, two parts of his self. But not only that: he incorporated the imperial epoch of Jewish modernity – with its main themes of assimilation, hybridity, cultural dependence on hegemonic discourses, and the absence of any specific Jewish subjectivity − into the postcolonial vision of the heroic and integral Jewish nation. 
The Five had no place for the traditional “Jewish masses,” who in the official Zionist narrative were the main objects of exploitation and anti-Semitic politics, and who had been degenerating in the Diaspora. Unlike the picturesque Milgroms, these gray Jewish masses had always preserved their Jewishness, their pure blood, and their potential for the future nation. The Five confirmed what the earlier Russian texts by Jabotinsky suggested: that his deepest concern was not about these Jewish masses, but about distinctly modern urban Jews such as the Milgroms and himself, whose sacrifice on the altar of nationalism was indeed immense. Their colossal self-sacrifice was needed to enable Jewish national “recovery” in the postimperial epoch.   

In the last paragraph of The Five Jabotinsky dreams about settling “peoples on islands” (“Of course, I’m in the camp that struggles against disintegration; I don’t want neighbors; I want all people living on their own islands”) – a romantic postimperial utopian rendition of his principle of national individualism. The author of The Five was already living in the postimperial world. The collapse of the Russian and Austro-Hungarian empires, as well as Jabotinsky’s experience in rapidly nationalizing Poland or in Palestine, where the British exposed the worse aspects of the camouflaged colonial politics, and the Arab–Jewish confrontation intensified, confirmed his deep belief that the road toward “recovery” should lead through disintegration. The island utopia may thus seem to be the most extreme expression of this motto. 
However, from the vantage point of The Five − a novel about the disintegration of modern empires (the metaphorical multifaceted “Odessas”) − the appearance of the “national island” on the ruins of the former mainland was not so much a moment of postcolonial triumph as it was a social catastrophe and personal tragedy, a sacrifice on the altar of the future nation. Culture was sacrificed to nature (“race”), cosmopolitism − to “national individualism,” hybridity − to purity, irresponsible yet wonderful freedom − to the grim determinism of race, and seductions of glamorous megalopolises – to self-isolation on small national islands. Jabotinsky’s sacrificial postcoloniality dwelled on “race” as the strongest positivist explanation and impersonal, objective justification of the painful self-reductionism that he and many intellectuals like him had agreed to endure. 
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