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TRADITIONALIST BRACES OF THE IMPERIAL SPACE:  
“HISTORICAL RUSSIAˮ AS A VARIETY OF EURASIAN COLONIALISM

Abstract. The purpose of the research is to prove the unscientific nature of the thesis of “historical 
Russia” within the borders of the Russian Empire as a means of actualizing the colonial nature and 
traditionalist essence of management policy in the Russian Empire in the second half of the 19th – the 
beginning of the 20th centuries, a component of which was the introduction of a rural self-government 
on a pan-imperial scale. The methodology of the research is based on the principles of objectivity, 
historicism, systematicity, scientificity. The following methods have been used: general scientific 
(logic, analysis, synthesis, generalization, etc.) and special historical (synchronous, diachronic, 
structural-functional analysis). The scientific novelty consists in substantiating the colonial nature 
and traditionalist essence of the pan-imperial innovations in the management of the countryside in 
1861 – 1917, the purpose of which was to unify the management of all regions incorporated into the 
Russian Empire as a result of the conquest of the Eurasian territories by the Romanovs and their 
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predecessors – the homelands of the indigenous peoples of the continent. The Conclusion. In 1861 – 
1917 in the Russian Empire, which in the “long” 19th century increased significantly due to the 
conquests of the Romanovs and their predecessors on the Eurasian continent, the axis of administrative 
modernization became the unification of administrative space as a means of spreading a rural self-
government on a pan-imperial scale based on the model of a public village management introduced in 
the European part of the country by the rural reform of 1861 – 1871. As a result of the reformation, the 
pan-imperial reform of a rural self-government was implemented in 1861 – 1917, which was based on 
the synthesis of the rural self-governing traditions of the aborigines with the corresponding practices 
of the russky mir (traditional communities of the Great Russian provinces). The migration of peasants 
from European regions contributed to the administrative invasion of local villages. By manipulating 
their interests, the policy of Orthodoxy and Russification of native inhabitants was carried out against 
the background of measures to increase the efficiency of taxation of autochthons, their performance of 
duties for the benefit of the empire, exploitation of local resources, promotion of the loyal attitude of 
the population to the authorities as a means of preserving local traditions. Such a pseudo-renewal of 
a village contradicted the goals of modernization, as it was based on the traditional practice of social 
self-regulation, the primacy of collectivism with a complete subjugation of the individual to the interests 
of the community. Therefore, the reform of 1861 ‒ 1917 became an attempt to unite the imperial space 
into a single whole with the help of traditionalist scraps and a manifestation of colonialist policy 
in regions with a non-Russian indigenous population. Evidence of the failure of this policy was the 
powerful anti-imperial demonstrations of the peasants at the beginning of the 20th century, which 
contributed to the country’s disintegration and actualized the issue of traditional identity in its regions. 
In view of this, the thesis of “historical Russia” within the borders of the Russian Empire, which is 
currently widespread in journalism and political discourse of the russian federation, is inherently anti-
scientific, and “historical Russia” is, in fact, a type of Eurasian colonialism.

Key words: Russian Empire, “historical Russia”, russky mir, rural self-government, colonialism, 
traditionalism.

ТРАДИЦІОНАЛІСТСЬКІ СКРІПИ ІМПЕРСЬКОГО ПРОСТОРУ: 
“ІСТОРИЧНА РОСІЯ” ЯК РІЗНОВИД ЄВРАЗІЙСЬКОГО КОЛОНІАЛІЗМУ

Анотація. Метою роботи є доведення антинауковості тези «історичної Росії» в кордонах 
Російської імперії засобом актуалізації колоніального характеру й традиціоналістської 
суті управлінської політики в Російській імперії другої половини ХІХ – початку ХХ ст., 
складником чого стало запровадження у панімперському масштабі сільського самоврядування. 
Методологію складають принципи об’єктивності, історизму, системності, науковості, 
методи загальнонаукові (логіки, аналізу, синтезу, узагальнення тощо) та спеціально-історичні 
(синхронний, діахронний, структурно-функціонального аналізу). Наукова новизна полягає в 
обґрунтуванні колоніального характеру й традиціоналістської суті панімперських новацій 
в управлінні селом 1861 – 1917 рр., метою яких було уніфікувати управління всіма регіонами, 
інкорпорованими до складу Російської імперії внаслідок загарбання Романовими та їх 
попередниками євразійських територій – батьківщин корінних народів континенту. Висновки. 
Упродовж 1861 – 1917 рр. у Російської імперії, котра в “довгому” ХІХ ст. суттєво збільшилася 
за рахунок завоювань Романових та їх попередниками на євразійському континенті, віссю 
управлінської модернізації стала уніфікація адміністративного простору засобом поширення 
в панімперському масштабі сільського самоврядування за взірцем громадського управління 
селом, запровадженого в європейській частині країни сільською реформою 1861 – 1871 рр. 
Унаслідок реформаторства було реалізовано панімперську реформу сільського самоврядування 
1861 – 1917 рр., що базувалася на синтезі сільських самоврядних традицій аборигенів із 
відповідними практиками руського миру (традиційних громад великоруських губерній). 
Управлінській інвазії у місцеві села сприяло переселення селян з європейських регіонів. 
Маніпулюванням їх інтересами провадилася політика оправославлення та русифікації корінних 
жителів на тлі заходів із піднесення ефективності оподаткування автохтонів, виконання 
ними повинностей на користь імперії, експлуатації місцевих ресурсів, сприяння лояльному 
ставленню населення до влади засобом збереження місцевих традицій. Таке псевдооновлення 
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села суперечило завданням модернізації, оскільки в основі мало традиційні практики соціальної 
саморегуляції, примат колективізму з повним підкоренням особистості інтересам спільноти. 
А отже, реформа 1861 – 1917 рр. стала спробою об̕̕єднати в єдине ціле імперський простір 
за допомогою своєрідних традиціоналістських скріп та виявом колонізаторської політики в 
регіонах з неруським корінним населенням. Свідченням провалу цієї політики стали потужні 
антиімперські виступи селян на початку ХХ ст., що спричинили розпад країни й актуалізували 
в її регіонах питання традиційної самобутності. З огляду на це поширена нині в публіцистиці й 
політичному дискурсі російської федерації теза “історичної Росії” в кордонах Російської імперії 
є антинауковою за своєю суттю, а “історична Росія”, по суті, – різновидом євразійського 
колоніалізму. 

Ключові слова: Російська імперія, “історична Росія”, руський мир, сільське самоврядування, 
колоніалізм, традиціоналізм.

The Problem Statement. During the period of the 2000s, the leadership of the russian 
federation lobbied for the idea of “russky mir” (“russian world”) actively in the context 
of expanding Russia’s ties with its compatriots in the post-Soviet and far-away countries. 
In this context, an aggressive strategy for the protection of the russians living outside the 
russian federation was formed actively, and an open military invasion to protect compatriots 
in other countries was not ruled out, which is recorded in the main documents for ensuring 
the foreign policy of the russian federation (Kondratenko, 2017, р. 11). At the same time, in 
the journalism and political discourse of the aggressor country, the thesis about “historical 
Russia”, that allegedly includes the homelands of many indigenous peoples of the Eurasian 
continent, who during the “long” 19th century were part of the Russian Empire, is promoted 
actively (Otkuda est’ poshla, 2021; Kto y zachem yzobrel, 2022). On February 24, 2022, 
with the beginning of the russian federation’s full-scale aggression against Ukraine, the 
criminal military actions of the bloody Putin regime proved that these narratives became the 
ideological basis of russia’s aggressive foreign policy. This fact actualizes the anti-historicity 
proof of the specified thesis about “historical Russia”. A strong argument for this issue can 
be the substantiation of a power organization colonial nature in the regions of the Russian 
Empire, the indigenous population of which was non-russky. The need for this is exacerbated 
by the fact that in the “long” 19th century, on the basis of the administrative modernization of 
rural areas of the Russian Empire self-governing practices of the russky mir were adopted – 
traditional communities of the northwestern (velykorussky) provinces (Verkhovtseva, 2019, 
р. 126). Although the name of these practices of the 19th century is only consistent with 
a modern construct of “russky mir”, debunking in this context the thesis about “historical 
Russia” within the borders of the Russian Empire will certainly serve as a task of resisting 
the informational aggression of the russian federation. 

The Review of Publications and Recent Research. At the end of the 19th and the 
beginning of the 20th centuries many researchers focused on colonial issues within the 
framework of studying the regions of the Russian Empire in an economic or historical 
cultural plane, acting as apologists for colonialism of this empire and superficially equating 
the latter with the development of virgin territories (Kostenko, 1887, р. 146; Hyns, 1910, рр. 
140–143; Lohanov, 1909, рр. 75–76; Dranytsyn, 1913, pр. 100, 144–145; Voschynyn, 1914, 
рр. 14, 17, 77). On the other hand, through the prism of this apology, one can quite clearly see 
the preoccupation with filling the imperial coffers and the colonialist essence of all measures 
for the economic development of regions with a non-russky indigenous population, along 
with the awareness of the velykorosiyan’s culture-tragering mission towards them. In the 
1920s, following M. Pokrovsky (Khalfyn, 1965, р. 37), historians emphasized the predatory 
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nature of russian colonialism, administrative and cultural enslavement of population in the 
regions, in particular, Turkestan (Haluzo, 1929, р. 118). A further inhibition of the study of 
russian colonialism, as N. Nurulla-Khodzhaeva points out, was influenced by the instruction 
of the Stalinist leadership to exclude “bourgeois colonialist concepts” from scientific studies 
in 1934 (Nurulla-Khodzhaeva, 2015, р. 57). With the beginning of the “thaw”, during the 
1950s and 1960s, the Soviet scholars drew attention to the tsarist policy colonial nature in 
the Asian regions, emphasizing the tax affairs or economic aspects of the issue (Kovaliov, 
1955, р. 43; Khalfyn, 1965, р. 37; Amynov & Babakhodzhaev, 1966, р. 3). In the mid-1980s, 
postcolonial studies stood out in the field of humanitarian studies with their interdisciplinary 
nature and the objective of analyzing the relationship among empire / colony, centre / 
periphery (Sinchenko & Havrylovs’ka, 2014, р. 109). In the mid-90s of the 19th century 
the methodology of postcolonialism penetrates the historiography of the Russian Empire 
(Morrison, 2015, р. 69). The researchers from the Russian Federation (Pravylova, 2006; 
Remnev & Suvorova, 2011; Fursov, 2014; Brezhneva, 2018; Mamaev, 2019; Bobrovnykov, 
2020; Аbashyn, 2021; Vasylev, 2022) and other countries whose past is connected with being 
part of this empire (Iskhakov, 1997; Tyllaboev, 2009; Alymdzhanov, 2015; Tokmurzaev, 
2015; Solodova, 2019; Verkhovtseva, 2023), actively address issues that are to one degree 
or another related to the colonial essence of imperial power in the regions whose indigenous 
population became subjects of the Romanovs as a result of the latter’s conquests on the 
continent. In the studies of Western historians, despite the difference in a detailed analysis, 
a colonial nature of rule in these parts of the Russian Empire is doubtless, it is emphasized 
that this colonialism was one of the varieties of the Eurasian continental one, respectively 
(Khalid, 2010; Morrison, 2015; Morrison, 2021; Hofmeister, 2016; Veracini, & Cavanagh, 
2017; Shorkovyts, 2021, р. 94). However, according to O. Morrison, many provisions of the 
post-colonial theory do not cover the complex realities of the time (Morrison, 2015, р. 78). In 
this context, the issue of the imperial power organization in peripheral regions, in the “long” 
19th century, in particular, rural self-government, which covered 90% of the population of 
this country, remains poorly studied. 

The purpose of the research is the proof of an unscientific nature of the thesis of 
“historical Russia” within the borders of the Russian Empire as a means of actualizing the 
colonial nature and traditionalist essence of the management policy of the Russian Empire in 
the second half of the 19th – the beginning of the 20th centuries, a component of which was 
the introduction of a rural self-government on a pan-imperial scale. 

The Research Results. During the “long” 19th century, being urgently in need of raising 
taxation and agricultural production efficiency, the leadership of the agrarian Russian Empire 
focused on a village management, where 9/10 of the population lived. At the same time, only 
in the first half of the 19th century having increased for 1.5 million sq. m. km at the expense 
of Georgia, Finland, Bessarabia, Primorie, northeastern Kazakhstan, the specific weight of 
ethnic-Polish lands, etc., a socio-culturally and ethnically motley country had to organize 
itself socially and administratively, realizing the urgent tasks of empire building, the most 
relevant of which was the introduction of effective fiscal administration. Since the 1830s, the 
formation process of four estates (nobles, clergy, urban and rural commoners) with the same 
rights and responsibilities had continued. However, it was extremely difficult to spread this 
process throughout the country – closed traditional worlds (“free communities”), in which 
illiterate farmers lived, were very difficult to “open” and comprehend in the categories of 
economics, statistics, tax affairs, etc. Inspired by European ideas of a natural law and idealizing 
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these communities, in the spirit of modernization measures, imperial reformers (educated 
bureaucracy) determined the introduction of a rural self-government according to the model 
that had been tested since the 1770s in various regions based on the traditions of russky mir. 
At the end of the 18th century officials applied the traditions situationally for the purpose 
of taxing communities of aborigines and immigrants from Siberia. Later, by the middle 
of the 19th century, in the central provinces this model underwent some transformations 
during the unification of villages management of state peasants, foreign colonists and 
local agrarians of the Black Sea regions and Right Bank Ukraine. The ideological context 
was Western European agromania, Alexis de Tocqueville’s recognition of the immanence 
of democratic self-governing practices in traditional communities, and L. Stein’s calls to 
build a fair social organization and policy of state socialism by involving in management of 
territorial structures elected representatives of local societies based on property principles, 
as well as European projects in the field of modern local self-government, which provided 
for introduction of bourgeois and democratic principles of social organization, formation 
of local democracy, involvement of population in the country management on the basis of 
representation (Verkhovtseva, 2018, рр. 113–116).

In addition, the reform strategy was greatly influenced by the messianic beliefs of the 
creative class (nobility) in the special purpose of the Romanov empire in the destinies of 
the peoples of the world: idealizing velykorussky traditional communities (russky mir). In 
particular, distinguished reformers believed that owing to a rural self-government based on the 
russky mir, their country would avoid social upheavals and gradually, due to stability, move to 
a stateless society, implementing advanced projects of a social arrangement of the countries in 
the world. In the 1860s – 1870s, during the development of reforms, against the background 
of an extreme aggravation of financial crisis after the defeat of the Russian Empire in the 
Eastern War of 1853 – 1856, the collective reformist mind, seeking to ensure that the peasants 
fulfill all duties for the benefit of the state, adopted the collectivist practices of russky mir in 
collecting taxes, performing duties, organizing rural society, and incorporated a rural self-
government into a local government in almost all “European” provinces. The new / old rural 
self-government was called a public management of a village and, together with the abolition 
of serfdom in a landowner’s village, it was extended to the latter and to villages of state, 
palace, district, foreign colonists, Cossacks of the Ukrainian Left Bank. Slavophiles, who 
had a considerable influence on the reform process, emphasized that it corresponded to the 
latest European “forms” and was a “world-historical sermon”, a “flag” that russia raised over 
all “various tribal peoples”, leaving behind Western Europe with its higher culture, “French 
democracy and socialism”. However, according to the estimates of S. Witte and K. Arsenyev, 
reformers demonstrated socio-romantic beliefs, relying on the development of cooperative 
principles, allegedly laid down in velykorussky mir (Verkhovtseva, 2018, рр. 116–133).

A new impetus to the use of these rural innovations for the purpose of administrative 
modernization of the country was given by the suppression of the anti-imperial uprising in 
Poland under russian rule in 1863. In the search of ways to consolidate and overcome the 
separatist attitudes of local elites, in the context of understanding the project of the “great 
russky nation”, a “full and unconditional” consistency of the peripheral regions with the 
regions of the “inner core” was emphasized. A new programme for the settlement of non-
russky (suburban) peoples appeared. They should have been “re-educated” in the spirit of 
“russky nationhood”, turned into a conscious educated force, “equally solving a peasant issue 
throughout russia”. This issue, in particular, manifested itself in the artificial creation of a 
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peasant state where it did not exist (for example, this is how this state was constructed in the 
Polish provinces), the construction of new self-governing rural communities, and practices 
hybridization of the russky mir with the corresponding local traditional ones. As a result, in 
1864 – 1878, in the European part of the country, villages management was unified according 
to the model of a public village management, albeit with some local features: the Polish, Tiflis, 
Ostsee, and communal Ismaili models were introduced. Their differences were primarily 
determined by social traditions of the regions and uniqueness of a natural environment. For 
example, the specifics of the Polish and Ostsee provinces were individual land ownership and 
social relations. These local features led to differences in aspects of peasant land ownership 
and taxation of rural communities, performance of duties within the framework of a rural 
self-government (Verkhovtseva, 2018, рр. 142–150; ; Zemskyi & Trygub, 2021; Zemskyi & 
Trygub, 2022, рр. 41–42).

However, in general, a rural self-government organization, despite its inclusion in a local 
government, contradicted the European principles of a local self-government significantly. 
First of all, an individual peasant was “lost” in a peasant community, his interests were 
subordinated to collective interests of a community. This situation inhibited the development 
of bourgeois relations, which provided for the economic freedom of an individual producer 
and protection of his personal rights. Customary practices were legalized in an internal life of 
communities, irrationalism of which separated a village from the processes of rationalization 
and abandoned an individual to archaic traditions of an agrarian society, subordinating an 
individual to a collective will and devaluing entrepreneurship and initiative. According to 
zemstvos, volost courts established by reformers rather “legitimized lawlessness”, cementing 
a peasant corporatism, preserving patriarchy and traditionality of a village in general 
(Verkhovtsevа, 2018, рр. 132–134; Svyaschenko & Kornovenko, 2019, р. 37). 

At the end of the 1860s, seeking a means of forcing the periphery to pay imperial 
expenses, a higher establishment began to integrate the Asian countryside into the overall 
imperial administration. According to the Governor of the Caucasus I. Vorontsov-Dashkov, 
elected representatives of the people everywhere had to decide everything “in the spirit of the 
people”, preserving traditional family ties and establishing order, as in a velykorussky village. 
Until the beginning of the 20th century practically in all of Asian Russia – in Siberia, Central 
Asian regions, in the Far East, a new management of villages at a lower, rural, level was 
practically unified according to the patterns of the russky mir, which primarily contributed, 
in addition to fiscal, military functions, since military affairs became the duty of agrarians in 
these regions. This innovation and the introduction of a rural self-government in the Asian 
part of the country based on the template of the “European” village had their influence on 
the goal of imperial expansion, for which these outskirts were considered as a springboard. 
For example, the strategic goals of “paving the way” for a further expansion in the direction 
of India required solving the issues of organizing the main commodity producer – a farmer, 
who was supposed to supply grain, fodder, and food for these needs and would himself 
be the physical force for equipping the army. In a similar vein, the necessity of economic 
development of the regions bordering on China was considered: so that this neighbour would 
not be tempted by them due to the lack of resources for their cultivation. Instead, officials 
were unable to introduce more effective taxation of farmers in the Asian regions, in addition 
to the one based on self-restraint in communities and their collective responsibility for the 
performance of duties, due to unfamiliar social traditions of the periphery regions (Lohanov, 
1909, р. 26; Dranytsyn, 1913, р. 100; Pravylova, 2006, pp. 272–273; Mamaev, 2019, р. 398; 
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Bobrovnykov, 2020, рр. 137–141; Аbashyn, 2021; Mashevskyi, & Kondratenko, 2022, рр. 
79–80; Vasylev, 2022, р. 61; Verkhovtseva, 2023, рр. 171–173).

However, the inclusion of local agrarians in the state of rural dwellers with all their status 
privileges (owning land, participating in poviats and provinces management through their self-
governing bodies, etc.) required considerable resources and involvement of many legal and 
bureaucratic procedures, which lacked. The collective management imposed by the imperial 
reformers in rural communities, as time showed, led to a significant decrease in the efficiency 
of agricultural production and a significant decrease in revenues to the imperial treasury 
(this is exactly what happened, for example, with cotton manufacturing in Turkestan) (Hyns, 
1910, рр. 140–143; Fleksor, 1910, рр. 408–410; Brusyna, 1992, р. 70; Alymdzhanov, 2015, 
рр. 27, 31; Alymdzhanov, 2017, р. 19; Verkhovtseva, 2023, рр. 173–175). In this context, 
the neglect of issues related to the development of local industry and trade, together with 
the detailed regulation of the use of irrigation systems, the maintenance of which involved 
rural communities, testified to the empire’s colonial exploitation of the natural and physical 
resources of the periphery regions, the instrument of which was a rural self-government 
actually (Voschynyn, 1914, рр. 14, 17; Tyllaboev, 2009, р. 498; Fursov, 2014, р. 68). 

The administrative invasion of Asian villages was facilitated by the resettlement of 
peasants from the “European” regions, due to a small amount of land in which the country’s 
agrarian problem became very acute (Shkapskyj, 1907, р. 19). Since the newcomers already 
had the experience of a social organization within the framework of “russky mir” rural 
communities, the placement and organization of the lives of immigrants in new places was 
facilitated by “vodvorenia” in rural communities of the same russky mir type (over time, they 
even began to settle immigrants with natives in one community). This process of the end of 
the 19th and the beginning of the 20th centuries was called “reproduction of a community 
on the outskirts” by historians. By manipulating their interests, the policy of Orthodoxy and 
Russification of the natives was carried out against the background of measures to increase 
effectiveness of taxation of aborigines, their performance of duties for the benefit of the 
empire, exploitation of local resources and promotion of a loyal attitude of the population 
to the authorities as a means of preserving local traditions (Dranytsyn, 1913, рр. 100, 
144–145; Remnev & Suvorova, 2011, pp. 153, 215; Solodova, 2019, р. 163; Mieliekiestsev 
& Temirova, 2022, р. 47). 

The settlers needed land, and it could be obtained by redistributing the lands of the 
autochthons, which, naturally, led to dissatisfaction of the latter. Along with the cultural 
expansion towards them (Russification, Orthodoxy), against the background of arbitrariness 
and lawlessness in self-governing rural communities, which was made possible not least by 
the support of corrupt imperial administrators, the rights of indigenous population in using 
local resources in general, were suppressed significantly. The government’s redistribution 
of land in favour of settlers was a gross interference in the self-governing activities of 
communities. This land redistribution led to a large-scale resistance of the indigenous 
population of the Asian regions. In the 1890s and 1900s, the uprisings intensified. In 1902 – 
1907, the peasant revolution broke out in the whole country, the impetus for which was 
given by aggravation of food problems and the government’s measures to redistribute the 
resources of rural communities in all parts of the country. A village resistance to the state 
became systematic owing to the territorial-organizing role of a rural self-government, which 
functioned on a pan-imperial scale. Under the conditions of World War I, peasant uprisings 
flared up with new force. The most powerful of them occurred in Turkestan, in 1916, and 
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were of a vivid anti-imperial nature (Voschynyn, 1914, р. 77; Dodonov, 1947, рр. 10, 16–17; 
Myronov, 1947, р. 61; Mukanbetova, 2016, р. 74; Mamaev, 2019, р. 400; Tatsiyenko, 2019, 
рр. 56–64; Verkhovtseva, 2018, рр. 196, 200, 330–359; Verkhovtseva, 2023, рр. 174–176).

A significant role in preserving traditionality of the imperial village was played by 
village courts, which operated, as it was mentioned, on the basis of oral customary law. The 
titanic work of lawyers studying the judicial traditions of the regions, attempts to codify 
them, in addition to declarative statements about respect for the “primordial traditions” 
of peoples, did not yield significant results: until the fatal end of the Russian Empire, a 
village was outside the law, outside the norms of social justice. The customary principles of 
the organization of justice cemented the corporatism of the agrarians and, in the aspect of 
socio-cultural modernization, caused a legal nihilism of the peasants. However, at the same 
time, preservation of customary and legal traditions of the regions contributed to awareness 
of a local population of their identity and individuality, and this strengthened centrifugal 
tendencies within the country (Kozlov, 1882; Tsyriapkyna, 2015, рр. 280–283; Solodova, 
2019, р. 163; Verkhovtseva, 2018, рр. 177, 304–329; Аbashyn, 2021).

Summing up, it should be emphasized: as a result of the pseudo-renewal of a village in 
1861 – 1917, the lives of 90% of inhabitants of the Russian Empire underwent socio-cultural 
conservation in a traditional environment, which contradicted the goal of modernizing the 
country, since there were few traditional practices of a social self-regulation, primacy of 
collectivism with a complete submission of an individual to the interests of a community. 
Modernization is connected with the values of rationalism and individualism, and transforms 
particularism into universalism. Instead, rural self-government served empire-building: it 
united the expanses of this huge country with a kind of traditionalist staples. At the same time, 
owing to traditional values, each regional component remained unique, and this made the 
country vulnerable to the point of disintegration due to social upheavals, which was actually 
proven by the powerful anti-imperialist demonstrations of the agrarians at the beginning of the 
20th century. Everything testified to the failure of the administrative unification policy of the 
country based on traditionalism of a rural self-government. Taking into consideration the fact 
that the goals of empire formation also included an increase in tax payments to the regions, 
a policy of neglecting industry and trade development, a systematically declared “civilizing 
mission” of the russians in the outskirts among a non-russian indigenous population, 
exploitation of human and natural resources in the regions, their use as a bridgehead for the 
further expansion of the Russian Empire on the continent, it is worth stating: a pan-imperial 
village self-government was rather a tool of colonialism on the outskirts than it contributed 
to the self-defense of local communities united by the will of the imperial governors into 
village self-governing communities. This self-government testified to artificiality of imperial 
space constructed by the conquests of the Romanovs and their predecessors. Taking into 
consideration the above mentioned, the thesis of “historical Russia” within the borders of the 
Russian Empire, which is currently widespread in journalism and political discourse of the 
russian federation, is inherently anti-scientific, and “historical Russia” is, in fact, a type of 
Eurasian colonialism.

The Conclusion. In 1861 – 1917, in the Russian Empire, which in the “long” 19th century 
increased significantly due to the conquests of the Romanovs on the Eurasian continent, 
the axis of administrative modernization became the unification of an administrative space 
as a means of spreading rural self-government on a pan-imperial scale according to the 
model of a public village management, introduced in the European part of the country by 
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the reform of 1861 – 1871. As a result of the reformation, the pan-imperial reform of a rural 
self-government was implemented in 1861 – 1917, which was based on the synthesis of rural 
self-governing traditions of the aborigines with the corresponding practices of the russky 
mir (traditional communities of velykorussky provinces). The migration of peasants from 
European regions contributed to the administrative invasion of local villages. By manipulating 
their interests, the policy of Orthodoxy and Russification of native inhabitants was carried 
out against the background of measures to increase the efficiency of taxation of autochthons, 
their performance of duties for the benefit of the empire, exploitation of local resources, 
promotion of a loyal attitude of the population to the authorities as a means of preserving 
local traditions. Such a pseudo-renewal of a village contradicted the goal of modernization, as 
it was based on the traditional practice of social self-regulation, the primacy of collectivism 
with a complete subjugation of an individual to the interests of the community. Therefore, the 
reform of 1861 – 1917 became an attempt to unite the imperial space into a single whole with 
the help of traditionalist scraps and manifestation of a colonialist policy in the regions with 
a non-Russian indigenous population. Evidence of this policy failure was the powerful anti-
imperial demonstrations of peasants at the beginning of the 20th century, which contributed 
to the country’s disintegration and actualized the issue of a traditional identity in its regions. 
The thesis of “historical Russia” within the borders of the Russian Empire, which is currently 
widespread in journalism and political discourse of the russian federation, is inherently anti-
scientific, and “historical Russia” is, in fact, a type of Eurasian colonialism.

Acknowledgement. We express sincere gratitude to all members of the editorial board 
for consultations provided during the preparation of the article for publishing.

Funding. The authors did not receive any financial support for the publication of this 
article.

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Аbashyn, S. (2021). Byla ly Tsentral’naia Azyia kolonyej? [Was Central Asia a Colony?]. URL: 

https://syg.ma/@leisan-garipova/sierghiei-abashin-byla-li-tsientralnaia-aziia-koloniiei [in Russian] 
Alymdzhanov, B. (2017). Dyskussyy vokruh promyshlennoj polytyky Rossyjskoj ymperyy v 

Turkestanskom heneral-hubernatorstve [Discussions around the Industrial Policy of the Russian 
Empire in the Turkestan General Government]. Historical journal: scientific research, 1(37), 18–22. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.7256/2222-1972.2017.1.20779 [in Russian] 

Alymdzhanov, B. (2015). Nalohovaia polytyka Rossyiskoi imperiy v Turkestanskom general-
gubernatorstve [Tax Policy of the Russian Empire in the Turkestan General Government]. Bulletin 
of the Moscow City Pedagogical University. Series “Historical Sciences”, 3(19), 27–33. [in Russian] 

Amynov, A. & Babakhodzhaev, A. (1966). Ekonomicheskie i politicheskie posledstvyia 
prisoedinenia Srednej Aziy k Rossiy [Economic and Political Consequences of Annexation of Central 
Asia to Russia]. Tashkent: Uzbekystan. [in Russian] 

Bobrovnykov, V. (2020). Imperskaia intehgratsyia ili kolonyal’naia segregatsyia v upravleniy 
vostochnymi inorodtsamy? (voenno-narodnoe upravlenie na Kavkaze i v Turkestane v 1860-kh – 1917 
hh.) [Imperial Integration or Colonial Segregation in the Management of Eastern foreigners? (military-
people’s government in the Caucasus and Turkestan in the 1860s – 1917)]. Tsentral’naia Evrazyia: 
Territoryia mezhkul’turnykh kommunikatsyi, (pp. 110–141). Moskva: IV RАN. [in Russian] 

Brusyna, O. (1992). Vostochnoslavianskoe naselenye v sel’skykh rajonakh Uzbekystana. 
Problemy adaptatsyy y mezhetnycheskykh vzaymodejstvyj [East Slavic Population in Rural Areas of 
Uzbekistan. Problems of Adaptation and Interethnic Interactions]. Sovremennoe razvytye etnycheskykh 
hrupp Srednej Azyy y Kazakhstana, (vol. 2, рр. 66–103). Moskva: In-t antropologiy i etnologiy 
im. N. N. Myklukho-Maklaia RAN. [in Russian] 



167ISSN 2519-058Х (Print), ISSN 2664-2735 (Online)

Traditionalist braces of the imperial space: “historical Russiaˮ as a variety of Eurasian colonialism

Dodonov, Y. (1947). Nekotorye voprosy natsional’no-osvoboditel’nogo vosstanyia 1916 goda v 
Uzbekistane [Some Issues of the National Liberation Uprising of 1916 in Uzbekistan]. Natsyonal’no-
osvobodytel’noe vosstanye 1916 hoda v Uzbekystane, (рр. 5–24). Tashkent: Hosyzdat UzSSR. 
[in Russian] 

Dranytsyn, D. (1913). Zametky po kolonizatsiy russkoi Turkmeniy [Notes on the Colonization of 
Russian Turkmenistan]. Voprosy kolonizatsiy, 12, 133–179. [in Russian] 

Fleksor, D. (1910). K voprosu o vyrabotke vodnogo zakona dlia Turkestana [On the issue of 
developing a water law for Turkestan]. Voprosy kolonizatsiy, 7, 348–410. [in Russian] 

Fursov, K. (2014). Ahrarnye reformy kolonial’nykh imperyi v afro-azyatskom mire: obschee i 
osobennoe [Agrarian Reforms of Colonial Empires in the Afro-Asian World: general and specific]. 
Ekonomycheskye reformy v Rossyy y za rubezhom (Istoryia mirovoj ekonomiki), 3, 56–90. [in Russian] 

Haluzo, P. (1929). Turkestan i tsarskaia Rossia (K voprosu o kharaktere kolonyal’noi politiki 
tsarskogo pravitel’stva v Srednej Aziy) [Turkestan and Tsarist Russia (On Nature Issue of the Colonial 
Policy of the Tsarist Government in Central Asia]. Revoliutsyonnyi Vostok, 6, 95–119. [in Russian] 

Hofmeister, U. (2016). Civilization and Russification in Tsarist Central Asia, 1860–1917. Journal 
of World History, 27/3, 411–442. [in English] 

Hyns, H. (1910). Deistvuiuschee vodnoe pravo Turkestana i buduschyi vodnyi zakon [Current 
Water Law of Turkestan and Future Water Law]. Voprosy kolonizatsiy, 7, 140–206. [in Russian]

Khalfyn, N. (1965). Prysoedinenye Srednej Aziy k Rossiy (60 – 90-e gody XIX v.) [Annexation of 
Central Asia to Russia (the 60s – 90s of the 19th century)]. Moskva: Nаukа. [in Russian] 

Khalid, A. (2010). Culture and Power in Colonial Turkestan. Cahiers d’Asie central. URL: http://
asiecentrale.revues.org/1278 [in English] 

Kondratenko, O. (2017). Heostratehichnyj vymir zovnishn’oi polityky Rosijs’koi Federatsii 
[Geostrategic Dimension of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation]. Kyiv: VPTs “Kyivskyi 
universytet”. [in Ukrainian] 

Kostenko, L. (1887). Istoricheskyi ocherk rasprostranenyia russkogo vladychestva v Srednei Aziy 
[Historical Sketch of the Spread of Russian Rule in Central Asia]. Voennyi sbornik, CLXXVI, 145–178. 
[in Russian] 

Kovaliov, P. (1955). Krizis kolonyal’nogo rezhyma i reformy Kuropatkina v Turkestane v 
1916 godu [Crisis of the Colonial Regime and Kuropatkin’s Reforms in Turkestan in 1916]. Trudy 
Sredneazyatskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta. Novaia seryia, 57, 35–63. [in Russian] 

Kozlov, Y. (1882). Obychnoe pravo kirgizov [Kyrgyz customary law]. Pamiatnaia knizhka 
Zapadnoj Sibiri. Оmsk, (pp. 319–338). [in Russian] 

Kto i zachem izobrel “istoricheskuiu Rossyiu”? [Who Invented “historical Russia” and why?]. 
(2022). URL: https://posle.media/kto-i-zachem-izobrel-istoricheskuyu-ros/ [in Russian] 

Lohanov, H. (1909). Rossyia v Srednei Aziy [Russia in Central Asia]. Voprosy kolonizatsiy, 4, 
1–76. [in Russian] 

Mamaev, A. (2019). Podhotovka reformy upravlenyia Turkestanskym kraem v nachale XX 
veka: ekonomycheskye aspekty [Preparation of Management Reform of the Turkestan Region at the 
Beginning of the 20th century: Economic Aspects]. Nauchnyj dyaloh, 11, 388–406. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.24224/2227-1295-2019-11-388-406 [in Russian] 

Mashevskyi, O. & Kondratenko, O. (2022). Russian Imperialism in the Balkans during the 
First Balkan War of 1912 – 1913. Skhidnoievropeiskyi istorychnyi visnyk – East European Historical 
Bulletin, 24, 75–89. DOI: https://10.24919/2519-058X.24.264741 [in English]

Mieliekiestsev, K. & Temirova, N. (2022). Polityka zrosiishchennia Ukrainy ta inshykh 
yevropeiskykh terytorii Rosiiskoi imperii: porivnialnyi analiz [The Policy of Russianization of Ukraine 
and Other European Territories of Russian Empire: Comparative Analysis]. Eminak, 2(38), 43–57. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.33782/eminak2022.2(38).580 [in Ukrainian]

Morrison, A. (2015). “My ne anhlychane…”: k voprosu ob iyskliuchytel’nosti rossyiskogo 
imperyalizma [“We are not British…”: on the issue of the exclusivity of Russian imperialism]. Vostok 
Svyshe, XXXVIII-3, 69–78. [in Russian]

Morrison, A. (2021). The Russian Conquest of Central Asia. A Study in Imperial Expansion, 
1814 – 1914. Oxford: New College. [in English] 



168 Skhidnoievropeiskyi Istorychnyi Visnyk. Issue 32. 2024

Iryna VERKHOVTSEVA, Oleh KONDRATENKO

Mukanbetova, R. (2016). Vosstanye 1916 hoda v Kyrhyzstane [1916 Uprising in Kyrgyzstan]. 
Aktual’nye voprosy obschestvennykh nauk: sotsiologia, politologia, filosofia, istoria, 11–12(60), 13–19. 
[in Russian] 

Myronov, P. (1947). Dzhizakskoe vosstanie 1916 goda [Jizzakh uprising of 1916]. Natsyonal’no-
osvobodytel’noe vosstanye 1916 hoda v Uzbekystane [National liberation uprising of 1916 in 
Uzbekistan], (рр. 42–61). Tashkent: Hosyzdat UzSSR. [in Russian] 

Nurulla-Khodzhaeva, N. (2015). Tsentral’naia Azyia, evropotsentrizm, kolonyal’nost’ [Central 
Asia, Eurocentrism, Coloniality]. Bulletin of the Moscow State Institute of International Relations, 
6(45), 51–63. [in Russian] 

Otkuda est’ poshla istoricheskaia Rossia? (2021). [Where did Historical Russia Come from?]. 
URL: https://liberal.ru/authors-projects/otkuda-est-poshla-istoricheskaya-rossiya [in Russian] 

Pravylova, E. (2006). Fynansy imperiy: Den’gi i vlast’ v politike Rossiy na natsional’nykh 
okrainakh. 1801 – 1917 [Finances of the Empire: Money and power in Russian politics on the national 
outskirts. 1801 – 1917]. Moskva: Novoe izdatel’stvo. [in Russian] 

Remnev, A. & Suvorova, N. (2011). “Russkoe delo” na aziatskikh okrainakh: “russkost’” pod 
ugrozoi ili “somnitel’nye kul’turtregery” [“Russian Cause” on the Asian Outskirts: “Russianness” 
under threat or “dubious cultural traders”]. Izobretenie imperiy: Yazyki i praktiki, (vol. 1, pp. 152–222). 
Moskva: Novoe izdatelstvo. [in Russian] 

Shkapskyj, O. (1907). Pereselentsy i agrarnyi vopros v Semirechenskoi oblasti [Migrants and the 
agrarian question in the Semirechensk region]. Voprosy kolonizatsiy, 1, 19–52. [in Russian]

Shorkovyts, D. (2021). Byla li Rossia kolonial’noi imperiei? [Was Russia a Colonial Empire?]. Nomadic 
civilization: historical research, 2, 86–104. DOI: https://doi.org/10.53315/2782-3377-2021-1-2-86-104 
[in Russian] 

Sinchenko, O. & Havrylovs’ka, M. (2014). Postkolonialni doslidzhennia: ukrainskyi vymir 
[Postcolonial Studies: the Ukrainian Dimension]. Literary process: methodology, names, trends, 3, 
109–113. [in Ukranian]

Solodova, H. (2019). Upravlenye Turkestanskym kraem – nekotorye printsypy ustanovlenyia 
rossyiskogo vlianyia [Governance of the Turkestan Region – some Principles for Establishing Russian 
Influence]. Bulletin of Tomsk State University. Philosophy. Sociology. Political science, 51, 158–166. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.17223/1998863Х/51/16 [in Russian] 

Svyaschenko, Z. & Kornovenko, S. (2019). State protectionism in the Russian empire’s 
agricultural policy of the 1880s – 1890s. Skhidnoievropeiskyi Istorychnyi Visnyk – East European 
Historical Bulletin, 10, 34–42. DOI: https://doi.org/10.24919/2519-058x.10.159179 [in English]

Tatsiyenko, N. (2019). Selianstvo Umanskoho povitu v revoliutsiinykh podiiakh 1905 – 1907 rr. 
[The Peasantry of Uman County in the Revolutionary Events of 1905 – 1907]. Eminak, 2(26), 56–65. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.33782/eminak2019.2(26).291 [in Ukrainian]

Tokmurzaev, B. (2015). Agrarnaia kolonizatsyia Stepnogo kraia vo vtoroi polovine XIX – nachale 
XX vv.: imperskyi vektor (sovremennye podkhody v istoriografiy Respubliki Kazakhstan) [Agrarian 
Colonization of the Steppe Region in the Second Half of the 19th – the beginning of the 20th centuries: 
imperial vector (modern approaches in the historiography of the Republic of Kazakhstan)]. Voprosy 
istoriy Sibiri, 12, 183–190. [in Russian] 

Tsyriapkyna, Yu. (2015). Pereselencheskoe soobschestvo v Sirdar’inskoi oblasti Turkestana po 
donesenyiam tsarskoi administratsiy nachala XX v. [Resettlement Community in the Syrdarya Region 
of Turkestan, according to Reports from the Tsarist Administration at the beginning of the 20th century]. 
News of Altai State University. Historical Sciences and Archeology, 4(88)-1, 285–289. [in Russian]

Tyllaboev, S. (2009). Spetsyfyka mestnykh form upravlenyia v kolonyal’nom Turkestane [Specifics 
of Local Forms of Government in colonial Turkestan]. Sotsyalnaia zhyzn narodov Tsentralnoj Aziy v 
pervoj chetverti ХХ veka: traditsiy i innovatsiy. Таshkеnt, (pp. 76–83). [in Russian] 

Iskhakov, F. (1997). Natsyonalnaia politika tsarizma v Turkestane (1867 – 1917) [National 
Policy of Tsarism in Turkestan (1867 – 1917)]. Tashkent: Akademyia nauk Respublyky Uzbekystan. 
[in Russian] 



169ISSN 2519-058Х (Print), ISSN 2664-2735 (Online)

Traditionalist braces of the imperial space: “historical Russiaˮ as a variety of Eurasian colonialism

Vasylev, D. (2022). Rossyjskyj kolonyalizm v Tsentral’noi Aziy: opredeliaia vremia i mesto 
[Russian Colonialism in Central Asia: Defining Time and Place]. Zhurnal frontyrnykh yssledovanyj, 1, 
58–73. DOI: https://doi.org/10.46539/jfs.v7i1.369 [in Russian] 

Veracini, L. & Cavanagh, E. (2017). The Routledge Handbook of the History of Settler 
Colonialism. Abingdon: Routledge. URL: https://www.academia.edu/27953397/Russian_Settler_
Colonialism [in English] 

Verkhovtseva, І. (2018). Selianske samovriaduvannia v Rosijs’kij imperii (druha polovyna ХХ – 
pochatok ХХ st.) [Peasant self-government in the Russian Empire (the second half of the 19th – the 
beginning of the 20th century)] (Doctor’s dissertation). Cherkasy. [in Ukrainian] 

Verkhovtseva, І. (2023). Tsina imperii: reforma sil’s’koho samovriaduvannia v azijs’kykh 
rehionakh Rosijs’koi imperii (1860-i – 1917 rr.) [The Price of Empire: Rural Self-Government 
Reform in the Asian Regions of the Russian Empire (1860s – 1917]. Taurida V. I. Vernadsky National 
University Scholarly Notes. Series: Historical sciences, 34(73)-1, 169–178. DOI: https://doi.org/ 
10.32782/2663-5984/2023/1.24 [in Ukranian] 

Voschynyn, V. (1914). Ocherki Novogo Turkestana. Svet i teni russkoi kolonizatsiy [Essays on 
New Turkestan. Light and shadows of Russian colonization]. Sankt-Peterburh: Nash vek. [in Russian] 

Zemskyi, Yu. & Trygub, O. (2021). Polska problema u rosiiskii konservatyvnii politychnii dumtsi 
seredyny XX st. [The Polish problem in Russian conservative political thought in mid-19th century]. 
Przegląd Wschodnioeuropejski, XII/1, 11–19. DOI: 10.31648/pw.6458 [in Ukrainian]

Zemskyi, Y. & Trygub, O. (2022). Vnutrishni ta zovnishni “vorohy” iak zasib konsolidatsii 
rosiian u borot’bi za status mizhnarodnoho liderstva Rosijs’koi imperii seredyny ХIХ st. [Internal 
and External “Enemies” as Means of Consolidating Russians in Struggle for Status of International 
Leadership of Russian Empire in the Middle of the 19th century]. Eminak, 3(39), 26–48. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.33782/eminak2022.3(39).589 

The article was received January 09, 2024. 
Article recommended for publishing 30/08/2024.


