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[lapTua  TOp>KeCTBEHHO  IPOBO3IJIallaeT:  HbIHellHee
IIOKOJIEHWEe  COBETCKUX JIIoJeh OyJeT KUTb IpHU
KOMMYHU3Me!

- Nikita Khrushchev, Twenty-Second Congress of the
Communist Party of the USSR, 2 August 1961

MBI He XpaHUM CTapMHy He NOTOMY, YTO €e MHOrO, He
IOTOMY, YTO CpeJid Hac MaJIo LieHUTeJ el KpacoThl POLLIOTo,
MaJI0 MaTPUOTOB, JIOOAIIUX POJHYI0 HCTOPUIO U POJHOE
HCKYCCTBO, @ IOTOMY, YTO CJMIIKOM CIIeIIUM, CJUILIKOM XK/ eM
HeMe/lJIEHHOU «OTJauu», He BEpUM B MeJlJIeHHble LieJIUTeH

AYIIN.

- Dmitrii Likhachev, ‘Kraevedenie kak nauka i kak
deyatel'nost’?

1 ‘Kraevedenie kak nauka i kak deyatel’'nost’, republished in Russkaya kul’tura (Moscow:
Iskusstvo, 2000), p. 162.

2 In an article on the Conservative government’s proposals to revise the national curriculum for
history in British schools, Richard Evans notes that around 40% of A-level students choose Hitler
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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the state-sponsored rise of local patriotism in the post-
1961 period, interpreting this as part of the effort to strengthen popular support
for and the legitimacy of the Soviet regime during the second phase of de-
Stalinization. It shifts the analytical focus away from the Secret Speech of 1956,
the time of Khrushchev’s full-scale assault on Stalin and his legacy, to the
Twenty-Second Party Congress of 1961, the inauguration of a utopian and
pioneering plan to build Communism by 1980. The thesis considers how this
famously forward-looking programme gave rise to an institutionalized
retrospectivism as Soviet policy makers turned to the past to mobilize popular
support for socialist construction. It examines how this process played out in the
Russian North West, where Soviet citizens were encouraged to turn inwards to
examine their local history and traditions, and to reread these through the lens

of Soviet socialism.

The thesis takes as a case study the towns of Novgorod, Pskov, and Vologda,
where the state-sponsored regeneration of local traditions significantly impacted
on the self-perception of local communities. In the first part, I look at the
strategies for representing and displaying local culture in pubic institutions: the
textual treatment and symbolic ordering of urban space in local tourist guides;
the heritage movement and the attribution of cultural value to certain objects
from the local landscape; and the primary focuses of the exhibitive ‘gaze’ in local

museums. The second part of the thesis shifts the focus from institutionalized



culture to popular culture, examining the informal practices and oral traditions
that exist alongside the authoritative discourses of social identity in the post-
Soviet period. The popular interpretation of public sculpture, the collective
imagination of urban space, and the ‘common knowledge’ of the past as it is

articulated in oral narratives are the focuses of discussion.
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TRADITIONS IN
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 1961 AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE

European history of the second half of the twentieth century - the processes of
material and psychological reconstruction, economic growth, urban
modernisation, and social transformation - has often been dismissed as dull and
unengaging by contrast with the cataclysmic events and social upheavals of the
first half of the century. The bloody revolutions, violent repressions and purges,
and physical devastation of the Second World War continue to hold the attention
of European historians and, if the choices made by A-level students in British
classrooms today are anything to judge by,? will continue to dominate the
historiographical horizon for the generation to come. Soviet historiography is far
from an exception in this context, demonstrating a clear bias towards the

‘Events’ of the twentieth century: the Russian Revolution, Stalinism, and the

2 In an article on the Conservative government’s proposals to revise the national curriculum for
history in British schools, Richard Evans notes that around 40% of A-level students choose Hitler
and the Nazis for their special subject, and the next most popular topic is Stalin. See Richard ].
Evans, ‘The Wonderfulness of Us: The Tory Interpretation of History’, London Review of Books, 17
March 2011 (http://www.lrb.co.uk/v33/n06/richard-j-evans/the-wonderfulness-of-us) [last
accessed: 16 March 2011].
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Second World War. The period between Stalin’s death and the collapse of the
authoritarian system has consequently been interpreted as a political appendix
of sorts, a tepid period of ‘thaw’ and ‘stagnation’ compared to the cascades and

whirlpools of the previous decades.3

A number of excellent studies of the post-war period have nevertheless made
headway into correcting this historiographical bias. These works have picked
apart the idea of a ‘return to normalcy’ in the post-Stalin period, scrutinizing its
political impulses and throwing light on its destabilizing social consequences.*
Polly Jones’s edited collection of articles, The Dilemmas of De-Stalinization, thus
sheds light on the social and cultural impact of the de-Stalinizing reforms,
comparing the reform agenda of the post-Stalin regime with the expectations of
the Soviet public.> Miriam Dobson, in her enlightening study of Gulag returnees
after Stalin, builds on studies such as this to demonstrate the dual nature of de-
Stalinization, as both a process of dismantling existing structures and the
establishment of new forms of social control and institutionalized intolerance.®

These works have cast doubt on the wisdom of the conventional periodization of

3 A crude but nevertheless revealing measure of this situation is the number of hits that a search
of the Oxford Libraries Information System (OLIS) produces when charged to find books with the
words Stalin, Stalinism, or Stalinist in their titles (1038), as opposed to Khrushchev, post-Stalin,
and de-Stalinisation/de-Stalinization (83).

4 See, for example, Donald Filtzer, Soviet Workers and De-Stalinization (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992); Caroline Humphrey, Karl Marx Collective: Economy, Society, and Religion
in a Siberian Collective Farm (Cambridge; Paris: Cambridge University Press; Maison des sciences
de 'homme, 1983) reissued as Marx Went Away - but Karl Stayed Behind (Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan Press, 1998); for a study of youth culture in post-Stalin Russia see Juliane Fiirst,
Stalin’s Last Generation: Soviet Post-War Youth and the Emergence of Mature Socialism (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2010); for an analysis of the internal shifts in the political system of the
late-Soviet period, 1950s-1980s, see Alexei Yurchak, Everything Was Forever Until It Was No
More: the last Soviet generation (Princeton, N.J.; Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2006).

5 The Dilemmas of De-Stalinization: Negotiating Cultural and Social Change in the Khrushchev Era,
ed. by Polly Jones (London; New York: Routledge, 2006).

6 Miriam Dobson, Khrushchev’s Cold Summer: Gulag Returnees, Crime, and the Fate of Reform after
Stalin (Ithaca, New York; London: Cornell University Press, 2009).

16



the post-war era, raising questions about the usefulness of categories such as
‘late-Stalinism’, ‘Thaw’, and ‘stagnation’. Indeed, as Stephen Lovell’s history of
post-1941 Russia and the Soviet Union has demonstrated, alternative
chronological frameworks can challenge the relevance and applicability of such
metaphors and provide new tools for conceptualising the period and its

developments.”

By rooting this analysis in the political events of 1961, I hope to contribute to
this process of rethinking the existing periodization of post-war Russian history.
The Twenty-Second Party Congress of 1961 marked a political and ideological
shift whose significance was equal to that of the better-known Twentieth
Congress in 1956. It was the moment that the Communist Party rallied and
regained its ideological equilibrium after an interlude of political uncertainty
and existential crisis. As Dobson maintains, the Congress was the source of a
‘coherent eschatological myth’, the moment in which the revelations of 1956
were worked into a teleological narrative and re-interpreted as grist to the mill
in the march towards Communism.? Following the discursive destabilization
caused by the Secret Speech, the people of the Soviet Union were offered a
concrete set of values and ideals: the Moral Code of the Builder of Communism
and the new Programme of the Communist Party. Blueprints for the
achievement of Communism replaced ideological equivocation. Once the

foundations of the ‘glorious house of Communism’ had been laid, Khrushchev

7 See Stephen Lovell, The Shadow of War: Russia and the USSR, 1941 to the Present (Oxford: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2010).
8 Dobson, p. 195.
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explained, the ‘walls’ of the building - a surplus of material and cultural goods -

could be raised and the redistribution of national wealth could take place.

OCBOEHUWE KOoCMOCH

Fig. 1
The vitrine showcase ‘Osvoenie kosmosa’ at the Vologda kraevedcheskii museum organized to
celebrate the Twenty-Second Party Congress10
Fig. 2.
A group of visitors at the Vologda kraevedcheskii museum in 1961.11

Yet, the ideological programme launched at the Twenty-Second Congress was
riven by internal contradictions. If the society of the future was to be a
consumer-driven one of material plenitude, the builders of that society were to
be Communists of unshakable ideological integrity, whose primary concern was
the collective good.1? In the 12-point Moral Code, the ideal qualities of the New
Soviet Man or Woman - patriotism, diligence, conscientiousness, social
solidarity, decency and truthfulness - were laid out. Injustice, parasitism,

deviousness, and professional opportunism, on the other hand, were

9 ‘Programma KPSS’, section I, part I, 2 August 1961.

10 VOKM, op. 1, d. 403, 1. 30.

11 VOKM, op. 1, d. 403, 1. 31.

12 Catriona Kelly describes the attempt to combine ideological rigour with the promise of
consumerism and material welfare in the 1961 programme in Refining Russia: Advice Literature,
Polite Culture, and Gender from Catherine to Yeltsin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), pp.
314-315.
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characteristics to be fought against in oneself or others.13 Yet the questions
remained: How were such ideals to be inculcated in Soviet citizens in an
increasingly materialist society? What sort of cultural work could be done to
ensure the interests of Communist society remained relevant to an ever more

individualistic and consumerist community?

The new programme was ostensibly focused on the future. Famously,
Communism was supposed to be achieved by 1980. However, in the post-1961
period, as [ argue in this thesis, the pre-revolutionary and Soviet past became
one of the most important focuses of Soviet cultural work in the attempt to craft
new forms of social solidarity. The past provided a source of heroes, myths, and
icons to mobilize and spur the nation forward along the path to Communism. In
an attempt to strengthen local and national patriotism, certain elements of the
national past were ‘objectivized’ in institutions of cultural memory, such as
museums and monuments, and commemorated in text, in tourist guides and
history books. The familiarization with a particular vision of the national and
local past was supposed to make Soviet citizens aware of their place in the
nation’s history and their role in turning the last page of that volume, the

construction of Communism.

Yet this was not a simple repetition of the events of the 1930s when, as David
Brandenberger and others have illustrated, icons and myths from Russian

history were deployed to mobilize popular support of the regime and lend it

13 ‘Moral’nyi kodeks stroitelya kommunizma’, Programma KPSS, section V, part L.
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legitimacy.1# In the post-Stalin period, the regeneration of cultural traditions
took place not only at a national level; it also played out in the local arena,
informing the activities of regional cultural institutions and elites. Soviet citizens
were offered focuses of national memory - the Decembrist revolt, the life and
legend of Vladimir Il'ich, the Second World War -, but were also encouraged to
turn inwards to examine the particular role their locality had played in the
events of national history and to celebrate their local heroes and heroines. By
stimulating local patriotism, it was hoped, Soviet citizens would become more
engaged in the process of constructing socialism, perceiving themselves as an

integral part of the nation’s heroic past, present, and utopian future.1>

1.2 THE REVIVAL OF KRAEVEDENIE

At the centre of the process of crafting local patriotism was the revival of the
repressed discipline of kraevedenie, the history of which deserves to be detailed
briefly in this introductory discussion. Kraevedenie, according to the Bol’shaya
Sovetskaya Entsiklopediya, is the 'BcecTopoHHee U3y4yeHUe onpeAeEHHON YacTH

CTpaHBbI, rOpoaa UJH AE€PEBHU, AD. IoceJieHUM MeCTHbIM HaceJieHUueM, 4Jid

14 David Brandenberger, National Bolshevism: Stalinist Mass Culture and the Formation of Modern
Russian National Identity, 1931-1956 (Cambridge, Massachusetts; London: Harvard University
Press, 2002); for other discussions of the rise of historical conservatism in the Stalin era see
Nicholas S. Timasheff, The Great Retreat: The Growth and Decline of Communism in Russia (New
York: E. P. Dutton, 1946); and Kevin M. F. Platt and David Brandenberger, “Terribly Romantic,
Terribly Progressive or Terribly Tragic?”: Rehabilitating Ivan IV under I. V. Stalin, 1937-1953’,
Russian Review, 58, 4 (1999), 635-654.

15 These intentions were reflected in the language of cultural preservation that emerged in the
post-Stalin era. For example, in the Decree N2 1327 of the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR ‘On
the Further Improvement of Work for the Preservation of Cultural Monuments in the RSFSR’ of
30 August 1960, it was stated that the preservation of local heritage '[uMeeT] BaxkHOe 3HaYeHuUe B
BOCIIUTAHUHU Y TPYASIIUXCsI, 0COGEHHO Y MOJIOZEXH, YyBCTBA IVyGOKOT0 yBaXKEHUS K
HMCTOPUYECKOMY MPOIIJIOMY HAlIEro Hapoja u 68U K Pogune'. Okhrana pamyatnikov istorii i
kul'tury: Sbornik dokumentov (Moscow: Sovetskaya Rossiya, 1973), p. 139.
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KOTOPOTO0 3Ta TEPPUTOPUS CUUTAETCS poAHBbIM KpaeM'.16 As Emily Johnson has
shown in her study of the discipline’s evolution in the Leningrad context,
kraevedenie originally cohered around the Central Bureau of Kraevedenie
(TSBK), a body under the control of the Commissariat of Enlightenment that was
established in the post-revolutionary period in response to the vulnerability of
cultural institutions in the Russian provinces. In the wake of the devastation of
the Civil War, the TSBK organized and coordinated kraevedenie work in the
Russian regions, giving rise to local research centres focussing on ecological
preservation, the discovery national resources, historical research, the study of

local heritage, and much more.1”

The rapid growth of the kraevedenie movement in the immediate post-
revolutionary period reflected the level of official interest in acquiring
knowledge about the Russian regions, in particular ethnographic and
geographical information about the territory.!8 Between 1918 and 1923, 270
new museums were established in the Soviet Union, of which 193 were
kraevedcheskie museums.1? It was perhaps the rapid expansion of the semi-
independent movement, many of the members of which endorsed a limited form

of regional independence, that roused the suspicion of the central authorities at a

16 See ‘Kraevedenie’, Bol ’shaya Sovetskaya Entsiklopediya (http://bse.sci-lib.com/article065588.html)
[last accessed: 10 January 2011].

17 Emily D. Johnson, How St Petersburg Learned to Study Itself: The Russian Idea of Kraevedenie
(Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2006), p. 156.

18 The collection of information about the national territory in the early Soviet period was
intended to facilitate the creation of plans for industrial and agricultural production; one might
compare the conceptual evolution of the British census, which developed from a rather
rudimentary head count in 1801 for the purposes of determining the size of the British army to a
means of calculating the likelihood of a national famine in the eighteenth century. See D. V. Glass,
Numbering the People: The Eighteenth-Century Population Controversy and the Development of
Census and Vital Statistics in Britain (Farnborough: D.C. Heath, 1973).

' Emma Widdis, Visions of a New Land: Soviet film from the Revolution to the Second World War
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003), p. 100.
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period of increasing political centralisation. ‘Drawn out of their relative
isolation’, Johnson remarks, ‘and transformed into a real community, local
kraevedy became more effective cultural workers, but they also might have

started to resemble an independent power base.’20

From the end of the 1920s, the activities of the TSBK were gradually brought
under the control of the central government. In 1927, the regional branches of
the movement were subordinated to the central Ministry of Enlightenment by
Resolution of Council of People’s Commissars of RSFSR and the administrative
centre was relocated from Leningrad to Moscow. In line with the first Five Year
plan, which put cultural policy at the service of state industry, kraevedenie was
redefined as an activity that should contribute directly to the improvement of the
economy. Those who were perceived to deviate from this mandate and to
continue to practice what was by this time understood to be ‘bourgeois’
retrospectivism were identified as enemies of the people and arrested.?! As
kraevedenie metamorphosed into an extension of the state apparatus geared for
the fulfilment of plans and the promotion of ideological messages to the people,
so its attraction for the general public waned. Johnson notes that by 1934, 94-
95% of the kraevedenie work consisted of research into valuable minerals, and
by the mid-1930s the discipline had lost its relevance to Soviet society

completely.2?

20 Johnson, p. 175.

*I'D. 0. Sviatsky and I. Grevs were among the members of the Leningrad bureau branch who were
arrested in the purges of 1930-1931. Johnson, p. 174.

= Johnson, p. 176.
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The revival of the discipline of kraevedenie in the post-1961 period, which was
part of a strategy of stimulating engagement with the goals of socialism through
the association of those goals with local culture, provides the context for this
examination of institutional memory and local identity in the North West. The
‘historical turn’ in late-Soviet culture has tended to be interpreted by scholars as
evidence of creeping Russian nationalism in Soviet politics from the Brezhnev
era onwards. In the analysis of Yitzhak Brudny, for example, increasingly
vociferous critics of the regime are seen to have spurred an era of ‘inclusionary
politics’ during which the nationalist threat was mitigated by the official
espousal of certain aspects of its political manifesto.?3 Yet, if nationalist and
xenophobic overtones were sometimes remarkable in the patriotic discourse at
aregional level,?* the reality was more complicated than the simple integration
of nationalist ideas into Soviet rhetoric. The visions of local history and culture
in Soviet institutions were highly ideologized, constituting not only a celebration
of the nation and its traditions but also, and more importantly, a means of

stimulating engagement with the ideals and values of the socialist state.2>

As the title ‘Nestolichnaya kul’'tura’ suggests, my thesis is focused on what
usually - and often dismissively - is named as the provintsiya or periferiya. While
inevitably retaining the capital-non-capital dichotomy, the use of the term

‘nestolichnaya’ allows for greater neutrality in the discussion of regional culture,

23 Yitzhak M. Brudny, Reinventing Russia: Russian Nationalism and the Soviet State, 1953-1991
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1998).

24 See, for example, my discussion of the exclusion of national minority cultures from museum
exhibitions and festivals of national folklore in Chapter Two.

25 For an alternative interpretation of the rise of conservative history as a manifestation of ‘a
complex landscape of social doubt, inquiry, and a search for origins’ in the post-Stalin period see
Denis Kozlov, ‘The Historical Turn in Late Soviet Culture: Retrospectivism, Factography, Doubt,
1953-91’, Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, 2, 3 (Summer 2001), 577-600.
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avoiding the evocation of negative stereotypes usually associated with the idea
of ‘provincialism’ in both English- and Russian-language cultures. Nevertheless,
the modifiers ‘local’ and ‘regional’ are employed with greater frequency
throughout the thesis to refer in a non-pejorative sense to cultural developments
outside of the capital cities.2® The idea of provincialism and its connotations in
contemporary Russian culture is addressed directly in Chapter Five, in which I
focus on the cultural stereotyping of provincial life and provincial Russians and

the ways in which local inhabitants have responded to these social clichés.

The case study for this analysis of non-capital culture is the Russian North West,
and specifically the medieval towns of Novgorod, Pskov, and Vologda. These
towns were selected, not so much because they are representative in an overall
sense of developments in post-1961 Russia,?” but rather as localities with
specific historical associations in Russian culture that were emphasized,
reinterpreted, ignored, or challenged in accordance with their correspondence
to the vision of national history endorsed by the Soviet state. The legend of the
Democratic Republic of Novgorod, the myth of military resistance associated
with Pskov, and the notion of Vologda as the heartland of Russian culture thus
supplied the substance from which patriotic visions of local culture were crafted.

The cultural manifestations of this process and the ways in which it impacted

26 By contrast, ‘stolichnaya kul’tura’ is understood to refer to developments in both the national
capital, Moscow, and the northern or cultural capital, St Petersburg. This reasoning reflects the
logic of many local inhabitants of the region, a number of whom have never visited Moscow and
whose understanding of ‘big city life’ is framed by their experience of Leningrad /St Petersburg
culture.

27 A large industrial town such as Chelyabinsk or a town where there was accelerated industrial
development in the 1960s such as Tikhvin would offer quite a different perspective to that of the
medieval centre of northwest Russia.
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upon the collective identity of the local community are central focuses of this

thesis.

1.3 AN OVERVIEW OF STUDIES OF THE RUSSIAN REGIONS

It would a misrepresentation of the current state of Russian studies to claim that
scholars have consistently overlooked the regions to focus on the political and
cultural centres of the country. As several recent studies of the Russian regions
have demonstrated, the post-Soviet period has, if anything, been marked by a
trend in the opposite direction. As regional archives opened their files to the
public, historians filled their reading rooms in an effort to ‘re-tell’ Russian and
Soviet history from alternative perspectives. From collectivization in Siberia to
baby-boomers in Saratov,28 familiar subjects have begun to be narrated ways
that challenge the traditional emphasis on the Russian capitals as the most

significant loci of political, economic, and social developments in Russian history.

This development, which might be seen as a ‘regional turn’ in Russian studies,
has nevertheless been marked by a tendency to approach the region as a site for
certain political and social ‘events’, rather than interrogating its historical or

cultural composition as such. Thus, in James Hughes's Stalinism in a Russian

28 See James Hughes, Stalinism in a Russian Province: A Study of Collectivisation and Dekulakization
in Siberia (Hampshire; London: Macmillan Press Ltd., 1996); and Russia’s Sputnik Generation:
Soviet Baby Boomers Talk about Their Lives, ed. by Donald ]. Raleigh (Indiana University Press:
Indiana, 2006). Other publications that have addressed the history and culture of the regions of
the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union include Catherine Evtuhov’s study of members of the
provincial intelligentsia of Nizhnii Novgorod province, ‘Voices From the Provinces: Living and
Writing in Nizhnii Novgorod, 1879-1905’, The Journal of Popular Culture, 31, 4 (1998), pp. 33-48;
Patricia Herlihy’s history of nineteenth-century Odessa, Odessa: A History, 1794-1914
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1986); Caroline Humphrey’s analysis of
the pogroms in Odessa at the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth century,
‘Odessa: Pogromy v gorode-kosmopolite’, Antropologicheskii forum, 12 (2010), 213-248; for work
on the urban culture of Lviv see Tarik Amur, ‘The Making of Soviet Lviv, 1939-1963’
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, Princeton University, 2006).
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Province, the ‘province’ in question, Siberia, provides the context for developing
a new hypothesis of Stalinist collectivisation rather than focussing on the
specific implications the policy had for the region.?° A similar method might be
noted in Stephen Kotkin’s account of Stalinism in the mining town of
Magnitogorsk, Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as a Civilization. In this study,
Kotkin presents Magnitogorsk not as a locality with a specific experience of the
Soviet 1930s and 1940s, but rather as a ‘flagship’ Stalinist town, the study of
which can contribute to an understanding of the cultural dimension of Stalinist

politics.30

The tendency to perceive the regional town as representative of Russian reality
generally and, thus, as a platform from which to develop hypotheses about
certain national experiences can also be remarked in several other recent
studies of oral culture in Russia. Thus, while scholars such as Dale Pesmen and
Donald Raleigh have situated their studies away from the metropolitan capitals
(in Omsk and Saratov respectively),3! they have nevertheless tended to present
their informants’ narratives as ‘representative of the wide array of experiences,
lifestyles, and views of the larger collective’.32 Here, as elsewhere in English-
language studies of Russian culture, the region has provided a means to qualify
interpretations based primarily on the two capitals and test broad
generalisations in an effort to understand the national rather than the local

experience.

29 Hughes.

30 Stephen Kotkin, Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as a Civilization (Berkeley, Los Angeles; London:
University of California Press, 1995).

31 See Dale Pesmen, Russia and Soul (New York: Cornell University Press, 2000).

32 Raleigh, p. 11.
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This way of conceiving relations between the ‘local’ and the ‘national’ might be
understood in terms of what Alon Confino and Ajay Skaria have described as the
‘logic of transcendence’.33 This logic holds that the national is in fact the local
transcended into ‘higher levels of generality and abstraction’, and it is only
through this spatial ‘transcendence’ that the meaning of the local is made clear.
Confino correctly maintains that studies concentrating on how the national has
penetrated the local tend towards descriptive analysis, deeming theory only
relevant to higher levels of abstraction. As they argue: ‘The locality is either a
pre-existing, anti-national entity that waits to be nationalized, or a pre-existing,
traditional entity that waits to be modernized, or a pre-existing repository of
sub-national sentiments that waits to be awakened.’3* While it would be
groundless to argue that the localities at the centre of Harris’s or Kotkin’s studies
have substantial pre-national content, this pattern would appear to fit closely
with Evtuhov’s approach to the culture of Nizhnii Novgorod or Pesman’s account

of perestroika culture in Omsk.

In the Russian academy, however, the Russian town has witnessed a rather
different conceptual evolution. This can be tied to the reorientation of Russian
anthropologists towards urban culture, a development which according to
Mariya Akhmetova and Mikhail Lur’e has been partially determined by the

discipline’s dependence on established semiotic studies of ‘local texts’ and ‘local

33 Alon Confino and Ajay Skaria, ‘The Local Life of Nationhood’, National Identities, 4, 1 (2002) 7-
24 (p. 8).
34 Confino and Skaria, p. 9.
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myths’.3> As V. N. Sazhin has remarked in the introduction to the edited volume
Russkaya provintsiya, in recent years there has been a concerted effort on the
part of Russian anthropologists to ‘Hay4yuTbcs mOHUMATH S3bIK ropoja’.3°
Understanding the ‘vocabulary’ of this language, the ‘signs’ and ‘symbols’ that
constitute the meaning of a place and its inhabitants has become the task of
scholars looking at the semantic composition of towns such as Moscow, Perm’,

and Tver’.37

[t is perhaps unsurprising that these semiotic studies of provincial culture have
often placed the binary opposition of centre and periphery at the heart of their
understanding of the ‘local text’. The centre is frequently perceived as a negative
pole of identification for the periphery, the constitutive Other against which it is
able to define and understand itself.38 Nevertheless, the importance attributed to
such dichotomies has sometimes led scholars to overlook the unstable and
discursive nature of terms such as ‘centre’ and ‘periphery’. Far from natural

geographical definitions, centre and periphery are in fact relative and even at

35The ‘town text’ genre appeared in the 1970s and was heavily influenced by the semiotic
methods of scholars from the Tartu-Moscow school, such as Yurii Lotman and Vladimir Toporov,
for whom the cultural ‘text’ was a particularly important concept. Generally, the notion of the
‘town text’ has been used to refer to the ‘image of a town’ created in diverse materials from
literary texts, myths, and motifs to the knowledge and views about the town shared by local
people. See, Mariya Akhmetova and Mikhail Lur’e, ‘Materialy Bologovskikh ekspeditsii’,
Antropologicheskii forum, 2 (2004), pp. 336-358.

36 Russkaya provintsiya: mif - tekst — real’nost’, ed. by A. F. Belousov and T. V. Tsiv'yan (St
Petersburg; Moscow: Tema, 2000).

37V. V. Abashev, Perm’ kak tekst: Perm’v russkoi kul’ture i literature XX veka (Perm’: 1zd-vo
Permskogo universiteta, 2000); Moskva i "moskovskii tekst" russkoi kul’tury: Shornik statei, ed. by
G. S. Knabe (Moscow: Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi gumanitarnyi universitet, 1998); for a popular
reinterpretation of the town text genre see Yu. V. Domanskii, “Tverskoi tekst” rok-poezii Borisa
Grebinshchikova’, in Belousov and Tsiv'yan, pp. 444-449.

38 See, for example, I. A. Razumova, “Provintsiya/stolitsa” v povestvovatel'nom fol’klore’, in
Belousov and Tsiv'yan, pp. 291-298.
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times interchangeable terms that derive meaning from the context in which they

are employed.3°

Drawing once more on Confino’s analysis of the local and the national, it might
be noted that the local is central to the national idea, being celebrated in
nationalist thought as the national ‘home’.4? While this is certainly true Confino’s
case study of post-1945 Germany and the ‘heimat’,*! the idea can also be
extended to the Russian context. As Sander Brouwer has pointed out, the texts of
the ‘Impertsy’ writers, such as the Petersburg nationalists Pavel Krusanov and
Aleksandr Prokhanov, have frequently perceived the periphery as a repository
of authentic Russian values and an alternative cultural ‘centre’ to westernized
Moscow.#? In this way, periphery and centre are seen not only to be
interchangeable, but also to be embedded within each other, constituting parts

of an organic national whole.#3

39 For evidence of this, one might think of the popular saying pertaining to life in the capital,
‘MockBa - 3T0 He Poccust’, in which the centre is reconceived as unrepresentative, peripheral,
and even foreign to the everyday Russian reality. Alternatively, the popular quirk of regional
inhabitants to conceive of their towns as capitals (of the North, the Volga region, West Siberia,
and so on) or centres (of Russian iconography, democracy, industry, etc.) can be seen to work in
the opposite direction, reordering the symbolic cartography into a more satisfyingly region-
centric configuration.

40 Confino, p. 9.

41 Confino argues that the concept of ‘heimat’ was developed in the post-war period as a means of
reconciling local, regional, and national identities, providing a means to reformulate the notion of
the nation state in politically discredited post-war Germany. See Confino, p. 17.

42 Sander Brouwer, ‘Centre and Borders in Dugin and Prokhanov’, paper presented at the
interdisciplinary workshop, ‘Russia on Edge: Reclaiming the Periphery in Contemporary Russian
Culture’, 11-12 December 2009 (CRASSH, University of Cambridge); Edmund Griffiths has made
similar observations with regard to the writings of the ‘Imperial’ author Sergei Kara-Murza. For
Kara-Murza, however, the heartland of Russian culture is located within the ‘Red Belt’ region of
Communist supporters in the southern regions of the Russian Federation. Edmund Griffiths,
‘Eurocentricism and the East-West Question: The case of S. G. Kara-Murza’, unpublished seminar
paper presented at the ‘Max Heyward Seminar Series’, 1 March 2011 (St Antony’s College,
University of Oxford).

43 For a comparable example of the way the capital-centric bias in French historiography has
been challenged see Graham Robb, The Discovery of France (London: Picador, 2007).
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The recent work on Russian ‘town texts’ has produced valuable insights into the
internal workings of local folklore and the cultural composition of regional and
urban identity. Of particular note in this regard is the work of Irina Razumova,
whose studies of the less poetically inspiring localities of Petrozavodsk, and
Kirovsk and Apatity in the Murmansk region have attempted to re-construct the
local myth through oral rather than literary sources, paying particular attention
to local sayings, proverbs, gossip, and jokes.#* Mariya Akhmetova and Mikhail
Lur’e’s study of the equally unremarkable town of Bologoe, while not
characterising itself explicitly as a ‘town text’, is also an impressive reading of
the narrative and linguistic models that residents employ to understand their
town in time and space. In these studies, the body of general knowledge shared
by residents of a particular town about the place where they live has replaced
the notion of ‘text’ which, as Akhmetova and Lur’e have remarked, can only exist

in the minds of those who set about modelling it.4>

Another corpus of scholarly literature with which this thesis engages can be
broadly defined as Russian collective memory studies.#® Interest in collective
memory has developed relatively slowly among scholars of Russian history and
culture. The slow drip of academic studies dedicated to practices of collective
remembrance in Russia thus stands in stark contrast to the flood of scholarly

publications dealing with the politics of memory in post-war Western Europe

“e

44 See I. A. Razumova, “..Kak blisko ot Peterburga, no kak daleko”: (Petrozavodsk v literaturnykh
i ustnykh tekstakh XIX-XX vv.)’, in Belousov and Tsiv'yan, pp. 324-334.

45 Akhmetova and Lur’e, p. 338.

46 Works in this field have typically drawn on the conceptual vocabulary of the French sociologist
Maurice Halbwachs and the Egyptologist Jan Assmann to explain their interpretation of memory
as a social phenomenon, which acquires fixity of meaning through ceremonial communication
and the creation of concrete memorials. See Maurice Halbwachs, La Mémoire Collective (Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France, 1950); and Jan Assmann and John Czaplicka, ‘Collective
Memory and Cultural Identity’, New German Critique, 65 (1995), 125-133 (p. 127).
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and more recently Eastern Europe.#’ This situation can be linked to the
conservative research outlook of the Russian academy, a legacy of the
positivistic methods that dominated the Soviet educational system. As M. V.
Loskutova has pointed out, ‘fashionable’ new research methods have thus
tended to be treated with scepticism and, in some cases, rejected completely.*8
Work on the memory of the Leningrad blockade, the construction of the Baikal-
Amur Railway Line, and Brezhnev-era food shortages, much of which has come
out of the innovative Oral History Centre at the European University at St
Petersburg, can thus be counted among the first attempts to interrogate the form

and function of collective memory in the construction of social identity.4°

If the notion of collective memory is more established in English language
scholarship of Russian culture, this literature has nevertheless been divided
along clear disciplinary lines. Political scientists such as Kathleen E. Smith and
Nicolai N. Petro have thus focussed on the instrumental use of collective memory
by post-Soviet politicians and local elites respectively, as a means to legitimate

their claim to power and, as Petro argues, to weather the storm of political

47 See, for example, The Politics of Memory in Postwar Europe, ed. by Richard Ned Lebow, Wulf
Kansteiner, and Claudio Fogu (Durham: Duke University Press, 2006); Pieter Lagrou, The Legacy
of Nazi Occupation: Patriotic Memory and National Recovery in Western Europe (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999); Joan B. Wolf, Harnessing the Holocaust: The Politics of
Memory in France (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2004); Germans as Victims: Remembering
the Past in Contemporary Germany, ed. by Bill Niven (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006).

48 Pamyat’ o blokade: Svidetel’stva ochevidtsev i istoricheskoe sozdanie obshchestva. Materialy i
issledovaniya, ed. by M. V. Loskutova (Moscow: Novoe izdatel’stvo, 2006), p. 13.

49 Tat'yana Voronina, ‘Pamyat’ o BAMe: Tematicheskie dominanty v biograficheskikh interv’yu s
byvshimi stroitelyami’, Neprikosnovennyi zapas, 2, 64 (2009)
(http://www.intelros.ru/readroom/3873-neprikosnovennyjj-zapas-264.html) [last accessed: 20
March 2010]; Anna Kushkova, ‘Sovetskoe proshloe skvoz’ vospominaniya o predovol’stvennom
defitsite’, Neprikosnovennyi zapas, 2, 64 (2009) (http://www.intelros.ru/readroom/3873-
neprikosnovennyjj-zapas-264.html) [last accessed: 20 March 2010].
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transition.>% In these accounts, the construction of historical discourse has been
understood as a top-down monolithic process and the ways in which narratives
of the past are received, interpreted, and perpetuated within a given community
left unexplained. Where forms of everyday memory have been addressed, these
have been located in a relationship of subordination to a ‘hegemonic collective
memory’, or, as Nurit Schleifman has argued, to have ‘broken loose’ from this
only in the post-Soviet period.>! This exaggeration of the capacity of the state to
monopolize the discourses of public remembrance appears to stem from a
specific understanding of cultural symbols and traditions as political resources

whose meaning elites are able to manipulate at will.

Soviet historians have offered more sophisticated tools for approaching the
production and persistence of certain historical narratives in Russian culture. In
their edited collection on cultural legacies in Imperial Russia and the Soviet
Union, Brandenberger and Platt have thus emphasized the role of writers, artists
and members of the local intelligentsia in shaping historical discourse in Stalinist
Russia.>2 Frederick C. Corney, in his account of the legacy of the October
Revolution in Soviet culture, has broadened the scope of analysis further still,
showing how this foundation narrative of the Soviet state became routinized and
acquired authority through its retelling and performance by Soviet citizens.>3

Rather than looking at the representation of historical events in cultural

50 Kathleen E. Smith, Mythmaking in the New Russia: Politics and Memory During the Yeltsin Era
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002); and Nicolai N. Petro, Crafting Democracy: How Novgorod
Has Coped with Rapid Social Change (New York: Cornell University Press, 2004).

51 Russia at a Crossroads: History, Memory and Political Practice, ed. by Nurit Schleifman (London:
Frank Cass, 1999), p. 4.

52 Epic Revisionism: Russian History and Literature as Stalinist Propaganda, ed. David
Brandenberger and Kevin M. F. Platt (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2006), pp. 3-16.

53 Frederick C. Corney, Telling October: Memory and the Making of the Bolshevik Revolution
(Ithaca; London: Cornell University Press, 2004), p. 10.
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institutions, studies such as these have focused on how episodes from the past
are reinterpreted in biographical terms, becoming ‘landmarks’ in individual
memory. As Margaret Paxson has stressed in her study of remembrance and
ritual in the Russian village of Solovyovo, ‘inertial’ forms of memory, such as
modes of speech and narrative genres, are subtle but important sources of self-
definition for communities that exist outside and alongside authoritative

discourses of identity.>*

1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS

As this survey of the extant literature shows, scholars have tended to narrow
their focus either to the way in which narratives of the past are ‘fixed’ in the
lived environment, or to the psychological realities that this institutionalization
of memory informs. This study, in an effort to bridge this divide, tracks the
articulation of new narratives of identity through public institutions, but also
draws on substantial oral history and participant observation work to examine
how such narratives were routinized, reinforced and subverted through

everyday practices and oral traditions.

In Part One of the thesis, [ examine the strategies adopted in public institutions
for representing the local past to regional and national communities, the
tensions inherent in these representations, and their shifts in emphasis over
time. Chapter One examines the packaging of local culture and history for

touristic consumption, the means employed to frame the tourist’s experience of

54 Margaret Paxson, Solovyovo: The Story of Memory in a Russian Village (Washington, D.C.:
Woodrow Wilson Press; Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press, 2005).
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the medieval town in excursions and guidebooks. The material forms through
which the local past was commemorated in regional museums is the focus of
Chapter Two. Of particular interest is the way in which displays of folk culture
were conceived of, not only as a means of generating pride in local culture, but
also as a tool for the promotion of the values and ideals of Soviet socialism.
Chapter Three extends the analysis to the question of heritage preservation,
examining local architectural monuments and the vision of the past they were
intended to represent. The first part of the thesis thus constitutes an analysis of
the ways in which the symbolic affirmation of the regions directed from the

centre was given institutional expression at a local level.

Part Two of the thesis shifts the focus from institutionalized memory to popular
culture, examining the informal practices and oral traditions that existed
alongside the authoritative discourses of the past. Chapter Four examines the
popular understanding of urban space, in particular the everyday rituals
associated with public monuments, the knowledge and performance of which
served to reinforce the boundaries of local community. The narrative
construction of localness in the oral histories of town residents is the focus of
Chapter Five. In this discussion, I examine local Russians’ strategies of self-
representation, arguing that the playful and self-ironizing genres of oral
narrative challenge and undermine the bombast of official memory, investing

‘provincialism’ with new cultural value.

These chapters, which address diverse dimensions of the problem of cultural

memory and local identity, are woven together by a number of thematic and
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historical questions. What was the social impact of an inherently contradictory
strategy of ‘looking backwards in order to move forwards’ in the post-1961
period?55 Or, in other words, how did the institutionalization of local memory
effect the reception and implementation of the goals of socialist construction
outlined in the Twenty-Second Party Congress? When and why did the focuses of
local memory shift and what was the consequence of this discursive revisionism
for the way in which local communities perceived themselves and engaged with
their localities? What was the effect of the state-sponsored rise of local
patriotism in the post-Soviet period, when the apparatus of political
centralization was (at least partially) removed from public life? Answering these
questions provides an insight into the processes of social transformation and
collective identification that informed late-Soviet culture, but also sheds light on
developments of the contemporary period, the growing regionalization in the

increasingly regionalized political reality of the Russian Federation.

NOTE ON REFERENCES

All Russian quotations in the text are given in Cyrillic characters. Transliteration
of titles, exhibitions, events, etc. follows the BGN/PCGN system throughout.
Transliterated titles of publications, exhibitions, excursion routes, cultural
programmes, and other events are italicized. Place names, names of buildings,
churches, and names of monuments are transliterated but not italicized. I have
translated the names of institutions where these are repeated throughout the

text (i.e. Ministry of Culture, Novgorod State Museum).

55 These words ('Uas Ha3az, maraem Briepen’), a quotation from Alexander Herzen, were
reproduced in a pamphlet published in 1974 on the role of kraevedenie and tourism in Soviet
society. See L. S. Yun'ev, Kraevedenie i turizm (Moscow: ‘Znanie’, 1974), p. 11.
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In the course of the text full details of every source are given at first citation.
Thereafter they are referred to by the author’s name or the author’s name and an
abbreviated form of the title if more than one item by the same author is cited.
Primary sources are listed in the Bibliography by town. Online sources and
interviews are listed in separate sections of the Bibliography, following a full list

of primary and secondary sources.

Archival materials from the Novgorodskii gosudarstvennyi ob”edinennyi muzei-
zapovednik (NGOM), Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Novgorodskoi oblasti (GANO),
Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv noveishei istorii Pskova (GANIP), Gosudarstvennyi
arkhiv Pskovskoi oblasti (GAPO), Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Vologodskoi oblasti
(GAVO), Vologodskii oblast’'noi kraevedcheskii muzei (VOKM) are referred to by

their abbreviated titles throughout.
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CHAPTER ONE
Packaging Localness: The Framing of the Local Past in Touristic Activities

and Kraevedenie Literature

2.1 INTRODUCTION

In 1968, several entries from the Novgorod museum response book were
selected for submission to the Regional Council for Tourism and Excursions.
Among them was an effervescent appraisal of the city’s charms penned by a

group of tourists from Moscow:

[lo6biBaTh B JipeBHe-pycckoM ropoje HoBropoge 6blia Halia
3aBeTHasd Me4yTta. Ha 23ToM 3emJie XpaHATCA BeJMYaullue
COKpOBHUII]a MUPOBOM KyJbTYpPbl U UCKycCTBa. Halle npe6biBaHue
ObIJI0 KOPOTKHUM, HO TO, YTO MBI YBHJeJIU 3/JeCb NOPAa3UJ0 Hac,
BbI3BaJIO YYBCTBO BOCTOPra U PaZ0OCTH 3a Hallle UCKYCCTBO.%®

The entry was selected for official perusal on the basis that it demonstrated what
might today be called ‘public impact’. It provided neat justification for the central

assumption of the post Stalin-era policy on tourism: that the exposure of Soviet

56 This entry was among four that were presented at the front of the response and suggestion
book of the Novgorod Council for Tourism and Excursions for 1968-1972. GANO, f. R-4063, op. 2-
10, d. 1404, L. 2.
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citizens to local sites of historical interest would reinforce patriotic identity, and

improve the morale and community spirit of the nation.

The understanding of the role of tourism in the Khrushchev and Brezhnev eras
built on the notion of proletarian turizm developed during the 1930s. Tourism
under Stalin, as Diane Koenker has pointed out, was understood as a socially
engaged and politically constructive activity, diametrically opposed to the
‘bourgeois’ practice in the West, which consisted of indulgent relaxation at the
expense of the toiling classes. Unlike the idle western holidaymaker, proletarian
tourists were travellers with an agenda; their mission, as it was outlined in the
journal of the tourist movement, Na sushe i na more, was to produce knowledge
through study of the territory of the Soviet Union that would contribute to the
fulfilment of the Five Year Plan.>” Tourism in one’s own locality was encouraged
as part of this process. However local tourism, like the broader discipline of
kraevedenie with which it was associated, was treated with ambivalence by the
political authorities. While encouraged as a means of discovering new raw
materials for the country’s production goals, it was also regarded as a potential
source of ‘local deviation’ given the close ties between local touristic movements

and ideologically suspect organisations such as local folklore societies.>8

In the wake of the Second World War, domestic tourism was infused with new

ideological importance. Organised travel within the Soviet Union was perceived

57 Diane P. Koenker, ‘The Proletarian Tourist in the 1930s: Between Mass Excursion and Mass
Escape’, in Turizm: The Russian and East European Tourist Under Capitalism and Socialism, ed. by
Anne E. Gorsuch and Diane P. Koenker (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 2006), pp.
119-140 (p. 119).

58 Koenker, in Gorsuch and Koenker, p. 124.
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as a means of limiting the influence of western culture in the Communist
territories and reinforcing Soviet patriotic identity. > A major focus of the new
forms of patriotic tourism in late-Stalinism was the ‘heart of the socialist
motherland’, Moscow. Embodying the idea of post-war reconstruction and
recovery and the ideal of transformative modernization, the capital became the
destination for organised excursions and the focus of touristic publications.®® In
the Khrushchev period, however, the Moscow-centric model of Soviet tourism,
whereby visitors from the regions came to observe and admire the
developments in the capital, was reversed. The underdeveloped periphery rather
than the urbane centre became the symbolic heartland of the country. The
inversion of the capital-region dichotomy was reflected in Soviet literature, in
which protagonists travelled away from Leningrad and Moscow to follow their
destinies in distant locations, and in the music of Soviet ‘bards’ who sang of
rootless adventurers and fearless al’pinisty, who shunned the comfort of life in

the capital for the romance of the remote.t1

59 Anne E. Gorsuch, ""There's No Place like Home": Soviet Tourism in Late Stalinism’, Slavic
Review, 62,4 (2003), 760-785 (p. 772).

60 Gorsuch, p. 772; Katerina Clark has argued that from the 1920s onwards Moscow became ‘the
acme in the symbolic system of the country, the end point in a spatial hierarchy that is
simultaneously temporal and anthropological’. See Katerina Clark, ‘Eisenstein's Two Projects for
a Film about Moscow’, Modern Language Review, 101 (2006), 184-200 (p. 186).

61 As Katerina Clark has pointed out, heroes of Soviet fiction in the late-1950s and early-1960s
would often retreat into self-imposed exile. The protagonists of Soviet novels, such as V.
Aksenov’s Zvezdnyi bilet (1961) and Anatolii Kuznetsov’s Prodolzhenie legendy (1957), thus
travelled away from Moscow and Leningrad to ‘other places’ that were usually associated with
the new schemes of the Khrushchev regime. See Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual
(Chicago; London: The University of Chicago Press, 1981), p. 228; for adventurers and al’pinisty
in the songs of Soviet bards see, for example, Yurii Vizbor, ‘Reportazh s trassy Khorog-Osh’
(1965-1966) in which a traveller is described moving steadfastly away from civilization, ‘Ot
ropoga Xopora/ B ganeku#i ropog Omr’; and Alexandr Gorodnitskii, ‘Derevyannye goroda’ (1959)
in which a stranger sings of his sense of belonging in a distant town stripped of modern
accoutrements.
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A related development in the Khrushchev period was the re-forging of the link
between tourism and kraevedenie. On the one hand kraevedy and kraevedcheskii
literature were put at the service of the Soviet tourist. In preparation for their
trips, independent tourists were instructed to familiarise themselves with the
literature on a given region and, following their arrival, to consult the resident
kraevedy in order to obtain the maximum information possible about their
destination. On the other, tourists were encouraged to contribute personally to
the study of the local region they were visiting. As I. S. Yun’ev pointed out in a
pamphlet intended for prospective tourists in 1974, the latter requirement was
in fact an inevitability: 'Typusm, c kako# 65l 11eJ1bl0 OH HU IpoBOAUICSA (OTABbIX,
CIOPT, JIDO03HATENBHOCTD U T. [l.), HEU30€KHO YBJIEKAET MyTeUIeCTBEHHUKOB
KpaeBeJleHUEM; OZJHUX — B MeHbIIed Mepe, APYrUX — HACTOJIbKO IJTy60KO, UTO
MHOT'HE CTaHOBSATCS 3as1/1/IbIMU KpaeBeJaMH, AesITeJIbHO U3y4aloIUMHU

006/110060BaHHBIA UMU Kpait'.6?

Tourism was thus understood as a means of engaging the Soviet citizen in the
study of the regions with the goal of reinforcing their identification with the
ideals of the Soviet state. As Karl Qualls notes with reference to tourism in post-
war Sevastopol, the individual ‘identities’ of towns or regions, whether industrial
conglomerates or ‘cradles of Russian civilization’, were seen to complement
rather than to contradict their essentially Soviet characters.®3 Each locality, so
the argument went, was a constituent part of the larger Soviet whole. This

somewhat contradictory logic was articulated by the medieval historian and

62 1. S. Yun'ev, Kraevedenie i turizm (Moscow: Znanie, 1974), p. 11-12.
63 Karl Qualls, ““Where Each Stone is History”: Travel Guides in Sevastopol after World War II’, in
Gorsuch and Koenker, pp. 163-185 (p. 167).
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cultural critic Dmitry Likhachev in a article published in a book of essays,

Zametki o kul’ture, in 1984:

Kaxgasa crTpaHa - 3TO aHcaMb0J/b HWCKYCcCTB. ['paHAMO3HBIM
aHcaMb6JieM KyJbTyp WJHW NAaMATHUKOB KyJbTYypbl ABJSETCH U
CoBetckuit Coto3. 'opoga B CoBeTckoM Coro3e, CKOJIb ObI OHU HU
pPa3HCTBOBAaJIM MeXAy C000H, He 0060C006JIeHbl APYr OT Apyra.
MockBa u JIeHUHIpaJ He IPOCTO He MOX0XKHU APYTr Ha Jpyra - OHU
KOHTPaCTUPYIOT Apyr Apyry Y, CJ1e10BaTe/IbHO,
B3auMoJieMcTBYIOT. He ciydyallHO OHH CBfI3aHbl KeJIe3HOU
JIOpOroil CTOJIb MPSMOM, 4YTO, NMpPOeXaB B IMoe3/e HOoYb 6e€3
NOBOPOTOB Y TOJIBKO C OZJHOM OCTAaHOBKOW U NOMNa/Zias Ha BOK3aJl B
MockBe uiu JleHUHIrpaze, Bbl BUAUTE MOYTHU TO Ke BOK3aJbHOE
3/laHue, KOTOpOoe Bac NpoOBOXaJso BedyepoM: ¢pacasbl MOCKOBCKOro
Bok3asa B JleHuHrpagze u JleHuHrpaackoro B MockBe
oZiMHaKoBble. Ho 0lMHAKOBOCTb BOK3a/I0B [OJYEepKHUBAET pe3Koe
HeCX0/JCTBO IOpPOJIOB, HECXOACTBO He IPOCTOe, a JOIOJIHAILee

ApyT Apyra.’*
The problem of framing difference to emphasize similarity - in the context of
touristic visions of the Russian North West - is the focus of this chapter. In the
following discussion I examine the ways in which individual histories, culture,
and landscapes were worked into a national patriotic narrative, how episodes
and objects from the local past were emphasized or ignored in order to support a
vision of localness endorsed by the Soviet state. I begin with an overview of the
strategies of displaying localness to domestic and foreign tourists, focusing on
the way in which the experience of the local landscape was mediated by Soviet
institutions. The second half of the chapter deals with the representation of the
local past in kraevedenie materials - local histories, guidebooks, and

architectural handbooks. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the

64 D. S. Likhachev, Zametki o russkom (Moscow: Sovetskaya Rossiia 1984), p. 27.
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treatment of the socialist past in local texts, examining the consequences of the

exclusion of the Soviet experience from official memory in the post-Soviet era.

2.2 THE ZAPOVEDNIK EXPERIENCE

In the post-Stalin period, the focus of historical tourism shifted from Moscow, the
heart of socialist transformation, to the periphery of the country, and in
particular to medieval Russian towns. The ‘rituals of public self-admiration’ were
extended beyond the borders of the modern, renovated capital city to the
‘cradles of Russian civilisation’, where the vestiges of the past were combined
with the symbols of Soviet modernity.®> The vehicle for this new form of
historical tourism was the muzei-zapovednik, an open-air architectural museum
comprising prominent architectural buildings or ensembles preserved in their
historic surrounds. Kostroma, Novgorod, Nizhnii-Novgorod, and Yaroslavl’-
Rostov all achieved the status of zapovedniki by Order of the Council of Ministers
of the RSFSR in 1958 and 1959.%¢ Given that the other towns had been spared the
destruction of wartime occupation, the decision to include Novgorod, a town that
had suffered extensive material damage during the Second World War, on the list
of zapovedniki may have been prompted by the desire to showcase the post-war
restoration work in the town. The wish to establish a zapovednik that was closer
to the ‘cultural capital’ Leningrad, not to mention the Baltic States and Finland,
may also have informed the decision to transform the town into a national

tourist attraction.

65 Gorsuch, p. 771.

66 Susan Smith, ‘The Creation of the Vladimir-Suzdal Museum-Reserve: Preservation for a
National Audience’, paper presented at the ‘Annual Convention for the American Association for
the Advancement of Slavic Studies Annual Conference’, 18-21 November 2010 (Los Angeles,
California).
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The muzei-zapovedniki were primarily sites of domestic tourism. Among the
3,359 tourist excursions conducted in Novgorod in 1961, for example, 141 were
with foreign tourists.6” Moreover, many of the domestic tourists who visited the
museums were members of the local community. In addition to the school trips
from Moscow, the groups of university students from Central Asia, and visiting
parties of pensioners from nearby towns, local schoolchildren, students from
local institutes of higher education, factory and kolkhoz workers also visited the
museum on a regular basis.®® The impression that these visitors received from
the museum was carefully mediated. In organised excursions, the attention of
tourists was directed towards certain focuses of local and national pride and
their experience of museum exhibits manipulated by excursion guides and
written texts. The word dostoprimechatel’nost’ (literally, ‘places worthy of note’)
is instructive in this regard for the embedded subjectivity of its claim. The ‘sights’
selected for touristic display in the muzei-zapovedniki were not simply places of
objective artistic and historic value, but also reflections of the Soviet ideal of

medieval culture and its relationship with the socialist present.

Tourists' experiences of their surroundings were regulated in various ways, the
most obvious of these being the control of what was seen. On package tours of

the Soviet Union, tourists were presented with selective visions of the national

67 Moreover, the large part of foreign tourism to Novgorod was from the Soviet Socialist
Republics and the countries of the eastern bloc. See the report on the work of the Novgorod
Museum for 1961. NGOM, op. 1, d. 407, 1. 19. This trend is confirmed by the statistics for foreign
language publications. In Novgorod, for example, there were no touristic materials available in
languages other than Russian until the late-1970s (see Appendix One).

68 See the museum response book for the Novgorod Museum for 1969, 1974-1976, and 1980.
NGOM, op. 2,d. 611; NGOM, op. 2, d. 812; and NGOM, op. 3, d. 1079.
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landscape that invited particular interpretations of the country’s history. Tours
of Kiev and the old Russian towns of the North West, for example, presented
tourists with a vision of medieval Rus’ as the cultural foundation for the modern
Soviet state; excursions to Novgorod, Brest, and Minsk, on the other hand,
encouraged visitors to reflect on the Phoenix-like rebirth of the country from the
ashes of total war.®? A similar framing of the touristic experience could be
observed at a local level. On the tourist route Proshloe i nastoyashchee goroda
Novgoroda, for example, architectural masterpieces from the medieval period
were alternated with Soviet buildings in such a way as to imply the continuity of
creative innovation between the two periods. The excursion route V dolinu
muzhestva, on the other hand, comprised the sites of historical battles in the
town, highlighting the tradition of heroism and resilience in the Russian lands.”0
Guided tours thus offered the tourist a specific presentation of the local
landscape, in which monuments functioned as a body of evidence for a particular

interpretation of the past and an exposition of contemporary achievements.

The tourist’s attention was frequently directed towards local monuments that
were considered to embody certain ideals and values endorsed by the Soviet
state. In particular, visitors to the Novgorod zapovednik were encouraged to
admire the centrepieces of medieval Russian architecture, buildings that were

presented as objects of sublime and transcendental beauty. In the vein of the

69 Tourists who attended these excursions left comments in the response and suggestions book of
the Novgorod Council for Tourism and Excursions for 1979-1981. See GANO, f. R-4063, op. 2-42,
d.173a.

70 These excursion routes were mentioned in the short description of the 30-day tourist package
at the tour-base ‘Ozera [I'men’ in 1977. See GANO, f. R-4063, op. 2-57,d. 908, 1. 11.
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romantic poets of the eighteenth century,’! authors of Soviet tourist guides
identified certain ‘natural’ elements in objects of local cultural heritage: the
organically undulating walls of the Sofiskii sobor; the upwards surging form of
Tserkov’ Fedora Stratilata; or the laconic purity of decoration of Tserkov’ Spasa
Preobrazheniya na Nereditse in Novgorod.’? Architectural monuments, like the
awe-inspiring mountainscapes of the romantic poets, were described as having a
transcendental effect on the observer. The fictional fldneur through the medieval
Russian province could thus find himself contemplating the mythical town of
Kitezh as he approached the Spaso-Prilutskii monastyr’ on the outskirts of
Vologda,’3 or, on beholding the disintegrating walls of the Pskov Kremlin, could
be whisked back in time to the arrival of the Slavs of the banks of the river

Velikii.”*

Not only the objects that tourists encountered, but also the paths which led them
to these objects were chosen with the aim of creating a particular patriotic vision
of the national and local past. This strategy was made explicit in an article by the
head of the department for construction and architecture, S. Ruzhentsev, and the
renowned local architect and restorer, I. Kushnir, published in the

Novgorodskaya pravda in 1966. Amongst a tirade of criticism levelled at the head

of the inspectorate for the preservation of monuments, T. Chinova, Ruzhentsev

71 For a discussion of the ‘Imperial Sublime’, which is understood by the author Harsha Ram as
the confluence of Baroque traditions of late Muscovy and the newer literary forms and cultural
fashions imported from France and Germany under the monarchs Peter, Anna, and Elizabeth, see
Harsha Ram, The Imperial Sublime: A Russian Poetics of Empire (Madison, Wisconsin: University
of Wisconsin Press, 2003).

72 1. 1. Kushnir, Novgorod (Leningrad: Stroiizdat, 1972), p. 35 and 53; and M. V. Fekhner,
Arkhitektura gorodov SSSR: Vologda (Moscow : Izd-vo ‘Literatury po stroitel’stvu, arkhitektury i
stroite'nym materialam’, 1958), p. 53.

73 Fekhner, p. 59.

74 Yu. P. Spegal’skii, Pskov: Khudozhesvennye pamyatniki (Leningrad; Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1963),
pp-117-118.
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and Kushnir remarked that tourists were being led to the Yur’ev monastyr’ along
the main road since all other paths were blocked by detritus of an entirely
unhistorical kind (‘[ysiuubi] 3arpomMoxkeHbl AIlIUKaM{ U3-T10J, MAKapOH U
nanupoc, 604KaMHu, p>kaBbIMU KaCTPIOJIIMU U MHOTUM JIpyT'UM, HUY€ero o611ero
He UMeloLUM c uctopuei’).”> As the article revealed, the routes that tourists
followed were selected with the intention of bringing the visitor face-to-face with
the cultural foundations of Soviet contemporaneity. In order to justify the idea of
cultural continuity between the great civilization of the past and the Soviet
Union, however, manifestations of the less admirable face of socialist modernity
- in this case, the reckless disregard for the natural environment and cavalier

waste of resources - had to be hidden from the tourist’s view.

The interpretative intervention of excursion guides and, in the case of non-
Russian speaking tourists, translators, also framed visitors’ impressions of the
cultural landscape. As V. E. Bagdasaryan and others have noted, excursion guides
were not so much objective commentators on cultural phenomena as state-
sponsored ‘propagandisty sotsializma’.”® While their discussion analysed guided
tours aimed at foreigners, tours for Soviet visitors were just as carefully
orchestrated. The particular blend of propaganda that excursion guides in
medieval towns such as Novgorod provided throughout the 1960s and 1970s
reflected a growing emphasis on local and national patriotism. For a tourist to

appreciate the local landscape in an ideologically correct way, a cultural guide

75 S. Ruzhentsev and I. I. Kushnir, ‘Sokrovishcha - v dobrykh rukakh’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 13
September 1966, p. 3.

76 Sovetskoe zazerkal’e: Inostrannyi turizm v SSSR v 1930-1980-e gody, ed. by V. E. Bagdasaryan, L.
B. Orlov, I. I. Shaidgen, A. A. Fedulin, K. A. Mazin (Moscow: FORUM, 2007), ‘Propagandist
sotsializma’: professional’'nyi oblik gida-perevodchika’, pp. 187-198 (p. 187).
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steeped in knowledge of geographical, historical (Soviet and pre-revolutionary),

and art historical specificities of the region was considered essential.””

The reactions of several groups of tourists who attended excursions in Novgorod
in the 1960s provide some illustration of the patriotic content and delivery of the
lectures on local history and architecture. A group of visitors from Moscow thus
complimented their guide on the ‘6osb1as 11060Bb M naTproTu3M’ with which
he presented his lectures on local history. Visitors from Leningrad echoed these
words, congratulating another member of the museum staff on the patriotic tone
of her presentation ‘B ee paccka3ax 4yBCTBY€eTCS, YTO OHA MATPUOT CBOETO
ropoza’. In a particularly laudatory entry, a group of tourists from Moscow
demanded institutional recognition for the ‘3HaHHe U UCTUHHBII HOBrOPOJACKUU
natpuotusM’ of their guide.”® From these entries it would appear clear that local
patriotism was not merely a nominal requirement of local tourist guides, but
rather one that was enthusiastically implemented in practice and positively

received by consumers of local culture.

Another way in which the touristic experience could be regulated was through
the control of its forms of remembrance. In a discussion on the pages of the
Novgorodskaya pravda in 1964, G. Naryshkin elaborated the need for mass-
produced ‘souvenirs’, in particular postcards, which he considered preferable to

photographs for several reasons:

77 Lectures in kraevedenie constituted a substantial part of the training that excursion guides
received at courses in Moscow and Novgorod in 1974. See the materials on the training of tourist
guides. GANO, f. R-4063, op. 2-15, d. 2704, 11. 16-45.

78 See the response and suggestion book of the Novgorod Council for Tourism and Excursions for
1968-1972. GANO, f. R-4063, op. 2-10, d. 1404, 11. 2, 3, and 9.
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Bo-nepBbIX, ONTUKOW BOOPYKEHbI JaJeKO He BCE TYPHUCTHI,
0COOEHHO M3 YMcJa pabovyux, KPpecTbsH U y4yaluxcs. Bo-BTopbIx,
BU/IOBbI€ OTKPBITKU U MHOTOKPACOYHbIE OYKJIEThI IPEACTABISAIOT
ropoJi ¥ ero NaMsITHUKU B CAMOM BbITOZJHOM OCBELIEHUU U CaMOM
BBIUTPBILIHOM paKypce (TYpPUCT MOXeT NpHeXaTb B HEHACTHbIN
JleHb; WHOrga ¢oTorpadupoBaTh Jyulle C BbIIIKH, KOTOPOU y
Hero Het). B-TpeTbux, B Ipej/araeMblXx H3JaHUSIX MOXHO
IOKasaTb  Jy4Yllee, HauboJiee  XapaKTepHOe, U  JaTbh
COOTBETCTByIOIIME moAnucd. HakoHen mnpojaxa 6politop,
OYKJIETOB U OTKPBITOK — JI€JI0 BbITOJHOE, U 3a0bIBaTh 06 3TOM
HeJsb34.79

Given that the tourist may not have the ‘privileged view’ of a particular

landscape or monument (a point that was emphasised in the article through the

reference to the need for a tripod to photograph properly), recorded evidence of

the touristic experience, it was argued, was better supplied by the Soviet state.
The discussion of the advantages of postcards over photographs was also
revealing of the more general understanding of tourism as a cultural
phenomenon in the Soviet Union. Tourists were expected to take away a
‘postcard experience’ of the Soviet Union rather than an individual impression.
The objects that they saw, their interpretation of the landscape, and even the
material memories of their experience were thus regulated to conform with a
ideologically acceptable vision of the past and its relationship to the Soviet

present.

The ‘correct’ view of the local landscape, judging by photographs published in
guidebooks, postcards, and other visual materials produced in the late-Soviet

period, was one in which the traditional and the modern were seen to exist in

79 G. Naryshkin, ‘Na pamyat’ o gorode’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 27 January 1966, p. 4.
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organic harmony. Thus, in I. . Kushnir’s 1972 guide to Novgorod, the centrepiece
of the city’s medieval architecture, the Novgorod Kremlin, was shown in the
background of the concrete Most Aleksandra Nevskogo on which traffic was seen
speeding across the River Volkhov.80 Likewise, in Yelena Morozkina’s 1982
handbook to Pskov, the Tserkov’ Mikhaila i Gavriila Arkhangelov provided the
backdrop for the carefully tended ploshchad’ Revolyutsii, the epicentre of civic
life.81 It is worth noting the symbolic ordering of old and new in these images.
Objects of architectural heritage were consistently located behind the modern
Soviet bridges and squares, providing the symbolic backdrop for images of

socialist development.

Fig 3.
A photograph of the Most Aleksandra Nevskogo depicted against
the backdrop of the Novgorod Kremlin
Fig. 4.
An image of the ploshchad’ Revolyutsii in Pskov in which the Tserkov’ Mikhaila i Gavriila
Arkhangelov can be seen in the background

80 Kushnir, p. 52.
81 Yelena Morozkina, Pskov: A Guide, trans. by Doris Bradbury (Moscow: Raduga Publishers,
1984), pp. 108-109.
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While foreigners made up a relatively small number of the tourists who visited
the medieval Russian towns in 1961, their numbers grew exponentially
throughout the 1960s.82 By the end of the 1960s, foreign tourism had become
such an important part of local culture that newspapers considered it necessary
to provide instruction in inter-cultural etiquette. In an article that appeared in
Novgorodskaya pravda in 1968, A. Drozdova advised on the culinary tastes of
‘foreign guests’, providing some pointers on the preparation of foreigner-friendly

dishes:

MHoro rocreil y Hauero ropoga. Illpues3xarwoT OHU U3 pa3HbIX

CTpaH, CO BCeX KOHTUHEHTOB 3eMJIU. Kaxx0ro HaZjo BCTPETUTh He

TOJIBKO XJIEOOM-COJIbIO, KaK BEJIUT CTAPUHHBIN Halll 06bIYal, HAJl0

CyMeTb N0JIaTh €My, EC/JIM HE caMoe JIlo6UMoe 6JII0[0, TO XOTs ObI

TO, KOTOpOe He 6y/leT IPOTUBOPEYUTD ero NPUBbIYKaM.

W3y4uThb TNOJHOCTbIO HALMOHAJIbHble KyXHU BCeX CTpaH

HEBO3MOXXHO, HO OCOOEHHOCTU TIUTaHUA NpeACTaBUTeNed

pa3/JIMYHBbIX HAapOJ 0B 3HATh HEOOXOJUMO. A 0COGEHHOCTEN TaKUX

MHOro0.83
Of interest here, apart from the insight into national and cultural stereotypes, is
the understanding of Russian culture (in this case, culinary traditions) as
something which ought to be adapted to fit with the tastes and preferences of
foreign visitors. Foreign tourists were not to be welcomed with the traditional
offering of bread and salt (the telling ‘tol’ko’ in the article reveals the perceived
meagreness or cheapness of the tradition), but rather with a reflection of their

own cultures, in the form of nationally and regionally themed dishes. It is

possible to explain this logic with reference to the broader trends in displaying

82 Shawn Salmon has noted that the number of foreign tourists to the Soviet Union doubled to
roughly one million between 1957 and 1965. See Shawn Salmon, ‘Marketing Socialism: Inturist in
the Late 1950s and Early 1960s’, in Gorsuch and Koenker, pp. 186-204 (pp. 190-191).

83 A. Drozdova, ‘Chem gostya nakormit'?’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 13 June 1968, p. 4.

51



and packaging national culture for consumption by foreign tourists in the post-
1961 period. While folkloric practices were frequently and self-consciously
displayed to visiting guests, emphasis was consistently laid on the modern rather

than traditional elements of national culture.84

In the highly mediated context of Soviet tourism,8 foreign tourists who pursued
their own versions of ‘reality’ were at particular risk of seeming subversive. In an
article which appeared in Novgorodskaya pravda in 1960, several examples of
touristic deviance were elaborated. The story of one American tourist, who
slipped away from the excursion group to photograph overflowing bins in a
nearby courtyard, was singled out for particular criticism. Not only was the
foreigner seen to have acted in a hypocritical way (one local was reported to
have shouted: ‘ocTtaBb nieHky a5 poTorpaduil y cebs, B AMepuke, Jijis
TPyI1100, B KOTOPBIX )KUBYT pabouue’), she had also deviated from the accepted
model of Soviet tourism. Instead of demonstrating the appropriate admiration
and respect for the achievements of socialism by photographing the Sofiiskii
sobor or the newly asphalted road, she had demonstrated an unpardonable lack
of respect for her hosts. As the author of the article commented: 'Tlpurnaias 3a
CTOJI, Mbl He TI03B0JIsIEM KJIACTh HOT'M Ha CTOJI. 3a6bIBAIOIUM O TOM, KTO FOCTH, a

KTO X0351€Ba, Mbl BEK/JIMBO HO PELINTEIbHO 06 3TOM HanoMuHaeM'.86

84 Compare, for example, the exhibitions of Russian folk art and crafts or the performances of folk
song and dance ensembles, in which the conditions of modern urban life were consistently
emphasized. I discuss the discursive treatment of the traditional and modern in displays of folk
culture in Chapter Two.

85 The Soviet Union was not the only country to ‘commodify’ local culture for touristic
consumption. For a discussion of the commercialization of local traditions and practices in the
Mediterranean Region and the strategies of covert resistance to such developments that emerged
among local communities see Jeremy Boissevain’s introduction to Coping with Tourists: European
Reactions to Mass Tourism, ed. by Jeremy Boissevain (Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1996), pp. 1-27.

86 V. Molotkov, ‘O nashikh gostyakh’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 4 August 1960, p. 3.
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To return to the experience of the Soviet tourist, arguably the most important
factor that shaped visitors’ impressions of their surroundings was their
knowledge and understanding of local history. This, as I have argued above, they
were expected to acquire from local tourist guides, the introductions to which
detailed the most important events and historical personages in the towns’ pasts,
kraevedcheskie materials such as collections of historical essays and conference
papers, and reports which could be obtained from local libraries and tourist
agencies.8” While, in reality, it is unlikely that tourists consulted all the varieties
of kraevedcheskii literature before departing on their excursions, tangentially
related literary forms, such as local histories and scholarly publications,
nevertheless informed the content of guidebooks and were frequently authored
by the same local historians and specialists. For this reason, I have included in
the following analysis of textual representations of local history not only
guidebooks and architectural directories, but also collections of scholarly essays
and local histories which shaped the approach and content of the materials for

touristic consumption.

2.3 TRENDS IN THE PUBLICATION OF KRAEVEDENIE LITERATURE

Before beginning to discuss the content and style of kraevedcheskie materials, it
is instructive to consider certain trends in publication numbers for the period in
question. Drawing on the information available at the Russian National Library

for the 1940-2010 period, it is clear that a far greater number of materials were

87 These preparatory steps were details in Yun’ev’'s pamphlet on tourism and kraevedenie. See
Yun'ev, p. 11.
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published for Novgorod (88), than for Pskov (36) and Vologda (9).88 The
publication numbers for Novgorod are in fact artificially inflated by a series of
pamphlets with small circulations produced by the ‘Novgorodskaya pravda’
press to coincide with the 1100t anniversary of the town in 1959. Nevertheless,
judging by circulation numbers alone, significantly more ink was spent

describing Novgorod and its history, than Pskov and Vologda.®®

The publication numbers for Novgorod remained high throughout the Soviet
period reflecting the status of the town as a significant medieval centre and
important tourist destination. Eight books about Novgorod with circulations of
25,000 copies or over were released in the 1970s, and a further six publications
with equally high print-runs were produced in the 1980s. After 1990, however,
while the average number of publications each decade dropped only slightly, the
number of guides with circulations of over 25,000 plummeted. On the one hand,
the buoyancy of publication numbers reflects the greater activity of specialist
academic presses, such as the ‘Dmitry Bulanin’ press in St Petersburg, and local
presses, such as the ‘Novgorodskii gosudarstvennyi universitet Yaroslava
Mudrogo’ press in Novgorod. On the other hand, the drop in the number of
guides with large circulations was indicative of the fall off in state-sponsored
tourism in general, and the decline in the status of Novgorod as a showpiece of

national heritage tourism in particular.

88 For full details of publication figures for kraevedcheskie materials in Novgorod, Pskov and
Vologda between 1940 and 2009 see Appendix One.

89 There are 25 publications for Novgorod with circulations of 25,000 copies or more, compared
with 8 for Pskov, and 5 for Vologda.
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While publication numbers were consistently lower for Pskov and Vologda, these
nevertheless increased steadily during the 1950s and 1960s, reflecting the
growth in interest in the towns as historical tourist destinations. The peak of
state-sponsored tourism in Pskov appears to have come in the 1970-1979 period
when three guides were published about the town with circulations of 25,000
copies or over. As opposed to Novgorod, the number of publications about Pskov
fell dramatically to just two guides with circulations of 25,000 copies or fewer in
the 1980s. This appears to indicate the waning commitment on the part of the
Soviet state to support the touristic development of the town. In the post-Soviet
period, as for Novgorod, publication numbers were maintained by the activity of
local presses, although no guides with circulations of over 25,000 were

published after 1978.

Judging by the statistics, it would appear that Vologda did not surface as a
national tourist destination until end of the 1960s, when the first guide with
circulation number of over 25,000 copies was published.?® Guides with large
circulations continued to be published throughout the 1970s, but, as for Pskov,
the number of publications declined sharply in the 1980s, signalling a drop-off in
official interest in the town. The post-Soviet period, however, saw an increase in
the activity of local presses analogous to that in Novgorod and Pskov. But, by
contrast with the other two towns, no publications were released by presses in

Moscow and St Petersburg after 1972. This would appear to indicate that the

90 It is worth noting that this was a guide dedicated to four towns in the Russian North rather
than specifically commemorating local architecture, history, and culture in Vologda. See G.
Bocharov and V. Vygolov, Vologda, Kirillov, Ferapontovo, Belozersk (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1969).
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town had disappeared from the national tourist radar, despite the best attempts

of local writers and historians to raise the profile of local culture and history.

To gauge with any accuracy how these guides were used in the Soviet period is a
more difficult question. Judging from the pristine appearance of the copies [ was
shown by local residents, many guidebooks were prestige purchases, intended
for occasional perusal by visiting guests, rather than practical pocket-guides of
the dog-eared ‘Lonely Planet’ variety. It might therefore be reasonable to assume
that the guidebooks are local variants of the ‘works of Dostoevsky’ phenomenon:
largely undigested literary oeuvres with a near decorative function in the
domestic sphere, and the possession of which marked the boundary of a
particular community.®! The display of guides (in the same way as the unread
‘collected works’) in the vitrine-like bookstands that furnish many Khrushchev-
era flats might be interpreted as a ritualistic form of self-display, a domestic

analogy of the museicization of local culture that began at the same period.

2.4 FRAMING THE LEGEND OF THE DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF NOVGOROD
Finding an ideologically correct interpretation of the historical myth of the
Democratic Republic of Novgorod was perhaps one of the most delicate tasks
that faced authors of post-war Soviet tourist guides to Novgorod. The legend of
Veche Republic, and, in particular, the romantic story of its struggle, led by

Marfa-Posadnitsa, against thuggish Muscovy had been a popular source of

91 For a discussion of book collecting as a cultural phenomenon in the post-Stalin period see
Stephen Lovell, The Russian Reading Revolution: Print Culture in the Soviet and Post-Soviet Eras
(London: Macmillan Press Ltd., 1999), pp. 66-68.
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literary interpretation in the pre-revolutionary period.?? In the Soviet Union, it
was necessary to reformulate the tale of thwarted democratic self-government in
terms not entirely antagonistic to the Communist project, and certainly not
offensive to the status of its capital. In particular, the composition of the
Novgorod Veche, the depiction of Ivan IV, and the consequences of the
unification of Novgorod with the state of Muscovy became the focus of creative

reinterpretation.

Several historians circumvented the obstacle of Novgorod'’s recalcitrant past by
emphasizing the ‘revolutionary’ character of the Republic and the role of the
‘common people’ in its governance. In particular, the ousting of Prince Vsevolod
Mstislavich in 1136, which left the Novgorodians ‘free to choose their princes’
[volny v knyaz’yakh], was emphasized as an indicator of the of the town’s
‘democratic’ character.”? In this rendition of the Novgorod narrative, the
‘common people’ [chernye lyudi] were depicted as the most important actors in
local politics rather than the ‘privileged’ boyars. In an architectural guide to the
Novgorod Kremlin published in 1964, for example, the local historian A. I.

Semenov described the conflict between these groups on the Veche square:

92 See, for examle, Nikolai Karamzin, ‘Marfa -Posadnitsa, ili pokorenie Novogoroda.
Istoricheskaya povest”, first published in Vestnik Evropy, 1-3 (1803), republished in N. M.
Karamzin, Izbrannye sochineniya v dvukh tomakh, 2 vols (Moscow; Leningrad:
Khudozhestvennaya literature, 1964), [ (1964), pp. 680-728; Fedor F. Ivanov, ‘Marfa-posadnitsa,
ili pokorenie Novgoroda: Tragediya v stikhakh, s khorami, v piati deistviiakh’ (1809), reprinted in
V. A. Bochkarev, Stikhotvornaya tragediya kontsa XVIII-nachala XIX v. (Leningrad: Sovetskii
pisatel’ (Leningradskoe otdelenie), 1964), pp. 369-448; Segei Esenin, ‘Marfa Posadnitsa’ (1914),
in S. A. Esenin: Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, ed. by Yu. L. Prokushev, 7 vols (Moscow: Nauka-Golos,
1995-1998), 11 (1997), pp- 7-11. For a more systematic analysis of the tale and its literary
interpretations see Gail Lenhoff and Janet Martin, ‘Marfa Boretskaia, Posadnitsa of Novgorod: A
Reconsideration of Her Legend and Her Life’, Slavic Review, 59, 2 (2000), 343-368.

93 A. L. Semenov, Novgorodskii kreml’ (Novgorod: Novgorodskaya pravda, 1964), p. 3.
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3necb B ¢eojasbHble BpeMeHa IMOJHUMAJKUCh BOCCTAHUSA

rOpoOJICKUX HU30B MPOTHUB MpPaBsALIUMX GOSPCKHUX BepxoB. B Hell B

MecTe C TpPUBUJIETHPOBAaHHBIMM  CJIOSIMM  HaceJeHUS B

NOJINTUYECKOU KU3HU y4acTBOBaJ/IU [---] ropojicKve

peMec/JIeHHUKU U He 3aKpeMnoléHHbIe KpecTbsiHe.?*
By depicting the Republic as a state in which artisans and peasants struggled and
won political representation from the exploitative boyars, historians were able
to cast the medieval town as a proto-Communist state. Not all scholars were
prepared to make this ideologically convenient connection, however. In 1962,
the renowned medievalist and archaeologist Valentin Yanin published a
historical study of the medieval Republic in which he refuted the proposition
that the Veche was made up of ‘common people’, asserting instead that it
comprised wealthy landowners including the ‘posadnitsy’. According to Yanin,
these latter had increased their influence with the reforms of 1416-1417, which
resulted in the advancement of the boyar-dominated Council of Lords. Far from a
democracy, Yanin argued, medieval Novgorod in the fifteenth century had

constituted a ‘boyar oligarchy’ and the ‘democratic’ Veche a mere talking shop

with no real influence on local politics.?>

Yanin's rejection of the ‘democratic’ myth elicited criticisms from more orthodox
historians who expressed their disagreement with his thesis on the pages of
tourist guides and historical essays. In a collection of articles published to mark
the 1100t anniversary of the town in 1964, A. G. Feodoruk pointed out the short-
sightedness of ‘some historians’ who refused to acknowledge the central

importance of class to the development of political life in the town:

94 Semenov, p. 3.
95 V. L. Yanin, Novgorodskye posadniki (Moscow: Izd-vo Moskovskogo universiteta, 1962), pp. 53-
54.
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HcTopuku, roToBble BUAETb BMECTO KJIACCOBOM OOpPbObI OJHY
TOJIBKO «L|€HTPaM3al1i0 BJACTHU KaK BCeOObeMJIIOLIMU MPoLecc
pycckori ucropuu X1V - XV BekoB», He 3aMedaldT TOrO, 4YTO
BeyeBble TpaAuLMu HoBroposa onvpaavch Ha «4epHBIX JOJEN».
My»xu HOBropoAubl», CBOOOJHbIE JIIOJH, COCTABJSJIA OCHOBY
HOBIOPOJCKOTO OMOJIYEHUS. ITO OBLIO «OIOPrepCcTBO» PYCCKOTO
Cpe/JHEBEKOBOI'0 TOpoZa, YCTOMYMBOE, KpelKoe HaceseHHe,
VMMeBlllee 3HaUYUTe/IbHble NPaBa, NOATBepXK/eHHble 0QUIIMaTBbHO
JokyMeHTaMu Besmkoro HoBsropopa, faBaBiiero rpaMoThbl U OT
MMEHU «4YepHBIX JI0Jeld» - OCHOBHOM MacChl HOBIOPOJCKOIO
HacesleHUs.%®

The democratic legend of Novgorod was not only reinforced in historical
publications but was also read into local architecture. The revolutionary and
democratic aspect of Novgorodian culture was alluded to in architectural guides
in which local art and architecture were associated with features of the ‘local
character’. In V. Gippenreiter’s interpretation of Novgorod architecture, for
example, the simplicity, strength, and dignity of the Novgorodian warrior was

seen to be reflected in the city’s monuments:

OpHoro B3rJIsiia HA KpelnKue, KOpeHacTble MaMSATHUKU Besukoro
HoBroposa jgoctaToyHo, 4TOGbI MOHSATH HJlea/l HOBropojua -
JloOporo BOSIKK, HU 0YeHb 00TECAHHOI0, MY>XMKaBOr'0, HO cebe Ha
yMe, Mo4YyeMy U JOOGUBIIEroCs BOJIbBHHUIIbI 33JI0JITO JI0 APYTHUX
HApO/IOB, MPEeJNPUUMUYUBOrO HEe B MPUMEpP COCEe/sAM, MOYEMYy U
KOJIOHM30BaBIlIer0 BeChb TMIAaHTCKUU CeBep; B ero 30/4eCTBe -
TaKHe ke, KaK caM OH, NMPOCThbIe, HO KPeNKHe CTEeHbI, JUIIeHHbIe
HA30MJIMBOTO y30p0OYbsl, KOTOPOE, C ero TOYKH 3peHUsT «Hu kK
yeMy», ~MOTy4YMe CHJY3Thl, 3JHepruyHble Maccbl. Hpgean
HOBTOpO/Illa — CWJIa, U KpacoTa ero - Kpacora cuJbl. He Bcerga
CKJIaJJHO, HO BCerjJa BeJIMKOJIEIIHO, CHJbHO, BEJMYECTBEHHO,
nokopstoiuee.®’

9% A. G. Feodoruk. ‘Sovremennyi Novgorod i perspektivy ego razvitiya’, in Novgorod k 1100-letiyu
goroda: Shornik statei, ed. by M. N. Tikhomirov (Moscow: Nauka, 1964), p. 27.

97 V. Gippenreiter, E. Gordienko, and S. Yamshchikov, Novgorod (Fotoal’hom) (Moscow: Planeta,
1976), p. 15.
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A similar emphasis on the role of the ‘common people’ could be found in S. N.
Semanov’s photograph album dedicated to the Pamyatnik ‘Tysyacheletie Rossii’.
In the guide, the author picked out the figure of the Russian peasant bearing the
weight of the gigantic globe - and almost completely obscured from view by the
figures at the forefront of the sculpture - as the symbolic centrepiece of the
monument. This Atlasesque figure, Semanov argued, conveyed the essentially
proletarian message of the sculpture. Despite his pompous entourage, 'i60 Ham
KaK ObI HAIIOMUHAIOT, YTO NOJAJIMHHASA CYIIHOCTD SIBJIEHUH OINpeiessieTCs UM,
IPOCTBIM PYCCKUM MY>KHKOM, TPY>KEHUKOM U BOMHOM, KOTOPbIH ThICAYY JIET

JlepkaJl ¥ obeperaJi BeJIUKy10 Pocculickyto fiepxaBy'.%8

Fig. 5.
The Pamyatnik ‘Tysyacheletie Rossii’ in Novgorod. The anonymous peasant symbolically bearing
the weight of the globe is just visible on the left of the photo between Peter the Great and Ivan
[11.99

By insisting on the ‘democratic’ nature of the Novgorodian state, and in
particular its gradual decline into boyar-dominated patrimonialism in the

fifteenth century, Soviet historians were able to interpret Moscow’s annexation

98 S. N. Semanov, Pamyatnik ‘Tysyacheletie Rossii’: Fotoal’bom (Moscow: Sovetskaya Rossiya,
1974), p. 35.
99 Semenanov, p. 36.
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of the territory in 1478 as an event of ‘progressive’ historical significance. As R.
G. Skrynnikov has pointed out, Soviet historians argued that reforms of 1416-
1417, which strengthened the role of the elite institution, the Council of Lords,
resulted in degeneration of local politics into a ‘boyar oligarchy’ and
disappearance of local democratic traditions. With the corruption of the
democratic state, some historians argued, the common people of Novgorod
turned to Moscow to defend their interests. In a passage from the edited volume
of historical essays Novgorod published in 1985, V. F. Andreev argued that the
‘common people’ of Novgorod saw in Ivan III a defender of their interests against

the exploitative boyars:

B cpeny HenpuBHJIErMPOBAaHHOTO HacesJeHUs ropo/jia y»e HavaJa
IPOHUKATh HUJesd O HeoOXOJUMOCTH eJUHOBJACTHUSA, O TOM 4YTO
TOJIBKO CWJIbHAsi BJIACTb CHOCOOHA CHPABUTBhCHA C OOSIPCKUM
caMOBJIaCTMEM,  YCTaHOBUTb B  CTpaHe  TMOpPSAJOK U
cnpaBeJIMBOCTb. HejapoM, HeKOTOpble «4YepHble» JIIOJU
HoBropoga o6pamanuce k UBany Ill BUass B HEM CBOEro CUJILHOTO
NOKPOBUTEJIS, C KaJlo6amMu Ha 60s1p.100
Rather than the thuggish subjugation of the freedom-loving Republic, the
annexation of Novgorod was presented as a progressive ‘union’, desired and,
indeed, helped along by the ‘common people’. The folkloric protector of
Novgorod’s independence Marfa-Posadnitsa was, logically enough, excluded
from these narratives. While a reflection of the tendency to play down evidence
of local recalcitrance, official distaste for the Marfa-Posadnitsa myth may also

have stemmed from its inconsistency with Soviet gender stereotyping. The

belligerent and commanding figure of Marfa Boretskaya was at odds vision of

100 V. F. Andreev, Novgorod (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1985), p. 63.
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subservient and malleable femininity advanced in Soviet propaganda.19! If it had
been permissible for women to be depicted in acts of military aggression
towards the external enemy during the Stalin era,10? in the post-1961 period
icons of female bellicosity, particularly those whose ire was directed at the forces

of the ‘progressive’ centre, were disbarred from public view.

Local rebels against Muscovite dominance (represented since the Stalin years as
‘progressive centralism’) were an obvious embarrassment. Equally, the legend of
the Veche bell, which was said to have smashed itself on the rocks of Izborsk
when Ivan III attempted to remove it from the town, was excluded from most
guides, or otherwise rewritten in less symbolic terms.193 In this case, however,
the analogies with the actions of the German troops in Novgorod during the
Second World War, not to mention the anti-religious activities of the Soviet
authorities may also have influenced the decision to play down the myth. If

passing mention was made of the tsar’s bell-maiming antics in a small number of

101 For a discussion of gender stereotyping in the post-Stalin period see Catriona Kelly, Refining
Russia: Advice Literature, Polite Culture, and Gender from Catherine to Yeltsin (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2001) pp. 347-353; for an analysis of the theorization of gender difference in
the Soviet Union see Lynne Attwood, The New Soviet Man and Woman: Sex Role Socialization in
the USSR (Basingstoke: Macmillan Academic and Professional Ltd., 1990).

102 See Anna Krylova's discussion of the reality and representation of women fighter pilots in the
early-Stalin period in ‘Stalinist Identity from the Viewpoint of Gender: Rearing a Generation of
Professionally Violent Women-Fighters in 1930s Stalinist Russia’, Gender and History, 16, 3
(2004), 626-653.

103 Legend has it that the bell, which could be rung by any citizen of Novgorod who wished to
raise an issue connected with town politics, smashed itself on the hills of Valdai while being
transported to Moscow after the annexation of Novgorod in 1478. According to the version of the
myth, the bell’s pieces were either forged into miniature bells by carriage drivers, or transformed
of their own accord into miniature bells, which were then transported around Russia to spread
Novgorod’s message of democracy and freedom. The legend also provided a source of popular
literary interpretation appearing in the poetry of Mikhail Lermontov and the writing of Nikolai
Karamzin among others. For an overview of the appropriation of the myth in Russian literature
and culture see Nicolai N. Petro, Crafting Democracy: How Novgorod Has Coped with Rapid Social
Change (New York: Cornell University Press, 2004), pp- 134-137.
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architectural guides,1% much more attention was lavished on the miraculous
recovery of the bell of the Sofiskii kolokol’'nya from the bottom of the Volkhov,
where it had sunk as the Germans attempted to transport them out of the city.10
The myth of Novgorod’s bells was thus framed in such a ways as to avoid

highlighting parallels between the town'’s various historical ‘occupiers’.

In the historical publications and architectural guides of the 1980s, the
‘unification’ of Novgorod with the Grand Duchy of Moscow continued to be
interpreted as an event of ‘progressive’ significance. In his guide Arkhitektura
Novgoroda, published in 1985, the local historian M. I Kushnir condemned the
reactionary boyars: ‘4acTb HOBropoJiCKOro 60sipCcTBa, CTapasiCb COXpaHUTb CBOU
deonanbHble IPUBUJIETHH, HaUala 60pb0OY NPOTHUB NPOTrPECCUBHOTO
cTpeMJieHus 06 bearHeHus ¢ MockBoit’.106 V. F. Andreev’s edited volume
Novgorod assessed the post-‘unification’ period in similarly glowing terms:
'mpucoeaunenue HoBroposa k MockBe 6b1/10 BbIAAIOIMMCS COObITUEM B
npotuecce ob6pazoBaHus Poccuiickoro rocygapctsa [...] 3To 6b1J1I0 UICTOPUYECKU
IPOrpeCcCMBHBIM SIBJIEHUEM, CIIOCOOCTBOBABLIMM Jja/IbHEUILIEMY
NOJIUTUYECKOMY, SKOHOMHUYECKOMY U KyJIbTypHOMY pa3BuTuio HoBropoaa’'.197 A
parallel existed between the unequivocally positive presentation of the
Novgorod’s union with Moscow and the way in which the integration of the

Soviet Socialist Republics, such as Kalmykia and Kabardino-Balkiriya, was

104 See, for example, V. V. Gormin, Yaroslavovo dvorishche i drevnii torg (Leningrad: Lenizdat,
1968), p. 29; M. L. Kushnir, Arkhitektura Novgoroda (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1983), p. 31.

105 See, for example, A. I. Semenov, Istoricheskie pamyatniki Novgorodskogo kremlya (Novgorod:
Novgorodskaya pravda, 1959), p. 20; A. 1. Semenov, Novgorodskii kreml’: Kratkii pudivoditel’
(Novgorod: Novgorodskaya pravda, 1960), p. 14.

106 Kushnir, 1983, p. 31.

107 Andreev, p.70.
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described by Soviet historians.198 If colonial exploitation, particularly at the
hands of western capitalists, was the focus of unambiguous condemnation, the
centralising thrust of Empire, with its analogies in the Soviet period, was

enthusiastically endorsed.

In the post-Soviet period, the difficulties of democratic transition and the new
discourse of regional independence appeared to inspire some historians to
reinterpret the legend of the Democratic Republic as a tale of democratic
governance strangled in its infancy by authoritarian Muscovy. In his suggestively
titled, Tragediya Novgoroda, Skrynnikov thus argued that the ‘unification’ of
Novgorod with Moscow was neither historically inevitable nor politically
desirable. Rather than an enlightened and ‘progressive’ patron of the ‘common
people’, Muscovy was recast as a brutish aggressor set on sacking the democratic

civilization for its own misconceived gain:

OnpuuHbid  pasrpoM HoBroposa HeBO3MOXXHO oOmnpaBJaThb
CCbJIKAMU Ha HeO0OXOJUMOCTb Ipeo/ioJieHUsl IePeXUTKOB
yAeJbHON pa3ApoO6/IeHHOCTH 15005 3KOHOMMHYECKOH
060co6JIeHHOCTH JipeBHel 3eMuiu. [loxoa njapsa Ha HoBropojckyto
3eMJII0 ObLJI MEPOU KECTOKOW U beccMmbiciieHHOW. OrpabJsieHue
HOBTOpO/ILiEB He OTBeYaso Jjake MHTepecaM PpUKCa, IOCKOJIbKY Ha
JleCATUJIeTUSA NOA0PBaIO0 UCTOPUYECKH HAJIOTOBBIX MOCTYIJIEHUH
B Ka3Hy.109

This interpretation can be situated in the context of developments in national
cultural politics at this time. As Nicolai N. Petro has pointed out in his analysis of

Novgorod’s political transition in the post-Soviet period, the theme of ‘what

108 For a discussion of the presentation of the processes of Russian expansion in Soviet
historiography see Lowell Tillet, The Great Friendship: Soviet Historians and the Non-Russian
Nationalities (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press), pp. 331-357.

109 R, G. Skrynnikov, Tragediya Novgoroda (Moscow: I1zd-vo im. Sabashnikovykh, 1994), p. 154.
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could have been’ if Novgorod rather than Moscow had triumphed in the fifteenth
century gained popular currency in the post-Soviet period both in academic
writing and historically based fiction.110 In one such analysis published
posthumously in the Vestnik Rossiiskoi akademii nauk in 1998, the émigré
linguist Aleksandr Isachenko argued that had the democratic state prevailed in
the fifteenth century, a full translation of the Bible into Russian could have
appeared in the sixteenth century, bringing about the literary and spiritual
regeneration of the Russian state. Counterfactual readings of national history
thus provided a means for nationalist critics to reconceptualise contemporary
political developments, interpreting the turbulent events of the twentieth
century as a political and cultural aberration from the natural path of the

nation’s historical development.

The symbolic affirmation of Novgorod as a bastion of authentic Russian culture
was frequently linked with the fact that it had escaped Tatar-Mongol occupation,
and thus avoided the ‘yHU3UTe/bHBIN KOJ1JIAOOPALIMOHU3M C OKKynaHTaMu'.111
Indeed, categorically negative interpretations of Russian-Tatar relations were
also remarkable in local guidebooks of the Soviet era. While at a central level, for
instance in Andrei Tarkovskii’s film Andrei Rublev (1966), the Tatar ‘invasion’
had been presented as a chaotic process of shifting alliances and opportunistic
collaboration between local warlords and Tatar invaders, the local version of

events was marked by nationalist overtones. The North West's escape from Tatar

110 Petro mentions several publications on this theme including the book by Aleksandr Bushkov
and Andrei Burovskii, Rossiya kotoroi ne byla (http://bushkov.int.ru/rossiya2/1.htm) [last
accessed: 11/08/2010]; see Petro, p. 143.

111 Aleksandr Isachenko, ‘Esli by v kontse XV veka Novgorod oderzhal pobedu nad Moskvof{’,
Vestnik Rossiiskoi akademii nauk, (1998) 68, 11

(http://www.kulichki.com /~polit/biblio/novg.html) [last accessed: 11/08/2010].
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tyranny, and the consequent preservation of authentic national culture on its
territory, was nevertheless linked with the decidedly ‘socialist’ character of the
region. ‘Authentic’ Russian culture, sustained and perpetuated in the North West,

was thus presented as a primitive forerunner of Soviet socialism.

In this reading of Novgorod as the cultural and spiritual capital of Russia that
never was parallels can be drawn with some of the works of the ‘Impertsy’
writers, and in particular the prolific nationalist and editor of Zavtra, Aleksandr
Prokhanov. As Sander Brouwer has pointed out, Prokhanov’s Kholm, in which the
author-narrator collects earth samples from historically important sites in Pskov
in an attempt to restore the imperial order after the collapse of the Soviet Union,
can be seen as a literary attempt to establish a new spiritual centre for the
Russian Empire in the wake of Moscow’s submission to the ‘satanic forces of
international capital’.11?2 The counterfactual reflections on the consequences of
Novgorod’s victory over Muscovy reveal a similar impulse to invert the centre-
periphery dichotomy and recover the ‘authentic’ narrative of national history

from the history of foreign interventions and cultural corruption.

2.5 PSKOV’S MYTH OF MILITARY RESILIENCE
Aligning the history of Pskov with the socialist perceptions of the past posed

fewer problems to the authors of Soviet tourist guides. The town'’s extensive

112 Sander Brouwer, ‘Centre and Borders in Dugin and Prokhanov’, paper presented at the
interdisciplinary workshop ‘Russia on Edge: Reclaiming the Periphery in Contemporary Russian
Culture’, 11-12 December 2009 (CRASSH, University of Cambridge).
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experience of warfare and rebellion provided ample material from which Soviet
historians could craft narratives of patriotic fervour and class consciousness. In
particular, authors advanced the notion of Pskov as a ‘fortress town’, whose
history comprised episodes of defensive warfare against foreign invaders. ‘Every
fortress wall, every chapel, every graceful belfry speaks of the heroic courage
and mighty deeds of their defenders’ wrote Savely Yamshchikov in his
photograph album of Pskov’s architectural monuments published in 1978.113
Architectural monuments were thus seen to resonate with the glorious past of
the town and to act as humanised messengers bearing the knowledge of the

heroic experiences of the local community to future generations.

The myth of the ‘fortress town’ provided a convenient space for developing
stereotypes of national as well as local identity. In descriptions of Pskov’s
medieval battles against foreign invaders, Soviet historians frequently employed
notions of solidarity, patriotism, and selflessness that were familiar to readers
from accounts of Russian history from the Patriotic War of 1812 to the Great
Patriotic War of 1939-45. This tradition had already been established in the
years directly following the Second World War. Describing the Polish-Lithuanian
invasion in 1946, for example, S. A. Tarakanova had reiterated the stereotype of
the unyielding Russian soldier, recording the words of the Polish king Stephen

Bathory:

OHM Ha 3aluUTe CBOUX IOPOJOB He AYMAlT O »KU3HH, — NHUcal
BaTopuii, - X/JIalHOKPOBHO CTAHOBATCHA Ha MeCTe yOUTBIX WJIH

113 pskov: Art Treasures and Architectural Monuments, ed. by Savely Yamshchikov (Leningrad:
Aurora Art Publishers, 1978), p. 141.
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B30PBaHHbIX JEeUCTBUSIMU MOJKOIA, 3arpyKas MPoJIOMbI I'PY/bIo,

JleHb U HOYb CpakasiCb eJSIT OJUH XJe6, YMUPAIOT OT roJI0Za, HO

He caaroTcs. 114
The description of the Pskov soldiers, valiantly sacrificing their lives for the
Motherland, would have resonated with readers in the post-war period who
were aware of the story of Aleksandr Matrosov, the Second World War hero, who
had blocked off an embrasure with his own body. In the Khrushchev period, the
same motifs of stoicism and patriotic commitment recurred, albeit in less
dramatic formulations. N. S. Khrabrovoi and B. S. Skobel’'tsyna thus drew on the
traditional notion of Russian resilience in the face of invasion in their description

of the Siege of Pskov of 1581:

[IckoBcKUe 3eMiiefiesibLibl CTA/IM BOUHAMU. BOOpyKUBIIUCH, KTO

yeM MOT, peMeCJeHHUKH, Kylne4eCcTBO U yXOBEHCTBO BCTa/IM Ha

CMepThb y FOPOACKUX cTeH. KeHLUHBbI OTCTaBaJu CBOU JI0OMa, «B

MY>KCKYI0 KPEeNnocTb M XpabpoCTb 00JIeKIIasicsi», KaK TOBOPUT O

HUX aBTOP «10OBeCTH 06 ocajie [IckoBa» M TOe BBIILIN B 60i1.11°
The history of Pskov was thus presented as a microcosm of Russian history and
the local community a case study for the character of the Russian nation. Readers
were invited, not to admire the exceptionality of local people, but rather to

identify with them, to perceive in their mentality and actions an idealized

reflection of the national self.

Certain specificities of local history were nevertheless recorded in the guides,

another feature that was consistent from the early-1960s through to the 1980s.

114 S, A. Tarakanova, Drevnii Pskov (Moscow; Leningrad: Akademiya nauk SSSR, 1946), p. 45.
115 N. S. Khrabrovoi and B. S. Skobel’tsyna, Pamyatniki drevnorusskogo zodochestva (Pskov;
Leningrad: Iskusstvo, 1968).
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As in the guides to Novgorod, the experience of democratic self-government was
underlined and the ‘progressive’ character of the Veche Parliament was
emphasized. Social developments in the medieval town were interpreted
through the prism of Marxist-Leninism, with the result that episodes of civic
unrest became ‘popular uprisings’, and their causes translated as ‘social
inequality’ and ‘class anger’.116 As for Novgorod, the ‘tradition’ of class struggle
was mapped onto local architecture. Medieval churches, the symbols of
decentralized popular government, were celebrated for their ‘democratic
character’.11” By contrast, the merchant palaces of the seventeenth century were
understood as the products of capitalist exploitation, the architectural result of
the ‘HefoBepHe «OONBIIUX JIIOAEU» K BpaOXKAEOHOU UM MaJIOUMYIIEH Macce U

60513Hb UX COXPAHHOCTb CBOUX 6oraTcTn’.118

If local architects such as Yurii Spegal’skii asserted the independence of the
Pskov school of architecture from that of Novgorod in the 1950s and 1960s,11°
the recognition of cultural diversity was carefully distinguished from political
separatism. For the authors of Soviet tourist guides, the unification of the
territory with the Grand Duchy of Moscow in 1510 was argued, not to have
brought this cultural blossoming to a premature end, but rather to have provided
the economic and cultural conditions in which it could flourish. As S. I. Kolotilova
reasoned in her collection of essays on local history, unification was beneficial

for both medieval polities: ‘/lz11 MockBbl 661710 BazkHO coxpaHUTh [IckoB B chepe

116 [, Larionov, Pamyatniki arkhitektury XVII veka: Pskov (Pskov: Pskovskaya pravda, 1960), p. 3.
117 [, . Lagunin, Pskov. Izborsk (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1984), p. 9.

118 0. K. Arshakuni, Narodnoe zodchestvo Pskova: Arkhitekturnoe nasledie Yu. P. Spegal’skogo
(Moscow: Stroiizdat, 1987), pp. 48-49.

119 0. K. Arshakuni, pp. 60-61.
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cBoero BaHsAHUSA, [Jis [IckoBa — He 0Ka3aThCsl OTTOPTHYTHIM OT PYCCKHUX
3eMeib’.120 This interpretation remained the dominant one as late as the 1980s.
According to Lagunin’s architectural guide Pskov. Izborsk, for example,
unification with the centralized state had provided an impetus for economic and
cultural growth resulting in a boom in architectural innovation and an

intensification of building work.121

One can speculate that authors of Soviet tourist guides were disinclined to
interpret unification with Moscow in negative terms for fear of drawing an
analogy with the highly centralized system of government in the Soviet Union.
This would seem to explain the interpretative shift in the post-Soviet period,
when the term ‘unification’ was frequently replaced by ‘subjugation’ and the
relationship between the province and the capital reconceived in antagonistic
terms. One colourful example of this trend comes from K. M. Plotkin’s medieval
history of the region Drevnii Pskov. lllustrating the energetic revival of folk
narrative forms in the post-Soviet period, Plotkin recounts the legend of how
Pskov was saved from destruction at the hands of Ivan [V’s troops.122 Moscow
and its cast of historical characters were found here in the role of the knaves as
opposed to the heroes of local history, the relationship between the centre and
periphery being presented as one of savage coercion rather than acknowledged

mutual benefit.

120 S, . Kolotilova and I. P. Shaskol’skii, Pskov: ocherki istorii: sbornik (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1971),
p. 35.

121 Lagunin, p. 4.

122 Nikola the Holy Fool was said to have scared the Tsar away by descending on a broomstick
and crying ‘UBanyuiko! UBanymko! Kyma# xse6-coJ1, a He XxpucTuaHckoil kposu!'. See K. M.
Plotkin, Drevnii Pskov (Pskov: Izd-vo Pskovskogo oblastnogo instituta povysheniya kvalifikatsii
rabotnikov obrazovaniya, 1997), p. 89-90.
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2.6 THE ‘NARODNAYA FANTAZIYA’ OF VOLOGDA

The treatment of the northern Russian town of Vologda in Soviet tourist guides
differed from that of medieval Novgorod and Pskov. Neither a ‘cradle of Russian
civilization’, nor a ‘fortress city’ that had sacrificed itself for the defence of the
Motherland, Vologda tended to be presented in lyrical rather than epic terms as a
centre of spirituality, unadulterated Russian nature, and authentic national
culture. As in the textual representations of Novgorod discussed above, the
cultural ‘purity’ of Vologda was frequently associated with the fact that the city
had avoided the imperialist influence brought by foreign invasion. From the
Tatar-Mongol conquest of Rus’ in the thirteenth century to the German incursion
into Russia during the Second World War, Vologda had remained unviolated and,
as such, culturally ‘uncorrupted’ by alien mastery. G. Bocharov and V. Vygodov
thus remarked in their guide to the town published in 1969: 'CeBep B Tsi>kesbie
BpeMeHa TaTapCKOTO Wra U MHOTO O3/ Hee SIBJISI CO60M 60raThlil U
OTHOCHUTeJIbHO cBOO0oAHBbIN Kpail'. The authors of the guide were nevertheless
careful not to present the cultural distinctness of the region in terms that
contradicted the Soviet understanding of national culture. On the contrary, the
‘authentic’ traditions that had survived in Vologda corresponded closely with the
principal tenets of Soviet culture: ‘3Tu 06cTOsITENBCTBA U NPUJAJH UCKYCCTBY

CeBepa 6oJiee leMOKpPAaTUYHbIN U HAPOAHbIN XapakTep'.123

Vologda’s architecture, it was argued, reflected the democratic character of the

northern people. On the one hand, it was characterised by ‘laconicism’ and

123 Bocharov and Vygolov, p. 5.
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‘northern severity’,124 the architectural analogy of the lack of loquacity and
reserve that was said to distinguish the local population.12> On the other hand,
local buildings, and particularly churches, were described as ‘full-blooded’ and
‘authentic’, free from any lofty pretensions or obscurantist ‘mysticism’.126
Through this insistence on the democratic quality of local culture, the authors to
the guides were able to align their interpretations with the artistic values of the
time, which, during the Khrushchev period in particular, rejected ‘decorative
extravagances’ [izlishestva] in favour of more popular architectural forms.127 As
Bocharov and Vygodov underlined, there was nothing ostentatious or snobbish
in the architecture of the northern town, on the contrary, its ‘npoctsie, a nopo#i u
IPUMUTHBHbIE 06pa3bl HACKOJIbKO KOHKPETHbI U HACTOJIBKO JIeMOKPATHYHBI,

YTO BOCHPUHUMAIOTCS KaK MOPOXK/IeHUe *KUBOW HAapoJHOU dpaHTas3uu’.128

As in the guides to Novgorod and Pskov, the cultural influence of Muscovy, which
ruled over the town from the end of the fourteenth century, was presented in
broadly positive terms. Yet while the ‘Golden Age’ of Vologda architecture was
seen to correspond with the reign of Ivan IV (1533-1584),129 the ‘spirit of

Moscow Baroque’ which followed in the seventeenth century was far from

124 Fekhner, p. 42.

125 [ discuss the stereotypes of northwest Russians and the strategies adopted by individuals
from the North West to challenge and undermine these cultural assumptions in Chapter Five.
126 Bocharov and Vygolov, p. 6.

127 Khrushchev’s architectural front, the war on ‘decorative extravagances’ [izlishestva], which
began in 1955 with the Decree ‘On the Elimination of Decorative Extravagances in Design and
Construction Work’, was intended replace the Stalinist ‘Imperial’ style with a more
commonsense, utilitarian national architecture. See the Decree of the Central Committee of the
KPSS and the Council of Ministers of the USSR of 4 November 1955 Ne 1871 ‘On the Elimination
of Decorative Extravagances in Design and Construction Work’, Sovarkh: Proekt Sovetskaya
arkhitektura (http://www.sovarch.ru/postanovlenie55/) [last accessed: 4 April 2011].

128 Bocharov and Vygolov, p. 6.

129 The construction of the Vologda Kremlin and the Sofiiskii sobor date from this period and
were built in accordance with the tsar’s unrealised decision to create the northern residence of
the Oprichnina in the town.
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universally acclaimed. In their directory of local architecture, V. Banige and N.
Pertsev thus lamented the replacement of the ascetic beauty of the architecture
of the medieval period with the elaborate ornamentalism of Moscow Baroque.
The imposition of the foreign style was seen to have created ‘strange’ and
‘clumsy’ structures such as the Tserkov’ Dmitriya Prilutskogo na Navoloke that
stood out for their cultural rootlessness and incompatibility with local

traditions.130

The textual treatment of the merchant architecture of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries was similarly ambiguous. As the heritage of ‘bourgeois’
capitalist culture, the neoclassical mansions were difficult to write into a Soviet
socialist landscape or to frame as ideologically acceptable objects of national
heritage. Consequently, the buildings were described only cursorily, or banished
to an appendix at the end of the texts.13t While ‘Old Russian architecture’ was
celebrated as a material manifestation of the Soviet values of modesty and
integrity, the ornate wooden estates were dismissed as imitative and

uninteresting relics of an unremarkable period in national history.

The local merchant architecture was only permitted into the pantheon of
orthodox architectural styles in the late-Brezhnev era when it began to be
celebrated as an integral part of national culture. Rather than criticising the
buildings as embarrassing reminders of an unenlightened era, authors of local

tourist guides began to praise the way in which the neo-classical mansions

130 V. Banige and N. Pertsev, Vologda (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1970), p. 26-28.
131 See, for example, Fekhner’s guide to the town in which discussion of the merchant
architecture was limited to an appendix at the end of the text.

73



enhanced the local landscape.!32 In Sergei Razgonov’s guide to the Vologda region
Severnye etyudy, the tourist’s attention was consequently directed away from the
Troitskii sobor, past the seventeenth-century Tserkov’ [oanna Predtechi, to rest
on a nineteenth-century wooden house. In this tour d’horizon of Vologda
architecture, the architectural inheritance of the late-Imperial period, formerly
dismissed as the relics of an ideologically unsavoury past, was recast as an

integral part of the local cultural tradition.133

In Soviet guidebooks to Vologda, the natural landscape was praised in equal
measure to the architectural cityscape. Vologda was depicted as a natural idyll, a
town founded on dense forests, limpid lakes and crystal rivers.134 This landscape,
it was claimed, had provided the creative inspiration for Russian artists and
writers across the ages. A line was thus drawn along the local horizon linking
Dionysius, who had painted the frescoes of the monastery of Ferapontovo, to the
Soviet writers Vasilii Belov and Aleksandr Yashin, who continued to

commemorate the region in their patriotic prose.135

In a travelogue published in Ogonek in 1979, the Russian nationalist writer

Dmitrii Zhukov described the uncanny atmosphere of the town during the ‘White

132 Banige and Pertsev, p. 34.

133 S, N. Razgonov, Severnye etyudy (Moscow: Molodaya gvardiya, 1972), p. 29.

134 See, for example, the opening lines to Bocharov and Vygolovov guides to Vologda: ‘Bosiorzal
CTapUHHBIN PYCCKUH rOpo/, BOSHUKIIHUHI B Kpalo APEMyYHUX JIECOB, TUXUX, OeCKpalHUX 03ep U
YHCTBIX, IPO3PAaYHbIX MPUXOTAUBO Gerymux pek." Bocharov and Vygolovov, p. 5.

135 See the documentary film ‘Vologda’ (c1975) in which shots of Dionysius’s frescoes are
juxtaposed with scenes of local writers signing books at a book fair in Vologda. [ The film, which
was retrieved from the archive of the Vologda State Museum in 2008, appears to have been
produced to promote tourism in the region. In 2008, it was in the process of being restored by
the Vologda documentary filmmaker Yurii Ganichev. A copy of the film is with the author].
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Nights’ season, a time when the creative elite was prompted to take to the streets

and to their pens:

Bbln yxe MNO3JAHUMM 4Yac, HO Heb6O K He JAyMaJOo TEMHETbD,

)KEMUY>KHbIM CBeT 0eJIol HOYM 3ajiMBajl CTPOMHbIE TPOMa/ibl

CTapUHHBIX 3/laHUM Ha «COOOPHOU ropKe», MJATUHOBYIO TIJ1aJb

pEeYHOM M3JIyYUHbl BHU3Y, OCOOHSKHU U 1IepKBU 3apeybsi. ITO OHa,

6esasg HO4Yb, BbITHajJa HAC, MECTHO U IOBCEMECTHO YTHUMBIX

JIUTEPAaTOpPOB M TOCTA HX, W3 MNPOKYPeHHOW KOMHAThI

BOJIOTO/ICKOTO OTJeJIeHUs] Ha CBEeXUW IpOCTOp, IZle B pedax

3aCKBO3MJ1a 60JIb HeypAAUL, CTPACTHOE XKeJlaHWe HAWTH BbIX0/J, U3

BCEX TYMUKOB, JIIOO0Bb K POJHOU 3eMJie U 3a3By4aIl CTUXU CaMOM

BBICOKOM MO3THUYECKOU MPO3bI.136
Despite the judicious placement of inverted commas around sobornaya gorka,
the spiritual undertones of the article were obvious. If Vologda lacked the
majestic past of Novgorod or the heroic myth of Pskov, it was nevertheless a land
of transcendental beauty whose soulfulness shone through its nature and
architecture. The literary school of ‘village prose’ writers, as Kathleen Parthé has
shown, would provide variations on this theme in their writings dedicated to the
traditions and culture of the northern region.137 In the post-Soviet period, with
Orthodoxy restored to its place at the centre of Russian culture, the sacred

significance of the region, a land ‘touched by the hand of God’,138 would find

more explicit and categorical endorsement.

136 D, Zhukov, ‘Vstrecha s Vologdoi’, Ogonek, 40, 29 September 1979, p. 24.

137 See, for example, Vasilii Belov, Lad: ocherki o narodnoi estetike, 2nd edn (Moscow: Molodaya
gvardiya, repr. 1989), which describes the pre-modern traditions of everyday life in northern
Russian villages of the Vologda region; Aleksandr Yashin’s ‘Vologodskaya svad’ba’ provides an
elegiac depiction of the vanishing rural traditions of the Vologda region. See Aleksandr Yashin,
‘Vologodskaya svad’ba’, Novyi mir, 12 (1962), 3-26. For an overview of the central themes and
writers of the literary ‘village prose’ movement see Kathleen Parthé, Russian Village Prose: The
Radiant Past (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1992).

138 Galina Kalinina, ‘Vologda’, Russia, no date given, 1998 [newspaper clipping from the archive of
the Society for Co-operation in Russian and Soviet Studies, Brixton, London].
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2.7 AMPLIFYING AND MARGINALIZING THE SOVIET EXPERIENCE

The establishment of Soviet power at the beginning of the twentieth century was
presented in the guidebooks of the socialist period as one of the defining
moments in local history, the beginning of the towns’ transformation from
provincial backwaters into vibrant centres of culture and industry. In their 1970
handbook to Vologda, for example, Banige and Pertsev described the provincial
tedium of life in the town prior to the revolution: ‘fanpHeimas xxu3ub Bosorapi,
BILJIOTb /10 PEBOJIIOLUY, IPOTEKIIA CHOKOWHO U THXO, JaXKe MOXKHO CKa3aTh
JpeMOTHO-THUX0 U MOHOTOHHO'.13? This contrasted with the dynamic sense of
urban development and cultural evolution under Soviet power. As Varlamov
explained in his 1976 guide to the town, ‘Ha rs1a3ax npeo6paxkaeTcs 06JIUK
ropoza. OH yKpacuscsi HOBBIMU CaZlaMU, CKBepaMH U apKaMH,

a/IMAHUCTPATUBHBIMU U KyJIbTYPHO-NPOCBETUTENbHBIMU 34aHUAMMU 140

The emphasis placed on ‘mastering’ the landscape, energizing and transforming
the lived environment contrasted with the celebration of unadulterated nature in
contemporaneous European guides. In his collections of essays, Mythologies,
Roland Barthes remarked the emphasis on ‘ruggedness’ in the presentation of
landscape in the Guide Blue series, which he professed, ‘ne connait guére le
paysage que sous la forme du pittoresque [ ...] est pittoresque tout ce qui est
accidenté’.141 Soviet guides, by contrast, were more likely to praise the
purposeful taming of nature, or to draw attention to the civic rather than natural

aspects of the local environment. An illustration can be drawn from L. I.

139 Banige and Pertsev, p. 8.

140V, Varlamov, Po Vologodskoi zemle (Moscow: Tsentral'noe reklamno-informatsionnoe byuro
‘Turist’, 1976), p. 5.

141 Roland Barthes, Mythologies (Paris: Editions de Deuil, 1957), p. 137.
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Malyakov’s guide to the sights of Pskov, which began by underlining the very
synthetic characteristics of the town, describing it as ‘oguH U3 kKpynHeHlIUX Ha
ceBepo-3ama/ie Hallel CTpaHbl MHAYCTPHUAIbHBIX U KYyJIbTYPHBIX IEHTPOB,

COBPEMEHHBIN COLUATUCTUYECKUN ropo.142

The primacy placed on the events of the Soviet period was reflected in the
textual representation of historical time. History was seen to pivot on the events
of October 1917, which provided a structural caesura around which the texts
were organised. Moreover, the events in local history before October were often
interpreted through the conceptual lens of Marxist-Leninism and presented as
an extended prelude to the revolution. Kushnir’s 1972 guide to Novgorod, for
example, presented ‘pre-revolutionary history’ through essays on the
architecture of the Democratic Republic, architectural developments from the
sixteenth to the nineteenth century, and Novgorod in the ‘capitalist period’.143
This narrative of the pre-revolutionary past, in which the pre-modern
egalitarianism of the Democratic Republic was seen to be gradually subsumed by
the conditions of manipulative capitalism, reflected the Marxist-Leninist
conception of history in which economic factors drive the organisation of society
towards a preordained end.

Presentations of Soviet history in the guides to the northwest towns were
marked by certain thematic emphases and expressive tendencies that succeeded
in framing a common experience of life under Soviet power. In formulaic style,

the authors detailed the local experience of revolution, the industrial and

142 1, 1. Malyakov, Dostoprimechatel’nosti Pskovskoi oblasti (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1973), p. 21.
143 Kushnir, 1972.
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cultural achievements of the 1920s and 1930s, the devastation of wartime
occupation, victory, liberation and post-war recovery and the creation of

prosperity and the conditions of well-being in the present day. The narrative

form also held for towns, such as Vologda, that had not experienced occupation

and large-scale reconstruction in the post-war period. In Fekhner’s account of
architectural practices during the Soviet period, for example, the formula of
revolutionary inception, wartime subjugation (albeit of the nation rather than

the region) and recovery was reproduced.1#4

In the post-Soviet period, professional writers and amateur historians were
impelled to correct what they perceived to be the distorted narratives of local
history and culture established under Communist rule. The overemphasis on
Soviet experience was addressed through the reproductions of guidebooks
written at the beginning of the twentieth century, which, for obvious reasons,
excluded the Soviet period from their discussion. N. F. Okulich-Kazarin’s 1913
publication Sputnik po drevnemu Pskovu (republished in 2001) and V. P.

Laskovskii's 1910 text Putivoditel’ po Novgorodu (republished in 2007), thus

transported to reader back to a time before the transformative impact of Soviet

modernisation had impacted upon the local context.14> The republication of the

guides was also intended to retrieve the memory of local objects, and in

particular churches, that had been razed to the ground by the wrong-headed

architects of Soviet modernization. As G. Raikov commented in his introduction

144 Fekhner.

145 N. F. Okulich-Kazarin, Sputnik po drevnemu Pskovu, third edition (Pskov: Izd-vo ‘Svetonosets’,

2001); V. P. Laskovskii, Putivoditel’ po Novgorodu: Sofiiskaya storona (St Petersburg: Alaborg,
2007); and V. P. Laskovskii, Putivoditel’ po Novgorodu: Torgovaya storona (St Petersburg:
Alaborg, 2008).
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to Laskovskii’s guide: '?KuBo# B3r/is/, M3 NpOLLJIOro NO3BOJISIET HAM YBU/IETh TO,
YTO CErofiHsi CTEPTO C JIMLA 3eMJIM U YHUYTOKeHOo «MiBaHaMu, po/icTBa He

MMOMHSAIIUMHU»' 146

A parallel trend, reflected in A. I. Sazonov and E. A. Starikov’s 2007 publication
Moya Vologda, was to write individual lives into the history of the Soviet period,
colouring impersonal historical narrative with autobiographical detail to provide
a near ethnographic account of the Soviet experience. Moya Vologda thus
chronicled the intimate detail of everyday life, cataloguing the childhood
memories, domestic routines, and family traditions that had been excluded from
the standardized presentations of socialist life published during the Soviet
period. The authors of the text blurred the distinction between memory and
history, writing their individual recollections into a collective experience of the
period. Following an account of his own family history, Starikov thus meditated
on the more general ‘atmosphere’ of grandmotherly life in the town during the
socialist period, embellishing his account with national and local detail that was

intended to be recognisable to a reader of the same generation:

Ty arMocdepy BAOBbero crapyliedbero 6bITa 3a0bITh
HEBO3MOXKHO: Ha cTeHax ¢oTorpaduu CbIHOBEH U OpaTbeB B
BOoeHHOM ¢opme 3mnoxu [lepBoii MHUPOBON BOUMHBI, MOPTPETHI
poAHBIX, He BepHyBUINXCA C Benumkou OteuecTtBeHHOU. MHOTrza
TYT e Ha cTeHe - GOTO M3 IBETHOIO >KypHa/la TOJbKO-TOJIbKO
BXxoAuBIIEeN B Moay Asuibl [lyrayeBoil. O6s13aTesIbHbIE aTPUOYTHI
JloMa — UKOHA B KpPacHOM YrIJy, II0J KOTOPOM Ha CHelUaJbHOU
NO/CTaBKe paclnoJiaraeTcs Mojylliedka JJs IJIeTeHUS KPYXXeB C
HayaTou candeTkoin.14”

146 Laskovskii, 2007, p. 3.
147 A. 1. Sazanov and E. A. Starikov, Moya Vologda: Gorod nashei pamyati (Vologda: Drevnosti
Severa, 2007), p. 227.
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Sazonov and Starikov’s text might be understood as part of a genre of
autobiographical literature published in the post-Soviet period which, as Irina
Paperno has argued, was characterised by the desire to create a record of the
‘Soviet experience’. According to Paperno, the ‘impulse to publish’ in the post-
Soviet period derived from the existential anxiety of contemporary authors and
intellectuals, their desire to fill the ‘vacuity’ of the post-Soviet present with
narratives of Soviet experience and to construct a ‘tangible self and extended
community’ in text.148 This impulse was particularly strong in the Russian
regions where particularistic interpretations of the past were often subsumed
within ‘national’ historical narratives. Texts such as Moya Vologda were thus
propelled by the double impetus to write individual experience into detached
historical discourse and to assert the significance of the periphery in a capital-

centric understanding of national history.

2.8 CONCLUSION

As I have argued in this chapter, domestic tourism in the post-1961 era was
promoted as a means of reinforcing patriotic identity and stimulating local and
national consciousness among the population. In touristic visions of Soviet
towns, elements from the local landscape and episodes from the local past were
emphasised and creatively interpreted in an effort to create an understanding of
localness that conformed with the ideals and beliefs of the Soviet state. The
Veche Republic of Novgorod was thus reconceived as a proto-socialist state in

which class tensions periodically erupted into social rebellion; the history of

148 [rina Paperno, Stories of Soviet Experience: Memoirs, Diaries, Dreams (Ithaca and London:
Cornell University Press, 2009), pp- 55-56.
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Pskov was rewritten as a series of patriotic battles against foreign invaders;
Vologda, by contrast, was presented as the spiritual heartland of Soviet Russia,
the civic manifestation of the national qualities of simplicity and modesty and the
ideological attributes of ‘democracy’ and ‘progressiveness’. By aligning local
histories with the ideological values of late-socialism, the Communist state was
able to assert the somewhat paradoxical claim that the Soviet Union was mosaic
of divergent cultures that nevertheless cohered around specific socialist values

and objectives.

The actors involved in energizing the pre-revolutionary past in the post-Stalin
period were primarily members of the local community. Local writers,
historians, tourist agents, excursion guides, and non-experts were involved in
the performance of local history to a national audience. This took place both
within institutionalised structures, such as sightseeing excursions, and in
informal contexts, such as the presentation of photograph albums and tourist
guides to non-locals. The performance of culture reinforced the boundaries of
the local community, while the ritualistic acknowledgement of these activities in
newspapers and museum response books provided a focus of social identity and
local pride. Tourism endured as a centre of local identity in the post-Soviet
period, although the emphasis shifted away from the socialist past to focus
instead on the pre-revolutionary period. As | have argued in this chapter, the
emergence of new genres of historical commemoration, such as the history-
memoirs that wrote individual experience into official memory, revealed

strategies of negotiating this abrupt and disorienting change.
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CHAPTER TWO
EXHIBITING LOCALNESS: PATRIOTIC DISPLAYS OF LOCAL HISTORY AND

CULTURE IN REGIONAL MUSEUMS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In the post-1961 period, state museums shifted their focus away from
contemporary developments in socialist society as a whole towards the specific
experiences of the regions. Reviving the repressed discipline of kraevedenie, '+
museums placed renewed emphasis on localness in their exhibition work in an
effort to heighten people’s awareness of and identification with the goals of
socialist construction. By contrast with the 1920s, however, when kraevedenie

had constituted a viable discipline made up of energetic regional specialists from

149 According to the online Bol’shaya Sovetskaya Entsiklopediya, kraevedenie is «BcecTopoHHee
M3y4yeHHe onpe/ieIEHHON YaCTH CTPaHbl, rOpojia UM JepeBHH, Ap. TOCeJeHUH MeCTHBIM
HaceJIeHHEM, AJ151 KOTOPOTO 3Ta TEPPUTOPHUS CYUTAETCs poAHBIM KpaeM». The entry goes on to
point out that in the Soviet Union, the primary focus of kraevedenie work was «u3ydeHue u
OoXpaHa NPHUPO/bI Kpasi, BbISIBJIEHHE ero IPUPOLHBIX PECYPCOB; U3yYeHHe UCTOPHH (B T. 4.
PEBOJIIOLIMOHHOTO JIBMKeHUs, ['paxkaanckoi u Bennkoit OTedecTBEHHON BOWH), KYJIbTYyphI Kpas,
M3y4yeHHe U OXpaHa MECTHBIX NaMATHUKOB KyJIbTYPbl U CTAPUHBI, U3y4eHUe HAPOJHOT0
TBOPYECTBA, X031 CTBEHHBIX JOCTHKEHHH, ONbITA NePeJOBUKOB IPOM3BO/CTBA, TpONarasja
3HaHUU 0 CBOEM Kpae, 060611eHIe HayYHON HHPOPMALINH, COCPEeSOTOYEHHNE
O6ubGMorpadpuyecKrx JaHHbIX, POTOTEK, OpraHU3aLusl BBICTABOK, KpaeBeJYeCKUX KAOUHETOB,
JIEKTOPHUEB, 9KCKYPCUH, HEOOIBIINX UCCIEI0BATENbCKUX IKCIIeAULINH, My3eeB». ‘Kraevedenie’,
Bol’shaya Sovetskaya Entsiklopediya (http://bse.sci-lib.com/article065588.html) [last accessed:
10 January 2011].
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a range of scholarly backgrounds, the discipline’s revival in the 1960s was driven
almost entirely by the state. While there was clearly a measure of overlap at the
level of rhetoric - the desire to know, and consequently love the ‘motherland’
through the study of a particular locality was emphasised in equal measure in
both periodsts® - the discipline in the 1960s was more an extension of the state
apparatus, an aid to the dissemination of socialist ideals and values, than a

rigorous field of study.15!

In this chapter, I focus on the work of local museums in Novgorod, Pskov, and
Vologda to analyse the content and form of the visions of localness presented to
members of the local community in the post-1961 period. I argue that displays of
local culture, while ostensibly intended to stimulate patriotic affiliation with the
socialist state, focused exclusively on ‘Russian’ traditions, positing an idea of the
North West as a repository of authentic national values that was reiterated back
to the museum in response books and other forms of public commentary. In the

second half of the chapter, I consider the tensions inherent to the process of

150 Compare, for example, the description of kraevedenie as an impulse ‘to know the motherland,
understand it and serve it’ in LM Grev’s 1923 article ‘Kraevedenie i ekskursionnoe delo’, in
Raikov and others, Voprosy ekskursionnogo dela: Po dannym petrogradskoi ekskursionnoi
konferentsii, 10-12 marta 1923 (Petrograd: Nachatki znanie, 1923), p. 3, quoted here from How St
Petersburg learned to study itself:- The Russian Idea of Kraevedenie, by Emily D. Johnson
(Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2006), p. 156; and the following description
of the work of kraevedcheskie museums in a letter from the regional cultural authorities in 1961:
«[kpaeBenuyeckuii] My3el myTeM BCECTOPOHHETO U3Y4YeHUsI IPUPOJbl, UCTOPUH
JIOPEBOJIIOLIHOHHOTO NPOLLJIOr0 ¥ COBETCKOTO NEPUO/A, COBPEMEHHOI'O COCTOSIHUS MECTHOTO
Kpasi, CobpaHus U T0Ka3a My3€eHHbIX 3KCIIOHATOB PAaCcIPOCTPaHsET 3HAHUS 0 Kpae cpeau
IIHPOKHUX MACC HaceJIeHHs], BOCIIUTBIBAET y TPYASIIHUXCSA YYBCTBO COBETCKOTO MaTPUOTHU3MA,
JIFOOOBBb K CBOEMY Kpalo, K CBoel conuanucrtuieckor Pogune». Novgorodskii gosudarstvennyi
oblastnoi muzei (hereafter NGOM), op. 1, d. 410, 1. 24.

151 For more on the evolution of kraevedenie and the repression of the discipline in the late-1920s

see Johnson; for a related discussion of the practices of exhibiting visions of ‘localness’ to the
populations of the Russian regions in the 1920s and 1930s see Emma Widdis, Visions of a New
Land: Soviet Film From the Revolution to the Second World War (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2003), p. 44 and 100.
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crafting local patriotism, in particular the clash between local and national
cultural authorities over the ownership of historical relics. My contention is that
diverse, and at times contradictory historical narratives were institutionalized at
this time, preparing the ground for the introspective turn in local museum

culture in the post-Soviet period.

3.2 REVIVING KRAEVEDENIE IN LOCAL MUSEUMS

In the Khrushchev era, kraevedcheskie museums were once more put at the
service of the Soviet state. However, rather than simply focusing on the problems
of production, as they had in the 1930s, museums’ task was to reinforce the
authority of the Communist Party, endorsing its central values and aims. In the
recommendations of the Sixth Congress of the Methodological Council for the

work of Soviet museums in 1965, these intentions were elaborated:

B uctopuyecknx My3eXx U B OTAeJax UCTOPUH
KpaeBe/lYeCKHUX My3eeB [IJIaHOBOe KOMIIJIEKTOBAaHUE JJOJKHO
ObITb OCHOBAaHO Ha TJyOOKOM M3yYEHUU KHU3HU CTPaHBI,
pecnybJyiMKH, Kpas, 00J1lacTH, paloHa; OXBaTbIBaTb BCe
OCHOBHBbIE, CYyLeCTBEHHble fIBJIEHHS B HUX B3aUMOCBS3U U
B3aMMO3aBUCUMOCTH, YYUTHIBATb BCE€ OCHOBHBbIE BOINPOCHI
pa3BUTHUA 0011eCcTBa, a MMEHHO: pasBUTHE
IPOU3BOAUTEJbHBIX CUJI U IPOU3BO/CTBEHHbBIX OTHOLIEHUH,
pykoBoasamyt posb KIICC, cow3 paboyero kjaacca U
KpecTbsIHCTBa, OpaTcKylo Jpyx6y HapoZoB CoOBETCKOro
Co103a, pa3BUTHE COBETCKOM JIeMOKpPATUH U Jip.152

Throughout the 1960s, kraevedcheskie museums and sections of museums were
founded not only in the regional capitals, but also in towns with populations of

no more than a few thousand inhabitants. In the Novgorod region, for example,

152 GAVO, f. 4795, op. 6,d. 108, 1. 73.
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local history museums opened in Valdai in 1961, Staraya Russa in 1967, and
Borovichi in 1971.153 In the Pskov region, regional museums in Velikie Luki,
Sebezh, Porkhov, and Pechory were promoted to the status of inter-regional
kraevedcheskie museums in 1965.15¢ The museums nevertheless faced a major
obstacle to their work: the repression of the kraevedenie industry in the 1920s
and the replacement of locally specific displays with generic visions of Soviet life
had left them with few objects suitable for incorporation into exhibitions of local

culture.1ss

These developments began to be openly denigrated in the 1960s. At a national
meeting of museum workers in Novgorod held in 1960, visitors from the capital
criticised the non-specific nature of displays of history and culture at the local
museum, which included objects from central Russian regions and the Ukraine
and provided little information about the Novgorod region. The tendency to
gloss over local practices in favour of generic presentations of national culture
appeared to be a general problem faced by local museums at this time, or at least,
one that was widely identified. Museum workers were consequently instructed
to trawl the surrounding regions for objects that could be incorporated into
exhibitions, reorienting the focus of museum work inwards at the local

community, its history and traditions.s6

153 NGOM, istoricheskaya spravka, op. 1.

154 See the annual report of the Pskov Cultural Authorities for 1965. GAPO, f. R-1855, op. 1, d. 247,
1.143.

155 This shortcoming was noted at a meeting of museum workers in Novgorod in 1960. NGOM, op.
1,d. 380, 1. 27.

156 NGOM, op. 1, d. 380, 1. 27.
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Over the course of the decade, museum workers visited villages and towns in the
local district in order to identify and acquire objects appropriate for museum
display.’s” In Novgorod, expeditions were carried out in the Okulovskii and
Krestetskii regions in 1962, during which scholars visited factories, local
theatres, and churches in search of potential museum exhibits. Certain objects,
such as materials related to the technical reconstruction of Okulovskii weaving
factory and the activities of its workers, provided the local dimension to a vision
of socialist construction that had been a focus of museum work since the early-
Stalin period. Others, such as the decorative distaffs, looms, chests, engraved and
carved salt-cellars constituted a break with earlier strategies of museum display,
marking a revival of the ethnographic approach of the kraevedenie work of the
1920s.158 Like the Film Train of the 1920s and 1930s, which had screened images
of life in the regions to communities at the Soviet periphery,15® many of the
exhibits were transported to villages and towns in the surrounding region as
part of a mobile cultural service.1® A return to the practices of exhibiting
localness to the regions as a means of generating a greater sense of pride in local

and national culture was thus underway.

157 Employees at the Pskov State Museum visited Pushkinogorsk, Pechory, Porokhov, Gdov, and
Ostrov in 1962 in search of museum exhibits, while workers at the local museum in Novgorod
carried out expeditions to Okulov, Gory, Kuznets, and Borovichi with the same objective in the
1960s. See the annual report of the Pskov State Museum for 1962 and the annual reports of the
Novgorod State Museum for 1964, 1965, and 1968. GAPO, f R-1855, op. 1, d. 164, 1. 50; NGOM, op.
2,d.318; NGOM, op. 2, d. 814; and NGOM, op. 2, d. 954.

158 See the annual report of the Novgorod State Museum for 1962. NGOM, op. 1, d. 429,1. 17.

159 For a discussion of the cine-propaganda and its role disseminating ideas of socialist
development in the Russian regions see Widdis, p. 100.

160 According to a report on the work of the Novgorod State Museum in 1962, ten mobile
exhibitions were organised in the Novgorod region and included displays on the themes Rabot
khudozhnikov Novgorodskoi oblasti and Rabot narodnykh umel’tsev Novgorodskoi oblasti. NGOM,

op.1,d.429,1. 25-26.
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FIG. 6.

A pensioner demonstrating examples of work on a weaver’s loom to a group of pioneers at
the kraevedcheskii museum of the ‘Iskra’ kolkhoz in the Novgorod region in 1977161
Fig. 7.
A girl talking about the pre-revolutionary life of the peasants of Poozer’e at the kraevedcheskii
museum of the ‘Iskra’ kolkhoz, 1977.162

If the incorporation of objects of industrial production into Soviet patriotic
displays was fairly straightforward, the way in which objects of folk culture
could be made to work for the goals of socialism was less obvious. An implicit
contradiction existed between the categorical endorsement of the notions of
progress, industrial development and modernity, and the positive appraisal of
folk culture the existence of which depended on the persistence of traditional
modes of production and ways of life. Some museums circumvented this
problem by separating folk culture from its traditional context, praising the
former while criticizing the latter. The painting techniques, weaving, and toy-
making practices of the Russian peasant were thus the objects of lavish praise,

while the rural conditions in which traditional arts and crafts had originated

161 NGOM, op. 1, d. 2256n.3, 1. 11.
162NGOM, op. 1, d. 2256n.3,1. 12.
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were condemned as inhumane and backward. The explanatory notes from an
exhibition at the Vologda State Museum in 1963, Vologodskaya guberniya XII-XX
vv., reveal the underlying tension in the treatment of folk culture. While
traditions such as lace making and the preparation of the bride’s dowry-trunk
were spared heavy ideological criticism (the only negative remark in the notes to
the exhibition concerned the ‘stuffy workshops’ [dushnye masterskie] in which
the lace-makers had worked), 63 the explanatory text accompanying a
reconstructed interior of a peasant izba poured forth with ideological

indignation:

['pA3HBIN HeMOLleHbIM [BOp [JeJlaeTCsd BCe TIps3Hee U
HaKOHel| NpeBpalllaeTcs B BOHIOYee HelpoJia3Hoe 60JI0To,
CTOJIb JXe BpeJHOe JJfl YyesJoBeKa, KaK U JJi »KUBOTHbIX. B
u3be rpasp, MOJ B JblpaX, cTapasd Jadyyra pacliaTtanaach U
passieTaetcda. HakoHel fiBiseTcs »askasd U36a, HA KOTOPOH
He TOJIbKO HeT HU pe3bObl, HU YKpalleHUH, HO K KaJKUM
TPeXBepLIKOBbIM OKHAM X0351IMH He B COCTOSIHUU NpUJiesaTh
Jlaxe KapHU30B. BOT 4TO npeACcTaBAAI0T KUJINILA KPeCTbSH-
6eHsAKOB B Bostorogckoii rybepHun.164

In the note, the contradiction between the treatment of peasant life and folk
traditions was resolved through the implication that popular arts and crafts
were threatened by the organisation of labour in capitalist societies. The lack of
decorative carvings or folk details on the izba in question was explained by the
fact that the owner ‘was not in a condition’ to carry them out, in other words, his

creative spirit had been crushed by the exploitative conditions of capitalism.

Following this line of reasoning to its logical conclusion, folk traditions were

163 See the notes to the exhibition. VOKM. op. 1, d. 491, 1. 50.
164 VOKM, op. 1, d. 491, 1. 21.
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understood to be able to thrive only in conditions of economic and social
equality, that is, in just societies such as the Soviet Union.

The presentation of folk ensembles [narodnye ansambli] provides a point of
comparison in this regard. Folk ensembles, as Laura Olson has pointed out,
became popular in the post-war period when state-sponsored dance and music
companies were founded throughout the territory of the Soviet Union.165 In the
North West groups of folk dancers performed at Soviet festivals that had
replaced religious celebrations such as Russkaya zima and Prazdniki vsrechi
vesny, as well as touring neighbouring socialist republics and occasionally
kapstrany in the West.166 Like the exhibition of folk culture in Soviet museums,
however, folk ensembles were intended, not only to generate pride in national
traditions, but also to provoke respect for the Soviet way of life which allowed
for the preservation and perpetuation of such practices.1s? Consequently, little
attempt was made to conceal the modern context in which the ‘traditional’ songs
and dances were performed. Indeed, the poem which opened a publication
dedicated to the Novgorod folk ensemble ‘Sadko’ challenged the very
‘traditionalness’ of the ensemble’s activities by situating the performers within

the hyper-modern context of the Soviet factory:

OT pozHOrO 3aBO/ia MOIlJIa AAJEKO
CysiaBa nmeceH Y TaHLieB aHcaM6.1 «CagKo»...
OTcTaBJsisieM Ha BpeMs CTaHKU U IPUOOPBL.

165 See Laura Olson’s chapter on the folk music revival under socialism in Performing Russia: Folk
Revival and Russian Identity (New York; London: Routledge Curzon, 2004), pp. 33-68.

166 See the programmes for festivals in Vologda for 1967. GAVO, f. 134, op. 4, d. 131, 1. 7; the
Novgorod folk ensemble ‘I'men’ performed in Japan in 1970 and in Warsaw, Lodz, and Gdansk in
1986. See Nina Chibizova, ‘Nam rukopleskali Varshava, Lodz’, Gdansk’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 18
October 1968, p. 4.

167 See the report from 1974 on the work of folk collectives in the Pskov region. GAPO, f R-1855,
op.1,d.776,1.99.
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MpbI ceropHs — apTUCThI! MBI C pyCCKHUM 334,0pOM

B cesnbckux kiy6ax, [ Bopuax, B 3apy6exHbIX TaCTPOJISX —

Bcroay PoauHy ciiaBuUM, CTpaHy HOBOCTPOEK,

YesioBeKa TpyZa U MJIOAbI €T0 Jiel,

Hepyumumyto apyx6y coBeTCKUX Jitoei!168
Reading about the ‘Sadko’ ensemble, Soviet citizens were invited to contemplate
the modern context in which the traditional practices were performed; folk

culture, it was suggested, was not alien to Soviet society, but rather an integral

part of the socialist way of life.

Fig. 8.
The folk ensemble ‘Sadko’ in front of their factory in Novgorod from
‘Sadko' - Narodnyi ansambl’, 1984169

3.3 DISPLAYS OF SOVIET ‘FOLK’ CULTURE
In the post-Khrushchev period, the contradiction between the celebration of
peasant traditions and the assertion of the primacy of modern urban life became

less important. In accordance with the growth in interest in Soviet

168 A. Bukhvalov, ‘Ot rodnogo zavoda poshla daleko’, in P. A. Bolvin and M. N.
Mironov, ‘Sadko' - Narodnyi ansambl’, (Novgorod: Novgorodskaya pravda,
1984).

169 Bolvin and Mironov, p. 26
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ethnography,’o museums turned their attention to describing the traditional
ways of life in the rural sphere. Expeditions to Russian villages developed from
missions for the collection of locally specific exhibits to become ethnographic
research trips for the study of peasant life. The reports compiled by museum
workers during these expeditions meticulously detailed the architectural
specificities and layout of village houses, the occupations of the residents, forms
of social organisation, and dialectical specificities of the region. Rather than
condemning wooden izbas as unhygienic and pitiful, employees of the Novgorod
State Museum described the village houses of Gorneshno and Perevoz in the
Vologda region in intricate detail as objects of considerable cultural value.1”: Yet
ethnographical research continued to be shaped by ideological factors. As
Tatyana Shchepanskaya has noted, Soviet ethnographers were obliged to work
within exacting ideological conditions, inventively reinterpreting their research

to correspond with official objectives.172

The tendency to self-censor ethnographic work was also remarkable at the local

level. In the late-1960s, museum workers collected considerable material related

170 By the end of the 1960s, work was underway on a number of scholarly publications dedicated
to the history and culture of the Soviet peoples. Prominent works included the section ‘Narody
evropeiskoi chasti SSSR’ in the multi-volume ethnographic encyclopedia Narody mira;
ethnographic maps for a Siberian ethnographic atlas, the atlas Russkye, and regional atlases, in
particular an atlas of the Baltic States and the republics of the South West. Ethnography was also
given more attention in academic journals, such as Sovetskaya etnografiya and the Ukrainian
language journal Narodnye iskusstvo i etnografiya, which increased its yearly output from three to
six editions annually in 1967. See the report on ethnographic work at the Novgorod State
Museum in 1967. NGOM, op. 2,d. 520, L. 9.

171 See the reports from expeditions to Gorneshno and Perevoz in the Vologda region in 1968.
NGOM, op. 1, d. 814 n.a, L. 5-6.

172 Shchepanskaya quotes the Soviet ethnographer Solomon Bruk who recalls that while working
on the ‘Atlas of Peoples of the World’ scholars at the Ethnographical Institute AN SSSR were
obliged to erase certain points from the map, either because they were prohibited from referring
to repressed peoples, or on the request of foreign governments whose official positions were in

contradiction with the contents of the atlas. Tat'yana Shchepanskaya, in ‘Forum o forume (ili o
sostoyanii diskussionnogo polya nauki)’, Antropologicheskii forum, 10 (2009), 161-168 (p. 163).
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to the ethnic minorities in the regions, such as the Karelian community in the
Okulovskii region of Novgorod and the Estonian settlement around the village of
Dyachino that had moved to the Novgorod region in search of free land before
the Stolypin reforms.173 But while the minorities in the Pskov and Novgorod
regions were considered appropriate research topics for the museums of the
Soviet republics in which they were the titular nations,174 they were clearly
regarded as unsuitable subject matter for exhibitions at local history museums.
The materials and objects collected during the expeditions to the regions were
never incorporated into displays at the Novgorod State Museum despite the

contemporary relevance of the theme and its interest to the local community.175

Throughout the Brezhnev era, local history museums in the North West placed
the emphasis in the exhibitions of ‘folk’ culture almost exclusively on ‘Russian’
heritage. Typical exhibitions at this time thus included Severnye pryalki in
Vologda (1970) where painted distaffs, wood carvings, folk sculptures and other
objects of applied art were displayed;'7s Narodnoe tvorchestvo (1967) in
Novgorod which included exhibits of clothing, textiles, and domestic and
agricultural equipment of ethnic Russians;'7” Vologodskoe kruzhevo (1977) an
exhibition of Vologda lace-making from the nineteenth and twentieth

centuries;'’8 and Vologodskii natsional’nyi kostyum (1979), an exhibition of ethnic

173 See the report from the expedition to the Okulovskii region in 1967. NGOM, op. 1,d. 318 n.a, 1.
16-20.

174 The need for ethnographic museums in Estonia to carry out research in the region was noted
in the report. NGOM, d. 318n.a,, 1. 16.

175 Pers. Inf. A number of acquaintances in Novgorod and Pskov regretted the fact that the culture
and traditions of local minorities were not better reflected in local cultural institutions. V. V.,
Novgorod, Summer 2008; V. G., Vologda Summer 2009.

176 See the annual report of the Vologda State Museum for 1970. VOKM, op. 1, d.678, 1. 70.

177 See the documents on the exhibition Narodnoe tvorchestvo in 1967. NGOM, op. 2, d. 789.

178 See the response book for the exhibition Vologodskoe kruzhevo in 1977. VOKM. op. 1, d. 863.
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Russian clothing in Vologda.17® At local folk festivals, a similarly exclusive
approach was taken to the presentation of ethnic arts and crafts. At the folklore
festival at the ‘Vitoslavlitsy’ Museum in Novgorod in 1977, for example,
demonstrations by specialists in Russian arts and crafts were followed by
performances by Russian folk ensembles from the various regions of the oblast’,
while no space was allowed for displays of the handiwork of the minority

cultures of the region.1s°

In the explanatory notes to the exhibitions of local ‘folk’ culture, museum
workers were at pains to highlight the significance of the objects displayed to the
objectives of contemporary Soviet society. In a report on the Vologodskoe
kruzhevo exhibition, for example, the preservation and artistic reinterpretation
of the tradition in the Soviet period was singled out for particular praise -
‘ocobasi IeHHOCTD [[IpOU3Be/IEHUI| COCTOUT B COXPAaHEHUH MHOT'OBEKOBBIX
HapOJHBIX TPAJUIMK, 060ralleHHbIX COBPEMEHHbBIM XY/10KECTBEHHBIM
a3bikoM .18t However, for those who visited the exhibitions, the logical
connection between the exhibits and the Soviet project was not always clear.
While one zealous visitor endeavoured to formulate her response to the
exhibition of Vologda lace work Soviet bureaucratese (‘3gecb Mbl y3Ha/il MHOTO
HOBOT'O O JIOCTHXKEHHUSIX CEJIbCKOTO X035MCTBA, MPOMbILIJIEHHOCTH Hallel
o6saactur’)182 and another visitor remarked how much Lenin himself would have
approved of the show, for most visitors the exhibits were a display of ‘Russian’

rather than ‘Soviet’ talent.

179 See the annual report of the Vologda State Museum for 1979. VOKM, op. 1, d. 998.

180 See the programme of the folklore festival in Novgorod in 1977. NGOM, op. 2, d. 952, 1. 1.
181 See the annual report of the Vologda State Museum for 1976. VOKM, op. 1, d. 849, 1. 5.
182 VOKM. op. 1, d. 863, 1. 47.
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Fig. 9.
A lace working of the Soviet ‘Order of Victory’ by A. A. Korableva dating from the 1950s on
display at the Museum of Lace in Vologda in 2010. Lace depictions of Soviet themes were

exhibited at the ‘Vologda lace’ exhibition at the Vologda State Museum in 1977183

The most overtly nationalistic comments to the exhibitions were left by visitors
to the museum from more ‘Soviet’ towns of Russian East, as well as Russian
inhabitants of neighbouring Soviet Republics. A resident of the industrial city of
Chelyabinsk in the Urals thus poured forth with patriotic enthusiasm for the
exhibition of lace work held in Vologda in 1977: ‘Cnacu60 3a pajyiiHblii IpUeM B
3TOM Y/ MBUTEJbHOM LJapCTBE Kpy:KeB. Balu KpyxeBa — npekpacHbl. OHU
pycckue! OrpoMHoe ciacu60 opraHM3aTopaM BbICTABKH 3a MIPeJ0CTaBJIeHHOE
yaoBosibcTBHe!' .18 Russians from Baku, the capital of the Caucasian Republic of
Azerbaijan, also expressed their appreciation for the preservation of Russian
culture at the Russkii samovar exhibition in Vologda in 1975: ‘Mel, xxutenu

ropoJia baky, ¢ 60/1bIIMM UHTEpPECOM IOCMOTPEJIM BbICTABKY «Pycckuit

183 Author’s own photograph, Vologda, Summer 2009.
184 See the museum response book for the exhibition Vologodskoe kruzhevo in 1977. VOKM, op. 1,

d. 863, 1. 190b.
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camoBap». boJibiioe ciacu60o 3a OpraHM3aLUIo pyccKoi cTapuHbl. Bosbuioe
cnacu60 3a To, UTO He 3abbIBaeTCsl pyCcCKasi UCTOPHS, ObIT pyCCKUX JitoJiel. Ham,
pycckuM, *kUByUM Ha KaBka3se, 3To ocob6eHHO oTpaZiHO'.185 The resonance of
these exhibitions appeared to be particularly rich for Russians who perceived
themselves to be estranged from an imagined national homeland, culturally

stranded in industrial megalopolis or a foreign territory.

At the same time, exhibitions of local traditions were celebrated for their
contribution to national culture in the comments of Russian visitors living in the
historic centres of the country. One engineer from the medieval city of Perm’
thus praised the tradition of Vologda lace making as a craft inspired by the
beauty of the Russian natural landscape: ‘Co3gaTh Takyto kpacoTty! Hy>kHo 3HaTh
BCIO KpPAacOTy NMPUPO/ibl, YTOOI BIJIECTH €€ pyKaMU BoJ1oTo/jCKMX Kpy>KeBHMUII,
JTO OrpOMHBIN Aap HAIIMX PYCCKUX KeHIUMH BosiorkaHkbl'.186 Another tourist
from the historic town of Vladivostok in the Russian Far East waxed eulogistic
about the monuments of the Novgorod State Museum: ‘Cniacu60o, Pycoy Besnkas,
YTO Thl HAM OCTaBHWJIa TaKoe HacaecTBO. Cacu60 BaM, pyCcCKUe AU
HoBropopa, yto Bel coxpanusiu ato. O6peJi moJiHOe AyLIeBHOE paBHOBECHE,
rJ1a/isl Ha BCce 3TO UCTUHHOe pycckoe — Hamre'.18” Comments such as these
revealed the all-Soviet impact of the idea that the towns of the North West

captured the essence of ‘Russian’ culture, even if this idea was rendered in more

185 See the response book for the exhibition Russkii samovar in Vologda in 1975. VOKM, op. 1, d.
826, 1. 29.

186 VOKM, op. 1, d. 863, 1. 190b.

187 See the response book to the exhibition of applied arts in Novgorod in 1969-1970. NGOM, op.

2,d.611,1. 290b.
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explicitly nationalistic tones than the conservative discourse of Soviet patriotism

would normally permit.

The shift in the focus of museum exhibitions towards specifically ‘Russian’
themes and the increasingly patriotic reactions of the general public to such
displays ought to be understood within context of developments in Brezhnev-era
cultural politics. As John B. Dunlop has pointed out, cultural manifestations of
Russian nationalism became increasingly pronounced during the Brezhnev
period. The ‘spirituality’ of the Russian countryside, which was alluded to in
films such as Vasilii Shukshin’s Kalina krasnaya (1974), the destructive impact of
Soviet modernisation on traditional ways of life which provided the theme of
novels such as Vladimir Rasputin’s Proshchanie s Materoi (1976), and the demise
of the Orthodox Church were among nationalist concerns that made their way
into the mainstream of Soviet culture at this time.18¢ While Dunlop maintains that
the year 1970 marked a watershed in the regime’s tolerance for Russian
nationalism,!8° events of nationalistic importance, such as the exhibition of II'ya
Glazunov’s paintings in 1978, continued throughout the 1970s. The patriotic
comments of visitors to museum exhibitions thus joined a chorus of nationalistic
commentary that issued from Soviet thick journals, samizdat publications,

national cinema and literature.

Up until this point, I have focused on the treatment of Russian folk culture and

traditions in local museums, the inventive ways in which museum workers

188 See John B. Dunlop, The Faces of Contemporary Russian Nationalism (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1983), pp. 109-132.
189 After 1970, Dunlop claims, expressions of Russian patriotism that were not melded with

Marxist-Leninism began to be persecuted by the state. Dunlop, p. 43.
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underlined the relevance of these themes to the political priorities of the Soviet
state. However, much of the work of kraevedcheskie museums was directly
related to developments of the Soviet period, the contemporary achievements of
the local community in the domains of industry and agriculture. In the
Velikolukskii kraevedcheskii museum in the Pskov region in 1972, for example,
exhibition themes dedicated to the Soviet past included the history of Velikie
Luki during the October Revolution and the Second World War, the
achievements of the local community during the first two years of the Ninth Five
Year Plan, and the lives of local revolutionaries. In the same year, the Sebezhskii
kraevedcheskii museum in the Pskov region organised a number of exhibitions
on patriotic themes from the Soviet period, including the collaboration of
Latvian, Belarussian, and Russian troops in the defeat of the
counterrevolutionary forces, the collaborative efforts of partisan movements to
defeat the Nazi occupiers during the Second World War, and the organisation of

collective farms in the Pskov region.1%

Like the exhibition of folk culture, the displays of materials connected with the
Soviet present were intended to raise awareness of the role of the local
community in the national project of constructing socialism. By reflecting an
idealised version of the lived reality in the museum context, it was hoped that
Soviet citizens would acquire an understanding of the place of the local
community within the broader context of the socialist state. In an article
published in Pskovskaya pravda in 1960, the ideal reaction of a visitor to a local

exhibition of Soviet culture was described:

190 See the annual report of the Pskov State Museum for 1972. GAPO, f R-1855, op.1, d. 629, 1. 5.
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JKCKYpCaHThI C TOPAOCTbI0 OCMAaTPUBAJIU CTEH/, T/e
npejcTaB/eHa HbIHEIIHSS IPOAYKIUS UX PEeANPUATHUS —
caMble pa3J/IMyHble 3JIEKTPOABUTrATEH, 3JIEKTPOMArHUTHI,
npeobpa3oBaTesiv TOKa.

- CeMyac 3aBo/J, OCBaMBaeT HOBble MallUHBI cepuu «lI», -
ckasasa Basa 'ocresa.

JleByllIKa C yBJleueHUEM FOBOPHUJIA O HOBbIX MalllMHAX,
KOT/la KTO-TO M3 MOJPYT N0/03BaJl ee K COCeJHEMY
CHUMKY:

- CMOTpH-Ka, Thl TOXe B My3ee!

Basig yMouikia, B3rJisiHyJla Ha CHUMOK. /la, Ha ¢oTo 6blia
oHa. ®oTorpad cHs ee 3a COOPKOU IKCIOPTHOTO
3JIEKTPOMarHuTa.

- BpIxouT, B MCTOPHIO MONasia — yJIbIOHYBILUCH,
NouUIyTHU/Ia NOAPYTa.

Basisi cmyTuaack. Ho B iyTKe nmoipyru 6b1j1a 60J1bl1as
Jouid npasabl. Beas oHa, Bana 'ocTeBa, v fecaTKu ee
TOBapHUILEH MO 1exy ABJSATCA HacJeJHUKAMU C1aBHOTO
NPOLLJIOro 3aBo/ia, TPAJAULMIK CTapLIEro NOKOJIeHHS],
CBOUMHU pyKaMU TBOPSAT, NPOJIO/KAIOT UCTOPHUIO ObIBLIETO
«MeTaJIuCTa» - HbIHE KPYIHOTO
3JIEKTPOMAIIUHOCTPOUTEBHOTO NpeAnpUaTrs.1o1

In the concluding comments to this excerpt [‘Beab ona, Bass 'octesa...’], the
author of the article made the logic of the kraevedenie revival explicit. The
exhibition of localness to regional communities was intended to raise national
consciousness and to impress upon people the relevance of their own
contribution to the development of socialism. Valya Gosteva was not simply a
worker on a construction line a Soviet factory, but an integral part in the

construction of socialism. Moreover, she was responsible for the perpetuation of

the traditions of production established by her socialist predecessors.

[t is difficult to gauge the extent to which the efforts of museum workers and

schoolteachers succeeded in achieving the goals of national and local affirmation.

191 A, Goluzov, ‘V muzei prishli rabochie..., Pskovskaya pravda, 6 February 1961, p. 4.
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The mindless repetition of the key dates and figures from local history by an
uninterested excursion guide may well have succeeded in substituting curiosity
for indifference in some cases, while the obligation to attend ‘educative’ school
trips in the middle of the summer holidays must have been the resented by more
than a few students. The fact that most local residents in the contemporary
period share a corpus of knowledge about their localities - the year that the
town was founded, the dates of the most famous local battles, the names of
figures from local history, among other facts — nevertheless points to the efficacy
of such activities for marking the boundaries of communities through a shared

understanding of the past and its role in shaping and framing contemporary life.

FIG. 10.
Pioneers on an excursion around the Pskov kraevedcheskii museum, late-1950s192

A more tangible result of the activities of local museum workers and teachers
was the creation of an acceptable vocabulary in which to express recognition of

the value of the local past and its traditions. Thus, while some comments from

192 GAPO, f. R-1855, op. 1, d. 164, 1. 71.
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schoolchildren in the Vologda museum response book for 1961 appeared
relatively unaffected (‘MbI oueHb 1OBOJIbHBI My3€€eM, HO KaJib, YTO HET
nuctoJsieToB’),13 others typified the overblown style and convoluted language of
contemporaneous textbooks celebrating the national past. One comment from
the students of school N232 in Vologda, which may have been dictated by a
teacher, reflects the overly technical vocabulary and artificial euphoria of many
entries of this kind: ‘My3ei#i aTo XpaHu [sic: xpaHuTesib | KyabTypbl! [Ipoiiis Bce
3aJibl My3es, Mbl 0OUeHb MHOI'0 Y3Ha/IM 00 UCTOpUM BoJsior/pl, o nepejoBUKax
IPOU3BO/JICTBA, O CeJIbCKUX TPYKEHUKaX. Mbl XkeJslaeM JJa/ibHEHIIUX yCIIEXOB B
pasButuu mMy3es!’.19¢ The standardized nature of this genre of comment, while
providing evidence of the capacity to engage with Soviet officialese, also offers an
insight into writers’ understanding of their discursive contexts. The association
of local history with the goals of socialist construction - industrial productivity
and agricultural toil - was clearly considered a prerequisite of public
commentaries of this kind and one which was delivered with a degree of

expertise.19

The revival of kraevedenie work in the post-1961 period stimulated greater
historical consciousness among members of local communities. In the
Khrushchev and Brezhnev eras, every town, village, settlement, school, club, and

family became a prospective subject of scholarly research, every local object a

193 See the response book for the Vologda State Museum for 1961-1962. VOKM, op.1, d. 406, 1.
lob.

194VOKM, op. 1, d. 406, d. 4.

195 For a discussion of public commentary in Soviet Russian culture and the ways in which this
can be interpreted by the historian see Miriam Dobson, ‘Letters’, in Reading Primary Sources of

Texts from Nineteenth and Twentieth Century History, ed. Miriam Dobson and Benjamin Ziemann
(London: Routledge, 2008), pp. 57-73.
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potential museum exhibit, and every piece of information a possible historical
fact. In letters to the Novgorod State Museum in 1960 and 1961, history lovers
from the region enquired into the historical origins of their particular
settlements, the lives of local war heroes, the details of Novgorod’s liberation
from the German occupiers, and the history of local burial grounds.*s The
museum provided detailed answers to each enquiry from its own archives,
encouraging the efforts of the local population even when these were perceived
to range into the realm of non-historical fantasy. In response to a question from
the schoolchildren at Yablonovskii school Ne8 in Novgorod in 1961 about the
significance of a stone with strange markings which was said to mark the spot of

buried treasure, the museum offered the following response:

YTo KacaeTcsl paccKasoB O KJajle M pa3boMHUKAX, TO 3TO

Oo6bIYHOE sBJIEHHE - O BCeX 3araJlodyHbIX MecTax M

HEMOHSATHBIX MNpeAMeTaX B HapoJe Bcerja Co3/aBajUCh

noso6Hble JereHabl. OJHAKO 3TH JIeTeH/bl TaKXKe CleyeT

3amycaThb, IOTOMY YTO B 3THUX JIET€HJAaX MOXKHO MOJIYYUThb

Jlpyrue cBeleHus, YeM Te, 0 KOTOPbIX OHU TOBOPAT.197
This note explaining the difference between real historical study and mere
fantasy highlights an important consequence of the state-sponsored emphasis on
historical enquiry at a local level. As individuals became increasingly aware of
their historical contexts, they also became inclined to question the historical

narratives commemorated in public institutions and subtly to question the

authority of the state to evaluate the past. From buried treasure to historic

196 See the materials on the restoration and preservation of monuments for 1960 and the
correspondence between the Novgorod State Museum and local schoolchildren in 1961. NGOM,
op. 1, d. 398,1. 28-300b; NGOM, op. 1, d. 422,1. 7-8, 13, 14-15, and 33.

197 NGOM, op. 1, d. 422, 1. 38-39.
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monuments, the relics of bygone times became a focus of political negotiation as
local communities, empowered with knowledge of the local history, asserted
particular vision of how that history ought to be represented in cultural
institutions.1%8 This tension could also be identified in relations between local
and national cultural authorities, where the rhetorical commitment to the idea of

national unity through cultural diversity was put to the test.

3.4 CLASHES BETWEEN LOCAL AND NATIONAL MEMORY

The establishment of local history museums provided an appropriate excuse for
museum workers to settle some old scores concerning the rightful ownership of
certain historical objects. While some claims, such as the return of 170 medieval
paintings that had been removed by Nazi troops to the Pskov State Museum,%°
were universally recognized, others proved more controversial. In 1965, the
head of the Novgorod Regional Cultural Authorities wrote to the Ministry of
Culture to request that the Vasil’evskii Gates, which had been removed from the
Sofiskii sobor and hung on the Troitskii sobor in Aleksandrov by Ivan IV
following the unification of Novgorod with the Grand Duchy of Moscow, be
returned to the Novgorod State Museum.20° The request was one of symbolic
restitution whose controversy lay in the implication that Ivan [V had removed

property from Novgorod without the consent of the local community. Indeed, the

198 For example, in a letter published in the Novgorodskaya pravda in 1967 one reader questioned
the wisdom of the official logic directing the preservation of historic buildings in the Novgorod.
See G. Melomedov, ‘O gorode moem rodnom’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 6 January 1967, p. 4.
(Quoted in full in Chapter Three); for a related discussion of the way that the ‘historical turn’ in
late-Soviet culture challenged social cohesion see Denis Kozlov, ‘The Historical Turn in Late
Soviet Culture: Retrospectivism, Factography, Doubt, 1953-91’, Kritika: Explorations in Russian
and Eurasian History, 2, 3 (Summer 2001), 577-600.

199 See the correspondence between the Pskov Cultural Authorities and the Ministry of Culture
for 1964. GAPO, fR-1855, op.1, d. 226, 1. 1.

200 See the correspondence between the Novgorod State Museum Authorities and the Ministry of
Culture for 1965. NGOM, op. 1, d. 480, 1. 35.
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suggestion that the relationship between the towns had been one of
subordination rather than collaboration conflicted with the established narrative
of ‘the gathering of Russian lands’ in which unification with Muscovy was
presented as a ‘progressive’ development for the territories at the periphery.2o
The response of the Ministry of Culture to the letter in which the idea of the

gates’ relocation was definitively rejected was thus categorical:

Takum o6pazom, BpaTa HaxoadaTcs B Anekcanapose 400 ser,

U He CJy4allHO, a B CBfI3U C HCTOPUYECKHM COOBITHEM,

cobbITHEM CO3/laHUA pyccKoro HaLlMOHAJIBbHOTO

rocyZiapcTBa, M MCTOPUYECKHM OCHOBAHO HAaXOJATCA B

Tpouukom cobope AnekcanjpoBa. [lyMaeTcsi, B Hallle BpeMs

HeT HaJlOOHOCTHU 3aHUMAThCA NepeMelleHueM NMaMsATHUKOB,

CBSI3aBIIMX CBOIO Cy/b0Y C IPYTUMHU rOopoiaMu.202
The implication of the letter was that local historical enquiry, while endorsed by
the state in principle, was nevertheless subordinated to the exigencies of
national historical narrative. As part of the national history of the foundation of
the Russian state, it was argued, the gates’ place was in Aleksandrov; their role in
the history of the Democratic Republic of Novgorod was thus dismissed as of
secondary importance. The letter revealed a condescending attitude towards
local culture that contradicted the rhetorical commitment kraevedenie and the
affirmation of its practitioners. Yet if a capital-centric vision of national history

was nothing new, the state-sponsored revival of local culture in the post-1961

era provided the conditions for similar clashes throughout the 1960s and 1970s.

201 For a discussion of representation of Moscow’s annexation of the Novgorod territory in Soviet
historiography see R. G. Skrynnikov, Tragediya Novgoroda (Moscow: 1zd-vo im. Sabashnikovykh,
1994); for more on Soviet historiography of ‘the gathering of the Russian lands’ see Lowell Tillet,
The Great Friendship: Soviet Historians and the Non-Russian Nationalities (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press); cf. my discussion of the representation of the ‘unification’ of Novgorod
with the Principality of Moscow in Soviet tourist guides in Chapter One.

202 NGOM, op. 1, d. 480, 1. 43-44.
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Historians and museum workers in the regions would continue to file complaints
against the cultural chauvinism of the centre and to assert interpretation of

historical events and objects from a local perspective.

One such event came in 1962, when a group of specialists from the Russian
Museum in St Petersburg visited Pskov with the declared objective of consulting
the museum'’s archive of Old Russian art and transporting certain objects for
further study and restoration work to Leningrad. Following the visit, it was
reported, the group had acquired an icon from the town of Ostrov and
transported it back to Leningrad without the permission of the local
authorities.?03 A comparable affair was reported by the Novgorod State Museum
collective in 1968, when during an excursion to the villages of Borovno, Zagub’e,
and Mel'nitsa it was discovered that museum workers from Leningrad and
Moscow had been scouring the region for local icons.20¢+ Anger at the neo-colonial
treatment of the regions translated into barely contained letters of indignation to
the Authorities for Artistic Affairs in the 1960s, in which the audacity of the
national institutions (which, it was noted, already possessed several first-class

works from the region) was deplored.20>

The state-sponsored kraevedenie movement was thus only partially successful in
the realisation of its aims. While the institutionalization of local culture and

history succeeded in stimulating greater historical consciousness, this did not

203 See the correspondence between the Pskov Cultural Authorities and the Ministry of Culture on
the subject of the restoration of local objects of cultural heritage. GAPO, f R-1855, op. 1, d. 157, L
23.

204 See the report on the expeditions of the Novgorod State Museum in 1968. NGOM, d. 814 n.a, L.
11-12.

205 GAPO, fR-1855, op. 1, d. 157, 1. 23.
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always correspond to the creation of new forms of social solidarity and a
strengthened sense of identification with the goals of the socialist state. On the
contrary, actors with vested interests in the interpretation of the past -
historically minded individuals, cultural institutions, and local authorities, for
example - often found themselves in conflict as they struggled to assert the
primacy of their own visions of the local and national history. As the state
entered an era of protracted reform these tensions would be subsumed into a
process of cultural restructuring as museums were instructed to address more
directly the social and spiritual needs of politically disengaged local

communities.

2.5 WRITING THE SOVIET EXPERIENCE OUT

The work of local museums was inevitably affected by the period of political
restructuring [ perestroika] between 1985, when Mikhail Gorbachev launched his
package of political reforms,206 and 1991, when the new union treaty was
ratified, symbolically marking the end of the Soviet Union. Gorbachev’s politics
were influenced by new currents of intellectual thought, in particular Tat’'yana
Zaslavskaya's idea of activating the ‘social factor’ to inspire constructive and
critical engagement of the population in the reform of national politics.2%7 These

ideas were reflected in the work of state cultural institutions, which began to

206 As Geoffrey Hosking has pointed out, the perestroika reforms can be seen to be divided into
two stages: ‘perestroika mark one’, which constituted the continuation of the Andropovite
policies of tightening labour discipline, stepping up the campaign against political corruption,
and economic ‘acceleration’; and ‘perestroika mark two’, which involved the introduction of
competitive elections and the sanctioning of informal organisations and associations in support
of perestroika that critically undermined the legitimacy of the regime. See Geoffrey A. Hosking,
The Awakening of the Soviet Union (London: Heinemann, 1990), p. 218.

207 For a discussion of Zaslavskaya’s social theory see T. I. Zaslavskaya, Restructuring Begins With
Every One of Us (Moscow: Novosti Press Agency Publishing House, 1987).
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engage Soviet citizens more directly at this time in an attempt to address
pressing problems such as the lack of trust in the political system, rampant
alcoholism, and the decline of the work ethic. At meetings of museum collectives,
the need to render exhibitions and cultural activities more relevant to the
‘spiritual’ [dukhovnyi] needs of the national community replaced the
preoccupation with strengthening national patriotism and identification with the

goals of the socialist state.

In 1986, a meeting was held at the Vologda State Museum to discuss the
implementation of objectives outlined in the programme of the Twenty-Seventh
Congress of the Communist Party. In order to align the work of the museum with
the political priorities of the Communist Party, it was argued, the museum
needed to improve not only its economic, but also its ‘spiritual’ efficiency. This
was to be achieved through a thorough the restructuring of ideological work and,
in particular, through the adoption of a more scientific approach to collection
and exhibition work.208 Similar discussions in which the need for greater
‘spiritual’ engagement with the local community was asserted were underway all
over the Soviet Union at this time. In a report from Pskov in 1989, for example,
museum workers were instructed to direct their attention towards the
improvement of cultural services for the workers, and the satisfaction of their

spiritual needs.2®® Following from Zaslavskaya'’s social theory, surveys were

208 See the notes from meetings with the director of the Vologda State Museum in 1986. VOKM,
op.1.d.1331,1.8.

209 See the report on the work of cultural institutions in the Pskov region for 1989. GAPO, f R-
1855,0p.1,d.1712,1. 15.
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carried out among local communities, which aimed at identifying and responding

to the social and psychological requirements of the local population.2t

In the climate of self-reflection initiated by Gorbachev’s perestroika movement,
local museum collectives began to discuss the shortcomings of their work. The
sections of museums dedicated to pre-revolutionary and Soviet history, which
comprised, for the most part, a random series of objects collected during
expeditions to the surrounding regions, were criticized for their failure to
articulate a coherent message to visitors.21t According to the authoritative voices
in these meetings, unstructured exhibitions, in which posters from factories,
busts of Lenin, banners from demonstrations, and workers’ clothing were
displayed with little attention to narrative coherence, had to be replaced by more
lucid representations of the party’s main aims. Yet, the ideological vision that
should replace the ‘inefficient’ ideological work of the past was not always clear.
During a discussion about the reconstruction of the Oktyabr’skii zal in the
Vologda State Museum in 1987, for example, the remarks of the museum director
that visitors should not ‘suffer’ as a result of the troubles the museum was facing,
that there should be no ‘ambiguities’ in or ‘complaints’ about the exhibition,

spoke volumes about the challenges facing state cultural institutions.212

The comments of the director of the Vologda State Museum reflect the ambiguity

at the centre of the work of state museums at this time. How were museums to

210 [n 1989 surveys were carried out in Pskov on the themes of Chelovek i ucherezhdeniya kul'tury
and Klub v Vashei zhizni in an effort to more directly address the social and cultural needs of the
local community. GAPO, f R-1855, op. 1,d. 1712, 1. 16.

211 See the notes from meetings with the director of the Vologda State Museum in 1987. VOKM,
op.1,d.1394,1.5.

212VOKM, op.1, d. 1394, 1. 5.
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improve their responsiveness to the spiritual demands of the population while
remaining faithful to the ideological tenets of their work? How could boring,
repetitive exhibitions be restructured for the spiritual benefit of the local
community? As hard as museum collectives tried to improve the originality of
their exhibitions by reorganizing the route through the displays and placing key
exhibits, such as portraits of Lenin and important declarations, at the visitor’s
eye-level, the results were limited.213 [t was only in the post-Soviet period, when
the ideological constraints on museum work were removed, that exhibitions
were able to reorient their work towards more engaging, locally specific
themes.214 In the wake of the Soviet collapse, the interest in folk traditions and
culture, which had developed in kraevedcheskie museums from the Khrushchev
period onwards, became the main focus of museum work. Rooms which had
been populated by objects and information related to the construction of
socialism were subsequently occupied with exhibitions of an explicitly local
character. Yubileinye daty Novgorodskogo kalendarya, Budnie i prazdniki
Novgorodskogo krest’yanina, and Tipy mel’nits Russkogo Severa were among the
exhibitions at the Novgorod State Museum that reflected this shift in emphasis.2s
In the post-Soviet period, certain aspects of local history, which had long been
excluded from museum exhibitions for their ideologically inappropriate content

were brought to the centre of exhibition work. In Vologda the history of the local

213 These were two of the recommendations of the museum director in Vologda to improve the
Oktyabr’skii zal of the museum in 1987. See VOKM, op.1, d. 1394, 1. 5-6; the dearth of comments in
visitor response books engaging with the political content of these exhibitions is a guide to their
relative lack of success in achieving the ideological goals outlined in the meetings cited above.
See visitors’ response books to exhibitions at the Vologda State Museum from 1989 and 1992.
VOKM, op. 1, d. 1400; VOKM, op. 1, d. 1715.

214 Museum work was restructured following the adoption of the Federal Law of the Russian
Federation on the museum archives and museums in the Russian Federation of 27 May 1996. See
‘Sobranie zakonodatel’stva RF’, Rossiiskaya gazeta, 4 June 1996.

215 See the plans for these exhibitions at the Novgorod State Museum in 1993. NGOM, op. 4, d.
1645; NGOM, op. 4, d. 1658; NGOM, op. 4, d. 1659.
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merchant class and its influence on town culture was thus commemorated in
exhibitions such as Iz istorii vologodskogo kupechestva in 1991 and Vologodskie
kuptsy - fabrikanty i zavodchiki XVII — nach. XX vv. in 1993.216 The notes
accompanying the 1991 exhibition reveal the shift in the values at the centre of
museum work. The activities of the merchant class, which had previously been
condemned as exploitative and antithetic to the objectives of socialism, were
now represented in more conciliatory language.2!” In the same way, magic, myth
and legend, which had been omitted from Soviet museums as irrational and
morally degenerate topics for public consumption, re-emerged in the post-Soviet
period in the form of projects such as Narodnye verovaniya i obryady svyazannye

s kul’tom koldovstva conducted by Vologda museum workers in 1994.21s

An excerpt from a pamphlet explaining to schoolteachers in Vologda the
rationale of a textbook published in 1998, in which myths and legends associated
with various places in the town were described, reflected this shift in

perspective:

OTkpbiBasi c6opHUK «PacckazoB o Bosorge» paaHHbIM
npefaHveM (KOorja-To B IJyOOKOW JIpEBHOCTH, 3aJ0JIr0 10
OCHOBaHUs ropojia Bosorzpl, B JaHHOM MecTe CylecTBOBaJ
LEHTP MOKJIOHEHUs S3blYeCKMM OOTraM), Mbl He NbITAaeMCS
JlOKa3aTb €ero HECOMHEHHYI MOJJIMHHOCTb, 3TO, CKOpee
Bcero, oJHa U3 runote3. Hama 3azaya - 06paTUTh
BHUMaHUE MOJpACTAIOLIero MOKOJIEHUSI Ha HWHTEPECHBIE,
3araZjouHble MecTa ropojga. OKyHyTb uX B aTMocdepy
CKa3K{, [JaTh [OYYBCTBOBAaTb, 4YTO 4YyJZeca MOTJH
NPOUCXOJUTh HE TOJIbKO TZe-TO 3a MOPSIMH, OKeaHaMH,
OTPOMHBIMM rOpaMy U OOLIMPHBIMU JieCaMU: HO U 3/eCh, B

216 See the plans for these exhibitions at the Vologda State Museum. VOKM, op. 1, d. 1648; VOKM,
op.1,d.1728.
217 VOKM, op. 1, d. 1648.

218 See the ethnographical report for this project in 1994. VOKM, op. 1, d. 1792.
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HalleM TropoJe, MPOXUBAJIM JajJeKue HeBeJOoMble OOTH,

KOTOpble TBOPUJIM CBOU JOOPBIE U 3JIblE /I, )KUJIU CBOEH,

HENOoCTHXKUMOH JJI HAaC 2KU3Hb10.219
Myths and legends were thus no longer understood as inappropriate material for
educative purposes, nor, as the museum workers who responded to the
children’s letter about buried treasure in 1961 had suggested, a means to acquire
information about real historical events. On the contrary, the popularization of
these narratives was hoped to strengthen the engagement of young people with

the local reality, stemming the drop off in interest in local culture and history

that had occurred following the collapse of state-enforced kraevedenie work.

Ambitious projects to regenerate interest local culture were nevertheless limited
by the financial crisis of 1994, which had devastating consequences for the
country’s state-funded cultural sector. In the Russian regions, the museum sector
suffered in particular from the combination of funding cuts, the fall in domestic
tourism, and the appearance of competitors in the cultural sphere.220 The gravity
of the situation provoked the director of Vologda State Museum to write to the
Ministry of Culture in 1994 appealing for funding to allow the museum to
continue its exhibition work and research.22t The Novgorod State Museum,
despite its relatively well-developed touristic infrastructure, found itself in a
similar position. The opening of a report detailing the museum’s activities in

1999, in which it was noted that the realisation of the plans of the museum

219 A. S. Mukhin and N. B. Shilova, Istoriya Vologdy v rasskazakh dlya detei (Vologda, Otkrovenie,
1998), p. 1.
220 These were factors identified as contributing to a decline in museum attendance in an

assessment of museum work in Pskov in 1994. GAPO, f P-1855, op. 1, d. 1930, L. 5.

221 See the correspondence between the Vologda Cultural Authorities, museums, archives,
institutes and libraries for 1994. VOKM, op. 1,d. 1777, 1. 18.

112



would depend on optimal financial conditions, reflected the climate of pessimism

that pervaded the local cultural sector at this time.222

In the post-Soviet period, local museums, which had seen visitor numbers rise
steadily from the 1960s to the 1980s, began to attain lower attendance figures.
In Vologda, for example, visitor numbers, which had reached 144,627 in 1961,
203,194 in 1970, 417,000 in 1984, and 450,00 in 1988, fell in the mid-1990s to
205,313.223 [n a report on the work of the local museum in Novgorod in 1999, it
was also noted that visitor numbers had fallen in recent years.22« The fact that
museum attendance was no longer a civic responsibility, the fulfilment of which
was policed by various community organizations, appeared to be one of the main
factors contributing to the decline in museum attendance. In one assessment of
developments in the Pskov State Museum in the 1994-1998 period, the over-
emphasis of particular aspects of local culture (in particular, the Great Patriotic
War and the life and times of Alexander Pushkin)z22s was identified as the main
factor deterring people from visiting the exhibitions. In the absence of state

initiatives to guarantee visitor attendance, many such boring exhibitions, which

222 See the annual report of the Novgorod State Museum for 1999. NGOM, op. 7,d. 1762, 1. 7.

223 [t is possible that visitor numbers were artificially inflated during the late-Soviet period in
order to fulfil the ever more exacting demands of the Ministry of Culture to herd the local
population into Soviet cultural institutions. Nevertheless, it is likely that visitor numbers did fall
significantly in the post-Soviet period, not least as a result of the increase in prices for museum
tickets and membership cards. See the annual reports for the Vologda State Museum in 1961,
1975, 1984, 1988, and 1996. VOKM, op. 1, d. 403, 1. 14; VOKM, op. 1, d. 678, 1. 29; VOKM, op. 1, d.
1225,1.10; VOKM, op. 1, d. 1457, 1. 26; VOKM, op. 1, d. 1844, 1. 11; for museum attendance and
excursion figures in Novgorod and Pskov see Appendix Two.

224 NGOM, op. 7,d. 1762,1. 7.

225 See the report on the development of the Pskov State Museum in 1994-1998. GAPO, f R-1855,

op. 1,d. 1930, L. 5; the overly zealous, but also academically incompetent, commemoration of
Alexander Pushkin at the Pskov State Museum was satirized in Sergei Dovlatov’s novel
Zapovednik: povest’ (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Ermitazh, 1983).
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had repeated the same topics and themes ad nauseam, were abandoned by the

local population.226

One of the first changes to museum displays in the post-Soviet period was the
radical reduction in the size, if not total removal of the exhibitions of Soviet
history. This was not just a regional phenomenon. As Catherine Merridale has
noted in an article on historical revisionism in contemporary Russia, the Soviet
Communist Party became an object of ‘mild satire’ in national museums such as
the Museum of Contemporary History in Moscow (formerly the Museum of the
October Revolution) in the post-1991 era.22” In regional museums, exhibitions
celebrating the decisions of most recent Party Congress and the local drive
towards the construction of Communism were replaced by displays of Russian
ethnography and pre-revolutionary history. New exhibitions at the Novgorod
State Museum in 1993 thus included Russkii samovar, a display of tea-making
paraphernalia donated by members of the local community, and Natsional’nii
kalendar, a collection of objects and information relating to rural festivals in the
Novgorod region.22¢ The activities organized by the Vologda State Museum in
1996 revealed an analogous tendency to pass over the Soviet twentieth century
in silence and to focus instead on the medieval history of the town. Iz glubiny

vekov, Vologda v ee starine and Drevnyaya moya Vologda thus ranked among he

226 Catherine Merridale has suggested that the fall in museum attendance in the post-Soviet
period was also symptomatic of a broader fall off in interest in history in general and the ‘painful
Soviet past’ in particular. Catherine Merridale, ‘Redesigning History in Contemporary Russia’,
Journal of Contemporary History, 38,1 (2003), 13-28 (p. 20).

227 Merridale, p. 17.

228 See the annual report of the Novgorod State Museum for 1993. NGOM, op. 4, d. 1672, . 66.
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themes for excursions, lectures, and quizzes that excluded the experience of

socialism from their horizons of interest.229

The decision to elide the Soviet period from representations of local history was
far from universally endorsed. In an entry to the Vologda museum response book
in 1996, for example, a pensioner from St Petersburg expressed his disapproval
of the way the museum had neglected the memory of local figures from Soviet

history:

XoTesiochb Obl MOXeEIATh, YTOObI B 3IKCKYPCUM ObLJIN pa3zesibl

nocBsuieHHble COBETCKOMY NepuoJly B UCTOPUM Kpas. MHe

JiyMaeTcsi, 4To Bbl moToponuauck 3akpbiThb OKTAOPbCKUM

3as. T'ozbl ¢ 1917 o 1941rr. 1 1945r. o HACT. BpeMs Jjajiv U

Bosorge, u Poccuu, u CoBerckomy Cow03y MHOTIO

3aMeyaTesbHbIX JiloJed. [loToMku He npocTAT. Bam Hazmo

3a60TUTBCA 00 UX MaMATH.230
As the public reaction to other forms of historical revisionism in the post-Soviet
period reveals, this visitor to the museum was not alone in his opinion.2zst While
historical institutions rushed to correct the skewed vision of national history in
cultural institutions, members of the public expressed more conservative
attitudes towards the relics of recent history, which revealed, if not nostalgia for

the Soviet past, then the existence of individual affinities with the material

culture of the vanished regime.

229 See the annual report of the Vologda State Museum for 1996. VOKM, op. 1, d. 1844, 1. 11-14.
230 See the response book for the Vologda State Museum for 1996-1997. VOKM. Op. 1. D. 1858. S.
27.

231 See, for example, the public outcry against the proposal to change the name of Karl Marx
Street in Vologda to Boevaya Slava Street in 2009. Blog gubernatora Novgorodskoi oblasti Mitina
Sergeya Gerasimovicha (http://mitinsg.livejournal.com/2585.html?page=4#comments) [last
accessed 29 December 2010]; I discuss this event and the public reaction to it in Chapter Three.
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3.6 THE RECOVERY OF CULTURAL AUTHENTICITY

The Soviet understanding of museums as ‘enlightening’ institutions with a
formative role to play in shaping the behaviour and mores of the local population
remained important in the immediate post-Soviet period. In a programme for the
development of the cultural life in Pskov launched in 1992-1993, the failure of
museums to organise cultural events for the younger generation was thus
directly correlated with the growth in anti-social and criminal behaviour among
‘culturally unrooted’ [svobodno boltayushchiesya] teenagers.232 Young people in
particular were perceived to be ‘alienated’ [otchuzhdennye] and ‘detached’
[otorvannye] from national culture and heritage. A gap was perceived to be
opening up between the generations that, if nothing was done, would be filled by

invasive western trends:

CoBpeMeHHOe COCTOSIHUE KyJIbTYypPHOTO HacJseausa
XapaKTepusyeTcsl paspylleHHeM TpaJULUOHHBIX GOpM
KyJbTypbl, HapoAHbIXx ee 1uactoB. llupokue ciou
HaceJeHUsl, 0COOEHHO MOJIOZ0e TOKOJIeHHWe, OTOPBaHbl OT
UCKOHHO pycckux Tpagunui. Cdepa AYXOBHOW >KU3HU
nepexxuBaeT Kpu3uc. MoJsiofieXkb BOCHUTBHIBAaeTCAd Ha
3amaZiHblXx  oOpasnax  JIerkoM  My3bIKM,  OCTalTCH
HEBOCTPeOOBAaHHBIMM 0OOraTCTBa HApPOAHOW KYJbTYPHI.
Hocutenn HapoJHBIX TpajuLUKA yXOAAT U3 JKU3HY,
IpepbiBaeTCsd  KyJbTypHOe  B3aWMOJEWCTBUE  MeXAy
IOKOJIEHUSIMU.233

This observation, recorded by a worker involved with the project for cultural
regeneration in Pskov, reveals a continuity of anxiety with the Soviet period

concerning the infectious decadence of western culture. What had changed in the

232 GAPO, f R-1855, op. 1, d. 1930, 1. 10.

233 See the reports on the Programme for Preservation and Development of Culture and Art in
Pskov in 1992-1993. GAPO, fR-1855, op. 1, d. 1892, 1. 82.
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post-1991 era, however, was the ideal of national culture, which was now
‘traditional’ rather than ‘Soviet’ in content.

Given the challenges that were perceived to face national culture, local museums
were charged with designing projects to restore and revive ‘authentic’ Russian
values and traditions. As in other moments of cultural disorientation, they
turned to the rural sphere for patriotic inspiration. However, as a consequence of
the policies pursued during the Khrushchev regime and the catastrophic
agricultural reforms that followed, the post-Soviet Russian village was far from a
rustic idyll populated by birch-bark plaiting lasses and fist-fighting lads.z3+ In the
Pskov region, for example, the rural population had declined rapidly in the
second half of the twentieth century, from 1,045,000 in 1950 to 870,000 in 1970,
and at the end of the Soviet period the number of people living in villages
dropped again to 841,00 in 1990.235 Moreover, following the disappearance of
the centralised market for agricultural produce, many villages had been
propelled into poverty and inactivity with the concomitant rise of social
problems, such as alcoholism, drug-abuse and anti-social behaviour.23¢ The
museum collective thus drew on an ideal of rural life that was informed by
cultural stereotypes and the literary imagination to lend colour and content to

their programme for cultural regeneration.

234 For an overview of the reforms to agriculture in the 1991-2003 period see David ]. O'Brien
and Valery V. Patsiorkovsky, Measuring Social and Economic Change in Rural Russia: Surveys from
1991-2003 (Lanham, MD; Oxford: Lexington Books, 2006), pp. 3-23.

235 V. V. Polukoshko and V. V. Shevel’kov, Zemlya Pskovskaya: Istoriya i sovremennost’ (Pskov,
Izdatel’skii dom ‘Sterkh’, 2003), p. 142.

236 For a discussion of the social consequences of agricultural restructuring after the collapse of
the socialist regime see Rural reform in post-Soviet Russia, ed. by David ]. O'Brien and Stephen K.
Wegren (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Center, 2002), pp. 327-366.
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In the 1990s and 2000s, stylised village traditions were imported to local towns
in the form of museums of folk architecture, clubs and schools offering
instruction in village crafts such as clay toy making, drawn-thread work, and
withe plaiting.23” Residents of regional towns were encouraged to take part in
village festivals, such as Prazdnik poselka, Osennyaya yamarka and Igrai garmon’,
zveni chastushka, to participate in rituals and games that reinforced traditional
values and social roles.?38 Individuals were no longer intended to recognize
themselves in exhibitions, to reflect on their role in the transformation of society,
but rather to admire and derive moral inspiration from an ideal of the pre-
modern past. In an unwitting repetition of the strategies of the Soviet 1930s,
national folklore and ethnography was transformed into a tool for social
engineering and moral instruction.?3° The values of progress, modernity, and
social transformation, which had formed the core of Soviet cultural work and the
context of socialization for many of those who attended the events, were

banished from view as the relics of the era of cultural aberration.

237 In 2008 and 2009, I visited ethnographic schools in Vologda and Novgorod where children
were taught local weaving practices, crafts such as toy and lace making, and songs in the local
dialect, among other activities. The schools organised festivals and performances of local culture
and traditions where members of the local community could participate in ‘master classes’ of
traditional practices for a small fee. These events were extremely popular among the local
community and attracted hundreds of visitors from the surrounding region. For a discussion of
the role of ethnography and folklore in the educational sphere in Vologda see O. A. Fedotovskaya,
‘Fol’klorno-etnograficheskoe napravlenie v sisteme obrazovaniya’, in Na puti k vozrozhdeniyu:
Opyt osvoeniya traditsii narodnoi kul’tury Vologodskoi oblasti (Vologda: Otkrovenie, 2001), pp. 21-
25.

238 As part of the Prazdnik dereven' Mysa in Pskov, visitors were invited to participate in the
Doiki-materi competition, where women were asked to demonstrate their culinary talents, flower
arranging skills, and ability to describe the character and ‘inner worlds’ of their husbands. See
the report on museum activities for 1993. GAPO, f R-1855, op. 1, d. 1895, 1. 62.

239 For a discussion of the ideologization of ethnography in the Stalin period see Francine Hirsch,
Empire of Nations: Ethnographic Knowledge and the Making of the Soviet Union (Ithaca; London :
Cornell University Press, 2005), pp- 187-231; and Dmitrii Baranov, ‘Archaising Culture:
Exhibition Strategies at the Russian Museum of Ethnography in the Mid-Twentieth Century’,
paper presented at the conference ‘National Identity in Eurasia I: Identities and Traditions’, 22-
24 March 2009 (New College, University of Oxford).
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3.7 CONCLUSION

Under Communist rule, national traditions were imagined as the cultural roots
or kernel out of which socialism had grown. Soviet citizens were encouraged to
admire the exotic practices of the past in museums and to perceive this heritage
as the cultural foundation upon which Soviet society had been built. Exhibitions
of local folk culture, history, and developments in the Soviet period were
intended to stimulate collective self-consciousness and to impress upon people
the relevance of their own contribution to the development of socialism. The
objects displayed in exhibitions of local life - from traditional lace work to
factory machinery - were thus worked into a teleological narrative of history, as
material traces of a process of societal transformation that pivoted on the 1917

revolution.

In the post-Soviet period, this logic was reversed in an effort to replace the
skewed representation of history in the Soviet period with legitimate
expressions of local culture. The modes of representation and the logical thrust
of Soviet cultural work were inverted to establish a rupture with the ideologized
past and to write the process of transition into institutional memory. The
‘correction’ of local memory corresponded with the marginalization of the Soviet
experience and the foregrounding of the pre-revolutionary period, and in
particular peasant life. Yet, by expelling the authoritative discourses of the past
from their institutional contexts in an attempt to de-Sovietize the nation, cultural
elites provoked reactions contrary to their intentions. Rather than reinforcing
traditional values and ideals among members of the local community, the

exclusion of the Soviet experience from the public realm underlined the
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relevance of its memory among individuals who had been born into and

socialized as part of a vanished way of life.
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CHAPTER THREE
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CHAPTER THREE
CONSERVING LOCALNESS: ARCHITECTURAL VISIONS OF LOCAL IDENTITY

AND THE PRESERVATION OF CULTURAL HERITAGE

4.1 A BRIEF HISTORY OF HERITAGE PRESERVATION IN THE SOVIET UNION
In the Khrushchev and Brezhnev eras, the heritage of the pre-
revolutionary period became a focus of state preservationism in an effort
to strengthen Soviet patriotism and foster new forms of social solidarity.
This was not the first time that the Soviet state had endorsed the
conservation of architectural heritage for community-building purposes.
From the collapse of the tsarist regime in February 1917, the country’s
architectural monuments had served as symbols of national unity and
focuses of patriotic attention. Despite the iconoclastic fervour and the
burning and vandalism of noble mansions and estates that accompanied
the 1917 revolution, the tendency in the years that followed was to favour

the preservation of cultural heritage over iconoclasm.24 In an article

240 Richard Stites discusses the tension between iconoclastic and preservationist impulses during
the Russian Revolution in his chapter ‘Iconoclastic Currents in the Russian Revolution:
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published in the newspaper Rech’ on the 8 March 1917, Maksim Gorkii, as
the leader of the self-appointed Commission for Artistic Affairs, had spoken
stirringly about the preservation of tsarist heritage relating it to the new
conditions of social equality in the Soviet state: 'T'paxkgane! CTapbie
x03sieBa yuLId. [loc/ie HUX 0CTa/IoCh OrpoMHOe HacaeAcTBo. Tenepp, OHO
IPUHAJIEXUT BceMy Hapoy. beperute aTo Hacie[cTBO, Geperure
JBopLbl. OHU CTaHYT ABOPLAMH BCEHAPOHOTO UCKyccTBa'.24! From the
end of the 1920s, however, these words declined into pious sentiments, as
the exigencies of forced industrialisation added to the ideological drive to
create the ‘model socialist town’ generated mass demolition of heritage

objects, particularly churches.?42

During the Second World War, cultural heritage was infused with new
patriotic significance. Following the Nazi invasion of the USSR in June
1941, the Commission for the Protection and Restoration of
Architectural Monuments took measures to popularize the destruction of

Russia’s national heritage under the jackboot of the German enemy.

Destroying and Preserving the Past’, in Bolshevik Culture: Experiment and Order in the Russian
Revolution, ed. by Abbott Gleason, Peter Kenez, and Richard Stites (Indiana: Indiana University
Press, 1985), pp- 1-25 (p. 16); for a discussion of the objects that became the focus of iconoclasm
and in particular the destruction of tsarist statues and national prisons, see Orlando Figes and
Boris Kolonitskii, Interpreting the Russian Revolution: The Language and Symbols of 1917 (New
Haven; London: Yale University Press, 1999), p. 55-56.

241 Maxim Gorkii, ‘Vozzvanie o sokhranenii proizvedenii iskusstva’, Rech’, 8 March 1917, quoted
here from E. D. Kul'fchinskaya, ‘Muzeefikatsiya naslediya. Inertsiya i proobrazy (1917-1921 gg.)’,
in Pamyatniki arkhitektury v sovetskom soyuze, ocherki istorii arkhitekturnoi restavratsii, ed. by A.
S. Shchenkov (Moscow: Pamyatniki istoricheskoi mysli, 2004), pp. 14-21 (p. 15).

242 Among the many buildings destroyed at this time were the Kazanskii sobor in Moscow
(demolished in 1936 and replaced by a public toilet), the Blagoveshchenskaya tserkov’ in
Leningrad (demolished to make way for a tramway line in 1929), the Aleksandro-Nevskii sobor
in Rostov-na-Donu (demolished in 1930 and replaced by ploshchad’ Sovetov), and the church,
bell-tower, and parts of the walls of the Mikhailo-Arkhangel’skii monastery in Arkhangel’sk
(demolished in 1930 and replaced by residential housing).
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Exhibitions of ruined monuments were displayed in train stations,
hospitals, and other public spaces, often accompanied by lectures on
heritage-related themes.?43 A gutted medieval church or bombed-out
Kremlin became the symbol for the violation of Soviet sovereignty and the
barbarity of Nazi occupation. Following the liberation of the occupied
territories, reconstructing national heritage was rendered synonymous
with the reassertion of national pride. This was illustrated by the tendency
to claim, in Soviet tourist guides and local histories, that certain
monuments had been reconstructed immediately after the liberation of the
occupied territories, before the local community had even been provided
with housing or electricity.?4* The association of architectural heritage
with the perceived attempts of the Nazi occupiers to annihilate the
material traces of Russian culture allowed the preservationist cause to
become an integral part of the mythologization of the Great Patriotic War

in the post-1945 period.2s

243 (. N. Yakovleva, ‘Istoricheskoe samosoznanie i problemy naslediya v sovetskoi kul'tury vo
vremya Velikoi Otechestvennoi voiny’, in Shchenkov, pp. 201-208 (p. 206).

244 Consider, for example, the following account of how the Pamyatnik ‘Tysyacheletie Rossii’ in
Novgorod was rebuilt following the liberation of the city in November 1944: ‘B xonogHbI#
OCeHHUU Beuep 5 HOAOpA 1944r. Tpyasupecs ropoJia COGUpPaNUCh B KPeMJIb Ha OTKPBITHE
naMaTHUKHU. Hag KosloHHaMu ajiesid KyMa4yoBble MOJIOTHUILA ¢ Tpu3biBaMu: «ToBapHuiu
HoBropozubl! 3 nemnsia v pyrH Bo3poAuM poAHo# ropoy! CaesnaeM ero jiydiie v Kparie
npexHero! Bce cusbl Ha BocctaHoBseHUMe HoBropoga!». BeicTpo cTeMHes10. y1IeKTpU4yecTBa B
ropoJie emje He 6bL10. [[aMATHUK HPULLJIOCH OCBETUTD IPOXKEKTOPAMH aBTOMOOUJIBHBIX dap'. A.
G. Fedoruk, ‘Sovremennyi Novgorod i perspektivy ego razvitiya’, in M. N. Tikhomirova, Novgorod
k 1100-letiyu goroda: Shornik statei (Moscow: Nauka, 1964), p. 8; Karl Qualls notes a similar
tendency in Soviet guidebooks to Sevastopol where the Pamyatnik zatoplennym korablyam was
presented as a symbol of local and national pride. See Karl Qualls, ““Where Each Stone is History”:
Travel Guides in Sevastopol after World War II, in Turizm: The Russian and East European Tourist
Under Capitalism and Socialism, ed. by Anne E. Gorsuch and Diane P. Koenker (Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press, 2006), pp.163-185 (p. 173-174).

245 In his unpublished dissertation, Steven Maddox argues that the emphasis placed on the

preservation and restoration of architectural monuments in the post-war period was part of the
Soviet state’s mission to redefine its image based on the myth of war and the country’s tsarist
heritage. See Steven Maddox, ‘Healing the Wounds: Commemorations, Myths, and the
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In this chapter, | examine the developments in state-sponsored heritage
preservation in the post-1961 period, when the emphasis was once more
placed on the architectural relics of the national past in an effort to kindle
patriotic affiliation with the Soviet state and engagement with its
transformative agenda. The experiences of Novgorod, Pskov, and Vologda
provide insight into the tensions and contradictions at the centre of the
process of preserving an ideal of local and national culture on the
landscape at a time of rapid urban modernization. As [ argue in the
discussion that follows, the focus of architectural memory shifted in the
post-1961 period, expanding from the nation’s medieval ‘Golden Age’ in
the late-Khrushchev and early-Brezhnev eras to encompass the
architectural culture of the nation’s ‘capitalist’ past in the late-1970s.246 As
[ contend in the final part of the chapter, this inconsistency in the
preservationist logic, combined with a discernable rift between the
rhetoric and reality of heritage conservation, engendered a culture of
cynicism towards the declared aims of the state with regard to the relics of
the nation’s history, transforming architectural monuments into symbols

of political alienation rather than focuses of local pride.

Restoration of Leningrad’s Imperial Heritage, 1941-1950’ (unpublished doctoral thesis,
University of Toronto, 2008).

246 For a discussion of the development of the debate in the Leningrad context see Catriona Kelly,
“Ispravlyat” li istoriyu? Spory ob okhrane pamyatnikov v Leningrade 1962-1990’,
Neprikosnovennyi zapas, 2, 64 (2009) (http://magazines.russ.ru/nz/2009/2 /kk7.html) [last
accessed: 27 December 2010]; John Dunlop and Geoffrey Hosking have examined the emergence
of heritage preservation in the late-Soviet period through the lens of Russian cultural nationalism
in John B. Dunlop, The Faces of Contemporary Russian Nationalism (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1983); and Geoffrey Hosking, Rulers and Victims: The Russians in the

Soviet Union (Cambridge, Massachusetts; London: Belknap Press of University of Harvard Press,
2006).
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4.2 THE MAKING OF THE ‘OLD NEW RUSSIAN TOWN’

Following the Twenty-Second Congress of the KPSS, urban modernization
in the Russian regions accelerated. Local populations witnessed the
construction of huge factories providing work for entire local communities,
sprawling residential areas on the edges of towns, and a comprehensive
network of cultural institutions intended to educate and ‘enlighten’ the
local population.2+” The changes to urban life in Khrushchev’s Russia were
so dramatic that in newspaper articles, tourist guides, and Soviet history
books it became commonplace to state that the towns had changed
‘beyond recognition’.24¢ These changes were understood not only in
material but also in abstract terms. In a debate about the new coat of arms
of Novgorod published in Novgorodskaya pravda in 1967, for example, a
reader reasoned that the ‘provincial’ motifs of the old crest - two bears
crossing staffs — had become inappropriate given the sleek results of the
town’s recent modernization: 'Ha Ha B3rJ/isij, He cjiefyeT noMeuaTh
MeJiBeJiell B CaMOM LieHTpe rep6a KpyMnHbIM M1aHOM. YTO UMEHHO
CUMBOJIU3UPYIOT OHU — TJIyXYI0 NPOBUHIMIO, TAK Ha3bIBaeMbIi
«MeJiBexxui yroJi»? He sydilie i NIOMeCTUTh UX TAe-TU00 B CTOpOHe?' 247
The Soviet regime had ushered in a new era of urbanity and sophistication,
it was implied, rendering the cultural heritage of the past irrelevant and

out of place.

247 For an indication of the levels of construction work in Moscow at this time see Timothy J.
Colton, Moscow: Governing the Socialist Metropolis (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1995), pp. 371-373; Stephen Bittner provides an a separate account of social
change, also from the perspective of the national capital, in The Many Lives of Khrushchev’s Thaw:
Experience and Memory in Moscow’s Arbat (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 2008).

248 For a typical example of this sort of observation (‘ckBep crtaso He y3HaTh!’), see G. Naryshkin,
‘Novyi skver v Novgorode’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 21 May 1960, p. 3.

249 ‘Kakim byt’ gerbu Novgoroda? Novoe ryadom so starym’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 28 February
1967, p. 4.
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The editors of the newspaper, however, advocated a less radical position
on the issue. Selecting as the winning entry to the competition a design
that incorporated both the traditional elements of the local crest, the
Novgorod bears, and the emblem of Soviet modernity, the light bulb, they
endorsed an idea of socialist contemporaneity in which the heritage of the
past and the innovations of the present were combined in organic
harmony. The suggestion that the cultural inheritance of the past be
jettisoned, they argued, might be taken as evidence enough of the
provincialism this reader so deplored. After all, one could not imagine the
people of Moscow advocating the replacement of the horseman on their
coat of arms with a trolleybus or a metro-car! Horseman and bears,
according to this interpretation, were historical symbols and ought not to
be dismissed so easily. Indeed, their preservation was essential if local

diversity so treasured by the Soviet state were to be maintained.2>0

250 [bid.
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Fig. 12.
The prize-winning design for the new Soviet coat of arms in Novgorod
in which traditional and modern symbols of the town are combined.251

The discussion of the new coat of arms was emblematic of a more general
debate on the role of cultural heritage in the Soviet era. Like the editors of
the provincial daily, the architects of Soviet modernization rejected the
idea of cultural iconoclasm, advocating instead the harmonious
combination of old and new on the national landscape. In the context of
medieval Russian towns such as Novgorod, urban modernization was
presented as a process of ‘rejuvenation’ and ‘reinvigoration’ leading to the
creation of ‘the old new Russian town’. A local poetaster echoed this idea in
a patriotic verse published in Novgorodskaya pravda in 1964:
‘lIpoTsinynuck 6yabBapbl/ C mesectsailel TUCTBOK./ Thl U HOBBIN U
ctapbiii/ U coBceM mosiofoit’.252 A photograph album to Vologda published
in 1964 opened with a similarly ebullient ditty in which the medieval town

was imagined to have emerged re-invigorated from its decrepit former

251 Tbid.
252 Nikolai Kondratenko, ‘Moi gorod’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 17 April 1964, p. 4.
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aspect: ‘Tebs cyibba He o6 es1ua cnaBor/ Poccuiickuid ropoj, Bosoraa
Mmosi/ [loMmosniozeB, BcTaellb Thl BesindaBo/ CBOUX GOTAaTCTB U CUJIbI HE

Tad’.253

Yet, if the notion of the ‘old, new Russian town’ was easily assimilated into
the vocabulary of Soviet propaganda, the combination of medieval heritage
and Soviet architecture on the urban landscape was in reality more
problematic. According to the architect L. I. Kushnir, building regulations in
Novgorod were regularly ignored and preservation zones routinely
violated as construction work intensified throughout the 1950s and
1960s.25¢ And it was not only state planners who were hostile to
preservationist regulations. Certain members of the public were equally
contemptuous of the restrictions heritage legislation put on local urban
development. In one letter published in Novgorodskaya pravda in 1967, for
example, a reader complained about the obstacles heritage legislation
posed to plans to build a multi-storey hotel on the bank of the river

Volkhov near to the Novgorod Kremlin:

[lycTb cebe CTOUT TOCTUHUIA — OHA YKPAaCUT HabepexxHy1o,
IPUKPOET OJWH U3 HEKA3UCTbIX pailoHOoB. Mbl u Geper
BoJsixoBa Ha 60J/1bIIOM paccTOSSHUU NpeobpasuM. Hago sm
MOHU3UTD 3TAKHOCTb FOCTUHULI? E/Ba 1: MHAYe BbIAJET
He HOpMaJsibHOe 3/lJaHHe, a KaKOW-TO HeAoHOCOK [..] Bce
HOBrOPO/ILlbl, C KOTOPBIMU 51 TOBOPMJI, TaK CYUTAIOT. A YK
MBbI-TO CBOU TOpPO/ 3HAEM XOPOILO U JIIOOUM OOJIbIIIE, YEM TE,
KTO He X04yeT Npu3HaBaTbh B HoBropozie ropozia >kMByI1ero 1

253 V. M. Malkov, Vologda (Vologda: Vologodskoe knizhnoe izdatel’stvo, 1964), p. 3.

254 Kushnir complained in particular that the visual integrity of monuments such as the Tserkov’
Dvenad’tsati Apostolov, Tserkov’ Dmitriya Solunskii, and Tserkov’ Klimenta had been
compromised as a result of the construction of blocks of flats within the preservation zones
around these buildings. See 1. I. Kushnir, Novgorod (Leningrad: Stroiizdat, 1972), pp. 89-118.
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pa3BUBAWOILErocsd, a BUAUT JIUIIb MECTO, IZe XPaHUTCH
MaTepuas AJis AUCCePTaLUM.255
As the letter suggests, academics and cultural figures, such as the medieval
historian and cultural critic Dmitrii Likhachev, had rallied in reaction to the
disappearing panoramas and rapidly changing cultural landscapes of
towns such as Novgorod in the 1960s. In an article published in
Literaturnaya gazeta in 1965, Likhachev had singled out Novgorod and
Pskov as key instances of bad practice. Through their irresponsible
treatment of the question of ‘etazhnost”, he maintained, Soviet planners
had threatened the visual integrity of historical ensembles and the sense of
space and aesthetic harmony of the towns.2>¢ In another article on
Novgorod’s cultural heritage from the same year, Likhachev singled out the
standardisation of the provincial landscape as one of the most distressing
consequences of Soviet urban development. Playing on the propagandist
idea of the ‘old new Russian town’ Likhachev asked of Soviet planners and
architects: ‘/lymaeTe Jiu Bbl, YTO BCe ropoZia Haliel PoiMHbBI 10/KHBI OBITh
IOXO0XUMH JIpyT Ha Jipyra? /lymaeTe Jid Bbl, UYTO [PEBHUM TOpPOJaM HY>KHO

TOJIBKO «BTOPOE POXKIEHUE» U «BTOPAst MOJIOJOCTb?»'.257

255 G. Melomedov, ‘O gorode moem rodnom’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 6 January 1967, p. 4.
256 D. S. Likhachev, ‘Chetvertoe izmerenie’, Literaturnaya gazeta, 10 June 1965, p. 2.
257 D. S. Likhachev, ‘1z letnikh putishestvii’, Literaturnaya gazeta, 14 September 1965, p. 2.
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i - MICKOB CETOJHSA. HA YJIMILE METAJIJIMCTOB.
g pge. T. TYPOBA

Fig. 12.
A modern car travels down a road on which a medieval monument, a nineteenth-century
wooden house, and a Soviet Stalinka stand harmoniously side-by-side258

The sense that the individual character of Russian provincial towns was
being lost as a result of Soviet modernization pervaded the language of
preservationism. The anthropomorphization of landscape, which
Likhachev had identified as a trait in the writing of romantic historians at
the beginning of the twentieth century,2s® was a discernable trope in the
texts of those writing about the fate of national heritage. Critics began to
employ more liberally terms such as ‘character’ [obraz], ‘countenance’
[litso], and even ‘soul’ [dusha] with reference to individual architectural
facades, ensembles, and natural landscapes.?%0 Architectural monuments,

on the other hand, could be found to be cast in the humanised role of living

258 ‘Pskov segodnya na ulitse metallistov’, Pskovskaya pravda, 15 February 1960, p. 4.

259 D. S. Likhachev, Kniga bezpokoistv (Moscow: Novosti, 1991), p. 393.

260 See, for example, A. I. Semenov, Novgorodskii kreml’: Kratkii putivoditel’ (Novgorod:
Novgorodskaya pravda, 1960); Novgorod: K 1100-letiyu goroda. Sbornik statei, ed. by M. N.
Tikhomirov (Moscow: Nauka, 1964); Yu. P. Spegal’skii, Pskov: Khudozhesvennye pamyatniki
(Leningrad; Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1963); V. Banige, and 1. Pertsev, Vologda (Moscow: Iskusstvo,
1970); G. Bocharov, and V. Vygodov, Vologda, Kirillov, Feropontovo, Belozersk (Moscow:
Iskusstvo, 1969).
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witnesses of the past, educators of the future, and messengers bearing the

knowledge of the past and present to future generations.26t

The creation of an official organisation for the protection of national
heritage in 1965 was a consequence of increasingly outspoken criticism of
the treatment of historical buildings, which had gained resonance within
Soviet society by the middle of the 1960s. In May 1964, the Rodina club
was founded by the restorer Petr Baranovskii in Moscow for the
promotion and study of historic monuments and the propaganda of their
cause in cultural institutions.?62 According to Nikolai Mitrokhin, the
movement began to receive support from the regime only at the end of the
Khrushchev administration, when the leader of the Party had already lost
control over the political apparatus, and following Khrushchev’s removal
from power in 1965.263 In 1964, an article appeared in the Komsomol’skaya
pravda positively evaluating the group’s activities,?¢4 and in May 1965, a
letter signed by Sergei Konnenkov, Pavel Korin, and Leonid Leonov was

published in Molodaya gvardiya condemning the treatment of architectural

261 See for example Vladimir Soloukhin’s appropriation of the words of Vasilii Surikov in his
reference to Moscow's monuments as the ‘living witnesses’ of the past. Vladimir Soloukhin,
‘Pis’'ma iz Russkogo Muzeya’, first published in Molodaya gvardiya in 1966, republished in various
later editions, for example, in Slavyanskaya tetrad’ (Moscow: Sovetskaya Rossiya, 1972); L. V.
Petryanov evoked the idea of the ‘articulate’ monument in a conference paper presented in
Novgorod in 1968: ‘Y Hac e faxe caMble IpeKpacHble NAMATHUKY Hallled KyJbTYPhI, Halllel
ucropuu mosdar’. See, L. V. Petryanov, ‘Chuvstvo Rodiny’, paper presented at the conference,
‘Tysyacheletnie korni russkoi kul'tury’, May 1968 (Novgorod), published in Tysyacheletnie korni
russkoi kul’tury, ed. by G. T. Naryshkin (Novgorod, Novgorodskoe oblastnoe otdelenie
Vserossiiskogo obshchestva okhrany pamyatnikov istorii i arkhitektury, 1972), p. 9.

p. 13. Cultural figures also demonstrated a preference for textual metaphors when discussing
objects of architectural heritage, depicting monuments as ‘stone chronicles’ that conveyed
information about the past to the communities of the present and the future. See, for example,
Spegal’skii, p. 5.

262 Colton, pp. 406-407.
263 Nikolai Mitrokhin, Russkaya Partiya: Dvizhenie russkikh natsionalistov v SSSR 1953-1985 gody

(Moscow: Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, 2003), p. 303.
264 Quoted in Mitrokhin, p. 309.
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heritage in Russia, and particularly in Moscow.265 If cultural figures such as
Dmitry Likhachev had been calling for the creation of a national society for
the preservation of monuments since 1961,2% by the mid-1960s, these
individual voices had turned into a chorus of national celebrities that was

more difficult for the state to ignore.

As a consequence of the public criticism of state preservationism, the
Vserossiiskoe obshchestvo okhrany pamyatnikov istorii i kul’tury (VOOPIIK)
was formed by Decision of the RSFSR Council of Ministers in 1965. The
society, as Yitzhak Brudny has pointed out, was a mainstream Soviet
organisation, intended to mollify nationalist critics while affirming the
authority of the Communist party over the question of heritage
preservation.?6” The organisational committee of the central branch of
VOOPIiK in Moscow was made up of state officials from various ministries
and departments of local government and excluded many of the national
patriots who had campaigned for the foundation of the society.268 Rather
than a simple mouthpiece for nationalist sentiment, the society promoted a
vision of historical preservationism that was entirely congruent with a
strong sense of Soviet patriotism and a love for the Motherland. Activists

campaigned for the preservation of old Russian architecture, but also for

265 Sergei Konnenkov, Pavel Korin, and Leonid Leonov, ‘Beregite svyatynuy nashy!’, Molodaya
gvardiya, 5 (1965), 216-2109.

266 In an article published in Istoriya SSSR in 1961, Dmitry Likhachev called for greater
‘democracy’ in the resolution of questions related to the preservation of monuments. He also
identified the societies for the preservation of cultural monuments in Georgia and Latvia as
models for a similar organisation in the RSFSR. See D. S. Likhachev, ‘Pamyatnki kul’tury -
vsenarodnoe dostoyanie’, Istoriya SSSR, 3 (May-June 1961), 3-12.

267 Yitzhak M. Brudny, Reinventing Russia: Russian Nationalism and the Soviet

State, 1953-1991 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press,1998), pp.

68-69.

268 Thid.

133



Lenin sites, World War Il monuments, Soviet buildings, folklore, memorials

to nineteenth-century and Soviet writers and more.26°

The branches of the society established in the regions in the years that
followed imitated the structure and composition of the Moscow
organisation. In Novgorod, for example, the organisational committee of
the local VOOPIiK founded in September 1965 was dominated by members
of the local political administration, including the leaders of the regional
ispolkom and cultural authorities, who acted as the chairmen of the local
society.?’% The focus of its activity was the organisation of events
propagandizing the cause of national cultural heritage, rather than the
restoration or preservation of architectural monuments as such. The
society organised conferences, lectures, and photograph exhibitions, and
occupied itself with the publication of materials related to commemorative
places and monuments and the extension of its support base through the
promotion of the work of local ‘primary organizations’.?’! Yet, as a
consequence of the limited resources at the organization’s disposal and the
bureaucratized nature of its activities, the condition of many objects of
local heritage continued to deteriorate throughout the Brezhnev period,

provoking cultural figures such as Dmitry Likhachev to pen scathing

269 For a record of the main focus of the activities and membership of VOOPIK see the annual
reports on the society in the Ezhegodnik Bol’shoi sovetskoi entsiklopedii, ed. by B. A. Vvedenkii
(Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe nauchnoe izdatel’stvo, 1969-1990).

270 GANO, f. R-4563, op. 1-1, d. 1.1-3.

271 For the organisation of the conference, ‘Tysyacheletnie korni russkoi kul'tury’ in 1968 see
GANO, f. R-4563, op. 1-1, d. 11, L. 4; for the organisation of an exhibition of photographs of
architectural monuments in 1968 see GANO, f. R-4563, op. 1-1, d. 13, L. 3; for a list of the lectures
and films from 1968 see GANO, f. R-4563, op. 1-1, d. 19; for a discussion of plans for attracting
more individuals from the regions to join the society see GANO, f. R-4563, op. 1-1, d. 14.
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criticisms of the regional authorities and town planners on the pages of

national journals.272

A\

\\
|
\

Fig. 14.
Exhibition of heritage-themed artwork at the Trade Union House of Culture in Pskov273

The official appropriation of preservationist arguments was intended to
strengthen the connection between the Soviet people and the political
regime and to reinforce the ideals and values of Soviet socialism in
contemporary society. Heritage was invested with ideological significance;
its preservation was justified not merely on the basis of its artistic and
cultural value, but also with reference to its capacity to contribute to the
construction of state communism. In the medieval towns of the North West
this process had a number of specific dimensions. On the one hand, the Old

Russian churches that comprised the architectural centrepieces of the local

272 In an article entitled ‘Ekologiya kul'tury’ published in the journal Moskva in 1979, Dmitry
Likhachev identified the destruction of the ancient city of Novgorod as evidence of the official
disregard for the ‘ecology of culture’. See Dmitrii Likhachev, ‘Ekologiya kul'tury’, Moskva, 7
(1979),173-179.

273 ‘Zelenye pamyatniki’, Pskovskaya pravda, 30 June 1968, p. 4.
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landscape also constituted material evidence of the cultish, benighted
practices of the past that the regime had made it its mission to annihilate.
These buildings thus had to be reconceived as ‘works of art’ in order for
their preservation in the socialist context to be justified, a task which
involved the creative reinterpretation of their past functions and
significance. On the other hand, the architectural inheritance of the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries fell into a legislative grey area of
“selected” [otdel’'nye] monuments of civic and cultic architecture’
according to the post-war legislation, creating uncertainty over its
preservation that needed to be resolved. In the late-Soviet period, the
evaluation of late-Imperial architectural heritage shifted according to
developments in state ideology, evolving in the minds of Soviet officials
from an ‘imitative’ style of little artistic merit to a prima inter pares among

Russian architectural styles.274

4.3 FROM ‘REFUGE OF DELUSION’ TO WORK OF ART

The history of Novgorod and Pskov was inextricably bound to the many
medieval churches that functioned not only as spiritual centres, but also as
public meeting places, debating houses, mini-fortresses and treasuries in
the medieval period. Over the centuries, myths and legends had developed

around local monasteries, churches, and their sacred inhabitants,

274 For a discussion of the shifting focus of architectural preservation in the 1970s and 1980s see
A. S. Shchenkov, ‘Organizatsiya i upravlenie v oblasti okhrany i restavratsii pamyatnikov
arkhitektury’, in Shchenkov, pp. 590-593 (p. 591); Alexei Elfimov, by contrast, argues that the
rehabilitation of the cultural heritage of the late-Imperial period, including its neoclassical
architecture, occurred during the political and cultural restructuring of the perestroika period.
See Alexei Elfimov, Russian Intellectual Culture in Transition: The Future to the Past (New
Brunswick and London: Transaction Publishers, 2003), p. 57.
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immortalizing the religious architecture in folk narrative and establishing
its place in the oral tradition.z’s In the Soviet period, however, church
architecture was inevitably associated with the ‘noxious religious cult’ that
the regime, with renewed impetus during the Khrushchev period, made it
its mission to annihilate. In 1926, Anatolii Lunacharskii had written the
following of the role of religious architecture in Soviet society: ‘Ho Besib
LIePKOBb €CTb XpaM 60Ty JIO)KHOMY, MO0 BCSIKUI 60T JJaBHO y»Ke B rJla3ax
no6eJ0HOCHBIX IIEPE/IOBBIX CUJI HAalllel CTPaHbl — TsKeJiasi, THETYIas
JIIoJlei A10BUTas J1I0XKb. MOXKEM JIM Mbl, B TAKOM CJIy4ae, MHTEPECOBAThCS
pPa3HbIMHU NPOAYKTAMU 3TOU BEJIMKOU cOLlMaIbHOM Jixkn?'.276 In the
medieval towns of Khrushchev’s Russia, where the products of the ‘great
social lie” were also the symbolic centerpieces of the local landscape, this

question had lost none of its relevance.

The sense that churches should simply be demolished as ‘refuges of
delusion’ [ochagi durmanstva], the standpoint adopted during the Cultural
Revolution of 1928-1932, had vanished by the Khrushchev period. The
near total devastation of the towns of the liberated North West as a result
of wartime fighting made the prospect of further ‘voluntary’ demolition
both undesirable and unfeasible. The heritage legislation of the mid-

1940s277 had put ‘Old Russian architecture’ at the centre of the

275 See, for example, ‘Tserkovnye predaniya’ in G. M. Kovalenko and V. G. Smirnov, Legendy i
zagadki zemli Novgorodskoi (Moscow: Veche, 2007), pp. 35-57.

276 A. Lunacharksii, ‘Krasota proshlogo’, Krasnaya gazeta, 5-6 August 1926, reproduced in
Novgorodskaya pravda, 22 June 1970, p. 4.

277 See the Decree of 14 October 1948 'On the Means to Improve the Preservation of Cultural
Monuments' and the Decree of 3 March 1949 Short Instructions 'On the Procedure for Recording,
Registering, and the Contents of Artistic Monuments'. See Okhrana pamiatnikov istorii i kul'tury:
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preservation drive, with the consequence that more medieval churches
were reconstructed in Novgorod between 1950 and 1960 than were
demolished in the name of enlightened atheism. In Novgorod, for example,
the Tserkov’ Dmitriya Solunskii, loanna na Opokhakh, Nikoly na Lipne,
Spasa na Nereditse, Petra i Pavla na Slavne, Vlasiya, Blagoveshcheniya i
Mikhaila na Torgu, and Klimenta were rebuilt from ruins in the decade and
a half that followed the end of the Second World War.?78 The
reconstruction of these buildings was rationalised as an act of ‘patriotic
restoration’ and a means of providing material evidence of the resilience

and continued relevance of Russian culture in the post-war world.

An emblematic project of this kind was the restoration of the sixteenth-
century Tserkov’ Preobrazheniya na Kovaleve in Novgorod. During the
Second World War, the church, which had been located on the front line of
the fighting between the Nazi forces and the Red Army, had been reduced
to rubble. According to the architects on the project, the reconstruction of
the church was essential not only to restore its function as a gateway, or
‘Propylaeum’ to the city, but also as a symbol of the triumph of Russian
culture over foreign aggression. In the notes to the restoration project, the
political significance of the church’s reconstruction was underlined: ‘Cam
bakT pecTaBpallM KOBaJIEBCKOH LIePKBHU O6yZieT HMETb HEMaJIOBAXKHOE

MOJIUTUYECKOE 3HaUYeHHe. ITOT aKT OYy/JleT MPOTUBOCTOSTh BapBapCKO

Sbornik dokumentov, (Moscow: Sovetskaya Rossiya, 1973), pp. 104-110; for a timeline of the
main legislative developments in heritage preservation see Appendix Three.

278 Arkhitekturnoe nasledie Velikogo Novgoroda i Novgorodskoi oblasti, ed. by M. 1. Mil’chik (St
Petersburg: Liki Rossii, 2008), p. 27.
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njee Cl)aIlII/ICTOB CTpEMHUBIINXCA CTEPETD C JIMld 3€MJIKN TaMATHUKH

HOBrOPO/ICKOM apXUTEKTYPbl — CHMBOJIbI HAIMOHAJIbHOW TOPJLOCTH . 279

Fig. 14.
Tserkov’ Preobrazheniya na Kovaleve at the end of the nineteenth century?280
Fig. 15.
The empty space where the church had stood after it was destroyed in the Second World
War2st

Fig. 16.
The church in 2010 following its reconstruction in the 1950s.282

The revival of the war against religion in the Khrushchev period
nevertheless instigated an era of greater suspicion towards the restoration
and preservation of religious architecture. The reconstruction of war-
damaged medieval churches, which had absorbed a large part of state
funding for restoration in the 1950s, ceased at the beginning of the 1960s.
Local restoration workshops turned their attention away from religious
architecture of the medieval period to concentrate their efforts on the

reconstruction of objects of civic architecture and, in particular, local

279 See the explanatory note on the project for the reconstruction of the Tserkov’ Preobrazheniya
na Kovaleve in Novgorod from 1969. GANO, f. 4137, op. 4-25, d. 124, 1. 21.

280 From the album of photographs attached to the project for the reconstruction of the church
from 1969. GANO, f. R-4137, op.15, d. 125, 1. 190b.

281 GANO, f. R-4137, op.15, d. 125, 1. 30b.

282 “Tserkov’ Spasa Preobrazheniya na Kovaleve’, Chudesa Rossii
(http://www.ruschudo.ru/miracles/1163/) [last accessed 12 September 2009].
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kremlins and their towers.2s3 Medieval churches nevertheless retained
their protected status on state lists of inviolable monuments in accordance
with the 1940s legislation. While local lists of architectural monuments
were shortened at the beginning of the 1960s, the buildings that were
excluded from state inventories tended to be objects of civic architecture
from the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries rather than the onion domed

churches of the medieval period.2s

In Khrushchev’s Russia, the answer to Lunacharskii’s question of whether
it was permissible to take an interest in the material culture of religion was
thus yes, so long as the objects in question were reconceptualised as
‘works of art’ or ‘architectural monuments’. This was the message
communicated in an article by M. Knyazeva which appeared in the
Novgorodskaya pravda in 1961: ‘TlaMATHHUKYU apXUTEKTYPbI IPEBHETO
ropo/ia, KOTOpble paHee Hepa3pbhIBHO ObLIU CBSI3aHbI C IPUTOPHBIM
3aMaxoM JiaZjlaHa U HaJloeJINBbIM KOJIOKOJIbHOM 3BOHOM, Telepb
OCMBICJIMBAIOTCS COBCEM MMO-ApyroMy. OcBo60K/A€HHbIE OT TJIETBOPHOIO
CoJZiep>KaHUs PEJIMTHO3HOI0 KyJIbTa, OHM BOCIIPUHUMAIOTCS celyac Kak
3aMevaTeJ/ibHble TBOPEHUs pyccKoro 3o44ecTBa’.28s The semantic
metamorphosis of churches from sacred spaces to works of art was

underlined in the materials produced about local churches in tourist

283 [n 1962, three quarters of the funding available for restoration work in Pskov were reserved
for the restoration of the Pskov Kremlin and Mstislavskaya bashnya, while less than one quarter
of all resources was dedicated to the restoration of local churches. GAPO, f. R-1855, op. 1, d. 157,
1. 2.

284 For a list of the objects that were removed from the itinerary of federally protected state
monuments in Novgorod in 1966 see GANO, f. R-3994, op. 5-66,d. 317, 1. 31.

285 M. Knyazeva, ‘Spustya 44 godov’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 26 January 1961, p. 4.
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guides, pamphlets, museum exhibitions, and souvenir brochures. In these
texts the ecclesiastical function of religious architecture was frequently
passed over in silence, while the artistic and architectural merit of the

buildings was described in meticulous and, at times, tedious detail.2s¢

Given that only a handful of churches continued to function in their
original capacity during the Soviet period, the most relevant question for
the Soviet authorities concerned the function to which these de-sacralised
spaces ought to be put in contemporary society. How were medieval
churches to be made to contribute to the realisation of the ideals of Soviet
socialism? How could monuments of church architecture strengthen the
local community’s identification with the values of the atheist regime? In a
conference held in Novgorod in 1968, L. V. Petryanov formulated a
preliminary answer to this question. As the academician and laureate of
the Lenin Prize pointed out, monuments had to be made to ‘work’ for
Soviet society rather than allowed to exist as petrified relics of the pre-

revolutionary past:

[loHaTHe «O0XpaHa» - TOHATUE NACCUBHOE. Beb TO, 4YTO HaZ0
OXpaHATb, CJeAyeT 3alepeTb Ha 3aMOK M CIpATaThb
nojasblie kiato4. {1 He ybexeH, 4To 3TO BepHO. He TosibKO
OXpaHATb HAJ0 MNaMATHUKU Halled WCTOPUM, Halleu

286 For examples of this genre of tourist literature see T. M. Konstantinova, Novgorod (Posobie
dlya ekskursantov i turistov) (Novgorod: Novgorodskaya pravda, 1958); 1. Larionov, Pamyatniki
arkhitektury XVII veka (Pskov: Pskovskaya pravda, 1960); and M. V. Fekhner, Arkhitektura
gorodov SSSR: Vologda (M.: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo literatury po stroitel’stvu, arkhitekture
i stroitel'nym materialam, 1958); for a related discussion of late-Soviet ‘factography’, which the
author of the article understands as the obsession with historical minutiae as a means of
negotiating cultural change see Denis Kozlov, ‘The Historical Turn in Late Soviet Culture:
Retrospectivism, Factography, Doubt, 1953-91’, Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian
History, 2,3 (2001), pp. 577-600.
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KyJbTYpbl, a HYXHO BCe HAllM HEUCYUCJUMbIE

XyZ,0’)KeCTBEHHbIE, UCTOPUYECKHE, KYyJIbTYpPHbIE COKPOBUIIIA,

U caMble IpeBHUE, U 6oJiee MO3JHUE, U Te, YTO CO3/AI0TCS B

HallW JIHY, 3aCTaBUTb paboTaThb HA Hallle COBETCKOE BpeMs,

Ha Halle aeJji0.287
One of the ways in which architectural monuments could be made to
contribute to the goal of socialist construction was through their
museicization. By 1964, 31 of a total of 146 monuments had been
converted into museums in the Novgorod region, while three monuments
were housing exhibitions and one church was functioning as a planetarium
in Pskov.?88 The museicization of medieval churches was seen as a means
of undermining the spiritual associations of the buildings and providing
them with new relevance through the establishment of what Lotman and
Uspenskii have called ‘legitimate forms of anti-behaviour’.28° Members of
local communities were thus encouraged to visit local churches in a
ceremonious fashion and to contemplate local icons in a reverent way, but,
by doing so, to provide these former spiritual spaces with new ideological
meaning. The reconceptualization of the Sofiskii sobor in Novgorod as a

‘pantheon’ of famous people in the town'’s history, or the Troitskii sobor in

Pskov as a museum of atheism, was consequently understood as a means

287 ‘Chustvo Rodiny’

288 See the correspondence between the Novgorod oblispolkom and the Restoration Workshop
for 1962 and the correspondence between the Pskov Cultural Authorities and the Ministry of
Culture for 1964. GANO, f. R-3994, op. 5-66, d. 317, 1. 163; GAPO, op.1, d. 226, 1. 144-152.

289 [urii M. Lotman and Boris A. Uspenskii, ‘Binary Models in the Dynamics of Russian Culture (to
the End of the Eighteenth Century)’, in The Semiotics of Russian Cultural History, ed. by Alexander
D. Nakhimovsky and Alice Stone Nakhimovsky (Ithaca; London: Cornell University Press, 1985),
pp. 30-66 (p. 39).
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of challenging the status of these buildings as local centres of Orthodox

faith while maintaining their prominent social function in town life.2%0

Over the course of the decade, the understanding of the most appropriate
content of such museums shifted. By the late-Brezhnev period, it had
become commonplace to turn churches into ‘exhibits’ in their own right
rather than convert them into museums of atheism or local history. In a
discussion of the exhibition to be held in the Tserkov’ Spasa
Priobrozheniya na Il'ine in Novgorod in 1970, for example, it was agreed
that the building should not be overloaded with too many exhibits which
would detract from the impact of the frescoes decorating the church’s
interior.?%1 Several years earlier, the director of the Pskov museum had
made a similar point about the need to preserve consistency between
monuments and their thematic content. While medieval churches should
be made to work for the socialist present, it was argued, this should be
through the exhibition of themes in keeping with their artistic and
architectural merit - displays of photographs of restored monuments or

collections of icons - and not through the exhibition of socialist realia.2??

Another way in which medieval churches could be made to participate in
the construction of communism was through their reconstruction as civic

institutions that could contribute to the enlightenment and material

290 See the annual report of the Novgorod State Museum for 1966 and the correspondence
between the Pskov Cultural Authorities and the Ministry of Culture for 1964. NGOM, op, 1, d. 410,
1. 43; GAPO, f.R-1855, op. 1, d. 226, 1. 122.

291 See the annual report of the Novgorod State Museum for 1970. NGOM, op. 2, d. 634, 1. 15-16.
292 See the notes on party meetings in Pskov for 1965. GANIP, f. 1060, op. 1,d. 19,1. 11.
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welfare of the local community. A number of local churches consequently
acquired new identities at this time. In the introduction to an album of
photographs of Novgorod published in 1967, it was stated that the church
of the Derevyanitskii monastyr’ had been converted into a canteen for a
fibre-glass factory, the Tserkov’ Pokrova in the Novgorod Kremlin had
been recreated as the ‘Detinets’ restaurant for tourists, and the Tserkov’
Mikhaila na Mikhailovskoi ulitse had been reconstructed as a dormitory for
the local school of music.223 Churches had also been adapted for civic
functions during the Stalin period when they had been used as dye works,
machinery workshops, or warehouses for fruit and vegetables.2?* During
the Brezhnev era, however, such functions were no longer considered
appropriate for buildings that were now understood as ‘architectural
monuments’. Statements in tourist guides and photograph albums about
the cultural functions for which local churches had been adapted were thus
expressions of pride in the ‘enlightened’ attitude of the state towards

national heritage.

[f the political authorities advocated the adaptation of medieval churches

for socially constructive purposes, the mishandling of monuments by their
proprietors was vigorously condemned. According to the legislation on the
preservation of heritage adopted in the mid-1940s, lessees of architectural

monuments were obliged to guarantee the appropriate treatment and

293 AI'bom ‘Novgorod’, ed. by Gennadii Naryshkin et al., (Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1967), p. 4.

294 For an account of developments in state-church relations during the Stalin period see
Nathaniel Davis, A Long Walk to Church: A Contemporary History of Russian Orthodoxy (Boulder,
Colorado; Oxford: Westview, 1995), pp. 1-25.
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upkeep of the monuments they rented.25s The professionalization of the
preservationist movement in the Khrushchev period helped to ensure that
these regulations were more consistently implemented. Throughout the
1960s and 1970s, local officials issued warnings to leaseholders of
monuments who were perceived to have violated their contractual
agreements. The head of the Vologda cultural authorities thus criticized
the use of Sinozerskii pustynnik as an aviary in 1960, and the conversion of
Tserkov’ Dmitriya Solunskogo, a building which contained valuable
eighteenth-century frescoes, into a warehouse for fruit and vegetables was
condemned in a report by the Novgorod VOOPIiK in 1979.2% The reckless
disregard for the preservation of medieval churches was also satirized in
local newspapers. In one cartoon published in Novgorodskaya pravda in
1966, boorish leaseholders were depicted thoughtlessly causing damage to
medieval churches and adapting medieval monuments for entirely

inappropriate functions.

295 Okhrana pamiatnikov istorii I kul’tury, Shornik dokumentov, p. 104-110.

296 See the correspondence between the Vologda State Museum, the Ministry of Culture, and
other regional cultural institutions on the subject of the preservation of architectural monuments
from 1960 and the report on the activities of the Novgorod VOOPIiK for 1979. GAVO, f. 4795, op.
1,d. 231, 1 38; GANO, f. R-4563, op. 1-4, d. 40, 1. 14.
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Fig. 18.
Cartoon strip satirizing the behaviour of local leaseholders of architectural monuments in
Novgorod?97

Throughout the Brezhnev period, medieval churches remained the central
symbols of the architectural landscape of the Russian North West. They
provided the images for the front covers of tourist guides, the theme for
souvenir postcards and miniatures, the focuses of tourist excursions, and
the inspiration for the patriotic poetry and song.2°8 Through its
reconceptualization as ‘architectural monuments’, or objects of national
heritage, church architecture could be reconceptualised as the cultural
foundation of the atheistic Soviet state. The buildings’ associations of
spirituality and religious ascetism blended easily into a discourse on the
national character, which emphasized the modesty, simplicity and the

industriousness of the Russian people.

297 [. I'in and P. Ivanov, ‘Arendatory - ‘Novatory’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 19 October 1966, p. 3.
298 For a discussion of tourist souvenirs and publications featuring religious monuments such as
the Mirozhskii monastyr’ and the Snetogorskii monastyr’ in Pskov see GAPO, f. R-1855, op. 1, d.
226, 1. 118; for verses featuring church architecture see, for example, the song performed by the
local choir of lace makers at a folk festival in Vologda in 1967: «...A Tbl uzews no Bosorge/

CyuTaews KynoJa,/ Becesbii 06psiit Mosiozen,/ OBunHHas nosal». GAVO, f. 134, op. 4, d. 131, 1.
110.
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This reasoning was communicated to members of the local community
through forms of mandatory and voluntary cultural work. According to a
report compiled by the Vologda VOOPIIK, 90 talks, 114 excursions, 21
films, and 92 thematic evenings were dedicated to the theme of
architectural preservationism in 1970.29° Members of the local community
were not only expected to listen passively to lectures about the need to
preserve old buildings, they were also encouraged to get directly involved
in the conservation of local heritage. Groups of school children thus
participated in trips to clear rubbish away from monuments,3%° Saturday
outings [subbotniki] were organized to ensure that the historic buildings
were equipped with the necessary facilities,3?! and professional collectives
became patrons of particular local buildings and memorials. By the late-
Brezhnev period, the preservation of heritage had evolved into one of the
most important forms of voluntary activity in the Soviet Union endorsed

and promoted by individuals of all ages, professions, and backgrounds.

The promotion of the preservation of heritage in state cultural institutions
succeeded in bolstering popular support for VOOPIiK and its goals. Both
individual membership and the number of ‘primary organizations’

associated with the society increased steadily throughout the 1960s and

299 See the statistical report for the Regional and Town Departments for the Preservation of
Historical and Cultural Monuments in Vologda from 1970. GAVO, f. 843, op. 1, d. 35, 1. 1ob.

300 NGOM, op. 1, d. 410, 1. 28.

301 See the annual report of the Novgorod VOOPIiK for 1980. GANO, f. R-4563, op. 1-5,d.83,1. 7.
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1970s.392 While it is difficult to determine how successful the society was
in strengthening Soviet patriotism through the identification of the
political regime with the principles of heritage conservation, a more
tangible result of this process was the creation of a specialist vocabulary in
which members of Soviet society could express their concerns about the
transformative impact of urban modernization. The language of official
preservationism allowed Soviet citizens to criticise the changes taking
place around them with less risk of appearing reactionary or subversive.
For example, in a letter published in Novgorodskaya pravda in 1968, a
reader upbraided the local authorities for their heavy-handed treatment of

a village church:

KpacuBas 6bl1a nepkoBb B cesie [opunbl ['opuikoro
cesbcoBeTa BosioToBCKOro paiioHa. Temnepb ee He y3HAaTh.
KTo-TO peTuBbIM Besiesl CBOPOTUTh Kymnoua. W dyero
fo6uancs? W3yposoBasu HeNOBTOPUMOe 3JlaHUe, caMoe
KpacuBoe Ha ceJsie. HacyeT BJIMAHUA 3TOr0 TPYLOEMKOIO
JleMCTBUA Ha YUCJIEHHOCTb BepYHOUIMX COMHEBAlCh: [Jd
60pbOBI C peNurverd ectb JApyrue, 6ojiee pasyMHble U
JerictBeHHble nyTU. B MockoBckoMm Kpemie pecaTku
LIePKOBHBIX KYIIOJIOB — a2 HUKTO UX He onacaeTrcd. A BOT B
['opunax oHOTO UCNyTaNUCh...303

It is difficult to imagine such outspoken public criticism of the regime’s
anti-religious activities, however aesthetically wrong-headed, being

permitted during the iconoclastic fervour of the Cultural Revolution or

even a decade earlier during Khrushchev's battle against religious cultism.

30z See, for example, the figures for individual members and primary organisations of VOOPIiK in
Vologda in 1970 and 1973. GAVO, f. 134, op. 4, d. 244, 1. 6; GAVO, f. 843, op. 1, d. 35, 1. 4. For
national statistics on the society’s membership see the annual reports on VOOPIiK in Vvedenkii,
1969-1990.

303 [. Mikhailov, ‘Pis’'ma v redaktsiyu’, Novgorodskaya pravda, 10 March 1968, p. 4.
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Yet, within the pro-preservationism context of Brezhnev's Soviet Union,
members of the local community were empowered to express their
frustration with the local authorities, with explicit reference to the
preservation of monuments and implicit relevance for the social
consequences of Soviet modernization. Thus, while the Soviet state was
responsible for engendering a community of zealous preservationists, it
was not always in control of the focus of this community's attention.
Throughout the 1960s, local officials and local branches of VOOPIiK had
repeatedly to explain to letter-writing members of the local community
that the dilapidated old churches at the end of their streets were just
‘ordinary buildings’ [ryadovye zdaniya] and not architectural monuments
worthy of note.3%4 It appeared that the preservationist drive had raised
popular expectations, generating an idea that everything from the national
past was worthy of conservation - a position that was untenable in both

ideological and financial terms.

4.4 ‘CHTO TAKOE PAMYATNIK ARKHITEKTURY?’

If medieval heritage, its simplicity of form and freedom from ornamental
overindulgences was celebrated as an ideal of ‘democratic’ architecture,
the architectural inheritance of the late-Imperial period, which had

provided the inspiration for many buildings in the Stalinist ‘Empire style’,

304 Letters continued to be sent to the local authorities until the end of the Soviet period. In
response to a letter enquiring about the status of a church in the village of Glyadkii in 1986, for
example, the Vologda VOOPIiK issued the following regretful response: ‘bb1y10 661 TpeKpacHO
BOCCTAaHOBUTD 3TH 3JJaHHUS, XOTs OHHU U KYJbTOBBIE [ ...] C TEM, YTO6BI OHH JIACKAJIU TJ1a3 U
HCIO0JIb30BATh UX B UHTEPeCcax PaGoThl yYpeXJeHUH KybTypbl. HO BO3MOXKHOCTB /1Jisl 3TOTO B
o6sactu B HacTosimee BpeMs HeT.' VOOPIIK. GAVO, f. 843, op. 1, d. 213, 1. 38.
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fell out of favour at this time.305 As much was clear from tendencies that
developed in regional restoration workshops in the Khrushchev period.
The widespread practice of purging medieval monuments of their
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century additions and restoring the ‘lost’
original details to objects of old Russian architecture reflected the value
judgements attached to the different architectural styles. In Novgorod,
prominent examples of this tendency, known as ‘husking’
[vylushchivanie],3%s included the twelfth-century Tserkov’ loanna Predtechi
na Opokakh, the fourteenth-century Klimentievskaya tserkov’ and
Borisoglebskaya tserkov’, all of which lost their nineteenth-century side
chapels and bell towers in the process of restoring their aesthetically
‘superior’, original exteriors.397 The discourse of restoration, in which late-
Imperial additions to buildings were described as historical ‘distortions’
[iskazheniya] and their removal as ‘liberation’ [osvobodzhenie] provided
further evidence of the differing approaches to the architectural

inheritance of the two periods.3%8

Indicative of the ambivalence that characterised state attitudes to neo-

classical architecture was the treatment of the eighteenth- and nineteenth-

305 Shchenkov argues that Khrushchev’s architectural front, the war on ‘architectural
extravagances’ [izlishestva] resonated throughout the country in the post-Stalin period, shaping
not only attitudes to buildings of the contemporary period, but also the appreciation of
architectural heritage. Shchenkov, p. 469.

306 Shchenkov, p. 496.

307 Mil’chik, pp. 271, 206, and 282.

308 See, for example, the discussion of the restoration of Leont’evskaya tserkov’ in Vologda in
1960. GAVO, f. 4795, op. 1, d. 231, 1. 110; and the description of the Syamskii Bogorododitse-
Rozhdestvenskii monastyr’ in Vologda in 1968. GAVO, f. 4795, op. 6, d. 213, 1. 140. Catriona Kelly
has noted the overlap between of the vocabulary of architectural restoration and the historical
narrative of the repulsion of the invaders during the Second World War. See Catriona Kelly,
“Ispravlyat” li istoriyu?’.
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century merchant mansions of Vologda. The wooden mansions in the
merchant, noble and bourgeois styles had been constructed in the town
between the seventeenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries in
connection with the thriving commercial culture of the late-Imperial
period. In the late-1800s, a local variant on the architectural style - a two-
storey, two-roomed wooden house with a covered balcony and corner
staircase - had emerged.3%? Yet despite the recognition of the value of the
local mansions by local and national architects,310 only three buildings in
this style were included on federal lists of protected architectural
monuments in 1960.311 In state publications, the buildings were frequently
dismissed as ‘imitative’ and ‘unremarkable’ architectural constructions
that did not qualify for preservation on the basis of their cultural and
historical value.312 [t may be assumed that, as the product of the ‘capitalist’
culture of the tsarist period, these buildings were considered difficult to
write into a socialist landscape or to conceptualise as the cultural

inheritance of the Soviet regime.313

309 Fekhner, p. 152.

310 See, for example, Fekhner, pp. 137-164; and Banige and Pertsev, pp. 27-32.

311 Spisok pamyatnikov istorii i kultury Vologodskoi oblasti: Vologodskoe otdelenie vserossiiskogo
obshchestva okhrany pamyatnikov istorii i kultury, compiled by T. N. Voronina and G. A.
Dolidovich (Vologda, 1989), pp. 1-31.

312 N. L. Shurgin, ‘Restavratsiya pamyatnikov russkoi derevyannoi arkhitektury’, in A. S.
Shchenkov, pp. 542-549 (p. 549).

313 The obvious exception in this case was the neo-classical architecture of Leningrad, much of
which was considered emblematic of the local style and worthy of preservation. For a discussion
of Leningrad case see A. S. Shchenkov, ‘Leningrad’, in Shchenkov, pp. 469-481.
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Fig. 18.
Dom Levashova on Ulitsa Gertsena 314
Fig. 19.
Dom Volkova on Leningradskaya ulitsa31s
Fig. 20.
Dom Zasetskikh on Ulitsa Gertsena 316

While medieval churches were deemed appropriate focuses for reflection
on the cultural traditions of the Soviet state, the architecture of the late-
Imperial period was considered inconsistent with the vision of national
history endorsed by the Communist Party. Indeed, the exclusion of late-
Imperial architecture from the cultural landscape had an analogy in the
museum context where the cultural developments of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries were elided from presentations of local history or

otherwise portrayed in an broadly negative terms.31” Members of the local

314 Author’s own photograph (March, 2009).

315 Tbid.

316 ‘Dom Volkova. Vologda’, Poezdki po gorodam (http://vadimpl.ru/rus/vol/php/23C19.htm)
[last accessed 14 September 2009].

317 See Chapter Two where I discuss the treatment of the history and culture of the late-Imperial
period in local museums.
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community nevertheless evaluated the architectural legacy of this period
more positively than state officials. In articles and readers’ letters to local
newspapers, members of the local community expressed their concern that
too narrow a definition of heritage had been adopted by the Soviet state
with the result that many valuable buildings from recent history had been
excluded from lists of national heritage. In one letter published in
Novgorodskaya pravda in 1967, a local electrician argued for the inclusion
of certain ‘old houses’ onto state lists, if only for the sake of historical

coherence:

Bo3MoOHO, cTapble JoMa He  HUMeT  6GOJbLIOH
ApXUTEKTYPHON LIEHHOCTU U He SBJSIOTCA CONEPHUKAMH
meseBpoB 3o044ecTBa. OJHAKO, MaMATHUKAMH OHU BCe XKe
ABJASOTCA. U ecqu Jlajieko He Ha KaXXJOM HaJl0 YKPENUTh
MEMOPHAJIbHYIO JJOCKY, TO YK 0o0eperaThb UX, IyCTb He BCe —
Haul fgoJr. [..] HakoHel, Henb3s1 B3opBaTh, pa3bUThb LIap-
6aboil Bce NOMUKH, MOCTPOEHHbIe 3a nociaenaHue 250 ser.
JTaK OCTaHyTCs, 3a PEeAKUM HCKJIIYEHUEM, COOPYKeHUs
JIMIIb BpeMeH cepeJuHbl U BTOPOM MNosIoBMHbI XX BeKa.
O6pasyeTcs mycToTa: HUYTO He OyAeT HalOMUHAThb O )XKU3HU
ropoja MexJy [JABYMS 3THMH, TaKUMH HENOXOXXHMHU
3MO0XaMMU.318

This was far from the only criticism of the state’s efforts to objectivize a
vision of national history on the Russian landscape. In an article written by
the Novgorod journalist and local historian G. Naryshkin in 1966, the
wisdom of the official logic which held that medieval buildings were
‘unique’, while nineteenth-century architecture was ‘imitative’ and

‘uninspired’ was questioned. Directing his enquiry at specialists of national

architecture, Naryshkin asked: ‘/loporue ToBapuiiy, c 4ero Bbl B351J14, YTO

318 ‘0 gorode moem rodnom’
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XIX Bek nmoBTopuTca? ByzeT Jiu K npuMepy, COBX03 CTPOUTH XpaMbl? Her,
eMy 1iepkBU He K yeMy’.31° In the late-1960s, this opinion was echoed by a
number of prominent Soviet architects. In an article on monuments and
modernity which appeared in Izvestiya in 1967, for example, the secretary
of the Union of Architects of the USSR Yu. Yaralova argued that the
accepted definition of heritage was too limited and that it should be
extended to include some of the ‘most interesting’ buildings from the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries.320 The idea that the architecture of the
‘capitalist’ period ought to be excluded from the pantheon of national

cultural traditions was losing its hold.

The definition of an architectural monument broadened in the Brezhnev
era to include many of the historic buildings that had been excluded from
state lists of cultural heritage in the early-1960s. In Pskov, for example, a
number of the merchant palaces and civic buildings constructed between
the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries were added to state lists in
1974321 while a further 33 eighteenth- and nineteenth-century buildings
were ‘uncovered’ by the Vologda authorities in 1977.322 This was, in part, a
result of the efforts of local architects who were able to make use of the

institutional framework created with VOOPIiK to lobby Moscow officials

319 Tbid.

320 Yu. Yaralova, ‘Pamyatniki i sovremennost’, Izvestiya, 5 June 1967, p. 4.

321 Decision of the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR Ne 624 of 4 December 1974 'On the
Additions to and Partial Adaptation of the Decree of the Council of Ministers of 30 August 1960
Ne 1327".

322 Decision of oblispolkom Ne257 of 27 May 1977. Spisok pamyatnikov istorii i kultury
Vologodskoi oblasti.

154



responsible for the preservation of national monuments.323 Attitudes to
heritage in the Soviet Union were also informed by the Venice Charter of
1964, which stipulated that an inclusive approach ought be taken to the
preservation of architectural monuments, in which ‘valid contributions

from all periods’ were represented on the national landscape.32+

The revision of the definition of an architectural monument to include
historical buildings of the late-Imperial period also reflected broader
changes in national historiography and a shift in the understanding of the
purpose of heritage in socialist society. Rather than a constituting a
reflection of the socialist values of ascetism, simplicity, and
industriousness as it had in the Khrushchev era, cultural heritage in the
late-1970s began to be understood as an architectural chronicle of national
history, a material timeline stretching from Rus’ to the construction of
Communism. There were still emphases and omissions in official memory
—as Tumarkin has shown, World War Two memorials became one of the
major focuses of heritage preservation in the Brezhnev era32> - but the 250
year lacuna in architectural historiography, the source of anxiety for the
author of the letter cited above, had been at least partially closed. It did not
follow, however, that the conservative critics of the modernizing regime
laid down their pens in recognition of the shift in preservationist ideals. In

the reconfiguration of political alignments that arose from the perestroika-

323 Shchenkov, in Shchenkov, p. 591.

324 The Venice Charter: International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments
and Sites. May 1964 (http://www.icomos.org/venice_charter.html) [last accessed: 10 January
2011].

325 See Nina Tumarkin, The Living and the Dead: The Rise and Fall of the Cult of World War Il in
Russia (New York: Basic Books, 1994), p. 143.
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era reforms, heritage preservation emerged as an important site of public

disaffection and social tension.

4.5 THE FAILURE OF STATE PRESERVATIONISM

The climate of greater openness created by the perestroika movement at
the end of the 1980s provided an opportunity for more outspoken
criticism of the state’s policy on the preservation of architectural
monuments. Momentum had been building throughout the late-Brezhnev
era.In 1978 in an article published in Literaturnaya gazeta, Dmitrii Zhukov
had poured scorn upon the official society for the preservation of heritage:
‘CKOJIbKO NaMSTHUKOB CTOUT B JIecaX, HO peJJKO YBU/UIIb Ha HUX
pabouero ¢ MmacTepckoit!’.326 In 1982, in an interview published in Ogonek,
Dmitry Likhachev added to this criticism, condemning the Society for its
inactivity at the Soviet periphery and stressing the need for centralized
cooperation of state organs, the creation of general programmes and a
common policy for the protection of monuments in the provinces.32”
Likhachev’s words sparked a lively reaction from Soviet citizens living in
the Russian regions. In a summary of readers’ letters written in response
to the interview, residents of Omsk, Simferopol, Yaroslavl’ and Irkutsk
added their own local gripes to the criticisms of state preservationism

expressed by the medieval historian.328

326 D. Zhukov, ‘Aisty na ruinakh’, Literaturnaya gazeta, 13 September 1978, p. 12.
327 D. S. Likhachev, ‘Pamyat’ istorii svyashchenna’, Ogonek, 29, 17 July 1982, pp.18-20 (p. 18).
328 “Trebuet neusypnogo vnimaniya’, Ogonek, 7, 12 Feb 1983, pp. 19-20.
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In the late-1980s, the perestroika initiative permitting the foundation of
unofficial societies gave rise to civic movements for the preservation of
heritage in Moscow, Leningrad, and the Russian regions. As the state
organisation for the preservation of heritage VOOPIiK became increasing
bureaucratised and unwilling to challenge official decisions, supporters of
the preservationist cause began to establish alternative alliances for the
advancement of their aims. Invested with a new sense of relevance and
with a sizeable support base, some of these groups, particularly in Moscow
and Leningrad, evolved into movements for social change. In an interview
conducted in St Petersburg in 2008, the architect and restorer Aleksandr
Margolis described the transformation of local preservationist groups into

a force for political transformation in perestroika Leningrad:

To ecTb BO3HUKI/A Takas Ayra, COeJUHUBILIAS NPAKTUUYECKHU
npeJCcTaBUTeNer BCeX NMOKOJIeHWM. 1 OHU JeMCTBUTEJIbHO
CTa/ld CIOCOOHBI BbIBOAWUTH Ha YJMIBI M Ha IJIOLWAAU
MHOTUX. TO eCTb BOT 3TO BOT CU/IEHHUE KJIYOHOE, KOTOPOE Mbl
HabJ/l0Ja/IM B IIECTHJECSATble M B Hadajle CEMUJECSTHIX,
KOTZia Mbl COOUpaJUCh TaM, 0OCYX/Jalyd HallU MPO6JEMBI,
JleJlaiv ApYT APYTY AOKJIAaJibl TaM, CMOTPEeJH ClAaljibl, U TaK
Jlajiee, BOT HEOKHUJJaHHO CTaJIO OOIeCTBEHHBIM JIBIXKEHHUEM,
TaKHUM IIOYTH YTO IJIOIAAHBIM.329

Among the civic movements that emerged around the question of heritage
preservation in the perestroika period was the radical anti-Semitic

organisation Pamyat’. These ‘primitive patriots’, as the members were

329 Oxf/AHRC-SPb-08 AP PF. Aleksandr Davidovich Margolis. Interview conducted by Aleksandra
Piir, 29.01.2008. Interview transcripts are currently being processed for archiving and will be
stored at the Oxford Russian Life History Archive: http://www.ehrc.ox.ac.uk/lifehistory/.
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dubbed in an article published in Izvestiya in 1987,330 developed a
conspiratorial theory of the destruction of Russian civilisation, in which
Judeo-Masonic groups were held responsible for the country’s social and
economic problems, including the degeneration of national heritage.
Throughout the 1980s, associated bodies emerged throughout the Soviet
Union in urban centres such as Leningrad, Chelyabinsk, Irkutsk,
Novosibirsk, Sverdlovsk, Tyumen, Magnitogorsk, and Zlatoust.331 Yet,
despite claims by the movement’s leaders that membership had reached
5,000 in Leningrad and 20,000 in Moscow, with branches of the
organisation existing in 30 Russian towns, it is likely that the popularity of
Pamyat’ was grossly exaggerated.?32 According to Brudny, who quotes
from lists of registered unofficial organisations, between 200-400
members of the organisation were active in Moscow and approximately
1000 supporters existed throughout the entire country.333 In the medieval
towns of the North West, employees at kraevedcheskie museums and the
authorities for the preservation of heritage had no knowledge of local
branches of Pamyat’ having existed in the region during the perestroika
period.334 It would thus appear that the movement was a highly localized
phenomenon and that the appeal of its arguments in the Russian regions

was overemphasized in the perestroika press.

330 G. Alimov and R. Lynev, ‘Kuda uvodit ‘pamyat”, Izvestiya, 3 June 1987, p. 3.

331 Brudny, p. 205.

332 Stephen Carter, Russian Nationalism: Yesterday, Today, Tomorrow (London: Pinter, in
association with John Spiers, 1990) p. 112.

333 Brudny, p. 205.

334 Pers. Inf. I. S, Novgorod, Summer 2008; S. P., Novgorod, 2008; N. S., Vologda, Winter 2008.

158



Political elites in the post-Soviet period continued to endorse
preservationist principles in an effort to strengthen their support bases
and increase their legitimacy. However, by contrast with the Soviet era
when the Communist Party had dominated political discourse, in post-
socialist Russia different political groups competed to define the cultural
significance of public symbols. An illustrative example of this process was
the public debate that accompanied the restoration of the Sofiskii sobor in
Novgorod in the early-1990s. As Nicolai N. Petro has pointed out in his
study of political symbolism in transitional Novgorod, the restoration of
the church was interpreted variously by different local elites with vested
interests in associating themselves with the project. For Russian
nationalists the restoration of the cathedral was thus interpreted a
manifestation of the country’s cultural specificity; for local democrats as
evidence of the irrelevance of the KPSS; and for reform-minded
Communists as a means to assert their capacity to adapt to political
change.33> While it is surely an exaggeration to assert, as Petro does, that
local elites in Novgorod were able to weather the political transition to
democracy more successfully as a result of the appropriation of public
symbols,33¢ heritage and its preservation continued to function as a focus

of populist politics in the new conditions of democratic local government.

335 Nicolai N. Petro, Crafting Democracy, How Novgorod Has Coped with Rapid Social Change (New
York: Cornell University Press, 2004), p. 146.

336 For a more systematic analysis of institutional reform in Novgorod see Vladimir Gel'man and
Tomila Lankina, ‘Authoritarian Versus Democratic Diffusions: Explaining Institutional Choices in
Russia’s Local Government’, Post-Soviet Affairs, 24 (2008), 40-62.
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Yet, if politicians echoed the sentimental, patriotic language of local writers
and historians in their rhetorical treatment of architectural monuments,
everyday attitudes towards local heritage was more ambiguous. Following
the adoption of the Statute of 26 November 1994 ‘On the Privatization of
Non-Moveable Historical and Cultural Monuments of Local Value’, a
number of local monuments passed into the hands of regional
businessmen and individuals. Yet little effort was made to enforce the new
proprietors’ observance of their contractual obligations and throughout
the 1990s an unrelenting stream of reports detailing the damage and ruin
visited on monuments by their owners issued from the local press.337 Local
politicians were also directly involved in the violation of the legislation on
the preservation of cultural heritage. An article published in Izvestiya in
1995, for example, detailed a scandal in which the former mayor and
deputy governor of Vologda, Boris Uladyshev, had illegally apportioned
land in the ‘preservation zone’ of an architectural monument to local
officials and businessmen for the construction of elite ‘cottages’.338
According to one of the most active petitioners for the protection of
architectural monuments in the town, the head of State Directorate for the
Preservation, Restoration, and Use of Monuments Mikhail Karachev such

actions were entirely characteristic of the local administration, which had

337 For records of violations of legislation on cultural heritage in Pskov see, for example, ‘Eshche
raz pro “bol’ obshchestva™, Novosti Pskova, 21 April 2004, p. 5; ‘Pogibaet snyatnaya gora?’,
Pskovskaya provintsiya, 26 July 2007, p. 3; and ‘Kak bystro i bezboleznenno promotat’ kul’turnoe
nasledie’, Gorodskaya gazeta, 15-21 April 2008, p. 5; for articles on the destruction of cultural
heritage published in Vologda see, for example, ‘Goryat...kvartiry...doma...sklady’, Russkii sever,
29 September 2000, p. 3; ‘Delit’sya nada!’, Russkii sever, 11 October 2000, p. 1 and 5; and ‘Kak
“prospali” pamyatnik kultury’, Russkii sever, 28 January 2000, p. 13.

338 V. Filipov, ‘Byt’ chestnym chinovnikom opasno dlya zhizni’, Izvestiya, 22 March 1995, p. 5.
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allowed the law on the protection of monuments to be broken over sixty

times in the course of its administration.33?

The romantic descriptions of Mikhail Karachev in the Vologda press as a
tragic hero battling single-handedly against a disinterested political elite
can be seen to reflect popular attitudes to architectural heritage in
particular, and democratic governance in general at this time. In 1998, one
local newspaper, Prim’er, thus described Kacharev, whose professional
commitment to the preservationist cause was indeed exceptional, as uyTb
Jiv He Po6uH 'y, 6eccTpaliHO BOIOIOIIUM 33 COXpPAaHEHUE UCTOPUYECKOTO
06s1k Bosiorapr’ 340 The mythologization of the ‘honest official’ [chestnyi
chinovnik] almost certainly reflected - as well as reinforced - the popular
belief that engagement in politics was not only a senseless, but also an
extremely dangerous activity. The preservation of cultural heritage in post-
Soviet Vologda was thus acknowledged as one more in a series of goals
worth pursuing in an ‘ideal’ democratic Russia, but beyond reach in the

current climate of corruption and social inequality.

In the perceived absence of a democratic government willing to attend to
public concerns about the preservation of heritage, alternative forms of
popular representation began to emerge. Members of local communities

turned to prominent figures among the country’s cultural elite to amplify

339 [bid.; cf. ‘Rukopisi ne goryat. A pamyatniki?’, in which it was claimed that 41 wooden
monuments had burned in suspicious circumstances between 1991 and 2001. According to the
article, this was more than the combined total of monuments to have perished in the Pskov,
Yaroslavl’, and Vladimir regions for the same period. ‘Rukopisi ne goryat. A pamyatniki?’, Russkii
Sever, 22 February 2001, p. 4.

340 Aleksandr Petrov, ‘Neprikasaemy?’, Prem’er, 30 December 1998, p. 9.
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their anxieties about the conservation of architectural monuments and
bring them to the attention of the political authorities. In a letter to Dmitrii
Likhachev in 1991, Elena Morozkina, an art historian and architect from
Pskov, communicated her anxiety over the fate of the seventeenth-century
church of the Krypetskii monastyr’, which, she explained, was at risk of
suffering irreparable damage if it was not immediately restored.
Morozkina articulated her sense of alienation from the organs of political
power, imploring the Russian scholar: “TpysHo MmHe Bac TpeBouTb — Bbl
oAvH Ha Hac Bcex. Ho 6osibliie uaTu He Kk kKomy'.341 Morozkina went on to
explain how her scholarly studies of Pskov architecture from the twelfth to
the eighteenth century had remained unpublished as a result of
accusations from jealous colleagues of subversive behaviour. In this
climate of political unscrupulousness and irrationality, she implied,
popular concerns for the preservation of local heritage could only achieve
public impact through the intervention of paragons of national integrity

such as Dmitrii Likhachev.342

The proliferation of legislation pertaining to the preservation of heritage
throughout the 2000s served to obfuscate the means by which
architectural monuments could be maintained rather than render this
process more democratic. The amendments to the 2002 federal law ‘On the
Objects of Cultural Heritage (Historical and Cultural Monuments) of the

Peoples of the Russian Federation’ in 2006, which divided the powers for

341 Personal archive of D. S. Likhachev, Rukopisnyi otdel Instituta russkoi literatury RAN
(Pushkinskii Dom), f. 769. Letters to D. S. Likhachev. Papka 4, No. 25, L. 1. [This archive is not yet
catalogued, and hence is not formally open to readers. Reference supplied by Catriona Kelly.]

342 Tbid.
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conservation issues between local authorities and central government
bodies, created a situation in which regional organs for the preservation of
heritage were subordinated to two levels of government.343 The
bureaucratic inefficiency that resulted was illustrated by the case of one
federal monument in Vologda, which was seriously damaged as a result of
a fire in the early-2000s. As one of the residents of the building, Leonid,
explained in an interview in 2009, the authorities for the preservation of
national monuments in Moscow were not informed by the local
government that the building had been partially destroyed as a result of
the fire. Moreover, as a consequence of the ambiguities in national
legislation, no official report of the damage caused by the fire was

compiled and the building remained in a state of woeful disrepair in

2009.344

343 Rustam Rakhmatullin ‘Poslednie izmeneniya v okhranom zakonodatel’stve/ Building
Conservation Law: The Latest Developments’, in Moskovskoe arkhitekturnoe nasledie: tochka
nevozvrata/ Moscow Heritage at Crisis Point, 2004-2007, ed. by Clementine Cecil and Edmund
Harris (London: SAVE Europe’s Heritage, 2007), pp. 186-195 (p. 187).

344 P_[. Leonid, d.o.b. 04.12.56, photographer and journalist. Interview conducted on 22.09.09 at
the informant’s workshop in Vologda (interview with author).
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Fig. 21.
Photograph of the state protected monument on Vorovskii Street
before it was damaged by fire in the early-2000s345
Fig. 22.
Photograph of the house following the fire in 2009346

Rather than bolster patriotic sentiment, support for local elites, and faith in
democratic governance, official preservationism in the post-Soviet period
cultured a mood of deep cynicism and distrust in politics, reaffirming the
widely held belief that Russian society was divided between powerful and
corrupt officials and a disenfranchised general public. Local monuments,
such as the house on Vorovskii Street became symbols of public disillusion
with government rather than focuses of local pride.34” Moreover, efforts to
maintain heritage were frequently perceived with scepticism, as acts of
political opportunism at best and elite corruption at worst. A popular
anecdote concerning the visit of the former President of the Russian
Federation Vladimir Putin to Vologda in Spring 2001 captures the air of
disenchantment that pervaded the Russian regions at this time. According
to urban myth, the route the President would follow through the town,
which local authorities had attempted conceal from the public, was made
obvious when buildings on particular streets began to be restored and
repainted. Particularly galling for the local community was the fact that
these ‘improvements’ were carried out in a slapdash and unprofessional
fashion intended to create a positive impression on the visiting leader

rather than address the real problems of heritage preservation. The

345 Photograph by Leonid Starikov, mid-2000s.

346 Photograph author’s own, Vologda, Summer 2009.

347 In their 2007 publication Moya Vologda, A. 1. Sazanov and E. A. Starikov catalogued the many
disintegrating historical buildings in Vologda, condemning the contemptuous attitude of local
elites to the preservation of local cultural heritage. See A. I. Sazanov and E. A. Starikov, Moya
Vologda: Gorod nashei pamyati (Vologda: Drevnosti Severa, 2007).
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falsification of the architectural landscape for political ends provided an
apt metaphor for political governance in the regions more generally.
Vologda thus appeared as a Potemkin (or perhaps ‘Putinkin’) village,
whose political elite was more concerned with professional expediency

than the welfare of the local community.348

The chasm separating the political interests of elites from those of the local
community was highlighted in another heritage-related discussion on the
personal website of governor of Novgorod Sergei Mitin in 2009. In this
case, the debate concerned the ‘correction’ of Soviet road names, and
specifically the proposal to rechristen the anachronistic ulitsa Karla
Marksa as the more defiantly triumphant Ulitsa boevoi slavi. The proposal
elicited a spirited reaction from members of the local community,
provoking criticism of what was perceived to be the government’s evasive
and populist tactics. One cynical blogger thus gave vent to his spleen in an
indictment of all public sector workers: '/[a Be3ze Tak,ljac Bpayu Kak
60MOUIBI TAKCUCTH,HOPOBAT N0060JIbIIIE YPBAaTh,BIIPOYEM KaK BCE, U
YUHOBHHUKH B TOM YHCJIE ,BOT U BJIACTb MYJPUT HAPOAy MO3TU-KaK OYATO
cepbé3Hell Mpo6JieM HETY,0TBJIEKAIOT OT HACYL[HOTO,TIOHATHO,4YTO O
BOJIHEHUU He 6bL10,3a0acTOBOK 349 Another observed that the name-
change was intended not to improve the welfare of the local community so

much as commemorate the political elite who were its engineers: 'l xoqun

348 See the discussion in the online forum Vabla.ru on the theme ‘davaite iskat’ po gorodu
priznaki skorogo priezda Putina’, Vabla.ru
(http://wobla.ru/forum/Default.aspx?postid=214558) [last accessed 8 February 2010].
349 prohojiy48, 2010-04-08 18:40 (UTC), Blog Mitina.
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B 1IKOJy Ha yJsuie XKessi60Ba, koTopyto [Ipycak3s? neperMeHoBas B
[Ipycckyto, :kUBy psAA0M € 'pUropoBCKOU KOTOPYIO Ha3BaJIM Ip.
KopcyHoBa. Tenepb ouepejHOM "NOJNUTUK" XOYeT YBEKOBEUUTD CBOE
uMs?’.3°1 [n a particularly sour reflection on the political reality, another
participant in the discussion claimed that the forum itself was a sham,
posing as a vehicle for public debate while decisions continued to be made
behind closed doors: Tocnoaa! Yé Bbl Tak pa3aBoJiHOBaIUCh. Bcé faBHO
peieHo. [lokazasu BaM BUJUMOCTb CBOOO/IbI, TJIACHOCTH, HY €elllé
atoro..mawopaausMa. [loBepbTe MHe enié He ouH "KopcyHoBckuit"
NpPOCHEKT Hac oxujaeT. byzeT ewé u MUTUHCKUU U
EnuHopocckuil...pacciabTech U nosydate yaoBoabcTBue' 352 Rather than
supplying the symbols of local patriotism, heritage in the post-Soviet
period had become a metaphor for the dysfunctional political system and a
focus for feelings of frustration with the actions of an unprincipled local

elite.

4.6 CONCLUSION

The official endorsement of heritage preservation in the post-1961 period
succeeded in highlighting certain tensions in the modernizing Soviet state.
The contradiction between the ‘crash’ modernization of the Khrushchev
period, which was particularly marked in the Russian regions, and the
conservation of historical monuments undermined official efforts to

strengthen Soviet patriotism through the affiliation of the state with the

350 Mikhail Prusak was the governor of Novgorod between 1991 and 2007 after which he was
replaced by Sergei Mitin, the incumbent governor at the time of writing.

351 mrmischief 62, 2010-04-08 05:29 (UTC), Blog Mitina.

352 dorochev_], 2010-04-08 18:22 (UTC), Blog Mitina.
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cultural traditions of the nation. Local communities became increasingly
aware of the value of local monuments as a result of lectures, films,
discussion, and exhibitions and were alerted to the need to maintain an
architectural record of national history on the landscape. Yet, historical
consciousness also spurred critical awareness of the gap between the
theoretical endorsement of conservationism and the reality of neglect for
local heritage. Rather than strengthening identification with the ideals and
values of the Soviet socialism, the preservationist drive thus provided a
centre around which controversy could cohere and a vocabulary in which

to articulate popular frustrations.

Following the collapse of the regime, the preservation of heritage became a
focus of popular disillusionment with local and national politics. The
duplicitous actions of public officials, who publically endorsed the
preservation of heritage, while privately ignoring and violating heritage
legislation prompted popular criticism in public forums such as newspaper
articles and social networks. The shared experience of political
disenfranchisement, of which the preservation of heritage was emblematic,
provided a pole of collective identification for local communities.
Neglected or abandoned architectural monuments became symbols of the
democratic deficit, their juxtaposition with flamboyant, privately funded
elite ‘cottages’ a reflection of the growing economic disparity and social

inequality of the former socialist state.
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PART TWO

LOST IN TRANSITION?:
LOCAL IDENTITY AND
CULTURAL
TRANSFORMATION IN
THE POST-SOVIET
PERIOD
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In the chapters which have preceded, I have concentrated on the ways in which
local identity was crafted in text, institutions of cultural memory, and on the
landscape in an effort to forge new forms of social solidarity in the post-1961
period. For the most part, I have restricted my analysis to the visions of localness
that were presented in state-controlled forums, from the Soviet guidebook to the
preservation of heritage. While I have sought to highlight the ways in which
these authoritative discourses of identity were echoed back to the institutions
from which they originated, and the channels through which they were
challenged and endorsed, this has not been the principal focus of my attention in
Part One. In the two chapters that follow, I will shift my attention away from
institutions to the individuals that peopled them, focusing in particular on the
ways in which local identity was constructed through everyday practices and

oral traditions.

This shift in focus demands a shift in method. By bringing the people who inhabit
the Russian regions into relief, | move away from the archive and toward the
domestic and public spaces, from the written report to the spoken word and
ritualized act. The research that [ draw on consists for the most part of
participant observation and oral history work that was conducted during the
four years of the DPhil and, in particular, the academic year 2008-2009 when I
lived and worked in the North West. The reflections that I offer in the chapters
that follow are particular to this period, and, while building on the discussion of
institutional discourses of identity in the previous chapters, constitute a
methodological break with the broadly chronological and document-based

argument that has provided the structure for the previous chapters. I
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nevertheless intend the two parts to be understood as integral parts of a single

narrative, which develop common questions and themes.

The cultural institutions examined in Part One represented the past with
reference to specific issues that were seen as important in the political ideology
of the day. The process of evolution in the non-official process of remembrance
was rather more elusive. As [ argue in Chapter Four, developments to public
memorialization and their reception in the post-Soviet period reflect a more
general process of marking the intangible notion of ‘transition’ in material form.
The didacticism and authoritativeness of Soviet culture was replaced by
(controlled) disorder, semantic plurality, and playful interactivity. The formulaic
modes of representing localness that one encounters in the Soviet tourist guide
and museum exhibition ceded to self-conscious acts of cultural redefinition and,
as I argue in Chapter Five, playful strategies of self-narration. However, such
conscious forms of cultural redefinition did not so much establish a break with
the past as posit that past as a pole of negative identification (‘the past is not like
the present’). While inverting the modes of expression used to engage with the
past, replacing patriotic bombast with deflationary irony and instruction with
improvisation, local communities and governing elites continued to assert the

importance and relevance of the Soviet experience to contemporary culture.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE ‘POLITICS AND POETICS OF MEMORY’: REDEFINING LOCALNESS IN THE

LANDSCAPE AND THE URBAN SPHERE

5.1 RECOVERING THE ‘MYTHS WE LIVE BY’

The frantic reordering of the monumental landscape in Eastern Europe in the
post-Communist period has attracted particular attention from scholars of public
memory, who have attempted to monitor the shifting focuses of national identity
through close readings of the personages and events commemorated in urban
space.353 These studies have focused on the strategies adopted by political elites
to redefine the national self through the co-option, glorification, disavowal, or

contestation of its historical symbols. They have also examined the cultural

353 See, for example, Benjamin Forest and Juliet Johnson, ‘Unravelling the Threads of History:
Soviet-Era Monuments and Post-Soviet National Identity in Moscow’, Annals of the Association of
American Geographers, 92, 3 (2002), 524-547; Lindsey Hughes, ‘Monuments and Identity’, in
National Identity in Russian Culture: An Introduction, ed. by Simon Franklin and Emma Widdis
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), pp. 171-197; Kathleen E. Smith, Mythmaking in
the New Russia: Politics and Memory During the Yeltsin Era (Ithaca : Cornell University Press,
2002); Nikolai Petro, Crafting Democracy: How Novgorod has Coped with Rapid Social Change
(Ithaca, New York; London: Cornell University Press, 2004); for mythmaking and symbolic
politics in former Soviet state see, for example Taras Kuzio, Ukraine: State and Nation Building
(London: Routledge, 1998); and James Bell, ‘Redefining National Identity in Uzbekistan: Symbolic
Tension in Tashkent’s Official Public Landscape’, Cultural Geographies, 6, 2 (1999), 183-213.
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practices associated with monuments, such as the laying of wreaths at national
memorials or festive parades, as means to ‘naturalize’ collective identity through
the enactment of ritualized forms of behaviour in the urban sphere.3>4 In these
enquiries, local communities have been attributed relatively little agency in the
shaping of meaning of commemorative objects, being viewed as passive
participants in the construction of public myths and historical narratives or,
when their roles have been recognized, sources of contestation and subversion

of the authoritative discourses of the past.

Such analyses might be understood as part of a corpus of scholarly literature that
has tended to reject the ‘celebration of traditions’ as perpetuating the belief in
the reality of imaginary conceptions and to focus instead on the actions of
political elites to shape the material and symbolic representation of the past.
Following the lead of Maurice Agulhon, whose study of how the changing image
of Marianne was used to give concrete form to political identity in the French
Republic,3>> a body of collective memory studies has emerged that has
interrogated the way in which commemorative objects and traditions served the

purposes of political propaganda.35¢ While these studies were initially directed

354 See, for example, Catherine Merridale’s study of the processes of remembrance of the Second
World War in Ivan’s War: The Red Army, 1939-1945 (London: Faber and Faber, 2005); Sergei
Oushakine has also discussed the new rituals of patriotic remembrance in post-Soviet Russia in a
paper, ‘Ya pomnyu! Ya gorzhus’!: vspominaya o neprozhitoi voine’, presented at the conference,
‘Sovetskie traditsii: Stanovlenie i transformatsii’, 18 February 2011 (European University at St
Petersburg, St Petersburg).

355 Maurice Agulhon, Marianne Into Battle: Republican Imagery and Symbolism in France, 1789-
1880, trans. by Janet Lloyd (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981).

356 Benedict Anderson’s exposure of nationalism as a fabrication of provincial elites in the
eighteenth century and Eric Hobsbawm'’s interpretation of tradition as a set of cultural
instruments employed by elites to ensure social coherence in periods of rapid political change
are probably the most influential of these theses. See Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities:
Reflections On the Origins and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso, 1983); and The Invention of
Tradition, ed. by Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1983).
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against the commemorative historiography of the nation-state builders of the
nineteenth century, their deconstructivist methods have also been borrowed to
investigate the instrumental use of traditional symbols and legends by self-

interested political elites in periods of political and social transition.3>7

The result of this approach has been, one might say, to valorise form over
content. The sociological investigation of how dominant narratives of the past
have been perpetuated across space and time has been given more attention than
the study of which memories have actually been perpetuated. The ‘myths we live
by’, as Raphael Samuel and Paul Thompson have put it,3>8 have been largely
eschewed as objects of study in favour of the social mechanisms for perpetuating
certain beliefs and knowledge of the past. In effect, a tradition of anti-tradition
has emerged, particularly in Hobsbawm and Ranger’s influential book, where the
belief in ‘tradition’ emerges as a variant of what classical Marxists would call
‘false consciousness’. Olivia Harris has remarked that this unwillingness to
address the existence and significance of traditions, however recent (‘invented’)
these may be, is due to the undoing of the Enlightenment certainties, following
which ‘it has become easier to speak of magic without self-consciousness than to

talk about tradition’.35° Nevertheless, a scholarly emphasis on the public

357 For a discussion of the nation-building historiography of the Annales School see Jacques Le
Goff, History and Memory, trans. by Steven Rendall and Elizabeth Clamen (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1992); for analyses of the manipulation of national memory for political gain in
post-war Europe see Henry Rousso, The Vichy Syndrome: History and Memory in France Since
1944, trans. by Arthur Goldhammer (Cambridge, Mass; London: Harvard University Press, 1991);
Robert Gildea, Marianne in Chains: In Search of the German Occupation, 1940-1945 (London:
Macmillan, 2002); cf. my note on publications dealing with post-war memory in Western Europe
and, more recently in Eastern Europe in the Introduction (footnote 46).

358 The Myths We Live By, ed. by Raphael Samuel and Paul Thompson (London: Routledge, 1990).
359 Olivia Harris, ‘The Temporalities of Tradition: Reflections on Changing Anthropology’, in
Grasping the Changing World: Anthropological Concepts in the Post-Modern Era, ed. by Vaclav
Hubinger (New York: Routledge, 1996), pp- 1-17 (p. 8).
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representations of the past at the expense of an investigation into their private
interpretations risks telling only half the story of how memory informs our sense

of identity and self.

Some scholars have recognised the limitations of the post-modern orthodoxy,
which rejects the reification of tradition and interprets evidence of cultural
continuities as a constant process of re-invention rather than repetition. Patrick
Hutton, for example, has drawn attention to the overemphasis of tangible icons
by post-modern historians, which he argues to be due to their insistence on
objectivity, and to their failure to address the ways in which imagination, implicit
in the habits of the mind, remains crucial to the historical enterprise.3¢? Hutton
thus challenges the current preoccupation with disentangling explicit form from
implicit content in terms reminiscent of Bourdieu’s habitus of memory,361
suggesting that, since temporality is a human condition rather than an obstacle to
be overcome, post-modern historians cannot help but interpret from within a

cultural framework.362

Hutton’s observation that temporality is ‘not merely within our thoughts but in
our existential condition’ suggests that tradition and memory, in terms of the
force of habit which prompts our understanding and behaviour, are in fact meta-

historical concepts which hardly deserve their Foucauldian reputation as

360 Patrick H. Hutton, History as the Art of Memory, (Hanover; London: University Press of New
England for the University of Vermont, 1993), p. 23.

361 Pierre Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practice (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1977) p. 78.

362 Hutton, p. 23.
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constructs fated to recede into tomorrow’s oblivion.363 The relationship between
history and memory is thus presented in inverted terms; history does not begin
where memory ends, as Pierre Nora has suggested in his elegiac appraisal of
living memory’s extinction,364 but is formed by cultural traditions and habits

which encircle our living memories.

The idea of the embeddedness of history within memory, the public in the private
and the collective in the individual has appeared in the work of authors writing
and dealing with autobiographical accounts of the past. In Jacquelyn Dowd Hall’s
account of the autobiographical works of Katherine Du Pre Lumpkin, the social
history of the Lost Cause in the American South is seen to interweave with the
lived memory of childhood, dominated by the political aspirations of an exigent
father, in the writer’s interpretations of the past. Dowd Hall argues that this
coexistence of politics and poetics is inherent in every attempt to retell the past.
The present is a product of ‘the history we have learned through reading and
research and the history we have experienced and inherited, passed down
through groups with which we identify, sedimented in the body and created

through talk’.365

Luisa Passerini’s ‘group self-portrait’, Autobiography of a Generation: Italy 1968,
achieves a similar fusion of the private and public by winding a historical

narrative of a recognisable moment in Italy’s past around the author’s own life

363 Hutton, p. 159.

364 Pierre Nora, ‘Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Memoire’, Representations, 26
(1989), 7-24.

365 Jacqueline Dowd Hall, ““You Must Remember This”: Autobiography as Social Critique’, The
Journal of American History, 85, 2 (1998), pp. 439-465 (p.441).

176



story. Passerini consciously weaves the intimate recollections of her own past
with the collective experiences of her generation to blur the conceptual
differentiation between memory and history and question the notion of a
professional and truly objective historian. Passerini reflects on the how the
collective experiences of her generation framed her own individual
remembrances of the past, saying, ‘if | had not heard the life stories of the
generation of '68, | would not have been able to write about myself: these stories
have nourished mine, giving it the strength to get to its feet and to speak’.
However, these collective memories are only given meaning within the context of
Passerini’s own history, as she remarks, ‘I couldn't have borne them, in their
alternation of being too full and too empty, if | had not confronted myself and my

history with the double motion of analysis and of the exercise of remembering’.36¢

Autobiographical writing, then, has claimed every history to be a history-
memory, infused with personal experience and shaped by the events of individual
pasts. This has long been recognised by modernist creative writers as well. In
Tsvetaeva’s memoir-essay about Pushkin, the historical narrative of the poet is
subordinated to the powerful image of the Pushkin Monument in Moscow that
stands at the centre of her childhood as a goal of a race or the limit of a walk. As
Tsvetaeva sketches an impression of her Pushkin, the intimate experiences of
childhood are fused with the collective memory of ‘all child-Moscow’ who swings
with her on the chains that surround the monument.3¢” In Tsvetaeva’s account

the individual, collective and historical boundaries are collapsed to create a

366 Luisa Passerini, Autobiography of a Generation: Italy 1968, trans. by Lisa Erdberg (Hanover;
London: University Press of New England, 1996), p. 124.

367 Marina Tsvetaeva, A Captive Spirit: Selected Prose, trans. by ]. Marin King (London: Virago,
1983), p. 326.
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limitless and protean history of the poet which, like the monument itself, forever

turns its back to the historian who tries to capture it in its entirety.

Historical narrative is thus exposed by the autobiographer as just one attempt to
tell the past among many individual and collective alternatives. The authority of
the historian to speak on behalf of others, to differentiate historical fact from
imagination, or indeed, in the case of the post-modern historian, to pass
judgement on the inventedness of history itself, is thus challenged. When history
is located within memory in this way, the distinction between the authentic and
inauthentic past loses its meaning; the active participation in remembering and
forgetting the past in itself becomes characteristic of historical consciousness,

and history-making (if not history writing) becomes a part of being human.

Raphael Samuel has remarked that ‘if history were thought of as an activity
rather than as a profession the number of its practitioners would be legion’.368
Like the autobiographer, he claims history back from the historian, defining it is ‘a
social form of knowledge’, created by a thousand different hands driven by the
desire to ‘turn fragments into mysteries and signs’.36° He locates the sources of
our historical knowledge not only in the classroom textbook but also in the
unofficial knowledge contained in schoolyard rhymes and rhythms, school plays
and historical ‘topic’ work. In Samuel’s opinion, the collector, librarian,
bibliographer and antiquarian deserve equal status to the historian as the

professional memory makers of our day; he remarks that we live in an expanding

368 Raphael Samuel, Theatres of Memory, Vol. 1 (London: Verso, 1994-1998), p. 17.
369 Samuel, p. 7.
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historical culture, ‘in which work of inquiry and retrieval is being progressively
extended into all kinds of spheres that would have been thought unworthy of

notice in the past’.370

The idea of a socially constructed memory implicitly critiques the Foucauldian
tradition for its underestimation of the role of human agency in understanding
the past. In this alternative view, dominant narratives of the past may exist and
be perpetuated by public institutions, but they are nevertheless qualified by
private memory, which frames them and moulds their interpretation. Versions of
the past that emanate from state and non-state institutions, media productions
and entertainments exist and compete for dominance in ‘the field of public
representations of the past’.371 However knowledge of the past is also seen to be
produced in the course of everyday life, through the ‘common sense of the past’,
generated and perpetuated in everyday talk, in personal comparisons and
narrative.372 This more private sense of the past, found in the residue of intimate
cultural interactions, in diaries, letters, photograph albums, and collections of
things associated with bygone days, is intertwined with public discourse, which
often supply the very terms by which private memories are made

understandable, but nevertheless exist independently from them.

In this chapter, | examine the interaction between history, as public institution,
and unofficial forms of remembrance through the prism of the commemorative

landscape. I consider the public reactions to shifts in institutional memory in the

370 Samuel, p. 25.

371 Making Histories: Studies in Historical Writing and Politics, ed. by Richard Johnson, and others
(Minneapolis: University of Minneapolis Press, 1982), p. 207.

372 Johnson, and others, p. 210.
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post-Soviet period; the means by which the Soviet experience, expunged from the
language of public commemoration, has nevertheless been recognized through in
popular tradition and oral culture. I argue that commemorative landscapes in the
post-1991 era have become more introspective, that local elites have rejected the
generic symbols of the Soviet past in order to establish an esoteric language of
commemoration through a series of monumental ‘in jokes’ in the urban sphere.
Yet these efforts have had unintended consequences, underscoring the
connection between urban space and lived experience, and bestowing the

symbols of the old commemorative system with new relevance and meaning.

5.2 MONUMENTS OF DEMOCRATIC TRANSITION

The intangible notion of ‘transition’, a concept which scholars have argued has
disputable purchase for explaining the political processes of the early-1990s,373
was given material expression in the landscape in the post-Soviet period. The re-
sacralisation of spaces that were perceived to have been profaned through their
association with the Soviet regime was one of the principal means by which the
‘return to normalcy’ was made manifest. Between 1990 and 2011, 27 churches
were transferred to the local dioceses in Vologda,374 21 buildings were reclaimed
by the local eparchy in Novgorod,37> and 29 churches and monasteries began to
function as centres of Orthodox faith in Pskov.376¢ The transformation of buildings

was marked in ritualistic ways, such as the blessing of the Sofiskii sobor in

373 See, for example, Stephen Lovell, The Shadow of War: Russia and the USSR, 1941 to the Present
(Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), p. 314-319.

374 ‘Voskresny vkhod’, Prem’er, 12-18 July 2000, p. 1.

375 ‘Novgorod i Starorusskaya eparkhiya’, Russkaya pravoslavnaya tserkov’
(http://www.patriarchia.ru/db/text/31466.html) [last accessed: 21 March 2011].

376 ‘Pskovskaya eparkhiya’, Polomniki.ru (http://polomniki.ru/2009-08-02-15-36-19/232-2009-
11-26-19-55-37) [last accessed: 21 March 2011].
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Novgorod by the patriarch of the united Leningrad and Novgorod diocese in
1991,377 but also though aesthetic practices, such as the restoration and symbolic
renewal of the religious buildings that had fallen into disrepair during the Soviet

period.378

The restitution of church architecture was presented in the language of historical
inevitability, justice and atonement. In an exchange between the Vologda diocese
and local museum collective over the rightful ownership of the Navratnaya
tserkov’ of the Spaso-Prilutskii monastyr’ in 1989, the archbishop of the diocese
Mikhail Mud’yuchin thus reminded the museum of its role in the dissemination
of atheistic ideas (‘brly10 BpeMms, Korjja My3el 3aHUMaJICsl aHTUPEJTUTUO3HOU
npomnaranzioi’),3”? underlining the need for this moral transgression to be
expiated. In a discussion of the proprietary rights to the Voskresenskii sobor in
Vologda, which took place on the pages of the local newspaper Prim’er in July
2000, the bishop of the Vologda and Velikie Luki regions Maksimilian
emphasised the need to establish ‘uctopuueckas cnpaBeasuBocty’; the re-
consecration of the building which, as a result of ‘neuyanbHbie ucTopuyeckue
ob6cToaTenbcTBa had been stripped of its original identity, was interpreted as a
means of readdressing the historical balance and establishing the correct order

of things.380

377 ‘Chudo v Novgorode: “Kogda Aleksii II osveshchal Sofiiskii sobor, nad kupolom poyavilas’
raduga’, Komsomol’skaya pravda, 5 December 2008 (http://kp.ru/online/news/174375/) [last
accessed: 26 February 2011].

378 The Sofiiskii sobor in Novgorod was the focus of a high-profile restoration project that was
partially funded by the Russian Orthodox Church in the early 1990s. Other prominent restoration
projects in Novgorod include the Zverin-Pokrovskii monastyr’ and the Uspenskii sobor of the
Gorne-Uspenskii monastyr’, both of which began to be restored in 1995.

379 See the notes on the meeting of the Vologda State Museum of 22 December 1989. VOKM, op.1,
d. 1520, 1. 46-47.

380 ‘Vl]asti davno soglasny otdat’ sobor..., Prem’er, 19-25 July 2000
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The material expunging of the atheist past was also achieved through the
establishment of new focuses of Orthodox memory. In Pskov, for example, the
legend of Princess Ol'ga, the fabled founder of the Troitskii sobor and first
Christian ruler of Rus’, was elevated to the status of foundation myth following
the collapse of the Soviet regime. The recovery of the myth was associated with
the new democratic climate in which local initiatives were seen to have replaced
the centralized politics of the Soviet period. The Vserossiiskoe Ol'ginskoe
obshchestvo, a local group which campaigned for the institutionalisation of the
Ol’ga myth in local culture, thus stressed the continuity of their activities with
those of the pre-revolutionary society of the same name. The projects that had
begun in the early-1900s, including the construction of a chapel in honour of the
local saint and the creation of an icon-bearing procession from Pskov to Vybuty,
would be completed in the post-Soviet period, they asserted, marking the closing

of a historical parenthesis around an era of cultural aberration.3st

The project to construct a monument to Saint OI'ga was one of the strategies of
marking the transition from atheist regime to liberal democracy in monumental
format. However, the project became the centre of controversy when a
proliferation of monuments undermined the representative authority of the
‘official’ rendering of the saint. In addition to the monument commissioned from
the sculptor Vyacheslav Klykov, in which Ol’ga was depicted facing the Troitskii

sobor, holding a cross in her right hand and with her young grandson, Prince

(http://premier.region35.ru/archive/2000/07 /np151/3s.html) [last accessed 26 February
2011].

381 ‘Vserossiiskoe Ol'ginskoe obshchestvo’, Drevnii gorod Pskov, 903-2010 (http://www.old-
pskov.ru/olga_ob.php) [last accessed: 7 April 2011].
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Vladimir, the future Baptiser of Rus’, by her side (2003), a second monument
was donated to the town by the sculptor Zurab Tsereteli (2003). In Tsereteli’s
work Ol'ga was portrayed in the garb of medieval warrior, wearing a breastplate
and holding a sword, an allusion to the wrathful character of the legendary
Princess who avenged her husband’s death by interring the Drevlyans she
believed responsible for his murder in a ship burial while still alive.382 The
decision to banish Tsereteli’s ‘false Ol'ga’ to the undistinguished location of the
garden of the Soviet Hotel ‘Riga’ in the concrete suburbs of the town was
certainly inspired by the brute quality of the sculpture, a signature feature of
Tseretelli’'s monuments that have rendered the sculptor infamous in Russia.383 At
the same time, the gesture was an official endorsement of Klykov’s pious and
maternal depiction of Ol'ga, a reflection the shifting image of Pskov from defiant

bastion of Russian culture to centre of spirituality in the national imagination.384

In urban myth, the ‘tale of two Ol'gas’ was amplified and elaborated in inventive
ways. Margarita, an English teacher at the Vol'nyi Institut in Pskov, explained her

preference for Klykov’'s monument over Tseriteli’s belligerent sculpture:

382 For the legend of Saint Ol'ga see Stepennaya kniga tsarskogo rodosloviya po drevneishim
spiskam: teksty i kommentarii v trekh tomakh, ed. by N. N. Pokrovskii and G. D. Lenkhoff (Moscow:
Yazyki slavyanskikh kul’tur, 2007).

383 See, for example, the article published in the newspaper Stolitsa in 1997, which included a
petition against the erection of the Pamyatnik Petru [ in Moscow. Sergei Mostovshchikov, ‘Bez
tsarya v golove: Pamyatnik Petru Pervomu Raboty Tsereteli’, Stolitsa, 1997
(http://www.stolitsa.org/27-bez-carya-v-golove-pamyatnik-petru-pervomu-raboty.html) [last
accessed: 21 March 2011].

384 The idea of Ol'ga as a pious and sagacious ruler was officially endorsed in the speech delivered
by the former President of the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin in Pskov at the celebrations of
the 1100th anniversary of the town’s first mention in the Primary Chronicle. Underling the
town’s integral role in national history, the President remarked: ‘T/iy60k0 CHMBOJIMYHO, YTO
nMeHHo [IckoBcKo# 3eMiie poauiack cBatast Osbra Poccuiickas, Myipasi npaBuTesibHULA Pycu.
[ToTOMKM XpaHAT 0 Hel GyarogapHyo maMsaTh’. See Vladimir Putin’s speech at the event, ‘Ne
predstavit’ Rossiyu bez Pskova’, in Pskov, 16-23 June 2003. GAPO, f R-1855, op. 1, d. 2288, 1. 9.
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Co6.:Kakue npa3gHrvku Bam noHpaBuinch 60Jibliie Bcero?
Uuo.: [...] EzMHCTBEHHO MHe 3alIOMHUJICS [ileHb, KOria
HaM ucnosiHaaoch 100... 1100 seT [IckoBy 6b110. B 99-M
nosiydaetcs. B 99-M, ecu 51 He omin6arock. [loToMy 4TO K HEMY
N0/ rOTOBUJIMCh Ha QpesiepaibHOM YpoBHe. Bo-nepBhIX, BeCb
ropo/i 66171 0O4eHb KpacKBO 3acakeH 1iseTaMu. HoBble
NaMATHUKU NOJAPUJIHU TOPOJY, 3TU HOBble NAaMATHUKM. /IBa
namsaTHUKa Osibre, ouH okoJio "Puxkckoit”, llepeteny, He
O4YeHb yAa4yHbId. U GoJiee y1auHbIM NaMSATHUK TaM, Ha
miowaay OKTAO6PbCKOM.
C06.:A nmoueMy HeyJJauHbII?
Wuo.:Hy, He 3Hal0, OHA MHE KaK-TO 60Jibllie HAIOMHUHAET
Hapuny Tamapy. 3To rpy3uHckas Llapuna. LlepeTtesu - oH cam
rpy3uH. U y MeHd Takoe olyylieHue, YTo OH yienuja Tamapy, a
MoJIy4uJiach, Kak 6bl, Osbra! (cmerotcs).0OHa, MHe KaXKeTcs,
HEMHOXXKO He OTpakaeT eé 1yX. A BOT 3/1eCh OHA Y>Ke C BHYKOM
ByiagMupoM cTOUT, U HaJ, Hell HUMO, BOT, HeZla/IeKO OT
Hallero BojibHOro UHCTUTYTA, BOT 3TO BOT, U TaM CJIaBAHCKOU
HaNMCaHo BAA3bIO, U TaM I1BEThl UAYT Y HAcC N0 Kpyry, Aa? ¥
ocHOoBaHHUA. OH KaK-TO 6JIMKe HallleMy PYyCCKOMY AyXY, BOT.385

The idea that Tseriteli’s Ol'ga began life as the Georgian Princess Tamara might
be a regional variation on the legend of the sculptor’s Pamyatnik Petru I in
Moscow, which, it is claimed, was originally cast as an effigy of Christopher
Columbus and only adapted for the Moscow landscape when the gift was refused
by the American and Spanish governments.38¢ However, this excerpt also reveals
the manner in which monuments serve to define and reinforce a particular
vision of the national self. Tseriteli's Ol'ga is rejected for its departure from the
Orthodox imagination, its failure to represent the ‘sprituality’ of the national

idea. Indeed, its symbolic apparel is seen to hint at the constituent Other in

Russian culture, the Southern Caucasus, which through the efforts of the Russian

385 P.I. Margaritta, d.o.b. 26.09.57, teacher. Interviewed at her home in Pskov, 01.08.09.
(transcript/recording with author).

386 For a disputation of this myth see Lev Kolodnyi, ‘Petr i Kolumb - raznye i lyudi i pamyatniki’,
Komsomol’skaya Pravda, 15 October 2010 (http://kp.ru/print/article/24569/742341) [last
accessed: 21 March 2011].
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media and political elites has come to be associated with the ideas of militancy

and bellicosity.387

Fig. 23.
Zurab Tsereteli’'s monument to Saint Ol'ga, outside the Hotel ‘Riga’ on Rizhskii prospekt388
Fig. 24.
Vyacheslav Klykov’'s monument to Ol'ga, in which the saint is depicted with her grandson
Vladimir3s?

Forty and Kiichler have described the paradox of memorials in the Art of
Forgetting. The creation of a material presence in place of an absence, they
argue, forecloses the possibility of semantic abundance; memorialization is thus

an exercise in forgetting rather than remembering.3° The inclination to replace

387 Disparaging representations of Caucasian peoples abound in the Russian media. See for
example the caricature of the hot-tempered television presenter from Pyatigorsk in the Stavropol
region on the popular series Nasha Rasha (Comedy Club Productions, 1996-2011); and the
election campaign advertisement for the Rodina party broadcast on Russian television in 2005, in
which migrants from the Caucasus were shown tossing watermelon rinds on the ground. The
slogan which accompanied the advert read ‘O4uctum ropoj ot mycopa...”. See ‘Ochistim gorod ot
musora..., Videoinet, (http://www.videoinet.ru/view.html?id=YNJZ161iB7HcWdR) [last
accessed: 7 April 2010].

388 Author’s own photograph, Pskov, Summer 2009.

389 ‘Pamyatnik Ol'ge’, Yandex.fotki (http://fotki.yandex.ru/tags) [last accessed: 12 March 2011].
390 The Art of Forgetting, ed. by Adrian Forty and Susanne Kiichler (Oxford; New York: Berg,
1999), p. 9.
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symbolic ambivalence with cultural definition can be remarked in the post-
Soviet practice of constructing commemorative crosses in the empty spaces
where Orthodox had stood before their destruction in the Soviet period. The
evocative absence of the Vsegradskii Obydennyi sobor, for example, which was
demolished in 1973, was substituted for a seven-metre high steel cross in
1999.391 The melodramatic way in which the church, which was functioning at
the time as a cinema, was demolished etched the event into people’s memories, a
real-life metaphor for the ruthless authoritarianism of Soviet culture.3°?
Arguably, the erection of the cross on the empty space in 1999 served to limit the
interpretative freedom of the local community to redefine the event in popular
culture. By attributing the space a strictly spiritual significance, alternative
readings of the church’s destruction - as an act of arrogant and unwarranted
violence against the local community for whom this was a focus of cultural life,

for example - were marginalized.

391 Legend has it that the original wooden church, built in 1654, was constructed in one day to
defend the town against the approaching epidemic of the Bubonic Plague. In the seventeenth
century it was replaced by a stone building, which was restored and altered according to the
architectural tastes of the nineteenth century. It is possible that the folkloric associations of the
church protected the building against destruction in the Stalinist period (unlike the Afanasiya
Aleksandriiskogo tserkov’ on the same square, which was knocked down in 1927) and informed
the decision to transform it into a house of culture and later a cinema. The church functioned as a
cinema until 1973, when the local authorities decided that it no longer fit with modern aesthetic
of the square and demolished it. See A. 1. Sazanov, E. A. Starikov, Moya Vologda: Gorod nashei
pamyati (Vologda: Drevnosti Severa, 2007), p. 123-127; for the opening of the commemorative
cross see Andrei Sal'nikov, ‘I vostanet krest na meste sobora’, Krasnii sever, 10 October 1997, p. 4
392 Army tanks were used to raze the thick seventeenth century walls. A number of friends and
acquaintances in Vologda remembered the event, which they had gathered on the square to
watch. Pers. Inf. V. G., Vologda, Summer 2008.
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Fig. 25.
Vsegradskii Obydennyi sobor functioning as a cinema in the 19605393
Fig. 26.
The destruction of the church by army tanks in 19733%
Fig. 27.
The commemorative cross erected in 1999 on ploshchad’ Revolyutsii.395

By restoring churches to their original function and endorsing the
commemoration of lost objects of religious architecture, the political elite was
able to cast the immediate post-Soviet period as a return to normalcy, a
correction of history after almost a century of political deviation. At a local level,
the dawning of a new historical era was acknowledged through a movement
away from the standardized and extravagant forms of memorialization that
characterised the Soviet period. As a corrective to the standardizing influence of
Soviet rule - a situation that was reflected in the uniform nature of local
landscapes - unconventional, locally stylized monuments were raised that
symbolically demarcated the horizon, emphasizing the cultural autonomy of the
regions. Thus, as Svetlana Boym has remarked (albeit with reference to the

country’s ‘cultural capital’, St Petersburg), the ‘defiantly anti-monumental’

393 ‘Vsegradskii Obydennyi sobor vo imya Spasa Vsemilostivogo (Spasoobydennyi sobor)’,
www.cultinfo.ru (http://www.cultinfo.ru/arts/architecture/vologda/cherches.htm) [last
accessed: 21 March 2011].

394 Tbid.

395 Author’s own photograph, Vologda, Winter 2008.
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sculptures of ‘Piter’ - the puffed up siskin on the Fontanka or the hare at the
entrance to the Petropavlovskaya krepost’, for example - distanced the town
from the pompous topography of the capital and brought it closer to the self-
reflective cityscapes of central Europe.3%¢ The ludic turn in local commemorative
practices can thus be understood as a purposeful ‘provincialization’ of the local
landscape, the assertion of the value of local culture through the rejection not
only of the cultural model of the centre, but also the reasoning behind that

model.

The ‘provincialization’ of the local landscape was an attempt to delimit the
regions in time as well as space. In the late-Soviet period, monuments were
expected to communicate unambiguous ideological messages to the viewer, to
articulate the importance of past events and their relevance to the organization
of contemporary society. [t was commonplace for monuments to be charged with
representing several foundational events or achievements of Soviet society
simultaneously - for example, the October Revolution, the Civil War, and Second
World War, as in the case of monuments to Soviet conquest and liberation. In the
literary context, this tendency to overburden monuments with the responsibility
to represent was satirized in Evgenii Popov’s short story, Voskhozhdenie (1979).
In the tale, set in the provincial town of K., a monument, encumbered with the
representation of both the Bogatyr past of the river E. and ‘happy present’ of K.,
is cast as an effeminate young man on all fours; its representational impotence is

reflected in its disfigured masculinity.3%7

396 Svetlana Boym, The Future of Nostalgia (New York: Basic Books, 2001), p. 167.
397 ‘Voskhozhdenie’, in Evgenii Popov, Veselie Rusi (Ann Arbour, Michigan: Ardis, 1981), pp. 122-
125.
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The weightiness and the abstractness of the themes Soviet monuments were
expected to symbolize (death, glory, triumph, brotherhood, for example)
frequently led to the creation of signifying bodies that visibly sagged or swelled
with the effort to ‘mean’. An illustrative case was the Pamyatnik ‘Pobedy’ in
Novgorod, which was erected on the Ekaterinskaya gorka on the bank of the
River Velikii in 1974. The monument, the work of sculptors G. Neroda and A.
Filippova, depicted a horseman, sword in hand, on the back of a rearing mount
trampling a swastika under its hooves. The vastness of the monument, as well as
its entirely unaccomplished execution provoked criticism from the Ministry of
Culture in the form of the Decision in 1974 ‘On the Serious Shortcomings in the
Planning and Construction Work of the Pamyatnik ‘Pobedy’ in Novgorod’.398
Moreover, the monument became the focus of popular ridicule. According to one
article from the Novaya Novgorodskaya gazeta in 2004, chastushki began to be
composed about the monument soon after it was erected. One playful rhyme
reported by the newspaper satirized the rudimentary execution of the
monument: ‘TIoToMy 4TO Ha MOHYMEHT OTKY/la HE CMOTPH - BC& OJ{HO: 6YATO IO

6poH3e namna KapJsio npouiésicsi HpuUBbIYHBIM TONOPOM'.3%

398 A proliferation of unaccomplished monuments throughout the 1970s resulted in a Decree of
the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR in 1976 ‘On the Means to Improve the Future Planning and
Construction of Monuments of the RSFSR’. In this Decree, the representational shortcomings of
certain national monuments were underlined: ‘HepeKO COOpY>Xal0TCs MaMSITHUKHU, HE
OTBeYalole BEICOKUM UJIeHHO-Xy0KECTBEHHBIM TPeGOBaHUAM, YIPOLIEHHbIE U
HeBbIpa3UTeJbHblE 10 KOMIO3ULMOHHOMY pelieHHI0, He PacKPhIBAIOIIKE B JOJDKHON Mepe
3HauYeHUs COOBITUH, KOTOPbIM OHU NocBsLleHbI . See the Decree of the Council of Ministers of the
RSFSR of the 29 September 1976 N2 545 'On the Means to Improve the Future Planning and
Construction of Monuments of the RSFSR’, Bestpravo.ru

(http://www.bestpravo.ru/ussr/data03 /tex14253.htm) [last accessed: 12 March 2011].

399’60 let nazad, 20 yanvariya 1944 goda, sovetskie voiska osvobodili Novgorod ot fashistskikh
okkupantov’, Novaya Novgorodskaya gazeta, 2 June 2004
(http://www.nnng.ru/article.php?god=2004&nom=02&sta=osvob) [last accessed: 11 November
20009].
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In the post-Soviet period, local planners attempted to bring about the
democratization of the monumental landscape, a material reflection of the
political processes taking place at the political centre. The oversized effigies of
political leaders surveying the population from their pedestals in the centre of
towns were replaced by accessible and interactive sculptures that quickly
became the focus of local traditions and urban folklore. An example of this
process from the northern capital was the Pamyatnik Petru [ by Mikhail
Shemiakin located within the Petropavlovskaya krepost’. The ghoulish
appearance of the tsar, his elongated fingers and disproportionately small head
were a source of controversy when the monument was first unveiled in 1991.
Many considered Shemiakin’s monument to be an inappropriate representation
of the respected namesake of the town.*%0 Nevertheless, the statue quickly
became a centrepiece of Petersburg monument tourism with the result that it
was constantly surrounded by domestic and foreign tourists, jostling to have
their photographs taken perched coquettishly on the tsar’s knee or rubbing his
spindly fingers. The avuncular Peter contrasted sharply with the aloof and
inaccessible Lenin on the armoured train at the nearby Finlyandskii station.401
The construction of Shemiakin’s monument represented not only a turn to the
past, the recovery of the memory of the tsarist period, but also a movement
forward into the era of interaction between the public and private spheres,

transparency and democracy.

400 Ol'ga Boitskova discusses the reception of Shemiakin’s monument in an essay on interaction
with the landscape in tourist photographs. See Ol'ga Boitskova, ““Standing Still is Not Interesting”:
Poses in Tourist Snapshots’, National Identity in Russia from 1961: Traditions and
Deterritorialisation, 2 (November 2008) (http://www.mod-

langs.ox.ac.uk/russian/nationalism /newsletter.htm) [last accessed: 8 March 2011].

401 There was, however, a riddle about this monument: "Yto 3a cTapslii 60/b1IeBUK/3a6pasics K
HaM Ha 6poHeBUK./Kenky oH HanpaBo HocuT/BykBy «P» He mpousHoCHUT./Yes0BEK OH He
npocroii./loragaiics — kto Takoi?'. [Thanks to Catriona Kelly for this information].
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The development of a new language of memorialization was even more
remarkable in the Russian regions. In towns such as Novgorod and Vologda, the
solemn sculptures of the Soviet period began to share the public space with a
stone and bronze menagerie and effigies of anonymous individuals. By contrast
with the monuments of Lenin, which depicted the leader in a state of
impassioned discourse or inspired reflection, or war memorials, in which
soldiers were portrayed fearlessly advancing guns clasped to chests, post-Soviet
sculptures lacked dynamism and theatricality. In Novgorod, the town emblem, a
brown bear, was sculptured lounging on a bench contemplating the river
Volkhov (2000) and a tourist was captured in bronze relaxing near the Most
Aleksandra Nevskogo after an exhausting day visiting the local sights (2009). In
Vologda, a monument to electrification, a replica of the first lamppost in the town
was adorned by a sculpted dog (2004), leg cocked in oblivious disrespect for the
commemorative significance of the spot. This tendency can be interpreted as an
effort to shift the focus of commemoration away from intangible icons of national
politics towards ‘the people’, celebrating the everyday and the familiar rather
than the abstract and the ideal. One might speculate that such practices are
intended to emphasize the new lines of demarcation between government and
governed in the post-Soviet period; the political regime was no longer
understood to embody the will of the people, as Lenin monuments embodied the
ideal of Communism, but was rather imagined to be at the service of the

community, reflecting and responding to a lived reality.
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Fig. 28.
The brown bear on the bank of the River Volkhov in Novgorod#02
Fig. 29.
The pissing dog at the monument to electrification in Vologda*©3
Fig. 30.
The ‘tourist’ monument near the Most Aleksandra Nevskogo in Novgorod+o4

5.3 THE DILEMMA OF THE SOVIET PA-MYAT-NIK

As Katherine Verdery illustrates in her survey of monument dismantling in post-
socialist Eastern Europe, shifts to the political order are often accompanied by
changes to the monumental bodies ‘who both stabilize the landscape and
temporally freeze particular values in it’.#05s However, if ‘crash’ reforms were
accompanied by enthusiastic displays of monument desecration in former-
Czechoslovakia and Poland,*s the revision of the national landscape, like political
transition, sputtered and stalled in post-Soviet Russia. After a first wave of Soviet

monument purges, which famously included the toppling of the Dzerzhinsky

402 Photograph author’s own, Novgorod, Winter 2008.

403 Photograph author’s own, Vologda, Winter 2008.

404 Photograph author’s own, Novgorod, Summer 2009.

405 Katherin Verdery, The Political Lives of Dead Bodies: Reburial and Postsocialist Change (New
York: Columbia University Press), p. 6.

406 Inventive examples of monument vandalization include of the Monument to Soviet Tank
Crews in Prague, which was painted pink by David Cerny in 1991, and the toppling of the
Dzerzhinsky Monument on Dzerzhinsky Square in Warsaw, which constituted the symbolic event
of the early-transition period. Monuments located in Soviet military cemeteries in Poland were
nevertheless left in tact as a mark of respect to the deceased and their families. [Thanks to Piotr
Cichocki for this information].
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monument on Lubyanka Square in Moscow in 1991, the national horizon re-
stabilized. As in the Soviet period, the symbolic centre of commemorative
landscape remained the monument of Lenin, although the function of this object
shifted, evoking not only the iconic personage and the ideals he espoused, but

also the vanished way of life in Soviet Union.

Lenin monuments functioned, and still function today, as cultural orientators,
symbolizing through their presence or absence on the local landscape
membership of a particular community. Two examples serve to illustrate this
point. In Vologda, a friend, Valentina, narrated a story about a trip she had taken
to Czechoslovakia in the 1980s. On a bus excursion around the centre of Prague,
she and her friends had been astounded to find that there were no Lenin
monuments on any of the town'’s squares. For Russians who had travelled widely
within the Soviet Union, she claimed, this discovery was unsettling. How could
how a country within the eastern bloc, which presumably shared the values and
objectives of the Soviet Union, fail to observe the established custom?4%7 By
contrast, the existence of a Lenin monument on the roof of a building in New
York,*8 which I pointed out to friends in Vologda during a viewing of holiday
photos, met with astonishment and incredulity. The incongruity of Lenin’s body
presiding over a town, which was perceived to be worlds away from the Russian

reality, appeared absurd, indeed, impossible.

407 Pers. Inf. V. G., Vologda, Summer 2009.

408 The statue, apparently the work of Soviet sculptor Alexander Gerasimov, was purchased by
Walker Ursitti and McGinniss Gallery in 1993 and was placed on the roof of the ‘Red Square’
apartment building at East Houston Street and Avenue A in 1994. See ‘Red Square (and the Lenin
statue)’, The Big Apple

(http://www.barrypopik.com/index.php/new_york city/entry/red_square_and_the_lenin_statue
/) [last accessed: 7 April 2011].
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Fig. 31.
A group of pioneers stands in front of the Pamyatnik Leninu in Vologda*%®
Fig. 32.
The Lenin monument on top of the ‘Red Square’ apartment building at East Houston Street and
Avenue A, New York#10

In the 2000s, several attempts were made to purge the local landscape of its
Soviet signifiers. This was most obvious at the level of local toponyms, which, as I
discuss in Chapter Three, became the focus of revisionist activity on the part of
populist and self-serving political elites. In a parallel development in 2009, the
Pskov administration proposed to relocate the Pamyatnik Leninu on ploshchad’
Lenina to allow for the construction of an underground system of traffic beneath
the square. In the middle of the financial crisis, there was little doubt that this
inordinately expensive project would never be realised; indeed, it was almost
certainly a bid by the local governor, Andrei Turchak, to distract attention away
from the economic problems that had brought cuts in wages, price rises, and,

consequently, considerable anxiety to the local community. The governor’s

409 Photograph belongs to Natalya Petukhova, c. 1957.
410 Author’s own photograph, New York, Summer 2009.
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attempt to capitalise on the perceived unpopularity of Soviet monuments
nevertheless proved to be misjudged. The proposal provoked an animated
debate in which alternative understandings of the sculpture, as a memorial to
lived history of the Soviet Union and, somewhat counter-intuitively, a symbol of

political tolerance, were articulated.

In her perceptive study of the posthumous lives of certain prominent ‘bodies’ in
post-socialist culture, Katherine Verdery pithily describes the process by which

statues immortalize and consecrate the dead:

Statues are dead people cast in bronze or carved in stone. They
symbolize a specific famous person while in a sense also being the
body of that person. By arresting the process of that person’s bodily
decay, a statue alters the temporality associated with the person,
bringing him into the realm of the timeless or the sacred, like an
icon. For this reason, desecrating a statue partakes of the larger
history of iconoclasm. Tearing it down not only removes that
specific body from the landscape, as if to excise it from history, but
also proves that because it can be torn down, no god protects it.4:2

In the Soviet Union, where monumental bodies stood for not only the human
bodies they depicted, but also the body politic represented by those individuals,
iconoclasm meant both revoking the sacred status of the human body and the
system it symbolized.#13 Yet such systemic iconoclasm presented a paradox. For

those people who had formed constituent parts of that system, who had lived by

its rules (willingly or not) and participated in its rituals, the symbolic rejection of

411 'Popytki snosa pamyatnika V. I. Leninu v Pskove vstretyat zhestkoe soprotivlenie - obkom
KPRF', PLN, 25 August 2009 (http://pln24.ru/politics/67788.html) [last accessed: 8 October
2010].

412 Verdery, p. 5.

413 For more on the iconography of the Lenin and Stalin leadership cults see Victoria Bonnell,
Iconography of Power: Soviet Political Posters Under Lenin and Stalin (Berkeley; London:
University of California Press, 1997), pp. 136-185.
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this past was undesirable, indeed impossible. A cleavage was thus discernable in
the responses to the proposal on the webpage of the Pskovskaya lenta novostei.
While members of the younger generation (identifiable by their
characteristically idiosyncratic use of syntax and orthography) advocated the
expeditious removal of the monument (‘Ckaxxute YBaxkaeMble, KyZja 3ac/1aTh
JleHer, YTOOBI JIbICOTO-CUPUIUTHUKA CHEJIH [SiC. CHEC/TH | KAK MOXKHO
obicTpee..."),414 those who had grown up under the Soviet regime were more
reluctant to expel its symbols from history. In an interview in the local
newspaper Kur’er in 2009, a 42-year old schoolteacher articulated an opinion in
which the perceived distinction between Communist rule and the lived

experience of the Soviet Union was made explicit:

[laMATHUK HH B KOEM cCjy4yae HeJsb3sl HU YyOUpaTh, HHU

nepeHocuThb. OH xke... [IA-MAT-HUK! [lonumaeTe? 3TO 4acThb

Hauleld UCcTopruu. MoXKeT MOJyYUThCS KaK MPU KOMMYHHUCTAX,

KOTJla CHOCWUJIM IIapKBH [sic. 1jepkBH]. Hudero xoporiero He

HOJTYYUTCS. 415
No longer an ideological emblem, the sculpture (and its preservation) is
presented as a symbolic marker of the transition from authoritarian government
to pluralistic democracy, a shift from intolerance to liberalism. Ironically, the
icon of Communist rule is re-construed as a monument to the system’s downfall,

its incongruence in the contemporary context a material manifestation of the

closing of an era and the burgeoning of a new political reality.416

414 Deniska, 26 August 2009,12:29, ‘Popytki snosa pamyatnika V.I. Lenina’.

415 Dar’ya Chonkina, ‘Revolyutsiya na ploshchadi Lenina?’, Kur’er’, 26 August 2009
(http://courier-pskov.ru/obsh/1978-revoljucija-na-ploshhadi-lenina.html) [last accessed: 12
October 2010].

416 For more on changing attitudes to Lenin monuments in the post-Communist period see Polly
Jones, ‘Strategies of De-Mythologisation in Post-Stalinism and Post-Communism: A Comparison
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5.4 POPULAR RITUALS AND EVERYDAY MEMORY

Susanne Kiichler has remarked that we know about our past not only through
objects and images but also through our bodily habits, as found in gestures, skills,
or simply in our ability to move about in an environment both predictably and
without accident.#17 We could extend this idea to include, not only our ability to
cross the road, but also our more abstract knowledge of places and their
meanings, which allows us to negotiate the social and cultural, as well as the
geographic landscape. Our knowledge of the special significance of certain places:
meeting points, lovers’ dens, or make-shift children’s playgrounds (for example
the chains around the Pushkin Monument on which Tsvetaeva with ‘all child-
Moscow that has, was, is, and would be swing’)418 might be considered examples
of collective habit-memory. The past, as Kiichler has noted, is thus in no way
uncontaminated by memory, but is ‘already the product of memory-work, and

only as such a product is the past present and conscious’.41?

In Soviet Russia, this embodied knowledge of the past played a particularly
important role in the definition of community boundaries. The standardization of
the urban landscape, a feature of Soviet reality that was parodied in media

productions such as the cult TV-film Ironiya sud’by ili S lekim parom (1975),420

of De-Stalinisation and De-Leninisation’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Oxford,
2002).

417 Susanne Kiichler, ‘The Past is a Foreign Country’, in Debates in Social Anthropology GDAT, ed.
by Tim Ingold (London : Routledge, 1996), pp. 65-78 (p. 26).

418 Tsvetaeva, p. 326.

419 Kiichler, p. 27.

420 Cf. the lightly sarcastic voice-over that begins the film, in which the creation of identical
monuments, the generic renaming of streets, and the building of indistinguishable mikroraiony in
Soviet towns is recognised with the words «KpacuBo, He npaBga sin?..». Emil’ Veniaminovich
Braginskii, EI'dar Ryazonov, ‘Ironiya sudby, ili S lekim parom’ (Mosfil, 1975)
(http://lib.aldebaran.ru/author/braginskii_yemil /braginskii_yemil ironiya_sudby ili_s_legkim_p
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provided an impulse to invest generic objects with specific significance, to
attribute the uniform reality of everyday life with mythological meaning. The
folkloricization of urban space was an expression of this tendency that was
arguably more marked at the periphery than at the centre of the country. In the
Russian regions, where, according to Dmitry Likhachev, the national mosaic of
cultural diversity was gradually ceding to monotonous homogenization,*?! new
systems of signification were established that provided urban landscapes with

local distinctness and individuality.

The proliferation of collectively endorsed toponyms for Soviet monuments was
one of the ways in which the local landscape was redefined in popular culture.
The nickname ‘Kon” for the Pamyatnik Pobedy in Novgorod,*?? “Zub Parmenova’
or ‘Palisad’ for the Pamyatnik geroyam Oktyabr’skoi revolyutsii in Vologda,*?3
and, more respectfully, ‘Poet s nyanoi’ for the Pamyatnik ‘Pushkin i krest’'yanka’
in Pskov were among the examples of knowing allusions that form part of a
shared corpus of knowledge about the local sphere. Furthermore, the function of
commemorative objects in local culture was renegotiated by local communities.
Certain monuments to literary figures, such as the Pamyatnik Batyushkovu in
Vologda and the Pushkin monument in Pskov, acquired reputations as meeting
places for ‘civilized’ groups of literary minded youngsters and, in the post-Soviet
period, Europhile sub-cultures, such as ‘goths’ and ‘emo’ fans. By contrast Soviet

monuments, such as the Pamyatnik geroyam Oktyabr’skoi revolyutsii in Vologda,

arom/braginskii_yemil_ironiya_sudby ili_s_legkim_parom__1.html) [last accessed 2 January
2010].

421 D. S. Likhachev, ‘Iz letnikh putishestvii’, Literaturnaya gazeta, 14 September 1965, p. 2.

422 The name makes reference to the huge horse on which the soldier is mounted.

423 Vladimir Parmenov was the chairman of the gorispolkom in Vologda between 1967 and 1984;
‘Palisad’ is a more obvious allusion to stake-like appearance of the monument.
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were renowned as the locations of hard-drinking and anti-social gangs, a place to
avoid on one’s walk home through town at night. Monuments featured in local
jokes and anecdotes (such as the quip ‘on nmomesn B TaHk’, which made reference
to the T-34 military tank in Vologda that also functioned as the location for
prostitutes); and they were used to parody Soviet officialise, such as the military
sounding construction ‘npoTUBOTaHKOBBIN MarasuH’ used to signify the
household goods outlet located opposite the military monument in Vologda.
Through such practices, urban space was reclaimed from the political
authorities, renamed and redefined by the local community in a subtle but

significant act of resistance and an expression of collective self-consciousness.

Subversive and playful forms of interaction with commemorative objects were
another way in which the solemnity of historical discourse was challenged and
public space was invested with locally specific meaning. The eastertime ritual of
colouring of the genitalia of the horse of the Pamyatnik ‘Pobedy’ monument - a
ritual which gave rise to another local nickname for the monument ‘Yaitsa’42# -
formed part of a genre of monument related lewdness acknowledged and
tolerated with good humour by most members of the local community.42>
Frivolous behaviour in the urban sphere challenged the virtues of sobriety,

industriousness, rationality, and diligence that constituted the authoritative

424 This tradition is mentioned on the ‘alternative’ local website to the town ‘Velikii Novgorod:
Al'ternativnoe kraevedenie Novgorodskoi oblasti’
(http://www.nov.ru/wiki/Benukuii_HoBroposx) [last accessed: 16 May 09].

425 Another local ‘tradition’ was the disfigurement of the ‘pissing dog’ sculpture at the monument
to electrification in Vologda. According to a friend this dog’s private parts had been stolen so
many times that the local authorities had decided to leave the sculpture incomplete in 2009. Pers.
Inf. N. S, Vologda, Summer, 2009.
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basis for organised life in the Russian regions.*2¢ Expanding the limits of
accepted public behaviour, ludic practices and traditions associated with public
sculpture constituted a form of escapism from the highly regulated character of
public life, but also a source of empowerment and collective self-definition for

the local community.

Local monuments became the centre of popular ‘fetishes’ in the post-Soviet
period, acquiring supernatural powers to bestow wealth, fertility, happiness, and
other beneficial qualities on those who observed their customs. Thus, stroking
the paw of the right-hand pair of sculpted lions in the Novgorod Kremlin brought
luck in love, while caressing the leg of the left-hand sculpture could hasten a
windfall.#27 In Vologda, rubbing the boot of the monument to Konstantin
Batyushkov ensured creative success while stroking the finger of the nearby
figurine granted the participant a wish.#28 The proliferation of superstitions
associated with public sculpture was due in part to the greater accessibility of
monuments in the post-Soviet period. Wrested from their pedestals and thrust
into the lived environment, monuments ceased to function as inaccessible
symbols of a secular belief system and acquired folkloric associations, frequently
connected with capacity to bestow good fortune. Yet the pseudo-traditional
practices that emerged around public sculpture also reflected the growing
‘commodification’ of urban culture for consumption by local and national

audiences. As an informant who worked as an events manager in Vologda

426 For a discussion of playfulness and its function in the urban sphere see Quentin Stevens, The
Ludic City: Exploring the Potential of Public Spaces (London: Routledge, 2007); and Lyn H. Lofland,
The Public Realm: Exploring the City’s Quintessential Social Territory (Hawthorne, N. Y.: Aldine de
Gruyter, 1998).

427 P.I. E. S, St Petersburg, Summer 2010.

428 P.1. Y. G., Vologda, Summer 2009.
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explained, a number of modern wedding customs had been introduced by local
wedding planners, who wised to multiply the number of local sites visited by
couples on their wedding day.#?° ‘Invented’ or otherwise, the knowledge and
execution of such traditions constituted means acknowledging and performing
local identity on the public stage, reinforcing the boundaries of the community
through ceremonial participation in a stock of collectively recognized cultural

acts.

5.5 ‘UNINTENDED MONUMENTS’ TO THE OLD AND NEW REGIMES

In an article on the definition of monuments published in 1903, Alois Reigl spoke
about ‘unintentional monuments’ as places of ‘little official historical importance
that arouse nostalgia and public interest as symbols of transition and change’.430
Such transitory monuments, the relics of the former political system, are
embedded within the lived environment of post-Soviet Russia in the form of
human effigies, local toponyms, and the organisation of urban space.#31 One
might speculate that, while retaining their signifying function, these symbols
now exist within a changed semantic system which no longer renders them
authoritative, but underscores the failure and discredited nature of the former
order. If, as Sergei Oushakine has argued, the emblems the pre-revolutionary

past permitted the post-Soviet public ‘to evoke a shared experience, to point

429 One of these traditions was the practice of the bride’s mounting the horse of the Batyushkov
monument while the groom smoothed the horse’s backside for fertility. P. I. Yurii, d.o.b 18.03.71,
self-employed. Interviewed at Café ‘Parizh’ in Vologda on 25.09.09 (recording with author).

430 Alois Riegl, ‘“The Modern Cult of Monuments: Its Character and Its Origin’, first published in
Vienna in 1903, republished in Oppositions, 25 (1985), pp. 20-51.

431 For a related discussion of ‘reflective nostalgia’, which, according to the author, mediates on
history and the passage of time rather than attempting to restore absolute truth, see Svetlana
Boym, The Future of Nostalgia (New York: Basic Books, 2001), p. 41-49.

201



toward a common vocabulary of symbolic gestures’,*32 the relics of the Soviet
past signified something very different. The half-faded Soviet icons and
disintegrating buildings that dominate the local landscape were ubiquitous
reminders of the discredited past, their lingering presence an indication of the

unachieved ideal of political transition.

The so-called ‘dolgostroi’ - the unfinished mega-projects undertaken during the
Soviet Union and abandoned in the 1990s - were perhaps the most poignant
monuments to the perestroika years and collapse of the Soviet Union. These
objects were symbols of the paradoxical condition of unquestioning faith in the
eternality of the system and the inevitability of that system’s demise that Alexei
Yurchak has identified in his study of the ‘last Soviet generation’.#33 In Pskov, for
example, the colossal shell of an unfinished hotel on the bank of the River Velikii
provided material evidence of the untrammelled ambition of Soviet planners
while its air of sad abandonment expressed the abrupt and definitive character
of the collapse. The ‘unfinished building’, through its evocative associations with
the post-Soviet climate of cultural disorientation and identity flux, became a
popular trope among writers and directors in the 2000s. Kira Muratova’s 2001
film Vtorostepennye lyudi was thus set in an abandoned housing estate, the post-
Soviet variant of the eerily deserted ‘ghost town’ of depression-era America,
while the unfinished project at the centre of Arsenii Danilov’s short story

Dolgostroi (2006), an ophthalmology centre turned brothel, provided a material

“«

432 Serguei Oushakine, “We’re Nostalgic but We're Not Crazy”: Retrofitting the Past in Russia’,
Russian Review, 66, 3 (2007), pp- 451-482 (p. 469).

433 Alexei Yurchak, Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More: The Last Soviet Generation
(Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2006), pp. 1-35.
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focus for the author’s reflections on the moral degeneration of post-Soviet

Russian culture.

Fig. 35.
An unfinished multi-storey hotel on the bank of the River Velikii in Pskov#34

Alongside the ruins of Soviet civilization, icons of the new regime appeared.
Russian villas, the construction of which began in the 1990s and intensified in
the first half of the 2000s, embodied the ideals of social exclusivity and
conspicuous consumerism that Caroline Humphrey among others has identified
as characteristically ‘post-socialist’. In her discussion of the cultural identity of
‘New Russians’, Humphrey argues that the architectural style of the post-Soviet
‘kottedzh’ is part of a process of self-identification, the material appropriation of
national historical myth and European culture by the new Russian elite in an

effort ‘to represent themselves to themselves’.435> However, in the late-2000s the

434 Photograph author’s own, Pskov, Summer 2009.

435 Caroline Humphrey, The Unmaking of Soviet Life: Everyday Economies After Socialism (Ithaca;
London: Cornell University Press, 2002), p. 182-183; for more on post-Soviet Russian villas and
the phenomenon of suburbanization in contemporary Russia see Stephen Lovell, Summerfolk: A
History of the Dacha, 1710-2000 (Ithaca; London: Cornell University Press, 2003), pp. 209-231.
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stylised European villas also formed part of the system of identification for non-
elite Russians; they were objects which through their self-conscious foreignness
supplied means of self-definition for local communities, affirming what the
ordinary masses are not. As Humphrey points out, the owners of these
properties were perceived to be both foreign and familiar, having ‘derived and
spun away from “us”, the unmarked mainstream’.#3¢ The ways in which local
communities interacted with the material culture of this group reflects this
interpretative ambiguity, constituting at once a rejection of the imagined
unscrupulousness with which the wealth to purchase such houses was acquired
and a fascination with this alternative model of domesticity that borders on the

unwholesome obsession with glamour and celebrity.

The inaccessibility of the elite ‘cottages’ — many of which were owned by wealthy
individuals from St Petersburg and Moscow - contributed to the experience of
social exclusion in the Russian regions. In Pskov, for example, a settlement of
[talian-inspired villas fashioned from exotic-looking red brick and flanked by
landscaped gardens was visible from the public park on the opposite bank of the
river, but unreachable for those without a permit for the bridge that connected
them with the town. This condition of exclusivity propelled members of the local
community to participate in spectatorial rituals of showing and narrating the
architecture, strengthening through routinized forms of self-display the notions
of social segregation and marginality. This process was encouraged by some
local proprietors who permitted visitors controlled access to their domestic

realms. During a visit to a former noble mansion, which had been restored by a

436 Humphrey, p. 177.
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local businessman and converted into a hunting lodge,*3” my Russian fellow-
visitors enthusiastically photographed themselves with the flamboyant furniture
and fittings. The act of photographing oneself in this environment served to
externalise the experience, rendering it foreign and separate from everyday life.
Moreover, the display of these photographs to friends and family reinforced the
opposition between exotica and familiarity, strengthening the boundaries of

social identity through the collective recognition of difference.

Fig. 36.
A house from the elite ‘cottage’ settlement on the ‘Zolotaya naberezhnaya’ in Pskov#38
Fig. 37.
Visitors pose for photographs at the noble mansion, ‘Nesvoiskoe’, in Vologda*3?

5.6 Conclusion
Thinking etymologically about the word ‘monument’, it is instructive to note the

early signification of ‘tomb’, a sense that has been preserved in the Welsh

437 The eighteenth-century estate, ‘Nesvoiskoe’, was restored by Leonid Komarov in the mid-
2000s and opened to the public in 2009. As the website of the estate indicates the intended
clientele are wealthy Russians who wish to experience the atmosphere of ‘eighteenth-century
noble life’. The owners of the estate also encourage people to visit the premises. See ‘Usadaba
‘Nesvoiskoe’: Otdykh i pomest’e XVIII veka’ (http://www.nesv.ru/service.html) [last accessed 8
March 2011]; Leonid Komarov also published a short essay in 2006 on his life, his business, and
the restoration of ‘Nesvoiskoe’. See L. Komarov, Svoe Nesvoiskoe, (Vologda, ‘Fest’, 2006).

438 Photograph author’s own, Pskov, Summer 2009.

439 Photograph author’s own, Vologda, Winter 2008.
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mynwent (derived from the classical Latin monumentum) meaning graveyard. It
is only in the fourteenth century that the meaning of the word expanded to
signify ‘anything that preserves a memory of something’, and in the seventeenth
century that it obtained its abstract notion of a ‘lasting work of literature, science
or art’.#40 Many of the monuments examined in the preceding discussion reflect
the earliest meaning of the word, in as much as they commemorate things that
have ceased to be. The effigies of Communist leaders and unfinished buildings of
the perestroika period preserve in memory a vanished way of life in the Soviet
Union. Moreover, the new additions to the landscape, the symbols of Orthodoxy
and villas of the new Russian elite, draw their cultural significance through their

opposition to values of the Soviet past, atheism and egalitarianism respectively.

The cultural landscape of late-2000s Russia was thus defined by the material and
symbolic heritage of Soviet past. The ‘revisionist’ actions of political elites and
the attempts of the Orthodox Church to achieve a return to ‘normalcy’ obtained
legitimacy through their opposition to the Communist ‘vision’ or the
‘abnormality’ of Soviet culture. One might consider the implications of this
argument for the conceptualisation of historical time. As Mikhail Epstein has
pointed out, the temporal qualifier ‘post-’ presumes a new emphasis on the past,
locating contemporaneity in definitional relation to that which has preceded

it.#41 ‘Post-Soviet’ culture is thus by definition retrospective, deriving authority

440 See definition of ‘monument’ in the Oxford English Dictionary
[http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/00315291?query_type=word&queryword=monument&fir
st=1&max_to_show=10&sort_type=alpha&result_place=1&search_id=0FS0-bjxWe7-
6388&hilite=00315291], (last accessed 18 October 2010).

441 Mikhail Epstein made these remarks in a seminar presentation, ‘The Future of the Humanities:
A Bakhtinian Perspective’, at the Russian Graduate Seminar, 10 March 2011 (Taylor Slavonic and
Greek Library, Oxford).
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and identity through its demonstrable opposition to the ‘Soviet’. Yet, as [ have
argued in this chapter, this is not necessarily true of developments in popular
culture, where ways have been found to incorporate the past into contemporary
self-perceptions and where spontaneity and play have opened up space for
cultural invention and transformation. This can be noted in the ritualised forms
of behaviour that have emerged in urban realm, but also in the evolution of oral

traditions, as I discuss in the chapter that follows.

CHAPTER FIVE
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CHAPTER FIVE
TALES FROM ‘DEEP RUSSIA’: THE NARRATIVE CONSTRUCTION OF

LOCALNESS IN ORAL TESTIMONY

6.1 PROVINCIAL STEREOTYPES IN RUSSIAN LITERATURE AND CULTURE

In an article which appeared on the website of the Russian current affairs
magazine Skepsis in 2008 Ivan Leshchinskii described a new human life form
which, in his opinion, had resulted from the degeneration of people in the
Russian provinces.#4? Half ‘One Dimensional Man’ (the creature of uniform dress,
thoughts, and false desires imagined by Herbert Marcuse in his work of the same
name),*43 half-illiterate peasant of tsarist Russia, the caricature of provincial
Russians was intended as a critique of cultural devolution outside of the capital.
Leshchinskii’s text can be situated in a long tradition of mocking provincialism
which has its origins in the satirical portrayals of the Russian provincial elites in
the eighteenth century. Denis Fonvizin, for example, penned scathing caricatures

of this new privileged class in works such as Nedorosl’ (1782) and Brigadir

442 lvan Leshchinskii, ‘Novye Lyudi’, Nauchno -prosvetitel’skii zhurnal Skepsis, August 2008
(http://scepsis.ru/library/id_2149.html) [last accessed 1 September 2008].

443 See Herbert Marcuse, One Dimensional Man: Studies in Ideology of Advanced Industrial Society
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964).
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(1769), while the morally reprehensible character of members of the local
administrations and corrupt law courts was elaborated by writers such as

Mikhail Verevkin in Tak i dolzhno (1773), and Vasilii Kapnist in Yabeda (1798).

In the nineteenth century, Nikolai Gogol’s Revizor (1836) and Mertvye dushi
(1842) marked the apotheosis of comic satire at the expense of the rapacious
and inept provincial gentry. In Mertvye dushi, the reader was offered a tour
d’horizon of provincial boorishness as the conniving protagonist Chichikov
visited the estates of landowners living in one Russian guberniya and in Mirgorod
(1835), the writer turned his satirical ire against the provincial Ukrainians.
Gogol’s tradition was differently developed in the second half of the nineteenth
century by writers such as Mikhail Saltykov-Shchedrin in his novels Istoriya
odnogo goroda (1869) and Pompadury i pompadurshki (1873), which poked fun
at the country’s ridiculous provincial governors and the simpleton Russians who
had put up with their tyrannical rule. The author’s last work, Poshekhonskaya
starina (1887-1889), which combined a semi-autobiographical memoir of the
author's own childhood on his father’s provincial estate in Tula with a historical
panorama of Russia in the 1880s, helped proverbialize the term poshekhontsy,
referring to the quintessentially provincial inhabitants of the district of

Poshekhon’ie, now in the Yaroslavl’ oblast’.444

444 In a similar way to the Irish of the British ‘paddywhackery’ tradition, poshekhontsy became
synonymous with feats of provincial idiocy such as attempting to milk their chickens, looking
down the barrels of their guns, or dragging their cows out to graze on their roofs. See
‘Poshekhontsy’, Rossiiskii gumanitarnyi entsiklopedicheskii slovar’,
(http://slovari.yandex.ru/dict/rges/article /rg3/rg3-0300.htm?text=nomexonnpi&stpar3=1.1)
[last accessed 13 January 2010].
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In the Soviet period, the perceived ‘provincialization’ of Russian culture and
literature provided new impetus for émigré and dissident writers to engage with
the theme of the backward province. The self-important provincial artists of
Evgenii Popov’s Voskhozhdenie (1979) and the pompous, Pushkin-idolizing
Pskovichi of Sergei Dovlatov’s Zapovednik (1991) thus joined the ranks of
literary provincial fools whose function was to expose the intellectual
hollowness and pomposity of the administrative regime. Post-Soviet variations
on the theme have included the genre of cinematic docu-realism labelled
chernukha, which has specialized in grimy close-ups of the primitive provinces
and their vile inhabitants.#4> In the world of Runet blogging, the counter-cultural
internet community, padonky, have also observed the tradition by electing the
provincial Belarusian town of Bobruisk the ‘dustbin of history’ for all inadequate

creative efforts.446

For the purposes of this paper, which focuses specifically on the narrative
construction of localness in the oral tradition of Russians from the North West,
the details of this literary tradition are not necessarily as important as the
imprint they have left on contemporary Russian culture. While many Russians
may only be vaguely aware of the satirical portrayals of provincial life, apart

maybe from those in Gogol’s Mertvye dushi, literary contributions to the theme

445 See, for example, Blagodat' (1995), dir. by Vitalii Manskii; Khlebnyi den’ (1998), dir. by Sergei
Dvortsevoi; Mat' (2008), dir. by Pavel Kostomarov and Antoine Kattin; Devochki (2005) and Vse
umrut, i ya ostanus’ (2008) dir. by Valeriia Gai-Germanika.

446 The full expression used to express disdain towards another blogger’s creative endeavour is ‘B
Babpyt#ck, )xuBotHoe!’; the Welsh provincial town of Llanddewi Brefi, nationally known as the
hometown of ‘the only gay in the village’ as a result of the cult television series Little Britain
might be compared as an obscure province turned cultural icon as a result of popular culture; cf.
Al'bert Baiburin, ‘Yazik padonkaff’, National Identity in Russia from 1961: Traditions and
Deterritorialisation Newsletter, 1 (2008), pp. 9-11 (http://www.mod-
langs.ox.ac.uk/russian/nationalism /newsletter.htm) [last accessed: 21 March 2011].
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have nevertheless helped to establish a set of (largely negative) characteristics
traditionally identified as ‘provincial’. Laziness, drunkenness, stupidity and
nosiness, the main qualities of the fictional provincial Russian of the nineteenth
century, thus remain central to the contemporary provincial stereotype,
particularly from the point of view of those living in St Petersburg and Moscow.
The way in which Russians from the provinces engage with these received ideas
is nevertheless more a more complex question, and one which I address in the

course of the following chapter.

6.2 BACKGROUND TO THE ORAL HISTORY WORK

The main source of this discussion is a summer of oral history work conducted in
Novgorod, Pskov, and Vologda between the beginning of July and the end of
September 2009. The research was conducted using a semi-structured interview
format that touched on a number of themes central to this study of local
traditions and cultural memory in the North West. These included
representations of localness, forms of social identity and focuses of local pride,
perceptions of the collective self and the local environment, the production and
perpetuation of local myths and traditions, and strategies of self-presentation (to
foreigners and ‘locals’). The interviews were conducted by the author and, in the
case of the interviews taken in Novgorod, in tandem with a Russian ethnologist

and former resident of the town, Svetlana Podrezova.

The oral history work followed a year of research in the Russian North West,
during which [ was able to meet and establish regular contact with many of the

people whom [ would go on to interview the following summer. However, since
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the large part of my time in the towns was spent in local libraries and archives, a
predominantly female domain, the majority of my contacts were middle-aged
females with a specialization in foreign languages or literature and, thus,
constituted an unrepresentative cross-section of the local community. If [ began
the interview work with little doubt that the balance between blue-collar male
and white-collar female informants could be easily redressed, convincing men to
give interviews turned out to be more difficult than I originally anticipated.
These problems stemmed not only from my own status as a young, foreign
female and the perceived moral ambiguity involved in my meeting privately with
men to talk about their past experiences and personal ‘memories’.#4” More
significantly, perhaps, the apparent absence of an appropriate milieu for
conducting interviews with men posed an obstacle to the conduct of the oral

history work, which could be negotiated with only limited success.

While the domestic environment and, in particular, the kitchen table provided a
natural setting for interviews with female informants, no such predetermined
space appeared to exist for holding conversation with Russian men. The
confidential atmosphere achieved by one’s presence in another person’s home or
the ceremonious partaking of tea and sweets together was rarely achieved with
male informants. Male talk thus more frequently came in the form of raucous

conversation with multiple interlocutors, fidgety mini-dialogues conducted on

447 The way that I defined the objectives of the interview work evolved over the course of the
summer, acquiring nuances and emphases in response to the reactions of local people. I thus
quickly abandoned my initial definition of the project as ‘a study of local/non-capital culture’
after several people declined to give interviews on the grounds that their knowledge of local
history was too patchy to be of use. The shift in emphasis from ‘local culture’, which appeared to
evoke ideas of memorizing historical dates and figures at school, to local memory’ produced
more successful results, although it was not uncommon for people, especially those within the
60-80 age bracket, to protest that they had only banal, if any memories at all of the past.
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the hoof or during brief coffee breaks, or noisy visits to local cafes. Perhaps the
only exchange with a man which approximated the many lengthy and intimate
discussions I shared with female informants was conducted with Igor#48 at his
dacha on the outskirts of Pskov. In his exquisitely tended garden, we appeared to
inhabit a significantly less gendered domestic setting in which conversation

emerged more naturally and fluently than in other private places.

The actual experience of interviewing also departed significantly from my
theoretical expectations. My initial intention to stick closely by the lengthy semi-
structured interview was thus quickly revised when confronted with the sterile
and halting dialogue it produced. In addition, certain questions, which [ had
hoped would produce lively responses, instead provoked confusion or even
irritation. Direct questions about the existence and nature of local stereotypes,
for example, were frequently brushed off, in a display of enlightened political
correctness, or otherwise answered mechanically with withering looks in the
direction of the indiscreet interviewing party.*4° The experience of interviewing
in tandem with a member of the local community in Novgorod required even
greater flexibility in terms of interview technique, as spontaneous conversational
diversions based on shared memories of people and places began to exert a
greater influence over the direction and development of the narratives. These

processes of personal intellectual development can also be recognised in the

448 A]l surnames have been omitted to preserve the anonymity of the informants.

449 Interestingly, this question provoked an explicitly negatively reaction on only one occasion
when my colleague, Svetlana Podrezova, asked it of her former teacher and acquaintance,
provoking the response: ‘CBeTa! 3To urto 3a Bompoc?!'. Clearly, if such indiscretions were to be
expected of a culturally unaware foreigner, they were less excusable from a member of one’s own
community.
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interviews, and are manifest in their changing structure and the thematic focus

of the discussions.

The period in which this study was conducted, the late-2000s, must be seen as a
moment of relative political stability in the turbulent history of post-Soviet
Russia. The violent political infighting of the early 1990s, which turned
provincial towns such as medieval Novgorod into ‘subdivisions of Chicago’, to
quote the title of one recent study of those turbulent years,*>° appeared to have
given way to a modus vivendi between money-pilfering local authorities and
grumbling but largely passive populations. At the same time, however, this
period was marked by heightened anxiety and personal insecurity spurred by
the late-2000s financial crisis. Most households in the towns that I visited had
seen some reduction in their monthly incomes as a result of shortened working
hours or pay cuts, and several informants voiced sincere concerns that the
country and its inhabitants were about to repeat the painful experience of the

1998 default.

The extent to which these specific historical conditions affected the way people
talked about themselves and their pasts is difficult to determine. While one
might agree with Bertaux and others that the ‘autobiographical candour’ of the
immediate post-Soviet era gave way to a more positive collective memory of the
Soviet past,*>1 many of the ‘modes of speaking’ identified by Nancy Ries in her

study of conversation during perestroika were still identifiable in contemporary

450 Maksim Grigor’ev, Filial Novgorodskogo Chikago (Moscow: Fond issledovaniya problem
demokratii, 2008).

451 On Living Through Soviet Russia, ed. by Daniel Bertaux, Paul Thompson and Anna Rotkirch
(London and New York: Routledge, 2004), p. 7.
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oral culture. Thus, the ‘sacralization of private talk’ that Ries recognizes as a
product of an authoritarian Soviet regime precluding people from expressing
themselves openly and honestly in public, remained important for the
‘production of value’#>2 in contemporary Russian culture. No longer a safe-haven
from ideological pressure, private talk in the post-Soviet period retained its
value as a meaningful alternative to what was perceived by many to be the

hollow, insincere rhetoric of public life.

[t should come as no surprise that contemporary voices are self-referential, and
that they return to former ways of expressing and understanding the world in
circumstantially similar situations. As Lotman and Uspenskii have notably
pointed out, ‘every new stage in history, while orientating itself in opposition to
the past, inevitably incorporates, repeats similar events, historical or
psychological situations, or texts’.453 In the late-2000s, many of the people I
spoke with were experiencing a sense of frustration and incomprehension with
the perceived lot of the Russian people that was far from unfamiliar and led them
to reconfigure their own personal histories into a series of thwarted hopes and
expectations. The employment of speech genres recorded by writers such as Ries
and Pesmen in the perestroika period - self-irony, mock-epic, and the lament,
among others - paid testament, if not to the continuity between Soviet and post-

Soviet experiences, then to the cyclical, conservative nature of Russian talk.

452 As Ries explains, in the world of talk ‘there is no absolute value referent, but rather a constant
assertion and negotiation of positive and negative value which takes place via the symbolic
dimension of all the practices of day-to-day living, and which is intimately tied to the creation of
selfhood and collective identities.” See Nancy Ries, Russian Talk: Culture and Conversation During
Perestroika (Cornell University Press: Ithaca and London, 1997), p. 20.

453 Jurii M. Lotman and Boris A. Uspenskii, ‘Binary Models in the Dynamics of Russian Culture (to
the End of the Eighteenth Century)’, in The Semiotics of Russian Cultural History, ed. by Alexander
D. Nakhimovsky and Alice Stone Nakhimovsky (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press,
1985), pp. 33-60 (p. 31).
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Oral tradition in late-2000s Russia nevertheless differed qualitatively from that
of the perestroika period, if only from the point of view of its broadened horizon
of reference. In the post-Soviet period, the boundaries of modern memory
expanded; Russians benefited from unprecedentedly high levels of access to
information and freedom with which that information could be interpreted. The
emerging market in genealogy, for example - an attempt to fill the gaps in family
histories left by the biography censoring practices of the Soviet state - furnished
individuals with a knowledge of their ancestors and their activities which had
important consequences for their understanding of themselves and their lives.4>4
In a similar way, the state-sponsored revival of kraevedenie in the post-Soviet
period created a canon of local topoi, events, and iconic images that lent

structure and detail and to personal memories of the local past.

6.3 THE ‘ENCHANTED’ PROVINCES

During the Khrushchev and Brezhnev eras, the towns of the Russian North West
experienced unprecedented demographic growth. This was partly, as Judith
Pallot has pointed out,*>> a result of the staggering levels of rural out-migration
in the post-war period, a consequence of the increased urban employment

opportunities, housing availability, and other quality of life issues that emerged

454 Courses in genealogical methods offered at local universities and libraries have resulted in a
dramatic increase in the number of amateur historians active in Russia today. In the provincial
archives where I worked between 2008-2009, I met several female pensioners who, having
successfully traced their own family trees back several generations, were earning a moderate
additional income by researching the genealogical roots of their friends’ and colleagues’ families.
455 See Judith Pallot, ‘Rural Depopulation and the Restoration of the Russian Village Under
GorbachevV’, Soviet Studies, 42, 4 (1990), 655-674 (p. 655).
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at this time.#>¢ Urban migration was also spurred by other factors. Housing
shortages, particularly in the larger industrial towns in the North and East, drove
many young people to take advantage of new legislation permitting the
formation of house building cooperatives to move to developing small towns
such as Novgorod and Pskov in the North West, and Astrakhan in the South West.
Others moved with family members who were assigned military posts in the
region, pulling strings to be sent back to their hometowns after extended periods
serving in other Soviet republics. Others still moved out of a sense of
romanticism for small town life, taking advantage of the increase in residence
associated freedoms to escape the larger metropolises for smaller, less

congested locations.*>7

Urban migrants to the North West recalled their first impressions of the
medieval towns in the course of narrating their life histories in interview. They
described their idealistic expectations of life in the North West, which had been
informed by cultural stereotypes, cinema, literature, and history lessons.
Margarita, who moved to Pskov as a young woman in 1973 from a small town in

Siberia, recalled her assumptions about the nature of cultural life in European

456 [llustrative of this trend are the figures provided for the Pskov region by V. V. Polukoshko and
V. V. Shevel’kov, which show that the urban population of the oblast’ increased gradually from
200,000 in 1945 to 258,000 in 1960, before exploding to 466,300 in 1979; over the same period,
the rural population dropped sharply from 1,550,000 in 1945 to 1,045,000 in 1960, only to fall
below 50% of the total population to 384,600 in 1979. See V. V. Polukoshko and V. V. Shevel’kov,
Zemlya Pskovskaya: Istoriya i sovremennost’ (Pskov: 1zdatel’skii Dom ‘Sterkh’, 2003), pp. 142-143.
457 Workers obtained greater freedom of movement in the 1950s as a result of several factors:
the right to change jobs voluntarily was re-awarded to workers in 1956, and recruiting agencies
such as the organized hiring of workers to industrial enterprises (Orgnabor) and the State
Labour Reserve Schools lost much of their coercive power or abandoned recruitment altogether.
As aresult migration was facilitated, and even encouraged in some cases through state projects
such as the Virgin Lands Campaign and ‘new construction’ campaigns. See Donald Filtzer, Soviet
Workers and De-Stalinization: The Consolidation of the Modern System of Soviet Production
Relations, 1953-1964 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 70.
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Russia. A proud Siberian, she took pleasure in contrasting the ‘provincial’ reality
of the North West with the more progressive mentality of that of her Eastern

hometown:

Muod: B 0611eM, Mbl pellinId yexaTb Cl0/1a, U XOTEJI0Ch POCTO, —
KOT/ia la>ke Ha 9KCKypcUuH e3auau B HoBocubupck, uiu B ToMck,
uiu B KemepoBo, - xoTesioch No4yeMy-To BbiOpaThbcs B EBpony
oueHb cubHO. [lymainy, uTo B EBporne 6yieT BCé COBEPIIEHHO MO-
Apyromy. Mbel MmeutaTesiu! Mbl, pyccKue 04U, TaKMe MeyTaTes !
BoT MBI mpo4yuTau 0 4EM-TO U... HejlapoM roBop4r, 4TO y HaC
JIMTEPATypPOLIEHTPUCTCKAsA CTPaHa. YTo NpOYUTa/IH, U yKe MedTaeM
06 aToM. Ho, TeM He MeHee, OTOM Mbl IoNaZilaeM B EBpony, cHayasia
B ropo/, Besnkue Jlyku, [IckoBckoil 06J1aCTH, KOTOPbINA MHE
COBEpLIEHHO He IOHPABUJICA, IPOCTO JiepeBeHIMHa Kakasa-To! Mue
Ka3aJioch, 10 CpaBHEHUIO ¢ CUOUPBIO, TZie 4 )KUJIa, B MaJIeHbKOM,
Ka3aJiochb, FTOPOZiKe, TaM OblJIO CTOJIBKO YMHBIX JIF0/IeH, U y HAC OblJ
TaKoOW 3aMevaTesibHblH Kaacc! A TyT 4 ... [laxke, BOT, AuasiekT: "KaBo
ThI-bI? YaBo ThI-b1?".

Co6.: [IpaBaa?

Wud.: BoT aTa BOT HerpamMoTHas pycckasi pedb MeHsl IPOCTO
nopasuJia. B Cubupu jirojy rOBOPUJIM OUEHb I'PaMOTHO. MOXeT,
IOTOMY YTO TaM CChLJIaJIv eKabpHUCTOB B CBOE BpeMs, BOT, HO TaM
JIN0O0 39KH, 3aKJII0YEHHBIE, IMOO — TaKasg BOT NOJIIPHOCTb TaKas —
JIN60 O4YeHb rpaMOTHBIE J104U. [[paMOTHBIE U 0YEHb XOPOILO
ozeBawuyecd. M g4 yauBuiace: g Aymasa, uyto EBpona ceiiyac MeHs
NPOCTO 00ECKYPaXKUT CBOEU KyJIbTYpPOM, CBOUM LIapMoM. Huuero
o06HOoro0!458

The impressions of those who moved to the North West in the late-Soviet period
were informed not only by their scope for comparison, but also by their social
and cultural background. The naive romanticism that Tkachenko recalls in her
younger self might thus be grounded in the zealous idealism of her parents who
had moved to Siberia in the 1950s to help build Communism in their native land.

Moreover, the cultural associations that Europe possessed for Tkachenko were

somewhat particular to her generation of western oriented, Beatles-loving

458 P I. Margarita, d.o.b. 26.09.57, teacher. Interviewed at her home in Pskov on 01.08.09.
(transcript/recording with author).
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‘sixtniks’, who identified the region with the ideals of individual creativity and
libertine attitudes of 1960s Western Europe.#>° According to this logic, European
Russia, even its provincial towns, would overshadow the industrialized East in

terms of cultural innovation and societal permissiveness.

Fig. 38.
The symbol of western liberalism, John Lennon, depicted in pulses
on the wall of Margarita’s flat in Pskov#60

Other informants who had moved to the North West in the Soviet period recalled
the former provincialism of the towns with romantic sentimentality. The
underdeveloped aspects of urban life - the wooden housing, dialectical
specificities, and rural surrounds - provided the background for memories of
‘poor but happy’ childhoods and fairytale-like depictions of everyday life in the
Soviet Union. The traditional wooden ‘fabric’ of the towns, which was

systematically replaced by Soviet panelled housing in the 1950s, was the focus of

459 It goes without saying that the ‘swinging sixties’ in western Europe is also a cultural construct,
the belief in which was perpetuated in Soviet Russia by the illicit exchange of records, clothing,
and other western merchandise. For a discussion of the myth of the 1960s in Russia and the
Soviet Union see Petr Vail and Aleksandr Genis, 60-e: Mir sovetskogo cheloveka (Moscow: Novoe
literaturnoe obozrenie, 1996).

460 Photograph author’s own, Pskov, Summer 2009.
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childhood memories and a source of reflection on how the towns had changed
‘beyond recognition’ in the contemporary period.*¢! In one individual narrative,
Tat'yana, who moved to Vologda from Siberia as a child, described how the
captivating local architecture had caused her to lose her way as she wandered

through the town as a child:

Korpa s1 npuexasa, ropos He 3HaJsa coBceM. fl mpuexaJia JieToM, 6bl1

aBrycT Mecsl, B Bosiorze 661710 MHOTO asljiell, 6y/1bBapoB, HeXeln

Tenepb. Y Halla y/iuia 6b11a BCsl 06caXkeHa 60JIbIIMMHA TOTOJISIMU.

W BOT 51 X0/i1J1a 110 TOPOAY OT OJHOTO JIoMa /0 Pyroro

JlepeBSHHOr0, He 3Hasl HU YJIML, MHOT/]a AaXke MorJia 3a6J1yAUThCA U

IIOTOM CIpalliMBaJ/ia MECTHBIX XKUTeJIEH, KAaK MHE BBIUTH B LIEHTP

ropoza. [loroMy 4To 3TH joMa 6yKBa/JbHO 3aBOpakUBau. OHU

ObLIU yAUBUTENbHBIE. KXk bIi JOM ObLJ 10-CBOEMY XOPOILIL. 462
This description draws on tropes of the Russian folk narrative: the wooden
houses cast a spell on the passer-by like trees in an enchanted forest; the
protagonist finds herself lost among the architecture, a condition both
bewildering and exhilarating. The exotic and the fantastical is emphasised and an
implicit comparison is drawn with the mundane urbanity of contemporary town
life. As in many recollections of ‘how the town used to be’, the ‘Sovietization’ of

the landscape looms depressingly over the horizon, an inevitable transformation

that the informant recognises but of which her former self is blissfully unaware.

461 Cf. my discussion of the positive connotations of this term in the Soviet propaganda of the
1960s in Chapter Three.

462 P 1. Tat'yana, d.o.b. 13.12.55, excursion guide. Interviewed, at Muzei zabytikh veshchei in
Vologda on 10.03.09 (transcript/recording with writer).
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In a comparable account of her first impressions of Pskov, Galina, who moved to
the town from Ukraine at the end of the 1970s, recalled the attraction the

mysterious old houses had held for her as a child:

/A 6osble BUAea TOPOJ BOT TEMU IJ1a3aMy, g AyMalo. { kakue-To
cTapsble joMa BC€ BpeM4d... Ho npeacTaBbTe MapLupyT
onpeJie/IEHHbIN: KOX/AbIU IeHb e/lelllb TaM U pacCMaTpUBaellb
JloMa, TZle OHU, KaKue Tebe HPaBATCS, a B KAKUE Obl Thl XOTEJ
nonacts. [1y1toc elé Mbl Uccaes0BaIu TOPoJ, KOrjaa Mbl XO4UJIA Ha
JIEMOHCTpaLUH, Jia... U 6b171a BOSMOXXHOCTD MOCJIE AeMOHCTpaLuu
M0JIA3UTh 10 BCAKUM TaM 3aKOyJIKaM, IOTOMY YTO TaK Thl He
noezielllb ryJiAThb B TOPO/J;: lepeJ pOAUTeJIIMU TOTZa OTYATbIBAThCS
Ha/i0 ObLJI0, BOT. A Tak, BpoJie, ¥ MOBOJ. Y1 Mbl X0AUJIU, MHE
HPaBUJIACb KaKue-TO ABOPELIL... BOT 4 MOMHI0, BCEé BpeM4 e3uJ1a
MHUMO KaKOro-TO J0Ma, U OHU CTbIKOBAJIUCh, U MEXY HUMU ObLI
TaKOW Y3KUU npoxo/J. MHe oyeHb OblJI0 UHTEPECHO OCMOTPETh,
€CTb TaM X0/, UJI HeT. {l BCé-TaKHu 3TOT JIOM MccaeoBaJjsia. Xo4 TaM
ObLJI, U 04EHb UHTEPECHO ObLJIO TaM M0JAa3UTh. Mbl BOT TaK BOT
JIa3WJIM N0 ropojy.463

The disintegrating old houses that populated the local landscape are depicted in
this memoir as an enchanted playground, vanishing - like childhood itself -
before one’s very eyes. Indeed, the memories of the towns’ former aspects were
frequently fused with recollections of childhood, the local architecture

functioning as an evocative backdrop for descriptions of childish games, rites of

passage, and rituals.

Non-native informants contrasted the provincial landscapes of the past not only
with their memories of other Russian towns, but also with the contemporary
reality, which, for many, constituted an urban dystopia. The idyllic rusticity of life

in the past was described with mock incredulity, the probability of its ever

463 P_ 1. Galina, d.o.b. 21.02.74, primary school teacher. Interviewed at a friend’s home in Pskov on
26.07.09 (transcript/recording with writer).
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having existed thrown into doubt in the modern urban context. Irina, who moved
to Pskov from a village in the region in the 1970s, thus described, in
unmistakably symbolic language, how the sunset, which had been visible from
the window of her flat at the periphery of town, had been gradually eclipsed by

multi-storey blocks of residential housing:

Co06.: U Bel noMHUTE, KOTZA 3TH JJ0Ma Ha4yau CTPOUTH?

Huod.: [la. Korga Mbl crofa 3aexasy, elije B HEKOTOPBIX MO be3Aax
3aKaHYUBaJUCh PEMOHTHbBIE 3TH PabOThI, U IBOP ObLJI COBEPIIEHHO,
OYeHb HeyCTpoeH, acdhabTOBbIX JOPOKEK He ObLIO, lepeBbEB He
6bLJI0, BO IBOPaX TOJIbKO IPyZbl IeCKa, CTPOUTENBLHOTO Mycopa. BoT.
M BOoT A0MOB, KOTOpbIE celyac nepes HaMH, TOXe elle He 6b110. U
ObLJIO OUEHb MHTEPECHO HaM C MSATOr0 3TaXka HabJ/0AaTh, BOT B
3TOM MECTE, I/le Halllh OKHA BbIXOJAT Ha YJIUILY; Mbl BCeTZia BU/JIeN
3aKaT cosiHIa. Jlasibllie 32 STUMHU JOMaMHU Y>Ke UAYT N0Jis, YKe
3aropo/iHasi MECTHOCTb, U ObLJIO OUEHb KPAaCUBO CMOTpPETh, KaK
COJIHIIE omycKaeTcs 3a JepeBbs. [loToM, Korjia nocTpouan oguH
JI0M, e BATHUITAXKHBIN, CTAJI0 MEeHbIIIe BH/a. A IOTOM elle OJUH —
ellje MeHblile BU/ia. Mbl OTpaHUYMBAJIMCh TOJIBKO TE€M, UTO
CMOTpEJIM B IPOEM MEX/y ABYMS JJOMaMU U BUJeJIU KpaelleK
conHua. Tenepb Mbl, paKTUUECKH, HE BUJUM 3TOU KapTUHBI, KaK
COJIHIIe 3aX0AUT. Ho Mbl 3HaeM Bce paBHO, YTO BOT TaM 3anaj y
Hero, CoJIHIle TaM 3aXOQUT.464

The region described by the informant, Zapadnaya, is located at the very
periphery of the town, around thirty kilometres from the Estonian border. From
this liminal territory, the meeting place of the rural and urban spheres, the
impact of urban modernisation was most obvious. As waves of migrants moved
to the town in the post-war period, the concrete frontier edged further into the
undeveloped countryside. In this fictional memoir, the eclipse of the sunset

behind multi-storey blocks of flats provides an evocative metaphor for the

processes of Soviet ‘cultivation’ (both in the sense of mastering nature and

464 P 1, Irina, d.o.b. 04.03.64, administrator. Interviewed at her home in Pskov on 20.07.09
(transcript/recording with writer).
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inculcating certain social and cultural values).46> Moreover, as in the examples
cited above, the ‘provincial’ aspects of town life described by the informant
derived meaning through contrast with the modern urban landscape of the
contemporary period. The description of the rural reality of the 1960s was lent
evocative power and interest through the context of its telling, a fifth-floor flat in

a densely populated housing estate, the epitome of urban modernity.

6.4 NEMNOGOSLOVNOST’, ZAMKNUTOST’, AND NEPRIVETLIVOST’

As I have noted above, the literary vision of the glubokaya provintsia and its
antediluvian inhabitants has perpetuated a particular stereotype of life outside
the Russian capitals since the eighteenth century. Other genres of ‘provincial’
literature - the tourist guide, the local history, for example - nevertheless exist in
which the regional town is celebrated as a unique cultural entity, and its origins
and ‘character’ mythologized in folkloric narrative and iconic images. While it
would be an oversimplification to say that personal narratives ‘borrow’ from
such texts, there clearly exists a shared palette of subjects, themes, and moods
for talking about localness that are invoked, cited, refuted, or ironized in speech,
accordingly. The position speakers choose to adopt in relation to this established
‘corpus of knowledge’ may vary according to their age, social background and
place of origin, not to mention the impression they wish to create on their

listener.

465 It is worth noting in this context the widespread use of the Soviet word kulturnost’ as a
particular form of cultural consciousness, or, according to Vera Sandomirsky Dunham, a ‘fetish
notion of how to be civilized’. From a term whose application was originally limited to personal
hygiene, kulturnost’ expanded under Stalinism to become an umbrella concept denoting
appropriate conduct, civilized speech, and good manners. See Vera Sandomirsky Dunham, In
Stalin’s Time: Middle Class Values in Soviet Fiction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976),
p. 22.
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The following excerpts from interviews, in which the established stereotype of
North-West Russians being ‘people of few words’ [nemnogoslovnye lyudi] is
addressed, illustrate the range of ways in which speakers incorporate ‘common
knowledge’ of a particular subject into their individual narratives. The first is
taken from an interview with Tat’yana, a well known figure in Vologda'’s cultural
sector who hosts regular 'salons' at the quirky museum of nineteenth-century
life, Mir zabytykh veshchei. Tat'yana’s years of experience as a tourist guide in
various local museums as well as her general erudition provide her conversation
with an authority and almost theatrical intellectualism that is admired by many
who attend her gatherings. During the interview, she was able to reach
effortlessly for literary references to illustrate her thesis on the local ‘character’.

In the following passage, this authoritative cross-referencing is evident:

Co6: OnuuuTe, NoxKaayucTa, xapaktep Bosiorkan. Uem oHu
OTJIMYarTCA?

Wud: Ham nucatens Bapsiam [llapsiamoB nuuieT, 4To Jaydiive
JIBOPHUKHM ObIJIM U3 TaTap M0 HAllMOHAJIbHOCTH, @ KOHBOUPHI - 3TO
BoJIorKaHe. OHU HEMHOT'OCJIOBHBL. JTO BOJIbHBIE JIOJH,
X034WCTBEHHbIE, KPeINKHe, TPYZ0/11001Bble, KOTOPble MHOTO
paboTasiv, HO caMU CBO€ 106po U beperJin. 460

In this extract, the established stereotype of the northwest Russian as reserved
yet ingenuous, simple but hardworking is lent authority by the invocation of the
words of local literary hero Varlam Shalamov. Moreover, Tat'yana appears to

interpret the textual anecdote literally, shifting seamlessly from Shalamov’s mot

to her own opinion of the ‘the way things are’ in Vologda. This is perhaps

466 Tat'yana.

224



unsurprising if one considers the ‘literary sphere’ which the speaker inhabits
and her professional preoccupation with the artistic and cultural life of the town.
The informant’s self-confessed distaste for the contemporary local reality might
also go some way to explain her emphasis on the very ‘literary’ aspects of life in

Vologda.

In a more anecdotal account of the local ‘character’ of Pskovichi, Galina, who
moved to the town from Murmansk in 1977, reproduces a similar stereotype of
the reserved or unfriendly [zamknutyi] northwest Russian. Rather than drawing
her authority from literary texts, however, the character development of the
local ‘type’ is explained with reference to the experiences of another group, of

which the informant is a member, the immigrant community from the North:

Co6.: /1a? U Bbl 3aMeTU/IM pa3HULY MEXAY...7

Uuod.: Hy, na...3to - ga. Hy, 3To, KaKk B KaX/I0M...CEBEPSIHE - OHU
60J1€e...MJIU TaM MeHbIIIEe TOPO/I, UK BOOOIIEe TaM HET, I0-MOEMY, /10
CHX MOP ceryac roBOpsAT, YTO CEBEPHBIN HAPO[ ...0H HEMHOXEUKO
coBceM Apyroii. OH 60Jiee OTKPBITHIN. BOT, €IMHCTBEHHOE, UTO, 3TO
caMoe, KOr/ia mpyuexasa, i Korjja C MICTUHHbIMU TaKUMHU
NCKOBUYAMHU... OHU HEMHOKEUYKO, MOXKET OBITh, 3aKPbITHI B 3TOM
IJ1aHe.
[-.]
...H, KOT /14, BOT, sl TOBOPIO, KaK Obl, ICKOBCKUM, TAKUM, BOT, HETY,
Kak Obl, JOJITUX TAKUX OTHOLIEHUH, 2 BOT CEBEPHbIE - OHU, MOXKET
OBITh, 3TO CIIJIAYUBAET TO, YTO NEPEKUTO TaM. MoKeT ObIThb, BOT £
TaK AyMal. 3eCb, MOXKET ObITh, B 3TOM ILJIaHE, MOXKET ObITh, JIETYE,
3-3, 6bLJIO, YTO 3/1eCh OOJIbILIE POJACTBEHHUKOB, 3-3, CEJIbCKas
MEeCTHOCTbD, KaK Obl, >KWJIM CHadaJia B CeJIbCKOH MECTHOCTH, IOTOM
OHM Ilepeexasiv B ropoJ, Aa? U y HUX U TaM OCTaJIUCh, U B CeJIbCKOU
MECTHOCTU 3HAKOMbIe, PO/ICTBEHHUKH TaM, HO 60JIblile KPYyT
PO/ICTBEHHUKOB, MOXET ObITh. MOXKET OBITh, UM Jierye 3TO ObL10. A
MBI, 3/1€Ch, CEBEPHbIE, KOT/ja IpUeXaJiu, Mbl, KaK Obl, O/{HH...467

467 Tat'yana.
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Unlike the noble lack of loquacity [nemnogoslovnost’] of the Vologzhane
described by Tat’yana, the reservedness of the locals in Pskov is presented as an
essentially negative characteristic, in direct contrast to the positive ‘northern’
qualities of openness and sociability. It is notable that the speaker incorporates
an alternative set of diaspora myths to help explain the divergence in the two
people’s character development; the displaced people from the North, through
their shared experience of marginality, are perceived to possess a greater sense

of openness and generosity than the more introverted, standoffish Pskovichi.

The last reference to the legendary unfriendliness of the Russians of the North
West is taken from an interview with Dmitrii, a native of Pskov who moved to St
Petersburg to pursue a Ph.D. in history in 2005. In Dmitrii’s narrative, dourness
[neprivetlivost’] is neither a sign of hidden depths of character nor a harmless
regional quirk, but rather a symptom of the malaise that engulfs European

Russia in the contemporary period:

BoT, 37ech, ¢ OAHOW CTOpPOHBI, KakK Ha 3amaje, BCé OYeHb
MHJWBU/YaJbHO. HO, B OTJIMYMeE OT 3amnaja Bce camu 1o cebe. Bor,
U [pyr APYry He JOBepSIOT, U O4eHb arpecCUBHbl. MHOrjga MHe
KaXKeTCsd, YTO B KaKUX-TO APYyrux Mecrtax Poccuu BCE 4yThb mpole.
BoT, u snoau 6oJiee NPUBETIUBbI U CIOKOWHBI U 60Jiee UAYT Ha
KOHTAaKT...468

Of note here is the informant’s European frame of reference, in particular his
comparison of the positive ‘individualism’ of the West and the mistrust and
suspicion that are seen to be characteristic of contemporary Russia. As part of a

generation of educated Russians who grew up with an acute sense of Russia’s

468 P_ 1. Dmitrii, d.o.b. 18.12.79, post-graduate student. Interviewed at his home in Pskov, 01.08.09
(transcript/recording with writer).
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social and cultural inferiority in comparison with the ‘developed’ West, Dmitrii
engages with the traditional type from a specific social perspective. His
interpretation of the northwest stereotype is thus as a sort of ‘lost-in-transition’
character, who embodies the rabid individualism of market capitalism, while
never quite acquiring the qualities of respect and mutual trust that are perceived
to characterize the western capitalist. Unfriendliness and mistrust are thus the
markers of the incompetent imitator of western ideals, a stereotype that has its

own established tradition in Russian culture.

6.5 PLAYFUL ‘PROVINCIALISM’

Far from every informant would willingly engage with the ‘corpus of knowledge’
concerning provincial stereotypes. Perhaps unsurprisingly, direct questions
about the existence and nature of local stereotypes often produced
demonstratively tolerant responses from informants, in which the ordinariness
of local people was stressed, and well-known prejudices were benignly
dismissed. In one particularly broad-minded response of this kind, Slava, a
Pskov-born man in his mid-30s, maintained that while inflating the worth of

one’s community was probably natural, it was nevertheless deluded:

Co6.: B IIckoBe, Bl aymaeTe, uto y ntozel B [IckoBe ecTb
OT/le/IbHbIEe YepThl XapakTepa?

Wud.: He gymaro. HeT, HeT, 06bIuHbIEe HOpMaJibHbIE J10AU. [IpocTo
JleJ1o B TOM, 4YTO, KOrJia poxzaaeTcs pebeHoK... Hy B o0cCHOBHOM, He
6y/Zly TOBOPUTD, UTO BCE MOT0JIOBHO, B OCHOBHOM, POJIUJI POJUTEb
- IYMaeT, YTO UX pe6eHOK — UCKJIIOUUTeNbHbIN! BOT OH -
VICKJIIOUMTeIbHbIM! BOT OH - Jiy4liie, BCE paBHO BOT, COCEJICKOTO U
Toro coceickoro! OH KakoM-TO UCKIOUYHUTeNbHBIN. HeT! OH
00BIYHbIN, HOpMaJIbHbIN pebeHoK. To ke camoe: Mbl 0ObIYHBIE,
HOpMaJibHble J01. Hy, Kak roBopAT, B ceMbe He 6e3 ypo/Ja,
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6b1BalOT Bcsikue. Ho B OCHOBHOM - XOpollue, 100pble JI0AU.

OT3biBYMBBIE. He TosibKO B [IckoBe, Boo6111e B Poccun. 469
As a prominent member of the local Methodist church, Slava might be considered
a particularly likely candidate for such charitable outpourings. Indeed, his
manifest tolerance in the interview functioned in the opposite way to most other
declarations of this kind, rejecting overly-positive interpretations of the local
community in favour of a more mundane, undistinguished vision of local people.
In most cases, informants’ allusions to the ‘normalness’ of the community
appeared, by contrast, intended to deny the authority of negative local
stereotypes. In one very public example of such narrative strategies, the mayor
of Pskov, Mikhail Khoronen, ended a speech on Pskov’s growing economic
competitiveness within Russia with the somewhat bathetic exclamation that ‘Mb1
HOpMaJibHbIe JIIOAY U3 8eaukoll cTpaHbl’.470 Here, it appeared, ‘normalness’ was
asserted in response to the perceived accusations of abnormality by outsiders,

and in particular those making the decisions in Moscow.

But if direct enquiries about the typical characteristics of the local community
often met with such narrative rebuffs, another kind of engagement with
provincial stereotypes also appeared to exist, which relied upon techniques of
self-irony. This was particularly notable in informants’ memories of their first
trips to the bustling metropolises of Moscow and Petersburg. Playing on the
stereotype of the wide-eyed, inexperienced provincial, informants narrated

personal memoires in which they would find themselves lost in the Moscow

469 P . Slava, d.o.b. 19.05.75, professional soldier. Interviewed at a friend’s home in Pskov on
22.06.09 and 25.06.09 (transcript/recording with writer).

470 Speech made by Mikhail Khoronen at the opening of the Dni goroda celebrations on the
25.07.09 (recording with writer).
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metro, manhandled in the Petersburg trolleybuses, or asleep from exhaustion in
the capital’s planetarium. One such self-depreciating narrative was provided by
Dmitrii, a doctoral student from Vologda at the time of the interview, who had

moved to St Petersburg to pursue his studies:

A nyko 60scsA CXOAUTD C 3cKanaTopa. To ecThb, 1 HUKAK HE MOT
CZieJIaTh BOT LIAT C 3TOU Geryliel JIeHThl, U BOT, /13, HA TBEPAYIO
3eMJII0. fl MOMHIO, YTO 4 BCe - BCe, yKe NoJ/be3aeM, a 1 Uy Hasa/,
HasaJl, Ha3aJ, Ha3a/, HaKoHel], KaKasa-To, IpUYeM MeCTHas TeTe4yKa
MeHsd IPOCTO B3£J1a 32 PYKY M CO MHOM BOT 3TOT Luar cAeJasaa. Bor.
[IpocTo cHavasa s 3TOro NPOCTO AUKO 605JICs. Y MeHsl TaKue BOT
nepBble BocnoMrUHaHus o [lutepe.471

In an inversion of this caricature, some informants remembered their own
attempts at playing the refined urbanite back at home. Irina, for example, painted

a humorous picture of herself as an affected, champagne-sipping student in

1970s Pskov:

Mbl J1106MJIM XOAUTH B TEATP, IOTOMY YTO Mbl CUUTAJIH, YTO 3TO
NpU3HAK UHTEJJIMTEHTHOCTH — XOAUTh B TeaTp. BoT. B kade nnorga
TOXe X0AuJu. bbl1o Kade, 0HO Kak pa3 Ha3bIBaJ0Ch "CHeXKMHKA".
Mbl J1106MJIM O4eHb MOJIOYHbIE KOKTENIN NUTh. Elle TaMm 66114
"MouJioziexkHble" KOKTEHJIN € IIaMIIaHCKHUM, Ha OCHOBe
IIAaMIIAHCKOTO — TaM TOKe MOPOXKEHOE€; UTO-TO A06aBJISANIO0CH TaM...
Cok?.. BoT 3T0 X041J/1H, 3TO ObLJIO TOXKE UHTEPECHO.472

The playful ironizing of provincial pompousness is perhaps best evidenced by
some of the creative endeavours on personal websites and in internet chat

rooms. On one website, for example, which describes itself as the Al'ternativnoe

kraevedenie Novgorodskoi oblasti, the grandiloquent opening lines of countless

471 Oxf/AHRC-SPb-07 PF 32. Dmitrii, doctoral student. Interview conducted by Aleksandra Piir
on 29.01.2008. Interview transcripts are currently being processed for archiving and will be held
at the Oxford Russian Life History Archive: http://www.ehrc.ox.ac.uk/lifehistory/.

472 Irina.
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tourist guides and historical studies are the subject of a humorous pastiche.
Instead of the anticipated formula of ‘HoBropoa - oguH u3 ApeBHeNINX
ropozoB Poccuu...473 we are offered flippant comments about the city’s

deceiving ‘double’, Nizhny Novgorod:

1o He TOoT HOBropoz, o KOTOpOM BbI IOLyMAJIH.

OH He cTouT Ha Bouire, B HeM HeT spMapky, a bopuc HemuoB u
Maxkcum 'opbKMM He UMEIOT K HAM HUKAKOI'0 OTHOLIEHUS.

CsioBOM, IlepecTaHbTe HAC, HAKOHel], NyTaTh!

Hawm Hosropog - Besukuid. Besnvkuil — He o pasmepam, a
VCTOPUYECKHU. ITO FOPOJ, KOTOPBIU ellje Ha3bIBalOT «['ocroavuH
Besmkuii HoBropoa». TouHee, Ha3biBasiu. Tenepb Tak Ha3blBaeTCA
TeI10xo/, yuebHoe cyaHo HoBropogckoro Kiy6a 10HbIX MOPSIKOB —
KCTaTH, KpyNHellero u crapeiuiero B Poccum.474

In place of the typically self-aggrandising claims about the significance of Velikii
Novgorod in Russian history and culture, the fictional narrator-guide to the
alternative Novgorod website offers us a tour of the city’s sites which is self-
consciously coloured by feelings of provincial inferiority. The result is a virtual
excursion around the city’s least glamorous attractions from the local
hypermarket Lenta (‘est. 2006’),47> to the highly un-medieval shashlyk (old only
in a bad sense:‘3/1ble A3bIKU yTBEPXKJAIOT, UTO HA 3TH MIALLJIBIKK UJIET
IIPOCPOYEHOE, TIEPEMOPOKEHHOE MSICO, A IIBET U 3alaX - 3TO JOCTHKEHUE

XMMUYECKOU NPOMbILIIEHHOCTH );476 to universally hated local monuments such

473 See, for example, the opening sentences of M. K. Karger, Novgorod Velikii (Leningrad; Moscow:
Iskusstvo, 1961); L. I. Kushnir, Novgorod, 1zdanie 2-e (Leningrad: Literaturi po stroitel’stvu, 1972);
M. Dunaev and F. Razumovsky, Novgorod: A Guide (Moscow: Raduga Publishers, 1984), among
others.

474 ‘Velikii Novgorod’, Al'ternativnoe kraevedenie Novgorodskoi oblasti,
http://www.nov.ru/wiki/Besukui_HoBropoz [last accessed 09.11.09].

475 ‘Lenta’, Al'ternativnoe kraevedenie Novgorodskoi oblasti
(http://www.nov.ru/wiki/"Jlenta”_(runepmapket)) [last accessed 09.11.09].

476 ‘Shashlyki’, Al'ternativnoe kraevedenie Novgorodskoi oblasti
(http://www.nov.ru/wiki/llanuibiku) [last accessed 09.11.09].

230



as the Pamyatnik ‘Pobedy’ also known as Kon’.4’7 By inverting the genre of the
provincial tourist guide, the website parodies the stereotype of the imperious,
blustering provincial, the likes of whom one might encounter in the semi-
fictional world of Dovlatov’s Zapovednik. Yet, the authors of the virtual guide do
not appear entirely without sympathy for the absurd provincial world which
they depict. In fact, it seems that the very capacity to self-ironize is itself
perceived as a positive facet of provincial culture, as opposed to the self-

important grandiosity of the capital.

If the website Al'ternativnoe kraevedenie Novgorodskoi oblasti is almost certainly
the work of an internet-savvy local elite, the popular practice of re-naming town
monuments can be seen to have a similar function of deflating pretentious
manifestations of provincial eminence. As the following excerpt from a Live
Journal blog suggests, the humorous nicknames attributed to monuments are
often intended less to deride the local figures and events they commemorate

than their overly grandiose artistic renderings:

absyrd_aprelia: Bcs Bosiorsja B poTorpadusax ¢ KOMMeHTaMU 3/1eChb
http://gudea.livejournal.com/

NaMsATHUK "MPecJ0ByTOMY NasucaAy" HaxoAUTCS Ha YJIULE
MasbLieBa. ele ecTb NaMATHUKH YyNa-4yyIcy U MUcaloLiel cobake...
3TO HAapO/IHble HAa3BaHUA :)

winch: Cnacu6o!

vsebudet ok: A yyna-4yrnc, HUKaK He OUMY, UTO 3TO?
absyrd_aprelia: namsaTauk besnsieBy, Hanpotus TH3a

vsebudet ok: /la yxk, kpeaTuppuuk.

winch: a noueMy Tak Ha3bIBalOT?

absyrd_aprelia: noToMy 4TO OH Ha Yyna-4yInc 60Jibllle M0X0XK, YEM
Ha besisieBa B kocmo-1s1eMe :))))))

477 Pomyatnik ‘Pobedy’, Al'ternativnoe kraevedenie Novgorodskoi oblasti
(http://www.nov.ru/wiki/kons) [last accessed 09.11.09].
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absyrd_aprelia: Ha Hero cMOTpeTb He Ha/l0. OH KaK OPUEHTUD Ha
najsimcap,... TO X He JaJeKo ;) 4yna-4ymnc HauTH NMpolle, a HaJaucas
yepes KBapTaJl 10 NPSAMOM.

vsebudet_ok: MHe kaala, 4To 4yna-4yyncoM naMsaTHUK benseBy
Ha3bIBaTh KAK MUHUMYM HEKOPPEKTHO.

[IcuxoJior 661 CKa3as, YTO y TOTO, KTO TaK HAa3bIBaeT, IyCTh
NaMsATHUK, He YeJIOBEKa, MO/ CIY/IHO JIEXKUT KeJlaHHe
CaMOYTBEPUTHCS - YHU3UB TOTO, KTO YETr0-TO JJOCTHUT.
absyrd_aprelia: BeposITHO. TOJIbKO Ha3BaHUeE yxe IPUesoCh B
Hapo/ie KaK ¥ MHOTHe JIpyrue Ha3BaHUd Aypallkux naMaTHUKOB. U
HU Hapo/, HU BesisieB, HU Ge/iHbI Tec, HU TeM 60Jiee KOHb
baTmolKkoBa HUKAaK He BUHOBAThI B "TeHUAJIbHOCTU " UJel
CKy/bIITOPOB. Kak Hapo/y mokasaJ/iy, Tak HapoJi ¥ YBU/eJl U Ha3BaJl.
4YTO MoJenaTsb...478

Fig 39.
Pamyatnik Belyaevu (aka ‘Chupa Chups’)47®
Fig. 40.
Pamyatnik geroyam Oktyabr’skoi revolyutsii (aka ‘Palisad’ or ‘“Zub’)480

The parodic re-naming of monuments is not a practice that is restricted to the
provincial context. In St Petersburg, for example, the Lenin Monument in front of
the Finlyandskii station has been rechristened ‘J/lenun, Topryomui nupKakom’,

and ‘Jlucel¥ kaMeHb’, a name it shares with various other effigies to the

478 Michael Stewart, ‘Po Vologde - za dva dnya’, Live Journal (04.07.2009)
(http://community.livejournal.com/vologda/168992.html) [last accessed 09.11.09].

479 The nickname ‘Chupa Chups’, referring to the Spanish brand of lollipops sold in Europe and
Russia, provides a ‘globalized’ reference for a distinctly local phenomenon. Photograph author’s
own, Vologda, Winter 2008.

480 Jhid.
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Bolshevik leader around the country.#81 The relatively small number of
monuments in regional towns such as Vologda, and the incongruity between
their ostentatious executions and their modest surrounds has nevertheless made
these objects more likely candidates for public ridicule.#82 The collective
mockery of public sculpture can be seen to have the function of empowering the
local community, enabling individuals to challenge the authority of local officials

to attribute exclusive and definitive meaning public places or objects.483

6.6 ‘RAZNITSA EST’?’: REVISING THE CAPITAL-PROVINCE DICHOTOMY
The importance of the capital-province opposition for the definition of the
collective self has been underlined in several recently published studies of
provincial culture. According to Irina Razumova, who writes about the
distinction between centre and periphery in the oral tradition, ‘Tema
BPaXK/Je6HOCTH CTOJIMLBI — O/JHA U3 CAMbBIX aKTYaJbHbIX U MYCCUPYETCH,
rJIaBHbIM 06pa3oM, B C/IyXax, TOJIKaX, aHeKaoTax .484 In small town Russians’
memories of life under Soviet rule, the ostensible enmity with the capital was a
source of creative humour. In all three towns, variations on the old Soviet joke

about the experience of Brezhnev-era defitsit were narrated:

481 One may presume that a number of new nicknames for the monument arose following the
vandalization of the sculpture on 1 April 2009, when a hole was blown in the Bolshevik leader’s
backside. See ‘V Peterburge vzorvali pamyatnik Leninu na Finlyandskom vokzale’, Zaks.ru, 1 April
2009 (http://www.zaks.ru/new/archive/view/55347) [last accessed: 8 April 2011].

482 For example, Catriona Kelly has noted that the practice of ‘domesticating’ monuments or
notable buildings through the attribution of nicknames is not as common in St Petersburg as in
other Russian cities such as Ekaterinburg. See Catriona Kelly, ““The Hermitage and My Own Front
Door”: Local Identities in St. Petersburg’, Ab Imperio, 4 (2010), 463-505 (p. 479).

483 | discuss the practices of renaming and redefining the function of public sculpture in greater
detail in Chapter Four.

4841, A. Razumova, “Provintsiya/ stolitsa” v povestvovatel'nom fol’klore’ in Russkaya provintsiya:
mif - tekst - real’nost’, ed. by A. F. Belousov and T. V. Tsiv'yan (St Petersburg; Moscow: Tema,
2000), pp. 291-298 (p. 292).
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3arazaka: [JIIMHHBIN 3eJIEHBIN, TaXHET KoJibacou. YTo Takoe?

Otragka: [Toe3g MockBa-Bosiorga (uniu MockBa-IlckoB; [leTepbypr-

HoBropo)48>
This anecdote, often told by inhabitants with a sort of masochistic glee, makes
reference to a condition of material shortage, which became especially
aggravated under the leadership of Leonid Brezhnev, making it necessary for
people living in the northwest towns to make regular visits to the better stocked
shops in St Petersburg or Moscow.#8¢ The absurdness of this arrangement was
particularly apparent to inhabitants of towns that produced basic foodstuffs such
as Vologda, who would often recall having to travel hundreds of miles to
purchase the butter manufactured several miles from their homes.#8” But if most
informants admitted that there was, and still is a greater supply of goods in the
capitals than in the provinces, the quality of life in small towns was still deemed
to be superior to that in St Petersburg and Moscow. In the following extract,
Alesha, an unemployed man from Novgorod, compared the levels of civility in the

regions with those of the residents of large urban centres such as St Petersburg:

Co61: Ho, Bce paBHO, Thl cuuTaelb 4To B HoBropoze sydiie yem...
Wud: [la, Mexxiy npoyuM BOT, cpaBHUB [lutep ¢ HoBropoaom, Mol
»)KMBeM Jiyulle, yeM B [IuTepe.

Co62: Jla?

Mud: Yucrto B KysbTypHOU chepe, Mbl yullle, yeM [luTep.

Co62: 3TO 60J1€€ KyJbTYPHBIA FOPOJ, YTO JiU? A JIIOAU TYT
KyJIbTypHee, WJIH 3TO, B IPUHIIUIIE, 000UX KacaeTcsA?

485 On Runet, this joke appears in regional variations that include Tula, Voronezh, Obninsk,
Saratov and other provincial towns; for more on Soviet jokes of the Stalin period, many of which
endured into the 1960s and 1970s see Political Humour Under Stalin: An Anthology of Unofficial
Jokes and Anecdotes, ed. by David Brandenberger (Bloomington, Indiana: Slavica Publishers,
2009).

486 For a discussion of the experience of defitsit as a site of collective memory in post-Soviet
Russia see Anna Kushkova, ‘Sovetskoe proshloe skvoz’ vospominaniya o predovol’stvennom
defitsite’, Neprikosnovennyi zapas, 2, 64 (2009) (http://www.intelros.ru/readroom/3873-
neprikosnovennyjj-zapas-264.html) [last accessed: 20 March 2010].

487 Pers. Inf. V.G., Vologda, November 2008.
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Wuo: 3Haelb... 3To... Booblje, cO CTaTUCTUYECKOW TOUKU 3pEHUS,
Jla, Mbl HAMHOTO0 oT/in4aeMcs oT [lutepues. [IuTepubl Te6s 06/1a10T.
BoT s npuBeny npumep. Ces 41 B TpoJielbyc, aa. Bot npuexan

korza B [lutep, cen 51 B Tposien6yc. [logouien ko MHe KOHAYKTOP.
eCTeCTBEeHHO 3alJIaTuJI, 3TO CaMOe, KOHAYKTOpPY, U TOBOPIO
«Ccracubo», eCTECTBEHHO, 32 €ero paboTy - £ ero AoJKeH
6s1arofapuTh. BOT ¢ TOYKM 3peHus 3THX, [ja, OH Ha MeHs IIOCMOTpe,
Kak Ha uauora! A 3/1ecb BOT CKaXKkelllb KOHAYKTOPY «Cacubo», OH
elle Tebe YIbIOHETCS U CKaXKeT «cracu6o Bam». BoT. PasHuna
ecTp?488

By depicting Petersburgers as bad mannered and discourteous, Alesha inverts
the traditional dichotomy of the urbane capital and the ignorant province. And,
in fact, while few other informants went as far as to say that Novgorod was the
more cultured city of the two, many agreed that people in the provinces were
generally more considerate and polite than those in the cultural centres of the
country.*8? This inhumanity was often associated with the pace of life in the
capital, the more demanding workloads and exhausting commutes to work that

left residents exhausted and irritable. Galina described the ‘live to work’ routine

of her Petersburg friends, explaining why she preferred the quiet ‘provincial’ life:

fl He 3HA10, y MEHA XXUBYT TaM JAPY3bs, U A KaK-TO NIpHUe3xajia u
IIOCMOTpeJIa, KaKoi 06pas »KM3HU OHU BeAyT. ITO... YTPOM BCTAIOT,
eZlyT Ha paboTy, B MeTpo chsT. B fecaTb Beuepa eAyT ¢ paboThI, B
MeTpo ciAT. Bo3BpalarTca ,0MOH re-To B I0JIABEHALLaTOr0
Beuyepa, yac - CnaTh. YTPOM BCTAKOT, €4yT Ha paboTy, B METPO CIAT.
A roBopro: «{ 3xeck Ha Ballly MUTEPCKYIO XKU3Hb IOCMOTpeEJIa, 1 He

488 P_1. Alesha, d.o.b. 28.02.1975, unemployed. Interviewed at the Novgorod museum archive,
19.09.09 (recording with writer). Alesha’s account of Petersburg frigidity might not be as
exaggerated as it first appears. From my own experience, public service personnel, and
particularly conductors on public transport tended to be friendlier in provincial towns than their
harassed, hawk-eyed counterparts in the capitals. It would be difficult, for example, to imagine a
conductor in Novgorod, for the most part chatty middle-aged women, prohibiting a female
passenger from placing her bags of heavy shopping on the seat before paying for her ticket, as
one did in the presence of a friend in St Petersburg recently. Pers. Inf. S. C., St Petersburg,
Summer 2009.

489 A similarly disparaging attitude to the capital can be found in Great Britain where Northerners
continue to refer to London as ‘The Great Wen’, an unflattering nickname developed by William
Cobbett in the 1820s to compare the rapidly expanding town to a cyst on the face of the nation.
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X04y TaKOM )KU3HU!». Y MeHd 3/iecb XBaTaeT BpeMeHH, YTOObI

CXOJUTb Ha pabOTy, ¥ BeYepOM 51 MOTY C KEM-TO BCTPETUTHCS, Ky/1a-

TO CXOJUTh, IOTOMY UTO Y HAaC pacCTOSIHUS 3/leCb HeboJibIne. U

MHe HPaBUTCS IPOCTOP TaKOW U MOKOM.4%0
In this dystopian vision of Petersburg life, the conventional understanding of the
capital and the province is once more turned on its head. Life at the centre
becomes a meaningless struggle for survival, while ‘provincial’ existence, its
comforts and opportunities, is seen to be the more humane, even civilized
alternative. One might suspect a certain ressentiment to be at play here, that is, a
positive re-evaluation of the values of local culture as a means for coping with its
perceived inferiority to that of the capital. More likely, however, is that the
informant fully endorsed the romantic idea that small town life, and, in particular,
the greater sense of community in the regions was more conducive to one’s

overall happiness, a belief that has also contributed to the waves of

suburbanization in the United States and in some parts of Britain.#1

When questioned about how the regional towns had changed in the post-Soviet
period, many informants pinpointed differences that were remarkably similar to
those that were seen to exist between the province and the capital. As such,
people in the post-Soviet regions, and particularly the younger generation, were
often deemed to be more selfish, ill-mannered, and economically ruthless than
their predecessors, who were, by contrast, credited with a greater community

mindedness and compassion for their neighbours. In one account of modern life

490 Galina.

491 For a comparative discussion of sub-urbanization in Canada, Australia, and the United States
see Changing Suburbs: Foundation, Form and Function, ed. by Richard Harris and Peter J. Larkham
(London: E & FN Spon, 1999); for more on the urban-rural shift in post-Soviet Russia see Stephen
Lovell, Summerfolk: A History of the Dacha, 1710-2000 (Ithaca; London: Cornell University Press,
2003), pp. 209-231.
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in Pskov, Igor animatedly described the degeneration of humankind that had

occurred after the collapse of the Soviet regime:

UHo.: [la, mroau ctanv noranble! Y-y-y, JII0U... OTBpATUTE/IbHbIE
crtanu. OTBpaTUTEJIbHEIE.

Co6.: B kakoM cMmbIce?

Huod.: B kakoM cmbicsie? JI1oU cTaau OTBpaTUTE/IbHbIE!

Co6.: A nouemy?

WH.: He 3Hatw... I He MOTy CyZiUTh, TI0YEMY OHM CTaJU TAKUMHU... Y
MeHs TyT OblJ TAKOW MOMEHT, 1 CTpajaJi noJarpoi. 3HaeTe TaKylo
6o0s1e3Hb? [lofiarpa - 3T0 BocnajsieHHe CyCTaBOB TaM U npoyee. Hy u
MHe B HacJIeJCTBO JOCTAJICA TaKOW NOJArpUYeCcKU apTpuUT. Toxe
60s14T cyctaBbl. (Hp36) fApeMiieT, a TYT 4ero-HUOy/ib Chelllb HE TO —
OHa Ha4YMHaeT... U BOT 5 Kak-To... bosiesiu cycTaBbl 60/1bIINX
naJjbles. I X0AUTb He MOT IpaKTU4eCcKU. /laxke MeCcTO He yCTynUT!
OH cuauT, pa3BaJUBILIKCh B aBTOOYCe, IallaH, TPUHAALATH —
NATHaALATUIeTHUH. [IbloT, HApKOTUKMU... He, Hapoa - moraHbiu!
HepBHBIN, ICUXOBAaHHbIM KAKOU-TO BECh...He 3Halo...Hy
HeJ00poKeiaTe/IbHbIN, HE MOMOXEeT HUKOTAa. Bellaenb Ha
Jopory... Kak-To y MeHs NpUXBaTUJIO CepJlLie, U 1 He MOT Ha
MalllMHe yeXaThb. Brllies Ha fopory. A noacyuTtasi, TOJbKO
NATHAECAT NlepBas Mall¥HA OCTAaHOBUJIACh B TOPOJ, MeHs J0BeCTH!
HeT, c TakuM HapogoM... U 4yTb 4TO — cpa3y /s1e3yT B Apaky. Ko MHe
He Jjie3yT. [loToOMy 4TO JIMLI0 TaKOe HEMPHUATHOE; BOOOIIE — 6GOATCA.
Hy 3To He60 ¥ 3eMJis — CpaBHUBATH C TEMHU JIJbMH, C KOTOPbIMHU £
CTAJIKUBAJICSA, U C TEMH, C KOTOPBIMU Cerlyac CTaJKUBAOCh.
Bce103BOJIEHHOCTD, KOHEYHO0.492

The moral implications of the story of how fifty-one cars drove past a sick old

man without stopping are clear; in Pskov, it appears, people love their neighbour

even less than those on the road from Jerusalem to Jericho. This tale of
individualism and indifference to human suffering resembles closely many
stories told by informants about how people behave in the metropolises.
Valentina, a housewife from Vologda, for example, narrated a scene she had

witnessed in St Petersburg in which an old man was pushed out of an

492 P, L. Igor, d.o.b. 13.03.41, retired engineer. Interviewed at his dacha in Pskov, 01.09.09
(transcript/recording with writer).
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overcrowded bus and, rather than being picked up, was trampled underfoot by
fellow passengers eager to take his place.4?3 In this story, the inference was that
the inhabitants of big cities, driven by economic ruthlessness and untrammelled
individualism, were indifferent to the suffering or distress of others. By
implication, small towns were established as places of greater collective
compassion, where a sense of community was still a prominent feature of

everyday life.

Despite the thematic overlap illustrated above, the dichotomies of space (centre-
periphery) and time (Soviet-post-Soviet) appear to exist independently of each
other in residents’ oral narratives. If the behaviour of people in the post-Soviet
provinces was understood to be driven more by egoism and lust for individual
success than in the past, the distinction between the centre and the periphery
was still imagined as a central social cleavage. As an increasing number of
educated young people move to St Petersburg and Moscow for work and study,
the traditional dichotomy between the ‘civilized’ capital and the ‘ignorant’
province is being reinforced. This is as clear as anywhere in the large ‘cultured’
cities such as St Petersburg, where the stereotype of the inbred, drunken, and

illiterate provincial is still as prominent as ever.

6.7 CONCLUSION
In this chapter [ have discussed the different ways in which the idea of localness
has been articulated and challenged in the oral narratives of northwest Russians.

[ have attempted to bring into focus the views of diverse social groups: the

493 Pers. Inf. V. G., Vologda, Summer 2009.
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provincial intelligentsia and urban migrants, as well as post-Soviet communities
of ‘brain-drainers’, bloggers and net-surfers. The way in which members of these
groups have interpreted the collective myths and stereotypes associated with
their localities is informed by traditional markers of identity, such as age and
social background, but is also influenced their separate spheres of socialisation.
The self-parodic climate of the blogosphere or the self-reflective context of the
capital city can thus be understood as forming the discursive frameworks within

which ideas of localness acquire specific nuances and modes of expression.

The efforts of educated and internet-savvy locals to deconstruct established
stereotypes and invert traditional province-capital dichotomies have changed
what it means to be ‘provincial’ in a globalized world. Contrasting the periphery
with the pompous, self-aggrandizing centre that strives towards global
competitiveness but achieves only urban dystopia, small town Russians assert
the value of the their way of life, presenting themselves as shrewd judges of the
national climate rather than ‘provincial fools’ deprived of agency. The
renegotiation of the terms according to which ‘provincialism’ is defined has
relevance not only for Russians at the periphery of the country, but also for the
construction of national identity in general. The perceived ‘provincialism’ of
Russian culture in the European context has thus been reinterpreted a source of
national pride in the post-Soviet period, a symbol of the maverick character of

Russians and their nonconformist aspirations.#?* The endorsement of

494 A discrete but nevertheless revealing example of this phenomenon was the reception of a
music video, ‘Tamozhnya otzhigaet’, recorded by a group of border guards in Vladivostok and
posted on youtube in 2011. The video, which went viral within a few hours, was celebrated for its
blatant exposition of the indulgent fantasies of regional border guards at the Vladivostok-China
border. The refrain of the song (‘Konam6us [lukueps He npedcmas./isiem, Kak Ha TAMOXHE
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‘provincialism’ as an integral part of the national identity provides a means to
escape the uncomfortable categorisation of ‘developing country’, according to

which Russia has been excluded from the ‘civilized’ heartland of Western Europe.

Hapop omxkuraet’) asserts the value of culture at the (global) periphery through the strategies of
knowing self-ironization. See ‘Tamozhnya otzhigaet. Vladivostok):)’, youtube
(http://www.youtube.com /watch?v=7WPSm2eK-Kg&feature=fvst) [last accessed: 22 March
2011]; M. L. Spivak has argued in an analysis of the use of the term provintsiya in contemporary
Russian culture that the idea of provincialism has acquired connotations of sophistication and
even eroticism in the post-Soviet period. The television programme ‘Provintsial’nii salon’ in the
Rostov region, the newspapers Zolotaya provintsiya in Izhevsk and Delovaya provintsiya in in
Kaluga, and the pop music album ‘Provintsial’'naya devchenka’ (1998) by Natali are among the
illustrations of this provincial renaissance. See M. L. Spivak, ““Provintsiya idet v region”: O
nekotorykh osobennostyakh sovremennogo upotrebleniya slova provintsiya’, in Geopanorama
russkoi kul’tury: provintsiya i ee lokal’nye teksty, ed. by L. O. Zaionts (Moscow: Yazyki slavianskoi
kul’tury, 2004).
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CONCLUSION

This thesis has examined the revival of local patriotism in the post-1961 period,
arguing that this was part of a strategy to strengthen popular support for and the
legitimacy of the Soviet regime during the second phase of de-Stalinization. In an
effort to rethink the conventional periodization of this era, I have shifted the
analytical focus away from the Secret Speech of 1956, the time of Khrushchev’s
first full-scale assault on Stalin and his legacy, to the Twenty-Second Party
Congress of 1961, when a utopian and pioneering plan was advanced to build
Communism by 1980. I have argued that this programme, which was renowned
for its forward-looking logic, gave rise to an institutionalized retrospectivism as
Soviet policy makers turned to the past to mobilize support for their efforts to
construct socialism. In the preceding chapters, I considered the evolution of this
process in three medieval towns of the Russian North West where Soviet citizens
were encouraged to turn inwards to their local history and traditions to

stimulate recognition of and affinity with the ideals and values of the Soviet state.
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In Part One of the thesis, [ examined the means by which localness was
represented to local and national populations in Soviet cultural institutions, the
tensions inherent to those representations, and the reception and response of
individuals to official visions of the past. Chapter One considered the narrative
construction of local history and culture in the context of Soviet tourism,
specifically through touristic activities, guidebooks and kraevedenie materials. |
argued that in the context of the northwest Russian town Soviet citizens were
encouraged to recognize the creative genius of the Russian people in the cultural
heritage of the medieval period, but also to perceive this heritage as the cultural
foundation upon which Soviet society had been constructed. The touristic
experience was framed in such a way as to emphasize the aspects of local culture
and history that corresponded with the ideals of the Soviet state — democracy,
military resilience, and the moral integrity of the Russian people and their
culture. By contrast, episodes and individuals from local history that were
understood to challenge the national patriotic logic - local freedom fighters or

separatist myths, for example — were excluded from the tourist’s view.

The display of local history and culture in regional museums, a process which
was connected with the revival of the repressed discipline of kraevedenie in the
post-Stalin period, was the focus of Chapter Two. [ argued that local communities
were exposed to visions of local folk culture, history, and developments in the
Soviet period in an attempt to stimulate local patriotism and to make
communities aware of their own role as a cog in the larger machinery of the
Soviet state. The objects displayed in exhibitions of local life - from traditional

lacework to factory machinery - were worked into a teleological narrative of
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history, and their relevance to the ideals and values of socialism, even where this
was at best tenuous, was underlined. Yet, as [ argue in the chapter, museum
workers were not always in control of the signifying functions of the objects in
their displays, which for some visitors served to pique feelings of national

patriotism rather than encourage affinity with the goals of state socialism.

In Chapter Three, I considered the ways in which local culture and history were
framed through the preservation of cultural heritage. Examining the cultural and
historical significance attributed to architectural monuments from the local
landscape, I argued that socialist values, such as democracy, rationality, and
ascetism, were read into historical buildings and that heritage was infused with
ideological relevance and instrumentality in the Soviet context. Soviet citizens
were encouraged to recognize the value of the architectural inheritance of the
past and to perceive it as the material manifestation of the ingenuity and
creativity of the Russian people that persisted into the Soviet period. The shifting
focus of state preservationism - from Old Russian architecture to buildings in the
late-Imperial style - was, [ argue, evidence of the instability of the Soviet
patriotic discourse, which evolved in line with political changes at the centre and

pressures from without in the late-Soviet period.

This is not to suggest that the strategies of representing localness were uniform
in the three localities examined in this study. The episodes, figures, and themes
from the history of each town constituted diverse sets of materials from which
patriotic narratives could (with varying degrees of success) be crafted. Some

legends and myths, such Pskov’s history of military resistance to foreign
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invasion, fitted easily with the form and character of patriotic discourse in the
post-1961 period. Other episodes from the local past, for example the ‘Golden
Age’ of the Democratic Republic of Novgorod, had to be carefully framed in order
to emphasize the aspects that complimented Soviet values and ideals such as
democracy and class-consciousness. Certain themes in local history, which were
perceived to be incompatible with the vision of localness that the Soviet
authorities wished to present, were excluded altogether from the public sphere.
Myths of local resilience to political centralization and accounts of cultural

advances during the era of capitalism thus disappeared from view.

[t is instructive to note that Novgorod rather than Pskov was marketed as the
centre of Old Russian culture and heritage in post-1961 period. While the
landscapes of both towns comprised an impressive number of medieval
monuments and both localities suffered extensive material damage during the
Second World War, only Novgorod benefitted from the status of muzei-
zapovednik in the post-war period and the significant expansion of local tourism
and cultural activity. This decision, while presumably informed by practical
factors such as the proximity of the town to the northern capital of Leningrad,
and moreover the Baltic States and Finland, reflected a shift in emphasis away
from the belligerent rhetoric of the immediate post-war period towards the
nation-building practices of the late-Khrushchev era. Novgorod was selected as a
national cultural symbol not only because it comprised beautiful old buildings or
captured the idea of the national military might, but because it could be cast as a
cradle of Russian civilization and culture whose traditions endured in the

socialist state.
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In many ways, Vologda is an exception among the three case studies examined in
the thesis in as much as it reflects the way that ‘localness’ was understood
primarily as the recovery of rural traditions. By contrast with Novgorod and
Pskov, whose historical legends could be woven into a socialist patriotic
narrative with relative ease, northern Vologda, which had thrived on the trade of
fur and timber in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and suffered little at
the hands of foreign invaders, was more difficult to present as a model socialist
city. With the large part of its dynamic merchant history banished from public
view, visions of localness in Vologda comprised pastoral imagery and rural
traditions that contributed to a cultural stereotype of the town as the spiritual
heartland of the nation. The impact of the romantic rendering of the town in the
contemporary period is remarkable in the oral narratives of local residents,
many of whom framed their memories of childhood by the idyllic scenery and

surrounds of ‘the town that used to be’.

In addition to analyzing the strategies of representing localness to local
communities, the thesis addressed the question of the social impact of this work,
examining the reception of patriotic discourses through readers’ letters to local
newspapers and visitors’ entries in museum response books. These texts, [ have
argued, provide evidence less of the patriotic endorsement of Soviet goals, than
of individuals’ understanding of the discursive framework within which they
acted and their sense of what constituted ‘ideological correctness’. The fact that
people so frequently transgressed the boundaries of acceptable criticism -
through the overzealous endorsement of cultural iconoclasm or the excessive

praise of Russian heritage, for example - reflects the contradictions inherent in
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the discourse of Soviet patriotism and the difficulties involved in echoing it back

to state institutions.

One of the central contradictions in this discourse was between its endorsement
of patriotic retrospectivism and its condemnation of Russian nationalism, in
other words, between political populism and ideological rigour. The discursive
overlap between these two, which increased and diminished at different times in
the post-1961 period, created a space of ambiguous intentionality, where the
boundaries of permissible commentary were oblique and unstable. The dexterity
with which individuals were able to negotiate this space depended on their
knowledge of the rules that governed it, their mastery of the language of national
patriotism and capacity to self-censor. Thus, figures such as Dmitrii Likhachev
were able to advance relatively radical criticisms of urban modernization, one of
the core ideas of Soviet socialism, while remaining within the boundaries of
orthodox patriotic discourse. While few were as fluent as Likhachev in the
rhetoric of national patriotism, many of the authors of the letters and remarks
recorded in the dissertation exhibit at least a rudimentary understanding of the

expressive and linguistic exigencies of the genre.

The view from the regions thus provides a valuable new dimension to our
understanding the rise of cultural nationalism in late-Soviet Russia. It highlights
the conservative nature of the national patriotic discourse in the regions, the
limited scope of its interest and the highly regulated nature of its forms of
expression. The cultural heritage of the pre-revolutionary past was celebrated in

local cultural institutions, but in an attempt to ensure that it was interpreted in
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the ‘correct’ way, the presentation of this heritage was often formulaic and
uninspired. The ritualistic repetition of the same facts and themes in tourist
guides, history books, museum exhibitions, and excursions served to limit the
rhetorical power of state-sponsored patriotism, rendering people’s engagement
with its institutionalized forms ceremonious and even trivial rather than

transformative in any social sense.

Yet if the institutionalized representation of local history and culture was
conservative and determined by the centre, unofficial memory provided greater
scope for individual affinities with the locality, and even a sense of playfulness
about being ‘provincial’. Official representations of localness, which had been
crafted to correspond with emphases of the national historical narrative, were
revised in popular ritual, urban lore, and oral tradition. In Part Two of the thesis,
[ have argued that unofficial strategies of collective identification, and in
particular the ludic forms of self-identification, existed alongside authoritative
discourses of identity and derived their cultural significance through their
opposition to the highly regulated nature of Soviet public life. These sites of
unofficial memory endured in the post-Soviet period, highlighting the perceived
continuity of the gap between public commemoration and private memory,

despite the efforts of local elites to blur this divide.

Unofficial memory frequently contrasted with institutionalized representations
of local history and culture in terms of its focus, tone, and format. If Soviet
cultural institutions revised local history to reflect the emphases and elisions of

the national narrative, extra-institutional commemoration focused more on the
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esoterically ‘local’. Rather than local renderings of national events - the 1917
Revolution, World War Two, or the construction of socialism, for example - local
memory frequently comprised the objects, people, and places that rendered the
locality distinct within the Soviet state. The generic vocabulary which subsumed
episodes and objects from the local past into an all-Soviet discourse of historical
transformation was supplemented by obscure references and knowing allusions,
the comprehension of which served to mark the boundary of the local
community. This impulse to delimit the local community within the national
context through the renegotiation of the constituent parts of its culture and
history was particularly marked in the post-1961 period, when the drive

towards urban standardization accelerated and intensified.

As I demonstrated in Chapters Four and Five, the focus of official
commemoration shifted in the post-Soviet period as local elites attempted to
engineer a return to cultural ‘normalcy’ in the wake of the regime’s collapse. In a
crude inversion of the modes of representation and the logical thrust of cultural
work of the Soviet period, the political authorities attempted to enact a rupture
with the ideologized past. The ‘correction’ of local memory corresponded with
the marginalization of the Soviet experience - its exclusion from historical
narrative and the erasure of its emblems from the landscape - and the
foregrounding of local history and culture of the pre-revolutionary period, and in
particular peasant life. Yet the official repression of the lived experience of Soviet
rule served to emphasise the importance of its memory at an everyday level as
individuals, born into and socialized as part of vanished state, sought to re-

interpret the meaning of their lives in the contemporary context.
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The exclusion of the Soviet experience from official memory highlighted a
tension in contemporary Russian culture. By condemning the illiberal state and
the repressive society it engendered, political elites also undermined the
experience of everyday life in that state, the rites of passage, everyday rituals,
and individual relationships that were bound together with the structures of
political power. Individual biographies were woven into the institutional
tapestry of life in the Soviet Union, with the result that remembering became a
political act, a justification or condemnation of the former regime. The desire to
recover that past, to extricate the Soviet experience from the Soviet regime and
provide the former with a measure of legitimacy, informs the attempts to
commemorate individual histories in text and in oral narrative that are recorded

in this thesis.

In post-Soviet Russia, the efforts to stimulate local patriotism through the
commemoration of localness in state institutions became part of the lived
experience of Soviet rule. The authoritative discourses of the past, expelled from
their institutional contexts, remained present in individual biographies as part of
the experience of life under socialism. By contrast, popular forms of self-
identification, the playful traditions and ritualized forms of behaviour that
reinforced community boundaries, were appropriated by local elites in an effort
to exhibit their popular mandate. Local jokes were given public airings in
Internet forums; maverick practices became tourist attractions. As I argue
throughout the thesis, this process of generic evolution challenges the notion

advanced by Pierre Nora that history begins where memory ends, asserting
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instead that history and memory are embedded within one another, caughtin a

process of perennial recreation as myth, matter, and lived experience.

Looking at the content and form of local memory ‘from the ground’ provides an
important dimension to our understanding of political changes in the post-Soviet
era. The reorientation towards local ‘traditions’ after 1961, while being driven by
the political centre and intended to underpin the authority of the Soviet regime,
resulted in the strengthening of local particularism and a sense of cultural
distinctness. In the post-Soviet period, when the centralizing structures of power
were partially rolled back, the consequences of this process became more
obvious. Drawing on a symbolic vocabulary of local patriotism established
during the Soviet rule, regional elites were able to capitalize on feelings of local
specificity, leading to a process of political and culture regionalization that

departed dramatically from visions of a ‘United Russia’.
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APPENDIX ONE:
STATISTICS FOR THE PUBLICATION OF KRAEVEDENIE LITERATURE IN THE
NORTHWEST, 1940-2009

1) Novgorod

Years Russian Place of publication Foreign

Publications language
publications

1940-1949 4 Moscow/Petersburg: 3 -
Of which with a Local: -
print-run under Unknown: 1

1,000: 1
1,000-1,999: -
2,000-4,999: -
5,000-9,999: -

10,000-14,999: -

15,000-24,999: 1
25,000-49,999: -
50,000-99,999: -

100,000-149,999:

150,000-300,000:

Unknown: 2

1950-1959495 22 Moscow/Petersburg: 3 -
Of which under Local: 19
1,000: 2 Unknown: -
1,000-1,999: -
2,000-4,999: 8
5,000-9,999: 6

10,000-14,999: 5
15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999: 1
50,000-99,999: -
100,000-149,999:

150,000-300,000:

Unknown: -

4951959 was the 1100th anniversary of the first mention of the town in the Primary Chronicle. As
a consequence of the large number of commemorative books and pamphlets that were published
in this year (particularly by the local publishing house ‘Novgorodskaya pravda’, which published
15 texts on local monuments) the number of publications for 1950-1959 period is
disproportionately high.
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1960-1969 19 Moscow/Petersburg: 11
Of which under Local: 7
1,000: - Other: 1
1,000-1,999: - Unknown: -
2,000-4,999: 3
5,000-9,999: 5
10,000-14,999: 1
15,000-24,999: 1
25,000-49,999: 6
50,000-99,999: 1
100,000-149,999:
150,000-300,000:
Unknown: 2
1970-1979 11 Moscow /Petersburg: 9
Of which under Local: 1
1,000: 1 Other: 1
1,000-1,999: - Unknown: -
2,000-4,999: -
5,000-9,999: -
10,000-14,999: 1
15,000-24,999: 2
25,000-49,999: 2
50,000-99,999: 4
100,000-149,999:
1
150,000-300,000:
1
Unknown: 1
1980-1989 10 Moscow/Petersburg: 10
Of which under Local: -
1,000: 1 Other: -
1,000-1,999: - Unknown: -
2,000-4,999: -
5,000-9,999: -
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: 2
25,000-49,999: -
50,000-99,999: 4
100,000-149,999:
1
150,000-300,000:
1
Unknown: 1
1990-1999 8 Moscow/Petersburg: 8
Of which under Local: -
1,000: 3 Other: -
1,000-1,999: 1 Unknown: -
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2,000-4,999: -

5,000-9,999: 1
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999: 2
50,000-99,999: -
100,000-149,999:

1

150,000-300,000:

Unknown: -

2000-2009

8
Of which under
1,000: 3

1,000-1,999: 1

2,000-4,999: 1

5,000-9,999: 2
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999:
25,000-49,999: -
50,000-99,999: -
100,000-149,999:

150,000-300,000:

Unknown: 1

Moscow /Petersburg: 6
Local: 2
Other: -
Unknown: -

2) Pskov

Years

Russian
Publications

Place of publication

Foreign
language
publications

1940-1949

1
Of which under
1,000: -
1,000-1,999: -
2,000-4,999: -
5,000-9,999: -

10,000-14,999: 1

15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999:
50,000-99,999:
100,000-149,999:
150,000-300,000:
Unknown: -

Moscow/Petersburg:
1
Local: -
Other: -
Unknown: -

1950-1959

5
Of which under
1,000: -

Moscow/Petersburg:
5
Local: -
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1,000-1,999: -
2,000-4,999: 1
5,000-9,999: 2
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999: -
50,000-99,999: 1
100,000-149,999: -
150,000-300,000: -
Unknown: 2

Other: -
Unknown: -

1960-1969

8
Of which under
1,000: -
1,000-1,999: 1
2,000-4,999: 2
5,000-9,999: -
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999: 1
50,000-99,999: 2
100,000-149,999: 1
150,000-300,000: -
Unknown: 1

Moscow/Petersburg:

8
Local: -
Other: -

Unknown: -

1970-1979

8
Of which under
1,000: -
1,000-1,999: -
2,000-4,999: -
5,000-9,999: 2
10,000-14,999: 1
15,000-24,999: 2
25,000-49,999: 1
50,000-99,999: 2
100,000-149,999: -
150,000-300,000: -
Unknown: -

Moscow/Petersburg:

7
Local: 1
Other: -

Unknown: -

1980-1989

2

Of which under

1,000: -
1,000-1,999: -
2,000-4,999: -
5,000-9,999: -
10,000-14,999:
15,000-24,999:
25,000-49,999:
50,000-99,999:
100,000-149,999: -
150,000-300,000: -

Unknown: -

(SR

Moscow/Petersburg:

2
Local: -
Other: -

Unknown: -
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1990-1999 7 Moscow/Petersburg: -
Of which under 4
1,000: 2 Local: 3
1,000-1,999: 3 Other: -
2,000-4,999: 2 Unknown: -
5,000-9,999: -
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999: -
50,000-99,999: -
100,000-149,999: -
150,000-300,000: -
Unknown: -
2000-2009 5 Moscow/Petersburg: -
Of which under 4
1,000: 1 Local: 1
1,000-1,999: - Other: -
2,000-4,999: 2 Unknown: -
5,000-9,999: 2
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999: -
50,000-99,999: -
100,000-149,999: -
150,000-300,000: -
Unknown: -
3) Vologda
Years Russian Place of Publication Foreign
Publications language
publications
1940-1949 - - -
1950-1959 1 Moscow/Petersburg: 1 -
Of which under Local: -
1,000: - Other: -
1,000-1,999: - Unknown: -
2,000-4,999: 1
5,000-9,999: -
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999: -
50,000-99,999: -
100,000-149,999: -
150,000-300,000: -
Unknown: -
1960-1969 1 Moscow/Petersburg: - -
Of which under Local: 1
1,000: - Other: -
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1,000-1,999: -
2,000-4,999: -
5,000-9,999: -
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: 1
25,000-49,999: -
50,000-99,999: -
100,000-149,999: -
150,000-300,000: -
Unknown: -

Unknown: -

1970-1979

4
Of which under
1,000: -
1,000-1,999: -
2,000-4,999: -
5,000-9,999: -
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999: 1
50,000-99,999: 1
100,000-149,999: -
150,000-300,000: -
Unknown: 2

Moscow /Petersburg: 2
Local: 2
Other: -
Unknown: -

1980-1989

1990-1999

2
Of which under
1,000: -
1,000-1,999: -
2,000-4,999: -
5,000-9,999: -
10,000-14,999: -
15,000-24,999: -
25,000-49,999: 2
50,000-99,999: -
100,000-149,999: -
150,000-300,000: -
Unknown: -

Moscow/Petersburg: -
Local: 2
Other: -
Unknown: -

2000-2009

1
Of which under
1,000:
1,000-1,999:
2,000-4,999:
5,000-9,999:
10,000-14,999:
15,000-24,999:
25,000-49,999: 1
50,000-99,999:
100,000-149,999:
150,000-300,000:

Moscow/Petersburg: -
Local: 1
Other: -
Unknown: -
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Unknown:
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APPENDIX TWO:
STATISTICS PERTAINING TO VISITOR NUMBERS AND MUSEUM
EXCURSIONS, 1940-1986

1) Novgorod#96

Between 1940 and 1961, visitor numbers to the Novgorod Museum increased
exponentially from 82,000 to around 140,000 a year - this was clearly linked
with the increase to the local population, on the one hand, but also a reflection of
the rise of social control and the state’s employment of cultural institutions for
the propaganda of its aims. Numbers of visitors increased by a further 100,000
over the next five years (from around 140,000 in 1961 to 240,000 in 1966) - no
figures for overall visitor numbers between 1966 and 1986, but there was a
yearly average increase of around 70,000 vistors

Visitors to the Museum Excursions
1940 82,000 1,400
1961 139,827 3,359
514,427 (individuals) 211 (part of ‘Intourist’)
88,400 (part of an 141 (other foreign
excursion) tourists)
1964 156,430 2,885
1965 201,475 3,088
1966 240,000 3,515
1967 Figure not available 4,334
1968 Figure not available 5,075
1969 Figure not available 5,853

116 (Soviet history)
114 (science and

atheism)
217497 (art)

1970 Figure not available 7,188
305 (Soviet history)
222 (science and
atheism)
629 (art)

1974 Figure not available 12,040
1,779 (53,370)
(schoolchildren)
9,263 (280,921)
(workers)
433 (9,959) (kolkhoz

496 The statistics for museum attendance in Novgorod are taken from the annual reports for the
work of the Novgorod State Museum for the years cited: NGOM, istoricheskaya spravka; NGOM,
op.1,d.407,1.19; NGOM, op. 1, d. 407,1. 18; NGOM, op. 1, d. 504, 1. 9; NGOM, op. 2, d. 602, 1. 15;
NGOM, op. 1, d. 634, 1. 49; NGOM, op. 2, d. 805, 1. 19-20; NGOM, op. 3, d. 1404, p. 1.

497 The pre-revolutionary sector of the museum was closed for refurbishment in 1969 and 1970.
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workers)

1986

1,628,271
1,457,247 (museum)
150,000 (museum
branches)

39,269
33,643 (museum)
5,626 (museum
branches)

2) Pskov#98

Visitors to Museum

Excursions

1962

57,508 (individual
visitors)

383 (12,965) (adult
excursions at history,
Soviet and art sectors);
190 (4,738)(children’s
excursions at history,
Soviet and art sectors);
249 (5,526) (adult
excursions around
historical monuments);
32 (889) (children’s
excursions around
historical monuments);
Lenin museum
apartment:

264 (7,002) (adult
excursions around Lenin
museum apartment);
168 (4,597) (children’s
excursions around Lenin
museum apartment)

1970

307,000
14,332 (exhibitions at
museum)
19,600 (exhibitions not
at the museum)

2,004 (46,092)

3) Vologda#*??

498 Since the museum archive in Pskov was closed for repairs following a fire in Summer 2009 [
was unable to access the reports in which the statistics for museum attendance and excursions in
the post-1961 period were detailed. For this reason the statistics for Pskov are less full than
those for Novgorod and Vologda. Those statistics cited are taken from reports of museum work
available at the Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Pskovskoi oblasti: GAPO, f R-1855, op. 1, d. 164, 1. 57;

GAPO, fR-1855,0p.1,d.517,1. 1.

499 Statistics for museum attendance and excursions in Vologda are taken from the annual
reports of the Vologda State Museum: VOKM, op. 1, d. 403, 1. 14; VOKM, op. 1, d. 599, 1. 38; VOKM,
op.1,d.768,1.37; VOKM, op. 1, d. 678, 1. 29; VOKM, op. 1, d. 679, 1. 1-2; VOKM, op. 1, d. 1225, 1. 10;
VOKM, op. 1, d. 1335, 1. 18; VOKM, op. 1, d. 1457, 1. 26; VOKM, op. 1, d. 1844, 1. 11.
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Visitor numbers grew rapidly between 1961 and 1975 (from 144,627 to 401,885
= an average increase of 18,375 each year), but then leveled out between 1975
and 1986 (increased from 401,885 to 417,696) = an average increase of 1,437 a
year -- number of excursions grew rapidly from just 958 in 1961 to 3,990 in
1970 t0 9,503 in 1979 (on average 474 extra a year) — excursions increasing at a
much quicker rate than increases to visitor numbers indicates the emphasis laid

on guided spectatorship.

Visitors to Museum Excursions
1961 144,627 958 (town)
79,748 (museum) 96 (10%)(Petrovskii
11,624 (Petrovskii domik)
domik) at museum:
25,720 (Kremlin 179 (18%) (Soviet
complex) sector)
157 (16%) (Nature
sector)
185 (19%) (History
sector)
1970 203,194 3,990
112,143 (museum)
26,166 (house museum
M. I. Ul'yanova)
22,047 (Petrovskii
domik)
38,321 (excursion
bureau)
4,517 (mobile museum)
1975 401,885 307,269
307,269 (museum and | 121,069 (39%) (museum
branches) inc. mobile exhibitions)
48,695 (stationary 34,075 (11%) (M. L.
exhibitions) Ul'yanova house
10,739 (mobile museum)
exhibitions) 33,872 (11%) (Petrovskii
domik)
118,254 (38%)
(excursion bureau)
1977 361,852

340,160 (stationary
exhibitions and branches
of the museum)
21,692 (mobile
exhibitions)

361,852
168,090 (46%)
(stationary exhibitions)
42,039 (11%) (M. L.
Ul'yanova house
museum)

40,858 (11%) (Petrovskii
domik)

110,815 (30%)
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(excursion bureau)

9,503 (total)

1979 403,199
149,423 (museum) 1,669 (17%) (museum)
111,496 (excursion 4,804 (50%) (excursion
bureau) bureau)
50,762 (M. I. Ul'yanova 1,541 (16%) (M. L
house museum) Ul'yanova house
55,441 (Petrovskii museum)
domik) 1,202 (12%) (Petrovskii
17,914 (Priluki>00) domik
18,163 (mobile 286 (3%) (Priluki)
exhibitions)
1984 417,000 8,823
267,800 (museum) 5,066 (57%) (museum)
63,100 (M. L. Ul'yanova 1,800 (20%) (M. L.
house museum) Ul'yanova house
43,700 (Petrovskii museum)
domik) 983 (11%) (Petrovskii
42,400 (Priluki) domik)
989 (11%) (Priluki)
1986 417,696 9,075
240,260 (museum) 4,838 (museum)
60,006 (M. L. Ul'yanova 1,807 (M. I. Ul'yanova
house museum) house museum)
50,568 (belltower) 1,283 (belltower)
45,085 (historical 1,036 (historical
architectural ensemble of | architectural ensemble of
former Prilutskii former Prilutskii
monastyr’) monastyr’)
20,422 (Literature 580 (Literature
department) department)
1988 450,000 10,000
1996 205,313 3,747

500 The Prilutskii monastyr’ (Priluki) was converted into a branch of the Vologda kraevedcheskii

museum in the early-1970s.
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APPENDIX THREE:
LEGISLATION PERTAINING TO THE PRESERVATION OF CULTURAL
HERITAGE, 1947-2002

1) Major legislative developments concerning the preservation of cultural heritage
in the post-war period

22 May 1947: Decree of the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR Ne 389 'On the
Preservation of Architectural Monuments'

14 October 1948: Decree of the Council of Ministers of the USSR N2 3898 'On the
Means to Improve the Preservation of Cultural Monuments'

3 March 1949: Short Instructions 'On the Procedure for Recording, Registering,
and the Contents of Artistic Monuments'

29 June 1957: Decree of the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR Ne 781 ‘On the
Improvement of Work for the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural
Monuments in the RSFSR’

30 August 1960: Decree of the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR N21327 ‘On the
Further Improvement of Work for the Preservation of Cultural Monuments in the
RSFSR’

May 1964: International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of
Monuments and Sites (the Venice Charter 1964)

24 May 1966: Decree of the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR Ne 473 ‘On the
Condition and Means of Improving Historical and Cultural Monuments of the
RSFSR’

4 December 1974: Decree of Council of Minsters of RSFSR N2 624 'On the
Addition to and Partial Adaptation of the Decree of the Council of Ministers of 30
August 1960 Ne 1327’

7 September 1976: Decree of Council of Ministers RSFSR N2 495 'On the
Additions to the Resolution of the Council of Ministers of 30 August 1960 N¢
1327'

29 October 1976: Law of the USSR ‘On the Preservation and Use of Historical and
Cultural Monuments’

15 December 1978: Law of the RSFSR ‘On the Preservation and Use of Historical
and Cultural Monuments’

16 September 1982: Decree of the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR Ne 865 ‘On

the Implementation of the Regulations On the Preservation of Monuments and
the Use of Historical and Cultural Monuments’
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13 May 1986: Order of the Ministry of Culture of the USSR ‘Instructions On the
Process for Registering, Ensuring the Preservation, Contents, Use, and
Restoration of Non-Moveable Historical and Cultural Monuments’

30 November 1992: Decree of the President of the RF N2 1487 ‘On Particularly
Valuable Objects of Cultural Heritage of the Peoples of the Russian Federation’

6 October 1994: Statute N2 1143 ‘On the State List of Particularly Valuable
Objects of Cultural Heritage of the Peoples of the Russian Federation’

26 November 1994: Statute Ne 2121 'On the Privatisation of Non-Moveable
Historical and Cultural Monuments of Local Value'

20 February 1995: Decree of the President of the RF N2 176 'On the Approval of
the List of Objects of Historical and Cultural Heritage of Federal (All-Russian)
Value'

16 December 2002: Decree of the Government of the Russian Federation Ne 894

'On the Procedure for Preparing to Meet the Conditions for the Preservation of
Objects of Cultural Heritage'
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2) Legislation pertaining to the registration of historical and cultural monuments
in Novgorod, Pskov, and Vologda

a) Federal monuments:
30 August 1960: Resolution of the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR N21327 ‘on
the further improvement of work for the preservation of cultural monuments in
the RSFSR’
4 December 1974: Resolution of Council of Minsters of RSFSR N2 624 'on the
addition to and partial adaptation of the Resoltuion of the Council of Ministers of
30 August 1960 Ne 1327"
7 September 1976: Resolution of Council of Ministers RSFSR Ne 495 'on the
additions to the Resoltuion of the Council of Ministers of 30 August 1960 Ne
1327’
20 February 1995: Decree of the President of the RF Ne 176 'on the approval of
the list of objects of historical and cultural heritage of federal (all-Russian) value'
b) Regional monuments

i) Novgorod
31 January 1966: Order (Rasporyazhenie) of the oblispolkom Ne31-r
22 January 1968: Decision (Reshenie) of oblispolkom N2 50
3 July 1973: Order of the oblispolkom N2 452-r
28 October 1974: Decision of oblispolkom N2 610
24 January 1975: Order of the oblispolkom N2 51-r
19 February 1975: Order of the oblispolkom Ne 122-r
23 May 1975: Decision of oblispolkom Ne 247
10 July 1975: Decision of oblispolkom Ne 519
23 August 1976: Order of the oblispolkom Ne 631-r
29 July 1977: Order of the oblispolkom Ne 507-r

22 February 1978: Decision of oblispolkom N2 79

11 February 1982: Decision of oblispolkom N2 77

266



16 July 1982: Order of the oblispolkom N2 459-r
20 September 1982: Order of the oblispolkom N2 598-r
17 May 1984: Decision of oblispolkom N2 200
17 July 1984: Decision of oblispolkom N2 302
29 December 1984: Decision of oblispolkom Ne 550
12 May 1985: Decision of oblispolkom N2 170
7 May 1985: Decision of oblispolkom N2 171
14 November 1985: Decision of oblispolkom Ne 442
18 November 1986: Decision of oblispolkom N2 409
17 September 1987: Decision of oblispolkom Ne 314
23 May 1989: Decision of oblispolkom N2 161
12 May 1996: Resolution of the Administration of the Novgorod Region Ne 138
16 January 1997: Resolution of the Administration of the Novgorod Region Ne 12
23 January 1997: Resolution of the Administration of the Novgorod Region Ne¢ 21
30 September 1998: Resolution of the Administration of the Novgorod Region Ne
389
ii) Pskov
24 February 1986: Decision of oblispolkom Ne 107
28 May 1986: Decision of oblispolkom N2 265

29 June 1995: Decision of Pskov oblast

iii) Vologda

30 December 1958: Decision of the executive committee of the Vologda regional
ispolkom N2 760

30 August 1960: Resolution of the Council of Ministers of the RSFSR Ne 1327
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23 August 1963: Order of the Council of Ministers of RSFSR N2 3630-r

14 April 1974: Decision of the executive committee of the Vologda regional
Council of People’s Deputies Ne 196

18 October 1977: Decision of the executive committee of the Vologda regional
Council of People’s Deputies Ne 617

27 April 1977: Decision of the executive committee of the Vologda regional
Council of People’s Deputies Ne 257

16 November 1978: Decision of the executive committee of the Vologda regional
Council of People’s Deputies N2 653

6 April 1979: Decision of the executive committee of the Vologda regional
Council of People’s Deputies Ne 239

15 July 1985: Decision of the executive committee of the Vologda regional
Council of People’s Deputies Ne 328

6 April 1988: Decision of the executive committee of the Vologda regional
Council of People’s Deputies Ne 146

8 October 1991: Decision of the executive committee of the Vologda regional
Council of People’s Deputies N2 434
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NOTE ON SOURCES

Interviews and Participant Observation Work

This thesis draws on interview and participant observation work carried out in
Novgorod, Pskov, and Vologda between October 2007 and August 2010. I
conducted a total of 42 interviews with individuals and groups in the towns. I
have also quoted from interviews conducted as part of a collaborative project,
‘From the Plough to the Factory Furnace: Retracing the Paths of Soviet Urban
Migration in North West Russia’ sponsored Geschichtswerkstatt Europa
Programme that was carried out in 2010. A number of interviews were
conducted by colleagues as part of the AHRC project ‘National Identity in Russia
after 1961: Traditions and Deterrirotialization’. A number of the Interview
transcripts are currently being processed for archiving and will be held at the

Oxford Russian Life History Archive: http://www.ehrc.ox.ac.uk/lifehistory/

Archives
The main archive holdings consulted were:
i) Novgorod
Novgorodskii gosudarstvennyi ob”edinennyi muzei-zapovednik (NGOM)
Op. 1za 1944-1966 gody
Op. 2 za 1967-1979 gody
Op. 3 za 1980-1992 gody
Op. 4 za 1993-1994 gody

Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Novgorodskoi oblasti (GANO)
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f. R-3994. Upravlenie kul'tury Novgorodskogo oblispolkoma

f. R-4063. Novgorodskii oblastnoi sovet profesional'nykh soyuzov Novgorodskoi
oblastnoi sovet po turizmu i ekskursiem: otdel transportnykh putishestvii i
ekskursii

f. R-4137. Spetsial'naya nauchno-restavratsionnaya proizvodstvennaya
masterskaya Upravlenii kul'tury ispolkoma Novgorodskogo oblastnogo soveta

deputatov trudyashchikhsya

f. R-4563. Tsentral’'nyi sovet VOOPIK sovet Novgorodskogo oblastnogo
otdeleniya

ii) Pskov
Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv noveishei istorii Pskova (GANIP)

f. 1060 Pervyshaya partiinaya organizatsiya istoriko-khudozhestvennogo
muzeya g. Pskov

Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Pskovskoi oblasti (GAPO)

f. R-1855. Upravlenie kul'tury ispolnitel'nogo komiteta Pskovskogo oblastnogo
soveta deputatov trudyashchikhsya, otdely planovo-finansovyi.

iii) Vologda
Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Vologodskoi oblasti (GAVO)
f. 134 Upravlenie kul’tury gorispolkoma Vologdy

f. 843 Oblastnoe otdelenie Vserossiiskogo obshchestva okhrany pamyatnikov
istorii i kul'tury

f. 4795 Upravlenie kul’'tury Vologodskogo oblispolkoma
Vologodskii oblast’noi kraevedcheskii muzei (VOKM)
Op.1za 1923-1979 gody

f. 52 (separate file)
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