William Korey
JACKSON-VANIK:
ITS ORIGIN AND IMPACT

Elizabeth Kridl Valkenier
THE TOTALITARTIAN MODEL
AND ME

Andrea Frodema
MAKING SENSE OF A STRANGE
NEW WORLD

Tanya L. Domut

ADVANCING WOMEN’S
POLITICAL RIGHTS IN BOSNIA-
HERZEGOVINA

Jonathan Brooks Platt
PROTEUS BOUND AND UNBOUND:
THE 1937 PUSHKIN JUBILEE

November 2002




THE HARRIMAN REVIEW

Volume 14, Numbers 1-2 Novemiber 2002

The “Harriman” Issue

William Korey
JACKSON-VANIK: ITS ORIGIN AND IMPACT
AS RUSSIA NEARS “GRADUATION” 1

Elizabeth Kridl Valkenier
THE TOTALITARIAN MODEL AND ME 76

Andrea Frodema
MAKING SENSE OF A’STRAN’GE NEW WORLD
CONVERSATIONS WITH RUSSIAN EMIGRES ABOUT SEPTEMBER 11 23

Tanya L. Domi
ADVANCING WOMEN’S POLITICAL RIGHTS
IN BOSNIA-HERZEGOVINA 36

Jonathan Brooks Platt
PROTEUS BOUND AND UNBOUND:
THE 1937 PUSHKIN JUBILEE AND LITERATURE
IN THE SOVIET SCHOOLS 47

Noze from the Editor

While we are justifiably proud of our international roster of contributors to the Harriman Review, we thought it appropriate on this
occasion 1o showease the work of Harriman Institute alumni and the work of Harriman students. The authors in this issue represent
the full span of the Russian and Harriman Institutes, from the opening essay by William Korey, a student in the inangural class
of the Russian Institute, to Andrea Frodema, who recetved her Masters degree last spring, and current graduate students Tanya L.
Dot and Jonathan Brooks Platt. While all these authors are new to the Harriman Review, we bave also included an essay by long-
time Resident Scholar Elizabeth Kridl 1V alkenier, who will be familiar to readers from her essays on Russian art and history.
—Ronald Meyer

THE HARRIMAN REVIEW, successor to The Harriman Institute Forum, is published quarterly by the Harriman Institute, Columbia University.
Copyright ©2002 by the Trustees of Columbia University in the City of New York. All rights reserved. Reproduction of any kind without written
permission is strictly forbidden. Annual subscription rates: U.S. and Canada: $35.00 (1 year), $60.00 (2 years); elsewhere: $45.00 (1 year), $85.00
(2 years). Back issues: $10.00. Check or money order should be made payable to Columbia University. U.S. funds only. Send all orders, changes
of address, and subscription inquiries to: The Harriman Review, 1218 International Affairs Building, Columbia University, 420 West 118" Street,
New York, New York 10027. FAX: (212) 666-3481. The Harriman Review is indexed by PAIS and ABSEES.




JACKSON-VANIK:

Its Origin and Impact as Russia Nears “Graduation~

William Korey

Introduction

As Congress moved in the spring of 2002 to
end a quarter-century legislative trade sanction
upon Russia—the historic Jackson-Vanik
amendment—the leading voice on human rights in
the Congress, Representative Tom Lantos (D. —
A.) waxed eloquent in praise of the amendment
and what it had accomplished. Its “legacy” of
using trade for human rights purposes, if at the
time “unprecedented,” should serve, he believed,
as a frame of reference for future congressional
legislation.

Lantos was not alone in according enthusiastic
recognition of the amendment’s impact. As early
as 1987, an almost forgotten scholarly study by the
Twentieth Century Fund of prevailing emigration
policies and practices of governments throughout
the world, lauded the amendment as “the single
most effective step” taken by the United States
with what the author called “the new serfdom.”
The reference was to the policy and practice of
sharp restrictions upon emigration which was
especially characteristic at the time of communist
states.

scarcely dominant then in policy-making circles.
Former President Richard Nixon’s essays in the
eighties on foreign affairs were remarkably

influential and, he insisted, Jackson-Vanik
constituted a monumental blunder. Only “quiet
diplomacy,” he maintained, would remove

restrictions upon Jewish emigration from the
USSR.> Soviet leaders “will give more in private
than they will in public.” Not public legislation,
but rather private “quiet diplomacy” will produce a
positive outcome.

Equally critical and far more influential in
foreign policy circles were the views of Nixon’s

! Alan Dowty, Closed Borders (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1987), p. 231.

% Richard Nixon, “Hard-Headed Détente,” The New York
Times, August 18, 1982, p. A21.

But, the Twentieth Century Fund study was

National Security Advisor and later Secretary of
State, Henry A. Kissinger. In his Years of
Upheaval, he vigorously argued that Soviet rulers
would perceive any public demand by foreign
sources for a modification of their domestic
practices as “a direct impairment of their
authority.” In his view, the Kremlin leaders
“could not possibly change their policies in
response to an act of a capitalist legislature....”
Even after hundreds of thousands of Jews and
other ethnic groups had emigrated from the Soviet
Union and its successor states, Kissinger continued
to castigate Jackson-Vanik. In his volume,
Diplomacy,* published in 1994, he denounced the

amendment without, however, repeating his
obviously outdated argument in Years of
Upheaval.

Still, the perspective of the Twentieth Century
Fund on Jackson-Vanik was very much the
perspective of activist Soviet Jews from the very
beginning of the struggle for that amendment.
And, a similar attitude was held by American Jews
for whom the amendment served as a powerful
weapon in their historic struggle on behalf of their
brethren held in virtual bondage with respect to
emigration. As significant was the perception of
the modern world’s greatest humanist, Nobel
Laureate Andrei D. Sakharov. He had extended
the amendment a unique and unprecedented
endorsement as a “policy of principle” that could
have extraordinary ramifications.

Yet the enactment of the Jackson-Vanik
amendment was by no means quick and easy. It
required a two-year legislative struggle involving
intense battles with a determined Nixon
Administration, bolstered by powerful corporate
interests. At the center of the struggle stood Henry
M. Jackson, a senior U.S. senator (D.-WA.) who

3 Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval (Boston: Little, Brown
and Co., 1982), pp. 250-51, 254.

* Henry Kissinger, Diplomacy (New York: Simon & Schuster,
1994), pp. 753-54.
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espoused a vigorous civil liberties perspective
joined to a pronounced anti-Soviet posture. When
Senator Jackson formally introduced his
amendment on the Senate floor on March 15,
1973, he specifically referred to Article 13/2 of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which
holds that “everyone has the right to leave any
country, including his own, and to return to his
country,” as the principal source of inspiration for
the proposed legislation.” The crucial importance
ascribed to this right was evident from the three-
year study by the United Nations Subcommission
“on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of
Minorities. It found that the right is “a constituent
element of personal liberty” and a precondition for
the exercise of other human rights. Indeed, the
principle this right upholds has been the
cornerstone of international law since the Magna
Carta.®

The relevance of the Declaration of Human
Rights to the Jackson-Vanik amendment was
critical. Sakharov was to underscore it in an “open
letter” to the U.S. Congress. In it, he spoke of the
appropriateness of the declaration for legislative
action in that it would attach a “minimal
condition” for the consummation of détente
agreements involving trade. The U.S. Congress,
after all, reflected “the traditional love of freedom
of the American people.” Senator Jackson went
beyond this general point to a specific attribute of
American tradition, the country’s basic character
as a “nation of immigrants,” which justified the
introduction of the amendment. It is precisely
because of this character, he insisted, that freedom
of emigration is “an American issue.” Jackson
reminded his colleagues that “I would not be in
this chamber today if Norway, the country of my
parents’ birth, had practiced the sort of emigration
policy that the Soviet Union has today.”

* See Congressional Record-Senate, Vol. 119, No. 41, March
15, 1973. An carlier version was introduced in the late fall,
1972.

¢ See William Korey, The Soviet Cage: Anti-Semitism in Russia
(New York: Viking Press, 1973), pp. 184-86.

Origins

Jackson’s initiative was sparked by an
extraordinary decision of the Soviet government;
the enactment, on August 3, 1972, of a decree
requiring would-be emigrants who had acquired a
higher education to pay a “diploma tax.” On
August 14, the decree was reaffirmed by an
“order” of the USSR Council of Ministers,
directing appropriate Soviet agencies to establish a
scale of fees. These were so exorbitantly high that
payment by those holding advanced degrees was
virtually impossible. Soviet Jewish activists, at a
an August 15 press conference, warned that the
effect of the decree would be the creation of “a
new category of human beings—the slaves of the
20™ century.”” The diploma tax was but the latest
of a massive series of devices created by the
Kremlin to stop the drain of talent. Even as the
barrier to emigration was lifted in March 1971, and
the flow of 13,000 Jews to Israel was increased to
32,000 in 1972, the highly educated and
technically trained were compelled to run an
obstacle course of prolonged torment.

The Kremlin had not reckoned with the
revulsion the tax would generate in the United
States. Especially shocked were the scientific and
academic communities. Twenty-one Nobel
laureates issued a public statement in the fall of
1972 expressing “dismay” at the “massive
violation of human rights” by the imposition of
“exorbitant head taxes.” At an emergency meeting
of the leadership of national Jewish organizations,
called for September 26 in Washington, D.C., by
the National Conference on Soviet Jewry (NCSJ),
it was decided to move from a largely public-
relations campaign to a predominantly political
one focusing on a particular piece of legislation.
Senator Jackson, who had asked to be invited to
the gathering, outlined to the 120 participants a
legislative proposal tying trade benefits to removal
of curbs on emigration.®

In part, the Jackson proposal was a response to
negotiations for a comprehensive trade agreement
that had been carried on between American and
Soviet officials since the beginning of August.
The provisions of the agreement, as finally signed

7 Ibid., pp. 315-17

§ Jerry Goodman, “Protecting Human Rights Around the
World: The Case of Soviet Jewry.” In Mare Godin, Mark
Levine and Sid Schwarz, Jewish Civics: A Tikkun Olam
Manual (Washington, D.C.: The Institute for Jewish Leadership
and Values, n.d.), pp. 71-73. Also seec William Korey, NGOs
and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (New York, St.
Martin’s Press, 1998), pp. 190-202.
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by the two powers in October, were that the United
States was to receive from the USSR $722 million
of the enormous lend-lease debt owed it since
World War II; in return, the administration pledged
to seek congressional authorization for providing
to the Soviet Union most-favored-nation (MFN)
tariff treatment. By early October 1972, Senators
Jackson and Abraham Ribicoff (D. - CONN.) had
gathered thirty-two sponsors for their proposal,
which they offered as an amendment to an East-
West trade bill. Senator Jacob Javits (R. - NY)
joined when it was somewhat modified, bringing
with him thirty more senators.

The amendment would refuse a “nonmarket
economy country” MFN (most favored nation)
status, as well as credits, credit guarantees, and
investment guarantees, if that country denied its
citizens the right to emigrate, or imposed more
than a nominal tax on emigration. At the time,
observers viewed the Senate action as a show of
strength and a warning to the Russians, rather than
a serious legislative move.

Early in January 1973, Representative Charles
A. Vanik (D. - OH.) had assembled a list of 144
representatives who agreed to sponsor in the
House legislation similar to Jackson’s amendment.
A massive letter-writing campaign sponsored by
the NCSJ and organized Jewry was to evoke a
powerful response. Support for the amendment
also came from other sources, including the trade-
union movement and several religious groups. By
early February, 238 representatives, more than a
majority of the House, had decided to become
cosponsors of the proposed legislation.

The Soviet authorities initially sought to meet
congressional action head-on. The major target
was to be big business in the United States, which
was thought to be most susceptible to Soviet
blandishments.” A high-level 15 member Soviet
delegation arrived to participate in an American-
Soviet trade conference sponsored by the National
Association of Manufacturers (NAM). At the

? Details of the overall struggle on Jackson-Vanik are to be
found in William Korey, “The Struggle over Jackson-Mills-
Vanik,” American Jewish Year Book, 1974-75 (New York: The
American Jewish Committee and The Jewish Publication
Society of America, 1975), pp. 199-234. The author, as a
professional participant in the policy deliberation of the Jewish
community, kept detailed notes of the discussions. When not
directly involved in the private policy meetings of the top
Jewish leaders with key senators and government officials, he
relied on personal oral reports from those leaders about the
session. Details from the notes and interviews were recorded in
the Year Book essay as well as in a subsequent one published
the following year.

opening session in Washington on February 27,
which was attended by 800 businessmen, no less
than three powerful Soviet officials served as panel
members.

The Soviet panelists quickly learned where
Congress stood. Senator Edmund S. Muskie (D. -
ME.) told them that Soviet emigration policy
constituted a “major roadblock” to expanded East-
West trade. An official Soviet response came the
next day. Georgy Arbatov, reportedly the
Politburo’s principal adviser on American
questions, said at a briefing session that if
“normalization of trade relations between the U.S.
and USSR is frustrated by the Congress,” it would
prove “a harmful thing for Soviet-American
relations” as a whole. Should the Jackson-Vanik
legislation be adopted, Arbatov warned, it would,
among other things, “revive anti-Semitism in the
Soviet Union.”

The Russians by no means relied exclusively
on the Arbatov-type threats. They also focused the
softer line of economic inducements on
congressmen, with NAM providing the required
link to the Hill. On March 12, Deputy Trade
Minister Vladimir Alkhimov and two Soviet
Embassy economic officials met with fifteen
congressmen, among them key Republicans, at a
luncheon requested by the Soviet Embassy and
arranged by NAM officials to explain the
advantages of increased U.S.-Soviet trade.

On March 15, 1973, Senator Jackson formally
reintroduced his amendment on the Senate floor.
In introducing his amendment, Jackson said its
“heart” was the provision making MFN status and
U.S. Export-Import Bank credits contingent on
periodic presidential reports to Congress on
compliance with the free emigration requirements
by the country in question. Senator Ribicoff put
the issue sharply, warning that Congress was not
“bluffing,” and that “the next move is up to the
Soviet Union.” Moscow no doubt got the
“message” when large majorities in both houses of
Congress—75 senators and 272 congressmen—
agreed to cosponsor the amendment.

Washington must have received assurances that
the USSR would alter, at least in some degree, its
emigration procedures. Secretary of the Treasury
George P. Shultz had met on March 14 with
President Brezhnev and spoke of Soviet leaders
showing “willingness to tackle [the emigration
problem] in very real terms.” Indeed, only four
days after the Shultz visit, Moscow signaled a
clearly positive, if limited, response to the pressure
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of Congress.'® On March 19-20, 1973, the USSR
allowed forty-four Soviet Jews who had obtained a
higher education to leave without paying the
diploma tax. On March 21, the Israeli daily Yediot
Aharonot published an article by Viktor Louis, a
Soviet journalist with close. KGB connections,
which said the diploma tax “will no longer be
enforced.”

Senator Jackson, speaking at the National Press
Club in Washington, welcomed the Moscow
developments as “encouraging signs,” but also
made it clear that he would continue to press for
his amendment to ensure that Moscow did not
“relapse into the old patterns” of harassment and
taxation to limit emigration. The issue, it was
clear, remained the right to leave a country.

The Role of the Jewish Community

The Nixon Admuinistration shifted to the
political offensive that would in part seek to
neutralize or weaken the Jewish community’s
support for the amendment, thereby isolating
congressional opposition. On April 10, President
Nixon sent Congress a comprehensive Trade
Reform Act with the stated goal of “creating a new
international economic order.” The administration
followed up with a direct approach to the Jewish
community.' At Nixon’s invitation, fifteen
prominent Jewish leaders who had long sought a
meeting with the president to discuss the totality of
the Soviet Jewish problem, but with one exception
had been unsuccessful, received invitations from
the White House. Now it was the president who
sought the meeting, which lasted seventy minutes
and ranged over central aspects of the Soviet
Jewish problem. Inevitably, the impact on the
Jewish participants was powerful, especially since
Nixon showed sympathetic understanding of the
problem. Most important, he explained to them
the profound moral dilemma in which he found
himself. On the one hand, he had made a
commitment to the Kremlin on MFN status that
was percelved as integral to his search for détente.
On the other hand, there was the Jackson
amendment, which would negate that commitment.

Delivered in a delicate manner, the message
was clear. The White House hoped the Jewish

10 William Korey, “Jackson-Vanik and Soviet Jewry,” The
Washington Quarterly, Winter 1984, pp. 119-20.

! For the pressure on the Jewish community leadership and the
reactions, see Korey, “The Struggle Over Jackson-Mills-
Vanik,” op. cit., pp. 215-20.

community would reconsider its adamant support
of the Jackson amendment. The strategy appears
to have temporarily succeeded. After the meeting,
Jacob Stein, chairman of the Conference of
Presidents of Major American Jewish
Organizations; Charlotte Jacobson, vice chair of
the National Conference on Soviet Jewry; and Max
Fisher, former president of the Council of Jewish
Federations and Welfare Funds, issued a statement
on behalf of all participants that was as revealing
for what it did not say as for what it said. It noted
the contents of the Soviet documents concerning
eased Soviet emigration practices, and “asked the
help of the president for the 100,000 Soviet Jews
who had been refused exit visas.” The statement’s
failure to include any reference to the Jackson
amendment raised doubts on Capitol Hill about the
firmness of the Jewish community’s position.

The very ambiguity of the statement stirred a
grassroots backlash.  Pressure for clarification
rapidly mounted among the organizations
composing the NCSJ. Parallel and interlocked
with this pressure were demands by the
amendment’s leading sponsors for a strong
statement of support, without which their ability to
hold congressional supporters in line was open to
question.

Jewish leaders were faced with a dilemma that
they had sought to avoid. Until their meeting at
the White House, they had made every effort to
present publicly their support of the Jackson
amendment as in no way directed against the
president. On the contrary, they had argued,
support of the amendment aided the president’s
“quiet diplomacy” by strengthening his hand in
negotiating with the Russians. Now, the leaders
felt, they were being pressured into making a
choice between support of the White House and
support of the Jackson amendment. They were
keenly aware that Nixon had been a friend of Israel
and continued to aid the Jewish state.

A decisive consideration in resolving the
dilemma was the attitude of Soviet Jewry. Just as
Soviet Jews had played the key role in sparking the
extraordinary American Jewish mass movement in
late 1970 on behalf of their emigration rights, so,
too, was their opinion key at this juncture. When
reports about an apparent ambiguity concerning
American Jewish support for the Jackson
amendment reached Moscow, Soviet Jewish
activists decided to intervene directly. On April
23, 1973, they sent an appeal bearing more than
one hundred signatures to American Jewish
leaders, urging them to continue backing the
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amendment. Their language was strong and
designed to remind American Jewry of the
Holocaust. The closing paragraph was particularly
poignant: “Remember, the history of our people
has known many terrible mistakes. Do not give in
to soothing deceit. Remember, your smallest
hesitation may cause irreparable tragic results.”

Clarification of the Jewish community’s
position was pressed at an enlarged executive
committee meeting of the NCSJ on April 26. It
reached the decision that a prompt public
statement of support for the amendment was
essential. Later at a meeting of the Presidents’
Conference a statement was hammered out
declaring that the Jackson amendment had
“contributed” to the alleviation of “the plight of
Soviet Jewry, and we continue our support for this
legislation.”

While the administration was unable to sway
Congress, Leonid Brezhnev thought he might try
during a scheduled trip to the United States in mid-
June. Two days after his arrival, he met with
seventeen members of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and eight members of the
House, and outlined the prospects for vast Soviet-
American trade. After some time, he emphasized
rather vigorously that the condition for such trade
was MFN status for the Soviet Union.

Brezhnev received a more enthusiastic
reception from forty of America’s top industrial
and banking executives, invited by Secretary
Shultz to a meeting at Blair House on the morning
of June 22. They were enormously impressed by
the broad picture Brezhnev painted of the potential
of trade relations between the two countries. Yet,
for all his lobbying, Brezhnev failed to achieve his
primary objective of winning over Congress for the
administration’s trade bill. The large majority in
both the Senate and the House had not retreated
from support of the Jackson amendment. The
amendment now had 77 sponsors in the Senate and
285 in the House. The legislative session, which
resumed 1n September 1973, was marked by an
intensification of the struggle between the White
House and Congress over the trade bill.

The Andrei Sakharov Factor

A new factor in the debate was Andrei
Sakharov’s decision to enter directly into the
controversy."> His “open letter” to the Congress,
dated September 14, appealed for support of the
Jackson amendment. Its passage, he said, was an
indispensable first step to assuring détente. In his
view, the “minimal right” of emigration is essential
for “mutual trust” and, therefore, détente. To
reject Jackson-Vanik would be nothing short of “a
betrayal of the thousands of Jews and non-Jews
who want to emigrate, of the hundreds in camps
and mental hospitals, of the victims of the Berlin
Wall.”

The immediate test of strength between the
administration and the Jackson coalition was in the
House Ways and Means Committee. The 25-
member panel had been under pressure from
business circles, including Donald M. Kendall,
chairman of the newly formed Emergency
Committee on American Trade. But the charged
moral-political atmosphere flowing from the
Sakharov issue all but neutralized that pressure.
The House committee voted on MFN status on
September 26. By a voice vote, it agreed to deny
MFN status to nonmarket counties restricting
emigration. However, the administration
succeeded in seriously weakening the bill through
an unexpected parliamentary maneuver. Before
the vote was taken, the ranking Republican
member of the Ways and Means Committee
suddenly, on a point of order, asked that the
provision barring credits and credit guarantees be
eliminated. He contended that this section fell
under the jurisdiction of the House Banking and
Currency Committee. The chair ruled in his favor.

The committee decision on the bill, while not
completely to the liking of the Jackson coalition,
was an lmportant setback to the administration.
President Nixon, with Kissinger at his side, met at
the White House with the Republican leaders of
Congress and urged a determined effort to
eliminate the restrictions placed on granting MFN
status to the USSR.

The Jackson coalition was equally determined
to restore the provision on credits. In a speech on
the Senate floor on September 27, Jackson called
the House committee vote “a most welcome

'2 The Sakharov role is detailed in William Korey, “Sakharov
and the Soviet Jewish National Movement,” Midstream,
February 1974, pp. 43-44. A copy of Sakharov’s letter is in the
author’s possession. Sakharov refers to the episode in his
memoirs. See Andrei Sakharov, Memoirs (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1990), pp. 394, 402-4.
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affirmation of the commitment of this country to
the cause of human rights,” but expressed regret
that “a vital part of the Jackson amendment” had
been dropped on grounds of “a jurisdictional
question.” Bank credits were far more crucial than
Soviet manufactured goods, which, in the
immediate future, were most unlikely to find a
market in the United States for a variety of
economic reasons. Credits, on the other hand,
involved the very hard reality of trade.

Before the bill came up for final vote in the
House (scheduled for October 17 or 18), fighting
had broken out in the Middle East. The Yom
Kippur War significantly affected the character of
the debate and the strategic maneuvering behind
the scenes. For one, the Jewish community, the
principal public backer of the Jackson amendment,
was now chiefly concerned with Israel’s survival.
At the same time, a major objective of American
foreign policy was to bring about a cease-fire in
the Middle East, which required the cooperation of
the Soviet Union.

Kissinger felt that the time was not opportune
for a House vote on the Trade Reform Act, and
that passage of the Jackson amendment would
jeopardize Soviet cooperation in ending hostilities.
On October 11, he urged the House leadership to
postpone the vote in “the best interests of the
country.” The request was approved by House
leaders. Consideration of the trade bill was
scheduled for October 24 or 25. But as the time
for the vote approached, Middle East tensions had
not been resolved. The two cease-fires reached on
October 22 or 24 appeared threatened. Kissinger
again sought delay.

At this point, a curious episode took place. On
October 23, Kissinger, who had just that day
returned from his whirlwind trip to Moscow, Tel
Aviv, and London, met at the White House with
Stein, Richard Maass (chairman of NCSJ), and
Fisher. Toward the end of the meeting, which
mainly focused on Middle East matters, Kissinger
raised the issue of the Jackson amendment. He
reiterated that the president favored its elimination
from the Trade Reform Act, and then surprised his
listeners by asking whether, in the event Jackson
and Vanik agreed to the elimination of the
amendment, the Jewish leadership would condemn
them. Since the Jewish leaders did not know
whether Jackson or Vanik had been approached by
the White House, their answer was evasive. If
indeed Jackson or Vanik agreed with Kissinger,
they said, they would have to ask their
constituency for instructions on how to proceed.

The White House reinforced the Kissinger
tactic. Peter Flanigan, its chief adviser on
international economic policy, told Jewish leaders
that the interest of Israel required the elimination
of Title IV (Jackson-Vanik). He proposed on
November 2 that the leadership meet with Vanik
and Jackson concerning this objective. Jewish
leaders had been scheduled to see Jackson on
November 5. During the preceding weekend,
word of the administration proposal leaked out and
quickly generated a chorus of anger and concemn.
The executive committee of the NCSJ rejected the
Kissinger and Flanigan proposal. Instead, Maass
was instructed to report to Jackson on the White
House position, and to seek his counsel.

The November 5 session with Jackson was the
turning point in the yearlong campaign. The
senator chose to invite to it, in addition to Maass,
Stein, his principal legislative partner, Senator
Ribicoff. After Maass reported on the
conversations with administration officials,
Jackson and Ribicoff addressed the source of the
Jewish community’s anxiety: that continued
support of the amendment might undermine or
weaken U.S. support of Isracl. In their view, the
linkage was spurious.

After the meeting, Stein and Maass
immediately went to the White House to advise
Flanigan that the organized Jewish community
would continue to back the Jackson amendment.
The following week, Maass issued a public
statement to this effect. It made clear that backing
the amendment did not mean the Jewish leadership
had cut its ties with the Nixon administration, or
did not appreciate its massive aid to Israel. What
the leadership rejected, Maass emphasized, was
the attempt to use that aid to weaken or remove the
Jackson amendment.

On December 10, the trade bill was finally
called up for action in the House. The key vote
came a day later on a motion by Vanik to refuse
credits, credit guarantees, and investment
guarantees to nonmarket countries denying ‘their
citizens emigration rights. The overwhelming 4 to
1 ratio in the voting (319 to 80) testified to the
massive support enjoyed by the Jackson coalition
in the House. Then, by a ratio almost as large (298
to 106), the House defeated an administration-
sponsored motion to delete Title IV from the bill.

The collapse of Nixon’s strategy compelled the
administration to shift in 1974 to a new approach.
Kissinger had to recognize the political reality that
more than three-quarters of the Senate supported
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the House-approved legislation."> He therefore, for
the first time, entered into negotiations with the
principal sponsors of the amendment, Senators
Jackson, Ribicoff, and Javits. The purpose of the
negotiations, which continued throughout the
spring, was to find a formula to make the Jackson
amendment acceptable to the administration and to
the Kremlin. Ineluctably, the administration was
compelled to conduct parallel and interlocking
discussions with Soviet officials to determine what
concessions . the Kremlin was prepared to make to
satisfy the Senate. Kissinger frequently met with
Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin, and saw
Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko at
Geneva in April and at Cyprus in May, to discuss
the matter.

Two aims were central to these discussions::

ending the harassment of Soviet Jews who applied
for exit visas, and raising the level of Jewish
emigration. (The rate of Jewish emigration during
the first half of 1974 had declined by 40 percent.)
Concerning the first point, Gromyko at Cyprus was
prepared to acknowledge that such practices were
“Inconsistent with Soviet laws.” With reference to
the level of emigration, he proposed a figure of
45,000. The three senators suggested 75,000 as a
desirable number.

Reaching a Ford-Congress Agreement

The accession of Gerald Ford to the presidency
on August 9 was a decisive development. Not
only was Ford, in the calculations of the Kremlin,
an uncertain factor as far as détente was
concerned, he had also committed himself, in his
first public act, to a “marriage” with Congress.
The Kremlin moved rapidly. Three days after
Ford’s inauguration, Dobrynin interrupted his
vacation to fly to Washington, and the two met on
August 14 to discuss the trade measure. The
discussion was clearly encouraging. The president
called the three senators to the White House the
following morning and offered them his personal
guarantee that the Kremlin was prepared to end
harassment of Jewish applicants and to raise
significantly the level of emigration.

The administration-Senate negotiations now
entered their final stage. Initially, the negotiators
agreed that Kissinger would write a letter spelling
out the Soviet commitment on eased emigration

'3 For details, see William Korey, “The Struggle Over the
Jackson Amendment,” American Jewish Year Book, 1975 (New
York: The American Jewish Committee and The Jewish
Publication Society of America, 1976), pp. 160-70.

procedures. Upon the insistence of the new NCSJ
chairman, Stanley H. Lowell, it was agreed that the
letter would refer to “assurances” rather than a
vaguer term. Jackson would then respond by
giving his interpretation of the agreement,
indicating a precise figure of 60,000 as the
emigration rate—a compromise between the earlier
figures.

As the negotiations proceeded, the Soviet
Union was kept apprised of, and appeared to
accept, the understandings that were being
reached. Indeed, on September 20, President Ford
met successively with Jackson and Gromyko on
the basic content of the proposed exchange of
correspondence, and later that day, Kissinger and
Gromyko talked about it at length. In essence, the
Kremlin had become a “silent partner” to an
administration-Senate understanding.

Announcement of the understanding was made
by Senator Jackson on October 18. Kissinger’s
letter stated that “punitive action” against would-
be emigrants and “unreasonable impediments”
would no longer obtain. Only in the case of
persons holding “security clearances” would
“limitations of emigration” be imposed, and then
only for a designated time period. Senator
Jackson’s response translated the assurances into
specific terms. With respect to ‘“security
clearance” cases, he set a date of three years from
the time they had been exposed to sensitive
information. As a “benchmark, a minimum
standard of Initial compliance,” Jackson set an
emigration figure of 60,000 per annum. He added
that “we understand that the president proposes to
use the same benchmark.” On the basis of these
understandings, Jackson agreed to propose an
additional amendment that would authorize the
president to waive for a period of eighteen months,
Title IV restrictions with respect to MFN status
and credits. Thereafter, the presidential waiver
authority could be extended, on a one-year basis,
by concurrent resolutions of both houses of
Congress.

A week after the Kissinger-Jackson exchange,
Gromyko handed Kissinger, who was then in
Moscow, a letter dated October 26, which
complained that the letters presented a “distorted
picture of our position.” It stated that “we
resolutely decline” the interpretation of
“elucidations that were furnished by us” on
emigration practices as involving ‘“some
assurances and nearly obligation on our part.” The
Gromyko letter was kept from the Senate—and the
public. Kissinger made no reference to it during
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his crucial testimony in support of the Trade
Reform Act before the Senate Finance Committee
on December 3. He nonetheless insisted that
“assurances” on emigration had been given by
Brezhnev, Gromyko, and Dobrynin.

On December 13, the Senate, by a vote of 88 to
0, approved the waiver provision, with the proviso
that the president certify to the Congress that “he
has received assurances that the emigration
practices” of the USSR will “lead substantially to
the achievement of the objectives” of the Jackson
amendment." But on the morning of December
18, Moscow suddenly decided to react publicly to
the trade measure. Its comments were unusually
negative. The official Soviet news agency, Tass,
asserted that “leading circles” in the USSR flatly
reject as ‘“‘unacceptable” any attempt to attach
conditions to the reduction of tariffs on imports
from the Soviet Union, or otherwise to “interfere in
[its] internal affairs.” The statement denied that
the Kremlin had given any specific assurances on
emigration procedures. To support its contention,
Tass released the Gromyko letter of October 26.

The Tass release revealed a totally new
Kremlin attitude. Prior to December 18, the
Kremlin failed to indicate publicly that it had
second thoughts about the understandings reached
between the White House and Senator Jackson, to
which it was a silent partner. What brought the
changed perspective? Analysis suggests that it
was triggered by another congressional action
completely unrelated to the Jackson amendment.

By December 16, it had become clear to the
Kremlin that the Senate was about to approve an
amendment to a bill that extended the life of the
U.S. Export-Import Bank for four years. The
amendment, sponsored by Senator Adlai E.
Stevenson III, would place a ceiling of only $300
million on credits to the USSR over the entire four-
year period. It had been initially voted on
favorably by the Senate on September 19. As the
House version of the Export-Import Bank bill
contained no similar amendment, the issue went
before a Senate-House conference committee,
which adopted the ceiling on December 12. The
Senate then began considering the conference
report, and after several sessions—the last on

" For details on the last minute blow-up on the three-way

understanding, see William Korey, “The Future of Soviet
Jewry: Emigration and Assimilation,” Foreign Affairs, Fall,
1979, pp. 75-77. Also see Korey “Jackson-Vanik and Soviet
Jewry,” op. cit,, pp. 122-24. (The latter appeared in The
Washington Quarterly five years after the author’s Foreign
Affairs essay.)

December 16—appeared almost certain to adopt
i

As Kissinger later indicated, the amount of
credits permitted the USSR under the ceiling was
“peanuts in Soviet terms.” As compared to more
than $1 billion in credits it sought for the next
three years, the proposed $75 million per annum
was a severe disappointment. From the Kremlin’s
perspective, the bargain that had been struck
involving an agreed-upon exchange of money
credits for emigrants had been unfavorably altered.

Significantly, Ambassador Dobrynin met with
Kissinger on December 18 and, in a reportedly
stormy session, lashed out at the credit ceiling and
warned that the October 1972 trade agreement
would thereby be placed in jeopardy. At the same
time, Tass had issued its statement denying any
assurances on emigration. The connection seemed
clear. Moscow was saying that if the ceiling on
credits was imposed, the trade deal with the
exchange was jeopardized. The linked Soviet
actions of December 18 were clearly designed to
stir State Department lobbying in the Senate. But
the last-minute lobbying, if intensive, proved
unavailing. On December 19, the Senate approved
the conference report even as the State Department
denounced the Stevenson amendment as “most
unwise and unfortunate.”

The puzzling question 1is why the
administration failed to alert public opinion and the
Congress as to what the Stevenson amendment
involved in relation to the understandings reached
on the Jackson amendment. Strikingly, Jewish
organizations, which had a great stake in the
emigration issue, were totally unaware of the
Stevenson amendment and its potential
consequences. Kissinger was reported to have
admitted to his aides that he failed to focus on the
Export-Import Bank bill and the Stevenson
amendment when he should have done so.

An attack would now be mounted by the
Kremlin against the entire Trade Reform Act. On
December 20, both the Senate and the House
approved the act by large majorities. The very
next day, Tass unleashed the new propaganda
offensive, denouncing both the Trade Reform Act
and the Export-Import Bank legislation as
“attempts at interference in the internal affairs of

** For detailed coverage of the Stevenson amendment and its
impact upon Moscow, see Paula Stern, Water's Edge: Domestic
Politics and the Making of American Foreign Policy (Westport:
Greenwood Press, 1979), pp. 181-89 and 238 (fn. 137). Stern
relied, as did the author, on extensive reportage of the episode
in The New York Times, December 21-23, 1974.
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the USSR.”
formally scrapped the
agreement.

The Trade Reform Act, with its historic
Jackson-Vanik amendment, became law on
January 3, 1975, when President Ford signed the
legislation. Even before the Jackson-Vanik became
law, it had compelled the Kremlin, in an
unprecedented act, to nullify an education tax on
exit visas. Nor would Moscow choose to disregard
the message of Jackson-Vanik, even after its
vehement media outburst of December 1974.
After 1975, the annual emigration rate of Soviet
Jews rose, jumping to 28,000 in 1978 and an
unprecedented 51,000 in 1979. During 1978-79, a
draft strategic arms limitation agreement (SALT
1I) occupied a key place on the American-Soviet
agenda, and Moscow sought to win support for
Senate ratification of the treaty. Preliminary
discussions concerning trade and credits were also
taking place at the time.

Strikingly, in 1978 the United States reached a
trade agreement with the Soviet satellite state of
Hungary. That agreement was preceded by written
exchanges in which Budapest gave assurances on
its emigration practices. Had Moscow continued
to have strong objections to the amendment as an
intrusion into domestic affairs, it would no doubt
have pressured Hungary to reject the agreement.

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in
December 1979 brought an end to the warming
trend with the West. The resumption of an even
more frigid cold war ineluctably followed, with a
concomitant downward plunge of Jewish
emigration rates. By 1986, the figure had reached
the lowest level since the sixties.

With the emergence of glasnost and perestroika
following Mikhail Gorbachev’s coming to power,
a new era in East-West relations appeared on the
horizon. It found expression in the Helsinki
process talks held in Vienna, especially during
1987. Moscow would commit itself to free
emigration and the removal of virtually all
obstacles to it. Even on the core issue of the
national security device designed to inhibit
emigration, Moscow was prepared to impose
“stringent time limits” on the “state secrets”
obstacle. Gorbachev himself made this
commitment in an address to the United Nations
General Assembly on December 7, 1988.

Several weeks later, the Kremlin
October 1972 trade

Emigration and Waiver

Central to Jackson-Vanik was less the
commitments, but rather the actual flow of
emigrants. Implementation constituted the heart of
the amendment and explains why Senator Jackson
insisted a “benchmark” of 60,000 emigrants per
annum as essential for determining whether a
waiver of his statute was to be granted. From 1989
onward, that “benchmark” was annually reached
and, indeed, exceeded.’® In 1989, it was 72,000,
and then jumped to 213,000 in 1990 and 180,000
in 1991. Since 1992, the annual emigration
remained fairly high even if 1989-92 figures
inevitably diminished.

Appropriately, the waiver was granted, and the
Soviet Union and its successor states, most notably
Russia, were extended MFN status and Export-
Import Bank credits on an annual basis. The very
existence of the Jackson-Vanik amendment,
together with the annual review, provided the
leverage for assuring continuing compliance.
President Boris Yeltsin, in view of Russia’s
positive record, and eager to remove any obstacles
to American investment and trade, sought to have
Jackson-Vanik entirely revoked. When he met
with President Bill Clinton in Vancouver, Canada,
in April 1993 at their first summit, he vigorously
pressed the issue.

At the press conference that climaxed the
meeting, Yeltsin observed that the two leaders had
“decided to do away with the Jackson-Vanik
amendment.” The comment was hardly accurate.
Clinton, in his press comments, had merely
indicated that, only after the White House is
certain that restrictions on emigration are no longer
implemented, would he then be prepared to
recommend to Congress that the legislation be
reconsidered.  The next year, Russian Prime
Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin came to
Washington armed with positive details. It was on
June 21, 1994 that he met with several-Jewish
leaders brought together by the NCSJ. Besides
noting the continuing high level of exodus,
Chernomyrdin could call attention to the sharp
decline in the number of refuseniks. A specially
created commission in Russia, headed by Sergei
Lavrov, had reviewed 139 key refusenik cases and
approved 135. Since then, the refusenik category
plunged downward, laying the groundwork for a
change in Russia’s MFN status.

16 The emigration figures were made available to the author by
the National Conference on Soviet Jewry.
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But that change would not and could not mean
that Jackson-Vanik no longer applied to Russia.
That is precisely what Chernomyrdin sought (as
had Yeltsin in Vancouver). Enlightenment was
provided by the late Senator Jackson’s
collaborator, former Congressman Charles Vanik.
As an invited member of the NCSJ delegation, he
told the Russian prime minister that the Jackson-
Vanik amendment was “firm as concrete” in both
American law and the American mind. Besides,
only Congress, not the president, can remove
Russia from the Jackson-Vanik rubric.

Still, a significant step under Jackson-Vanik
could be taken in recognizing Russia’s
compliance. President Clinton, with the support of
NCSJ, formally affirmed on September 21, 1994,
Moscow’s “full compliance” with Jackson-Vanik.
This affirmation permitted Russia to obtain MFN
status and Export-Import Bank credits without an
annual review (by both the administration and the
Congress). The removal of the burdensome annual
review was strongly welcomed by President
Yeltsin.

From 1994 to the present, the waiver provision
remained a constant feature of the American-
Russian trade relationship. The President
repeatedly used the waiver as he made his annual
determination of Russia’s compliance with the
requirements of Jackson-Vanik. While the
compliance determination is vulnerable to a
resolution of disapproval by Congress—as
indicated in the amendment—no such resolution
has taken place since 1994 and, indeed, not a
single member of Congress has even asked for
disapproval.

Nor would a disapproval resolution make much
sense as every year since 1994, until 2000 the
Jewish emigration figures from Russia exceeded
the Jackson 60,000 benchmark, although at an
increasingly smaller rate. During the last two
years, over 100,000 have emigrated. Indeed, the
total number of emigrants from the former Soviet
Union offers an extraordinary endorsement of the
purpose of Jackson-Vanik. The overall figure is a
staggering one and one-half million, with the
number going to Israel only exceeding one million.
Jews from the former Soviet Union constitute
approximately 18 percent of the total population
making them the largest single ethnic group within
Israel.  Their impact upon Israeli society in
technological, scientific and cultural terms has
been enormous.

10

Moving Toward “Graduation”

After September 11, 2001, the U.S. position on
Russia’s strong reaction to Jackson-Vanik
ineluctably required modification from relative
indifference to a vigorous responsiveness. Russia,
after all, had been especially cooperative in joining
President Bush’s campaign against terrorism. At
the very first summit of the two Presidents, after
the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and
the Pentagon, which was held in Crawford, Texas,
on November 13-15, Viadimir Putin was in a
position to raise the issue of Jackson-Vanik rather
forcefully and Bush was unlikely to be indifferent
to his plea.

Two initiatives were quickly taken on the very
first day of the summit. At a joint press briefing,
President Bush noted that Russia had made
“important strides” on emigration and on ‘“the
protection of religious and ethnic minorities.”"
President Putin observed that they had reached “a
great deal of understanding” that issues separating
the two countries “should be resolved” including
dealing specifically with the Jackson-Vanik
amendment in “legal terms.” The second initiative
involved a formal exchange of correspondence
between Secretary of State Colin Powell and
Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov on precisely
the same day, November 13."

Ivanov promised that Jews and all ethnic
groups of Russia will “enjoy the right to leave the
country and travel abroad.” And he emphasized

that the Kremlin “guarantees” its Jewish
community ‘“protection against any type of
religious and ethnic discrimination.”  Powell

Ia b6

responded by welcoming Ivanov’s “commitment to
human rights, including freedom of emigration”
and his view that “anti-Semitism has no place in
modern society.” The Ivanov letter indicated that
he had been assured that the Bush Administration
would “seek the full and final exemption of
Russia” from Jackson-Vanik, which he called “one
of the last vestiges of the so-called Cold War.”

Far more important than these initiatives was
the commitment given by President Bush at the
summit. As reported in the Congressional
Research Service “he will work with the [U.S.]
Congress to grant Russia permanent ‘normal trade

17 Excerpts of the press conference were made available to the
author by NCSJ.
13 Complete copies of the exchange were made available by

NCSJ. They are in the possession of the author.
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relations” (PNTR) status.”'? Bush was, of course,
keenly aware that the Jackson-Vanik amendment
could only be modified by new congressional
legislation. Section 401 of Title IV of the 1974
Trade Reform Act—the Jackson-Vanik
amendment—specifically embraced the former
Soviet Union and the bulk of its successor states.

The Bush Administration was as good as its
word concerning positive action in the Congress.
It prompted two key legislators to introduce bills
only one month after the Crawford summit which
would grant Russia permanent normal trading
relations with the U.S. Indeed, the draft bill in the
Senate (S. 1861) was openly acknowledged, by its
sponsor, Senator Richard Lugar (R. — IND.), to
have been introduced by him “at the request of the
Administration.”® No doubt, the same “request”
was made of the sponsor of the House bill (H.R.
3553), Bill Thomas (R. - CO.), who is chairman of
the key Ways and Means Committee.

Both bills were introduced on December 20,
2001. The Thomas draft stipulated that Jackson-
Vanik “should no longer apply to the Russian
Federation.” While the Lugar proposal carried a
similar demand, it reflected a more critical
viewpoint. The powerful senator from Indiana was
widely known as especially sensitive to
international affairs, and it was no accident that he
would call attention to the fact that the very
existence of the amendment “continues to be a
major irritant in U.S. relations with Russia.”™' The
perspective echoed that held by the State
Department.

Of equal significance to the direct prompting of
congressional legislation was the active
encouragement by the Administration of a key

19 Congressional Research Service, Permanent Normal Trade
Relations (PNTR) Status for Russia and U.S. — Russian
Economic Ties (Washington: Library of Congress, February 26,
2002), pp. 1-2. Since the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania had never been recognized by the U.S. as part of the
Soviet Union, they were each quickly granted normal trading
relations once the Soviet Union collapsed in December 1990.
Two other former Soviet Republics — Kyrgyzstan and Georgia
— were “graduated” out of Jackson-Vanik in the year 2000, the
first on June 29, the second on December 29. These exceptions
were initiated by an Administration favorably disposed towards
the two republics and besides, no ethnic emigration issue were
to be found with them. Congress responded favorably to the
Administration requests.

o Congressional Record-Senate, (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, December 20, 2001), p. 9. A copy
of his legislation introduced into the Senate at the 107"
Congress, 1" Session was made available for the author. A
copy of the Thomas Bill was also given to the author.

“"Ibid. Lugar made explicitly clear that this viewpoint was
reported as such by the Administration.
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legislator whose credentials in the human rights
field are impeccable. If a major landmark in
human rights is to be modified, or at least one of
its principal targets no longer included, it would be
especially appropriate to have a leading human
rights advocate involved on the Administration
side. No senator or congressman has better
credentials than Republican Tom Lantos (D. -
CA.). He is the only survivor of the Holocaust
ever elected to Congress and he is the founding
chairman of the Congressional Human Rights
Caucus. Besides, he is the ranking Democrat in
the House International Affairs Commiittee.

According to Lantos’ own personal testimony
to a House trade panel, which is subordinate to the
Ways and Means Committee, he was asked by “the
White House... to lead the effort to repeal
Jackson-Vanik.”* Lantos related that “he agreed
to do that because I felt that the President needed
all the support we could give him on a bipartisan
basis in post-September 11 environment.” Lantos
added that he wanted to help the President fulfill
his promise to Putin “prior” to the summit
scheduled for Moscow in late May 2002.

Even before the Administration legislation was
introduced in the House and Senate, Lantos
circulated among his colleagues a draft outline for
legislation which differed in a significant way from
the Lugar and Thomas measures. The date of the
draft outline was December 11, nine days ahead of
the officially-sponsored legislation. Instead of
simply calling for the lifting of the Jackson-Vanik
amendment as it applied to Russia, Lantos’ draft
urged that Congressional legislation stipulate that
the Kremlin should adopt specific “statutory and
administrative procedure” for assuring everyone of
the “right to emigrate [and] travel freely.””

In addition, the Lantos outline would signal the
Russians what especially was welcomed by the
U.S. The proposed congressional legislation would
endorse legal initiatives undertaken by Moscow to
combat “incitement to violence” against ethnic
groups and which specifically outlawed “hate
crime.” Clearly, as a human rights specialist,
Lantos sought a legislation initiative that would
establish distinctive human rights markers for
Russian compliance. At the same time, his draft

22 Committee on Ways and Means, Trade Subcommittee, To
Explore the Permanent Trade Relations for Russia: Hearing,
April 11,2002, p. 9.

2 The “December Draft,” officially introduced at the 107"
Congress at its 1" Session on December 11, 2001, was made
available to the author. The cited comments are to be found in
the first four pages of the document.
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outline avoided any suggestion that the lifting of
the amendment be conditioned upon Moscow’s
adherence to human rights requirements. Still, he
believed, there ought to be a carry over from
Jackson-Vanik.

By April 11, 2002, when hearings opened by a
subcommittee on trade of the House Ways and
Means Committee, chaired by Congressman Philip
Crane (R. - ILL.), Lantos offered rather precise
details of what the Hose legislation should contain.
In his testimony, Lantos first took note that he had
consulted leaders of a number of religious and
human rights organizations as he needed to stress
that Jackson-Vanik was “one of the first attempts
to link human rights and trade” and that the
amendment “was initially conceived to establish a
framework for U.S. trade relations with communist
countries.”

When viewed from this perspective, Lantos
emphasized, Jackson-Vanik “has been a
resounding and an unqualified success.” He listed
the extraordinary progress in Russia since the end
of the Cold War: open borders; no legal
restrictions on emigration; and travel abroad no
longer encumbered. Besides, important progress
has been made in many other human rights areas.
Progress, he thought, “has been substantial.”

At the same time, Lantos stressed in his written
testimony, that “as we graduate Russia from
Jackson-Vanik, we [must] reaffirm out
commitment to the human rights provisions that
are the foundation of this legislation.”” What
must be stressed to Russia and all other
governments covered by Jackson-Vanik is “that
observance of human rights is an essential element
in the relationship with the United States.” Thus,
Lantos proposed that the “graduation” legislation
express America’s “intention to pursue human
rights issues as part of our ongoing foreign policy
approach to Russia.” He indirectly offered several
examples of what the U.S. would and should raise.
Observing that while “good” laws have been
passed to combat hate crimes, they have been
enforced “unevenly,” notably in responding to and
condemmation of “egregious” anti-Semitic abuses.
Also noted was the fact that religious and ethnic
minorities have faced “obstacles” in reclaiming
houses of worship from local authorities.

It is apparent that Lantos conceived of the U.S.
role in trade matters as embracing a human rights
component and he sought in the “graduation”
procedure to give his perspective an appropriate

* See the Lantos testimony in ibid.
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" permitted to emigrate....

send-off. Moreover, he advanced the specific
notion of creating an “informal U.S.-Russian
forum to discuss...[human rights] issues on a
regular basis.” To be included in the forum from
the American side would be the National
Conference on Soviet Jewry and the U.S.
Commission for International Religious Freedom.
Whether the forum idea should be included in the
proposed legislation or separately negotiated was
not made clear.

Significantly, Lantos did not see his proposals
as presenting an obstacle to the “graduation”
procedure. He repeatedly stressed that he wished to
see the Jackson-Vanik amendment lifted in time
for the Bush-Putin summit in Moscow near the end
of May. Firmly, the Lantos statement stressed: “I
anticipate that an agreement can be reached” on
the human rights issues raised. Indeed, he
envisaged that the “graduation” process be
climaxed with a “festive event” in Moscow to
which Charles Vanik and the widow of the late
Henry Jackson—Helen Jackson—would be
invited. Celebration would be appropriate, for in
Lantos’ view, “Jackson-Vanik represented one of
America’s signal victories in the Cold War and
marked an historic milestone for the human rights
movement.”

In oral testimony on April 11, Lantos went
beyond his earlier statement.*® Once again, he
stressed the great importance of Jackson-Vanik
but, this time with a special appreciation of the
powerful leverage it provided to achieve human
rights purposes. It succeeded he said, “in prying
open the iron gates of the Soviet Union.
Thousands of persecuted Soviet citizens were
” The unique value was
to be found in its unprecedented character. Lantos
noted that the Jackson-Vanik amendment was “the
first case in which Congress imposed economic
sanctions in order to achieve a human rights
objective.” It was for this reason alone that the
“legacy” of the legislation must be preserved and
Lantos was prepared to go a long way to preserve
the “legacy” through special language in the
graduation legislation.

For the first time, Lantos spoke of the need for
“an appropriate reporting requirement so that
Congress can be kept abreast of developments”
related to human rights. How the “appropriate
reporting mechanism would work was not made
clear. It may be that it would find expression in
the “forum” idea that he had proposed in his

% His tough language is on page 9 of the Internet testimony.
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testimony. But that Lantos was profoundly serious
about maintaining the Jackson-Vanik “legacy” is
all too evident. He told the trade subcommittee
that unless the “graduation” legislation expressed
his “human rights concerns” about the future, he
“will not support the legislation” and, indeed, he
“will have to oppose it actively.” That it was a
deeply-felt warning shot across the congressional
bow is stunningly evident. Yet, at no time did he
overtly reject the notion of “graduation” and, in
fact, he was unquestionably optimistic that his
“legacy” concern would win approval.

In his oral presentation, Lantos acknowledged
that he had discussed his “concern” with National
Security Advisor Condoleeza Rice and with
Deputy Secretary of State, Richard Armitage.
Both indicated to him “that they understand and
fully share...[his] concerns.” For that reason,
Lantos held firmly to the belief that “we can find
satisfactory appropriate language.” After all, the
Bush Administration now seemed to provide the
“legacy” thesis with an appropriate blessing.

Certainly, President Bush had to focus upon
key members of Congress if he intended to fulfill
his commitment to Putin. But, beyond Congress,
and of central importance in affecting Congress,
was the Jewish community, specifically that
community agency which had been designated to
deal with the former Soviet Union, the National
Conference of Soviet Jewry. The NCSJ, from the
beginning, had proved to be the prime instrument
for mobilizing public and congressional sentiment.

The Bush Administration lost no time to win
over the NCSJ. Only four days after the Crawford
summit, President Bush sent the executive director
of the NCSJ, Mark Levin, a personal letter.” The
President’s letter was basically designed to
communicate a sense of finality about Jackson-
Vanik. On the one hand, NCSJ was formally
advised on November 19 that President Viadimir
Putin had given President Bush “clear assurances”
of the Kremlin’s intention “to promote...core
human rights and basic freedoms.” The White
House went on to offer congratulations in such a
way as if to say that the purpose of Jackson-Vanik
had been fully realized.

Thus, the President wrote that it was American
Jewry’s determination “to defend the rights of
Soviet Jewry” that “won a once unthinkable
victory” regarding free emigration and, therewith,
achieving “a significant change” in the practices of

A copy of the Bush letter was made available by Mark Levin
to the author.
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the Kremlin. The effusively laudatory comment
was designed to demonstrate that Jackson-Vanik
was 1o longer necessary. ,

The response of the NCSJ leadership was
strongly positive. How could it be otherwise,
especially since Putin had sent his Prime Minister,
Mikhail Kasyanov, to meet in a friendly session
Mark Levin and several other professionals of
major Jewish organizations? It was an off-the-
record meeting on January 31, 2000, held at the
Russian Embassy in Washington, D.C. Kasyanov
was accompanied by Russian Deputy Foreign
Minister Georgy Mamedov and Russia’s
Ambassador to the U.S. Yuri Ushakov.”
Kasyanov expressed appreciation for what he
believed to be a positive relationship between
Moscow and American Jewish organizations
including the latter’s support for removing
Jackson-Vanik.

In response, Levin thanked the Prime Minister
for Russia’s assistance in the fight against global
terrorism, its deepening relationship with Israel
and its support for the revival of Jewish culture in
Russia. He went on to assure Kasyanov that the
American Jewish community is vigorously
supporting Russia’s “graduation” from Jackson-
Vanik and, in keeping with this aim, is working
closely with Congress and the Bush
Administration. At the House trade panel hearings
on April 11, NCSJ offered little doubt about where
it stood. Its chairman, Harold Luks, reiterated
twice that his organization supports “the
graduation of Russia from the Jackson-Vanik
amendment.”®  No qualifying phases or pre-
conditions were offered. However, Luks did take
note of several negative factors in Russia,
including anti-Semitic incidents, certain police
interference with Jewish synagogues and
difficulties with the registration provisions of
Moscow’s 1997 law on religion.

It was in the context of these negative features
that Luks took the occasion to express concern
about “the future.” He pointedly acknowledged
having “some trepidation given the uncertainties in
the Russian Federation.” Precisely because of the
concern about “the future,” Luks sought to identify
himself with ideas and proposals already advanced

*7 The author relied upon notes of the meeting later dictated by
one of the participants. A copy of the notes is in the author’s
possession. ’

% The testimony is to be found in the Hearing of the
Subcommittee on Trade, To Explore Normal Trade Relations
Jor Russia, p. 34.
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by Congressman Lantos. The NCSJ chairman
suggested that the House Ways and Means
Committee “address some of the bilateral
mechanisms” to which Lantos referred when he
proposed a specific “forum” for follow-through.

Bush’s promise to Putin about congressional
“graduation” of Russia from Jackson-Vanik
seemed near fulfillment as spring 2002
approached. All that required adjusting was the
incorporation of certain human rights language in
the legislation granting Russia permanent and
normal trade relations with the U.S.  Such
language would reflect concerns of Lantos and the
Jewish community for future Russian human rights
behavior. That behavior would require some form
of monitoring but nor at the expense of the
completed “graduation” process. That the May 23
summit would be consummated not merely by a
reduction of missiles but by a trade breakthrough
seemed all but assured.

The Chicken Embargo

It was not to be. A sudden and unexpected
Kremlin decision on March 10 struck havoc with
the scheduled optimism.”® Imports of American
poultry were banned on grounds of salmonella
infection and the supposed use of antibiotics.
While a very small number of U.S. poultry plants
had sold Russia the infected chickens, this was not
perceived as the rationale for Moscow’s actions.
An official report by the staff of the House trade
panel speculated that the ban could be “retaliation”
for the U.S.-imposed embargo on Russian and
European steel. Similar perceptions were reported
in The Moscow Times" and Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty.* Arbitrary and unilateral
trade actions can trigger unexpected consequences.

The sudden Kremlin ban was similarly not
inconsequential for the American economy.
According to the House panel staff report, one-half
of all U.S. poultry exports go to Russia; indeed,

29 . .
< Ibid., p. 35.

The “Memorandum” is from the “Trade Subcommittee Staff”
to Members, Subcommittee on Trade.” It is misdated as “April
10, 2002” and, instead should read “April 11, 2002.” The
Memorandum is on official Subcommittee stationery noting
that the primary group is the House Committee on Ways and
Means of the U.S. Congress. The reference is on page 2.

3 Alla Startseva, “Despite Lifting of Ban U.S. Birds Still
Frozen,” The Moscow Times, May 15, 2002, p. 5.

32 «“Russia Lifts Ban on U.S. Poultry Imports,” RFERL Security
Watch, April 23, 2002.
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poultry constitutes 20 percent of total U.S. exports
to Moscow.”

That the impact on the Congress would be
grave Is self-evident. As many as 38 American
states export chickens to Russia. Their senators
and representatives could not fail to be extremely
sensitive to the Russian decision. The U.S.
Ambassador to Russia, Alexander Vershbow, told
the Moscow press that the poultry ban has “raised
serious concerns in both Houses of Congress” and
posed the question whether “now is the time to
give Russia normal trading relations.”* The
chairman of the House trade subcommittee,
Congressman Philip Crane (R. — ILL.), angrily told
Russian Ambassador Yuri Ushakov on April 11—
he had testified at the hearings—that Moscow’s
erection of trade barriers “has caused serious
damage to our trade relationship and I ask you, Mr.
Ambassador to send this message home.”*
Clearly the Kremlin had badly miscalculated the
significance of Congress as it had during the era of
Jackson-Vanik.

Nonetheless, it soon became clear that no one
wanted a collapse of the Crawford agreement.
Following a March 27 telephone call by Bush to
Putin, Russia formally lifted the ban on April 15.*
However, by then, Moscow’s veterinary service
had already cancelled all import permits.”” But on
the eve of the Moscow summit, U.S. Agriculture
Secretary Ann Veneman spoke by phone with her
Russian counterpart, Alexel Gordeyev, and rapid
approval was given for two U.S. freighters moored
in St. Petersburg harbor to unload their frozen
poultry.”® To legitimate the decision, a high
Kremlin official said the U.S. government had
“presented official guarantees that the poultry is
safe.”

Moscow’s reversal portended a positive
outcome. Too much was at stake in the new
American-Russian relationship for a return to
counterproductive unilateral steps. “Graduation”
of Russia can be expected once effective human
rights language is incorporated into the proposed
legislation. The language of the statute ending
Jackson-Vanik’s applicability to Russia must

3} Memorandum from Trade Subcommittee Staff, April 10,
2001 {should read 2002], p. 2.

3 Cited in Startseva, op. cit., p. 8.

¥ 10 Explore Permanent Normal Trade Relations with Russia,
Hearing, April 11, 2002, p. 6.

Memorandum from Trade Subcommittee Staff, op. cit., p. 2.
37 Alla Startseva, “U.S. Poultry Freed Ahead of Summit,” The
Moscow Times, May 23, 2002, p. 5.

* Ibid.
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surely resonate with some concern about a possible
future limitation on emigration or about an
outpouring of anti-Semitism. That would provide
a legacy to Jackson’s amendment commensurate
with the “miracle” of the massive exodus to
freedom.

Jewish groups, which have been closely
following the “graduation” proceedings just as
they had the Jackson-Vanik from the early
seventies, were reported as “hopeful the legislation
will pass by the end of the year.””
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THE TOTALITARIAN MODEL AND ME

Elizabeth Kridl Valkenier

time to undertake independent research on the

USSR. Despite the excellent training we had
received at various Russian institutes set up after
World War 11, the Cold War atmosphere draped its
pall over Soviet studies. Restricted access to the
Soviet Union itself, its archives and other resources
raised further practical and psychological barriers.
All this combined to create the image of a closed,
monolithic, totalitarian society.

Nevertheless, once in the USSR, one could
discover chinks and patches of transparency in that
forbidding fagade—provided one had the luck to
meet and interact with Soviet citizens and was
sufficiently open-minded not to suspect a KGB agent
behind every friendly face. In my case the
opportunities to find an “unbuttoned” Russia came
before I started my academic research: first during a
tourist trip in 19358; then working as a guide for the
first American Exhibit in Moscow in 1959. Brief tour
and longer stay both disclosed unexpected facets of
Soviet society: the existence, not of widespread
dissent, but of individual opinion and independent
thinking that patently did not echo the tone of the

The 1960s and ‘70s were not a very propitious

Soviet press and publications. This discovery, in -

turn, shaped my procedure during various later
academic research trips. 1 would call 1t an
“asystemic” approach, one that treated each Soviet
specialist as a scholar defined by his/her own work
and not by the system. Furthermore, this view
facilitated access and communication, gained the
confidence of Soviet interlocutors, and much
generous help as well.

Initial Contacts and Experiences

In 1958 I took a ten-day Intourist trip to Moscow,
Leningrad and Kiev. On the very first day, while our
group was waiting to see Lenin and Stalin (then still
together) in the mausoleum, a tall man from the
Caucasus (to judge by his Astrakhan hat) approached
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us and said jeeringly: “Imagine waiting in line just to
see two devils in a box!” He expressed his
sentiments in Russian and loud enough for all to
hear. Then he simply walked off. He neither tried to
nor could merge into the crowd: he was much too tall
and there were not many people on Red Square. The
fact that no one arrested him on the spot went
counter to all the graduate-school lectures on the
controls and terror that had reduced the population to
abject silence and conformity.

The following days of the excursion reinforced
the impression that Soviet citizens were not
conforming to the totalitarian model. There were no
more defiant pronouncements in public, yet in a
subdued manner it became clear that there were areas
of personal liberty or discretion that individuals
exercised in ways that did not fit my bookish
“expertise.” Take the way our Intourist guide treated
me. Since the group was composed of elderly
teachers from England who knew neither Russian
nor much about the country, the guide suggested that
1 visit various sites of interest on my own. I already
spoke Russian easily, was familiar with the history
and culture, and carried a heavily annotated
Baedeker. Neither I nor the guide, with whom I kept
up for a while afterwards, got into any trouble for
these independent side trips.

In Kiev she suggested that [ attend an evening
concert for young people. Although I can't recall the
program in detail, one thing is certain: it was not the
customary mix of folk and patriotic repertoire but a
selection of contemporary Russian and French songs,
more romantic than political. Soon after the concert
started, an older man from the city Party organization
got up, indignantly denouncing the program, and
threateningly asked who had authorized the
organizers to mount such a spectacle. The quick and
unambiguous answer was; article such and such of
the 1936 constitution guaranteeing freedom of
speech.
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My next trip to Russia was in 1959, as a'guide in
the book section of the first American Exhibit.
During those six weeks I had a sharper exposure both
to Party controls and to the decency and personal
courage of ordinary citizens. Before the Exhibit
opened in the Sokolniki park, our shelves underwent
official Soviet inspection. All books deemed
offensive, subversive or suspect were removed,
including a volume by John Kautsky on the Indian
Communist Party (despite my pleas that the author
was not the same Kautsky with whom Lenin had had
his disagreements). Freud somehow escaped the
censorship and visitors eagerly leafed through this
taboo author and asked questions. When too large an
inquisitive crowd gathered around a guide, some
Party activist would invariably appear and interrupt
with, “What about the oppression of Negroes in
America?” or some similar hostile query. And just as
invariably someone in the crowd would tell the
activist not to bother the young guide and let people
go on with their questioning.

We were also assisted by Soviet visitors when we
were overwhelmed with questions about the
unfamiliar forms that were displayed next door at the
art exhibit. (That show was pretty tame in not
straying too far from realism, but it did have one
Jackson Pollock and an abstract sculpture by Rivera.)
Frankly, we book guides could not always give
answers that went beyond “You are free to like or
dislike non-realist art.” But again, invariably
someone in the crowd would come up with lengthy,
patient explanations that showed familiarity with
modern art and its forms. They talked in terms of
space, color, line—concepts that were not much used
in Soviet publications. The repeated demonstration
that the art appreciation of Soviet citizens was not
limited to socialist realism, that some were familiar
with the aesthetic vocabulary current in the West,
gave me a sense of comfort—the idea of a common
language existing between us.

Academic Research: Soviet-Third
World Relations

From 1967 on, after an eight-year interval, |
started going regularly to the USSR to do scholarly
research. | was extremely fortunate to have Philip E.
Mosely as my mentor and sponsor. Without his
example and support, all the personal experiences
and insight acquired during the previous two visits
would not by themselves have enriched my academic
work. Although Phil's field was foreign policy, he
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was among those pre-World War Il specialists whose
knowledge of Russia extended far beyond
diplomacy. He had lived and worked in the USSR in

‘the early 1930s, spoke fluent Russian, and had a

profound, sympathetic understanding of Russian
culture. A major figure in organizing postwar
Russian area studies, he was one of the early
directors of the Russian Institute at Columbia. The
program the Institute offered reflected the broad
experience and familiarity of the older generation of
American Sovietologists. All students, regardless of
their chosen specialization, were required to take .
courses in literature, history, economics, in foreign
and domestic policies, as well as to acquire a
competence in the language to qualify for the
certificate. That comprehensive two-year program
gave me the background which made travel and
work in Soviet Russia so meaningful and rewarding.

Mosely was also active in promoting various
official and unofficial American-Soviet cultural
exchanges ranging from the Quakers to IREX. At the
same time he kept up cordial personal ties with
Russian émigrés as well as with Soviet scholars. He
was greatly esteemed by both communities. The fact
that he was a hard-liner in foreign policy matters in
no way diminished the respect he enjoyed among the
Soviets who worked for the UN or passed through
New York on official business. Quite the contrary,
I'd say: his straightforward integrity raised their
respect all the more.

In the early 1960s 1 started working for Phil
Mosely, who planned at the time to write a book on
Soviet policies in the Third World. After several
years of analyzing official statements and other
relevant materials, I became restless with the lack of
hard information that would indicate the priorities,

institutional interests, or range of
options—information that would introduce a
modicum of reality into the ritualized Soviet

formulas and our Western abstract analysis. Careful
reading in Soviet academic journals had given me a
sense that one could get behind the official fagades.
From about 1963/64 on, publications like Mirovaya
ekonomika i mezhdunarodnye otnosheniya, Aziya i
Afvika segodnia, Narody Azii i Afriki began to print
articles that hinted at disagreements over old
orthodoxies and suggested new interpretations.

So [ asked Phil to arrange a grant from Columbia
University to spend a month in Moscow interviewing
those Soviet specialists whose arguments represented
the “new thinking” of those days. He readily backed
my project, arranged for the necessary funds, and
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provided me with valuable introductions to various
highly placed Soviet experts. Among the persons
Mosely knew was V. Solodovnikov, director of the
African Institute, and an assistant to A. Rumiantsev,
head of the social sciences division of the Soviet
Academy of Sciences. With their generous help in
turn, I was able to meet people like Viktor Sheinis,
Nikolai Shmelev, Georgi Mirsky, Leon Zevin,
Nodari Simonia, Sergo Mikoyan, Aleksei Kiva—to
name just a few—a veritable pleiad who initiated the
unorthodox thinking of the 1960s and ‘70s. Here lay
the roots for later reforms in foreign policy
formulations and actions.

The initial contacts were most gratifying and 1
would consult with them again and again over the
course of the next 30 years, always assured of a
ready reception and an interesting talk. Even when |
came to Moscow to work on Russian art, | felt free to
drop in on them for a chat and to keep up the cordial
ties.

The 1967 interviews revealed a surprising range
of non-conformist views, which certainly did not
echo the prevailing official line. Many of the
interviewees spoke not only of their own research
interests but would also expound on Soviet-Third
World relations and developments in the Third
World itself. Many questioned the simplistic and
confident clichés about the “inevitable” drift of the
developing countries toward socialism, an
assumption that justified Krushchev's drive into the
post-colonial areas. Simonia, for example, was
derisively skeptical that the Third World would
choose a “non-capitalist path” of development, when
the facts showed that only a very small fraction of
the newly independent states chose to implement
those proto-socialist policies.

My first articles were limited to describing the
disagreements among Soviet academics about the
course of events in the developing countries. In other
words, what was the mindset among experts, many
of whom advised the Central Committee's
International Department or the Foreign Ministry.
These articles covered the debates about the
feasibility of industrialization and collectivized
agriculture; about planning and a mixed economy;
about trade and aid with East and West; demographic
problems, class structure, and the role of
acculturation in economic development.

In subsequent publications 1 began to comment
on the actual Soviet policies. Having managed to
penetrate below the official surface, 1 was able to
describe with some assurance (as against speculative
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reading between the lines) Soviet-Third World
relations as ridden with problems, uncertainties, and
a rising sense that these policies were an expensive
failure from which the USSR should somehow
extricate itself. My arguments did not conform to
what was the prevalent line in our country—not only
in Washington but also in academe.

It amuses me to think now that while I had the
respect of Soviet scholars, the same could not always
be said of my American colleagues. Take as an
example the reception accorded my piece on “The
USSR, the Third World and the Global Economy.” It
was written for a Council on Foreign Relations study
group on Soviet foreign economic policies (for
which one other author also outlined the diminution
in Soviet intransigence and the evident wish to
emerge from economic isolation). But such
arguments ran counter to the then accepted wisdom,
and the Council did not turn the group's papers into a
book, as planned. When my piece did appear in print
(Problems of Communism, July-August 1979), one
male Sovietologist advised me, "Elizabeth, you had
better stick to writing about Russian art and not
about Soviet policies.”

Academic Research: Russian
Realist Art

In the mid-1970s, my interests branched out into
art history. The reason for this was my earlier
decision to write a doctoral dissertation on the
nineteenth-century group of Russian realist painters,
the Peredvizhniki (or the Wanderers), rather than on,
say, “Lenin and the East” or some such “fascinating”
topic connected with my work on the post-colonial
world. Once the dissertation was finished, I was
urged to expand it into a book, to go beyond the
group's formative period and peak years of influence
(1860s-1880s) into the further story of their decline,
their scant reputation after the October Revolution,
and then in the 1930s their becoming the exemplar
for Socialist Realism. So with the help of IREX
grants I made several trips to Moscow and Leningrad
in search of information and of supplementary
material.

Of course, IREX was invaluable in arranging
travel, accommodations, and archival access. Again,
I had excellent introductions, this time from John
Bowlt, a personal friend with vast knowledge of the
Russian art scene, past and present. Art specialists, 1
quickly learned, were divided into two camps,
roughly speaking—the liberals and the
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conservatives—each with a different evaluation of
the Peredvizhniki. Having the benefit of the two
opposing viewpoints opened my eyes not just to
various disputed issues but also to the extent of
politicization and outright falsification that
characterized Soviet art history after 1934,

The conservatives (basically Stalinists) were
connected mainly with the Soviet Academy of Arts,
held high positions in the administration of the arts,
and were busy producing thick, factual biographies
of realist painters or editions of their correspondence
with very full annotations (factually correct, but very
slanted ideologically). The independent-minded
liberals, also in government employ, tended to hold
teaching posts in universities or to work in art
research institutions associated with the Ministry of
Culture, not the Academy. Their publications did not
challenge the official schemas directly but certainly
presented a less slanted image of Russian nineteenth-
century culture (i.e., Chernyshevsky and Co. were
not necessarily gospel) and tried to provide broader,
fresher interpretations. Museum staffs tended to lean
toward the liberal side, in part because many curators
were scions of the old intelligentsia rather than
products of the social upheavals of the 1930s.

I had good rapport with both groups; both tried,
each in its own way, to facilitate my work. And I am
indebted to them alike. The conservatives presented
me with copies of their volumes. These were very
useful once one got past the tendentious
introductions and interpretations; the facts and
references were there, so were the texts of
correspondence or memoirs. (Due to this generosity I
acquired a fine collection of basic books in the field
at no cost other than the books on American art |
would mail them in return.) Scholars of liberal
persuasion did not have as many publications to
offer. But their questions and suggestions prodded
my mind out of its initially narrow framework,
formed back home from reading the official
historiography. Their comments made it plain, for
example, that the Peredvizhniks’ traveling exhibits
from 1871 on were motivated as much by a shrewd
gamble to tap the market among the new middle
class as by the proclaimed desire of the intelligentsia
to “serve the people.”

I profited not only from the generosity and
attention - of both groups but also from their
competition. Each, to one degree or another, was
eager to influence how I would tell the story. Among
the conservatives two scholars were most helpful: the
late A.A. Lebedev, editor of Ilya Repin's extensive
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correspondence, and the late losif Brodsky, professor
at the Repin Institute at the Academy of Arts in
Leningrad.

Among the independent-minded scholars 1 must
mention Dmitri Sarabianov, professor of art history
at Moscow University, and the late A. Savinov, who
taught art history both in Moscow and Leningrad. 1
should also single out Grigory Sternin, at the
Institute of the History and Theory of Art, author of
several unconventional histories of Russian art at the
turn of the century; and Ilia Zilbershtein, the tireless
editor of Literaturnoe nasledstvo and of
documentary volumes on art. They all upheld the
tradition of academic excellence and tried to broaden
the area of the permissible. Zilbershtein, for example,
was responsible in the 1960s for eliminating several
“blank spots” in Stalinist historiography. He
rehabilitated, first, Valentin Serov and then Sergei
Diaghilev and other Mir iskusstva figures, who had
been derogated by the conservatives as decadent and
harmful to Russian culture.

Undoubtedly the greatest stroke of good luck 1
had was to gain access to the papers of the State
Committee on Art, set up in 1936 as a political
watchdog and command center for the Stalinization
of the field. Under its strong-arm guidance the
Peredvizhniki, as I found out, were transformed into
painters of world stature (Repin became the equal of
Raphael and Rembrandt not just through alliteration),
into painters selflessly dedicated to serving society;
and into cultural chauvinists disdainful of
Impressionism and any other style that elevated form
over content. ,

Reading the minutes of the Committee's meetings
with various academic institutions and scholars, its
plans for publication and for exhibits, exposed the
mechanics of Stalinization that took place in the
1930s—how orders were decreed from above, how
specialists were told to rewrite their works, how
opportunists rose to positions of authority by toeing
the Party line, how museums were commanded to
cleanse their walls of decadent—i.e., of non-realist
art—and to mount ideologically proper exhibits.

How did I gain access to this material in the
Tretiakov Gallery archive? It was Zilbershtein who
suggested 1 look at these documents; and the
archivist at the time, Sofia Goldshtein, a fine scholar
in her own right, readily granted the permission.
Both have since died and I cannot now ascertain the
reason for their permissive lapse, but [ am inclined to
attribute it to the fact that they were members of the
old intelligentsia or old Bolsheviks, and that their
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own work was not marked by the pliant opportunism
of those who followed the official line.

There is an interesting postscript to my initial
success in gaining access to the State Committee's
materials. A decade later, when working on Repin's
biography, I requested the same papers in order to
amplify a chapter on how Repin had been recast in
the 1930s into the godfather of Socialist Realism.
Permission was denied. By then there was a new,
younger archivist (and head of the Tretiakov
Gallery's Party cell to boot), who flatly said no. At
the same time, I found out that Russian Realist Art,
The State and Society, copies of ‘which I had sent to
all the libraries where I had worked, was not listed in
their catalogues. The “subversive” information about
the political pressures and shenanigans of the 1930s
kept the book out of public circulation until the
1990s.

Surveillance

What about surveillance and other political
provocations? Nothing happened during my first two
visits, although there were enough dubious Soviet
characters working around the vystavka quite eager
to befriend the guides. (The Exhibit managers
warned us to stay clear of them and never to go out
alone with a Soviet-—an injunction I took with a
grain of salt.) One friend—a musician—I acquired in
1959 (and we still keep in touch) took me to visit
little-known historical places in and around Moscow.
A decade later, he would take me beyond the legal
20-kilometer limit to smaller towns like Riazan. We
would simply board the train and he did not even
caution me to keep quiet. So we talked to other
passengers and on one occasion sat with a group of
students who recited Mandelstam's poetry.

Another acquaintance | made at the Exhibit—a
journalist—did not prove to be such a reliable friend.
In 1959 he took me to various historical spots
beyond the 20-kilometer limit—to New Jerusalem
monastery or the old town of Iur'ev Pol'sky. I do not
remember any political conversations at that time.
But when we met again in 1967, my “friend” took
considerable interest in the work I was doing for
Philip Mosely and at one point, on behalf of his
journal (Za rubezhom, which covered the foreign
press) asked me to write up something about my
research interests. | was naive enough to oblige. His
next step was to suggest that I write a piece on U.S.
policies in the Third World—but this time for the
Soviet intelligence. This request was conjoined with
a bundle of crisp ruble notes and the offer of more
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money upon my return to the States, with regular
visits from someone in New York to pick up
information on U.S. policies. Outraged, I showed the
“journalist” the door and with a grand gesture of
indignation threw the rubles after him into the
corridor,

The incident did not frighten me. I didn't panic
and run to the American Embassy for advice and
protection. I suppose I was too ashamed of my own
stupidity. So I continued doing research for Mosely,
and there were no other attempts from the Soviet side
to recruit my services. Here, it should be mentioned
that American intelligence left me alone. The only
incident concerned my taking A. Rumiantsev to the
Museum of Modern Art in New York, sometime in
the late 1960s. The next day the CIA called me up to
find out whether there was any interesting
information to share. Actually there were no tidbits
to pass on, for example, about his editorship of
Pravda. We had had a sociable visit talking about
literature and art—from Paustovsky to Picasso.
Again, as in the Soviet case, I was indignant and
hung up on the caller from Washington. (I told
Mosely of the call and he agreed with my response.)

There can be no doubt that I was watched and
followed on each of my trips to the USSR. But I did
not feel much constrained since [ never knew or met
any open dissidents. Accordingly, I always saw
people I wanted to see or consult without taking too
many precautions. And so far as I know, none of
them suffered any consequences for having talked
with me or inviting me to their home. However, 1
was very careful not to leave my address book in the
hotel room. So much so that once [ interrupted an
important interview to dash back to the hotel when |
realized that I had left it behind. Amusingly, the
director of the institute I was talking with understood
my concern and even offered me his chauffeured car
to get downtown quickly while he obligingly waited
for my return to resume the interview.

I would leave my research (but not interview)
notes in the hotel, in part to demonstrate that I was
doing bona-fide academic work. But obviously such
“candor” was not enough. Once in the mid-1980s,
my bag with research notes on Repin disappeared
mysteriously from my side at the Sheremetevo
airport only to reappear equally mysteriously some
eight hours later, long after the missed flight. The
reason for this particular search became obvious only
during Gorbachev's glasnost days. As it happened,
two days before departure I had visited a woman
historian whose efforts to discuss “blank spots™ on
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the pages of Voprosy istorii were of interest to me.
Unbeknown to me at the time, she was also a close
friend of Andrei Sakharov and served as his liaison
while he was exiled in Gorky. Clearly, 1 had been
suspected of smuggling some manuscript.

Interviewing Techniques

The inferences I drew from personal encounters
on the 1958 and ‘59 visits set the course for the way
1 later conducted interviews and sought access to
research materials, Instead of being mesmerized by
the Cold War image of the “other,” I tried to act as |
would in any Western country. Because American
colleagues marveled at my success in breaking
barriers to get access to Soviet specialists and
sources, let me set down a few points.

First of all, prior to going over [ became as well
acquainted as possible with the publications of
various specialists to get a real sense of the quality of
their work. It was not difficult to distinguish between
genuine scholars and those I would call “political
featherweights,” people whose analysis reflected
more the political slogans of the day than solid
research or original insights. Needless to say, I either
tried to avoid the latter or talked to them mainly to
gain a better understanding of the orthodox line;
comparison would bring into sharper relief the novel
and less conventional thinking of the honest scholars.

Thus prepared, I could express my interest in the
work of interviewees as academic specialists. [
would never start out with questions on some
sensitive aspect of Soviet policy. It was easy enough
to draw inferences about the conceptual framework
in which official policy was carried out from their
responses about their research—say, the composition
and vanguard role of the working class in Africa.

My manner during interviews was relaxed,
neither tense nor confrontational. Often a rewarding
interview would start with mere chitchat on some
totally unrelated matter. For example, my first
meeting with V. Solodovnikov, director of the
African Institute, began with his long description of
his difficulties in getting proper tutors to coach his
daughter for the entrance exam to Moscow
University. Not exactly an insight into Soviet
policies in South Africa but rather a peek into the
lives of the Soviet elite, a tidbit that was equally
fascinating to me as an outsider. In looking back on
that conversation, my sympathetic listening no doubt
put us both at ease.

I always reciprocated the Soviet specialists'
generosity with their time and advice by writing
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thank-you letters, by sending them the books in
which they had expressed interest, and, once it
became possible for them to travel West, by
entertaining them in our home in New York and
showing them the city's attractions.

I also gained the confidence and respect of Soviet
specialists by producing what they regarded as solid
publications. I was careful to avoid including
information that might have been embarrassing to
my hosts. For example, IMEMO (Institute of World
Economy and International Relations) had two
sections for the study of the working class abroad:
one section continued in the orthodox groove,
researching to prove its absolute impoverishment;
the other initiated novel work on its differentiation.
Much the same information could be conveyed by
citing articles that disagreed about the strength and
role of the working class in developing countries. My
very first article, resulting from the trip in 1967
(which appeared in World Politics in July 1968), was
immediately translated into Russian. Friends at
IMEMO later told me that it was distributed to young
staff members as an example of careful research and
objective writing that should be emulated.

Being a woman also worked to my advantage.
The specialists [ interviewed were predominantly
men. They all treated me with deference and
courtesy, even with a hint of male condescension.
But I did not mind so long as they talked candidly
and informatively; I never considered it demeaning
or offensive. When one American colleague asked
me outright what was the secret of my success in
getting so much information from Soviet specialists,
my answer—partly in jest—was “I flirt.”

Furthermore, the fact that I was born in Poland
was probably an asset as well, although I have no
particular feelings of Slavic solidarity. More
important, I did not fit the typical Cold-War image
that Russians had of Americans. As an example, on
an early visit to IMEMO in the late 1960s [ waited a
long time in the reception room for someone to
escort me upstairs. Finally, I asked a young man who
was also sitting there whether Dr. So-and-so was in
his office. It turned out that the young man had been
waiting for me. But he was expecting a nattily
dressed, heavily made-up, self-assured American
who would be impatiently pacing up and down. As |
was not acting like the “ugly American,” he had
simply assumed [ was another Soviet citizen.

The final advantage and facilitator in gaining the
confidence and opening up my interlocutors was a
genuine interest and knowledge of Russian history
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and culture. Time and again 1 noticed how a
conversation—especially with political
scientists—became a mutually satisfying exchange
when | mentioned, say that Gogol was among my
favorite writers or that I was also writing on Russian
art. An appreciation for Russian culture easily broke
the ice. For example, when Egor Ligachev came to
lunch at the Kennan Institute in 1991, the frigid
unease with which the affair started disappeared
when he heard that [ had just published a biography
of Ilia Repin. That was familiar territory, a topic that
made him relax. He told us with delight that Repin
was his favorite painter and from then on the
luncheon took on an entirely different tone.
(Parenthetically, information about a Soviet scholar’s
or politician’s cultural tastes was a good indicator of
his political outlook—whether he/she upheld the old
orthodoxies or whether they appreciated trends not
stamped with the official imprimatur.)

In Conclusion

Thinking back on my experiences in the USSR in
the late 1950s and on doing research there during the
following decades, I must confess to a tinge of
nostalgia for those “old” not-altogether-bad days.
There 1s no denying the various hardships and scares
generated by the system and by the Cold
War—something probably hard to image for people
doing academic work decades later under entirely
different circumstances.

Naturally one was well aware in those days of
working and living in a system that was unfree,
unjust, and arbitrary. Yet, there were challenges and
rewards in going behind and beyond the system’s
fagade. It was truly inspiring to find out how many
an individual managed to maintain personal integrity,
to avoid performing unsavory political roles, to act
like a free agent—for example, to invite foreigners
home, which was my good fortune from 1968 on—or
to open up a politically sensitive archive.

That experience and its rewards, I would
imagine, were similar to those of an explorer or
cartographer who comes upon some unknown river,
area, or mountain. They have the thrill of penetrating
a mysterious territory and the satisfaction of
producing a better, more accurate map.

As I look back, it was really an extraordinary
experience and privilege to have become acquainted
with people who, back then in the 1960s, were
unafraid to raise questions that did not comport with
the accepted Marxist-Leninist categories. Getting to
know the mind-set of “people of the sixties”
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(shestidesiatniki in Russian) led me to take
Gorbachev’s “new thinking” seriously. It had begun
to sprout some 20 years earlier. Hence I could not
dismiss Gorbachev’s reforms as mere political
posturing to befuddle the West. To me they were
signs of deeper processes maturing in Soviet society.

Perestroika was a sequential development from
vigorous roots; it represented much more than the
geopolitical dictates and economic needs of the
moment. There was far more to Gorbachev’s
changed course than the advice of Yakovlev (who
was reputed to have “seen the light” during his
Canadian exile). Gorbachev’s pool of informants and
advisers, his support group, was much larger. It also
comprised many shestidesiatniki in my own field.
Because of familiarity with their increasingly explicit
arguments about the poor prospects for revolutionary
change and Soviet success in the post-colonial states,
it came as no surprise to me that Gorbachev
drastically reduced Soviet commitments in the Third
World, pulling out of Afghanistan, Angola and Cuba.

These and other momentous changes of the late
1980s had their origins in the first wave of new
thinking in the 1960s-a development that the
totalitarian model, with its own rigidities, did not
accommodate.
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Making Sense of a Strange New World

Conversations with Russian Emigrés about September 11

Andrea Frodema

Russian Emigrés as a Subject of Study

n his book Russia Abroad about the “Great Russian
Migration” of the 1920s and 1930s, Mark Raeff
writes, “The Russians who sought refuge abroad. ..

did so...mainly because their homeland no longer
conformed to their idea of what Russia should be.”!
Raeff’s words, written about those fleeing the
Bolshevik Revolution and the subsequent imposition of
the Soviet regime, also seem apropos to another mass
exodus of émigrés.” Like the exiles about whom he
wrote, this other group also departed because their
homeland had disappeared, and with that disappearance
came radical and unwelcome change. The vanished
homeland of this latter group was ironically the Soviet
Union, the land from which the subjects of Raeff’s
book had fled decades earlier.

Like the Russians who fled the Bolshevik regime,
people who emigrated from Russia and the former
Soviet republics in the last decade are struggling to
come to terms with the loss of their country. For many
of them, departing was not the realization of a long-
held wish. Rather, the decision was made because of
events related to the collapse of the Soviet system —
loss of employment, anxiety about crime or
nationalism, fear of a son being drafted and sent to
Chechnya. Emigration, it was hoped, could provide
security, order, stabil’nost’, those things that the Soviet
Union took with it when it disappeared.

The experience of Russians’ in exile in the
twentieth century has held a special sort of fascination

! Mark Raeff, Russia Abroad (Oxford: Oxford University Press:
1990), 47.

? Webster’s Dictionary defines an émigré as an individual who was
forced to leave his or her homeland for political reasons. That is
likely why this word, rather than the word “immigrant” has been
used more frequently when describing people who have left Russia
or the Soviet Union permanently. I will respect this precedent and
use the words “émigré” in reference to the individuals who
Eanicipated in this study.

1 recognize that not everyone to whom I assign this classification is
ethnically Russian, and may not consider themselves Russian.
Nonetheless, it has long been apparent that Americans designate
people not by religious or ethnic community, but by national group,
and I am observing that convention here.
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not inspired by other immigrant groups, perhaps
because of the historically unique characteristics of the
Soviet regime and the mystery and threat which it came
to represent. Whether we as researchers focused on the
spiritual or political need that drove people to leave the
Soviet Union, those individuals who escaped became
compelling subjects of study. Only this most recent
wave of émigrés departed because the Soviet Union no
longer existed, and this difference alone makes them
interesting research subjects.

In this essay, I report the results of a series of
roundtables conducted in New York City to record the
attitudes of some members of this group on topics
including immigration, civil liberties, being an
American, and other aspects of life in the United States,
their new country. I elicited views on these topics
through discussions on a most contemporary and
shocking event, the terrorist attacks that took place on
September 11, 2001. While these discussions stand on
their own as a response to a tragic event of historical
proportions, the broad theme of September 11 also
serves as a point of reference from which to investigate
opinions on narrower subjects.

Little research has been conducted on this most
recent massive exodus from Russia and the former
Soviet republics. More émigrés arrived in New York
City from the former Soviet Union during the 1990s
than from any other country in the world. (according to
the estimate by the New York City Department of
Planning). Earlier studies recorded attitudes of ex-
Soviet citizens in order to learn something about life in
the Soviet Union. These analyses taught us that there
were norms of the Soviet system which former citizens
valued, especially when contrasted with particular
features of life in Western countries. Emigrés’
criticisms included negative evaluations, such as a
perceived lack of discipline among both children and
adults, the poor provision of social welfare programs,
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and the stock Russian émigré lament about the “low
level of culture” (nizkii uroven’ kul’tury) in their
adopted countries.* :

While the émigrés quoted on the following pages
spoke positively about the United States, certain
comments were consistent with those- previous
findings. Many of the speakers whose opinions are
reported here refer to the effectiveness of certain old
institutions and ways of the Soviet regime, especially
those organs of state responsible for national security.
These reactions may reflect a dependence on the old in
the absence of new solutions during a time of change
and uncertainty in their lives. Some of the reactions
reported here also express highly intolerant points of
view. Whether the intolerance ‘expressed in these
exchanges is based on political, cultural or ethnic bias
is not clear, and the comments offered could support
any of those conclusions. Of course tolerance in the
West, especially now, is not very high either. Our
belief that democratic elites keep constituents who
prefer less democratic arrangements in check may be
challenged in unknown ways following the events of
September 11. Americans also perceive a chasm of
cultural difference between themselves and citizens of
Islamic countries, and there can be no doubt that many
of the views expressed by these Russian émigrés are
held by members of the American public as well. The
difference to some degree may be that Russian émigrés
make little attempt to self-censor their speech, a
conversation device that Americans employ almost
unconsciously; the United States is a society where
people have been analyzing their psyches and the
meanings of their utterances for decades.’*** On the
other hand, many comments recorded here might be
interpreted as evidence that new ways of thinking are
being tested or refined.  The incongruities and
contradictions in these honest remarks are perhaps best
read as signs of an ongoing process of internal
transition, and it remains to be seen which of the new
values will mature and which of the old will remain
entrenched.

Today, access to Russian citizens is unconstrained,
and Russian émigrés are no longer an essential
constituency to researchers interested in learning about
life in Russia. This is evidenced by the great number of
surveys and interviews measuring Russian public
opinion on a wide variety of subjects. I hope this study
shows that this last wave of Russian émigrés should not
be regarded as a redundant resource. September 11

4 The Harvard Projec.t, completed in the late 1950s, was the first
study to present these findings. Twenty years fater, Zvi Gitelman
reported similar findings in his surveys of ex-Soviet citizens who had
immigrated to Israel. Sce Alex Inkeles and Raymond A. Bauer, The
Soviet Citizen: Daily Lie in a Totalitarian Society (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1959) and Zvi Gitelman, “Soviet Political
Culture: Insights from Jewish Emigrés,” Sovier Studies 29:4 (1977).
3 ] thank Cathy Nepomnyashchy for this observation.
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invalidated, or at the very least violated, the implicit
guarantee of stability that the most recent wave of
Russian émigrés came here seeking. The words of these
individuals indicate the degree to which they are once
again trying to make sense of their lives under
unpredicted and unwanted change, first, following the
collapse of the Soviet Union and now, as émigrés in a
country where a sense of security has become more
elusive. Their expressed viewpoints can also aid further
in our still imperfect understanding of why the Soviet
system lasted as long as it did.

Research Design and Sample

The sample consisted of 18 adult émigrés between
the ages of 24 and 60, all of whom were born in the
Soviet Union. The 18 informants were chosen because
they represented a range in ages, countries of origin,
and length of residency in the United States. This
selection allowed for certain observations to be made,
however preliminarily, relating these various factors
and participants’ responses. While valid inferences
cannot be drawn from this sample, any incipient
observations could serve as a basis for further research.
Each person emigrated legally to the United States, and
the majority of the informants were members of what
Svetlana Boym refers to as the “lower to middle level
of the urban intelligentsia,” people who had professions
such as doctor, schoolteacher, engineer or economist.®
While the group is not highly representative of the
diverse class, ethnic and educational backgrounds of
citizens of the former Soviet Union, it is representative
of the Russian émigrés who arrived in the United States
in the past decade.” The majority of the informants
were Jewish or of part-Jewish ancestry. Ethnic
Russians also made up a portion of the participants.

There may be a temptation for the reader to assume
that some of the stated sentiments about Arabs and
Islam are tied to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, given
that many of the participants in this study are Jews.
While that may be the case, there are several other
plausible explanations that could account for
statements against Arabs and Muslims, including the
war in Chechnya, the Soviet Union’s invasion of
Afghanistan, and the widely doeumented racist
attitudes that prevail in Russia. Moscow Mayor Yury
Luzhkov’s widely reported comment about cleansing
Moscow of “guests” from the Caucasus.shows how
racial and religious intolerance is promoted in Russia
today at the state level. The spread of Islam is
considered a threat now in the countries of the former
Soviet Union.

Russian Jews were generally highly assimilated into

® Svetlana Boym, The Future of Nostalgia (New York: Basic Books,
2001) 328.

Sam Kliger and Tony Carnes, Russian Jewish Immigrants in New
York City -(American Jewish Committee Publication, April 2000)
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Soviet life. Every informant in this study declared a
commitment to encouraging Russian-language fluency
in their children and grandchildren and to educating
their offspring about Russian culture in their homes, as
I report later in this essay. The term ‘“reversed
diaspora” has been used to make the claim that Russian
Jews immigrating to Israel are not, in fact, making
aliya, but have instead “become diasporic in relation to
their erstwhile homeland, Russia.”® Such findings and
theories signal that ethnic-religious identities and civic-
cultural identities are complex constructs among the
people who lived in the Soviet Union.

I utilized a directed but open discussion framework
in these roundtables. This approach allowed informants
to thoroughly discuss open-ended questions I posed
during the conversations. This type of analysis allowed
for disagreement, self-questioning, plentiful debate,
and the accentuation of contradictions. Indeed, those
contradictions are some of the most interesting parts of
this study. Roundtable groups contained six
participants on average. Time constraints limited the
total number of groups to three. Groups one and two
met for two sessions, totaling slightly more than three
hours of interviewing time for each group. Interviews
with the third group were conducted only once, and
lasted for two hours. All discussions were conducted at
a community center in New York City where I worked
for several years during the 1990s directing an
immigrant resettlement program.’

Summary of Roundtable Discussions

Reasons for Emigrating

Each group began its discussion with brief exegeses
on why participants immigrated to the United States.
The two reasons most frequently cited were for the
sake of their children’s futures and in order to reunite
with family members who had emigrated earlier. The
words of one woman served as a deft summation of a
frequently expressed sentiment: “There were a lot of
good things there. Here there is good too. Now, there
are more opportunities for the kids to live here” [13]. '°
A retired Army officer unemotionally reported that he

8 Tom Trier, “Reversed Diaspora: Russian Jewry, the Transition in
Russia and the Migration to Israel.” Anthropology of East Europe
Review 14:1 (Spring 1996)
<http://condor.depaul.edu/~rrotenbe/acer/acer 14_1/trier.html>

® 1 would like to thank Nell Eckersley, Natasha Khomchenko, Yakov
Balagashvili and Anthony McCann for their invaluable help in
logistic and linguistic matters.

' Direct quotes and paraphrasing comprise a large part of this essay.
In order for the reader to attribute a comment to a particular speaker
or group, I have placed a bracketed number next to quotations and
paraphrases to indicate who is speaking. Those numbers are matched
to individuals on the “Characteristics of Informants” at the end of the
essay.
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held minimal expectations for his own new life. “I
have adjusted rather easily because I understand that I
have already lived my life and done all I can. Maybe I
will find some work, if it’s possible” [11]. He
emigrated in order for his son to escape being
conscripted and sent to Chechnya, and because his wife
wanted to reunite with family members who had
emigrated several years earlier. Another man who sat
in the same group talked about how he struggled with
the decision to leave. He and his wife finally decided
to emigrate with their two sons after staying awake for
three consecutive nights in discussion.

The main reason I came was Chernobyl. I1t’s dangerous to live in
Kiev. Second of all, I want security in old age. Third, I came
because of my children. I think that American culture is weaker
than European culture, but the technology. here is better. Things
generally run more smoothly here. Fourth, 1 came for freedom,
in the full sense of the word. It is impossible to really define that
word. [10}

Several informants, including the three quoted
below, expressed varying degrees of resignation,
acceptance and hope when talking about their
respective emigrations.

1 came from Moscow almost 3 years ago. I was dentist, I had my
own practice, in the very center of Moscow. I thought about
emigrating for 3 years. Should I leave, stay, leave, stay... For us,
it was a very, very difficult decision. I came only because of-my
child, for the stability here. {1]

I came here two years ago with refugee status. I got it in 1992,
but I didn’t leave. I had no concerns about nationality in
Azerbaijan. My reason first and foremost was because my whole
family was living here. {17]

I won a green card. [ came here four months ago. I didn’t think
about leaving, not leaving — I knew that I had to leave. In
Belarus, there’s too much corruption, and a lot of other things.
Moreover, our president has installed something like a
totalitarian regime. There is no future there. It’s impossible for
me to work there in my profession, as a lawyer. My father said
he nceded to leave. He left, and he is doing great here. Here,
there are more opportunities open to me. Here, there is a future.
There, you don’t know what will happen to you on the street. [8]

Six of the participants emigrated from Ukraine. All
but one claimed that the “nationality question” factored
in their decision to depart. This viewpoint contrasted
with that of participants from other countries, several of
whom pointed out that nationality was specifically not
an issue. The Moscow dentist quoted earlier said that
she did not deny the existence of anti-Semitism in
Russia, but she as a Jew had not experienced it. She
believed that a degree of anti-Semitism existed in
virtually every country in the world, including the
United States. A woman from Kiev noted the
contradictions in her own answer: “The nationality
question influenced me, though my girls studied more
about Judaism there than they do here. There, they
studied in a Jewish school” [18].
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A middle-aged couple from Kherson, Ukraine,
‘received their exit visas on September 11, 2001. They
admitted that they did not want to emigrate, and
expressed their hope to someday return to live in
Ukraine.

Mainly, we came for our son. He is very smart. In Ukraine, there
is ne government. We worried about the nationality
question-racism—anti-Semitism~we wanted our son to be able to
do something with himself without worrying about all of that. We
got our exit visa on September 11, 2001 at 11am. Five hours later,
the attacks happened. [3]

This desire to return was seconded by a young doctor
in the same group from St. Petersburg. He had been
living in the United States for nearly four years. He
said that he decided to emigrate because he felt unsafe
in Russian and could not eamn a living wage as a doctor.

I never wanted to emigrate, and 1 still regret that 1 emigrated,
but there is no other way to live in another country besides
emigration. Americans, they can live wherever they want, in any
country. I would like to keep my Russian citizenship, so that I
can go back there someday. [4]

The oldest participant in the entire sample
expressed admiration and disappointment with aspects
of life here. She also spoke angrily of her bitterness
toward the Soviet Union, simultaneously blaming
herself for her passive acceptance of life under that
system.

They taught us that it was the best country, but I always hated it,
first of all, because of anti-Semitism. I am an educated,
sophisticated woman and it was hard for me to advance my
career. 1 did it, but it was hard. Everything took longer. I hated
them because the Communists killed my family in 1937, and the
Fascists killed my father and brother during the war. I always
hated them. I was not a member of the party even though my
work necessitated it. 1 came here late simply because of
cowardice. I cannot achieve anything here, and over there, my
position was comfortable enough. I understand now that I did
something stupid. I should have come here much earlier. If 1
had emigrated a little earlier, at a different age, I could have
achieved something. This is a wonderful, smart, amazing
country—the best. It surpasses Europe and other countries too.
This is the best country in the world. But the government offices
work very badly. The ones with which we have had contact with
as immigrants—these offices represent this country, but no one
in them is interested in working. [9]

Measuring Reaction to September 11

These group discussions commenced the week
marking the six-month anniversary of the terrorist
attacks, and the increased media attention served to
freshen the images of horror in everyone’s mind. To
the dentist from Moscow, the event signaled the
beginning of a world war, and was a terrible tragedy for
the entire world. People in each of the three groups
spoke of how the attacks had altered their perception
that the United States was immune to such violence.
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When we lived in Russia, when we came, we thought that the U.S.
was the strongest country in the world—stable, the best
defended, a strong professional army—with the oceans—it isn’t
Russia, with Chechnya close by. But a few people armed with
nothing more than a few plastic knives—nothing more—I am
talking about the weapons—-and with that they committed such a
horror. On this earth, a simple person, an average person,
anybody, a fanatic, a crazy person, anyone...maybe you can
hypnotize someone, put his mind in some zone...can be
programmed to commit such an act. It’s a shock for the world.
It’s a shock for everyone. [14]

The couple who received their visas on September
11 witnessed reaction to the attacks in Ukraine:

The attention of my city was riveted immediately on the event.
My phone started ringing off the hook because my sister lives in
New York. Not everyone in my country likes the United
States...it’s the international gendarme, you know, etc... but on
that day, on television, there was program after program,
hundreds of versions of what happened, overwhelming
sympathy. People on the street were crying.” [6]

Another participant traveled to her hometown of
Novosibirsk for the funeral of her father-in-law, a
passenger on the plane accidentally shot down by the
Ukrainian military on October 4, 2001. She said she
was surprised by the level of interest that the attacks
had generated in far-off Siberia:

They think that things will be more dangerous now in the United
States, that there will be more problems. There, it’s very far
from America, and something is constantly happening. Here,
nothing has ever happened before. Afghanistan, Chechnya,
they’re already used to it. There was a lot of interest, a lot of
sympathy. They wanted to know, “How is it there.... what
happened?” [15]

In group discussions, participants reached no
consensus when discussing the motivations and
circumstances that lead to the attacks. Poverty, the lack
of education in Arab countries, ideology, and Islam
were all offered as possible underlying causes. The
following exchange that took place between three
women illustrates the wide degree of interpretation
people offered on this topic.

It was just a one-time, big mistake, on the part of the government
here, and I don’t think it will happen again. I don’t think there
will be terrorism in America. The reason it happened was purely
economic, because of poverty. They envy all developed countries,
without any exceptions, and that is why they did it. [8]

1 absolutely disagree. It was done for purely religious reasons,
and hatred. It is a postulate of the Christian religion...to
love...to help. In Islam, it is hate, and as long as that is the
postulate of the religion it will continue. At first, the country was
completely shocked. Now, six months later, they love Muslims
here. They are like our Communists — to the left of left — that we
had in the Soviet Union. Now, Americans feel sorry for Muslims.
Well I feel sorry when everyone is so happy again. When people
died! I was not in the country then. I went to the American
Embassy, and when I said I was an American, they were so
hospitable to me. (Ne znali kuda menia posadit’.) When I came
back here, everyone had already forgotten. Now, everyone is
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acting like brothers again. | feel sorry for the people who died.
Here, they love Muslims again. Children are jumping around,
happy, when so many people died. [9]

She may be right about some things, but 1 don’t think that
religion is the reason. I don’t agree that all Muslims are guilty.
Of course, one of the postulates of the religion is hatred. But I
have talked to people I work with—where I work, there are
Muslims. We’ve talked about this at work, and it sounds like you
and I interpret this differently. It is really possible that there are
economic and political reasons. These are difficult to judge and
understand. There are terrorists in countries all over the worid.
One thing I am sure of is that we need to fight terrorism. [13

A man in another group relied on cultural factors
and the diffuse Russian concept of education
{obrazovanie) in offering his version of a cause.

Arab mentality is from the Middle Ages. Their civilization
and their mentality, which is stuck in the 5™ or 6™ century,
cannot be compared with our modern civilization today. Given
this reality, we can’t understand the terrorists. They don’t
understand our way of life. [4]

He also talked about a Chechen professor whom he
knew and admired.

He left his mountain village, and he became closer to Russians
than he was to his own relatives because he had a European
education. It changes the mentality. I like Crown Prince
Abdullah in Saudi Arabia. He supports America. He’s a truly
civilized man.[4]

The words about the Chechen professor, spoken in
the year 2002 by a Russian-Jewish émigré living in the
United States, are a revelatory example of the amazing
endurance of the belief in the righteousness of the
social and cultural Russification of national minority
groups. This policy was employed as far back as the
sixteenth century as Russia absorbed the “open”
territories of the Caucasus and the steppe, where
conquest was the first phase toward political, cultural
and socio-economic assimilation in order to bring non-
Slavic, non-Christian people under the dominion of
Moscow.!" Many of the participants in this study as
Jews were also members of a Russified minority group,
though their assimilation did not occur through
territorial conquest. Interestingly, the Jewish
participants  alternated the way in which they
categorized themselves. On occasion, they spoke as
members of an incorporated minority, such as when
they discussed their experience with prejudice. At other
times, as the comments about the Chechen professor
indicate, they saw themselves as belonging to the
majority. A woman in another group shared this
thinking, saying that most Muslims who live in Russia
had not turned to fundamentalism despite the difficult

" Mark Raeff, “Patterns of Russian Imperial Policy Toward
Nationalities,” Soviet Nationality Problems, ed. Edward Allworth,
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1971), 33-34, 45.
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economic situation there, because
obrazovannye (educated).

A number of émigrés saw ideology and fanaticism
as responsible for the attacks. One speaker who
pursued this line of reasoning agreed that these
phenomena were not specific to Islam: “Yes, it is
fundamentalism. Not all Germans are fascists, and not
all Muslims are terrorists. My kids have friends.
They’re from the Soviet Union, but they are Muslim.
I’'m Jewish and we have a great relationship” [18].

According to several participants, fanaticism could
be a product of any religion or any national group.
They cited different manifestations of fanaticism,
including Communism, fascism, the cult of Stalin, and
Zionism. One man remarked that Zionism in the 1950s
was a form of fanatical nationalism not connected to
religion [4]. A woman seated near him added that there
was still fanaticism in Israel, and gave an example.
“Recently in Israel, a soldier was killed. He gave his
life for Israel and he can’t be buried in a Jewish
cemetery. [t’s absurd. Because his mother -was
Russian” [2].

Certain views offered by these émigrés on the
assignment of blame for the attacks put them strongly
out of step with American popular opinion. Two of the
three groups talked at length about the mastermind
behind the attacks. The most interesting feature of the
discussions on this topic was the unanimous rejection
of the American government’s version of the story,
which assigns guilt to Al Qaeda and Osama bin Laden.
Claiming their sources of information to be either
Russian or Russian émigré media sources or “common
sense,” participants in both groups concluded that bin
Laden was a scapegoat. In their estimation, the
American government had not produced convincing
evidence to support their accusations of guilt against
him. One woman believed the videotape that showed
bin Laden discussing the attacks was either fabricated
or somehow had been spliced together by the American
intelligence apparatus. Others around her nodded in
agreement. Another participant thought it foolish, even
childish, to claim to know definitively who ordered the
attacks. The explanation offered by the American
government was simply an attempt to keep the public
calm.

they were

We know who committed the acts, but I don’t think we really
know who ordered them, who the zakazchiki were. I don’t think
it’s so simple. It’s a big question. To organize such an act, such a
serious act, it must have taken place on the governmental level,
perhaps in intelligence operations working together from
different countries. It doesn’t matter who actually committed the
act. Someone with great power is behind them. Osama is a
scapegoat for another person, or more likely for a very serious,
powerful organization from Arab countries. It’s clear that it’s
not one person. It has a lot of members. There are commercial
and economic reasons. It involved a lot of money...private
companies. [6]
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She later added:

It was the only place in the country where they were prot;:sting
about bin Laden. In Ukraine, 1 saw Columbia University on
television. It used as a scapegoat, the only protest. Oh, when
people saw it, they said, “Look! Their intelligentsia in
America—they think like our intelligentsia. They aren’t so
naive.” [6]

These individuals are certainly not alone in their
unwillingness to accept the explanations offered by the
American government. Conspiracy theories circulating
in Muslim countries have been reported in the
American press. One widely circulated theory posits
that the Israeli Mosad had prior knowledge of the
attacks and warned Jews to call in sick that day.”? A
United States Congresswoman has demanded that
President Bush, whom she sees as having hijacked the
American electoral system, be investigated to
determine whether or not he had advance notice of the
attacks.” Nonetheless, these viewpoints are not widely
embraced by Americans. President Bush’s high ratings
in public opinion polls during the Afghanistan
campaign suggest that the public accepts the American
government’s official explanation. One participant in
these discussions offered his version.

We will never know who did this, who the top people were...it
will always be a question of history. Maybe, just maybe, in fifty
years, they will uncover something that reveals, which will allow
us to understand, who is responsible for what happened. It’s
common sense. A single individual is never guilty. The U.S.
indirectly provoked them. Life here is good, and that’s an
indirect cause. Why did Muslims do it? First of all, the
Christian world doesn’t know the Islamic world. We talk about
postulates, but we don’t know them. Always, the strong use the
weak to do their work. There are fanatics in every religion,
including Jews, in every culture. They take advantage of the
weak, those they can inspire. It really doesn’t matter who did it.
That isn’t important. The root is completely political and
economic, and those two cannot be separated. They use religion

as a weapon, but it is absolutely not the basis for the attacks. [10]

Two men in another group disputed each other’s views
on the American response to the attacks. One man
wondered if the country’s leadership had seriously
analyzed why the attacks happened here, while the
other defended the United States, ironically by praising
the American government’s policy of constraint toward
Iraq.

America’s leaders have to look at why it happened here,
especially about their politics. It’s the politics of this country. It
didn’t happen in Rio, or in Paris. I1t’s possible they are making
some mistakes internally. They have to analyze that. [16]

2 See, for example, John Daniszewski, “Response to Terror Trouble
Spots; Pakistanis Buy into the Conspiracy Theories,” Los Angeles
Times, 29 September 2001.

1 juliet Eilperin, “Rep. Cynthia McKinney Implies Bush Knew of
Sept. 11 Plot,”Washington Post, 12 April 2002.

Do they hate us? {Interviewer]

Isn’t it obvious? They envy us. [16]

It happened here because we are the most powerful country. We
can fight against fundamentalism. They know that it is the only
country in the world that can stand up against terrorism. [17]

Churchill said, “England has no friends and enemies, only
interests.” That is the way America has to think. America
doesn’t need friends or enemies. But how to do it? That I don’t
know. {17}

Viktor, do you think we are we too arrogant? [Interviewer]

I can’t really say, but America has to think about that too. But
how? I don’t know. [16]

No...I don’t see any American ambitions in this direction. Fine,
don’t be democratic. Live the way you want, but don’t touch
anyone else. Look at Saddam Hussein. He is still in power. 17]

Two men participating in a different roundtable
group also offered contrasting views on the subject of
the American response to the attacks. The first man, a
retired military officer, suggested caution, while the
other urged the United States to act more decisively.

After the 11, America isolated the government of Afghanistan
as its scapegoat for one reason: because it is the weakest country
in every respect and the U.S. can flex its war muscles. It’s tit for
tat. The U.S. government is ready to respond to an attack in any
corner of the world. On the territory of Afghanistan they have
lost very few people, though the soldiers are living there in
terrible conditions, as I well know. They are trying to find bin
Laden and his circle. The public is in such a mood now, they
granted the president the right to start at “A” and the people
around him — his circle — will let him go all the way to “Z.” The
goals of the United States in countries where Islam is growing,
and where in the American view, at least as the spetsiuzhba
[special services] sees it...well, they will subsidize, invade,
establish training bases, at least establish a loyal relationship
with governments where there are terrorist organizations. But
America has to make a choice about whether to escalate the war
inside other Arab states. If the U.S. tries to get involved with, or
to start a war with Iraq, Iran or other neighbors, something
unpredictable could happen. Middle Eastern countries could
unite, even though right now they are busy fighting over the price
of oil. When there are a lot of American casualties, then people
will think much more carefully, even if the goal is to solve this
problem of terrorism. They’ll wonder if the president is making
the right decisions in his war against terrorism. [11}]

After the 11" I wasn’t afraid that something else would happen
again. I was afraid and am still afraid that the U.S. and the rest
of the world will not resolve this. People from post-Communist
countries, especially the intelligentsia, really identify with what
happened here. They feel now that America is not doing enough
to solve this problem. Americans will make a film, put up a
monument, talk about it all the time, possibly help with the
financial consequences, but they are not taking any serious steps
to resolve the problem. [10]
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Immigrants in the United States

Debate on American immigration policy and more
narrowly, on the contributions that immigrants make to
the United States, provoked a variety of reactions, from
anger to sympathy to prejudice. The topic of
immigration invited some of the most interesting
comments in this study. Conversations tended to focus
less on immigrants in general and more toward the
subject of Arab immigrants. A young man from
Belarus spoke on the subject. “I think that Arab
immigrants are happy about what happened here.
Nationality is deeper than citizenship” [7]. His fellow
group members stated that they, too, were suspicious of
Arab immigrants because an Arab immigrant’s sense of
national identity supercedes his or her loyalty to the
United States. In discussing this point, several
individuals claimed that the ascendancy of national
identity was natural and immutable and not specific to
one group. The phenomenon, however, posed a threat
to the United States when manifested among Arab
immigrants living in this country. In order to prove his
point, one man confessed that he too was guilty of
harboring the same nationalistic feelings.

When Berezovsky stole everything - he stole from the entire
population, from Jews, from Russians, from everyone — on the
one hand I know that he’s a scoundrel (podlets) but I have to
admit that | felt a little proud because he is a Jew and I am also a
Jew. This is complicated and deep. Deep down inside, you have
nationalist feelings. I have these feelings, and I'm sure that
Arabs have them too. [4]

These comments support the definition of
citizenship in Eastern Europe as conceived by
Katherine Verdery, who writes that in a liberal
democracy, the “citizenship” meaning of nation
frequently does not coexist with the ethnic meaning of
nation. The ethnic meaning of nation, on the other
hand, is the definition more commonly specified in
Eastern Europe. She defines the meaning of citizenship
in Eastern Europe generally associated with
nationalism, as “the invocation of putative cultural or
linguistic sameness toward political ends and the
sentiment that responds to such invocation.” According
to Verdery, the way in which a people define the
relationship between “ethnic nation” and “citizenship”
has deep repercussions on a country’s form of
democracy. Because no state is ethnically uniform, the
two interpretations are potentially in conflict."

Another woman in this group, an individual who
had been living in the United States for more than five
years, offered a solution which unfortunately echoed
some of the Soviet Union’s grimmest methods of
dealing with nationalities: “After September 11, I think
we should take all of the Arabs (nabrat’ vsekh arabov)

M Katherine Verdery, “Nationalism and National Sentiment in Post-
socialist Romania.’ Slavic Review Summer (1993): 180-181.

and put them in one state. If they want to live in the
United States, even if they are citizens, they should be
put in one state and live quietly, in an Arab state” [5].

A speaker reacted to that solution by claiming that
it was impossible to separate out a single ethnic group
from an ethnically intermixed society. “Look at the
Soviet Union. Moldovans, Armenians,
Afghanis—they’re all mixed together now, in families
—how can people be separated?” {3] Another group
member commented that separating people made less
sense from a national security standpoint, because
suspicious behavior is more easily observed when
potentially suspect people live among the general
population. The woman who promoted the “Arab
state” theory was unwilling to abandon her solution and
offered the following modification. “This is my
suggestion. Those who are assimilated, who are
married to Americans for example, can stay among the
population. Others have to live separately in the Arab
state” [5]. “Quick!” joked the woman sitting next to
her, “time to marry an American” [1].

Members of another roundtable group expressed
views on immigrants that were clearly racist.

Why doesn’t America pay attention to statistics? The country is
becoming yellow and black. They are good people, but they
don’t think about their children. What does it mean when an
American finishes school and can’t read? [ don’t believe that
person is an American. These are the people who are coming
here. [9]

What you’re saying...it’s discrimination. [8]

The person who suffers the most discrimination is the white
male. {10]

Whites in general. [9]

Another woman in the same group disagreed, saying
that people of any race or from any country should be
allowed to immigrate as long as they are educated, and
the following exchange ensued.

I am sure that there are gramotnye [literate, educated] people in
Afghanistan, in Egypt...I don’t doubt it. It deesn’t matter where
they are from, as long as they are educated people.{13]

And who will clean the streets, and who will work on the farms?
The literate people too? [10}

If the pay is good, people will do it. [12]

The students will clean the streets.
{13]

They can study and work.

This is a normal country. The students can do it, and get paid for
it...[12}

Yes, [ agree. [9]
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Her neighbor advocated limiting immigration from
poor countries. “Poverty,” she explained, “breeds evil”
- [8].

I returned for a follow-up meeting with two of the
three groups one week after our first discussion. The
woman who stated earlier that only educated
immigrants should be allowed into the United States
spoke first. She had given further thought to her
position and had changed her mind. The terrorists were
educated people, and she no longer knew what to
believe, though she was certain that immigration
should not be banned. Her stated sentiments triggered
a loud and heated discussion on maintaining cultural
homogeneity as the most important factor to consider
when allowing immigrants into the United States.
These viewpoints reflected, however unwittingly,
Samuel Huntington’s theory of civilization identity,
which sees old alignments that were once defined by
ideology and superpower relations as giving way to
alliances that will be defined by culture and
civilization. In this new arrangement, the West now
confronts “non-Wests” that increasingly possess the
will, the means, and the desire to mold the world in a
non-Western way.'*

It’s a cultural problem more than anything. Think about
cultural revolutions and how awful they have been. This can
happen when there is a shift in the balance of nationalities here.
It’s because of the culture that this country has succeeded. [10]

No, people have been coming here from all over the world for 300
years, and only good has happened. There won’t be a cultural
revolution here. [8]

The problem is that the electorate is changing. When minorities
get elected, they are going to make rules that benefit their race
and their national group, including allowing more of their own
people, their own culture, into this country. [11]

Only one roundtable group voiced a majority
opinion that immigrants generally made a positive
contribution to American society. One participant, a
woman who worked with Muslim women, expressed
sympathy for Arab immigrants.

Where 1 work, there are a lot of Arabs. They are not all
terrorists. Many are wonderful people. Yes, for them, it’s very
hard now. Their relationship with society has changed. In
Borough Park [an Orthodox Jewish neighborhood in New Yeork
City] there are Arab and Jewish stores. That relationship has
gotten more complicated. I work as a home health aide. My
patients are Jews. They say, “Acchh...that’s an Arab store. We
won’t go there, even if the prices are lower.” [18]

They say it, but then they end up going there anyway, right? [15]
Yeah...their lives have changed and not for the better, no

question. Of course, every American connects the act with the
Arab world. [16]

13 Samuel Huntingten, “The Clash of Civilizations?” Foreign
Affairs, Summer 1993: 26.
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This group also insisted that the American
government needed to more effectively control illegal
immigration and perform more stringent background
checks on all foreigners entering the country.

You have to do something to organize it better. You have to
know who you let into the country and why they are coming here.
But don’t forbid all Arabs from coming here. It has to be done
sensibly. [18]

You know, I tried to come here six years ago, just as a tourist — as
a guest. I didn’t get a visa, and neither did my wife, because they
didn’t think there was sufficient basis for us to return. It’s a big
problem now in Russia and the former republics, but it’s very
easy to get a visa if you’re from an Arab country. Anybody can
come., Maybe other embassies aren’t as strict. But it’s strange
that people who don’t always have the best intentions have any
easy time coming here. [16]

A man from Baku who was a member of this
roundtable group recalled that his own background had
been carefully investigated by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service before he was granted
permission to emigrate. “They asked me questions
about who my grandmother was, who my grandfather
was, if I had ever been in jail, if I smoked some funny
stuff” [17]. Rather than offending him, he said the
process made him feel more secure.

Domestic Security

Naiveté, openness and the too-trusting (slishkom
doverchivyi) nature of American society were major
recurring themes of all three group discussions, and
opinions on this topic produced the highest degree of
consensus both within and among the three groups. The
extreme openness of American society was seen as
highly threatening to this country’s security. One
woman had emigrated from Ukraine only two months
earlier, and her viewpoint was interesting because she
was actively accumulating new impressions each day.
She offered her perspective on the way in which
Americans invite unnecessary security risks in
everyday life.

Our security was better. I was shocked to see planes flying over
the city here. Why isn’t there a rule to forbid that? You can
count them...one, two, five...In Ukraine, planes cannot fly over
cities. There is one approach corridor. Here, planes are
everywhere. It’s dangerous not just because of terrorism but
because of accidents. Planes should not be allowed to fly over
Manhattan. [6]

I asked for more “everyday” examples of lax security
in the United States:

Well, for example, here you can go to a hotel and give any name
you want, not your own—no problem. That was impossible in
Russia. The person could be a criminal...he could be anybody.
Here, you never have to show identification. You need to be
more careful. [3]

Here is an example. My friend works at HIAS, [an immigrant
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advocacy and aid organization based in New York City} and she
got caught in the Battery Tunnel after the towers fell. The next
day at work a person of Arab descent came to her office and
wanted to change his name. She reported this to her supervisor.
Before September 11, people came in there constantly to find out
how to change their name, and no one checked them at all. In
America, you can change your name without any problem. Now
we have got to be more careful about that. {2]

The loss of a sense of security here in the United
States seemed to make people reach for familiar—if
harshly effective—solutions they remembered from
their pasts. While no one praised the Soviet spetsiuzhba
[special services] outright, there was broad agreement
that the apparatus was effective. Nearly everyone in the
entire sample envisioned critical roles for the FBI and
CIA in the fight against terrorism. Some viewed the
role of these organizations as a counterbalance to the
high degree of openness in American society. “Let the
population be naive, but they cannot be” [3]. American
inteiligence was seen as both the problem and the
solution to the weakened security environment in the
United States. Several men saw the attacks as a
staggering failure of the intelligence apparatus. “To
miss such a ridiculously big operation—they haven’t
been professionals for a long time. Of course they’re
looking for a scapegoat. You have got to change
everything from top to bottom. That’s putting it
mildly” [16].

Discussion on this topic also centered on whether
such change could occur, or if the democratic values of
the United States conflicted too radically with the
unsavory business in which the organs of state security
engage. One man offered his peculiar example of the
effectiveness of the Soviet spetsiuzhba.

During the last wave of immigrants from the Soviet Union in the
1970s, the Soviet spetsiuzhba was enormous. They collaborated
with the Russian government and sent a lot of Jewish bandits to
America. Maybe the Americans should do something similar to
that now. It’s complicated. [4]

There, they allowed such things...but here, they won’t allow it.
America has to check people coming into the country more
carefully. [5]

Check them how? In Russia, the KGBshniki gave them all clean
documents before they sent them here. How could they check?
Arab countries could be doing the same thing now. They make
them clean...like glass. [1}

America eats up Arab oil. The United States can’t discriminate
against Arab immigrants because the United Arab Emirates will
tell them off and they will be without Arab oil. The U.S. would
collapse without their oil. They need oil from that part of the
world. That’s why the U.S. doesn’t talk about these things. [4]

One woman considered how the intelligence
apparatus operates in an advanced democratic society.
“Maybe a democratic country has a weak CIA and FBI,
no? If they couldn’t stop what happened...maybe
democracy is not about that. The country is concerned
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with financial matters” [6]. A woman in another group
said that in her opinion, no amount of weapons would
provide adequate protection in the absence of better
intelligence. “America doesn’t have the weapons to
shoot down those planes? What are we saying? They
can knock down a thousand planes. The spying has to
be at the very highest level. It could take a long time—
ten years. Let them go somewhere and think about
how to do it” [14].

Democratic Values

If the discussion on security elicited the broadest
agreement among all participants across groups, the
subject of democracy highlighted the complex
contradictions and conflicting values that these
individuals were struggling with internally. Each group
discussed the quality of democracy in the United
States, and its potential degradation following
September 11. We spoke about issues that had been
reported in the press, including government restrictions
on journalists’ access to combat areas in Afghanistan,
the detainment of Arab nationals in U.S. jails, and the
American government’s expanded authority under the
U.S. Patriot Act. All of the informants claimed to have .
heard something about these issues through media
sources. In some instances, participants’ strong defense
of freedom seemed to mask conservative points of view
that in reality militated against basic foundations of
American democracy. | was reminded several times
that my being born in a democratic country meant I
could not understand the true value of freedom. “You
know, you were born in a democratic country. We
were not. God forbid such a great country should
weaken. You have to do everything to defend that
democracy” {17]. The man sitting next to him at first
joked “to make an omelet, you have to break some
eggs” (Les rubiat, shepki letiat). He then stated in a
serious vein that imprisoning anyone, including Arabs,
without due process was wrong, and reminded him of
the Soviet Union [16].

Comments suggested that those who worried that
democracy might be transgressed during wartime
represented the essence of American naivete, and
demonstrated a lack of experience with war at home.

I’m against tapping phones, bugging, whatever... you can’t do it.
But now is a time of war. We lived through wars. We know what
it is. [9]

War is war. Bush proclaimed a state of war. Besides, there is no
front. You don’t understand what war is. [17]

The retired military officer in one of the groups
justified the government’s conduct:

If a president sends his army to another country, no matter for
what reason, it is impossible to call it anything but a state of war.
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This is where the U.S. government finds itself now. If you are at
war, as any historical example shows us, then some part of
democracy has to be put under very tough control by thé
government. If the government has a basis to arrest and isolate
1,000 people without charges, maybe they are protecting the
society and the government from another terrorist act. [11]

An exchange between three participants revealed an
entrenched way of thinking in which citizens are
viewed as servants of the state.

I think that those people who are in prison, if it turns out that
they aren’t guilty, and if they want the best for this country, they
won’t be offended. {13]

They have to understand. [8]

Yes, they have to understand that it was a mistake, it just so
happened...but it was necessary at the time. [13]

There is no time now to decide whe is guilty and who isn’t. [8]

For those who are not guilty, of course, it’s bad. They shouldn’t
sit there. But even if two people turn out to be guilty.. The
terrorists should have thought about other Arabs here and the
consequences they would suffer because of their act. Then
maybe they wouldn’t have done it. They know that there is a
huge population of Arab immigrants in the U.S. and that this act
would reflect on them, but they didn’t worry about that. Arabs
who live here should think about the actions of their own.... it’s
not a concern of the American government. [13]

“Participants also affirmed their faith in the
American system of justice. Several comments
indicated that people viewed the system to be so sound
that infractions on individual rights were not likely to
occur:

If they make a mistake, they will pay reparations to them for it.
18]

Don’t worry about democracy here...the rules are very strong.
The system won’t be destroyed so quickly. [15]

If they are listening to conversations, they must have a basis for
it. [16]

America is a very law-abiding country. There is nothing higher
than the law here, right?

So if they are holding people, they must have the right to do it.
You can get a lawyer for free, and he will defend you. You can’t
say “it’s just not fair,” and that’s the end of that. Not here. [17]

When there was a scandal with Lewinsky, Americans used the
law to solve the problem. The same will happen now. Here, it’s
just common sense—the laws works. (4]

One man viewed restrictions on civil liberties
unfavorably in his own country, yet simultaneously
advocated the use of similar methods and constraints in
the United States. “The government wants to listen to
people’s conversations? It’s like Belarus. In my
opinion, for America, 1t’s a necessary measure.
There’s no other choice. It’s OK” [7]. The man who
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stated earlier that he had emigrated in part “for
freedom, in the full sense of the word,” offered his
opinion on wiretapping:

There.is nothing wrong with it. If they don’t know what’s going
on now in one house, how will they find out what’s going to
happen later in another house? It’s another thing if they go too
far and use it for some type of financial or economic control.
That is a separate question.” [10]

People expressed the opinion that the real threat to
American democracy was not in violations of civil
liberties, but rather in a breakdown of order. Several
people provided instances of both small- and large-
scale manifestations of the problem, from the recent
news item reporting that one of the terrorists had just
been issued a visa, to the ineptitude of low-level
American bureaucrats. “My ten-year old kid has been
waiting for three months for her Social Security card.
They tell us ‘Sorry, come back again.” In the Soviet
Union, we are used to someone answering for things”
[18]. Another man said that American democracy was
“past its prime” and offered an unusual rationale.

In a family, you always watch your children, and only here in
America, do children say that you are violating my rights. What
is the biggest problem in America?

The way children are raised and what goes on in the schools
and colleges. How did the U.S. rise to be the world’s most
powerful country? Not only because the best brains fled here
from Europe and the Soviet Union, not only because of that, but
—it’s a historical fact—after Gagarin went up first, the U.S.
completely changed its system of mathematics and physics
education. They completely changed their system of teaching
these subjects. What should be done now? Maybe create
Communism again. [10]

Oh Geod, no!! [9]

I asked for opinions on the negative consequences
that can result from excessive demands for order.
Several people mentioned Soviet repression, but those
who did so added that they had not been victims of that
repression.

It depends on whom you talk to about repression in the Soviet
Union. My generation did not suffer like the older generation
did. Why did the USSR develop? One of the reasons is because
there was order. I want to mention the repression from the 1950s
through the 1970s, which was awful, and a lot of people suffered.
Then, the time came though, when there were limits on nothing.
[13] :

“One reason the Soviet Union was able to develop was
because there was order, and life did not improve when
the system removed that sense of order.” The same
speaker added her view that freedom was something
that needed to be properly understood. “The higher the
culture, the better you define its limits. A cultured
person who comes here knows that freedom means you
can work and live normally. But when the dark masses
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(temnye massy) come, they don’t know what
democracy means. They see only freedom. They steal,
they take drugs.... [12]

Members of one group acknowledged that their
viewpoints on democracy came from an antecedent
political socialization that differed completely from
mine as an American.

I don’t think they’re limiting freedom of speech. They’re
carrying out secret operations. They can’t reveal them. You
know what Bush said, “You will know everything postscript. [17}

That’s right. We’re used to that postscript. You aren’t used to
it. You think there is less freedom of speech, and we think, ‘Wow,
here there is so much freedom of speech!” We aren’t even
capable of discussing that subject. [18]

What Does It Mean to Be an American?

When [ asked each group what it meant to be an
American, many comments incorporated standard
definitions such as feeling patriotic and loving your
country. A young émigré from Belarus admitted, “It’s
painful for me to say, but I didn’t love my country” [8].
To another man, being an American meant “that you
aren’t interested in anything outside of your own city.”
He also defined Americans as industrious and goal-
oriented [11]. A man who had emigrated from Ukraine
only two months earlier said he had formed few
impressions, but had observed that Americans were
very friendly and smiled a lot. “They’re more open,
polite, much more polite to each other in public” [3].
“Americans,” one woman announced loudly, “are free,
and always will be, and Russians have always been
slaves and always will be slaves” [9]. “Yes,” sighed the
woman sitting next to her, “it’s genetic” [8]. In a
different group, a man offered his opinion.

In a democratic country, a person is a person. Everyone here has
their own opinion, and they value their opinion. People feel like
individuals here. In Belarus, I can’t say that people feel that
way. People here feel that if they obey the rules, they can get
ahead, improve their situation, improve their professional lives.

{7

The reason why Americans are polite and well mannered seemed
obvious to one man. “They’re very calm...they are well-off
people. That’s why they aren’t aggressive. Americans are well
fed. They aren’t poor. That is the reason why.” {4]

Two women spoke emotionally on this topic. They
offered their own definition of an American by drawing
comparisons between the Soviet Union and the United
States.

My life got so complicated when I moved here, literally from the
first day, so I had to deal with Americans right away. [ don’t
mean Russian-Americans, but people who were born here. They
helped me. They are very warm and I have met with the kindest
people. Maybe I'm mistaken. Maybe it was only my personal
experience. 1 have such a warm feeling for them. They really
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saved my life. It’s my personal opinion. Maybe I just met up
with those kinds of peopie. I don’t know.

My impression is that Americans have their lives so in order.
In our life, well, there is not one American or French woman who
could ever imagine coming up with ways to save her stockings
(kapronovye chulki). Do you know what I am talking about?
Can you imagine? Putting stockings in the freezer? Everything
here is simple and direct. There’s no reason to dodge or evade
here, like in Russia. Work, study, pay, rest. I want to do
something, I am on the road to doing it. In Russia, you always
had to think, “How can I do this?” [14]

Or, how can I get around something. 18]

Or how to get around it... here I don’t have to think that way.
That is how the country is designed. I don’t know why...P’ve
been here only 10 months. That is how life is designed here, the
education, everything, and maybe that is why this tragedy
happened here. Americans know only “yes” and “no.” Zero,
one, zero, one, like a computer. “Yes” and “no.” And what if
something can be not “yes” and not “no,” but something else?
Americans go into a stupor. Do you understand what I’m talking
about? [14]

And in Russia, they do things any way they can. [15]

Yeah, Russians say, “You can’t do that? Hmm....how can I do
it?” Here, it is “yes” and “no,” “yes” and” no.” In every aspect
of life, you live that way. And that is why the FBI, the CIA,
whoever, thinks that it is impossible for someone to fly a plane
into a building, drop a bomb...it can’t be, it just can never
be...but it can be. How we lived, it was not a normal way of life.
It is not normal. You don’t have that here, and that is why it is
impossible to warn you about such things. Russia...it’s
Asia...Arabs are Asian. [14]

With her fascinating comment that “Arabs are Asian,”
the speaker seems to have contrived an imagined
emotional geography that supplants political and
national maps. Arabs are not Semites; they are
invaders from Asia, visiting horror and destruction on
the United States, much as Asian invaders had done in
Russia centuries ago. I asked her if Russia was Asia.

Russia is both. [14]

Russians, we are a little bit from here and a little bit from there.
It’s Asia and Europe. Russia, it’s between East and West., It’s in
the middle. It’s some of each. That’s a frightening mix. [18]

Yes, it’s a frightening mix. {16}

Linguistic and Cultural Allegiances

Michael Glenny, writing in 1990 about this same
last wave of Russian émigrés claimed, “There is no
émigré network or community and they face no
lingering questions about who they want their children
to be.”'® The responses I received when I asked, “Do
you want your children or grandchildren to speak
Russian?” seem to challenge at least the latter part of
Glenny’s contention. During these discussions, I posed
the question about language to establish that these

16 Michael Glenny and Norman Stone, The Other Russia (New
York: Viking, 1990), 442.
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individuals possessed complex identities that obscure
the lines between national identification and ethnicity.
Each participant was a native Russian speaker, but
among them were also speakers of Moldovan, Azeri
and Ukrainian. Several could converse in or understand
some Yiddish or Hebrew. None of those who spoke
other tongues mentioned a desire for their children to
speak those languages. The comments recorded below
are highly representative of participants’ opinions
overall on this theme.

They need English for work, but they need Russian for their soul.
1t’s the language of a great culture. [6]

My children have to read the great Russian writers. Russian
culture is one of the world’s great cultures. In order to
appreciate the art, the poetry, the music, you have to know the
language. [16]

We’ll teach them to read and write. They have to know their
heritage. [9]

Russian is a much richer language than English. English is
necessary for life here, but Russian is necessary for the soul. [4]

My son is 21, and he wants to read Russian now. All he reads is
Russian books. I am so happy about it. [14]

Looking Toward the Future

Comments offered on this topic were brief, and
most of my informants shared the opinion that the
future would be brighter. “We just have to have
faith—in the country, the politics—it is the strongest
country in the world. God will help it” [5].

One participant painted a dark picture of what lies
ahead. “The future?” remarked the Moscow dentist,
“something awful” [1]. Another émigré in her group
recommended living quietly, and not paying attention
to the outside world. “Don’t concern yourself with
what is happening outside your door. Maybe this is the
way to live” [4]. Members of this same group
expressed faith in the Republican administration in
Washington. “These people, Rumsfeld, Cheney,
Condoleeza, they're a good team” [3]. “I liked the
Democrats before. 1 liked Clinton, but not now.
They’re weak. The Republicans should hold onto
power now” [5].

In talking about the future, one man said that the
United States alone possessed the strength to recover
from attacks of such magnitude.

1 have to say one very important thing. If it had happened in
absolutely any other country in the world, that country would
have been brought to its knees for a very long time. Only this
country could remain standing. Maybe that is why we are here
and why we made the right decision to come here. {10]
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“The U.S. is a strong country,” said a woman from
Siberia, “and if it lived through this shock and
survived, we will continue to live.” [15]

Andrea Frodema received an MA in Russian Area
Studies from Columbia University in May 2002. She is
a Lead Technical Assistance Advisor at International
Rescue Committee in New York City.

Characteristics of Informants

GROUP |
[1] Female, late forties, Moscow, emigrated in 1999. Former
profession: dentist. Currently unemployed.

[2] Female, mid-fifties, St. Petersburg, emigrated in December 1996.
Former profession: music teacher. Currently employed as an assistant
social worker in an immigrant resettlement agency.

[3] Male, mid-forties, Kherson, Ukraine, emigrated in January 2002.
Former profession: mechanical engineer in shipbuilding. Currrently
unemployed.

[4] Male, early thirties, St. Petersburg, emigrated in December,
1998. Former profession: thoracic surgeon. Will begin U.S.
residency in summer 2002.

[5] Female, mid-fifties, Moscow, emigrated in 1996. Former
profession: hospitality worker in Moscow hotel. Currently employed
as a doorperson in a home for the elderly.

[6] Female, mid-forties, Kherson, Ukraine, emigrated in January
2002.  Former profession: computer programmer.  Currently
unemployed.

7] Male, mid-twenties, Vitebsk, Belarus, emigrated in December,
2001. Former profession: lawyer. Currently does manual labor for
cash.

GROUP 2

[8] Female, early twenties, Vitebsk, Belarus, emigrated in December
2001. Former profession: lawyer. Currently unemployed.

[9] Female, sixty, Kiev, Ukraine, emigrated in 1995. Former

profession: chemist. Currently employed as a clerical worker.

[10] Male, mid-thirties, Kiev, Ukraine, emigrated in February 2001.
Former profession: building engineer. Currently unemployed.

{11] Male, mid-fifties, Kurgan, Russia, emigrated in June 2001.
Former profession: military officer. Currently unemployed.

[12] Female, early forties, Moscow, emigrated in June 2000. Former

profession: bookkeeper. Currently employed as assistant
bookkeeper.
[13] Female, early forties, Ukraine, emigrated in 2000. Former

profession: engineer. Currently employed as a home health aide.




THE HARRIMAN REVIEW

GROUP 3

[14] Female, mid-forties, Penza, Russia, emigrated in May 2001.
Former profession: draftsperson. Currently unemployed.

[15] Female, early thirties, Novosibirsk, emigrated in March 2001.
Former profession: bookkeeper. Currently employed as a home
health aide.

[16] Male, early forties, Chisenau, Moldova, emigrated in May
2000. Former profession: electrical engineer. Currently employed as
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an electrical repaiman.

[17] Male, early forties, Baku, Azerbaijan, emigrated in 2000.
Former profession: economist. Employed until January 2002 as an
assistant building superintendent. Currently unemployed.

[18] Female, mid-thirties, Kiev, Ukraine, emigrated in March 2000.
Former profession: engineer. Currently employed as a home health
aide.




ADVANCING WOMEN’S POLITICAL RIGHTS
IN BOSNIA-HERZEGOVINA:

Making a Difference Early in the Peace Process

(A Case Study)

Tanya L. Domi

t the height of nationalism prior to the 1992
ABosnian war in the, Former Yugoslavia the

percentage of women elected to public

office had fallen to an all-time low. In this
period, the traditional role of women was
repeatedly reinforced through the ethnocentric lens
of state-controlled mass media, which distorted
their roles in family, faith and work. By 1990 in
Bosnia, women holding elected office represented a
mere one percent of parliamentary bodies. In the
first election following the Dayton Peace
Agreement in September 1996, women's
participation fell below two percent, with the
women’s party not securing a single seat in any of

the three parliamentary bodies conceived by
Dayton.
The absence of women within Dayton's

governance structures was an obstacle to the peace
and democratization processes on two levels.
Although women comprise nearly 60 percent of the
population in Bosnia today, their nearly total
absence in any elected representation obviated the
need for their inclusion in governance, an essential
step in democracy building. The fact that the same
men who had made the war were immediately
elected and appointed to government positions
permitted the war to be continued by other means.
By 1997 women, who had largely been unengaged
in war and wartime profiteering, were now seen as
the best hope for a sea change in peace
implementation. The Organization for Security and
Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), responsible for
oversight and conduct of elections, came to believe
after endless discussions with nationalistic and
obstructive elected officials that women potentially
could be more constructive participants across
ethnic and political party lines. It was the moment
to bring new players into the political process.

In recognition of these factors, key steps were
taken by the OSCE in partnership with Bosnian
women activists to secure a significant role for
women in elected office, most notably through the
introduction of a quota for women candidates.
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These steps were applied at the national level in
1998 by putting women on closed party list ballots
and subsequently, at the local level in the municipal
elections in 2000, on an open party list ballot.
Women now hold 18 percent of offices (as of
November 2000) in the parliamentary bodies,
cantonal and municipal level governments. Women
office holders in Bosnia, even in the nascent
conditions of postwar democratic development, are
earning a reputation as constructive political leaders
who can work across ethnic lines.

In this paper, I examine the OSCE's effort to
increase women's role in government, including the
history of women in politics in the Former
Yugoslavia; the development of OSCE policy on
women candidates for office and recent reversals;
modifications that resulted from changes to election
rules and regulations; early results of the
application of this policy; current impact of the
policy; and recommendations for the future.

History of Women in Politics
in Former Yugoslavia

I became involved in the effort to advance
women's political representation in Bosnia-
Herzegovina as a policy advisor to the OSCE Head.
of Mission and as the Mission’s Spokesperson and
Director of Press and Public Information during the
period 1998-2000.

Working as a public affairs advocate at the
Sarajevo Summit in 1999, I overheard a remark
made by a woman from Eastern Europe' that
vividly encapsulated the terrible consequences of
nationalism in Eastern Europe. During a summit
press conference, she said that when the Berlin
Wall came down, pieces of it fell on the backs of
women of Eastern and Central Europe. The point

' Remarks made by an unnamed participant from Southeast
Europe during a press conference at the Sarajevo Summit,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, July 1999. These remarks were made in
the presence of the author.
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of her remarks was to describe the consequences of
war and nationalism and women's subsequent
exclusion from nearly all aspects of public life in
the Former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s.
Women's exclusion from public life at the end of
the Twentieth century would not be the first time in
Yugoslav history that ethnicity not only trumped
sex—it trumped every other political factor in the
later years of the Social Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (SFRY) before its demise.

In 1974, Marshall Tito established parity
between ethnic groups in the last version of the
constitution during his tenure. Viewed as the
weakest constitution during the Tito years, the 1974
document reflected ethnic considerations as the
overriding factor. As a consequence, it eliminated
direct political representation and redirected such
representation through self-management economic
work groups. This constitutional change directly
diminished women's participation in elected
government because fewer women worked in
factories, and bypassing such possibilities of
representation by anyone outside of these economic
structures were limited.’

To no one's surprise, when the Dayton Peace
Accords were negotiated in November 1995 (led by
U.S. diplomat Richard Holbrooke), the Americans
worked out the agreement in partnership with the
nationalistic male representatives of the Former
Yugoslavia, effectively leaving Bosnian women out
of the process. The Accords have only one
significant reference to a prohibition to sex
discrimination contained within the constitution
(Annex 4). Despite horrific mass rapes, estimated
somewhere between 20,000 to 30,000 depending on
the source (these rapes were legally documented by
Jadranka Cigelj and Nusreta Sivac, both lawyers
and victims themselves), no consideration of gender
was deemed relevant to the peace process.’ As
former U.S. Ambassador Swanee Hunt wrote in the
May/June 2001 Foreign Policy: **...Bosnian women
were not invited to participate in the Dayton talks,
although during the war 40 women's associations
remained organized and operating, across ethnic
lines (the government had fallen completely apart in
spring 1992).”*

The omission of women at Dayton and in other

2 Jancar, Barbara Wolfe, Women Under Communism (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1978), pp. 91-92.

* The Dayton Peace Accords, General Framework Agreement for
Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina, U.S. Department of State, p.
26.

* Minow, Martha, Between Vengeance and Forgiveness (Boston:
Beacon Press), pp. 6-7.

* Hunt, Swanee and Cristina Posa, “Women Waging Peace,”
May/June 2001, http//www.foreignpolicy.com, 29 May 2001.
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similar peace-making situations is increasingly
recognized in academic and policy literature as a
practice that must change for peace agreements and
the democratization process to take hold. Yet
women had felt the effects of the war in other ways,
too. Not only in documented mass rapes (now
defined as war crimes cases before the Hague
Tribunal), but also through those who were killed or
were forced to flee their homes, and in many cases
their country, due to ethnic cleansing.

Nationalism Eliminates Women's Political
Participation

Following the 1990 elections across Eastern
Europe, women simply disappeared from political
life. This is a phenomenon particularly
characteristic of the region, although the overthrow
of authoritarian regimes in other areas of the world
has not kept pace with women's political
mobilization in social movements and civil society.
But in the former Yugoslavia, their decline
coincided with the rise of ethnic nationalism. As
Croatian journalist Slavenka Drakulic described it:

When the changes began in Yugoslavia in 1989, women were in
the streets along with men, demonstrating, meeting, holding
flags and banners, shouting, singing and voting. But when it
came to direct participation in power, they disappeared, became
invisible again.®

During the period of rising radical nationalism
that swept through the Former Yugoslavia, political
parties based upon ethnic agendas urged women to
assume more traditional roles as wives and mothers.
Party rhetoric broke with then long-established
Communist ideology of ethnic unity and equality of
women. The political landscape was shifting to a
much more conservative ground based upon
traditional religious and cultural values. A telling
example of this was the policy of the nationalistic
Croat Democratic Union's (HDZ) party (which
became the dominant Croat party in Bosnia) that
“promised subsidies for women with more than
three children” and “expressed their concern for
overworked mothers.”” HDZ established a very
close relationship with the Roman Catholic Church
and quickly reversed the Communist policy of
providing women access to legal abortions in
November 1991. These anti-woman policies were
more dramatically manifested in new constitutions
drawn up in Catholic dominated Slovenia and
Croatia that ultimately banned abortions, a reversal

¢ Drakulic, Slavenka, "Women in the New Democracy in the
Former Yugoslavia,” Gender Politics and Post-Communism,
Nanette Funk and Madga Mueller, eds. (New York: Routledge,
1993), p. 123.

? Ibid., p. 124.
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of public health policy. Women attempted to fight
these dramatic legal reversals, but their efforts only
met with failure.®

The nationalism that swept the successor states
of the Former Yugoslavia served as an initial
impetus for increased women's political activism.
They formed non-partisan democratic alliances in
an attempt to block anti-woman initiatives by
Slovene and Croat nationalistic elements in 1990.
Women joined more liberal or leftist political
parties and declared candidacies for office. In
Serbia, feminists and former Communist Party
members were initially more successful in defeating
anti-woman legislation and policies. They formed
three structures to advance women's interests in the
face of nationalism—the Women's Party (Zest), the
first all-woman political party ever in the history of
Yugoslavia; a Women's Lobby was established to
coordinate the activities of women representing
different parties; and a “Women's Preliminary
Parliament” was founded as an institution to
advance women's political, civil, economic and
social rights before elected and legal structures.’
Although these efforts provided mechanisms to
advance political activism, ultimately, women's
organizing was essentially transcended and
marginalized as election results did not advance
women's interests and a decade of war was soon to
follow.

In the SFRY, women achieved about a 30-32
percent representation in the national legislature
throughout the Tito Communist years. These are
considerably higher numbers than women's elected
representation in Western Europe or North America
during the 1970s-1980s. Women also had a
continual, albeit smaller presence within the CPY,
about 16 percent—the lowest in the Communist
Bloc in 1972, but much larger than the parties
achieved after the fall of Communism. Women
were vigorously engaged at the local level, but at
higher levels had negligible representation and
lacked political influence. During the 1970s no
women held any post within the Central Committee
of the CPY. Thus, women lacked access to the most
powerful positions of authority and influence,
despite their levels of participation.' It is against
this historical backdrop that the OSCE assumed
responsibilities for the conduct and supervision of
elections under the Dayton Peace Accords, Annex
3-H

# Ibid.

? Milic, Andjelka, “Women and Nationalism in the Former
Yugoslavia," Gender Politics and Post-Communism, N. Funk

and M. Mueller (eds.), p. 114.

' Jancar, pp. 89-94.

! The General Framework Agreement for Peace, Annex 3, Elections.
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The Minority Gender Rules
Instituted by the OSCE

The results of the first national elections in
Bosnia in September 1996 were abysmal for
women. Less than two percent of women were
elected throughout the country—regardless of
entity, electoral body, or ethnicity. Women were
simply not relevant to the process and during this
period up through 1998 little attention was paid to
women's issues, their status, political rights and
their future within the peace process by
international organizations mandated to implement
the Dayton Agreement. Not surprisingly, there were
also very few senior women policy-makers in all
the international organizations present on the
ground in 1995 and 1996 in Bosnia. A particularly
telling indicator in 1996 was the overwhelming lack
of women in senior positions at the Office of the
High Representative (OHR), the highest authority
in Bosnia for implementation of the civilian aspects
of the peace agreement. Only one woman held a
high position at the OHR as the Deputy High
Representative for Human Rights.'? This absence
significantly contributed to the lack of attention
paid to the status of concerns of Bosnian women.
Only one woman has headed an implementing
international agency since the signing of
Dayton-Elisabeth Rehn, a Finnish politician, who
took over the UN Mission to Bosnia in 1998-1999,
after serving in the region as the UN Special
Rapporteur for Human Rights from 1995 to 1998."

This situation began to change in 1997 when the
OSCE Mission to BiH developed a “Women in
Politics” program within its Democratization
Department “in order to boost women's
participation in the legal, economic, and political
sectors of Bosnia.”' Led and developed by
Norwegian civil society advocates in charge of the
OSCE's department, the Women in Politics
program became a cornerstone of its
democratization activities in Bosnia. The program
was designed to foster women's advocacy,
networking, education, and cross-entity exchange
from the grassroots level up to the highest echelons
of entity and national government. This program
broke new ground in Bosnia and throughout the
region, establishing itself as the model for

12 Peggy Hicks was the Deputy High Representative for Human
Rights at the Office of the High Representative from 1996-1997.
' Elisabeth Rehn, Swedish People’s Party, Presidential Election
2000, http://virtual.finland.fi/elections/president2000

/rehn.html, 20 August 2002.

4 Women in Politics Fact Sheet, Municipal Elections 2000,
OSCE Mission to Bosnia.
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expanding women’s political
throughout Southeast Europe.

The change that made the most significant
difference for Bosnian women with political
aspirations was a man—in the appearance of
Ambassador Robert Barry, a retired U.S. Foreign
Service Officer, who assumed the duties as head of
the OSCE Mission in January 1998.

participation

Enacting Gender Minority Quotas—A Strategic
Calculation

The Chief of the OSCE Mission served in dual
capacities that include the Chairmanship of the
Provisional Election Commission (PEC), arguably
then the second most politically powerful position
in the International Community in Bosnia, next to
that of the High Representative. Barry immediately
went to work to level the playing field on the PEC
by replacing a number of the nationalists who
represented the entity governments and the hard-
line, ethno-centric political parties on the PEC. The
purge of the radical Serbian Democratic Party
(SDS) from political leadership in the Republika
Srpska (RS) government by Biljana Plavsic
(presently indicted for war crimes), then-President
of the Serb entity, also ameliorated the nationalistic
tensions within the PEC.

Ambassador Barry expanded the PEC
membership and for the first time included civic
organizers, like Zlatko Dizdarevic, a journalist and
his cousin Srdjan, the head of the Helsinki Human
Rights Committee in Bosnia.  Another highly
regarded member was Mustafa Bisic, the Sarajevo
Cantonal Prosecutor and Senka Nozica, a practicing
human rights attorney based in Sarajevo, who
happened to be a Croat. Nozica, a formidable
advocate and feminist, became a presidential
candidate in Bosma on the Republican Party ticket
in the 1998 elections.

Nozica proposed a quota rule to Barry
suggesting a 30 percent minority-gender
representation that was evenly distributed in the
first nine places on a closed, party list ballot, for the
1998 National elections. Barry describes the
thinking of the PEC and his goals at the time:

Of course, the Mission had an active women in politics program
already and so getting women on the ballot was already on our
minds. As we prepared the rules and regulations for the 1998
clections, we were trying to find ways of breaking out of the
mold of nationalism. One way of getting new faces in parliament
was to try to promote women. But without a quota, it probably
could not be achieved. At that point there were about two
percent women elected. We were discussing quotas a lot then,
for example, national quotas to promote multi-ethnicity. But this
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was rejected as unworkable. However, the idea of a quota for
women was practical.”®

Under Bosnia's then-closed ballot system, if a
party wins, the top portion of the list will virtually
always gain seats, thus insuring that women in the
top slots would automatically gain electoral
mandates. The rule required parties to include
women on their lists in order to be permitted to
register for the elections, an effective enforcement
mechanism.

After Senka Nozica secured Ambassador
Barry's support to advance the quota within the
PEC, she went to work to secure the legal standards
in consultation with the Human Rights Department
of the OSCE. Knowing that she would face
opposition from the nationalists on the PEC, she
worked through individual relationships within the
Commission. As she describes the adoption of the
rule:

There was a significant amount of resistance by national
members of the PEC, but there was also individual support too.
However, being well prepared [for the session], we had done a
quality analysis and made huge efforts to convince the members.
Ultimately,[the rule] was unanimously adopted.'®

The gender minority rule changed the political
map overnight. For example, women's
representation went from one elected representative
in the BiH House of Representatives to 11 out of 42
members. Women achieved a combined 26 percent
representation in the three parliaments established
at Dayton, jumping from two percent in 1996. The
results were immediate and tangible."”

Later Barry reflected on his role as Chairman of
the PEC and on the leadership of Senka Nozica and
the OSCE women policy-makers in getting the PEC
to adopt the gender minority rules that changed
Bosnia's political map:

It (the gender minority rule) had been raised with me in advance
by our own staff, and I was sympathetic, but the actual proposal
came from Senka at a meeting of the PEC. Much of the credit
has got to go to dynamic women in the Mission."*

The OSCE women staff members played a
critical role during the enactment of the rule. The
implementation of the rule and follow-up with
elected women officials and public affairs strategies
that advocated for Bosnian women's visibility in the

'* Interview with Ambassador Robert Barry, by the author,
January 27, 2001.

' Interview with Senka Nozica, by the author, February 2, 2001.
'7 OSCE Fact Sheet on Women in Politics, Municipal Elections
2000.

' Interview with Ambassador Robert Barry, by the author,
January 27, 2001,
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media depended on these staff members who played
key roles in implementing the minority gender rule
in Bosnia."”

Extending Gender Minority Rules .

The OSCE was ideally situated to advance the
interests of political gender equity following the
1998 elections. With 26 percent women elected to
the Bosnian parliamentary bodies, there were
women politicians to work with and assist in
developing sorely needed skills. OSCE worked to
advance women's interests within the
democratically modeled political parties and
provided training programs to boost their roles in
becoming effective parliamentarians. But before
the municipal elections were to be conducted, the
OSCE, in partnership with the OHR, was mandated
to draft a permanent election law, required for
Bosnia's admission to the Council of Europe.
OSCE activists, along with Senka Nozica and other
women activists and politicians, were determined
that a gender provision would be included within it.

Gender Minority Rule
Included in the Draft Election Law

During 1999, the International Community,
principally led by the OSCE, was charged with
drafting a new election law for adoption by the BiH
National parliament. A French Judge, Frangois
Froment-Meurice (who had been appointed by
former High Representative Carlos Westendorp),
chaired the drafting effort, in collaboration with
international and national experts. The experts
determined that the greater transparency provided
by an open ballot system would permit voters to
select individual candidates for the first time in a
Former Yugoslav state. As the OSCE openly
acknowledged, including women politicians

' Elisabeth Rasmusson was the Head of Democratization,
Elizabeth Hume was the PEC Legal Counsel, and Mary Ann
Rukavina was the Women in Politics Program Director at the
time the rules were enacted. Sonja Lokar, a Slovenian activist,
became chair of the Stability Pact's Gender Task Force,
following the Stability Pact Summit held in Sarajevo in July
1999. Additionally, in 1998, the OSCE Mission to Bosnia’s
Director of Elections, the Director of Human Rights, the Director
of Media Affairs, were all women, resulting in more than half of
the Mission's department heads were women from Europe and
North America in the time period referenced. The author served
as Executive Assistant to Barry. Beyond Barry himself, all
senior policy-makers within the Mission who had direct or
indirect influence on adopting the gender minority rule were
women who were strong advocates of the program's goals. The
high leve! of women participating in leadership positions of the
Mission added both to the credibility and the effect of these
efforts.
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themselves, the introduction of the open list system
for the 2000 municipal elections would present a
challenge for women candidates. Would voters
choose women on an open ballot? Many women
feared they would not and again the idea of being
left out and disappearing from the political scene
was a concern shared by some internationals and
Bosnian women.”® The women were successful in
requiring that women be placed equally on the open
lists within the election law drafts, over the
objections of Froment-Meurice, the chair, who
believed it was unconstitutional. A group of
Bosnian women activists lobbied him during a
meeting to discuss the matter, urging the adoption
of a gender quota within the law, but were
ultimately unsuccessful on the quota itself. They
were successful, however, in requiring the equal
distribution of women on the list. Senka Nozic
describes the lobbying effort:

At the beginning of the drafting process we had the information
that some members of the commission were not in favor of the
gender rule. However, after the meeting with the Chairman, we
convinced them with the arguments that this rule is good for the
political life of Bosnia-Herzegovina. [The basis for adopting the
rule] involved minorities who were deprived of their rights
within political life and in this case these were women.”!

Ironically enough, the French government has
since adopted a gender quota within its own
electoral system—a system that Froment-Meurice
had openly criticized in conversations with
internationals that were working on the draft law,
although he did not share his views with the
Bosnian women who were lobbying him.”> The
quota rule was included in the draft law, but that
would not have been possible without the continued
pressure by Ambassador Barry on Froment-
Meurice, and the critical presence of Elizabeth
Hume, the lead attorney drafting the law, and more
importantly, the lobbying by the Bosnian women
themselves. The Government of Bosnia-
Herzegovina adopted the election law in fall 2001,
after both the OHR and the OSCE exerted
tremendous pressure and considerable diplomatic
capital, conditioning Bosnia’s admittance to the
Council of Europe, based upon the law’s adoption.

* Ibid.

! Interview with Senka Nozica, by the author, February 2, 2001.
2 Daley, Suzanne, “France Looks for More Women in Politics,”
The New York Times, February 4, 2001.
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Getting Ready for Municipal Elections
2000

In 1999 the OSCE, in partnership with the
Norwegian government, launched the “Women Can
Do It” multi-ethnic training program to prepare
women to run for office at the municipal level.
“The Women Can Do It” seminars were explicitly
intended to maximize the opportunities of women
candidates to be elected in Bosnia's next round of
municipal elections (in 2000).%

Originally developed by the Norwegian Labour
Party in the late 1980s and successfully exported to
a number of countries, including Macedonia and
Estonia, the program's objectives in Eastern and
Central Europe were to increase women's visibility
and participation in politics. This program proved
cost-effective and led to the training of more than

3,000 women, using the "train the trainer
approach.” The ultimate goal was to develop
women's political skills, local capacity and

sustainability. This program was launched more
than six months in advance of the April 2000
Bosnian municipal elections.*

The program continued its activities into 2000,
which included strategy sessions with women
activists, politicians, and members of parliament
from both entities, union leaders and non-
governmental organizations. Parliamentary
exchange visits to Slovenia and an effort to review
the Bosnian government's implementation of the
Beijing Platform for Action was monitored by the
women and used as an organizing effort, across
party and ethnic lines. Women were proving to be
constructive players within the political process.

In keeping with the electoral reform efforts
included in the draft election law, the Provisional
Election Commission (PEC) opted for an open list
party system for the April 2000 municipal elections;
directing the political parties to include “at least
one-third of their candidates were women, and that
they be evenly distributed throughout the list.””

Electoral reforms to open party lists for voters
posed a quandary for women, who had made
significant gains under the closed list system with a
mandatory quota. Now women would have to
compete, head to head, fully visible by name and
encourage voters to select them against others.

While the program never carried out a
systematic evaluation of its effectiveness, it did
produce more than 6,917 women candidates, one-

* OSCE Mission to Bosnia Press Release dated November 23,
1999.

* Interview with Mary Ann Rukavina, conducted by the author,
March 2001.

* Women in Politics Fact Sheet, Municipal Elections 2000.
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third of the total party lists in the April 2000 polls.
Despite concerns that the voters would not select
women—in fact, 590 women were elected to office,
or 18 percent of the total of local officials,
unprecedented in Bosnian history.”® However, out
of nearly 145 municipalities, only six women were
elected mayor or president of the municipal
assemblies.

What Did the Citizens of Bosnia Think About
Women in Politics?

If there were any doubts about whether
Bosnians would chose women for office or
expressed concerns by members of the international
community), an opinion poll conducted in June
1999 by the OSCE seemed to belay those concerns.
(The survey was conducted in a total of 100
municipalities throughout Bosnia with a total of
1,050 citizens. For a sample size of n=1000, the
margin of error is +/- 4 percent.)”’

The public overwhelmingly supported the
increased role of women in politics, both in elective
and executive positions. The survey's executive
summary makes the public's views quite clear:

The survey illustrated that there is broad support for women's
political activism-—guaranteed representation in elected offices
and appointments to executive positions. The data also clearly
illustrates that the Bosnian public overwhelmingly supports
women's political participation. In short, the survey
demonstrates that many citizens of Bosnia feel that women are
underrepresented in Bosnian politics and that more needs to be
done to address women's interests.™

The 1999 Poll on Electoral Attitudes Towards
Women in Politics

Maura Brueger, an American political
consultant, who has specialized in women's elective
politics both in the U.S. and abroad, concluded
from the poll's results that the overwhelming
positive public opinion about women in politics in
Bosnia was one of the most strikingly positive
opportunities of potential for women to make
tangible political gains early in a transitional
democracy. She also concluded that the results
presented ample opportunity for opposition parties
to make gains at the ballot box.”” One of the most
interesting aspects of the poll was the belief that
women could more effectively represent voters

* Interview with Gabriella Danza, the OSCE Mission to Bosnia
Deputy Director of Democratization and Asemina Vukovic,
Women in Local Governance Project Manager, by the author in
Sarajevo, May 29, 2001.

7 Executive Summary, The Role of Women in BiH Politics
Survey OSCE Permanent Election Law Information Campaign,
July 15, 1999.

*# Ibid.

* Interview with Maura Brueger, consultant to the OSCE by the
author, February 11, 2001.




THE HARRIMAN REVIEW

Which statement best reflects your views on the
number of women [n elected positlons?

1

There are Enough Women
In Electad Positlons - 13%

Thers Should Be More
Women In Electad
Positions - 38%

1t Doss Not Matter How
Many Woman Thers Ars
in Positlons « 18%

Cther - 6%

After elections, should parties be
required to appoint a certain percentage
of women to government posltions?

Yaos - 4%

No - 33%

Den'tKnow - 3%

Imagine that you are voting for a candidate of
another nationality or ethnicity, would it make a
difference if the candidate were a man or woman?

3

| Would Prefer a Man - 22%

I Would Prefor a Woman - 34%

it Would Not Make any
Dlffarance - 15%"

Naelther One nor the Other -
25%"

Don't Know - 4%

*
Response not askad, but volunisered by respondent.

when crossing ethnic boundary lines as elected
officials (see figure 3). Both men and women
supported increased participation of women in
elective office and in executive positions (see
figures 1,2.)
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Despite such positive numbers no political party
“primed the pump” of the poll and increased the
numbers of women candidates. This lost
opportunity is an indicator of not only the nascent
democratic development of the political parties, but
also the embedded level of sexism within the
culture, according to Yamila Milovic, a Sarajevo
journalist: “Women are just not considered as
powerful politicians in their own right who could
bring new opportunities for leadership in the
established political parties.”

Consequences of the
Gender Minority Rule

The most immediate consequence of the
minority gender rule is that women have returned to
political life in Bosnia after more than a decade of
absence. After women gamered 18 percent
representation in the local elections, they went on to
attain the same levels within the Federation and
Serb entity parliaments. The one area of slippage in
women’s representation occurred in the National
Parliament where it decreased from the previous 26
percent in 1998 to seven percent in 2000.*' This
was a precipitous drop and is viewed once again by
Senka Nozica as an indicator that the parties did not
take women seriously in the national elections.
However, by 2001, five years since the signing of
the Dayton Peace Accords, women have finally
returned to political life, with percentages of
representation that lead all countries in Southeast
Europe and stand as a model to other countries that
are rebuilding from war and experiencing political
transitions.”

Stability Pact and the Gender Task

Force

The achievements by Bosnian women
politicians and the significant investments in
women and democratization made by the OSCE
Mission through 1999, made Bosnian women actors
and the OSCE ideally situated to advance women's
regional concerns when the Stability Pact was
launched in Sarajevo in July 1999. Many Bosnian
nationals and Ambassador Barry viewed the
launching of the Pact as an opportunity to advance
Bosnia-Herzegovnia's gender minority rule and
equal distribution within an open party list to other
states in Southeast Europe.

* Interview of Yamila Milovic, by the author, January 30, 2001.
3 "Women Can Do it Project" description, Gender Task Force,
29 May 2001.

** OSCE Gender Task Force Fact Sheet 2000.
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During the Summit, Bodo Hombach, the
German Chair agreed to meet with a group of
women representatives from Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Slovenia, Romania, Serbia, Vojvodina,
Montenegro, Hungary, Croatia, Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia and Albania, which was
organized through the intense lobbying efforts of
the OSCE in Bosnia.” Summit organizers did not
permit civil society activists to attend the summit,
consequently, OSCE staff purloined press
credentials for the group, thereby furtively
facilitating their entrance into the summit location.

During the meeting, the women handed
Hombach an appeal, signed by 100 prominent
women from 10 different countries and representing
all ethnicities across Southeastern Europe, outlining
their demands. They included naming a woman
chairperson of the democratization and human
rights table of the Stability Pact. Hombach began by
welcoming the women’s initiative, noting that in
their cooperation across borders and between all
ethnicities of Southeast Europe, coupled with their
mutual trust, they had already achieved one aspect
of the Pact—to build regional cooperation’*—the
ultimate goal. Although Hombach declared during
the meeting that no work plans on the Pact would
exclude the discussion of women and gender
equality issues, a woman was not appointed
Chairperson or co-chair of Democratization and
Human Rights (Table I), the area of greatest
importance to these activists. Consequently, the
women decided not to wait and, with active support
from Barry and the OSCE, launched the Gender
Task Force (GTF), which later secured an
retroactive “endorsement” from the Pact.

The initial priority of the Gender Task Force
was to make “political participation of women in
Southeast Europe the priority issue for the Task
Force members in 2000-2001 with elections
expected in every country” in the region during
this period. They focused on exporting Bosnia’s
minority gender “equal distribution” party list
method to all states in the process of adopting new
elections laws. Under the OSCE’s auspices, the
minority gender rule was adopted in Kosovo for its
2000 local elections, resulting in & percent
representation.*®

Senka Nozica described the significance of the
Stability Pact and Bosnia's role:

¥ OSCE Press Release dated July 29, 1999.

> Ibid.

* Ibid.

¥ OSCE Mission to Kosovo, Central Election Commission,
Rules 4.2 and 9.10, Municipal Elections 2000,
http://www.osce.org/kosovo, 31 May 2001.

The role of women from Bosnia at the Stability Pact was a
crucial one in forming the group of women from the region.
Together we signed a joint declaration statement about the need
for greater involvement of women in the political life in the
region. The example of Bosnia is, in any event, a pretty good
one for solving this problem [of women's political equity] in the
other countries in the region.’

One woman from Bosnia did become the
Stability Pact's Co-Chair for the regional security
table in the first round. Former Bosnian
Ambassador to the OSCE and State Minister for
European Integration, Bisera Turkovic, a Bosniak
and a well-known diplomat from Bosnia, took an
active role in advancing women's rights either
directly through policy-making or simply by being
at the table. An experienced diplomat, Turkovic
served as independent Bosnia’s first Ambassador to
Croatia during the Bosnian War in 1992-95.
Turkovic emphasized the importance of the
Stability Pact for women of Southeast Europe:

The Gender Task Force is increasingly influential within the
processes of the Stability Pact. It has contributed to the
promotion of women candidates in the electoral processes of
some countries in the region. It will deepen its efforts to
promote and achieve the advancement of women, to give
another perspective to the Stability Pact, and in that respect, it
should work closely with other sectors within the Stability Pact
that deal with economic, security and democratization issues.”

Turkovic views the Pact as an opportunity to
advance women's interests into other fields,
including women's economic rights and soft
security issues involving trafficking of human
beings, which has now become a major issue in the
region. The Stability Pact more importantly has
provided funds and a formal mechanism for
organizing women from around the region, which is
a key element in advancing multi-ethnic concerns
in a region that has been wracked by war.*®

Since the establishment of a Gender Task Force
Clearinghouse (originally housed in Sarajevo, now
based in Zagreb), it has coordinated electoral
participation of women’s groups by extending
“Women Can Do It” training programs to Albania,
Romania, Macedonia, Montenegro (FRY) and
Croatia, Bulgaria and Hungary. It has held several
meetings with representatives from all countries of
Southeast Europe and shares updates on the gender
institutionalization within government structures. It
has brought women parliamentary members from
Southeastern European countries together
repeatedly to share experiences and strategies.
Additionally, a constructive move in 2000 resulted

7 Interview with Senka Nozica, by the author, February 2, 2001.
* Interview with Minister Bisera Turkovic, by the author,
February 9, 2001.

* Ibid.
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in a working agreement of cooperation between the
GTF and the Trafficking Task Force—a multi-
tiered policy issue now overwhelming the region on
several fronts.*

While the GTF has advanced women’s political
representation, engaged the governments of the
region in instilling greater awareness by lawmakers
and executives, it has not effectively enhanced the
media visibility of women in the region, one of its
primary goals.*' This may not be entirely
attributable to the GTF, but may also reflect the
entrenched sexism within most of the nationalistic
media; and has not been up through this point
effectively balanced out by a more professional and
independent press throughout the region.
According to Yamila Milovic, most media outlets
do not take the issue of women in politics seriously:
“The media do not take the issue seriously...like
most of society, the media pays lip service to it, but
gets very little done unless the issue is pushed by
organizations and NGOs.”™*

Final Recommendations

From my experiences as a public policy advisor
in Bosnia to an international organization and in six
years of observing Bosnian politics closely, I offer
the following policy recommendations:

1. Increase the number of women in executive
positions in the Bosnian Political Parties and
Government Ministries. There is a clear regional
pattern of limited participation of women in key
political and government positions; an apparent gap
that must be bridged. Women in the political
parties need to focus on organizing within party
structures to leverage the leadership for key policy
posts upon winning at the ballot box. Women
ministers carry the burden to scout for other
qualified women to fill executive posts. This can be
accomplished through political party networking
and through networking within professional
associations. Lord Ashdown, the newly arrived
High Representative in Bosnia, has thus far been
silent on the status and importance of women in
politics. Nonetheless, the High Representative’s
immediate goals of a multi-ethnic and ethical
government can be realized through his sustained

“ Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe, Gender Task Force,
office of the Chair, Agreement on Cooperation between the
Gender Task Force and the Trafficking Task Force, October 21,
2000, http://www.stabilitypact.org, 20 August 2002.

4! Special Co-ordinator of the Stability Pact for South Eastern
Europe,”Gender Issues,” http://www stabilitypact.org, August
20, 2002.

* Interview of Yamila Milovic by the author, January 30, 2001.
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support and advocacy for women in key leadership
positions. Women’s presence in the moderate
“Alliance for Changes” in Bosnia has led to a
moderating influence and bears out the polling data
from 1999 (recently released international polling
data are silent on this question). Azra
Hadziahmetovic, the effective Bosnian State
Minister for Foreign Trade and Economics is an
illustrative example, among others.

2.Integrate gender policy mechanisms throughout
governments to advance women'’s issues in policy
and law-making. Gender Commissions within
parliamentary bodies and “gender centers” within
the Bosnian entity-level governments, should not be
set aside to atrophy, but should be politically
exploited to advance women’s issues throughout all
sectors of government policy and law-making. A
priority should include an initial gender filter or
lens, through which all laws are drafted and which
reflects Council of Europe standards, which are
based on the European Convention on Human
Rights, among other legal conventions. This effort
should continue in a robust manner supported by
the OHR. The Finnish government and the UN
High Commissioner's Office for Human Rights
(UNHCHR) deserve acknowledgement for their
leadership and significant efforts and funding in this
area.

3. Reduce economic discrimination and enfranchise
women’s economic rights. Unless women are able
to support themselves and their families, the
international community’s objectives of refugee
return and creating political stability in Bosnia is
not attainable, nor sustainable. @ Women face
economic discrimination, which is aided and
abetted by formal and informal government policies
and laws. All labor laws in Bosnia-Herzegovina
should be harmonized with European standards that
prohibit discrimination against women.*” Women
should be targeted for jobs programs designed to
enable women single heads of households to enter
the workforce. USAID, UNIFEM, Oxfam and the
STAR Network have engaged in small-business
training for women. These efforts should be
expanded to incorporate injections of cash into

locally owned women’s business, similar to
successful micro-loan programs for women
throughout Asia and Africa.

4 OSCE Mission to Bosnia-Herzegovina, Employment
Discrimination in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Human Rights
Department, June 1999, pp. 9-10.
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4. Prioritize activities to reduce trafficking at the
epicenter: Bosnia-Herzegovina. The phenomenon
of trafficking of human beings is a trans-regional
problem with Bosnia as a hub. This has become a
major issue in Southeast Europe that crosses
national borders, ethnicity, igniting women's groups
and politicians as a transcendent unifying issue.
“National Action Plans” facilitated by the Stability
Pact's Trafficking Task Force must be implemented
by participating governments, who must work in
partnership with law enforcement agencies and
NGOs throughout Bosnia and the region.
Additionally, the international community is part of
the trafficking problem in Kosovo and Bosnia-
Herzegovina.** The OHR, the UN, led by the High
Commissioner's Office for Human Rights, OSCE
and NATO must continue to pressure for
implementation and enforcement of a credible “zero
tolerance” standard of conduct for its personnel and
follow-through on violations of such policies.
Trafficking of human beings is a soft security issue
that crosses several sectors: gender and human
rights, economics, corruption of government
authorities and black-marketing activities. The
UNHCHR has taken the lead on this issue in Bosnia
and has worked effectively with the national
governments, international agencies and NGOs to
fight this modern day phenomenon throughout the
region.

5. Institute effective public information campaigns
on gender issues throughout Southeast Europe and
provide media training for women politicians and
civil society actors. The lack of women’s media
visibility in the region is apparent and undermines
efforts put forward by supportive governments or
programs sponsored by the OSCE, the Gender Task
Force, among others. In a globalized media age, a
void of positive women’s media images
marginalizes women'’s status and role in society. If
women are not seen through the lenses of television
cameras and heard on radio throughout the Balkans,
they simply do not exist in the "serious manner” of
male public figures. Sustained public information
campaigns on women'’s roles in political and civil
life of all the countries of Southeast Europe are
critically needed at this time. A concurrent
component of this effort must include media
training for women politicians and NGOs.
Likewise, Balkan journalists and media houses in
general traditionally focus on the powerbrokers and
omit coverage of “back bencher” politicians and
non-state actors, where women are currently
situated. Journalists also need to be educated on the

* Tanya Domi, “UN Prostitution Scandal,” Institute for War and
Peace Reporting, hitp://www.iwpr.net, July 20, 2001.
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importance of covering new actors in transitional
democracies and how this coverage can spark a
sorely needed debate as the region approaches a
series of elections in five states.

6. Sustained,
governmental organizations
importance to the viability of transitional
democracies in Southeast Europe. The OSCE
through its field missions, and its Office of
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, USAID
and the Council of Europe, NGO funding activities
must be maintained and extended throughout the
region. A vibrant civil society is sorely needed the
counterbalance the imbalance of nationalistic
political power. Continued funding and support
over the next decade is warranted and necessary.

long-term development of non-
is of critical

Conclusion

The international community, initially led by
former OSCE Head of Mission to Bosnia,
Ambassador Robert Barry, has provided early
support for returning women to political life and
exporting those efforts throughout Southeast
Europe. As rebuilding efforts continue, following a
decade of war, this moment presents a rare
opportunity for the women of the region to
capitalize on these initial efforts. To continue
progress, the international community, along with
state governments, should move forward in an
aggressive and sustained fashion towards realizing
the principles that outline women’s rights under
various UN conventions on women rights,
including civil and political, social, economic and
cultural rights. Significant areas also remain to be
implemented under the obligations of the Beijing
Platform for Action, as well as fighting the scourge
of human trafficking. In carrying out this effort, the
international community can assist in reshaping a
self-sustaining democratic system that affirms
women and can effectively replace the dispirited
and oppressive legacy of communism and ethnic
nationalism.

Bridging the Gap

OSCE’s focus and the Gender Task Force’s
primary orientation have been directed to advance
women’s political representation. While this effort
is important, .if not critical, advancing women’s
issues through the media and bridging women’s
NGOs’ initiatives to government policies and law-
making are necessary components to create a
vibrant civil society predicated on democratic
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principles. It is time to shift the focus, while
maintaining the efforts to advance women’s
political representation.

Many Bosnian women have pointed out that
huge gaps exist between NGOs and government
authorities. International actors must understand
the ramifications of these gaps and act to bridge
them through sustained funding.  Committed
political will accompanied with the necessary
funding by the international community to these
nascent civil society actors and groups is necessary
to realize the creation of a civil society that can
effectively counterbalance a historical political
actor dominance in Bosnia and throughout the
region. .

To flourish, a democracy requires political
stability and economic opportunity. Nothing is
more important to a sustainable democracy than a
healthy economy. A jobs program, targeting women
in Southeast Europe, especially those who now are
single heads of households as a consequence of
war, is a key vehicle for realizing women’s equity.
There is nothing more oppressive or deleterious to
democracy than the yoke of poverty.The
advancement of women’s rights in Southeast
Europe is an opportunity for the international
community to choose a path towards increased
political stability and a sustainable, vibrant
democratic society. It is an opportunity that should
not be overlooked as countless negotiations and
deal brokering continues between nationalistic,
hard-line politicians and the international
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community. Perhaps this time, following a decade
of war, empowered women will demand and the
international community will support women’s
rightful place at the deal-brokering tables. With
women leaders at the table, perhaps the region has a
second chance.

Tanya L. Domi is the former Spokesperson and
Director of Press and Public Information at the
OSCE Mission to Bosnia-Herzegovina, 1996-2000.
She is a M A. candidate in Human Rights Studies at
Columbia University.
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PROTEUS BOUND AND UNBOUND:
The 1937 Pushkin Jubilee and Literature

in the Soviet Schools

Jonathan Brooks Platt

A miracle! The water pouring from the broken urn does not dry up.

certain dilemma lurks persistently beneath the
Asurface arguments of the official documents

(newspaper and journal articles, laudatory poems
and speeches, etc.) surrounding the 1937 jubilee marking
the 100™ anniversary of Pushkin’s death—a dilemma
intimately associated with the problem of time. What
communication is possible between the living reader and
the dead author? What significance can a text that is
perceived as a mere artifact of a bygone era have for the
supreme moment of the revolutionary present? If the
dead are to live again, must time be made to stop,
compressed into an eternal present composed of live,
beautiful truths freed from the binds of historical context
and the dead, dastardly lies that could not make the leap
into the now? What price must one pay for such hubris,
such a reckless distortion of temporal laws?

The jubilee texts invoke different means of resolving
this temporal dilemma, many of which extend or
elaborate interrogations of the temporal structure of
literary history already developed by the avant-garde. In
general, for those participants in official Soviet culture
who craved a link between the new revolutionary state
and the dead poet, the thirties saw a gradual shift from a
laudatory discourse that focused on an “If only Pushkin
were alive today!” to a more empbhatic, emotionalized
“Pushkin lives!”—willing, as it were, the dead poet’s
triumphant rescue and resurrection from the dust-worn
tomes of history. Thus, while in 1926 the poet A.
Shogentsukov laments, addressing Pushkin, “O, eslib ty,
liubimyi vsemi, / Prerval by smerti nemotu,— / Kak ty
vospel by nashe vremia— / Svoiu svershennuiu
mechtu!” (Venok 154, “O, if only you, loved by all,
would break the silence of death, how you would sing
the praises of our time, your realized dream!”), the
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~A. Pushkin, “The Fountain at Tsarskoe Selo”

Have you ever heard of the dead rising from the grave?
—A. Pushkin, “Boris Godunov”

discourse of the late thirties uses various methods to add
another fantasy made flesh to the realized dream of the
revolution: a Pushkin who could physically witness and
celebrate the glorious achievement of the path to
communism.

To achieve this rhetorical miracle, many critics
developed an idea of literary history that saw Pushkin as
a mystery finally revealed after decades of darkness.
Others refined this image, tempering it with the insights
of past commentators who had contributed to this perfect
transparency of Pushkin’s work:

We are discovering riches in Pushkin’s work that were overlooked by
previous generations. To what was said about Pushkin by Belinsky,
Chemyshevsky and Dobroliubov there is much we can add. However,
their penetrating lines continue to be valuable to this day; without them
our knowledge and understanding of Pushkin would be incomplete;
without them Pushkin would not appear before us the same as we see
him today. (Lenobl’ 3)

Here, literary historical time remains chronological in
the sense of a progressive increase in understanding, but
simultaneously it devalues the importance of this
progression’s occurrence on a strict timeline, as its end
goal is the establishment of the full, unblemished
contemporaneity of Pushkin, and by “association, all
those who contributed to this process along the way.
Another popular technique involved a direct, emotionally
charged association of Pushkin with images from his
work. More than just a metaphorical restructuring of his
legacy, the poet merged seamlessly in such arguments
with his own stylistic voices, narratological postures and
even personae. For the most part this manner of
cheating time appealed to the workers, students and
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children whose remarks on the poet flood the pages of
newspapers during the jubilee. Here a student in a
pedagogical institute, writing in Komsomol skaia
pravda, erases the distinction between the narrative
voice of Pushkin’s poem, “Uznik” (“The Prisoner™), and
his caged companion, a young eagle. Instead of
participating in a dialogue internal to the poem, Pushkin
is transformed into the eagle’s metaphorical body, and it
is the new time of communism, not the poet, that utters
the call to fly away, Davai, uletim!:

I see the poet violently struggling, caught in the vice of Nikolai’s
Russia. He is alone, his wings have been clipped, he flaps them, but
cannot fly. He sits “za reshetkoi v temnitse syroi” [“behind bars in a
dank dungeon”]. Pushkin is [a/the] prisoner. [...] Our time has
released Pushkin from bondage, it has liberated him, unchained his
voice—and this voice now resounds all across the land. He is our
contemporary, he is more our contemporary than he was to all those
Petersburgers and “moskvicham v garol’dovykh plashchakh”
[“Muscovites in Childe-Harold coats”] one hundred years ago.
(Koblinets 2)

The citation in the final phrase from one of the
characterizations of Pushkin’s hero in Evgeny Onegin
serves further to isolate the dead poet from his own time
and thrust him forward into a community of like-minded
brethren. The student author reduces the diverse and
conflicted discourse on the influence of foreign literature
and fashion in FEvgeny Onegin to an unequivocal
indictment of the chattering classes, firmly establishing
Pushkin’s psychological distance from his historical
moment.

Other untrained voices that contributed to the official
discourse on Pushkin continued this theme by asserting
explicitly that the feelings with which Pushkin infused
his works reach his sympathetic readers in 1937 without
mediation. An idealized emotional complex, loosely

“defined as humanism or “humane-ness” (gumannost’),
emphasized Pushkin’s timeless ability to affect his
readers: “Love, hate, friendship, afflictions and insults,
massive ideas, wild passions, great and
small—everything, everything found in him its
unforgettable expression. Nothing human was alien to
him” (Nogin 2). The assertion of Pushkin’s protean
universality (mostly echoing Belinsky here, though
countless others as well)! allows the poet to provide his
contemporary readers with every emotion, every thought

! For a discussion of the history of the application of the protean
motif to Pushkin, see Boris Gasparov, Pushkin's Poetic Language as
a Historical Fact of the Russian Literary Language (Poeticheskii
iazyk Pushkina kak fakt istorii russkogo literaturnogo iazyka), pp.
14-20. Gasparov discusses the association of Pushkin with Proteus
as the formative symbolic moment in his transformation into a
Russian cultural absolute.
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they require for the great struggle to which their lives are
devoted. A similar statement of Pushkin’s survival in
modern times declared that “with his immortal works the
poet revealed what riches hide in the Russian language,
what great resources and possibilities” (Efimov 3), that
in many ways the Russian language, for all its diverse
modalities, is in fact Pushkin’s language, that these
modalities in some way were discovered or even
produced by the poet’s linguistic genius, and that the
words that live on the lips of modern man testify to the
continuing life of the poet.

Reaching even further into a mythic realm in which
Pushkin still lives, many poets of the day conjured
concrete images of the physical body of the poet in
contemporary contexts, ranging from metaphorical
statements like that of the Lezgin poet, Suleiman
Stal’skii—*“Velikii Pushkin, genii tvoi / My chtim
segodnia vsei stranoi! / Kak gost” chudesnyi i rodnoi, /
Ty v dom voshel, i my priniali” (1 “Great Pushkin, we
salute your genius today across the country! Like a
wonderful and familiar guest, you have entered our
house, and we have welcomed you”)—to images in
which the line between figurative and literal meaning is
blurred as in the following lyric by Ashug Avak:

We will walk the flower-lined path with you-across the country.

Like the rays of the sun, you are joyous and ebullient-across the
country!

Always welcome, come to Azerbaijan, come to my place.

Here joy awaits you, the people are in charge—across the land.

O, if you lived in our country now, great poet!

Our native leader would be friends with you, great poet!

And he’d summon you to the Kremlin, admiring your gift, poet;

He’d call you to him, kiss you on the mouth, poet.

Despising the rule of injustice, you sang only of the dawn.

You believed in it, the dawn of happy days, your dream.

llyich [i.e., Lenin] first lit this flame for us, the sons of struggle.

In those melodies are rapture, ringing, laughter, and your voice!

Your simple verse enchants poets of all tribes.

O, if only Avak could sing our leader’s praises thus, with such verse!

I"d sing of how proud we are of our leader, that eagle!
(Avak, 1)

Poidem s toboi tsvetistoiu tropoi—po vsei strane.

Kak solntsa luch, i vesel, i kipuch—vo vsei strane!
Vsegda zhelan, pridi v Azerbaidzhan—opridi ko mne.
Zdes' radost' zhdet, khoziain zdes' narod—vo vsei strane.
Kogda b u nas v strane ty zhil seichas, bol'shoi poet!
Nash vozhd' rodnoi togda b druzhil s toboi, bol'shot poet!
I v Krem!' tebia pozval by on, liubia tvoi dar, poet,

K sebe pozval, v usta potseloval tebia, poet.

Presrev udel besprav'ia, ty vospel odnu zariu.

Vverial ty ei, zare schastlivykh dnei, mechtu svoiu.
Borby synam, [lich vpervye nam zazheg ee.

V napevakh tex—vostorg, i zvon, i smekh, i golos tvoi!
Charuet on ashugov vsekh plemen—tvoi stikh prostoi.
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O, esli b tak vozhdia vospel Avak, stikhom takim!
Propel o tom, kak my gordy vozhdem—orlom takim!

Here, although Pushkin’s meeting with Stalin is marked
initially by the conditional as an unreal situation, the
preparation for this internal narrative by the invitation to
Azerbaijan and the subsequent comparison of Avak’s
own imperfect relationship to the vozhd’ (leader) with
Pushkin’s ideal one combine to infuse the image’s
already very concrete qualities with even more of a sense
of permanence and truth.  Finally, all these different
modes of bringing Pushkin back from the dead to walk
among the living coalesce into a concept of slava (glory,
fame), into which the poet’s entire life and work neatly
fit and through which his life and work continue. As
articulated in the jubilee issue of Komsomol 'skaia
pravda:

Pushkin knew fame during his lifetime; it surrounded his name after
his death as well. Strictly speaking, there were even two fames—the
“official” [kazennaia], false, degrading fame of the “court” poet,
supposedly working under the guardianship of the monarch, Nikolai
Palkin {i.e. Nikolai 1},—a fame that contradicted the meaning of his life
entirely. The other was the fame of a progressive poet who sang of
liberty while persecuted by the aristocratic mob [velikosvetskoi
cherniu], the fame of a national genius who devoted all his work to
the people, although the people, 98 percent of whom were illiterate,
could only know him by hearsay. [...]

Only our time reveals [voznosit] Pushkin’s true greatness and
glory. [...] Now, half a century later, the people of the Soviet nation
have raised a new, unprecedented monument to the great realist artist,
a nonmaterial [nerukotvornyi] monument of living knowledge and
love. Pushkin has entered the life of our nation, entered the personal
life of its people as a living participant. [...] Millions of people absorb,
ruminate over, experience anew the immortal verses of Pushkin. In
this and only in this is the true life and glory of the poet. (Genii 1)

Here the Pushkinian trope of the monument wrought
not by human hands (pamiatnik nerukotvornyi) from
“Exegi monumentum” conjures an idea of slava as a
second life, an ever-living monument that exists on
multiple planes of people’s hearts, minds and speech
throughout the ethnically diverse populace of the Soviet
Union. Furthermore it is a slava contrived as the
negation of an alternative, false slava made up of dead
voices that incessantly mumble on so as to set off with
their continuing decomposition the true, triumphant
voices of the living.

In a recent article in The New York Review of Books,
Aileen Kelly draws together sources from several classic
and contemporary studies of Stalinist culture in the
thirties to establish a “link between a utopian conception
of time and the ethical attitudes that led to acceptance of
the purges” (45), the most frenzied, irrational intensity of
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which coincided with the centennial of Pushkin’s death
in 1937. In one of the central texts Kelly reviews,
Jeffrey Brooks’ Thank You, Comrade Stalin!, the author
advances the argument that the Stalinist “performative
culture” (xvi), encompassing political activities, the
official media and mass, ritualized orgies like show trials
and the Pushkin jubilee, treated time as “a path through
the present, not to the present” (79), in fact annihilating
the here and now as it was “compressed between [the]
two dream worlds” (78) of the golden, heroic past and
the bright future. While this model may adequately
represent the Stalinist reordering of time and historical
consciousness, highlighting especially effectively the
misalignment of official and everyday time,” the
temporal imaginary of the Soviet thirties in truth
conceived of itself as having achieved a messianic
triumph over time, though paradoxically without
sacrificing the illimitable forward motion of dialectical
becoming. Fundamentally, Stalinism rejected the
commonsense understanding of time as a constant
dissipation, escaping its mortal inhabitants with every
action they may take (what Walter Benjamin calls
“homogeneous, empty time” in his “Theses on the
Philosophy of History” [/lluminations 261], opposing it
to a forward-moving, Messianic time). Instead, the
chiliastic consciousness of perpetual revolution viewed
past, present and future events within a single, vertical
hierarchy, organized not according to linear or even
dialectical chronology, but, like Pushkin’s slave, by a
process of selection that split time into the forward
historicity of the chosen people of the messianic
moment, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, that of
the dead historicity of all reactionaries, Troskyites,
fascists and other such vrediteli (wreckers).

In many ways, the rhetoric of the Pushkin jubilee was
merely one of many reflections of this utopian image of
time that arose in the thirties. However, in other ways,
the “Pushkin days” of 1937 actively contributed to the
development of this temporal image by and for the
Soviet population, further widening the gap in people’s
consciousness between the everyday time of their actual
lives and the messianic time they increasingly came to
believe they were inhabiting. Perhaps the Pushkin
jubilee’s most important and lasting impact on temporal
consciousness came in the central role it played in
importing the new conception of time into the way

2 Kelly isolates this theme as one of the most interesting in recent
studies and collections of archival sources such as L. Siegelbaum
and A. Sokolov’s Stalinism as a Way of Life, V. Garros, N.
Korenevskaya and T. Lahusen’s Intimacy and Terror, and Sheila
Fitzpatrick’s Everyday Stalinism.
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literature was taught in the Soviet schools. To
understand this role, it is first necessary to provide some
background into the educational practices preceding
1937, the raw material of the messianic reevaluation of
literary historical time that the Pushkin jubilee made
possible.

In the early years leading up to the jubilee, Soviet
education exhibited, like most other discursive fields of
the time, an exceptionally tumultuous character. For the
most part, the Soviet elites who struggled for hegemonic
control over the distribution of literary values to the
masses via the schools were not as concerned with
individual authors in their organization of curricula as
with larger structural units and purely ideological and
methodological issues. As such, although Pushkin was
always included in any proposed program, his status as
national poet was far from secure at this time. Indeed,
best known through the reactions by Symbolists and
Futurists to the half-bourgeois, half-autocratic fervor of
the 1899 jubilee, celebrating the centennial of Pushkin’s
birth, the polemic on Pushkin that had raged in the early
modernist period seemed largely past its point of
relevancy as post-revolutionary Russia moved through
famine and civil war into the mass upheavals brought on
by the building of socialism.®

Nevertheless, it is in the twenties that the Soviet
understanding of literary historical time as non-linear
begins to be formulated in different ways by theorists of
different ideological orientations, an understanding that
would persist in the study of Pushkin for years to come,
culminating in the 1937 death jubilee in what reads in
many ways like a full abnegation of impersonal, linear
(homogeneous and empty) historicity. Appropriately for
this time at which History was supposedly drawing to a
close, a strict, chronological study of literature seems the
last thing on any pedagogue’s mind. By no means is this
to say that the methods were entirely ahistorical; rather,
the various ideological currents all sought a more
adequate organization of literary history than mere
chronology, a more “truthful” structuring of time. On
the one hand, there were schools that organized literature
according to A. Veselovsky’s notion of “wandering
plots” and the analytic methods of Russian Formalism,
in which artistic forms were studied immanently,
regardless of extraliterary contextual facts such as the

3 There are of course many notable exceptions to this point,
including the apocalyptic speeches of Blok and Khodasevich at the
1921 celebration of Pushkin’s birth, Mayakovsky’s somewhat
belated (and revisionist) contribution to the polemic in 1924 with his
“Jubilee” (“lubiliennoe™), and of course the long tradition of
tortured, nostalgic moderninst musings on Pushkin’s legacy in both
internal (Akhmatova, Mandelstam) and external (Nabokov,
Tsvetaeva) emigration.
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national tradition or historical period in which a text was
written. On the other hand, a more radical and politically
successful approach was that of the deputy minister of
education, M. N. Pokrovsky, whose 1923 curriculum
divided the study of literature into various “thematic
complexes” where fragments of literary texts served as
llustrations of socio-economic issues such as “The
Interrelationship of Village and City,” “The Textile
Industry,” “Foresting,” and “Peasant Labor and Its
Influence on the Daily Life and Ideology of the
Countryside” (Krasnousov 64-68, Dobrenko Formovka
144-47). The restructuring and subjugation of literary
history to economic praxis seemed an exhilarating
triumph to many theorists and pedagogues. As A. V.
Lunacharsky put it, ‘

This is a crucial turning-point in the problem of school education. It
is the kind of the thing that will have global significance if we are able
to successfully develop it. On this curriculum lies the imprint of an
unusual structural elegance. Forming the foundation is the central
phenomenon of human labor through which, on the one hand, nature
is grasped, for it is through the labor process that man grasps nature
and constructs his worldview. On the other hand, it is through this
same labor that our social structure comes about. [...] You can teach
anything you like this way [...;] in this all literature is intertwined [...].
(in Krasnousov 65)

All the former boundaries of literature were dissolved
in this feverish process of reinventing the way time
functions, not just in individual literary works, but in the
entire narrative understanding of literary history. Texts
were excerpted and distributed across complexes;
nineteenth-century classics appeared next to works of
dubious artistic merit by relative unknowns; in a pinch,
newspaper articles, pages from almanacs, folk sayings
and exercises on linguistic aspects of the various socio-
economic spheres could be used to fill pages left blank
for want of suitable “literary” material. “As a result not
only did literature lose its status as an autonomous
subject, but its specific character, the conception of an
artistic text’s integrity, the very notion of a literary work
was completely leveled as well;, indeed, the very
boundary between literature and non-literature was
erased” (Dobrenko 145).

Related, but not identical to Pokrovsky’s
methodology was the position espoused by V. F.
Pereverzev, the father of what would come to be known
as “vulgar sociologism.” Like its role in the system of
thematic complexes, literature for Pereverzev was
primarily an illustrative tool for approaching the socio-
economic base of a given period through the
“psychological complexes™ exhibited by that epoch’s
literary artifacts. Although somewhat more historical in
emphasis than Pokrovsky’s thematically organized
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approach, Pereverzev’s epochs emerged from a
materialist understanding of history, and as a result he
did not see literary history as a linear procession of texts
or evenan internally dialectic evolution. Rather, authors’
stylistic expressions of class consciousness and ideology
could be progressive or reactionary (ahead of or lagging
behind “the times”) and could also shift as their relation
to the means of production or its reflection in the
superstructure shifted. Asaresult, Pereverzev’s narration
of literary history lay outside of linear chronology in its
own way as well.

Another series of methodological experiments of the
period that offset the narratological restructuring of time
in literary history was the general attack on the idea of
classes and lessons as the organizing principle of
schooling. For example, M. A. Rybnikova’s “projects”
approach emphasized the importance of Involving
students in the “actualization” of texts through
illustration, drawn or collected from other sources,
dramatization, collective declamation from memory,
creation of school journals and newspapers, and
participation in after-school clubs, circles, excursions
and special evenings. Along with the projects there was
the “brigade” format of grouping students, based on the
methodological ideas of John and Evelyn Dewey that
had been recently translated into Russian and were
advocated by N. K. Krupskaya, in which students
worked in teams to perform various tasks with the
teacher acting only as consultant. These methods of
instruction, which would continue to play a role in
Soviet educational practices long after the reinstitution
of classes and lessons, also served as a kind of
delinearization and fragmentation of literature, stripping
literary works of their secure position in the even
progression of historical time and forcing them into the
bustling, ever-shifting world of the now.

Significantly, although most authors tended to be
consigned by all of the above methodologies to fixed
positions, Pushkin, perhaps through the persistence of
that central characteristic attributed to him by his
mythologizers from Gogol and Kireevsky to
Merezhkovsky and Veresaev—his protean
nature—floated across all categories and complexes.
Plots mugrated through him effortlessly, his works
crossed all socio-economic themes from “Peasant Labor”
in “The Countryside” (“Derevnia”) to “The City” in The
Bronze Horseman (Mednyi vsadnik). Even in his own
relationship to the base, treated by D. D. Blagoi in his
popular 1927 study, Pushkin's Class Consciousness
(Klassovoe samosoznanie Pushkina), Pushkin was
protean, as he struggled with the “social ambiguity of his
position” (9), flirting with liberalism and the aristocracy
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simultancously, then embracing a petty bourgeois ethos
to cover up his own insecurities about being an
“aristocrat member of the petty bourgeoisie [dvorianin
v meshchanstve]” (23), only to finally, “bec[o]me
conscious, with absolute clarity, of the fact that the
aristocracy was historically doomed” (66). In a way,
similar to labor in Lunacharsky’s understanding of
Pokrovsky’s method, though less visibly so, the protean
Pushkin acted as a kind of binding force, holding
together the entire, fragile hybrid structure formed from
the various educational experiments with literary
historical time.

Indeed, the fact of Pushkin’s protean malleability
would be crucial for the role he came to play in the most
dramatic restructuring of the literary historical
chronotope that coincided with the year of his death
jubilee and the peak of the terror. For, by the late
twenties, with the rediscovery of Lenin’s articles on Lev
Tolstoy during the latter’s jubilee in 1928, including
Lenin’s periodization of literary history into three
distinct phases of the revolutionary movement, the
smutnoe vremia (time of troubles) of Soviet education
was beginning to normalize itself, returning to what
seemed a more standard, chronological treatment of
literary history in the schools. Literature continued for
some time to serve as an illustration of socio-historical
processes, but now in a much less radicalized form. The
fragmented texts of the Pokrovsky complexes began to
congeal again into whole works and whole authors,
complete with biographies and influences. More energy
began to be devoted to the notion of literary masterstvo
or craftmanship with the study of various tropes, devices
and genres. In 1937, largely through the influence of the
Pushkin jubilee, the enemies of vulgar sociologism
gained full official backing and Pereverzev’s method
was completely eradicated, labeled “false innovation”
(Izhenovatorstvo) and replaced by a more mediated
approach to the literary legacy in which authors could be
treated individually as either forefathers of the revolution
and socialist realist aesthetics (Pushkin, Gogol, etc.) or
as class enemies who nonetheless honestly portrayed the
contradictions of their epoch (Tolstoy). The study of
literature in the eighth, ninth and tenth grades (for those
not going onto vocational school or the labor force after
the seventh class) was devoted to a full, chronological
course in literary history, focusing primarily on
canonical nineteenth-century and Soviet texts and
authors. What remained of the thematic complexes
surfaced in primary and middle school as a much more
general, nationalistic (and hence implictly historical) set
of themes: “Our Motherland and the Struggle with
Foreign Invaders for Her Freedom, Honor, and
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Independence,” “The Russian People and the Basic
Features of its National Character,” “The Dark Side of
Our Past and the Perspective of the Bright Future,” “The
Revolutionary Movement,” and “Our Country’s Natural
Environment [Rodraia priroda]” (Krasnousov 109).

However, simultaneously with this apparent retreat
from avant-garde reorganizations of chronology into a
more traditionally historical understanding of literature,
a new, clearer and more terrifyingly stable image of a
kind of swollen present began to take shape as well,
emerging from the very educational policies that were
rehabilitating the past and the histgrical structuring of
time. As Evgeny Dobrenko describes this process in his
Formation of the Soviet Reader (Formovka sovetskogo
chitatelia), the problem policy-makers saw in
maintaining a full appreciation of the miraculous present
so pregnant with the imminent and glorious future lay in
finding, as Krupskaya put it, “a way to restore the
relevancy of [aktualizirovat’] ‘morally out of date’
artistic literature” (in Dobrenko 96). Instead of merely
spawning new readings of the old texts, the interpretative
situation of the Soviet Union in the thirties saw, at least
in its temporal concerns, a complete and total
consumption of past texts by present strategies of
reading.

‘What Hans Jauss called the “unwritten meaning of the text” formulated
by the reader transforms in front of our eyes into a kind of
schizophrenic situation of reading an “unwritten text,” where the
interpretation becomes self-sufficient, enveloping and replacing the
text itself. The “virtual dimension” of the text is displaced onto a
wholly new space. (99)

This new virtual text incorporated literary history,
translated it into its own system of values and images,
and made little or no effort to test the new system against
the original.

We have seen some of the methods for this
actualization (transvaluation and temporal compression)
of the classics already in Rybnikova’s highly influential
projects approach. It was also through the efforts of
Rybnikova, along with Lunacharsky and Krupskaya, that
the idea of vospitanie, a combination of education, moral
instruction and the nurturing of communist values,
entered the study of literature. Fundamentally, vospitanie
was understood by methodologists such as Rybnikova as
centered on the evocation of feelings, the saturation of
the literary text with emotional content, producing a true
virtual text that shone with the glimmering messianism
of the swollen present, laboring for the bright future:

It is necessary to nurture the spirit of heroism with Evpaty Kolovrat,
with Ilya Muromets, with Taras Bulba, necessary to give examples of
patriotism from Pushkin and Gogol’s imagery, necessary to rousc the
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spirit of comraderie, cultivate friendship, provide and nurture a sense
of justice and indignation, direct and develop criticism and self-
criticism—Tliterature teaches all this at every turn {...]. The focus here
is on direct, often infectious examples, there is a basis here for the
emotional identification [soperezhivaniia) of the students. A youth
who is reading about the struggle of [Lermontov's] Mtsyri with the
leopard senses his participation in this struggle, he experiences a
tension that is a pleasure for him, he feels and anticipates his strength
and abilities, his preparation for life is utterly palpabie {on sovershenno
oshchutimo gotovitsia k zhizni]. The artistic image fosters an active
imagination and for this reason nurtures and educates [vospityvaet].
{Rybnikova 5-6)

Here the mythic aesthetics of revolutionary romanticism
are grafted onto the classics, infusing them with the
fullness of messianic time as students experience
emotional identification with the virtual text their
teachers and the active, projects-style techniques help
them to produce and perform.

However, the appearance and canonization of most
of these ideas in the curriculum of 1939 followed a long
period of active discussion and revision whose primary
impetus was the 1937 jubilee. Indicative of this is an
entry a literature teacher of the time made in her diary in
which she remarks on her students’ disinterest in their
lesson on Tolstoy as they were utterly preoccupied with
a project they had undertaken in their after-school
Pushkin literary circle (literaturnyi kruzhok). The
conclusion the teacher draws is that one must always
“find some way, specific for every age, of making the
literature lessons more active. Exemplary in this sense
1s the 1936/37 school year when the study of the great
Pushkin was given special attention in connection with
the jubilee date.” The teacher goes on to comment
specifically on how a more active, “actualizing”
approach, such as that which was applied to the study of
Pushkin, leads to the formation of a special relationship
among the students with the writer being studied.
“Justly scolding her students for their inattention to their
school subject, the mathematics teacher would often say:
‘Who’ll learn your lessons for you, Pushkin?’ Having
heard this ironic remark more than once, the children
began to take offense: ‘Anna Vasil’evna, you shouldn’t
abuse Pushkin’s name so much’” (Kudriasheva 11).

By reading texts such as this diary entry in
conjunction with the more official texts of the Pushkin
death jubilee one begins to understand how the image of
Pushkin established in 1937 became a kind of generative
principle for the actualization of authors, characters, and
literature itself as the heroes of a fully present and
emotionally charged mythic narrative of becoming.
Dobrenko cites a passage from A. Toporov’s collection
Peasants on Writers (Krestiane o pisateliakh) to show
how many of the restructured literary history’s virtual
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classic texts emerged from the reading masses
themselves, how the classics’ new “‘relevancy
{aktual 'nost’]” was not “‘thought up for’ or ‘foisted upon’
the masses. On the contrary, it was born of the masses
and adopted by authority who merely structured and
organized ‘the distribution and indoctrination’ of this
meaning born of the masses” (99). Significantly, the
passage from Toporov’s record of peasant responses to
literature with which Dobrenko illustrates his theory
concerns Pushkin, replete with exclamations about the
poet’s direct connection to the present and assertions of
direct identification with his images and ideas. In these
peasants’ discussions, in which Toporov himself would
later attest to finding “everything that our literary critics
are discovering in Pushkin” (Besedy 2), the poet is
likened to Lenin; his poetry is seen as the direct source
of Demian Bedny’s brilliance; the first revolutionary
ideas are Pushkin’s. It is to Lenin and Pushkin, who,
“like a pillar of fire, illuminated the path to freedom for
the oppressed Russian people,” that all thanks are due for
the liberation of the country. His work is understandable
to all the readers of the masses, “the bearded and the
beardless, the granny and the granddaughter” and for
each of these readers, “it is immediately, strikingly clear
[srazu brosaetsia v glaza] that they had to turn
everything on its head [nado bylo perevertyvat’ vse
vverkh tormashkami].” Finally the peasants work
themselves up into such a frenzy of admiration for
Pushkin’s contribution to the revolution that they
literally decide he is the Messiah:

Pushkin is a real god! Before they told us that god was in heaven, but
we didn’t see him there (laughs). But this one was on the earth. And
if Pushkin could be brought back again [ezheli by eshche Pushkina
podnovit’], and his every word could be sounded out [razzhevat’ by
kazhdoe slovo], then it’ll go a long way [daleko ono polezet]!.. They
say he’s an old writer. No way! Pushkin’s just been born! Just now
he’s resurrected! [...] He's a prophet! [...] The second coming of
Pushkin on earth has just now begun! (in Dobrenko 96-99)

Taken to a truly mass scale in the death jubilee, these
sentiments of the twenties expressed by Toporov’s
peasants acquire an even higher degree of messianic
fervor, the centerpiece of which is always Pushkin’s
contemporaneity, his reboarding of the fated steamship
(from which he had been jettisoned by the Futurists) with
full ceremonial pomp and ritual excess. On the pages of
Komsomol skaia pravda we read that “the Soviet youth,
the most cheerful [zhizneradosinaial, healthy, assiduous
and inspired youth in the world draws from the priceless
treasures of Pushkin’s poetry inspiration for labor and
study, tenderness for love, and courage for battles and
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acts of heroism” (“Solntse russkoi poezii” 1). In another
article we are asked, “Why do the old worker and the
beardless Stakhanovite of the kolkhoz fields read his
immortal works with identical emotion? What is the
secret of his effect on us? Pushkin is more consonant
with our time and our tasks and thoughts than any other
artist of the past” (Leshchinsky 3). In the pages of
Pionerskaia pravda, we find a reproduction of A.
Bezymensky’s poemread at a celebration in the Bolshoi
Theater, beginning with the lines:

Vo imia
bol'shoi chelovech'ei vesny
Chto sdelaet vsekh
navsegda molodymi,
Kak znamia, nesut
komsomol'tsy strany
Tvoe,
Aleksandr Sergeevich,
imia.
My znaem
i chuvstvuem
s kem ty seichas.
My riadyshkom vidim
tebia,
zhivogo.
Ty zdes', na tribune!
ty slushaesh' nas!
Ty slyshish', poet, komsomol'skoe slovo!

(1, In the name of the great human spring that is making everyone
eternally young, like a banner, the Komsomol members of the country
carry your name, Aleksandr Sergeevich. We know and we feel whom
you are with now. We see you alive beside us. You are here on the
tribunal! You hear us! You are listening, poet, to the Komsomol
word!)

We also find the words of school-children, professing
their commitment to keep Pushkin alive despite the
perfidious attempt by the tsarist autocracy to murder
their beloved national poet: “They thought they would
kill him and no one would speak of him again [vse 0 nem
zamolknet]. But no, one hundred years have already
passed since the day of Pushkin’s death, and we, the
Pioneers, have not forgotten him and will never forget
him” (Jakovleva 2). The Pioneers also recognize
themselves in the lines of Pushkin’s “...Vnov’ ia
posetil...” (“...Again I visited...”) a favorite rhetorical
flourish of all Soviet Pushkin jubilees:

In one of his poems, Pushkin exclaims: “Zdravstvui, plemia mladoe,
neznakomoe! {Greetings, young and unfamiliar tribe!]”

We feel and know that the great poet was addressing us in this poem.
We are this tribe of cheerful [zhizneradostnykh), free, happy people,
about whom Aleksandr Sergeevich passionately dreamed his whole
life.

This is why Pushkin’s poems are so dear to our tribe. This is why for
us he is the most beloved of beloved poets. (Taratuta 3)
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Finally, in an article entitled “Pushkin Today” (“Pushkin
1 sovremennost’™) by the influential pedagogue, N.A.
Glagolev, we learn that

never before has work on Pushkin so stirred the minds of our youth,
the minds of such a vast part of the Soviet intelligentsia. It is as though
Pushkin is being discovered anew, perceived in a different way by our
envigorated [pomolodevsheisia] country. [...]

His poetry is dear, close, necessary to us, it calls us forward to life,
to joy, to action, to happiness.

The young man and the old, our wondrous youth and our mature
generation who know life-—each is stirred in his own way by Pushkin’s
poetry, always young, clear, sunny, oriented entirely toward the future,
the bright, happy future of humankind. [...O]nly now does Pushkin
stand before us at his full height, only now is his poetry becoming the
property of millions of people, liberated from the yoke of capitalist
enslavement.

Man in this great country of socialism looks calmly and
confidently into the future, he fills his chest with air and works
joyfully, knowing that before him the widest expanses of art
[tvorchestva] are open to him, that there is nothing in the world more
wondrous than the joy of laboring and struggling for the good of the
workers. Art {iskusstvo] and poetry increase this joy, inspire man to
new victories, new achievements, and give his life a special flavor.

And Pushkin, our Pushkin comes to us in his poetry like our
greatest friend. He brings joy, the pure pleasure of beauty, and that
profound, tumultuous ¢motion that only the giants of poetic thought
rouse in us, and the blood begins to course quickly through the veins.
(65-66)

In these citations, as in those with which I began this
essay, we find all the major elements of the mythical
“actualization” of Pushkin: the emphasis on direct
communication with the poet on a single plane in a
single time; the significance that the jubilee marked the
poet’s death thus paving the way for motifs of Pushkin’s
second coming; the subtle shift of this messianism onto
the Soviet people themselves and, so clearly in Glagolev,
onto literature in general; the time-compressing effect of
discovering images of the current struggle in the past
which in turn inspire a more impassioned thrust into the
glorious future; and finally the emphasis on emotions as
the true language of the swollen present. While the
transvaluation of the classics we see here and the
compression of time through their actualization by the
reading masses and their policy-making partners
certainly developed out of the fragmentary messianism
of the twenties, it was only through this discursive
debauch in and around the topos of Pushkin that it came
to full fruition. Before the Pushkin death jubilee, these
ideas all appeared in various forms, scattered amongst
the various modernist polemics, literary and educational,
but it was only in 1937 that they achieved true
formulation for and by the masses as a language and a
complete and fully-fledged restructuring of literary
historical time into a single, eternal present, full and
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perfect, yet still infused with the forward rush of
historicity.

Allow me then to summarize my conclusions,
elaborating on a few points. The structure of time in the
study of Pushkin in Soviet schools that dominates the
twenties largely coincides with a generally fragmentary
conception of literary history as a narrative subordinate
to broader socio-historical concerns. However, even
with the elimination of literature’s autonomy as a
subject, Pushkin remains a key text for interpretation,
providing useful material for a large proportion of the
various thematic and psychological complexes that make
up the different curricula. In many ways it is arguable
that this protean versatility of the poet which surfaces in
the educational policies of the era despite their otherwise
wholly antipathic stance with regard to “canonizing the
classics” paves the way for Pushkin’s later ability to
straddle both major elements of the new hybrid
conception of time initiated after the jubilee: literary
history as chronology, on the one hand, and a select
literary history as wholly vertical and non-chronological,
on the other. Pushkin’s simultaneous existence both in
the historical moment of the “first stage of the liberation
movement [pervaia stadiia osvoboditel 'nogo
dvizheniial],” as the phrase reads in all Soviet textbooks
from the jubilee onwards, and in the perfect becoming of
the now, filling the breasts of the builders of socialism
and appraising their labor as the realization of all his
dreams, allowed for the hybridization of avant-garde
messianic time with the traditional historicities of both
chronology and dialectics. After Pushkin’s miraculous
resurrection, healed from the wounds inflicted by the
perfidious wrecker (vreditel) d’Anthés, through the
compression of time and emotional solidarity of his new
readers, Benjamin’s ideal of a history illuminated by
flashes of Messianic time comes to full fruition." Time
possesses movement again and need no longer be
fragmented, unified now by the synchronization of all
the great men of history into one glorious
contemporaneity, a glorious tribunal rushing forward
into the glorious future with the masses they represent
and with whose strength they are infused.

* 1t is perhaps no accident that in his travelogue about Soviet
Moscow, Benjamin makes a great production of the tendency among
Russians to reject homogenous time, encoded in the language with
the word seichas, meaning “‘at once.” You can hear it ten, twenty,
thirty times, and wait hours, days, or weeks until the promise is
carried out. [...] Time catastrophes, time collisions are [...] the order
of the day [...]. They make each hour superabundant, each day
exhausting, each life a moment” (Reflections 111)
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