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EDITORIAL NOTE
Welcome to Newsletter No. 1

Catriona Kelly & Andy Byford
Dear newsletter subscribers and network members,

We are pleased to announce the publication of our Newsletter No. 1. Our original plan was for this newsletter to be published more frequently and at regular intervals. However, it soon became clear that its drafting had to follow and reflect the tempo and dynamics of our concrete research endeavours, which is why we eventually decided to postpone the publication of the first issue till after our first research group meeting at the workshop in St Petersburg on 11-13 April this year (see report below).
The structure of the newsletter should be clear enough from its contents. Future issues are likely to contain similar reports on our ongoing research efforts, short research notes, announcements of events and publications associated with our project, and so forth. At the same time, we wish to stress that we welcome relevant materials not just from our core research group but also from all newsletter subscribers and members of the network. If you have any suggestions or specific proposals please contact us at: russian-nationalism@mod-langs.ox.ac.uk. The next newsletter is planned for the autumn of this year.
RESEARCH REPORTS
Cultural Memory in Old Russian Cities 
of the North West

Victoria Donovan & Catriona Kelly
In March-April 2008, two short preliminary city visits were made as part of work on this project. From 26 March to 30 April, Victoria Donovan (accompanied by Catriona Kelly and the latter’s husband Ian Thompson) visited Vologda, travelling overnight from St Petersburg’s Ladoga station on the ‘White Nights’ express (the pride of the Vologda railway service). The journey is only around 600 km., but takes well over twelve hours, partly because of lengthy halts at intermediate stations, including Cheropovets, the main commercial and industrial centre of Vologda province. (We were told by our host in Vologda, Elena Vinogradova, the head curator of the Vologda Kremlin city museum-reservation (muzei-zapovednik) that tourism to the main attractions of the province, such as the Kirillovo-Belozersk monastery, is now largely organised by cruise ship direct from Cherepovets, so that Vologda has little status as a tourist centre. 80 per cent of visitors to the Vologda city museum are in fact local schoolchildren. Hotels in Vologda are few, and mainly used by visitors to the city’s trade fairs (perhaps with this public in mind, one of the larger hotels, the Spasskaya, is now putting up a spanking new building, complete with shopping centre, at a location between the city centre and the railway station.)

On the first day after arrival, we visited the city archives and inspected opisi (document inventories) there, collecting information about holdings on local festivals and the preservation of monuments. The fact that our remit covered both subjects created some consternation in the archive directorate, where we were assured that the topic ‘Vozobnovlenie traditsii v Vologde s 1961 g.’ could not possibly be held to embrace historical architecture and attitudes towards this, as well as local festivals. We had avoided referring to kul’turnaya pamyat’ or istoricheskaya pamyat’, feeling the terms would need extensive explanation, but will phrase the subject in this way in future, at least in Vologda. (It should be said that in St Petersburg and in Novgorod – see below – there has been no problem with using vozobnovlenie traditsii to invoke quite a large spectrum of different areas, so we were maybe dealing with an individual case of unhelpfulness.) Whichever way, the supervisor of the reading room itself had no objections to showing us opisi on the activities of VOOPiK (the society for the preservation of monuments, founded in 1965) as well as those of the city culture directorate (upravlenie kul’tury) and so on.
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Church in Vologda
Because of the limited time, we left the Party archive for another occasion and spent the rest of the working day in the city museum archive. Here we noted holdings of visitors’ books, expedition records, and general plans for museum displays and museum work. The entire rationale for the museum was reworked in the early 1990s, leading to abandonment of the ‘Soviet history’ section. Alongside the more or less unchanged (so far as we could gather) natural history section, there are now sections on ethnography (with dozens of examples of beautifully-painted local distaffs embroidered clothes, furniture, ceramics, etc.) and on icon painting (with a strong representation of the local school, which is quite heavily indebted to Moscow and Suzdal’ conventions and hence out of phase with that of other Northern cities such as Novgorod).

The St Sophia Cathedral in the Kremlin (administered by the museum) – which was built in the sixteenth century but decorated only in the seventeenth, by legend because Ivan the Terrible, who had commissioned the building, disliked whet he saw – is closed to visitors during the winter. This is because of serious problems with damp (which have only partly been ameliorated by dehumidifying measures such as under-floor heating). These in turn make the wall paintings discolour. Thanks to the kindness of Elena Vinogradova, however, we were able to see inside the building, complete with an expert disquisition on the subjects of the wall paintings (she is herself a specialist on icon-painting of the period). 
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Church on Zarechye bank, Vologda
St Sophia’s church is an interesting instance of a ‘contested space’ of the kind familiar in other cities as well (e.g. the Church of the Mother of God at Fili in Moscow). The local Orthodox hierarchy is trying to increase access, despite the conservation problems. This generates considerable tension, especially since the museum is under pressure to relocate to a building just outside the Kremlin (a move that some feel threatens the security of the museum stores, currently in the Kremlin walls). There have been numerous tussles between church representatives, who have been known to fix services on days when the church is closed and to invite local dignitaries to these in order to legitimate their actions, and the museum staff.

On the second day of the visit, we caught an early bus to Kirillovo-Belozersk, a trip taking around three hours each way. The bus on the way out had originally seen service in the Moselle, but was still handling life fairly staunchly, if not at a high speed. The villages on the highway run an entertaining gamut from Maisky ([sovkhoz]) close to Vologda through such generic terms as ‘Pokrovskoe’ (midway) to positively outlandish titles such as ‘Pervukhye’ and ‘Zakozye’. (We were told on Saturday 29 in Vologda that the residents of one village much like everywhere else had suddenly decided to set up their own zemlyachestvo, despite the protests on grounds of accuracy: they have refused to listen to explanations of the term as quintessentially meaning a locality group in a city.) All of these factors, and indeed our eventual destination, probably made little difference to the few incidental travellers on the bus, as opposed to those making work or family visits. Most of these incidental travellers, apart from us, were kitted up for ice-fishing – while sunny, it was still cold, around zero, and the weather, though not very severe, was a lot harsher than in St Petersburg. 
Kirillovo-Belozersk itself, it turns out, is nearly deserted so early in the year. Several sections of the museum (e.g. the monks’ cells) were closed up till the tourist season. However, we did see a display showing the history of the monastery (but dwelling more on the centuries of its use as a place of detention); a private collection of blue-and-white Gzhel’ pottery recently donated to the museum; and a magnificent display of icons. The churches themselves are now more or less empty, and are not on view, with the exception of the one working church, the decorations of which are late. More or less the only former public space in the monastery that is on show is the enormous and imposing refectory. The result of this, and the vestigial character of the official history of the monastery on show, not to speak of the extensive display of pompous and over-priced souvenirs in the shop (there is, however, no café), is to make the place seem a little sterile, rather like some of the heavily visited chateaux of the Loire. However, the architectural and spatial values – the enormous empty fortified courtyard, offset by the smaller walled court of the Kirillov monastery itself, the huge bastions above the lake – create some sense of the past.

Ferapontov monastery not far away, which we actually visited first, having been told in St Petersburg that it was more interesting than the Kirillovo-Belozersk site, is quite different, partly because it served for a long time as a parish church, and the locals still treasure the place. Once again, only a marginal building (the gate church) is actually in use for worship, but the place seems lively and welcoming, partly because of the sheer beauty of the frescos by Dionysus and his sons, and partly because the staff are so proud of the buildings. The small space has several interesting displays, including an ethnographical museum (more distaffs etc.) and a display linked to the Dionysus frescoes themselves. (This last is very interesting, including an exchange of letters between Dmitry Sergeevich Likhachev and the monastery’s restorers where Likhachev says that he would always trust scientific opinion above aesthetic judgements when it comes to restoration.)

Ferapontovo has a hotel (a very small one!) and even a diskoteka, but it is not accessible by bus from Kirillovo (or to be more accurate, a bus plies the route twice a week). We took local advice and hired a taxi, whose driver told us he had been brought up in the Urals, but had a grandmother from Arkhangelsk, and had lived locally to his marriage to a girl from round here. He was curious that we had decided to visit in winter, but it seemed to make sense when CK explained that in summer long queues would build up in summer, and that, as only fifteen people are allowed to see the frescos at one time, and so waits are long. It is no surprise that Ferapontovo does not have a souvenir shop, but all that side of things is very sparsely developed in Kirillovo too: however, there is one izba-type structure by the monastery outer walls that sells local ceramics and other such things. The speciality is a type of dark-brown pot glazed with milk that, after firing, is colour-fast and non-toxic, and darkens to roughly the colour of coffee. Otherwise the town lives more or less for itself, a huddle of low nineteenth-century houses, with a single hotel where traditional dishes are the speciality, but garnishes include Korean carrot salad. A party of local policemen with their female companions was just finishing off lunch when we arrived, in pride of place at a long table on the raised platform at one end of the vast dining-room. Other patrons all seemed local as well. The impression of a byway was emphasised by the bus journey back, since quite a number of the passengers were lads from local collective farms out for an evening ‘in town’. The boldest of these was having a long attention-seeking conversation on his mobile phone with some girlfriend he was treating with humorous contempt sharpened by eagerness to make an impression on his mates; about fifteen minutes out of Kirillovo, he and the others disembarked and trudged off up a long dirt road to an invisible settlement. 

Vologda itself seems not just urban, but urbane, compared with this. It has numerous cafes and restaurants, including a ‘traditional’ place, ‘Ogorod’ (The Market Garden), where you can help yourself to beetroot salads, roast chicken, beakers of mors (cranberry drink), and so on. At the same time, the centre has a strong sense of the past. From the Kremlin itself looking over to Zarechye quarter on the other side, almost nothing can be seen that was built after 1917. A trip up the bell-tower soon undeceives you – the city outskirts are a relentless ribbon of grey concrete – and many of the old wooden houses in the centre are at the point of collapse and beyond. But some new building of houses in the traditional style by local businessmen is going on, if not restoration of old ones.

On the final day, we visited the School of Traditional Folk Culture, housed in a late nineteenth-century merchant’s mansion, which aims to teach children local crafts, folklore, and so on. The director of the school, a real enthusiast for the place, told us it had been founded in the late 1980s under the aegis of the local House of Pioneers, but had gained autonomy when the Pioneers collapsed and had since then functioned as an independent institution. Now there are groups doing weaving, lace-making (a traditional craft of the city), painting furniture, domestic objects, and ornaments, and doing folk song and dance. As well as learning these crafts and taking part in festivals and competitions, the children also go on expeditions to villages and even carry out their own publications of folklore. The discussion of this took so long that a planned visit to a studio of folk traditions for adults had to be postponed.

Vologda seems, so far as one can tell from a short visit, well suited to a city-based study of cultural memory. For example, street names are intriguing – ulitsa Lenina is quite a small and rather peripheral street (though in the centre); ulitsa Marii Ul’yanovoi, dedicated to Lenin’s sister, is considerably more imposing. The central street is called not prospekt Revolyutsii, but ulitsa Mira. Neither the revolution nor the war caused much damage, and there has been little renaming since the collapse of Communism. At the same time, there is a strong sense of local pride. The extent to which all this goes beyond leisure activities and consolidates actual social and political developments would take more time to work out; there were hints that the portrayal of ‘Russianness’ can stir up undercurrents, not just in the stories about the museum’s conflicts with the Orthodox Church, but also in a comment by the director of the School of Traditional Folk Culture: ‘Of course, back in the 1990s, no-one asked what we meant by “traditional folk culture”’ – thus indicating that now there sometimes were enquiries about whether this meant ‘Russian’ or what. It is interesting to what extent the resonance of official Vologdan culture in the late Soviet period (when the town was the site of an explicitly nationalist group in the Union of Writers) has or has not survived. CK was told by a prominent Moscow intellectual that Vologda was notorious in the 1930s and 1940s for having the cruellest guards in the Soviet prison camp system, and that this was a sign of the place’s hostility to outsiders. But if that was ever true, these days seem less simple. One came across incomprehension (the staff in the bus station were reduced to bewilderment by visitors who didn’t know how to find the stops for local buses) and a certain dour reluctance to commit time or effort to effusion, but this seemed more ‘Soviet’ than anything else; and our own local contacts could not have been more welcoming. We look forward to returning to the town for a longer stay.             

From the 9 to the 10 April, Victoria Donovan (accompanied by a doctoral student from the European University, St Petersburg, and former employee of the Russian Ethnography Museum in St Petersburg, Evgenia Guliaeva) visited Novgorod, arriving by an excruciatingly slow elektrichka from Ladoga station in St. Petersburg. Despite the fact that just 180km separate the two towns, our journey extended over three and a half hours, exposing us to the most uninspiring of landscapes made up, for the most part, of large expanses of uncultivated land punctuated by the occasional eruption of village life. The early (7:40) train turned out to be extremely popular, delivering its numerous travellers, many of whom appeared to be familiar with each other from years of mutual carriage-inhabitation, to their various en route destinations. The emergence of an insistent group of Roma asking for money at one point in our journey provoked a flurry of outraged glances and clipped comments from our fellow-passengers, who were particularly disgruntled by the fact that the foreigner (outed at an earlier stage in the journey) and her companion had been singled out for particular attention by the plaintive women. 

Judging by the number and range of hotels in the town, Novgorod’s tourism industry would appear to be thriving. While the Volkov hotel (the point of orientation when giving directions in the town) and the Beresta-Palace hotel, both owned by the NovTurInvest company, head up the more luxurious end of the hotelling spectrum, such traditionally epitheted lodgings as the “Novgorodskaya” and “Sadko” hotels offer significantly cheaper, if less slickly renovated, alternatives. After being turned away by the poker-faced receptionist at the Rosa Vetrov hotel on the somewhat dubious grounds that the establishment didn’t enjoy the right to register foreigners in the town (a slight that appeared even less justified once we had noticed the sign boasting the absence of hot water in the window of the hotel), we settled on the middle-of-the-range Akron hotel conveniently located on the Frolovskaya street, just one street back from the main Sofiskaya square, formerly Lenin square.      

Given our tight schedule, we decided to prioritise an investigation of the museum archive and defer explorations of the historical complex to a later date. Thanks to the generosity of the museum director, Irina Stepanova, who has worked in the museum for the last twenty years, we were able to inspect the museum’s opisi and read individual reports of field trips for the collection of artefacts to be incorporated into the museum exhibitions. The opisi offered up a wealth of materials, which included correspondence about the organisation of school trips, response books for museum excursions, and plans for excursions and local folk festivals. The structure of the museum appears to have been revised several times in the 1980s to include new departments for architectural monuments and monumental works of art (1980) and the history of the Sophia Cathedral (1981). From 1993, all departments, including the department for the history of soviet period, were replaced by one general department for the completion, study, and popularisation of the museum collection.   

Unfortunately, following our afternoon’s work in the archive, we were unable to visit the exhibitions of the local museums, most of which had closed at 6pm. We could nevertheless determine the logic of the main museum’s structure from the external advertisements; these promised permanent showings of engraved gold and silver artefacts, a collection of traditional wood carvings, and a selection of every-day items from the Neolithic period until the 17th century uncovered during an archaeological dig in the city. An employee of the Novgorod Regional Folk Arts Centre (est. 1945), itself located within the 14th century St. Nicolas Belsky Monastery, also informed us that classes in the traditional techniques of birch-bark weaving and embroidery, lace tatting and beading were being organised by the Folk Art Centre for both children and adults on a regular basis. In addition, occasional performances of traditional music and dance by local children would be arranged for events such as the “Sadko” festival of folk arts and crafts, the seventh rendition of which was due to take place in May-June 2008.

Despite the bracing weather and the advanced hour, the central museum complex was teaming with visitors, pooling their efforts to divine the identity of the sculpted literary figures on the Monument to the Millennium of Russia, or pondering the enormous, “tongueless” bells that stand outside the St. Sophia belfry. Outside the Kremlin walls on the bank of the river Volkhov, several flâneurs were enjoying the brisk air and delightful tinkle of ice-shards colliding as the floating islands jostled for space on the river, while a nearby group of sportswomen were employing the Kremlin walls and its stone steps as makeshift exercise aids, to stretch against, hop and leap over. As for souvenirs, one medium-sized shop inside the Kremlin walls (also, unfortunately, closed at the time we passed through) appeared to be selling such traditional Novgorodian, and more generally Russian wares as birch-bark boxes and baskets, linen embroidered with brightly coloured cross-stitch, and painted kitchenware and dolls. In addition to this, nestling within the complex of astonishingly varied cultural monuments that makes up Yaroslav’s Courtyard, a second building provided an outlet for traditional, local souvenirs, as well as boasting a picture gallery for the exhibition of local landscapes and sketches of architectural monuments. 

Several stands in the “trade quarter” selling what they declared to be locally-produced confectionary and refreshments appeared to indicate some instrumental employment of local symbols for commercial promotion. Written on awnings in letters approximating Old Church Slavonic, these kiosks declared themselves distributors of “traditional Novgorodian products”, accompanying their claim with illustrations of such recognisable local landmarks as the Kremlin walls and the St Sophia cathedral. While the line of people waiting for the overworked and evidently unenthused kioskersha across the counter to give them their daily Novgorodian bread appeared to certify the high quality of the produce, the effectiveness of the branding strategy for forming stereotyped ideas of place and local identity would certainly require a more thorough investigation of people’s motives for purchasing their goods and their interpretations of these, somewhat obvious marketing techniques.   

The second and last day of our visit was dedicated to an investigation of the opisi in the Novgorod oblast archive. We were quickly disabused of the idea that we might also have time to visit the departmental archive by the sheer volume of material made available to us by the munificent archivists. In stark contrast to our experience in Vologda (detailed above), the topic “Vozobnovlenie traditsii v Vologde [sic.] s 1961 g.” raised no eyebrow among the staff at the Novgorod oblast archive, indeed the topic even inspired one archivist to locate several opisi, in particular those of the “Oblast House of the People’s Creative Work”, which had not been originally requested but turned out to be extremely relevant to our theme. Of particular interest were the opisi of the Novgorod department of VOOPiK, which detailed the classification of architectural monuments after 1965, and those of the Novgorod cultural directorate, which included exchanges with the House of People’s Creative Work about the state of Russian cultural creativity, letters and complaints from workers in the cultural sector and local residents, and numerous documents about the development of the town’s tourism industry. Indeed, the amount of information we were offered was so vast that we only had time to give a cursory glance to the opisi of the Special Scientific-Restoration Production Workshops from 1948-1992. These documents will certainly be given the more careful attention they deserve on our next, more extended visit to the town.

Having decided to return to St Petersburg by bus, we left the archive and fed ourselves into the already over-burdened tram only to proceed at slightly slower than walking pace to the station as a result of the peak-hour traffic. The pulsing bus station offered another contrast to provincial life in Vologda. Here some of the more necessary directions, to the information point and ticket counter (although not to the toilets), were translated into English, and at least one cashier, as we witnessed from a humorous lost-in-translation exchange taking place between the said employee and a pair of south-European back-packers, was ostensibly capable of providing a service in English. The buses run regularly to St. Petersburg, about three an hour until 8pm, and actually shave an hour off the elektrichka journey if one alights at the peripheral Kupchino metro station. Our return journey provided significantly more visual stimuli, skirting village after village of brightly-coloured wooden houses with decorated window sills and gables, each of which incorporated several edifices that had been reduced to charred ruins by fire or had simply slumped ungracefully to one side on their boggy foundations as if tired of keeping up appearances. Several of our co-passengers descended in these villages, or in the concrete concentration of life at Tosno, which, situated just 53 km from St Petersburg, stands in sharp aesthetical juxtaposition to its neo-classical neighbour. 

As far as it is possible to suggest from such a short visit, Novgorod would appear to provide some interesting points of comparison with the provincial town of Vologda in the context of a study of cultural memory. The instrumental use of local names and images and, indeed, the recognition of local traditions as a valid object of academic study might indicate a certain self-consciousness with regard to the formation of local identities and stereotypes. The significantly more developed tourist industry in Novgorod, including its museums, “traditional” restaurants and hotels, and numerous souvenir outlets would certainly have contributed to the development of a public, made-for-export image of the town, which might in turn be the source of local pride and/ or cynicism. To determine the extent to which “branding” of the Novgorod image has impacted on local identities will require more detailed research of the town’s cultural policies and local reactions to them. We look forward to this prospect in the coming academic year.
A full gallery of pictures from this fieldtrip is now available at: http://www.mod-langs.ox.ac.uk/ russian/nationalism/donovan.htm
A New Russian Patriotism? Russian National Identity through the Eyes of Young People
Hilary Pilkington & Elena Omelchenko
The sociological dimension of the project is currently nearing the end of its data-gathering phase. A total of 526 questionnaires and 31 interviews were conducted with 16-19 year olds in Vorkuta from 8-18 October 2007. In St Petersburg, work in the final schools and colleges is just being completed and by the end of May 2008 around 1000 questionnaires and 50 interviews will have been completed. 

Data gathering has gone smoothly in both cities although one question was excluded from the questionnaire administered to schools in St Petersburg following the education committee’s advice that, if left in, prior approval by each individual school parents’ committee would be required before the questionnaire could be used. The semi-structured interviews included a number of experimental question designs such as asking respondents to draw and talk through their family trees, asking respondents to comment on photographs of their city. The students responded very positively to the challenges of these questions and the questions worked well in stimulating discussion (many interviews went on well over 2 hours). We hope to be able to use the responses to a number of questions from the interviews – especially those related to family histories – to engage with other parts of the project. 

At the risk of pre-empting the analysis of data, one or two (as yet anecdotal) impressions from the field are worth sharing. One striking impression relates to the partial nature of the evocation and retelling of histories of the two cities in which we worked. While in Vorkuta this revealed itself in a strong tendency to focus on the ‘heyday’ of the city in the 1960s-80s (when many young workers and specialists were attracted to Vorkuta by the high wages and early retirement rights offered) and to reference the city in terms of the heroic labour performed in its mines. In contrast, the origins of the city as GULAG were largely silenced – bar some general statements about the city being ‘built on bones’. In St Petersburg, on the other hand, there was a strong association of the city with its wartime suffering and heroism. But, at the same time, there was a silencing of other key events in the city’s past – not least the 1917 revolution. Another contrast relates to the source and nature of students’ knowledge about and identification with their city’s past. Our general impression was that young residents of St Petersburg tended to know their city’s history better and were actively introduced to it via trips to museums and historical sites. However, they were less likely to recognise symbols of the city – hymns, emblems etc. In contrast, students in Vorkuta appeared to have assimilated fully the city ‘brand’ and readily reproduced Vorkuta’s city emblem (a leaping dear in front of a mine) and hymn (which was played on the hour every hour). At the same time only a minority of young people in Vorkuta envisaged their future to be in the city. 

Connected to this part of the project, Rowenna Baldwin began a three year PhD studentship in October 2007. She has made two visits to St Petersburg during this time and identified the subject of her thesis as an exploration of the school as site of patriotic education. During her visit to St Petersburg in April 2008 she was able to develop a broad overview of the range of patriotic education programmes and approaches promoted within the city’s education system, to obtain local government documents on these programmes and get acquainted with existing research in the area by Russian scholars. She also made contact with teachers in local schools in which there is an active engagement with patriotic education initiatives and discuss the potential for locating her empirical research there. 

Project team: Elena Omel’chenko, Hilary Pilkington, Yiulia Andreeva (project administrator), El’vira Sharifullina, Al’bina Garifzianova, Ol’ga Brednikova, Gusel’ Sabirova, Liudmila Shkliar, Irina Kosterina, Rowenna Baldwin.
Interviewing ‘Russians in Britain’

Andy Byford
The interview project ‘Russians in Britain’ kicked off in September 2007. The idea behind this project is to investigate today’s post-Soviet Russian-speaking ‘Diaspora’ in the UK through interviews which blend personal and family life histories with the ethnographic exploration of Russian migrant experiences in Britain over the past quarter-century. While individual interviews take centre-stage in this project, personal narratives and identification strategies are also placed in the context of collective ‘community-building’ efforts of this migrant group.

September and October were spent setting up the project and interviewing proper started in November 2007. Initial advertising went through personal contacts, an internet live journal and emailing lists of some local Russian networks. The project was also promoted in person and through leaflets and posters, especially in Russian Orthodox churches and Russian Saturday schools (classes for children of Russian-speaking migrants, designed to help them maintain their knowledge of Russian language and culture). Systematic visits to these schools (primarily in Oxford and London), involving class observations and interviews with staff, as well as with some parents and pupils, has proved particularly productive. In January 2008, an advertisement was placed in one of the UK Russian newspapers (Angliya). In March 2008 another UK Russian newspaper (London-Info) carried an interview with Catriona Kelly, part of which promoted the ‘Russians in Britain’ project.

All of this generated considerable interest among certain portions of the Russian community in Britain and interviewing has been quite intensive over the past seven months (Nov 2007-May 2008). To date, over 60 interviews have been collected, involving around 80 informants and over 120 hours of interview footage (on average 2 hours per interview). The minimum number of interviews to be collected in total is 100 and the maximum 200, but the exact figure will depend on research requirements, available resources and practical opportunities for interview.

At the moment interviewing is being conducted to a large extent in conjunction with fieldwork that focuses on the organisation of Russian migrant associations and the staging of migrant community events (festivals, concerts, exhibitions, balls, public talks, church services, school performances, song and dance competitions, sporting events, charity events). This research also incorporates a systematic study of the Russian-language press in the UK.

Although the project is meant to cover the entirety of Britain, for practical reasons fieldwork and interviewing has been confined to the south and east of the UK (from Devon and South Wales in the South West to Cambridgeshire in the East, Kent in the South East, and Hampshire and Sussex in the South), with most of the work being done in London and Oxford.

Interview transcription is currently being carried out at the European University in St Petersburg. Around 10 interviews have been fully transcribed so far and another 30 are close to completion. However, the final editing and archiving of interview transcripts is not planned till late 2008-early 2009, after the bulk of the fieldwork and interviewing has been completed.

Interviews are carried out entirely on a voluntary basis, which means that there is no practical means of sample selection or of imposing any sort of systematic social or other profiling. Instead, the aim is simply to build as rich and diverse an archive as possible, with the understanding that not all social subgroups and migrant types can or need to be equally represented. 

Here is a sketch of the dominant types of informants interviewed thus far. Female informants considerably outnumber the males, and the majority of the interviewed males were accessed through females. Most informants were born in the Soviet Union in the 1950s-70s, although some were also born in the late 1940s or early 1980s. The majority of informants are fully or partly ethnic Russians, especially from Russia itself, but a sizeable number also come from outside the Russian Federation, especially the Baltic States and Ukraine (as well as Belorussia, Moldova, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, for instance). Most have migrated to the UK in the late-1990s and early 2000s, although there are some who have arrived in the early 1990s and even the late 1980s. Earlier migrant waves (e.g. 1970s) are so far unrepresented in the sample, although they are not excluded on principle. Most informants have families or spouses and many are married to Brits. The vast majority belong to what might be called the ‘social middle’ (vague and stretchable as this notion might be, and not all that meaningful or informative when applied to people originally raised in the Soviet Union). However, they vary considerably in terms of their migrant ‘careers’ (understood broadly and not just occupationally) and in terms of how socially successful they are in the British context (bearing in mind that this cannot be measured or understood in a simple way).

It is important to note that a disproportionately large number of people interviewed have a higher than average degree of involvement in organised ‘community-building’ efforts of the ‘Diaspora’ and consequently often happen to be mutually interconnected or at least aware of one another’s existence in this ‘activist’ capacity. This is only partly explicable by the fact that access to informants has had to go through established networks where this type of individual is likely to be prominent, often as a key node in the network.

Another, rather more interesting, reason for this phenomenon is that it was precisely this type of individual who actively sought out the researcher, seeing our interview project as an enterprise on a par with other migrant ‘community building’ endeavours to which they were therefore keen to contribute and in which they wanted to become involved in one way or another. Indeed, a substantial number of informants offered not just their own interviews but also all manner of other forms of ‘collaboration’, from simple exchanges of favours and contacts to joint involvement in larger-scale migrant community projects. Our project has thus been readily drawn into the social entrepreneurship and cultural ‘wheeling and dealing’ that seems to be the driving force of this migrant group’s networking and ‘community-building’ efforts.

The original conceptualisation of the interview project did not, in fact, allocate any serious place to participant observation and did not imagine any sort of meaningful direct involvement in the endeavours of the UK Russian migrant community. However, the manner in which the project has been presented to this community (as something potentially ‘defining’ it in scholarly terms), the way in which it has been run and promoted (as something of a networking exercise in its own right) and, finally, the way in which it has been ‘adopted’ by this migrant community (as an enterprise of direct concern and cultural value to them, offering special legitimacy and relevance to their own cultural endeavours) has meant that participation in the community has become a very important dimension of our project, to be extensively incorporated and explored at the analytical and interpretative stage. 

The interviews take the in-depth, semi-structured form. Initially, a fairly detailed questionnaire was compiled, but, in practice, interviewing does not follow any rigid structure and depends very much on the informants’ individual circumstances, narrative strategies and willingness to address particular topics. The interview usually follows a biographical narrative, focusing on growing up in the former Soviet Union, on family ties and history, on circumstances of migration, on life in and experiences of the UK, on involvement in Diaspora associations and events, on problems of integration and assimilation, on national and ethnic identity, and finally, on the conservation and reproduction of national culture and traditions away from ‘home’. The questions are usually put to the informants very loosely, allowing them to interpret them at will and to give their answers any direction they feel is appropriate. In many cases interviewing also involves a discussion of family photos and various objects that have emotional value or cultural significance for the informant. Most of the interviews are carried out in the informants’ own homes (sometimes in quite an informal way, over some food and drink). Some interviews were done at the informant’s workplace or, say, on the premises of a Russian Saturday school, and a few in Oxford were done in the University’s teaching rooms or offices. A fair number, however, had to be conducted on ‘neutral territory’, usually a café, while one interview took place on a park bench and another inside the informant’s car.

The material that is being collected in this way should offer a rich source on a whole variety of different topics, above and beyond those directly addressed in the provisional questionnaire as sketched above. For example, the topic of gender has unexpectedly emerged as quite prominent and worth pursuing in some depth; similarly, representations of the Soviet Union, though not originally part of the research remit, have also become relevant to the understanding of this migrant group, insofar as the majority of the informants can be viewed as belonging to the ‘last Soviet generation’.

So far only some preliminary (partial and provisional) analysis of this material has been carried out, primarily for the purposes of working out a more focused analytical and interpretative strategy that will then be pursued more systematically in the future. In the analysis of both interview and fieldwork material crucial attention will be paid to the context of production of this discourse and to the order of interaction (verbal and other) between the researcher and the informants, as well as between the informants themselves or informants and other Britons (to the extent to which the researcher has access to it). Analysis will focus on two distinct, but at all times closely intertwined, levels of ‘interaction’ – the level of exchange and the level of performance. This will be applied both to the analysis of individual interviews (where interview discourse will, for instance, be examined as a piece of ‘theatre’ or a more or less exhibitionist rhetorical ‘display’ of identity) and to the analysis of migrants’ collective self-organisation and self-representation, focusing, on the one hand, on networks of exchange (symbolic as well as material) and, on the other, on performances of ‘community’ (on the premise that a ‘community’ exists only to the extent to which it is ‘theatrically’ performed). These analytical perspectives (individual vs. collective; exchange network vs. ‘community’ performance) will, of course, be integrated into a common interpretative framework.

The planned output for 2008 includes three conference papers and the full transcription and archiving of up to 50 interviews. The scheduled conference papers are: ‘“The Last Soviet Generation” in Britain’, Soviet Memory, St Petersburg, 11 April 2008. ‘The Post-Soviet Diaspora in Britain: Re-imagining National Identity’, Diasporas: Exploring Critical Issues, Oxford, 5-7 July 2008. ‘The Russian-speaking “Community” in Britain: Solidarities, Loyalties, Identities’, Third Anglo-French Workshop in Russian Studies, Paris, 24-26 October 2008. 
RESEARCH NOTE
Язык падонкафф
Альберт Байбурин
Below appears a note by Albert Baiburin on the phenomenon of ‘yazyk padonkaff’ [social dregs language], a special Runet (Russian internet) language that began evolving a few years ago. The language is of interest to the ‘national identity’ topic for at least two reasons. First, it seems to be a phenomenon that is specific to Runet. The misspellings in chatspeak and textspeak (e.g. http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/talking_point/2815461.stm and http://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=chat+speak) are less systematic, and acronyms and contractions such as lmfao (laughing my fucking arse off) and pos (parents over shoulder) are much more widely used. Also, these languages themselves are less esoteric (contractions often draw on established office-speak such as FAO (for your attention) and FYI (for your information). ‘Yazyk padonkaff’ is completely untranslatable because many of the mis-spellings («фотожоп» etc.) also involve puns. 
Second, the in-jokes and other manifestationsof subcultural solidarity have a degree of ‘national identity’ or ‘regional identity’ resonance. ‘Padonki’ spend a great deal of time poking fun at outsiders, in particular Ukrainians, Bush, and Saakashvili (who are the subject of homophobic jokes about their sexual practices), and mis-users of ‘yazyk padonkaff’ are stigmatised as provincial ‘others’ (this ‘padonki’ practice is satirised in a joke inspired by the film of Bulgakov’s Master and Margarita: as the black cat Begemot tries to enter a tram, the conductor shouts: “С котами нельзя! Котам нельзя! Понаехало тут чернозадых, Москва не резиновая, в Бобруйск, животное!” (Blog entry of 28 December 2007. Анекдоты о фильме Мастер и Маргарита: http://www.liveinternet.ru/users/in_teen/rss). The movement is also strongly associated with Petersburg (see particularly the udaff.com site), and participants spend a good deal of time undermining the ‘tourist’ image of the city (cf. the extremely foul-mouthed response called up by a selection of tourist pictures of Peterhof: ((http://udaff.com/mir/udaff_petergoff/). 
‘Yazyk padonkaff’, as Albert Baiburin’s note observes, has now gone ‘mainstream’ and citations from it are increasingly common even in blogs written by the middle-aged. As a result, the websites on which ‘yazyk padonkaff’ originally appeared are now dominated by another kind of high-shock-value material – what is euphemistically known as ‘adult content’ (readers visit these sites strictly at their own risk, and should also check that virus software is up to date, as the risk of infection is high).

Падонки (самоназвание от слова подонки) – виртуальное сообщество контркультурной направленности, возникшее в русскоязычной сети Интернета в конце 20 – нач. 21 в. Членов сообщества объединяют темы секса, наркотиков (особенно марихуаны), алкоголя, испражнений и т.д., которые разрабатываются ими в текстах (криатиффах)
 и обсуждаются с помощью комментариев (каментав) на различных форумах русскоязычной сети Интернета. Опознавательным знаком падонкофф (ед.ч. падонаг) является использование особого языка. 

Язык (точнее, жаргон) падонкафф или олбанский йазыг широко  распространился в начале 2000-х годов и продолжает активно распространяться.  Для него характерно стремление к нарочито «устному» стилю передачи слов на письме с подчеркнуто неправильным их написанием (напр. жызнина = жизненно - восхищение текстом (криатифам), отражающим реалии повседневной жизни с точки зрения комментатора).  Речь падонкафф насыщена обсценными выражениями и своими фразеологическими оборотами (напр. выражение падрачил, спасиба! означает, что криатифф понравился комментатору и доставил ему удовольствие, в том числе сексуальное). Первоначальная сфера использования –   комментарии к текстам на падонкаффских  форумах, но все чаще выражения из языка падонкафф появляются в устной речи, в рекламных слоганах и газетных заголовках. Можно сказать, что, зародившись в виртуальном пространстве, этот язык стремительно осваивает пространство реальной жизни посредством своих специфических выражений. 

Нарушения правил орфографии в олбанском языке совершается по определенным правилам. Например, вместо безударного о пишется а (барада), вместо начального я пишется йа (йапониц), вместо тс (дс) пишется цц (они пруцца от прутся т.е. получают удовольствие ), вместо в – ф или фф, вместо щ –сч и наоборот (щастье). Разумеется, знаменитые жи и ши пишутся через ы. Слова женского и мужского рода, заканчивающиеся на -а пишутся как слова среднего рода с окончанием на -о (бабушко, дедушко) Нередко применяется слитное написание двух и более слов если они являются устойчивым клише (ржунимагу – от ржу, не могу). Распространены сокращения (кг/ам – криатифф гавно, афтар мудак), числовые и специальные знаки (+1 означает согласие с предыдущим автором; знак копирайта означает намек на то, что криатифф является плагиатом). Разумеется, все эти «правила» не являются жесткими и допускают варианты (например слово креатифф может писаться через и с одним ф. Это же относится и к другой олбанской лексике. Но «настоящий падонаг», как правило, тонко чувствует пределы вариативности, сразу распознает новичка или «неграмотного» и советует учить олбанский. 

Считается, что этот жаргон  имеет своего «основателя». Сообщество падонкафф признает таковым Дмитрия Соколовского (по образованию инженера-электрика из С.-Петербурга), администратора сайта udaff.com – сайта для «настоящих падонкафф». В Рунете этот сайт известен как «Удав». Сайт открывается словами Кому не нравятся слова хуй и пизда могут идти нахуй, остальные пруцца.  В 2000 году Соколовский начал писать (втыкать) для сайта с красноречивым названием fuck.ru (сейчас так называется сайт порнографического содержания), а потом создал свой сайт udaff.com, где многочисленные аффтары публикует свои криатиффы. Сам Соколовский считает, что первым перешел на орфографию будущих падонкафф на сайте fuck.ru  аффтар, выступавший под ником Линкси (Linxy). В его честь этот языг сперва именовался Л-языг, а в дальнейшем был переименован в албанский (олбанский) языг. Согласно устойчивому мифу Интернета, история этого названия такова. На один из  русскоязычных форумов как-то зашёл американец, изучающий русский язык и ничего не поняв спросил, на каком языке тут пишут. В ответ ему написали, что это албанский язык и посоветовали учить этот язык. С тех пор выражение учи албанский! стало одним из наиболее распространенных и не только в языке падонкафф.

Субкультура падонкафф и ее язык выросли на хорошо подготовленной почве. Считается, что на  стилистику падонкафф повлияли: 

- книга  П. Тетерского и С. Сакина «Больше Бена» (http://geohooligans.narod.ru/bigben.htm);

- русский перевод книги Энтони Бёрджесса «Заводной апельсин»; 
- сетевые публикации Дмитрия Галковского, который, по мнению одного из первых исследователей языка подонков Г.Гусейнова, уже в пьесах 1990-х годов применял тот стиль, к которому впоследствии пришли авторы сайта udaff.com и др. (Г.Гусейнов. Берлога веблога. Введение в эрратическую семантику // Integrum: точные методы и гуманитарные науки. М., "Летний сад", 2006);

- стиль общения сообщества кащенитов (от названия известной психиатрической больницы им. В.Кащенко), образовавших в 1990-е гг. в cети Fidonet свою конференцию, для которой были характерны эпатаж, черный юмор,  провоцирование собеседников на оффтопик и др.;

- наконец, вполне возможно, что появление этого жаргона было спровоцировано поразительной безграмотностью большинства пользователей сети.
Наиболее употребительные слова и выражения
Аффтар выпей йаду — выражение недовольства текстом. 

Аффтар жжот нипадецки — выражение восхищения текстом (или иронического отношения к нему) 

Аффтар пешы ысчо — выражение одобрения текста и желания ознакомиться с дальнейшим творчеством автора. 

Аццкий сотона — выражение восхищения.

Баян (байан, бойан) —  устаревшая шутка или текст 

Бядняшшка — выражение сочувствия.
В Бабруйск, жывотное! — в это место отправляются все те, кто продемонстрировал  свою несостоятельность в качестве аффтара или втыкателя каментафф. 

Гламурна (кошерно, церковно, брутально) — красиво, замечательно. 

Гатична — хорошо, необычно, с примесью чёрного юмора. 

Жесть — плохо. 

Жжош сцуко (жжошь ссуко нахуй - ЖСН) — выражение восхищения аффтару текста

Зачот — признание креатиффа или камента удачным. 

Каменты рулят! — комментарии к тексту интереснее самого текста. 

Ниасилил, много букафф — текст слишком длинный и его трудно дочитать до конца. 
Ниибацца — слово, имеющее широкий спектр значений. Как правило, усиливает смысловую нагрузку (ниибацца крутая пелотка – очень красивая девушка) и т. д. 

Ниипёт! (= не ебёт) – выражение равнодушия (наплевать, всё равно). 

Падонаг! — признание права называться «настаящим падонком». 

Пацтулом (паццталом) — смеялся так, что упал со стула (под стол). 

Первый нах (первыйнах) — комментарий, оставленный первым. 

Ржунимагу — текст показался комментатору необычайно смешным. 

Слив защитан (зощитан) — констатация поражения оппонента в споре.  

Тема ебли не раскрыта — выражение недовольства тем, что автор недостаточно полно раскрыл ту или иную тему в своем криатиффе. 

Учи албанский! —  адресовано тому, кто, по мнению комментатора не научился «правильно» писать на языке падонкафф

Ужоснах! — крайняя степень возмущения или восторга

Убей сибя с расбегу (ап стену) — выражение недовольства по отношению к автору криатиффа. 

Фсе кто выше и ниже - педарасы — комментатор не согласен как с уже имеющимися комментариями, так и с теми, которые могут появиться в будущем. 

Фотожоп! (фотожаба!) — указание на фальсификацию выложенного фотоизображения средствами графического редактора Adobe Photoshop. 
CONFERENCE REPORT

‘Remembering the Soviet Union: 
Memories, Tradition, and Identity’

(European University, St Petersburg, 11 April 2008)

Catriona Kelly & Andy Byford
The Russian version of the title for this one-day conference – ‘Sovetskaya pamyat’. Pamyat’ o “sovetskom”. Pamyat’, traditsii i identichnost’ (1917-1991)’ – indicated more clearly than the English version the spread of topics addressed, which included not just memories about the Soviet Union in retrospect (the subject of the two final sessions), but also the role of memory and of heritage, whether consciously recognised or not, in Soviet culture itself. The conference was thus directly related to one of the two themes for our project, the idea of ‘traditions’, or cultural practices and phenomena that are consciously recognised as identity-defining within a given culture. It aimed to go beyond approaches to ‘Soviet memory’ dwelling on falsification of the past (the argument that Soviet historiography was a travesty of pre-1917 history, discussions of the suppression and censorship of the Soviet past both before 1991 and after this, conflicts about the accuracy, or otherwise, of recollections of the Soviet past in the post-Soviet present). Rather, it was concerned with the mechanics of recollection and commemoration and with the role played by these in defining identity in the Soviet period and afterwards.

The conference began with the session entitled ‘Revolutionary Memory’, in which Boris Kolonitsky (whose paper bore the humorously provocative title ‘Admiral Kolchak as a “Son of Lieutenant Shmidt”’) spoke about the politics of remembering and forgetting and the role of revolutionary commemoration in the months after the February Revolution – a time when mythmaking and renaming, seen with erroneous hindsight as a characteristically ‘Bolshevik’ phenomenon, flourished vigorously. In particular, Kolonitsky focused on the instrumentalisation of the memory of the 1905 revolution, and especially of the creation of the cult of one of its heroes – Lieutenant Petr Petrovich Shmidt – exposing it as an essential element in the construction of a new revolutionary identity during 1917, before the Bolsheviks took power. This was followed by Steve Smith’s discussion of concepts of ‘soul’ (dusha) after 1917, using as one of its key sources the substantial holdings of children’s school essays in the Russian Academy of Education archive. Taking issue with some of the arguments advanced by proponents of the ‘Soviet subjectivity’ approach to early Soviet history (such as Jochen Hellbeck in Revolution on My Mind), Smith argued for a persistence of traditional concepts of spirituality among peasants in early Soviet Russia, seeing these as alternative, popular-cultural, discursive traditions, which might have eventually been ‘remapped’ through education, secularisation and modernisation, but which continued, in certain more acceptable metaphorical and non-religious forms, to underlie much of the Soviet people’s understanding of their human and national identity. 

The two following panels addressed ‘Institutions of Memory and Memory of Institutions’. In a paper about ‘the prehistory of the Soviet passport’, Albert Baiburin addressed the subject of ‘cultural survivals’ over the 1917 divide. Early Soviet discussion of identity documents (right up to the period just before the reintroduction of the passport in 1932, complete with specifications of social affiliation that represented a ‘Sovietisation’ of the social estate denominations that had operated before 1917) sought to distance Soviet practice from pre-revolutionary precedent. Yet doing without identity documents at all proved not to be a culturally viable option. The result was that during the early Soviet period the ‘work book’ (trudovaya knizhka) essentially functioned as a universal identity document – including, paradoxically, among those who were not classified as part of the working population. The second paper, by Svetlana Bykova (‘The Punishment of Memory: Recollections of the Past in Testimony from NKVD Records’) dealt with the role of the past in the interrogation of suspects by the Soviet security forces during the 1930s. In this punitive context, recollections of pre-revolutionary life solicited from arrestees, and abundantly documented by interrogators with the private papers, correspondence and photographs of the accused, were taken extremely seriously as incriminating documents pointing to the latter’s class-hostile status. Bykova stressed the problem of the interaction of power, identity and memory in such documentation, which served both as support for personal self-identification and remembering and as a technology of state power.

In the second panel dedicated to ‘institutions of memory’, Boris Firsov (whose paper was summarised in absentia) depicted the activities of Leningrad collectors of antiques and other antiquarian objects, particularly books, as examples of a particular and very intense relationship with the past. Catriona Kelly’s paper then traced the debates that took place about the preservation of monuments in Leningrad from the late 1960s onward, a period at which interest in ‘Petersburg’, the pre-1917 past of the city, was becoming increasingly intense. These decades witnessed growing public interest in the conservation and restoration of old buildings, accompanied by sometimes quite sharp arguments about what should be preserved and how it should be conserved and/or restored. While professional restorers remained attached to the basic principles of the ‘Leningrad school’ as established after the War (aiming to restore buildings to the ‘best period’, optimal’naya data), ordinary members of the public – some armed with references to discussions from the press by figures such as Dmitry Sergeevich Likhachev – sometimes took issue with these suppositions. The entire debate on preserving monuments and especially over the issue of whether to preserve the entire historical evolution of a building or ‘correct’ its appearance, became at some level a debate on the whole issue of accurate representation of the past and the falsification of memory, as exemplified in the rhetorical question from a magazine article of the 1980s used as a title for the talk: ‘Are We to “Correct” History?’

The last four talks were all devoted to the subject of memories about the Soviet era. In the first session, Tatiana Voronina discussed recollections of BAM (Baikal-Amur Mainline Railway) from those who had themselves worked on the project as volunteers, and particularly their recollections of what had motivated them to take part. Despite the significant temporal and cultural distance, and the decline in status of the railway since the collapse of Soviet power, memories were buoyant and optimistic, emphasising the idealism and altruism that had prompted participation and the camaraderie that had linked together those working on BAM. Anna Kushkova’s paper addressed what might be called the opposite end of Soviet culture: instead of a heroic public endeavour, it examined the semi-taboo yet ubiquitous phenomenon of defitsit, food shortages, as remembered from the vantage point of the present. Informants were also optimistic, on the whole, about this subject, recalling how they had improvised and worked energetically to evade the constraints and failures of the market place and displaying a high level of nostalgia with reference to their own vanished strategies of purchase and accumulation and to the communitarian mood of the day (‘things were more equal then,’ etc.) Kushkova, however, also situated her informants’ recollections about Soviet-era shortages within a new, ‘pseudo-nostalgic’ discourse, manifest especially in the expansion of marketing and advertising strategies that refer back to Soviet consumer experiences. Soviet memory is here ironically harnessed into the machinery of rampant consumerist capitalism that appears the complete reverse of Soviet-era defitsit which paradoxically underlies much of this (pseudo)nostalgia.

The last two papers addressed memories of the past as constructed in slightly more formal contexts. Nikolai Ssorin-Chaikov and Olga Sosnina gave a paper entitled ‘Postsocialism as a Chronotope’, in which they presented the reactions (some nostalgic, yet others quite hostile) of the visitors to the exhibition of gifts to Soviet leaders which they recently organised at the Kremlin Museum in Moscow. The aim of their analysis was not simply to juxtapose socialism and post-socialism in a post-socialist exhibition about socialist gift-giving, but also to explore complex interactions between academic, journalistic, political and everyday constructions of the socialist past in ‘post-socialism’ taken as a distinct time-space (chronotope). Ssorin-Chaikov and Sosnina also showed how, despite the deliberate ironies on which they have sought to build their exhibition, their project (which they define as ‘anthropological conceptualism’) has had great difficulties extricating itself from complicity in socialist nostalgia and even in certain totalitarian tendencies of post-socialist Russia. In the final paper of the conference, Andy Byford talked about his work on a project interviewing Russian migrants currently living and working in Britain. Focusing on constructions of the Soviet past in the realm of ‘the (Western) other’, his paper looked especially at various types of performance strategy adopted by informants in interview interactions. Byford emphasised the relevance of the migrant context to post-Soviet discursive constructions of an ‘imaginary Soviet Union’. He argued that it was important to work not only with ‘memory work’ and explicit references to the Soviet past, but also to be attentive to various discursive slippages through which the ‘imaginary Soviet Union’ as a discursive construct becomes transformed and reworked in a displaced (post-socialist, migrant) context.
About seventy people attended the conference, and all of the sessions were followed by lively discussion. We are currently in the process of investigating publication possibilities for the papers.
‘Core-Group Project Meeting:

National Identity in Russia from 1961’ 
(European University, St Petersburg, 
13 April 2008)

Stephen Lovell

Taken in combination with the preceding conference on Soviet memory (European University, 11 April), this was the first opportunity for the project members to share with each other their research outlines, working hypotheses and preliminary findings. The meeting started with Dmitrii Baranov, who described the historical evolution through the Soviet period of ‘traditional’ culture as represented in the Russian Ethnographic Museum in St Petersburg. He showed the difficulty Soviet ethnography had in conceiving of popular culture outside the framework of the ethnic categories devised in the 1920s-30s, which also remain vivid for visitors to the museum (cf. protests about the number of square metres of exhibition space compared with the size of minority groups in the Russian Federation, etc.). Hilary Pilkington and her collaborators gave an early report on their interview project in Vorkuta, arguing strongly against the tendency (especially prevalent in the Western media) to draw simple dichotomies between Russian patriotism and pro-Western orientation and to assume that patriotism cannot exist in a comfortable relationship with more local identities and allegiances. A similar spirit was evident in Rowenna Baldwin’s outline of her research strategy for her Petersburg-based project on patriotic education. Victoria Donovan then reported on preliminary fieldwork towards her history of regionalism in Pskov, Novgorod and Vologda. A trip to Vologda had yielded evidence of a thriving local history industry whose origins can be traced back to the 1960s and 1970s. Finally, Birgit Beumers presented evidence that contemporary Russian national identity may take shape through the prism of ‘Sovietness’: in recent years, the Soviet period has provided a popular chronological backdrop for Russian filmmakers, and quite often it is seen as exotic (even glamorous) rather than alien and pathological (as was the case with cinematic depictions of the Stalin era in the 1980s and early 1990s).

The workshop was a good opportunity to share expertise in various research methods. Contributors ranged from material culture (Baranov), to interview material (Pilkington et al.), to the documentary and archival record (Donovan), and then to the moving image (Beumers). Techniques of interpretation vary similarly – from quantitative to qualitative, from close hermeneutic reading to extensive sampling.

As regards interpretive frameworks, two broad issues came particularly to the fore. First, how can we most convincingly argue for change over time in conceptions of Russian national identity? What periodisation makes most sense for the participants in their various areas of inquiry, and do any general conclusions emerge from this? It seems clear (from the workshop discussions and from Catriona Kelly’s paper at the conference) that the 1960s saw several new departures in Soviet thinking about the national heritage. But what of the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s? At what point, and in what ways, does the Soviet become ‘old’ enough to be heritage? Second, how might we usefully conceptualize the relationship between local and national identities, between ‘centre’ and ‘periphery’, between state-directed and spontaneous memory? These questions are usually best explored through specific examples such as those presented by the participants. But they also have implications for research design: they help to determine which particular case studies to take, which precise period to cover, and which agencies and institutions to investigate.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
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 Antropologicheskii Forum No. 8 due out very soon! It contains a debate by eminent scholars in the field on the position of the researcher in the study of xenophobia and right-wing extremism (see http://www.anthropologie.spb.ru/)
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 Outline programme for the conference National Identity in 20th-century Eurasia (Oxford, 22-24 March 2009) is now available on our website (see
http://www.mod-langs.ox.ac.uk/russian/nationalism /eurasiaconf.htm)[image: image6.png]









� � Под криатиффами  понимаются  рассказы самого различного содержания (нередко вполне художественные), выполненные в духе падонкоффской эстетики. Каждый рассказ получает придирчивую оценку в многочисленных каментах.
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