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Until the mid-1980s, it never even occurred to anyone that in our country anything could
change. Neither to children nor to adults. There was a complete impression that every-
thing was forever (songwriter Andrei Makareviéh).

LATE SOCIALISM

This paper was prompted by a personal question that has puzzled many former
Soviet people, myself included, since the late 1980s: How to make sense of the
sudden evaporation of the colossal and seemingly monolithic Soviet system and
way of life, in which we grew up and lived? What was it about the Soviet sys-
tem that made its “collapse” appear completely unimaginable and surprisingly
fast not only to most Western Sovietologists but also to most Soviet people? The
experience of the unexpectedness and abruptness of the collapse is reflected in
diverse materials | have collected in Russia in the past ten years. This question
is not about the “causes” for the collapse but about its “conditions of possibili-
ty”: what conditions made the collapgessiblewhile keeping that possibility
invisible? To begin addressing this question, we must analyze how the particu-
lar “culture” of Soviet socialism invisibly created the conditions for the collapse
and at the same time rendered it unexpected. The period when these conditions
emerged, the approximately thirty years preceding the beginnpeyastroika

(the mid-1950s to the mid-1980s), | shall call Soviet “Late Socialism.”

Late Socialism as a period in the history of Soviet state socialism was dis-
tinct from all previous and later periods in its “discursive regime” (Foucault
1972; Dreyfus and Rabinow 1983:44—-78)—in particular, the relationship of
the subject to the hegemonic discourse of communist ideology and the mean-
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ing inscribed in ideological performance and representafius.period began

with a major shift in the discursive regime from a “semantic” to a “pragmatic”
model (Mertz 1996) of ideological discour3énat is, the acts of copying the
preciseformsof ideological representations became more meaningfully con
stitutive of everyday life than the adherence to the literal (“semantic”)-mean
ings inscribed in those representations. In the Soviet case, thigiegneia
tionship did not necessarily preclude Soviet people from continuing to be
invested in the ideals and ethical values of socialism. It rather implied a more
complex and shifting relationship to Soviet ideological form, a form that
claimed and was once seen to represent these ideals and values, but during Late
Socialism decoupled fromem. It was through that decoupling that the condi
tions of possibility for the collapse of socialism, as a social system but not as a
set of values, invisibly emged.

This copying of textual formom one context to the néxvas unique in
three respects: First, ideological forms were not just copied but perfectly
replicated, which made them “frozen” and context-independent. Second, this
replication was accompanied by a transformation of the meafinggich
ideological forms stood in dérent contextsThird, this process took place
not only at the level of ideological texts, but also in other discourses-of ide
ology: visual (posters, films, monuments, architecture), ritualistic (meetings,
reports, celebrations) and in centralized “formal structures” of everyday prac
tice (De Certeau 1988:x¥)To account for such broad process in which the
form of representation is replicated but its meaning is changed, this paper pro
poses a concept of “heteronymous shiff.he Greek term “heteronym>a
word of the same spelling (written representation) bdeiht and unrelat
ed meaning than another wéretis used to emphasize that the meanings, for

2 Copying of textual forms between contexts is known in linguistic anthropology as “transduc
tion” (G. Urban 1996: 30).

3 In the 1960s, the following changes took place in public representatamiogical rituals:
the Party united various public rituals under one centrally orchestrated “system of rituals” (Lane
1981:3, 46), making their structure more formulaic and analogous (Glebkin 1998:130/<i87).
al propaganda:images of Lenin in monuments and pictures became more formulaic and analo
gous, with fewer available poses, details, textures, and colors (aui@rview with artists at
LeningradWorkshop ofVisual and DecorativArts, KZhOl). Documentay newseels: regular
NewsreelsKinokhronika) about current events in each region of the country became more formu
laic, and spontaneous and unusual events were edited out and often the same footage was used re
peatedly to represent tBfent events (auth interview with film directofyurii Zanin, St. Pe
tersbug Documentary Film StudiosYhe increasing replication of the “formal structure$’
everyday practice” was the subject of the famous Soviet comedy of the late 1t8/ids sud’'by
(The irony of fate).

4 In postcolonial theorytransformation of ideological signs is theorized as “metonymie slip
page” (Bhabha 1984; 1994), “hybridizatiof codes” (Hanks 2000), covert ridicule (Mbembe
1992:5; 2001:104), etcetera. In these theorizations, howieigethe form (signifier) of ideologi
cal signs that is changed, while in the Soviet context the form remains intact and the change occurs
at the level of meaning.

5 In English heteronyms are numerous. For exantales(string instrument; the fishlead (to
guide; metal)minute(sixty minutes; tiny), antkar (to rip; teardrop).
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which replicated ideological forms stood, came to involve an elememt of
predictability®
This study addresses a related concern: that much of the academic and jour
nalistic writing about Soviet socialism and post-Soviet transformation is built
on assumptions that socialism was “bad,” “immoral,” and “imposed,’cand
was experienced as such by Soviet people, and that the collapse of the Soviet
system was predicated on thEtese assumptions used to be manifested in per
sistent references to Homo Sovieticus. In the late 1980s, Frafitmsae ar
gued that in the Soviet Union linguistic “symbols cease[d] to work properly
making it “a world without meaning, without events and without humanity”
(1989:156). More recentlyrrank Ellis went further: “When reason, common
sense, and decency are assaulted often enough, then personality is crippled, and
human intelligence disintegrates or is warpHae barrier between truth and
lies is efectively destroyed... Schooled in such a climate, fearful and deprived
of any intellectual initiative, Homo Sovieticus could never be more than a
mouthpiece for the Partyideas and slogans, not so much a human being then,
as a receptacle to be emptied and filled as Party policy dictated” (1998:208).
The same assumptions are present today in the terminology used to describe
socialism—for example, in references to the “Soviet regime” (how often does
one hear about the “American regime”?) and in the use of particular binaries to
describe Soviet realityguch as the Party and the people, repression and free
dom, oppression and resistance, truth and dissimulatiiiciabéconomy and
second economyfficial culture and counteculture, totalitarian language and
peoples language, public self and private geffor instance, it is claimed that
ordinary Soviet people used to “hide things, such as tape-recorders, -of obvi
ously Western provenance, since they were associated with resistance to the
regime” (Humphrey 1995:57), and that Soviet language was a “political diglos
sia” between dicial Party language and private peoplEinguage (Zaslavsky
and Fabris 1982; Inic 1984Vierzbicka 1990; Kupina 1995; Epstein 1991,
1995; Jowitt 1992)Thus, for JohrYoung, Soviet citizens are “non-conform
ing” dissidents, who “counter the deceptions of government by setting forth ‘the
facts’in contrast to dicial falsehood” in “conversations with frustrated friends
behind closed doors, in sign language devised by family members who suspect
the secret police have bugged their apartment, in a manuscript or on a tape
recording passed around from person to persofi1991:226).

& An illustration of heteronymous shift is the slippage between the form and meaning ef an im
portant concept of Soviet ideologythe industrial “plan.To various actors involved in Sovietin
dustry it was crucial that the plan was successfully fulfilled at the level of form (in numbers, fig
ures, statistics, reports, etc.) but not necessarily at the level of its “literal” meaning (e.g., a
satisfaction of some social need). Moreovuarthe “economy of shortage” (Kornai 1980 and
Verdery 1996) the fulfillment of the planform was often predicated on the non-fulfillment of its
literal meaning. See Lampland (1995) on the “fetish of plan.”

7 For a discussion of the assumptions behind modern binaries in general, see Mitchell 1990, and
in the socialist contex¥urchak 2002a.
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The binary model is also reproduced in theories of split subjectivity {Khar
khordin 1999) and “social schizophrenia.” In a recent account, the Soviet sub
ject is defined as a dichotomy betweerfitél” and “hidden intimate” selves,
which is sustained through the practice of “dissimulation,” and where the “hid
den intimate” self is only “available to the gaze of the closest friends or fami
ly members but sometimes kept secret even from them” and can “be spotted”
only when the subjects “suddenly let their strict self-control go and break their
utmost secrecy” (ibid. 1999:357, 27These models are related to dissident
moral critique of peoplg’ “conformity” with the state-socialist regime (e.g.,
Havel's concept of “living in the lie” [1986]), and more recent theories of-colo
nial and postcolonial subjectivity that emphasize hidden resistance to dominant
norms, such as James S&{1990) model of social interaction that proceeds
in two distinct “transcripts,” “dfcial” and “hidden,” and LisaVedeers ac
count of the authoritative rule in Presidésads Syria, where the art of acting
“as if” allows individuals “to keep their actual thought private” and sustain a
“gap ... between performance and beli¢t999:82)8

An epistemological problem in these binary models is that by distinguishing
between bounded split psyches, or “real” and “dissimulated” voices, they im
ply that meaning in discourse is a “psychological state” that is “fully defined in
the speakes mindbefoethe act of speaking” (Duranti 1993:25¢ven though
these models describe a subject that is “split,” tiveyically, reproduce the
Western-centered understanding of a normal person as a bounded, sovereign in
dividual (M. Strathern 1988:57) with a “unitary speaking ego” (Hanks 2000:
182), whose authentic voice can be hidden or revél€dese models inter
pret concrete discursive events in terms of “truth conditions”: for example, the
act of shouting a slogan of support during state-orchestrated rituals is under
stood as a “constative act” (Austin 1999 [1962]; Searle 1969) that conveys the
“literal” meaning of the persos'support for the stat€hat act is therefore eval
uated for its “truth conditions>as eitheitrue (“real” support) orfalse(“dis-
simulation” of support}*

Another problem in these approaches is their theorization of agethey
link agencywith theresistanceand subversion of norms. Saba Mahmood cri
tiques theNestern theorg tendency to make this link for its implicit assump
tion that a particulawestern conception of agency is universal. In fact,Mah
mood agues, “if the ability to déct change in the world and in oneself is
historically and culturally specific (both in terms of what constitutes ‘change’
and the capacity by which it isfe€ted), then its meaning and sense cannot be

8 See GaB (1996) brilliant critique of Scoft’model; see also Humphrey 1994. Oushakine
(2001) proposes an alternative model of “mimetic resistance,” in which the dominant and-subordi
nate belong to the same, noffeiient, discursive fields.

° Duranti critiques Searlge’1983 theory of meaning. See also Hill and Mannheim 1992.

10 For anthropological critique of “fragmented subjectiVigee Strauss 1997.

1 See also Mbembe (1992:5; 2001:104).
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fixed a priori.. . . [For example,] agentive capacity is entailed not only in those
acts that result in (progressive) change but also those that aim towares conti
nuity, stasis, and stability. . ” (2001:212)!2

Russian sociologists Uvarova and Rogov (1998)@arhat the emphasis in
the analyses of Soviet culture on a dichotomy between tiseabénd unofi-
cial originates in the “dissident ideology” of the 1970s, which held that “noth
ing good could appear in anfiofal] Soviet journal in principle; and a real text
could only be published isamizdafunofficial publication] ortamizdat[for-
eign publication].” In former socialist countries this binary view is closely impli-
cated in personal politics today: since the late 1980s it has been important for
members of the intelligentsia to deny that during socialism there was any “mix
ing [of] the language of power with their own language” and to portray the lat
ter as “a free space to be extended through struggle” (Seriot 1998205

In fact, the emphasis on the dichotomy has deeper roots: it is linked to Cold
War and colonial “regimes of knowledge” within which such entities as “the
West,” the Second, and tAdird Worlds are produced-herefore, critiquing
isolated binaries does not necessarily deconstruct the underlying assumptions.
Thus, Kligman and Gal provided a brilliant critique of some binary models of
socialism: “rather than any cleaut ‘us’versus ‘themor ‘private’versus ‘pub
lic,’ there was a ubiquitous self-embedding or interweaving of these categories”
(2000:51)*3Yet, they ague that such “interweaving” meant that “everyone was
to some extent complicit in the system of patronage, lying, theft, hedging, and
duplicity through which the system operated,” and often even “intimates, fam
ily members and friends informed on each other” (ibid.:Bhg emphasis on
such ideas as duplicjtgointing as it does to a moral quandary as central to the
system and people relations, implicitly reproduces an underlying assumption:
socialism involved a complex web of immoralities that are calibrated as such
against a moral system, perh&jsstern democracy

What may get lost in these accounts is a crucial and paradoxical fact that great
numbers of people living in socialism genuinely supported its fundamental val
ues and ideals? although their everyday practices may appear “duplicitous”
because they indeed routinely transgressed many norms and rules represented
in that systens oficial ideology

The particular knowledge about Soviet socialism that privileges its divided,

12 Mahmood draws on Judith Butler(1993) Foucauldian point that “the possibility of resis
tance to norms [is located] within the structure of power itself rather than in the consciousness of
an autonomous individual,” but critiques Buteassociation of agency with resistance (2001:
212).This critique also problematizes Nancy Regjgestion that “resistant” “genres offsuihg”
in Soviet womers discourse duringerestoika “unintentionally valorized or empowered the very
structures they subverted” (Ries 1997:40, and chs. 3 and 4). On critique of “resistance” during ear
lier stages of Soviet history see Hellbeck 2000.

13 For important critiques of the binary of public and private see Lampland (1995:2,7304),
and Humphrey (1994:25).

14 Perhaps this was more so in the Soviet Union than in Eastern Europe.
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oppressive or immoral nature and de-emphasizes the values, ideals, and “nor
mal” life that it represented to millions of people, is produced in the language
and categories of “@stern” knowledge. I#rovincializing Euope, Dispesh
Chakrabarty gyues that in “the academic discourse of historyEurope’re-
mains the sovereign, theoretical subject of all histories, including the ones we
call ‘Indian,’‘Chinese,"Kenyan,’ and so onThere is a peculiar way in which
all these other histories tend to become variations on a master narrative that
could be called ‘the history of Europn’this sense, ‘Indiariistory itself is in
a position of subalternity; one can only articulate subaltern subject positions in
the name of this history” (2000:27). Chakrabartypost)colonial critique
should be brought to the analyses of (post)socialism to provincialize, more
specifically “Western” Europ®—for example, to expose the language ef bi
naries, in which knowledge about socialism is articulate@/estern “master”
language that assumes certain categories and uses particular terminologies to
communicate thert

To avoid positing binary divisions we may instead question how Soviet peo
ple in fact interpreted the lived ideology and reality of socialism. For this, we
would need to replace the conception of knowledge implied in the binary mod
els as objective, static, bounded, and divided into spheres, with a conception of
knowledge that is always-already partial, situated, and actively produced (Har
away 1989:19691; Fabian 2001:24Y This conception of knowledge should
be compatible with the view of discourse as situated activity (Gal 1994; Du
ranti 1993; Lampland 1995:36@)and of the speakigriting self as Bakhtirs
“voice” that is never isolated or split but alwagialogized.That is, speaking
implies inhabiting multiple voices that are not “self-enclosed or deaf to ene an
other” but rather “hear each other constantigll back and forth to each other
and are reflected in one another ¢ (Bakhtin 1984:75}-°

This dynamic conception of knowledge accounts not only for “semantic” (lit
eral) meanings for which ideological discourse supposedly stands, but also for
“pragmatic” meanings that enger in discourse as situated activiBor in
stance, the question, “do you support the resolution?” asked during a Soviet
Komsomol meeting invariably led to a unanimous raising of hands irfien af
mative gesture. Howeveo participants this was usually an act of recognition
of how one must behave in a given ritualistic context in order to reproduce one’

15 See Donald Moore’'(2002) brilliant critique of Chakrabar§ee also Lamplansliiscussion
of socialist history (1995:336).

16 See also Brennan (2001:62).

17 Laurie Essig, similarly critiquing thé&/estern concept of a bounded sovereign subjepiear
that in post-Soviet Russia, unlike the United States, the “strict boundary” between homosexuality
and heterosexuality “exists to divide not persons but practices” (Essig 19993282e alsduller
1996).

18 For an analysis of performative aspects of Russian discouragirsbak 2000, 2002b, 2003.

19 See also Bakhtin (1994:365; 1990:137); Gardiner (1992:73); Hirschkop (199%69);
Holquist (1990: 175).
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status as social actor rather than as an act conveying “literal” meaning. In this
sense, the raised hand was a response to the question, “are you the kind of so
cial actor who understands and acts according to the rules of the current ritual,
with its connection to the lger system of power relations and previous-con
texts of this type?To analyze this act only for its truth conditieras “real”
support or “dissimulation” of support (as do Kharkhordin 1999 \Aledeen
1999)—is to miss the point.

This paper uses this dynamic conception of knowledge to analyze what So
viet ideology meant to Soviet people during Late Socialism. It focuses on the
people who were born, came of age, and started their adult lives during-that pe
riod—thelast Soviet generatioff The materials used for this analysis are di
vided into two groups, contemporaneous and retrospettiesformer include
accounts produceduring Late Socialism (dicial speeches, ideological-re
ports, personal diaries, letters, written notes, family films, photographs from
peoples private collectiond! and oficial Soviet publications); the latter-in
clude accounts about late socialism produzféel peestioika began in 1985
(interviews and conversations that | conducted and analyses and memoirs that
have been published since the change begfan).

SHIFTING LANGUAGE IDEOLOGIES

Stalins Uncanny Paradigm Shift

As in France (e.g., Guilhaumou 1989; de Certeau 1975; Frey 1925), the first
post-revolutionary years in Russia were marked by extremely dynamic exper
iments with language. Many new words borrowed from other languages or in
vented anew were so unusual that they were “appropriated with gfeat dif

ty by the people not accustomed to foreign phonetics” (Selishchev 1928:
166)23Initially, this revolutionary language was not merely orchestrated by the
emepging Soviet state, but was also developed with great enthusiasm by diverse
artistic and political groups over whom the state had limited cotftidie un

20 The analysis of changing cultural dynamics among generations, “cohort analysis,” has occu
pied a prominent position in anthropolo@®y focusing on the temporal dimension, this approach
fits well with current anthropological views of culture as dynamic, contested, and non-homogenous
(Rofel 1999:22).

21 The materials come from St. Peterghuvloscow Kaliningrad, Sovetsk, Novosibirsk, and
Yakutsk.

22 Analyzing ideological meanings in discourse, | draw on two traditions: U.S. linguistic an
thropology (Hanks 2000; 1998Yoolard 1998; Duranti 1997a; 1997b; 1993; Gal 1994; Hill and
Irvine 1987; 1993) and British critical discourse analysis (Fowler et al. 1979; Fairclough 1989;
1992).

23 On the poor public comprehension of the Bolshevik language see Gorham (203®),38
and Rrazanova-Clarke and/ade (1999:1518).

24 Velimir Khlebnikov and other Futurist poets worked on a new neologism-based language,
zaum’,seeing it as a “powerful source of new meanings for both literature and life” (@xigor
1986:243; see also Rudy 1997:xii; Clark 1995:40; Jameson 1972; and Lemon and Reis 1965.
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familiar words and sounds of this language were meant to serve as a “tool” for
revolutionizing consciousnes®Vhile the “modernist experimentation” and
“verbal chaos of the early 1920s” may have suited the spirit of revolution, they
“offered little hope in the way of state building” (Gorham 2000:140, 142). In
the late 1920s and early 1930s, political language came under increasingly strict
and unified Party control and “the features of a Soviet-Russian language of state
began to emee from the confused language culture of the day” (iBRWith-

in linguistics and philology the Formalist and other modernist theories-of lan
guage were replaced by the Néheory of Language, developed by the Sovi

et ethnographedinguist, and archeologist Nikolai Marwho agued, in a
Marxist evolutionist tradition, that language is part of the superstructure and its
transformations follow changes in the social base (Marr 1977¢31).

However while linguistics as scientific theory in the 1930s and 1940s was
dominated by Mats teaching about the nature of language as superstructure
linguistics as Party practice treated political languagetaslaf production,
and therefore as part of the baBkis latter model of language, shared by the
Party leadership, implied that there existed an outsider position to language
from which one could verify how adequately it represented reality and how it
should be adjusted accordingly (Seriot 1985A 1941 practical reference
book with a circulation of twenty-five thousand instructed: “Language is a tool
of development and struggle.. With the help of that tool the Party arms the
toilers with its great ideas that inspire one to struggle for the cause of Gommu
nism.. .. Language, as any tool, needs to be perfected, polished, and carefully
protected from whatever kind of contamination and slightest spoil” (Kondakov
1941: 14), so that it may be used “to inoculgigvt’) the readers with cen
crete slogans and phrases” (ibid.:123)e Party saw its role as producing and
widely circulating a public metadiscourse (Silverstein 1993) that provided crit
ical commentary on ideological language and evaluated concrete ideological
texts and formulations. During the editing of the first volumistofriia grazh
danskoi voinyThe history of the civil war), the Chief Editorial Board headed
by Stalin himself introduced nearly 700 corrections in the text, that were dis
cussed publicly (Kondakov 1941:122).

Linguistic formulations were evaluated by Party experts, among whom Stal
in was the chief expert. In 1930, the writer Maxim Gorky suggested in a pri
vate letter to Stalin that the leatiewriting represented “a model of proper writ
ing” and requested a piece for Gorkyournal Literaturnaia uchebdLiterary

25 For a similar discussion see alsgaRanova-Clarke and#/ade (1999:18) and Rossianov
(1993: 451).

26 For a discussion of Mds views see also Gorham (2000:140, 142), Slezkine (1996:842),
Clark (1995:201223), Gray 1993.

27 | use the term “model of language” instead of a useful term “language ideology” (Silverstein
1979;Woolard 1998) to avoid confusing the latter with my concepts of “Soviet ideology” and “ide
ological discourse.”
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training) (Gorham 2000:149). In 1935, the Chairman of the Central Executive
Committee of the USSR, Mikhail Kalinin, publicly announced: “If you asked
me who knows the Russian language better than anyone else, | would-answer
Stalin. We must learn from him the economuycidity, and crystal purity of
language 28 Stalin performed the role that Erving @ofin would call the
“principal” of discourse—someone who stands outside of discourse, publicly
evaluates it, and suggests how to improve it (1981:2%44).

It was in this capacity that, in 1950, Stalin initiated a paradigm shift in the
science of language that, ironicaltiestroyed the position of “principal.” Stal
in publicly attacked theoretical schools in Soviet linguistics on the pages of
Pravda for “vulgar Marxism?3° He critiqued Maris view of language as part
of the superstructure that still dominated Soviet linguistics, calling it “idealist”
for its treatment of language as a reflection of thought, as if thought cceuld ex
ist outside of language. Stalin also attacked the view of language as a tool of
production, i.e. as part of th@ase the view that was still dominant in the ide
ological work of the Party gans. Stalin gued that language is completely
outside of the whole dialectic of base and superstructtes. his original ar
ticle in Pravda(1950), Stalin further clarified his position in several responses
to Pravdareaders: “I insist that thought can appear only on the basis-of lan
guage material, that for people who know a language there can be no naked
thought that is disconnected from language matetialAt the same time]
“there is a profound dérence between language and tools of productian.
tools of production create material goods, while language creates nothing or
‘createsjust words.. . . if language could create material goods then chatterers
would be the richest people in the worfd.”

Two implications followed from Stalig’intervention into linguistic science:
since language was not part of the superstructure, language could not -automat
ically undego the revolutionary leaps promised by Marr; and, since language
was not a tool of production, its political manipulation was not the way to
produce Communist consciousnégsnstead, Communist languagegaed
Stalin, had to be understood and managed according to “objective scientific
laws.”®4 Following this critique, the newly established jourvi@rosy iazykoz

28 Quoted in “Beregite i izuchaite velikii russkii iazyk” (Safeguard and learn the great Russian
language), Komsomalkaia Pravda, 2 July 1946,J.See also Blinov (1948:15).

29 The “principal” takes responsibility for a text (e.g. the U.S. president), “animator” reads the
text (e.g. a spokesperson), and “author” creates the text (e.g. a speechwrifera(@®&B81:144).
Stalin was also the “principal” of various scientific discourses (see Rossianov 1993).

30 See also materials in Stalin 1950 and 1954.

31 “Tovarishcham D. Belkinu i S. Fureru” [Response to Comrades D. Belkin and S. Prae],
da, 2 Aug. 1950.

32 “K nekotorym voprosam iazykoznaniia. Otvet tovarishchu E. Krasheninnikovoi” [On some
issues in linguistics. Response to Comrade E. Krasheninnikenaaida,4 July 1950.

33 This critique freed not only linguistics but “much Soviet scholarship from an excessive eco
nomic determinism” (Clark 1995:221).

34 A similar shift from “vulgar Marxism” to “objective scientific laws” occurred in Soviet sci
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naniia (Issues of linguistics) appealed in 1952 for a thorough “renovation and
reconstruction” of Soviet linguistics: “Soviet linguists have not yet closely ap
proached some crucial problems in the study of language, have not yet begun
its concrete and profound Marxist investigatibhese issues concern research
on the connection between language and thoughthe connection between
the development of thought and the perfection of the grammatical order of lan
guage . . [and] the influence of the base and ideological superstructures (po
litical, philosophical, aesthetic, and others) on the development of the vocabu
lary.”35

This appeal marks the beginning of the gradual transformation of the model
according to which Soviet ideology was evaluated for scientific accuaracy
from a model based on the subjective opinion of a “principal” who publicly
evaluated formulations, toward one based on “objective scientific laws” anony
mously stated and never publicly contested or discu$bésiwas a major shift
of the Soviet “discursive regimeZone that marks the mid-1950s as the be
ginning of the epoch of Late Socialism.

The Post-Stalinist Semantic Model

With this shift all discussions about correct and incorrect language disappeared
from the public eye. In the 1960s, the production of Party texts became almost
completely hidden within the Central Committee (CC). Now “specialistsin ide
ological linguistics,” Soviet linguist Kliamkin later wrote, “discuss[ed] their
professional problems behind closed doors” (quoted in Han-Pira 1991h21).

only publicly visible position remained what Gofin would call the “anima

tors” of ideological discourse-Party and Komsomol Secretaries offeliént

levels who publicly enunciated this discourse without engaging in its evalua
tion. A similar shift toward “objective laws” happened in othewn-linguistic

forms of ideological representation (see fn. 3).

The discursive regime shifted to a “semantic model” of language, in which
the meaning of texts is seen as fixed inside them, transparent, and independent
of context. Elizabeth Mertz gues that in the institutional contexts where the
semantic model of language is dominant (e.g., in secondary education in the
United States) the concept of “literacy” is understood not as abdity toin-
terprettexts, but rather as a technical skill of finding within texts their “literal
meaning,” the skill that can be measured “in context-independent, quantifiable
fashion” (Mertz 1996:232). Similarlyn the context of Soviet discourse, ideo
logical literacy increasingly became seen as a technical skill of reproducing pre

enceAfter 1948, science “was considered to depend not on class interests, but on some ‘objective’
laws of nature” (Rossianov 1993:4532).When in a 1948 speeclydsenko ayued, echoing Mayr
for the class nature of all science, Stalin, who read the draft, remarked onghesniéa-ha-ha!!!
And what about mathematicdPd what about Darwinism?” (Rossianov 1993:443).

35 “Zadachisovetskogo iazykoznaniia v svete trudoV.IStalina” [The tasks of the Sovietdin
guistics in light of L.V. Stalins works],Voprosy iazykoznaniiao. 1, 1952, p4.
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fabricated “blocks” of discourse, with predetermined and context-independent
“literal meanings” attached to them. Ideological discourse was no longer pub
licly evaluated; in the absence of an ultimate authority on the canon, the Party
leaders could only look to othertgxts to calibrate their own, which led to a
progressively form-centered normalization of languagsg.text could poten

tially be seen as a deviation, which made CC secretaries and speech writers
compulsively compare the form of their texts with that of everyoneselse’

According to Fyodor Burlatskii, a speech-writer in Krushchgahnd later
Brezhnevs Central Committees, “the main problem for the new leaders, such
asAndropoy Ponamaryov and other Central Committee Secretaries, became to
avoid committing a political mistake by saying or writing something that could
be considered inappropriate and was likely to raise an objection and irritation
[among others in the leadership]” (auttsinterview). Everyone in the leader
ship, including the General Secretanpw felt continual nervousness about
their discourse. Burlatskii remembers: “When Khrushchev made a speech he
always read it from the written text. Only occasionally he would say: “And now
allow me to divege from the text”& tepef pozvolte mne otoiti ot teksjaHe
would start speaking in the working class language that he learned during the
Party discussions of the early 1930s.Howeverhe well realized that this was
a divegence from the norm and tried not to overuse itAs for Brezhneyhe
never diveged. He was afraid to step outside the limits of the accepted norm,
to not repeat the precise Party language” (atghinterview).

A joke from the 1960s illustrates this progressive discomfdr. General
Secretary Brezhnegurrounded by the members of the CC, is shown around a
Soviet art exhibitionAfter the tour the CC members cautiously gather around
Brezhnev to hear what he thinks. Brezhnev waits for a minute, then declares:
“Very interesting. But let us hear what they think at the top.”

Aresult of this shift in the language model of the leadership was that tArough
out the 1960s, fitial Party speeches and documents became subjected to in
creasingly meticulous and publicly invisible editing with the goal of producing
texts without “a single step sideways from the nonikgkogo otstupleniia ot
normy)” (Burlatskii, authots interview). Most texts at the CC were now writ
ten and edited collectivelyOne of the most stringent editors was Mikhalil
Susloy the Secretary on Ideologiy the cliché “Marxism-Leninism and pro
letariat internationalism” Suslov insisted on replacing the conjunction “and”
with a dash, because, he figured, “Marxism-Leninism already is proletariat in
ternationalism” and “opposing one to the other” by the use of “and” could cre
ate unnecessary confusion (Burlatskii 1988: 18Bg phrase with the dash-be
came fixed and repeated from text to text. Similar types of editing occurred in
all key publications of the CC.

The editors at the journElommunistreplaced unusual words with the dsu
al ones, squeezed out any literarindigsréturshching, and combined sever
al sentences into one paragraph-long sentence by adding commas and obliter
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ating verbs” (Burlatskii, authts interview) A CC Secretaryyurii Andropoy
made his consultants re-write speeches end|esslyat the final stage of edit
ing, “would himself sit at the head of the table with all the consultants, six or
four of us, around him. He liked to have many consultants tog&¥eaerould

edit the final version. He would read a phrase aloud and say: ‘Something here
is wrong.We need to find a dérent formulation.Someone would suggest a
word. He would write it downThen another person would suggest another
word. Then another persolive rewrote the speech collectivelihen the text
was returned to the typisSthenAndropov read it to us again, then agahfe

kept changing formulations until they sounded right” (Burlatskii, atshior
terview).

The process of collective writing and cross-imitation canceled out individ
ual styles, pushing ideological texts in the direction of greater anonymity
replicability, and increasingly cumbersome nosmisleological discourse be
camehypernormalized The CC writers had their own slang term for the new
style of compositior-"block-writing” (blochnoe pis’mp The fixed “blocks,”
explains the speech-writéiconsisted not only of single phrases but also of
whole paragraph&.ou could read these texts top to bottom and bottom to top
with similar results” (Burlatskii, authts interview). In many cases the form of
blocks became more meaningful than any meaning they were designed to con
vey36

The Late-Socialist Pragmatic Model

The emeging dominance of block-writing indicated a shift from a semantic to

a pragmatic model (Mertz 1996) of language. Since literary meaning was seen
as embedded in linguistic form (semantic model of language), eventualy it be
came of secondary importance, with the form taking precedence (pragmatic
model). Innumerable and widely circulated brochures for local propagandists
continued to stress the importance of precise ideological language in the con
struction of Communism, but instead of comparing correct and incorrect
phraseology (essentiallyjarments about literal meaning), they specified exact
forms and instructed all to replicate them word for wérdReference Book

for the Secretary of a Primary Partyg@nization” critiqued those lecturers who

still allowed themselves to speculate on ideological issues in their own terms,
an act which invariably led them to slip into “superficial pseudo-scientific lan
guage.®” The only structural elements of discourse in which experimentation

36 This transformation is an example of Greg Urbaheory on the relationship of power re
garding “entextualization” and “replication” in discourse: “The more discourse is overtly coded as
nonpersonal, that is, not as something generated by the originator but as transmitted by him or her
and the less it is linked to a present context and circumstances, the more likely will the copier be
to replicate it; hence, the more shareable it is” (1996:40).

37 Spravochnik sektaria pewichnoi patiinoi organizatsii,quoted inkommunisno. 9, 1979,
pp.8-17.
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was encouraged were some technical aspects of deliwarlpme of voice,
eye-contact, gesticulation, and “a little bit of humor” (Leont’ev 1975).

As a result, most Soviet people learned to worry less about the literal mean
ings that ideological language was supposed to commurniidasenew “prag
matic model” of language is comparable to how language is view&abio-
American legal practice (Mertz 1996:234). Unlike the semantic model in which
texts are believed to convey context-independent literal meanings (see above),
in the pragmatic model the meaning of texts is neither literal noritadro-
foundly depends on the context and on the resderpretation. For example,
U.S. law schools train students to read legal texts for specific “technical terms”
that serve as pragmatic markers linking texts to concrete contexts (a given le
gal case, relevant previous cases, €fBy learning to identify these markers,
students learn the skill of “recontextualizing” meaning: in each new legal case
new meanings may be “fixed” and “new interpretations may lgeth¥ which
allows “attorney adversaries in practice [toy@e vastly diferent interpreta
tions” of the same texts (Mertz 1996:23b).

The spread of this “pragmatic model” of ideological language to everyday
contexts is illustrated by one of my interviewedile attending the Komso
mol meetings in the 1970s, he paid very little attention to the speeches; and in
stead read a book. Howey®arhen the vote on a resolution was announced by
the question, “who is in favor?,” “a certain sensor would click in the head .
and you raised your hand automaticallytifthak 1997:172). Frequently it was
more relevant to engage with the ideological meetings at the level of pragmat
ic markers, simply reproducing oseidentity as someone who competently
monitors and recognizes the pragmatic flow of the proceedings. However
casionally the same interviewee remembers, it was also important to pay clos
er attention to the discussions, reading the meaning of events and phrases for
their “literal” meaning. In most meetings people took a combination of these
two stances, being involved in a relationship of heteronymous shift withthe un
folding discourse of the meeting: although they meticulously reproduced the
visible form of the ideological signs (by making speeches and voting in favor)
they actively reinterpreted tmeeaninggor which that form stood.

It is as important not to confuse this type of activity with dissimulation, as it
is to recognize U.S. attorneyability to ague vastly incongruous interpreta
tions of the same text as not imposture (Mertz 19B6@. attorneys take ep
posing stances to the same case not to dissimulate seeking justice or take ad
vantage of the system, but becadseerican legal ideology is based on a
“pragmatic model” of justice, where the interpretations of prosecution and de
fense are treated not as “literal” meanings but as techniques allowing the jury
to arrive at the best approximation of justice.

38 These markers are a particular case of Gumpesratextualization cues>any “feature of
linguistic form that contributes to the signaling of contextual presuppositions” (1987 [1982]:131).
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THE ART OF IDEOLOGICAL WRITING

Generative Principles of Block+ing

Soviet media provided endless instances of ideological discourse, one daily ex
ample being the front-page leading artigeredovitsa,of the CC newspaper
Pravda3® These discussed some aspect of the Soviet experience, were collec
tively written by professional CC writers and were never signed. By analyzing
examples from a leading article | will demonstrate some of the fixed principles
according to which any number of proper linguistic blocks were generated,;
these principles may be called “generative principles” of ideological discourse.
The following examples are taken from a 1977 leading article, “The Ideologi
cal Conviction of the Soviet Persoriti¢inost’'sovetskogo chelovekaravda,

July 1, 1977)° For considerations of space, | will limit this analysis to two
generative principles of block-writing: the principle of complex modification
and that of complex nominalizatidh.The first sentence in the Pravda text
reads: “Thenigh levelof social consciousness of the toilers of our coyliitsir
richest collectiveexperience and political reason, manifest themseWthsan
exceptional completeneissthe days of the all-people discussion of the draft of
the Constitution of the USSRA(sokii uoven’obshchestvennogo soznania tru
diashchikhsia nashei stranikh bogateishii kollektivnyi opyi politicheskii
razums iskliuchitel’noi polnotoiproiavliaiutsia v dni vsenarodnogo obsuzh
deniia proekta konstitutsii SSSR).” | have italicized phrases that are nouns with
complex modifiers that function as “building blocks” of ideological discourse.
This does not necessarily mean that such phrases were replicated word for word
from one text to the next; but that most instances of ideological discourse con
tained phrases based on complex modifiers that were constructed according to
two generative principles: the use of multiple modifiers and the use of modi
fiers of degree (e.g., comparative and superlative degree). In the first phrase,
“the high levelof consciousness of the toilers,” the double-modifier “high lev
el” conveys not only the claim that the Soviet toilemisciousness exists (to

be high it must exist), but also that it can be measured comparghiyelifer-

ent “levels.”? The latter claim masks the former one, thereby making it hard
er to question directly and rendering it more natural. Simjlarlyhe phrase,
“their richest collective experience,” the complex modifier “richest collective”
suggests not only that there is a shared entity of “todeerience” (to be rich

it must exist), but also that it can be measured comparatiwetjegree (rich,

39 With a circulation of eleven million (Roxbgin 1987:55)Pravdawas the newspaper readily
accessible to the widest Soviet audience.

40 Due to lack of space, this analysis will be limited only to several generative prindipiese
detailed discussion will be included in my forthcoming manuscript.

41 For a discussion of modifiers in Soviet ideological discourse, see also Humphrey (1989:159).

42 Similarly, in the phrase “deep-sea fishing” the fact that the sea is deep is presupposed (treat
ed as a known and incontestable fact), while in the phrase “the sea is deep” it is treated as con
testable new information.
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richer, the richest}f3 The latter claim again masks the former one, making it
harder to challeng&he complex modifier‘exceptional completeness” per
forms a similar functionThese complex modifiers allow one to convey ideo
logical claims while minimizing the exposure of angbice to critical scruti

ny. The use of such complex modifiers increased as pressure on CC writers to
produce texts with minimum potential deviations and ambiguities intensified
(see above).

Another principle for composing blocks was based on the use of hominal
phrases—nominalizationsPatrick Seriot showed that nominal structures in So
viet ideological discourse were used with much greater frequency than in oth
er genres of Russian discourse (1986:@/)h the shift during the 1960s and
1970s toward the hyperormalized model of discourse, the use of nominal
structures increased and new long nominal chains were créatedhcreased
the circularity of ideological discourse. In the excerpt from the same 1977 lead
ing article; the italicized phrase (which in English translation is broken into two
parts) is a block of multiple nominéfs “The spiritual image of the fighter and
creator of the citizen of the developed socialist societyeals-itself to the
world in all its greatness and beaubpth in the chiseled lines of the outstand
ing document of the contemporary times, and in the living existence, in the
everyday reality of the communist construction (I v chekannykh strokakh vy
daiushchegosia dokumenta sovremennosti, i v zhivoi deistvitel'nosti, v povsed
nevnykh budniakh kommunisticheskogo strodtieia raskryvaetsia pered mirom
vo vsem velichii i krasote dukhovnyi obraztbari sozidatelia, grazhdanina
razvitogo sotsialisticheskogo obshchegtva

The proliferation of such constructions was again fatedf the writersat-
tempts to minimize potential deviations and ambiguities of their texts:-nomi
nals allow one to render ideological claims implicit, masking them behind oth
er ideas, and therefore rendering them less subject to scrutiny or multiple
interpretationsThis nominal chain can be deconstructed into several-corre
sponding verbal phrases, each containing one idea (Seriot 1986): “the citizen
of the developed socialist socié$ya fighter and creatgdr the fighter and cre
ator possessea spiritual image,” “the spiritual imagde great and beautiful,”
etcetera. Converting these verbal phrases into one nominal phrase converts
claimsinto presuppositiongpresenting ideas as pre-established fadts.use
of multiple nominals in one long chain masks some claims (expressed1in earli
er parts of the chain) behind other claims (expressed in later parts). Fer exam
ple, the idea that the citizen of the developed socialist sasiatfighter and
creator is veiled behind two other ideas mentioned in the verbal phrases above.

Of course, like most genres of political discourses, the Bolshevik discourse
employed many nominals from its inception. Howetleg 1970s discourse was

43 On the use of superlatives in Soviet discourse, see Steinvand (1955:82).
44 See theKommunisteditors’strategy for creating long phrases by eliminating verbs, above.
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special: its sentences contained particularly long nominal chains and only one
verb, often simply a copula, with the sole purpose of turning these long chains
of nominals into a sentencehis style created a notoriously “wooden” sound,
giving ideological discourse its popular slang name, “oak languag®byyi

iazyR. In addition, all instances of ideological discourse constantly quoted and
sampled previous texts, solidifying form and making “manifest intertextuality”
(Fairclough 1992: 104) a central principle of block-writing.

Local Repoduction of Ideological Discourse

To understand what ideological texts meant to Soviet people we need to go be
yond discourse and analyze the practices and contexts in which it was produced,
disseminated, and interpreted by people locMigst members of the last So

viet generation, whose practices | discuss in this section, grew up with this mod
el of ideological discourse, encountering it daily in schools, colleges, at work,
in the media, in the Komsomolganization, and so on.

Sasha, who was born in the mid-1950s, was a secretary at the local-Komso
mol Raikom(District Committee)To be trained for the job he attended the High
er Party School, where he took such courses as “The Basics of Marxist-Leninist
Rhetoric.” Students in the course were explicitly taught how to write ideologi
cal texts by using prefabricated bloekdists of key words, quotes, phrases,
and grammatical constructiomster graduation, Sasha, as a Secretary on Ide
ology, prepared texts of documents and speeches and received regularsir
sent from the Central Committee in Moscdie explains: “they stated what
had to be mentionedwhich figures, phrases, words, and quotes from Party
leaders. . . These were usually written so well that we could simply insert them
into our own texts, even when speaking about some local event.”

Sasha was more explicitly trained in the art of block-writing than most peo
ple of his generation who occupied lower positions in the Komsomol hierarchy
Andrei (born in 1954), the Komsomol Secretary of a research institute in a city
district of Leningrad that Sasha supervised, wrote most of his ideological
speeches and texts simply by copying whole passages from old speeches the
previous Secretaries had left behind in the Committee archive. Masha (born in
1970), a high school Komsp(Komsomol oganizer) in the city of Kaliningrad,
wrote her reports and speeches for the regular Komsomol meetings by copying
whole passages from newspapers. She explains: “l took a newspaper and copied
sentences from an appropriate editorial At first, | copied phrases that would
be useful in the text and then wrote the text.”

However copying was not the only technique of text productiith ex
perience one figured out some generative principles of block composition.
Masha, for example, explains that she learned to use “special” constructions in
stead of “common” ones: “It was always important to speak of ‘depth-level
meaning{(glubinnyi smyslas opposed to ‘deep meanifgjubokii smys), and
of ‘unebbing significancghepiekhodiashchee znachehiestead of ‘great sig
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nificance’(bol’'shoe znachenj& In other words, Masha learned to use the-com
plex modifiers of degree discussed in the previous section: the modifier “depth-
level” (glubinny) unlike “deep” glubokii), conveys not simply the concept of
depth but its comparative (superlative) dedfegimilarly, the modifier “uneb

bing,” unlike “great,” conveys not just significance butésiporaldimension.

In both cases, one claim (that some event has “meaning” or “significance”) is
masked and thus naturalized behind anotherdéat it can be measured by
comparative or temporal degre@scording to Masha, if the speech was writ

ten for a meeting devoted to “all-people holidaysgnaodnye prazdnilj she

had to describe the importance of the event by composing a particular type of
general statement. Such statements include long chains of nominals, similar to
those discussed in the previous section. Consider one example (nominal chains
are italicized): The unebbing significance of the vigtaf the working class

in the Geat October Socialist Revolutidor for a diferent event: of the Soviet
people in the Great Patriotiar) is impossible to overestimatdgprekhodi
ashchee znachenie pobedy rabochego klassdikoVOktiabrskoi sotsialis
ticheskoi evoliutsii(Sovetskogo narodavelikoi Otechestvennoi voine) nevoz
mozhno pereotsenit’).

As mentioned earliem the new pragmatic model used by people for the pro
duction and interpretation of ideological discourse the generative principles and
lexical blocks (like the block of ritualistic practice, such as voting in faver dur
ing meetings) played the role of pragmatic markers that signaled ideological con
texts but usually did not have to be read on the level of literal meaning. Masha,
for example, remarks: “I often would be unable to explain in my own words what
| wrote. Everyone, sort of, had a general feeling that the text sounded precise
(chetkg and impressivevpechatliaushcheAs a child | was always impressed
by these serious and uncleserieznye i neponiatnyghrases.”To Masha and
her contemporaries the texts sounded “precise” and “impressive” because of their
pragmatic architecture-these texts usgatecisegenerative principles and blocks
of ideological discourse and therefore rigorously performed the pragmatic func
tion of marking ideological contexts in everyday lif&e weight of meaning in
this discourse had shifted from literal meaning to linguistic forptoouse Ja
cobsons terms, the “poetic function” of locally produced ideological discourse
became more important than its “referential functiatdoqobson 1960

Rendering Ideology Meaningful

It would be a mistake, howevéo conclude that such Komsomol members as
SashaAndrei, and Masha, who often paid more attention to the pragmatic as

45 The adjectivglubinnyi(depth-level) emphasizes a great level of depth, vghileokii (deep)
refers to depth in general.

46 The “poetic function” of language emphasizes the aesthetics of the medium into which the
message is packed, how it saysot what it saysThe “referential function” emphasizes the “mes
sage” (meaning) itselfJacobson 1960).
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pects of their texts than to their literal meanings, were simply dissimulators or
opportunists who did not care for the ideological values of socialism. Such a
view would ignore the important and fascinating fact that many Soviet people,
including many members of the last Soviet generation, were able to conduct
much of the daily ideological practice in the pragmatic ways described above
precisely because they continued to subscribe to a more general understanding
of socialism. In this they were much like the above-mentioned U.S. attorneys,
whose practice of guing diametrically opposing positions in concrete legal
cases should not be read as pure utilitarianism, but, on the coagany indi

cation of a shared and sincere belief in the importance of the concept of justice.
As anthropologists know well, practices that may appear contradictory-to out
side observers (or in one context) do not have to be so for insiders (er in an
other context)To understand what concrete practices may tell us about-the na
ture of a given social system we need to analyze the actual contexts where actors
engage in thenThis is why in this section | will consider how the low-ranking
local practitioners of Soviet ideology reproduced the social contexts in which
ideological texts circulated.

In the early 1980s, the Secretéuydrei was assigned by the Raikom te or
ganize a “lecture group” in his instituieen rank-and-file Komsomol members
had to write and deliver political-ideological lecturpslitinformatsiig) in the
course of the year in front of their colleagu&s Andrei expected, most tried
to avoid the taskTo solve the problenfAndrei explains, “our Committee de
cided to create a lecture group on paperWe even had five or six people in
it. ... I said to a friend of mine: “you will be the leadéte had to keep a sys
tem of reportsdtchetnos{ about lectures and, if a report was reviewed by the
Raikom, to discuss it with a competent loskgfamotnym vidojnAnd also,
when possible, once or twice a ygararrange real lectures, so that there was
something to refer to just in case.”

Such arrangements were so commonplace that they did not appear surpris
ing either to the Committee or the rank-and-file memBersording toAndrei,
the Raikom “hardly ever spoke with real people. Preparing credible reports was
[Andrei's Committees] main task.’After reviewing the reports of dérent or
ganizations in the district, the Raikom issued its own report in windnei’s
lecturing group was named “exemplérs | mentioned, it would be a mistake
to conclude from this description thatdrei was simply an opportunist or €is
simulator In fact, he thought of himself as a rather conscientious Komsomol
Secretary who believed that in general political lectures were an important form
of ideological-education workideino-vospitatel’naia rabota At the same
time, as a practitioner of that work, he knew that ganize people and -or
chestrate events was not as easy as devising them on paper

Like many others of his generatidndrei came to believe that socialistval
ues were more important than bureaucratic rules and that some ideological tasks
could be ignored without detriment, while others had to be performed with all
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earnestness. He distinguished between two types of Komsomol prabice.
first he called “formality” proformg and “ideological shell’ifleoclogicheskaia
shelukh3—it consisted of the production of pragmatic markers (well-formed
reports, textual blocks, etc.) that simply signaled unavoidable ideological con
texts.The second type of ideological wakkdrei called “work with meaning”
(rabota so smyslomand this he found important and enjoyable, and often or
ganized on his own initiative.

Among the examples of that work he lists various professional and cultural
initiatives: contests among young employees of the institute for the best pro
fessional skills Konkurs pofmasterstvp the system of apprenticeshipaé
tavnichestv) the museum devoted to the institatele during the wawork
in agricultural farms and construction brigades, assistance to young families
with housing and kindgarten for children, sports competitions, lecture series
on history amateur theatrical performances, concerts of music groups, youth
dances, celebrations, hikes in the coyrdand so on. For ganizing these di
verse activitiesAndrei won several honorary diplomaggmotg “For Kos
momolWork,” awards of which he was proud and which he kept on the wall in
his office, and later at home. For him, these were not meaningless documents
received in exchange for meaningless activities, but signs of public recognition
of his oganizing talents, creativity and genuine concern for the social good.

In practice, the two types of wotk“pure formality” and “work with mean
ing”—were in a mutually constitutive relationship: fulfilling some “formality”
was a necessary prerequisite for being able to perform “work with meaning.”
To put this diferently, performing the unavoidable and ritualized “formality”
helped to outline the ideological space (Whadrei calls “shell”) within which
other “meaningful” forms of ideological work and socialist life could proceed.

The abovementioned school Secretbtsisha, was equally passionate about
and proud of the “meaningful” aspects of her Komsomol work: initiating aca
demic support to the students who lagged behind and assistance to the local el
derly war veterangnother student, Igor (born in 1960), who, in the late 1970s
was the Komsay of a school class in the town of Sovetsk (the region of Kalin
ingrad), strongly disliked the meaningless side of his duties. Remembering that
aspect of Komsomol work Igor exclaims: “Oh, how | hated the Komsomol
meetings for their endless formality and boredom!” Nonetheless, this antipathy
did not preclude him from being morally engaged in other aspects of Komso
mol work such as ganizing programs for helping the eldelgctures about
political situations in dferent parts of the world, or debates about literature.
Igor even volunteered for the post of school Korgs®veral years in a row
While he hated the bureaucratic formality of many rituals, he admired many so
cialist values for which other Komsomol work stood. Igor explains:

Joining the Komsomol, at age fifteen, was an important event for me. | wanted to be in

the Komsomol because | wanted to be among the young avant-garde who would work
to improve life.. . . | felt that if you lived according to the right schemschool, inst
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tute, work—everything in your life would be fine. . Basically for me the govern
ments policy was correct. It consisted simply of a care for people, of free hospitals, good
education. My father was an example of this polldg was our regios’chief doctor

and worked hard to improve the medical services for the p&opdeny mother worked

hard as a doctowe had a fine apartment from the state.

A myriad of similar descriptions makes clear that the relationship of the last So
viet generation with dicial ideology did not simply involve a resistance to-ide
ology, or its opportunistic use for self-advancement, or a dissimulated-repeti
tion of official ideological statements, but also entailed interesting and creative
acts of rendering communist ideology meaningful within the broader frame
work of human values.

Intertextuality

“Meaningful” life was produced within “formulaic” ideological contexts by en
gaging with a wide variety of discourses and practices that were not strictly
“ideological” but that were often explicitly linked with some ideological sym
bols and meaning3o give an example of these discourses and practices in the
case of the last Soviet generation, | will analyze the production of youth cul
ture that drew not only on ideological Soviet values but also on ¢eois”
Western values, even though the latter were routinely condemned in the ideo
logical discourse of the Soviet press as anti-communist (Stites 1993; Frisby
1989;Troitsky 1988.Yurchak 1999; Friedbgrl985) All Secretaries and Kom
soigs previously discussed were variously involved in producing “youth cul
ture” activities, and listed these activities as examples of Komsomol work “with
meaning.” In the analysis belpiwill focus on this work in the case of the now
familiar Komsomol Secretandrei.

WhenAndrei studied in school in the early 1970s, he, like millions of his
contemporaries, became a fanAsfglo-American rock music. He and his
school-mates fantasized about having their own band, occasionally jammed at
home, and named their impromptu band in Engh§the Boys fsm a Mogue.

At the university between 1973 and 1978ndrei met more music fans, and
started participating in an active exchange of tapédwi@lfy, the music of most
Western rock bands did not exist in the Soviet universee could not pur
chase the records éfice CooperLed ZeppelinPink Floyd,or Deep Purple

in stores, hear them on the radio or see them in concert. Morduseype of
music was regularly denounced ificifl publications as an example of beur
geois cultureYet in the daily life ofAndrei’'s generation this music was in vi
brant existence. Small numbers\iéstern records were brought into the So
viet Union from abroad by Soviet sailors, copied over and over on reel-to-reel
recorders, and in this reduplicated form spread at an exponential rate among
members of the younger generation around the catiftry

47 That system became knownraagnitizdathome recording production) (@itsky 1988Yur-
chak 1999).
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From the late 1970s into the early 1980s, as a member of the Komsomol
Committee at the university and later at the research insttutiegi oganized
youth dances at which he played tape-recorded copies of this “non-existent”
Western music through the sound system and delivered short lectures about dif
ferentWestern bandsAndrei also oganized concerts of “amateur” Russian
bands that emged in the 1970s and were neithdioidlly registered nor di-
cially forbidden (TFoitsky 1988; Cushman 199%urchak 1999)All these
events needed the approval of a local Party Secrataigh Andrei usually
managed to secure by representing them in his reports as ideologically sound
forms of Komsomol youth lifekomsomogko-molodezhnaia zhidn’Let us
consider how this combination &hdrei's practices as Komsomol Secretary
and cultural aganizer was reflected at the level of his discourse. In 1282,
drei, a brand-new Komsomol Secretary of the research institute, presented his
first speech at the annual Komsomol meetifilge speech started with the
words: “One of the central directions in the work of the Komsomol is politico-
ideological education of young peoplée formation of the Marxist-Leninist
world-view, anuncompomising attitude(neprimirimoe otnoshenjego bour
geois ideology and moralitthe education of young people in the spirit of So
viet patriotism and socialist internationalispthese are the central tasks-fac
ing the ideological leadership of our Komsomajamization.”

According to the Soviet medigfestern rock music was a prime example of
whatAndrei referred to as the “bayeois ideology and morality” that had crept
into Soviet life and needed to be fough. article that appeared in the central
Komsomol newspapétomsomogkaia Pravdan 1981, several months before
Andrei’s speech, explained thisfiofal ideological position: “[Véstern rock
bands] almost completely lack ancompomising attitude to the vices of the
bourgeois world. . . The songs of new trendy stars only lead the listeners away
into the world of unrealizable illusion$his is music-drugruzyka-narkotik
music-sleeping-pill thuzyka-snotvornde music-deceit riuzyka-obman. . .
Instead of progressthis is regressrhis is a natural fate, a logical conclusion
of the “evolution” of rock music, an indivisible part of téestern mass cul
ture—a deformed dépring of an unequal marriage between art and busifigss.”

These two ideological texts represent the discursive regime of the early
1980s: the literal meaning shdrei's speech is angument for a need to de
velop an “uncompromising attitude to bgaois ideology and morality”; the
literal meaning of the newspaper article is aguarent thatVestern rock mu
sic as a cultural form lacked precisely that “uncompromising attitude to the
vices of the bowgeois world” (see italicized parts). It was quite cl#zerefore,
that on the level of literal meaningestern rock was claimed to be a manifes
tation of bougeois culture and moralitidoweverto understand how the young

48 Barko, V. “Pered stenoi okazalastégodnia populiarnaia muzyka na zapade” [Popular music
in theWest has hit the wallKomsomokkaia Pravdal9 Mar 1981 (emphasis added).
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Soviet audiences in fact interpreted such texts we also need to consider the con
texts for their production and circulation, and other discourses and practices
these people were involved in at that time.

In 1982, the same year thatdrei made his Komsomol speech, a friend lent
him an issue of &Vestern European magazimdusic Expess,brought by a
sailor from abroadAndrei painstakingly translated a fepage article from the
magazine about a heavy metal guitarist, Michael Schenker of the German rock
groupThe Scorpions, and typed it up on the Komsomol Committee typewriter
Later, he referred to facts from the text when he introduced tape-recorded songs
of The Scorpions during his Komsomol danddee translation describes in-de
tail the career of the heavy metal star and his stereotypical heavy-metal prob
lems: “Now Michaels drug addiction became truly ‘heavy.. He added
tablets and cocaine to alcoholhe translation ends with a cheerful appeal to
the fans: “So, what keeps Michael alive? Of course, the same as you-and me
‘heavy metall!”

The text thafAndrei translated seems to represemdrei’s genuine passion
for bougeois rock music and its decadent culture, and seems to encourage
praise from the audiencit the same timeAndrei’s Komsomol speech seems
to appeal for an uncompromising attitude against théet).Andrei and his
young audiences did not seem troubled by this apparent contradiction between
the two discourses. In fadindrei claims that both texts were equally impor
tant to him because they represented major activities in which he was engaged
during that year of his life. He stored both texts in the same folder marked
“1982” among documents and pictures in his home archive, where | discovered
them. Note, thaAndrei’s Komsomol speech, just like the newspaper article,
contained recognizable pragmatic markers that unmistakably linked these texts
with the space of ideologiut disconnected them from other contexts of every
day life.These markers allowethdrei and his audiences to discriminate i in
terpreting such texts: some aspectéimrei's critique of bouyeoisWestern
culture (e.g., imperialism, colonialism, cold war politics, thirst for mpaty)
were widely subscribed to at the level of literal meaning, while other aspects of
that critique (e.g., thtlestern rock was an examplevi@éstern bowgeois cu
ture to be opposed) were treated as a formulaic enfratfing.

Just like in the examples discussed earliadrei’'s young audience could
avoid reading newspaper articles criticaMédéstern culture as a whole at the
level of “literal” meanings. Indeed, as two prominent Soviet sociologists of
youth culture (both ardent Party members and representatives of an older gen
eration) pessimistically concluded in 1982 after a long study throughout-the So
viet Union, the new Soviet youth that seemed to be conscientious in varous as
pects of communist morality was nevertheless rather blind to any connections
between “Véstern music” and “the politics of anti-Communism” (Ikonnikova

49 See Humphrey (1994) on “evocative transcript,” and Brenneis (1986) on “indirection.”
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and Lisovskii 1982:9697). At the same time, this complex reading alse im
plied that Soviet youth did not necessarily interjgfestern rock music and eul

ture the way it was interpreted Byestern audiences iWestern contexts. For
example, in the article abolihe ScorpionthatAndrei translated, the reference

to drugs was read as a pragmatic marker of an imaginary and exotic context of
Western rock culture that existed fandrei and his peers on the level of fan
tasy However when in reality marijuana was discovered in the univessity’
dormitory, Andrei, as a conscientious member of the Komsomol Committee,
helped to aganize a vigorous campaign against drugs.

In the 1970s, for many young people across the Soviet Union, inclding
drei, there was nothing contradictory about snEgssionate fifity to some
values of both anti-bogeois Communist ideology and anti-communist bour
geois cultureThis simultaneity of interests and passions was possible because
of the dynamic and “situated” relationship of these young people with ideolo
gy. Examples of this dynamic relationship can also be found in private eonver
sations between members of the last Soviet generation during the late socialist
period. For a final illustration | will analyze excerpts from private letters writ
ten in the late 1970s by a teenaddikolai (born in 1959), from the Siberian
cities ofYakutsk and Novosibirsk, to his teenage friend in Leningrad. For Niko
lai, like Andrei, the ideals and ethics of Communism and of dpeis\Western
rock music were equally important and he spoke about them with his best friend
with passion and sinceritilikolai was well aware of the apparent contradic
tions between these values, which is why he actively engaged in reinterpreting
the meaning of Communist ideology by disagreeing with how aspects of it were
interpreted by school fifials and the media. Instead of resisting ideology
wholesale, he &ctively domesticated it, making it meaningful in his life. In
high school invakutsk, Nikolai occupied the post of the Komsomol Secretary
and took that work very seriousldle wrote to his Leningrad friend (13 May
1975,Yakutsk): “I believe in communism, and my belief is unshakable. It is so
enormous that there would be enough for several more people. But this is not
brainless, not blind faith. | do not like very loud words, but | will say one thing:
the building of communism is the task of my life. Howeteibe able to build it
one must know it, and know not only thedoyt how to put theory to lif@ his
is why | joint the Komsomol, this is why | cherish everything connected with it.”

On 7 October 1977, Nikolai wrote that he had just heard recordings of the
British bands Queen and King Crimson, and that the latter band especially “im
pressed me quite a bit” and “I'd like to find out more about them.” He ended
the letter with a response to his friemdomment in an earlier letter:. 32 |
share your sorrow over the death of Elvis Presey 23 NovemberNikolai
added that the British bands King Crimson ¥gd represented “no longer sim
ple pop musicdstradg” but a “much higherdeeperand more powerful” mu
sic “that deserves to be called music that will live in the centuries to come (
vekakh.” Nikolai’s comments and his choice of bands, especially King-Crim
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son, suggest that he was a serious lover of music, one interested not in easy-

listening pop, but in rock as a form of art. It is also noteworthy that in the 1970s,

tape recordings of such “non-existeléstern bands managed to reach even

relatively remote Siberian towns and played an important role in the upbring

ing of Soviet youthWhen Nikolai became a student at Novosibirsk Universi

ty, in the Fall of 1977, he wrote about the active interesVéstern music

among his fellow students (14 Decemtdovosibirsk): “Many of our students

have personal collections of stereo recordings of the best rock Bithdsigh

| must say that as far as the Beatles are concerned, | hear them rather rarely

Over here, itis more common to listen to “Deep Purple,” “Led Zeppelin,” “Pink

Floyd,” “Yes,” “Queen,” “Whgs,” “King Crimson; “ Alice Coopef' “ Uriah

Heep, and less frequently otherBhe ones that | underlined | like most of all.”
Nikolai was well aware of the fafial Soviet criticism of this bogreois mu

sic and indeed explicitly contested this criticism. Importahtiyveverhis con

testation was not a resistance to Communist ideetegy a serious student of

Communism he contested thdidal criticism from the position of the same

Communist values that this criticism purported to uphblek next two quotes

illustrate how Nikolai actively reinterpreted Soviet ideolagyndering it com

patible with the Communist ideals as he understood and admiredwfsm.

the friend from Leningrad wrote about the conflict his classmates had with their

teacher of aesthetics, a representative of the system and an older generation who

criticized the young for their interests in the “bgewmis”Western rock, Nike

lai responded by explicitly linkingVestern rock to the fifially celebrated

achievements of Soviet socialism (e.g., space exploration, nuclear physics) and

of “good” non-bougeois international culture (e.g., classical music). On 21

January 1977, he wrote froviakutsk:

... tell your teacher of aesthetics that one cannot view the world around from a prehis
toric position.. . . Because from a higher ground one can clearly see that rock music and
its relatives are worthy successors of classical music, and that “the Be&ateslin
precedented phenomenon of our life whose impact on the humais ppiechaps, com
parable with space flights and nuclear physicsOne cannot educate us not knowing
how we live, over what we def, and what and why we lovéell her that | love Bach,
Vivaldi, Tchaikovsky RakhmaninoyShchedrinAnd yet, with no reservation, | can put
next to them Paul McCartnely she does not understand this she is not a teacher of liv
ing progressive aesthetics, but a preacher of dogmatic aesthetics, which is just like reli
gious ... aesthetics (original emphasis).

Nikolai's passionate belief in communist ideals, and his use of prescribed ide
ological forms to formulate them in his discourse, did not preclude him from
disagreeing with some fafial interpretations of these ideals and from sending
these thoughts across the country through tfieia@fSoviet mail>® Compar

50 This point challenges Orwed'model of “Newspeak”: individual speech can be creative and
unpredictable even if the form of available public discourse is strictly contralea see Butler
on “the space of agency” in controlled discourse (Butler 1997b:129; 1997a:15).
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ing an ideological version of the communist aesthetics to a religious dogma,
Nikolai argues for a need to reinterpret Communism in more flexible, human
istic, and non-dogmatic terms, terms that allow he and his peers to see many as
pects of “bougeois” culture as compatible with Communist values.

CONCLUSION

This paper started with the question: what was it about the Soviet system that
made its “collapse” appear completely unimaginable and surprisingly fast not
only to mostWestern Sovietologists but also to most Soviet people? One an
swer lies in the nature of Soviet peoplahderstandings of and relations with
the oficial communist ideology in the decades that preceded the collapse. In
the late 1950s through the early 1960s, Soviet ideology experienced-a trans
formation toward a new pragmatic model: it was increasingly more important
to reproduce precise ideological forms than to adhere to the precise mean-
ingsthese forms were supposed to conuglimately the announced Party
project for the creation of the New Soviet Person was both successful-and un
successful. In line with the Party claims, the Soviet people unanimously re
produced the system on the level of form: they participated in mgasior
zations, voted in favor of ideological resolutions, publicly manifested support
at mass rallies and fulfilled faial plans in numbers and reporfsnd yet,
contrary to the Party claims, many Soviet people, especially the younger gen
erations, creatively reinterpreted the meanings of the ideological symbols, de-
ideologizing static dogmas and rendering communist values meaningful on
their own termsThe act of the reproduction of form with the reinterpretation
of meaning, which this paper theorizes &gteonymous shificannot be re
duced to resistance, opportunism, or dissimulation; indeed, it allowed many
Soviet people to continue adhering to Communist ideals and to see themselves
as good Soviet citizen¥he unanimous and ubiquitous replication of ideo
logical forms, coupled with ong’afinity to many communist values, con
tributed to the appearance of the Soviet reality as monolithic and et&rnal.
the same time, the constant internal reinterpretation of the ideological mean
ings, which were the systesneryraison d’éte, contributed to the condi

tions of possibility for the systesiimminent implosion, without necessarily
causing this implosionVhen the Party leadership, headed by Gorbadhev

the mid-1980s launched the critical public debategesdstioika, they only
wanted to reform socialism, while still preserving it. Like all others, they did
not see the internal “conditions of possibility” for what they were, and-there
fore did not expect the collapse. Howesrintroducing this new critical dis
course they rendered the logic of heteronymous shift suddenly visible and
publicly discussed, which amounted to a new change in the sgstiésaur

sive regimePerestioikabecame a final public manifestation of a major trans
formation that had already taken place inside the system quietly and invis-
ibly.
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