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Behold

Who sees us? Who knows us?

Today is a long way off,

a dot on a ghost meridian.

Who knows us? Who frames us?

A lemon breaks open—five fingers,

five lobes of a tight-knit blossom,

a lotus unfisting its fate.

Who works in the dark, who makes us”
Sometimes [ think you’re the tree,

all vira and ombra, the dehicate roois
underneath. And I am an owl,

howling daughter, scouring ficids

for things to steal. And then it’s a differen
hour. I'm yours, in your arms, a child.
You're teaching me how to sit still
Territorial lines in script

take wing. The rind grows «’:ni”L

like walls to a yellowing city
that fall, like tlesh, from grace, and vet
reveal a stellar core—iis pm &

allays the loss. vour timeless voice

my tired car. You're young.
I'm old. The seed 1s in stself.
Behold the vield,

;
[ M
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PREFACE

Cultures and Nations of Central and Eastern Europe represents an homage to
our esteemed colleague and friend, Roman Szporluk, the Mykhailo S.
Hrushevskyi Professor of Ukrainian History. Roman came to Harvard nearly a
decade ago, after an already distinguished and fruitful career at the University
of Michigan. His association with Harvard and its Ukrainian Research Insti-
tute, however, has been much longer. Even before the Institute’s inception, he
was part of the intellectual group that was defining just what kind of a Ukrai-
nian research center should exist at a major American university. His physical
association with our Institute started with the very first years after its founding.
Among his other professional connections, in 1972 he was the second professor
of history to teach at the Institute’s summer school. Since his permanent move
to Harvard 1n the early 1990s, Roman has been a robust force in Ukrainian
studies here, helping to guide those studies through the dramatic changes that
have followed Ukrainian independence. He has been director of the Ukrainian
Research Institute since 1996 and has overseen a broadening of its vision with a
renewed interest in Ukraine’s place within what is now commonly called “East
Central Europe.”

This volume represents the well-wishes and contributions of many of
Roman’s colleagues and students from both Michigan and Harvard. The vari-
ety and nature of the studies attest to the broad interests and deep intellectual
influence of our honorand. The Executive Committee of the Institute would
like to thank the volume’s editors, with a special note of gratitude to Mary Ann
Szporluk, who with patience and professionalism aided our Institute’s staff in
the preparation of the volume. Our Festschrift has been immeasurably enriched
by her keen eye and deft editing pencil. We also would like to thank Larissa
Szporluk, noted poet, for adding a daughter’s voice to this tribute to her father.

To the object of this admiration and respect we add, “Bitraemo, poporui
Pomane!”

Edward L. Keenan
Michael S. Flier
George G. Grabowicz






INTRODUCTION

Our honorand received his first lessons in history at an early age, growing up in
a place and time that felt the brunt of the twentieth-century catastrophe. Roman
Szporluk was born on 8 September 1933 in Hrymailiv (Pol. Grzymaléw),
Skalat County, in the Ukrainian-inhabited eastern borderlands of what was
then, and remained for the next six years, the Second Polish Republic; his
birthplace now is in Ternopil Oblast, Ukraine. Roman is the son of Vasyl
Szporluk (1899-1973) and his wife Maria Mikhenko (1910-1971). His sister,
Marta (b. 1936), lives in Warsaw. His brother, Yuri, died as a child (1940—
1947).

Roman received his secondary education in Lublin, graduating from the
Panstwowe Gimnazjum 1 Liceum im. Hetmana Jana Zamojskiego in 1951. In
1951-1955 he went on to a higher education in the same city, in the faculty of
law of the Uniwersytet im. Marii Curie-Sktodowskiej. He wrote his master’s
thesis on Plato’s Republic under the supervision of an authority on political
theory, Grzegorz Leopold Seidler. In the following years, until 1958, he
worked as an instructor (asystent) in the university’s department of theory of
state and law.

During 1958-1960 Roman did graduate work at Oxford and earned the
degree of B.Litt. in the history of political thought in 1961. He wrote his thesis
on “The Political Ideas of Thomas Garrigue Masaryk.” Here John Plamenatz
was his supervisor at Nuffield College and Sir Isaiah Berlin, then Chichele
Professor at All Souls College, was his university supervisor.

From Britain Roman moved to California. He studied under Anatole G.
Mazour and Wayne Vucinich at Stanford (1962-1965) and wrote a doctoral
thesis on “M. N. Pokrovsky’s Interpretation of Russian History.” While there
he met Mary Ann Bnidley, whom he married in 1963. Their son Benjamin was
born a year later.

In 1965 Roman joined the faculty of the history department at the University
of Michigan as assistant professor. His daughter Larissa was born in Ann Arbor
in 1967. In 1968-1969 the Szporluks lived in Vienna, where Roman continued
the research on Masaryk that he had begun at Oxford and where his son
Michael was born (1968). Roman stayed in Ann Arbor until 1991, with promo-
tions to associate professor in 1970 and professor in 1975. While at Michigan
he published some of the fruits of his earlier graduate research, including the
collection of Pokrovsky’s writings on Russia in world history, with his own
detailed introduction (Bibl. 36), and the book on Masaryk’s political thought
(Bibl. 83). It was also at Michigan that he prepared his pathbreaking study of
communism and nationalism (Bibl. 127). It was a time, too, that was fruitful in
graduate students. During the Michigan years he supervised the doctorates of
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Stephen Corrsin, Steven Guthier, John-Paul Himka, Owen Johnson, Padraic
Kenney, Irina Livezeanu, James Mace, Konrad Sadkowski, Roman Solchanyk,
and Keely Stauter-Halsted. He also served as director of the University of
Michigan’s Center for Russian and East European Studies from 1986 until
1991.

In 1991 Roman was appointed Mykhailo S. Hrushevskyi Professor of
Ukrainian History at Harvard University. He currently also serves as director of
Harvard’s Ukrainian Research Institute. The move to Harvard coincided with
the collapse of the Soviet Union, and much of Roman’s work there has focused
on interpreting this momentous change in East European and, indeed, world,
history (see esp. Bibl. 246). So far at Harvard he has supervised to completion
the doctoral dissertations of Audrey H. Budding, Patrice Marie Dabrowski,
Benjamin R. Frommer, Rita Krueger, and Eric Lohr. Several other dissertations
are underway.

*

One of Roman’s major achievements in Ukrainian history was his
recontextualization of it. Those outside the field had tended to regard Ukrainian
history, if they noticed it at all, as an appendage of Russian history, while many
practitioners ignored any extra-Ukrainian context altogether. Roman’s innova-
tion was to insist'on examining Ukrainian history as a component of East
Central European history, to be studied particularly in connection with devel-
opments in Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. In his thoughts about Ukrai-
nian history and politics, Roman was inspired by Ivan L. Rudnytsky, whom he
had first read in Lublin and met personally shortly after his arrival in America.

More than any other historian of Ukraine Roman paid attention to connec-
tions with neighboring nations, including the Belarusians, who were almost
invisible in the 1960s and 1970s when Roman began writing about them (Bibl.
28, 76), and the Czechs as well. It was not simply that Roman placed Ukraine
in the full context of its neighbors, but, uniquely among historians of Ukraine,
he made independent contributions to the history of Belarus, Czechoslovakia,
Poland (esp. Bibl. 70), and Russia. He also supervised doctoral dissertations
covering virtually the whole gamut of modern Eastern Europe, from the Bal-
kans to the Baltic.

He articulated the conception that the Soviet westward expansion of 1939
had incorporated part of Eastern Europe, “Far Eastern Europe,” into the Soviet
Union. In general, he brought to his numerous studies of the Soviet nationality
question a highly differentiated understanding of its many components.

More importantly, he insisted on the centrality of this question long before
the implosion of the USSR convinced many other scholars how critical the
issue really was. He was certainly not the only analyst working on Soviet
nationalities, but few had worked on the question as long as he had or had
brought to it the theoretical depth that he did. When the Sovietology field as a
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whole rethought its premises in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the rapidity of
its reorientation owed a great deal to the preparatory work of those like Roman
who had seen what was coming and had labored long and hard over the
inferences. Roman in particular had the insight that a central nationality ques-
tion in the USSR was the Russian identity question itself. This was a problem
that he had already broached in his work on Pokrovsky in the 1960s and
formulated more explicitly by the early 1970s (e.g., Bibl. 46); it continues to
have significant ramifications for the field to this day. This is another theme he
picked up early whose relevance only becomes clearer as the history of the new
Russia continues to unfold.

His work on nationalism is deeply steeped in theory. As both his colleagues
and students well know, he reads analyses of nationalism closely and intensely,
working through them, pressing them on others, discussing them, perpetually
weighing their merits against competing analyses. Over the years he has en-
gaged a good many theorists of nationalism in this manner—his old teacher
John Plamenatz, Anthony D. Smith, Gale Stokes, Miroslav Hroch, Benedict
Anderson, Liah Greenfeld, Prasenjit Duara, and others. But there were two
theorists, with very different approaches to nationalism, whom he found par-
ticularly useful in developing his own thought: Karl Deutsch and Ernest
Gellner.

The encounter with Deutsch was prior, dating back to the late 1950s.
Deutsch, the author of Nationalism and Social Communication, was the
prophet of nationalism as social mobilization, dependent particularly on instru-
ments of communication and on education and urbanization. Working along
lines suggested by Deutsch, Roman produced numerous studies of the East
European periodical press, especially of the Ukrainian press, from the early
1960s on. He communicated his interest in the press to his doctoral students,
several of whom wrote theses and/or books based largely on newspapers and
what they indicated about national identity and consciousness (Guthier, Himka,
Stauter-Halsted). Also originally inspired by Deutsch was his long-term inter-
est in urbanization and its effects, including his work on Kyiv as Ukraine’s
“primate city.” Again, he established himself as the leading expert on the urban
history of Ukraine. And once more, he communicated this interest in cities to
his students, one of whom wrote a thesis on Poland’s “primate city,” Warsaw
(Corrsin). Roman himself worked little on the history of education, which was
also part of the Deutschian program, but he did interest one of his students in
the history of education in Slovakia (Johnson). Roman’s work on the press and
demography was widely read and appreciated by social scientists.

Roman’s study of Emest Gellner began in the 1960s, during his intensive
work on Masaryk. The intellectual encounter with Gellner has been engagingly
recounted by Roman himself (Bibl. 240). It was Gellner who served as the
catalyst for Roman’s search for the quintessential nationalist thinker, the Marx
of nationalism, whom Roman identified as Friedrich List in his 1988 book on
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Communism and Nationalism.' His reading of Gellner also inspired Roman to
develop in original ways his long-standing interest in the interrelationship of
socialism and nationalism. More and more, he began to treat them as the dual
aspects of a single global process of modernization.

The concern with socialism and nationalism, which went back at least to the
study of Pokrovsky, but more probably back to personal experiences of the late
1930s and 1940s, had a powerful impact on his students, several of whom
wrote their doctoral dissertations precisely on the intersection of the two politi-
cal movements (Himka, Mace, Solchanyk). What particularly distinguishes
Roman’s approach to the interrelation of socialism and nationalism is its
complexity: on the one hand, he treats them as two rival, alternative interpreta-
tions of and responses to the transition to modernity, but on the other, he sees
them as becoming inextricably intertwined in the twentieth century, with the
nationalist paradigm growing increasingly influential precisely within the so-
cialist movement. These views find their fullest exposition in Communism and
Nationalism.

The strong commitment to theory does not prevent Roman from an equally
strong commitment to the practical application of scholarship. He sees his
historical work as a tool for understanding the present as it overlaps into the
future. Since the inception of his academic career, he has produced a steady
stream of commentary on current events, beginning with his informative ar-
ticles on contemporary Soviet Ukraine in Suchasnist’ in the early 1960s and
continuing on into his television appearances and op-ed pieces in The New York
Times and elsewhere. His work 1n this sphere received additional stimulus in
1991, when he moved to America’s most visible university, Harvard, and the
Soviet Union collapsed precisely because of the national question on which he
had worked so long and fruitfully. He made sense out of what were, for many,
bewildering events, and he also served as an articulate and sympathetic inter-
preter of the new Ukraine that emerged from under the Soviet rubble. He serves
frequently as a consultant to high-level government bodies and NGOs such as
the Soros Foundation. His own practice of bringing to wider audiences the
results of historically and theoretically informed scholarship has found reflec-
tion also in the work of some of his students, particularly Roman Solchanyk’s
contributions as a research analyst for Radio Liberty and James Mace’s for the
Ukrainian news agency UNIAN.

While wrestling with the theory of nationalism and writing constantly in
several directions, Roman remains a superb teacher. Not only does he give his
students a genuine sense that they are collaborating with him in working out

' List was obviously on Roman’s mind earlier. In the 1981 book on Masaryk, in which

List had not figured at all, Roman had written: “In between the individual and the human

race stood the nations ... (Bibl. 83, p. 80). Later, in Communism and Nationalism,

Roman cited List’s axiom that “‘between each individual and entire humanity . . . stands
the NATION™ (Bibl. 159. p. 115).
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fundamental questions of scholarship, and indeed of the modern human condi-
tion, but he manages to do this with extraordinary charm and wit. He has
developed some excellent, constantly evolving courses, including his famous
“Socialism and Nationalism™ taught as both lecture course and seminar and
offered both at Michigan and Harvard; also lecture courses on Eastern Europe
and on Ukraine. The success of these courses may be measured by how many
students so far have gone on to complete a doctorate under his supervision:
fifteen.

In the light of such accomplishments what is there to say but “Vivat!” and
“Sto lat!” and “Mmnoras sital”






THE BIBLIOGRAPHY OF ROMAN SZPORLUK

compiled by
KSENYA KIEBUZINSKI”

Entries in the bibliography are arranged by year of appearance, from 1956
through 2000. Under each year items appear in the following order: books,
articles or chapters in edited volumes, reviews, commentaries, interviews, and
letters. Books, both authored and edited, as well as articles and commentaries
are given in alphabetical order by title; reviews are listed alphabetically by
name of author. Interviews and articles reflecting conversations with Roman
Szporluk are alphabetized by name of interlocutor. Under each entry additional
information is provided when appropriate: references to subsequent editions,
translations, or reprints. Listed under Rev. are reviews of the relevant publi-
cation by Roman Szporluk, alphabetized by name of reviewer; not included are
reviews of collected monographs in which Roman Szporluk’s contribution is
not discussed, and short bibliographical notices. Listed under pisc. are
publications with extensive discussion of the particular work by Roman
Szporluk. Works published under a pseudonym are given with the pseudonym
in brackets.

1956

1. (with W. Skrzydio and J. Ziembinski). “Konstytucyjne podstawy
przebudowy ustroju rolnego PRL.” In Rola prawa w przebudowie
ustroju PRL. Wydzial Prawa UMCS. Lublin. 9-25.

REVIEW:

2. Foustka, Radim. Petra Chellického ndzory na stdt a pravo (Prague,
1955), in: Paristwo i Prawo 11(8-9): 463.

1957

3. “W sprawie klasyfikacji panstw.” Annales Universitatis Mariae Curie
Sktodowska, Sectio G, 4(2): 139-54.

Jennifer Elaine Hedda (Harvard University History Department, Ph.D. 1998) worked on
an earlier version of this bibliography and helped locate many of the references listed here.
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1958

REVIEW:
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Development of Reformist Ideas in Czechoslovakia 1956—-1967 (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1971); and Ivan Svitdk, The
Czechoslovak Experiment: 1968-1969 (New York: Columbia Univer-
sity Press, 1971), in: The American Historical Review 77(4): 1161-62.
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Women in Ukraine:
The Political Potential of Community Organizations

MARTHA BOHACHEVSKY-CHOMIAK

Community organizations and informal social groups have defined, preserved,
and transmitted a sense of local identity in Ukraine more effectively than
Ukraine’s political groupings. However, when community activists have re-
flected on their work, they have focused on popularly intellectualized justifica-
tions rather than on descriptions of what they did. Historians and political
analysts have been equally ready to use ideological labels on the rare occasions
when they have included community organizations in their analyses.

Political parties in Ukraine today exhibit the typical approach of the Eastern
European intelligentsia—their members are united around an articulated pro-
gram based on their interpretation of justified values rather than on tactically
effective local policies. Ukraine has never produced an indigenous ideology,
and 1ts noncommunist ideological movements have played more of a ritual than
a political or organizational role.!

In conducting research on community organizations in Ukraine, one repeat-
edly comes across a discrepancy between community actions and their written
programs. Community activity begins with a practical agenda—Iliteracy, trade
schools, choirs, theater groups, underground math courses when entry to sec-
ondary and higher schools 1s banned—but because these measures are held
suspect, the work is later defined in lofty principles. The principles, rather than
the practical agenda, are considered the program. The concrete goal of the
organization is thus misinterpreted by supporters and detractors alike. The
community organizations that emerged initially with the collapse of commu-
nism appeared to be broad based and less ideological than the formal or
informal political groupings. Community organizations were actively engaged
in practical social and self-help outreach programs that had economic as much
as national goals. Their political ideologies were not clearly formulated. When
they did attempt a precise political determination, their broad base of support
disintegrated.

Women in Ukraine historically have engaged in specific community-ori-
ented projects. The goals of feminism—equal opportunity, self-definition, au-
tonomy of one’s self or group—were the goals of whatever oppressed group
one might choose: workers, nationalities, students. Hence, women in Ukraine
failed to realize that they were engaging in a feminist agenda, even while they
behaved as feminists. In the interwar years, western Ukrainian women
achieved political significance, ironically, as Poland’s government moved to-
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ward authoritarianism. The economic self-help program of the Ukrainian
Women’s Union (Soiuz Ukrainok) transformed the community organization
into a significant pressure group within Ukrainian politics and in relations with
the Polish authorities. That was feminism.? What was remembered, however,
was the patriotism of the women, not their political or economic clout.

Women again emerged in the public arena during the disintegration of the
USSR. Although ostensibly unwilling to become involved in issues beyond
home and kin, they nevertheless played a public—if not necessarily a politi-
cal—role between 1989 and 1992. In the last months of the existence of the
USSR, women’s organizations outside the control of the Party mounted mass
demonstrations that challenged the Soviet political system, helped decentralize
the army, and popularized public gatherings. The first public admission of the
Terror Famine of 1932-1933 by a member of formal Soviet elite structures was
by a woman.” Women organized the first parliamentary hearings in the Ukrai-
nian Rada,* attempted to establish women’s political parties, and increased the
number as well as the power of women deputies in the Rada with each election.
Most significantly, since Ukraine’s independence, over 40 nationwide
women’s organizations were created, as well as countless local ones.

The disintegration of the USSR coincided with the UN Decade of Women—
not that women claim the credit for the collapse. The thrust of the UN women’s
initiative had been an emphasis on the critical role of women in development
programs. While Ukrainian women may still be unclear about their public
function or their own goals, the Ukrainian government heard the UN message
and became interested in women because of the contribution they could make
to welfare and economic programs. The Ukrainian government has come to
view women within the context of society, family, and children, as the first
official governmental commission dealing with the UN mandated issues enun-
ciated. So do most women. Both men and women consider that a democratic
state should provide social and economic support for its citizens. Since the state
is short of funds, it is relying upon women to provide many social services,
such as the care of the aged and children, and even some rudimentary medical
help. The rise of single-parent families and of illnesses among children, and the
decline in multigenerational housing—all combined with an expectation of
welfare support—impel the government to offer services it cannot well afford.

Demography contributes to the importance of women'’s issues for the gov-
ernment.” Women constitute more than half of the population of Ukraine, lead

the rolls of the unemployed, and have a high level of poverty.® In their own
estimation, Ukrainian women

are the most vulnerable category of the population to the wave of exploitation,
criminality and violence. Women suffer discrimination in the workplace. They
constitute over 70 percent of the unemployed. The mean income level of
women 1s a third less than the equivalent among males. These factors have a
negative impact upon the health and welfare of the whole population [and] . . .
are in great measure responsible for the catastrophic demographic situation in
Ukraine.’ -
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The birth rate in Ukraine by 1998 had fallen below the death rate. Ukraine has
one of the highest abortion rates in the world, and most women cease child-
bearing by their late twenties. Health conditions and prostitution are causing
such heavy social problems that even international financial organizations are
troubled by them.

Still, many women have a higher education, perform well in their jobs,
exhibit less criminality, express more interest in stability, drink less, and live
longer than men. In addition, women’s community organizations have evolved
programs for needy children. All of these are factors that suggest the potential
of women to support development initiatives. The Ministry of Family and
Youth, created in October 1996, and headed in sequence by the (then) only two
women ministers, 1S a weak recognition of that potential, as much as it is
another means to relegate some of the welfare activities to the private sector.®
It women are to be the “welfare corps,” the state must support women'’s
awareness programs, even when it would rather introduce social reforms some
other way.

The Soviet reality of a patriarchal society with little understanding of
women’s needs and a totalitarian regime obsessed with security vitiated the
women’s rights won in the first flush of the revolutions of 1917-1918. Hence,
in the popular view today, feminism is either identified with communism or
with frivolous Westernism; in both cases, it 1s discredited. The peculiarities of
Soviet gender policy, lack of familiarity with modern sociological discourse on
gender, and the attraction of the ostensible golden age of domesticity stand in
the way of a mass resurgence of women’s activism. The Soviet regime pro-
duced a woman who expected that basic social services would be guaranteed
by the state. All women’s organizations in Ukraine have taken for granted the
responsibility of the government for social welfare, extended maternity leave,
child care, and health benefits.® The necessity of political—or at least public—
action is raised on occasion, but remains mostly rhetorical. The notion of
gender as the socially (rather than simply biologically) determined role of sex
is only slowly gaining recognition among the intellectual elite in Ukraine,
Women'’s organizations are hesitant in popularizing the usage. Indeed, the All-
Ukrainian Women'’s Congress, sponsored by the Ministry for Families and
Youth, with the cooperation of all major women’s community organizations,
passed a resolution in May 1998 specifically rejecting the term “feminism™ in
favor of “women’s rights.”

Women of postcommunist societies confront two extreme positions on
women’s issues—absolute gender equality on the one hand or separate spheres
on the other. The idea of absolute parity of women and men is not popular.
Most women consider that childbearing and child-rearing endow women with
unique functions, a view that undermines societal changes on the division of
labor in the family. Unmitigated equality is also suspect because it appears to
be similar to the Soviet solution to the “woman question.” An unregulated
market economy places women, especially single mothers, unskilled laborers,
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and pensioners in a very vulnerable position and that vulnerability strengthens
the case for special treatment of women. Democrats, socialists, nationalists,
and feminists alike favor a system in which the needs of women and children
for specific economic welfare provisions are recognized as rights secured by
special considerations.

The “separate but equal’” argument on women'’s rights, on the other hand, 1s
justified in many ways in contemporary Ukraine. Thus, within the Ukrainian
Women’s Union the argument is made from a historical perspective: in histori-
cal Ukraine (when the country was free from foreign control) the position of
women has always been characterized by reverence for the mother and the
nobility of womanhood. This same argument is translated, within a more
modern context, into the document drafted in preparation of the Beijing Con-
ference on the Status of Women 1n 1996:

... we need to turn to the ancient traditions of the Ukrainian nation, to the
depths of history, where we find that the role of woman—as a government
activist, as a homemaker, as a mother, as a wife—was always the determining
[factor] in the fate of the nation. The traditional approach in Ukraine is to weld
patriarchal bases in societal relations with matriarchy within the family.'”

Another popular notion is that women’s psychological makeup, so different
from men’s, softens the rough edges of life and is thus a factor in raising
society’s cultural level. Most women in Ukraine agree that “the transition to
market relations presupposes the growth of the active role of women,”!! but
how that is to be achieved is not clear. The only specifically women’s party—
the Women’s Christian Party—founded by Ol'ha Horyn’, a democratic political
activist, in October 1992—failed to recruit members. A similar fate befell a
later attempt to found a liberal women’s party. When the Women’s Union
announced in 1998 that its members were to support exclusively one party,
there was virtually no discussion of the relationship of that party to the Union.'?

Within the Soviet Union, only those women'’s organizations authorized by
the Communist Party had been permitted, and none of them was specifically
Ukrainian.!® In 1987, Mikhail Gorbachev, the last general secretary of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, tried to muster active women’s support
for his cause by authorizing the establishment of a separate Council of Women
of Ukraine (Rada Zhinok Ukrainy),'* headed by Maria A. Orlyk and closely
connected with the Party apparat. It failed to garner new support for Gorbachev
or to serve as a focal point for women. !>

Neither women’s rights, nor equality, nor feminism motivated women activ-
ists in Ukraine.'® Women became visible in the public arena at the end of the
1980s because their traditional interests—family, welfare, health care—had
political repercussions and crossed existing social and ethnic divisions. Women
first mobilized to defend their sons. Since soldiers found little recourse for their
grievances about abuses perpetrated against them in the vast Soviet military
establishment, women organized themselves into the Committee of Soldiers’
Mothers (Komitet Soldats’kykh Materiv) to defend their sons.’” The Committee
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originated in Moscow, and the first mass demonstrations were held there in
1989. The Mothers’ Committee was strong in Ukraine, which had borne a
heavy burden in the unpopular war in Afghanistan and the cleanup of nuclear
waste at Chornobyl, but its activists were not connected to any of the so-called
Ukrainian nationalist groups. Although the organization drew media coverage,
it was not accused of nationalism or of political sabotage, so it could develop a
network. This was the first step toward the independent activism of women.

Ecology was the next organizing issue. Ecological crises, of which
Chornobyl was merely the most publicized example, made many mothers
aware of the direct link between the policies of the regime and the welfare of
their children.

By early 1990, women active within the emerging opposition movement,
Rukh, established “Women’s Community” (Zhinocha Hromada) that included
representatives of organized minority women.!® Concomitantly, Ukrainian
women discovered the indigenous non-socialist women’s movement in
Ukraine, became conscious of the fact that they were resurrecting a women’s
movement that had been part of the world movement, and created local
Women’s Union organizations.'® By January 1992, representatives of the
Ukrainian Women's Union convened in Kyiv to claim formally to be “the heir
to the democratic traditions of the Ukrainian Women’s Union that functioned in
Ukraine starting in 1917 and was liquidated as the result of Bolshevik occupa-
tion.”?” The reference to a women’s organization of the pre-Soviet period drew
the new women’s movement into the historical framework of Ukraine and
legitimized it as patriotic activity. The Women’s Community in Kyiv used the
socialist International Women’s Day on 8 March 1991 to spearhead a major
political demonstration aimed against socialist control.?! In conjunction with
the Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers, the Union of Women of Ukraine, the
newly formed “Committee of Families with Many Children” (a society of moth-
ers who have more than five children) and “Mother-86” (a group of mothers
whose children were born around the time of Chornobyl), the Women’s Com-
munity organized the largest independent women’s rally in Kyiv and the first
one in 50 years that raised political issues.*?

This marked another step in the political emergence of women. The initial
coalition was broad, a zeal for action seemed to be present, and professional
Ukrainian urban women were drawn to the Hromada. But the budding move-
ment failed to articulate its goals effectively, and the coalition that put the
demonstration together disintegrated.”> Women seemed aware of the impor-
tance of political work, but not yet certain of its appropriateness as a major goal
of a women’s organization. The elections of 1998 led women to initiate a
formal discussion on the establishment of a National Council of Women, but so
far only an informal advisory committee of the major women’s organizations
functions under the aegis of the Ministry for Families and Youth. The Ministry
suggested that Maria Orlyk’s group chair this advisory committee, but other
organizations insisted on rotation among the major groups.
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The most influential women's organizations may be grouped into five clus-
ters—the formerly communist organization, those based on national traditions
(of whatever definition), philanthropic organizations, feminists, and profes-
sional networks. All view the situation in Ukraine from different perspectives.

After the proclamation of Ukraine’s independence in August 1991, the
official Council of Women of Ukraine restructured itself as the Confederation
of Women of Ukraine (Spilka Zhinok Ukrainy) and distanced itself from the
immediate past.?* Its government subsidy severed, the Confederation encour-
aged its members 1o set up commercial enterprises and join the march to the
market. The Confederation now supports cooperatives, joint ventures, and a
Society of Ukrainian Businesswomen, and works with the Association of
Independent Women Farmers of Ukraine.?® It has done little to promote
Ukraine's independence, but its conferences in 1992 and 1995 were heavily
weighted toward addressing the history and culture of Ukraine.?

The organizations of the second cluster—those based on national tradi-
tions—span the political and ethnic gamut, but all stress children, welfare, and
culture. There are organizations aimed at specific groups, such as the Jewish
Women’s Organization “Compassion” (Zhinoche levreiske Tovarystvo
“Myloserdia,” headed by Faina Neiman), and those that promote a heteroge-
neous organization of all women of Ukraine, such as the Association of Minor-
ity Women of Ukraine (Asosiatsiia Zhinok Natsionalnykh Menshostei
Ukrainy, founded by a Korean Ukrainian, Svitlana Li, and part of the Women’s
Community). The aforementioned Ukrainian Women’s Union has focused,
primarily, although not exclusively, on issues relating to Ukraine’s national
independence from its inception. Local chapters and regional councils, how-
ever, show a more practical bent. In Lviv, for instance, the Women’s Union
initiated a program to train small-business entrepreneurs. In Kyiv, the local
branch lobbied to establish a Center for the Study of Menopause.

There 1s a fair amount of overlap among these organizations and those
whose purpose 1s purely philanthropic. One of the most openly patriotic
women’s organizations, the Olena Teliha Society, created on 9 June 1994,
grew out of a project of the women on the editorial staff of the newspaper
Ukrains'ke slovo (Ukrainian Word) to distribute donated medicines.?” The
Society now “promotes the strengthening of national statehood and the consoli-
dation of the Ukrainian people.”?* Indigenous philanthropic organizations try
to draw on domestic sources of funding from the emerging wealthy class, but
are more frequently conduits for foreign support.

There is no feminist movement as such, but centers for the study of gender
in Kyiv, Odesa, and Kharkiv are initiating something of the kind. By far the
most active is the Kharkiv Center for Gender Studies, directed by the philoso-
pher Irina Zherebkina. With nine colleagues, she prepared an introductory
textbook for gender studies and in 1998 began publishing New Image: A
Ukrainian Feminist Journal.® In western Ukraine young scholars working on
women'’s history are becoming aware of sexism. Articles on women’s issues
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and firsthand exposure to gender relations outside the Soviet context promote
greater self-awareness as well as involvement of women in public life

Women'’s professional interest networks appear to be the social groups most
capable of mounting effective actions. The Organization of Women Cinema-
tographers serves as a resource and a forum for its members. Librarians and
teachers are beginning to be attracted to women’s agenda.

The most important group politically is made up of women working in the
middle management tiers of the government. Although they do not view them-
selves as any type of bloc, on occasion they raise issues relating to the status of
women and receive active support from women parliamentary deputies. These
women prepared the official Ukrainian delegation for the Fourth World Con-
ference on Women in Beijing in July 1995.3! They were responsible for the
unprecedented parliamentary hearings on the status of women held in July
1995.72 Some write about the need for gender-sensitive policies and for a
system of democracy that incorporates a femininity capable of “rectifying the
coarseness of our male culture.”** Although this kind of overtly feminist lan-
guage 1S rare, 1ts use in print is significant. The women deputies in Parliament
form an ad hoc bloc when issues of particular interest to women do arise.
Among the women parliamentarians—in addition to the vocal democrats (Lilia
Hryhorovych, for instance) and their opponents, the communists and socialists
(e.g., Natalia Vitrenko)—increasingly one comes across pragmatic business-
women of the type of Aleksandra Kuzhil’ or Yulia Tymoshenko.*

While during the Soviet period women deputies constituted 50 percent of
local soviets and 30 percent in the republican Supreme Soviet, “that high
percentage of women in social and political life of Soviet Ukraine was created
artificially, so that the free elections in 1994 returned only 17 women deputies
among the 405 elected to the Supreme Council, 4 percent of the total.”*> In the
1998 elections the number was almost doubled—32 women were elected.*
Only a minuscule number of women are in prestigious positions and even
fewer are in positions of actual power. There is one woman ambassador, there
are a few judges above the district level, and the newly created position in
Parliament of ombudsman for human rights is held by a woman.*” The fact that
overall in government service women constitute about 68 percent of the labor
force of which 48 percent work on the managerial level, may be a variant of
feminization of the profession but also a portent of potential organization.

Ukrainian non-governmental organizations now play a more visible role on
the overall NGO forum at the United Nations than previously. The existence of
an independent Ukraine that encourages, and at times informally supports,
these organizations is definitely a factor, but, for the most part, the organiza-
tions pursue independent policies. Outside support also helps the independent
course of the non-governmental organizations. By early 1997 a Gender Center
was set up in Kyiv to work with the UN and with the Ministry for Family and
Youth. The United Nations Development Fund, with the aid of the British
Council, supported the publication of a brochure on gender as an aid for
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“workers in the media and organizers of courses on gender issues.”® Their first
project was to prepare a critique of the new constitution of Ukraine (adopted in
1996) from the standpoint of gender relations.

The Institute of Government Management and Self-Administration, under
the aegis of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine and with the help of Canadian
academic institutions, has actively recruited women since its inception in 1992.
The alumnae association from this two-year program sponsors programs for
women in business, with assistance from the International Renaissance Foun-
dation, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the Women'’s Community.”

Activist women conflate women’s goals, social concerns, and public con-
cerns. One Ukrainian scholar elaborated on women'’s organizations as follows:

The future of the women’s movement depends on whether 1t will . . . help a
woman, ameliorate her condition, teach her how to function in a market
economy, ensure her access to a better life. show her how to help her family,
feed her children and so on. Women are not striving for a feminist society, but
for a society free of sexism and patriarchy, where conditions for freedom for
all men and women prevail, and where the issues that today are characterized
as “women’s” will involve the whole society. All this cannot be done without
a deep structural transformation of the whole context of social relations.*"

Although sociological polls taken in Ukraine in the last three years concur
that most women show little inclination for political activisim and little belief in
its efficacy, openly political women’s groups and petitions that protest the
disregard of women in public appointments emerge sporadically.*!

An International Women’s Club of Kyiv, composed of non-Ukrainian
women working and living in Kyiv, holds monthly meetings, social gatherings,
cultural programs, and an annual major fundraising event for a Ukrainian char-
ity. The scope of their work, the quality of the members, and the visible in-
volvement of non-Ukramnian males in the fundraising serves as an example of
community volunteerism.

Discourse on women 1n the last five years has progressed from trite rhetori-
cal statements to a more practical hands-on approach. This area is where some
of the most significant changes can take place. While in the early 1990s the
discussion of women’s issues was often limited to bombastic historical presen-
tations, during the middle part of the decade women were analyzing what
women’s organizations can do to actively prevent and diffuse conflicts,*? how
gender relations influence economic development, and how feminist study of
psychology can help overcome the legacy of terror and decrease family vio-
lence.* Of equal importance is the growth of interest among sociologists in
gender relations 1n society, economy, and government.** Research institutes,
especially private ones that function on grant money, even if they are not
primarily geared toward women’s issues, often focus on women. Scholars are
helping to develop a language for feminist and women’s studies. Sex education
and the availability of more reliable birth control devices as well as awareness
of sexually transmitted diseases including the AIDS virus are making society
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less reticent about the implications of gender relations. Violence, rape, and
wife abuse are more openly discussed, and there is even some attempt to create
homes for battered women. Sex trafficking is being addressed. The statements
drafted at the various national conferences reflect the growth of feminist dis-
course. The fact that the All-Ukrainian Women’s Congress on 21-23 May
1998 was addressed by President Leonid Kuchma, (then) Prime Minister
Valeny Pustovoitenko, and (then) Vice Premier for Culture Valeriy Smoliy is
some indication of the growing realization of the importance of women.

The institutions that either existed under the Soviet regime or were inchoate
are now emerging as fora for women’s issues. Some of the old Soviet youth
structures have been reorganized to serve new needs. The Scouting movement
(Plast) is taking over the Komsomol social functions. The Ukrainian State Cen-
ter of Social Services for Youth has moved with particular energy toward devel-
oping programs directed toward young women in the cities.*® The agency fi-
nances local programs and provides informative materials on problems facing
young women in a transitional society—sex, drugs, violence, and the need for
job training.

Cultural patterns change slowly, but public usage reflects a slightly growing
sensitivity to women. Such concepts as the feminization of poverty, the double
burden of having full responsibility for household upkeep and family care and
working a full-time job, violence against women, the need to develop legal
outreach programs for women, and stress on the implementation (and not only
on the enactment) of laws, offer further proof of the changed conditions. The
government of Ukraine is working on a statement on women that even takes
into consideration the need to actively promote overcoming sexual stereotypes
through the media. Its practical program, with planned conferences, leadership
workshops, special programs for women, and provisions for the keeping of
current statistics on the employment and promotion of women is most com-
mendable.*® Increased openness to the outside world, a growing international
community in Ukraine, and particularly the experience of students studying
abroad can contribute to the changed attitudes toward gender relations.*’

More women are now aware of the discrepancy between the relatively high
educational level of women and their absence in *“organs of power.” Both
specialists and women activists fault society, not women, for the discrepancy.
That conviction may even strengthen women'’s activism, since societal change
is more palatable as a cause than women'’s rights. The dissolution of daycare
facilities that accompanied the decline of Soviet industrial enterprises and the
growing dissatisfaction with communal child care are working at cross-pur-
poses to women'’s involvement in the public sphere. Pressures of family are
cited as the single most salient factor in keeping the women from participating
more fully in political and public life—and those will not diminish. Lack of
faith in the efficacy of any political changes and inability to discern the direc-
tion in which the various political parties are headed are also important factors
in preventing women from finding time to become politically active.
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The ambivalence of women toward exhibiting political aspirations 1s illus-
trated by the handsome booklet Ukraine prepared for the 1995 Beijing confer-
ence. It had the conventional introduction about the high status that women are
supposed to have enjoyed throughout Ukraine’s history as well as the soft focus
photography that characterized Ukrainian Soviet women’s publications, What
is more, the Ukrainian delegation to Beijing was headed by a man, Ivan
Kuras.*® But the booklet also provided well-structured statistical data and an
overview of what Ukraine has done since 1983 when it signed the UN Conven-
tion “On Eradicating All Forms of Discrimination against Women.” Of greater
importance, the document included among the specific desiderata the introduc-
tion of “feminology”—defined as the study of “the position of women in the
family, the social role of the woman in the system of humanitarian education,
in moral upbringing, in training, and in public life”—into the public school
curriculum.* Perhaps the strongest condemnation of the position of women in
Ukraine was provided by a male historian who had specialized in the history of
the Communist Party. He was one of the few to note publicly the marginaliza-
tion of women:

The democratic changes in Ukraine again, now in the new historical era, pose
the question of freedom and equality, the freeing of mankind not only from
patriarchal but also vulgar norms and ideas. From this point of view the
spiritual wellsprings and the traditions of the women’s movement of the
nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century are interesting and
essential today. The few women’s organizations that include women’s issues
in their program are not only not taken seriously by the regime, they them-
selves lack the political and junidical power necessary to affect a change in the
position of women. An analysis of the programs of the political parties
demonstrates that none of them address this question even as a remote possi-
bility. Woman has found herself on the margins of state building. It is also sad
that in a society with a longstanding domination of males, women have
become so accustomed to male value systems that they themselves support the
system, not noticing that it is unjust toward them.

To sum up: 1n the years of modern Ukraine’s independence we witness first
of all the emergence of independent women'’s organizations that span the entire
political and i1deological spectrum. Whereas within the Soviet Union there had
been one “solution” to the women’s question, determined in 1930 and un-
changed, now there is a veritable rainbow of solutions and non-solutions. The
variety of women’s organizations 1s proof of the societal differentiation that is
occurring in the post-Soviet period. At the same time we see deeply conflicting
tendencies among the women themselves. Along with the reemergence of
feminist autonomy and the stress on individualism, the argument that the state
owes the woman sustenance and support in the peculiarly female role of
producing and nurturing the younger generation remains popular, The liberal-
ism of the democratic state is thus tempered by the argument for the duty of the
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state to continue caring for its citizens, especially for women and children.
Women are among the most vociferous proponents of this support. Security
considerations, if nothing else, push the government to address issues of health
and reproduction, but pro-natalist policies are offset by the protracted eco-
nomic crisis. Women support grassroots activities and community welfare
programs, but few take the step toward political or community power.

Next, the opening of society and the process that is making socioeconomic
differences in lifestyles explicit both make the would-be ideal of the wife/
mother cared for by a husband very attractive. The popularity of religious
sentiment, especially of evangelical Christianity, has the same effect in a
different manner. The other side of the coin is the equally growing proclivity
among some young women to make full use of the opportunities of the free
market economy to make their own lives more immediately satisfying regard-
less of risks to their own independence, safety, or morality.

Economic considerations, cultural pressures, and the relatively high level of
education will keep women in the work force. If the economic and cultural
modernization of the country continues, greater awareness of the role and
potential of women will lead to their more active participation in public life,
either in general or in women’s movements. The level of political awareness of
women will determine in which direction they will throw their support. It will
also determine whether women will have a say in policies affecting them, or
whether these decisions will be made for them.

At present, women’s organizations are incapable of becoming a political
force in Ukraine. They do not form a conscious interest group, so they cannot
rally around a political platform. They need a charismatic leader able to articu-
late their needs, but at the same time they resent any leadership. The very
nature of women’s socialization militates against a strong organizational struc-
ture, and none of the contemporary women is able to voice a democratic
women’s ideal with sufficient clarity and force to rally women into a potent
movement. In the foreseeable future there will be no Mothers” Movement and
no Ukrainian Women’s Union to elect members of Parliament.

If women were to emerge again as a political force in Ukraine, it would be
from the ranks of government and those NGOs with a window to the outside
world. They will not constitute a mass movement, but they might be able to
rally the members of the larger women’s organizations. NGOs and the govern-
ment are now attracting women with drive, talent, and a sense of public
awareness who had previously been the candidates for community organiza-
tions. Politically conscious women see the potential role of women, but do not
see themselves as part of the women’s movement.

If the women's organizations were able to expand their activities and attract
the political activists as well, then women could act as an effective pressure
group. But they should remember that, historically, their power in Ukraine lay
not in rhetorical proclamations but in effective grass-roots organizational work.
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NOTES

For the Ukrainian intelligentsia the major issues were not existential, but
rather those of the sheer existence of the nation. In the face of denial of its
existence, daily activities such as speaking one’s language, attempting to
publish in it, holding meetings, establishing daycare centers, and setting
up student cafeterias took on an aura of exceptional achievement. In this
context, the simplicity of such tasks is overlooked, the heroism remem-
bered. Today, Ukrainian newspapers bristle with stories of historical
personages and fantastic claims that sometimes rival medieval state-
building myths. Scholarly works dwell with increasing frequency upon
“the national character” or else discover a preternatural “mentalité.”
Pundits focus on political groupings and political statements, while even
young historians update a hagiography of a linear national movement.
Recent studies (such as those by Heorhiy Kasianov, Serhiy Yekelchyk,
and Oleksiy Haran’) also focus upon programmatic, national, and human
rights aspects and appear to have little interest in the more practical facets
of the work of individuals or organizations.

For a full discussion of this development, see Martha Bohachevsky-

Chomiak, Feminists Despite Themselves: Women in Ukrainian Commu-
nity Life, 1884—-1939 (Edmonton, 1988).

Nina Kovalska tearfully acknowledged the famine at a workshop held
during the Forum meetings that preceded the official UN Conference on
the Status of Women in Nairobi in July 1985. Today she is the only
woman ambassador to represent Ukraine.

The hearings, held on 13 July 1995, marked a new level of public
awareness of the role of women in society and in politics in Ukraine. All
but one of the representatives of the women’s organizations who testified
raised genuine concerns about women’s legal status and de facto oppor-
tunities in contemporary Ukraine. Their measured demands contrasted
sharply with the cant of some socialist deputies, who presented the
women during the hearings with a bouquet of flowers that jarred sharply
with the tenor of the discussions before the packed chamber, galleries,
and diplomatic and press sections. The parliamentary socialist majority,
especially the speaker of the Rada, Oleksandr Moroz, had tried to dis-
miss, or at least to postpone, the hearings. The socialist women deputies,
however, enlisted the support of the entire Parliament, especially of the
democrats, and the hearings were held.

Because of the Chornobyl catastrophe, some couples are hesitant to have
children at all. In general, women appear to be more pessimistic than men
about their health prospects. The decline in the birth rate preceded
Chornobyl. In the 1960s the average family was composed of 4 persons;
in 1975 it was down to 3.4;1n 1989 to 3.2; and in 1994 the average size of



WOMEN IN UKRAINE 41

the family was 3 persons—hence, 1 child per couple. In 1989 the average
woman in Ukraine had 1.93 children; in 1993 it was down to 1.63 On the
other hand, abortions declined from 85.4 per 1000 women of child-
bearing age in 1989, to 68.6. See Predstavnytstvo OON v Ukraini,
Orhkomitet pry Kabineti Ministriv Ukrainy po pidhotovtsi do IV
Vsesvitn'oi Konferentsii zi stanovyshcha zhinok, Zhinka v Ukraini.
Chetverta Vsesvitnia konferentsiia zi stanovyshcha zhinok (Pekin, 4-15
veresnia 1995 roku) (n.p., 1995), p. 17.

In Kyiv alone the birth rate between 1990 and 1993 fell by 28 percent, in
the whole country by 20 percent. The disproportion between the sexes is
higher than in most other countries. Demographers suggest that this is
due not only to the losses in Ukraine in the 1930s and 1940s, but also to
the high rate of early mortality in males. See S. I. Pyrozhkov, N. M.
Lakiza-Sachuk, 1. V. Zapatirna, Ukraina v demohrafichnomu vymiri:
mynule, suchasne, maibutn'e (Kyiv, 1995), p. 15 [= Natsional'nyi instytut
stratehichnykh doslidzen’, Naukovi dopovidi, 35].

Quotation from “Recommendations of the Participants of the Parliamen-
tary Hearings. Proposed by the Organizational Committee to Hold Par-
liamentary Hearings, the Committee on Human Rights, Rights of Na-
tional Minorities and Interethnic Relations” (Kyiv, 1993), p. 3. See also
N. M. Lakiza-Sachuk, Deformiruiushchee viliianie sovremennogo
planirovaniia sem'i v Ukraine na osnove demograficheskogo
vosproizvodstva ee naseleniia (Kyiv, 1993), p. 25 [=Natsional'nyi
instytut stratehichnykh doslidzhen’, Naukovi dopovidi, 8].

The ministry focuses on the immediate medical needs of children, such
as vaccination and nutrition, on the regulation of foster care, and on care
of the elderly, but little on the needs of women. Suzan Stanik was the
only woman minister in Ukraine until August 1997, when she was re-
placed as Minister of Family and Youth by Valentyna Dovzhenko, and
herself in turn replaced the reformist Serhiy Holovaty as Minister of
Justice. Stanik’s sex diffused some of the criticism for the removal of
Holovaty, well known for his liberal reformist views. Both Stanik and
Dovzhenko come from the Soviet youth movement.

The program of the renewed Ukrainian Women’s Union reflects the
changed nature of this organization from its interwar predecessor in
Galicia. Where the interwar Women’s Union stressed modernization of
the village, the contemporary organization focuses upon the cultural and
educational programs of its present middle-class constituency. It also
expects outside support for its activities, placing the immediate welftare
of small children at the top of its priorities. Among the smaller organiza-
tions one could name the League of Mothers and Sisters of the Soldiers
of Ukraine, which took as its aim the amelioration of the spiritual and
material conditions of the draftees; the International Association “Hope™



42

10.

11.
12.

14.

16.

BOHACHEVSKY-CHOMIAK

in Alushta, Crimea, headed by Nina Karpacheva, a deputy to the second
Supreme Rada; the association of women workers “For the Future of the
Children of Ukraine’™; and the association of women “For the Genetic
Fund of Ukraine” as examples of the diversity of the groups. Churches
have also served as focal groups for religious and philanthropic organiza-
tions of women.

Emphasis in the original. See Zhinka v Ukraini. Chetverta Vsesvitnia
konferentsiia, p. 4.

Ibid., p. 9.

The political party in question was Rukh, headed by V’iacheslav
Chornovil, the husband of Atena Pashko, the head of the Ukrainian
Women’s Union (more in note 23, below). Very few women protested,
and even fewer left the Union in protest of the Union’s abandonment of
an independent political stand. The Union argued it was an effective
tactical move and that the organization did not become an affiliate of the
party.

Officially, feminism was branded as bourgeois and non-Soviet Ukrainian
women’s organizations as nationalist. Separate women’s Party organiza-
tions were disbanded in 1930, when the woman question was considered
solved. A new women’s organization was established after the Second
World War to facilitate participation on the international forum. The
organization was all-Soviet, but a separate journal was published in
Ukrainian.

The resolution authorizing the new organizations tellingly illustrated
what the elite of the former USSR expected: ““ . . . women [in the USSR],
who continually experience the paternal care of the Party, will support its
policy of speeding up the socioeconomic development of the country
with all their heart.” Quoted in Visti z Ukrainy 1987 (4): 2.

A Council of Women of Ukraine, recognized by the International Coun-
cil of Women, existed during the period of the Ukrainian National Re-
public and through a decade of exile in the 1920s. The Soviets opposed it,
in much the same fashion as they boycotted the international women’s
movement outside the socialist camp.

Feminism, in the sense of the assertion of women’s rights and of self-
liberation, 1s not easily understood in Ukraine, where women even more
than men were raised in the tradition of service and self-dedication to
others. The goal for women is not emancipation or liberation, but rather,
as had been the goal of early American women activists, the welfare of
their community, making life better for others. Ukrainian society is one
in which family structures, personal relationships, and traditional social
relations determine worldviews and expectations. Western democracy,
with its stress on personal initiative and personal responsibility, with its



17.

18.

19.

20.

2].

22.

WOMEN IN UKRAINE 43

impersonal relations embedded in law, with its self-discipline and its
work ethic, is understood by most former Soviet citizens as a system of
mutual advantage, not of individual responsibility.

See, for instance, “I bude syn, 1 bude maty,” by Oleksandr Kryvoshei and
Liudmyla Chechel’, in Radians'ka zhinka 1990 (11): 35. This journal,
published monthly in a run of more than two and a half million copies
and previously known for its bland toeing of the Party line, invited its
readers to express their views on the demands of the mothers’ committee.
See also Bohdan Pyskir, “Materi dlia Batkivshchyny,” in Suchasnist’
1994 (June): 70-82 [originally published as “Mothers for a Fatherland:
Ukrainian Statehood, Motherhood, and National Security,” Journal of
Slavic Military Studies 7(1) March 1994: 50-66]. Mothers of draftees
were the first activists in the late 1980s to form an effective pressure
group. The high mortality rate of soldiers from Ukraine in the Afghan
war made mothers acutely aware of the political 1ssues in the country.

Russian women in Ukraine have not formed separate women’s organiza-
tions.

Western publications in Ukrainian introduced some of the women to
women’s studies and to community activities. Rukh activists encouraged
American women to talk to Ukrainian audiences at public meetings.

Text of the by-laws of the Ukrainian Women’s Union (Soiuz Ukrainok);
copy in the possession of the author.

At the initiative of Klara Zetkin, the International Congress of Socialist
Women, meeting in Copenhagen on 26-28 August 1910, proclaimed
March 8 a day of celebration of progressive women 1n society. It was
made a formal holiday in the Soviet Union, where it quickly became a
formality—as Mothers’ Day is in the West—having little connection to
ideas of women’s liberation. It was never widely accepted beyond the
socialist spheres, and it is a contentious affair in Ukraine. Some women
continue to support it as a day of recognition of the separate status of
women. Other women and men are strongly opposed to celebrating the
holiday even informally. The nationalists see it as a Soviet imposition;
others see it as one more example of the duplicitous political rhetoric of
the Soviets towards women repeated by the current government. For a
personal view of the holiday as “an annual antifeminist ritual,” see
Solomiia Pavlychko, “Posttotalitarna kultura iak nosii znevahy do
zhinok,” in Zhinka v derzhavotvorenni: materialy mizhnarodnoi
naukovoi konferentsii (Kyiv 29-31 May 1993), ed. H. Skrypnyk et al.
(Kyiv, 1993).

A cynical male reporter noted that “Ukrainian, Russian, Belarusian, Jew-

ish, Bulgarian, and Korean women chanted how difficult 1t 18 to live in
slavery, and in unison humbly repeated the words of ‘Our Father™
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(Hennadiy Kyryndiasov, “Choho khoche zhinka, toho khoche Boh,”
Vechirnii Kviv 11 March 1991: 2).

Maria Drach, the wife of the poet Ivan Drach, emerged as the voice of the
organization. She succeeded in creating a coalition of various women’s
groups, including a fair number of former Komsomol activists. Personal
politics spilled into the women’s movement and stymied the formation of
an effective women’s bloc. Ivan Drach, the poet, community organizer,
and a free man under the Soviet regime, was pitted against V’iacheslav
Chornovil, a journalist who had received a series of gulag sentences.
Chornovil emerged as the leader of the Rukh, with Drach a member but
not the major leader. Chornovil’s wife, the relatively unknown Atena
Pashko, came to head the Women’s Union, which originated in western
Ukraine, but quickly established footholds in the east. The two demo-
cratic groups of women nominally cooperated, but both also moved from
political action to welfare activities. The reformed communist bloc of
women also failed to produce a leader other than Maria Orlyk or
Valentyna S. Shevchenko, the former nominal president of the Ukrainian
SSR, whose name was linked to the disastrous May Day parade in Kyiv
five days after Chornobyl. Visti z Ukrainy 7 (1991): 2, published a
statement of the Women’s Unton (Soiuz Ukrainok) to the effect that its
aim was the struggle for an independent Ukraine, and hence they found it
impossible to cooperate with Orlyk’s organization. The Women’s Com-
munity in turn called in flowery terms for that cooperation.

“Respublikans’ka Rada Zhinok,” Visti z Ukrainy 4 (1987): 2. Valentyna
Shevchenko and Volodymyr Ivashko, the secretary of the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party of Ukraine and Gorbachev’s Party stal-
wart, helped organize the Council. Later, charges were made that the
Women’s Councils were used to launder Party coffers; see Samostiina
Ukraina 13 (September 1991): 3. By the fall of 1991, with the approach
of the referendum on independence and the presidential elections, Orlyk
used the Council to revivity the old Party lines and to keep women in an
organizational structure. The creation of the initial separate Ukrainian
Women's Council was already a concession by Gorbachev.

Liudmyla Smoliar, “Feministychna tradytsiia Ukrainy i pytannia
suchasnoho zhinochoho rukhu,” Zhinka i demokratiia. Materialy
mizhnarodnoi naukovo-praktychnot konferentsii, ed. Tamara Melnyk
(Kyiv, 1995), pp. 45-51 (sponsored by the Mizhnarodna orhanizatsiia

“Zhinocha hromada™ with the original conference taking place in Kyiv
on 2-5 June 1993).

During the three-day meetings, half of the sessions (held in either Ukrai-
nian or Russian) dealt with some aspect of the historical development of
women in Ukrainian history, culture, and spiritual life. Health and
economy covered two sessions and only one session dealt with “the role
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and place of women’s organizations in the sociopolitical life of Ukraine.”
Zhinky Ukrainy: suchasnyi status i perspektyvy (Kyiv and Odesa,
1995)—program notes.

Olena Teliha, a poet who lived in Prague in the interwar years, returned
to Kyiv in the wake of the invading German army. She worked for a time
at the newspaper Ukrains'ke slovo, and was burned alive by the Nazis
along with other members of the Ukrainian intelligentsia in one of the
massacres near Baby Yar in Kyiv. A newspaper with the same title was
founded in Kyiv in the early 1990s, and it was the women working in its
editorial offices who were the initiators of the group.

First paragraph of point 2.3 of the by-laws.

Teoriia i istoriia feminizma: kurs lektsii (Kharkiv, 1996). Zherebkina
published a very critical study of Ukrainian women, Zhenskoe
politicheskoe bessoznatel’'noe: problema gendera i zhenskoe dvizhenie v
Ukraine (Kharkiv, 1996), in which she draws heavily on the text of
Feminists Despite Themselves. See Martha Bohachevsky-Chomiak,
“Navkolo Genderu,” Krytyka (Kyiv) 1998 (3) 5: 7-8.

See, for instance, Valentyna Zlenko and Natalia Napadovska, “Zhinky v
politytsi,” Molod' Ukrainy 12 March 1990: 3.

Interview with Ella Lamakh, one of the Ukrainian representatives to the
March meeting on the Commission on the Status of Women.

Fuller discussion in Martha Bohachevsky-Chomiak, “Practical Concerns
and Political Protests in Post-Soviet Ukraine,” Transition 16 (8 Septem-
ber 1995): 12-17.

Zhinka v Ukraini. Chetverta Vsesvitnia konferentsiia, p. 3.

The latter, an executive in the private energy company that appeared to
be closely linked with Pavlo Lazarenko, is an extremely capable and
apparently independent person. In December 1999 she was named a vice-
premier in the government formed by Viktor Yuschenko.

Zhinka v Ukraini. Chetverta Vsesvitnia konferentsiia, p. 11. The situation
in the government structures is not as dismal: in the Ministry of Statistics,
82 percent of the workers are women; in the Ministry of Health, 62
percent; in the Ministry of Education, 58 percent; in the Minstry of
Welfare, 60 percent; in the Ministry of Labor, 56 percent; in the Ministry
of Culture, 53 percent; in the Ministry of Youth and Sport, 52 percent; in
the Ministry of Nationalities and Religion, 46 percent; and in the Minis-
try of Foreign Affairs, 42 percent.

We should remember, however, that within the structure of the USSR
genuinely significant decisions were not made by the government, and
the Ukrainian organs of power in state and Party were subject to
Moscow’s control.
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The Ambassador to Switzerland is Nina Kovalska, formerly a frequent
spokesperson for Soviet Ukrainian women. Nina Karpacheva (the om-
budsman), a lawyer, was elected from Crimea. She has been active in
promoting women’s concerns.

Henderni pytannia v zasobakh masovoi informatsii, ed. Iryna Ihnatova
and Oksana Kuts, trans. Maksym Kononenko and Tetiana Moskvitina
(Kyiv, 1997).

Liudmyla Hrebeniuk, “Zhinka v derzhavnomu upravlinni,” in Zhinka i
demokratiia, pp. 87-89. See also articles there by Karina Shumbatiuk,
Taissa Halina, Natalia Petrova, Ivanna lbrahimova, et al. Analyzing the
difficulties of reform of the Ukrainian economy—difficulties due in large
measure to the “incompleteness of its economic structure”—Tamara
Romaniuk emphasized the continued need for some welfare support in
view of the inevitable continuing inflation. Lidia Kononko bemoaned the
low participation of women in political parties. Larysa Kravchenko
stressed the importance of women'’s participation in the development of a
democratic society. See their contributions in Zhinka v derzhavotvorenni.

Liudmyla Smoliar, “Feministychna tradytsiia Ukrainy,” p. 51.

Thus, in June 1997 “Diia” (Action) was formed to encourage women to
work closely with the National Democratic Party. Meanwhile, reflecting
the personal politics of its president, the Women’s Union threw its sup-
port exclusively to Rukh. Another group—the League for Women Vot-
ers—founded in July 1997, focuses on the general goal of mobilizing
women to vote. In December 1998, women leaders in Lviv publicly
protested the disregard of their organizations in local political appoint-
ments. See Natalia Baliuk, “P’iemont demokratii chy patriarkhatu,”
Vysokyi zamok 8 January 1999: 3.

See, for instance, the articles in Zhinka i demokratiia.

The work of Valentyna Bondarovska in a social service consulting firm,
Rozrada, in Kyiv is especially significant. See also her brief article
“Psykholohichnyi status zhinky Ukrainy: shliakh do novykh
psykholohichnykh modelel,” in Zhinka i demokratiia, pp. 82-86.

Iurii Neimer, for instance, provided an exhaustive picture of working
women 1n Ukraine in a series of three articles *“Rabotaiushchie

zhenshchiny (sotsialnyi portret gruppy),” in Sovremennoe obshchestvo
(Kharkiv) 1994 (nos. 1, 2, 3).

See Dovira i nadiia 3, edited by Halyna Laktionova and published in
1995 by the Ukrainian State Center of Social Services for Youth.
Laktionova is also the driving force in establishing the first women’s
gymnasium with residential facilities in Kyiv.
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The July 1997 working document of the proposed statement on govern-
ment policy toward women includes the following * . . . although in its
legislation Ukraine fully measures up to the statutes of the Convention
against the discrimination of women . .. there is a clear discrepancy
between the legislation on gender equality and practical reality. So far
Ukraine still lacks a state mechanism to ensure the enforcement of laws
relating to the welfare of families, motherhood and children, and to
ensure the rights of women.”

According to sociological studies carried out in Ukraine, gender equality
brings greater satisfaction. Thus, in terms of overall contentment with
their lives, professtonal women are basically more content than women
in unskilled jobs who believe only marriage to a good provider will
ensure a good life. There is also a new openness on matters of family and
sexual violence, and articles providing information on available legal
recourse for victims of sexual harassment are appearing with greater
frequency. Aggression against the wife is the dominant form of abuse,
with rape in the second place. Complaints about prostitution, forced sex,
and sex with family members are less common. See Zhinka v Ukraini.
Chetverta vsesvitnia konferentsiia, p. 3. That does not necessarily mean
that the cases may be rare, merely that complaints are not widespread.

It is interesting to note that during the interwar period the Ukrainian
cooperatives in Poland sent a man to represent Ukrainian cooperatives to
the International Women’s Cooperative Guild, although even then there
were qualified women capable of doing the job.

Valentyna Zlenko, “Politychnyi imidzh lidera,” in Zhinka i demokratiia,
pp. 38—43.

H. I. Tereshchenko, “Do pytannia istorii zhinochoho rukhu,” in
Zhinochyi rukh v Ukraini: istoriia i suchasnist'. Mizhnarodna naukovo-
metodychna konferentsiia (Odesa, zhovten' 1994): tezy dopovidei
(Odesa, 1994), p. 7.






Systemic Crisis and National Mobilization:
The Case of the “Memorandum of the Serbian Academy”

AUDREY HELFANT BUDDING

When members of a multinational state’s most powerful nation turn from state-
based and state-supporting internationalist ideologies to embrace national par-
ticularism, their choice appears paradoxical. What attracts them to an ideology
that by its nature threatens the state in which they have enjoyed primacy? The
emergence of an anti-Soviet Russian nationalism has raised this question in a
particularly urgent form, and has called forth a broad array of interpretations in
response. One of the most compelling is Roman Szporluk’s contention that the
rise of all the anti-Soviet nationalisms, and especially anti-Soviet Russian
nationalism, “must be seen in connection with, and as a reaction to, the failure
of ‘Sovietism’ broadly defined.”' Anti-Soviet Russian nationalism, in other
words, cannot be separated from its context of system failure. It represents a
conscious response to the crisis of the communist system, and not simply the
opportunistic resurgence of an ideology which that system had suppressed.

In this essay, I will take Szporluk’s interpretation of anti-Soviet Russian
nationalism as the starting point for a fresh look at a parallel phenomenon: the
emergence of anti-Yugoslav Serbian nationalism. Specifically, I will examine
the pivotal 1986 document known as the “Memorandum of the Serbian Acad-
emy’” from a point of view informed by Szporluk’s thought. Before turning to
the Serbian case, however, it is worth emphasizing that there were important
differences, as well as similarities, between the position of Russians in the
Soviet Union and the position of Serbs in socialist Yugoslavia.? Indeed, a
comparison with the position of Russians in the USSR may serve to illustrate
some of the limits of Serbian “dominance.”

Numerically speaking, Russians and the Russian Republic enjoyed a much
more commanding position in the USSR than did Serbs and Serbia in Yugosla-
via. While Russians in the USSR comprised an (admittedly bare) majority in
the 1980s, Serbs were merely a plurality. They made up about 36 percent of the
population, while Croats, the next largest group, made up just under 20 percent.
Serbia (including the Autonomous Provinces of Kosovo and Vojvodina) was
Yugoslavia’s most populous republic, with approximately 9.3 million inhabit-
ants, compared to Croatia’s 4.6 million. Nevertheless, its relative “advantage”
did not approach that of the RSFSR, whose population of 147.0 million left
Ukraine's 51.5 million a distant second.?

A comparison of Soviet and Yugoslav institutions reveals equally striking
differences. A merging of Serbian and federal institutions on the Russian-
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Soviet model would have been inconceivable in socialist Yugoslavia.* Serbian
and federal institutions were entirely separate, and in their complex relation to
the latter, Serbs experienced both advantages and disadvantages. They were
overrepresented among the cadres of some federal institutions: most 1mpor-
tantly, almost 70 percent of the Yugoslav army’s officers were Serbs and
Montenegrins (who together made up 40 percent of the Yugoslav population).
In the League of Communists of Yugoslavia (henceforth LCY), regional pat-
terns were particularly significant: Serbs were overrepresented in the parties
and the political structures of both Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia. (These
patterns were due in part to Serbs’ disproportionate participation in the Partisan
movement.)* On the other hand, because most federal institutions—for ex-
ample, the state and party presidencies and the federal legislature—were orga-
nized on the basis of republican parity, Yugoslavia’s more populous republics,
including Serbia, were also in a sense underrepresented at the federal level.

The difference between Russians’ and Serbs’ positions was perhaps most
marked in the ideological sphere. In the USSR, the fusion of Russian and
Soviet identities received a degree of official encouragement that had no coun-
terpart in socialist Yugoslavia. As Veljko Vujaci€ has put it: “*In sharp contrast
to the official sponsorship of ‘Soviet-Russian nationalism,” in Communist
Yugoslavia ‘Serbo-Yugoslavism’ was not to be, and no toasts were ever raised
to the special historic role played by the ‘leading Serbian nation.””® The
Serbian content of “socialist Yugoslavism,” in other words, was far weaker
than the Russian content of “Soviet man.”’ Indeed, there was a complex and
ambiguous relationship between Serbian national identity and *socialist
Yugoslavism”™—officially defined in carefully non-national terms as “a social-
1st Yugoslav consciousness, a Yugoslav socialist patriotism, which is not the
opposite of but rather a necessary internationalist supplement to democratic
national consciousness.” The victory of Tito’s Partisans over the Serbian
nationalist Chetniks during World War II represented (among other things) the
victory of Yugoslav-oriented Serbs over Serbian-oriented ones. Throughout the
socialist period, Serbian nationalism was tainted by its association with the
defeated Chetniks. It i1s noteworthy, too, that Serb proponents of socialist
Yugoslavism sometimes advocated renouncing elements of traditional Serbian
identity such as the Cyrillic alphabet.’

In spite of these important ditferences, Russians and Serbs shared the basic
dilemma that defined their positions within their multinational states. For both
peoples, nation building and state building were conflicting imperatives: in
asserting their own national identities, they risked undermining the legitimacy
of the states they inhabited. (Hence Szporluk’s widely cited distinction be-
tween Russian “nation-builders” and “empire-savers.”)!’ Likewise, because
both peoples had significant diasporas outside their “own” federal units, they
had a structurally defined interest in maintaining their multinational states. The
USSR for Russians, and Yugoslavia for Serbs, satistied one of the main re-
quirements of modern nationalism: that all the nation’s members be included in
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one state. Twenty-four percent of Serbs lived outside Serbia—just over 40
percent 1f one counts as “outsiders” the Serb inhabitants of the Autonomous
Provinces of Kosovo and Vojvodina, which had the de facto status of republics
through much of the Titoist period. (By contrast, 22 percent of Croats and 19
percent of Muslims lived outside their “home” republics.)

The dispersal of Serbs among several of Yugoslavia’s federal units was the
central reason why, throughout most of the existence of both monarchist and
socialist Yugoslavia, the majority of Serbs were convinced that as a group they
had a unique interest in preserving the Yugoslav state. They believed in what
Belgrade sociologist and opposition leader Vesna Pesi¢ has called ““a symbiosis
between ‘Serbianism’ and ‘Yugoslavism.””'! That belief was not significantly
eroded until the mid-1980s. Even then (in fact, throughout the period of
Yugoslavia’s disintegration) Serbian nationalism in the radically anti-Yugoslav
form that rejected any Yugoslav state remained a marginal phenomenon of
little political significance.'? What became decisive in Serbian politics was the
line of thinking that held that the existing Yugoslav state was unendurable.
Without this Serbian devaluation of Yugoslavia, and a concomitant willingness
to risk its survival, MiloSevi¢ could not have pursued his reckless
brinkmanship—and 1in particular, his protracted confrontation with the
Slovenes.!? Without his aggressive actions and still more aggressive rhetoric, it
would have been much harder for separatist forces in Slovenia and Croatia to
move from marginal to dominant political positions.'* The Serbian turn against
Yugoslavism, therefore, was crucial to the collapse of the Yugoslav state. To
put it another way, the phenomenon that is commonly called “the rise of
Serbian nationalism” could just as accurately be labeled “the decline of Serbian
Yugoslavism.” Throughout the existence of both Yugoslavias, Serbian and
Yugoslav modes of thought had coexisted, with the pendulum swinging some-
times toward one and sometimes toward the other.'” Still, the political anti-
Yugoslav Serbian nationalism that arose in the mid-1980s was a new phenom-
enon. To return to the question that opened this essay, how might Szporluk’s
interpretation of nationalism as a direct response to the crisis and failure of
communism influence our understanding of the Serbian case?

By the mid-1980s, it was generally agreed that the Yugoslav system was in
crisis. Indeed, discussions of the “crisis”—who or what was responsible for it,
and what should be done about it—dominated political discourse in Yugosla-
via.'¢ The beginning of the crisis is difficult to date: 1979, when the economy
began its eventually catastrophic decline; 1980, when Tito died; and 1981,
when Kosovo exploded as Albanians sought republican status, are all reason-
able starting points. Taken together, these events ushered in an era of political
stalemate and economic hardship as Tito’s successors fought to divide a shrink-
ing economic pie. Although politicians had initially repudiated intellectuals’
description of Yugoslavia’s plight as a crisis, by early 1983 even the LCY
president had accepted the term. Yugoslavia’s leaders, working within a politi-
cal system that required consensus for any major action at the federal level,
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proved quite unable to agree on how to find the “exit from the crisis.” Mean-
while, the faltering economy was wreaking havoc on the daily lives of
Yugoslavia's citizens. Inflation and unemployment both rose, real wages fell
dramatically, and the consumer goods to which Yugoslavs had long been
accustomed disappeared from store shelves.!” A Western scholar writing in
1989 observed: “The decline in the standard of living has been so great that it is
difficult to think of any other country that would not have responded with
major political changes, or even revolution.”'®

The crisis is always included—more or less prominently—in general ac-
counts of Yugoslavia’s dissolution. In explanations of Serbian discontent with
Yugoslavia, however, the crisis tends to recede into the background, or to be
left out of the picture altogether. Overwhelmingly, Serbian mobilization is
understood as a more or less manipulated response to specifically Serbian
grievances connected with Yugoslavia’s decentralization. Thus, Serbian na-
tionalism is explained as a long-term consequence (an “‘unintended conse-
quence,” in the arguments of several scholars) of the postwar border decisions
that left Serbs divided among several federal units, and Serbia itself divided
into three parts; of the extensive devolution of power to Yugoslavia’s federal
units that culminated in the Constitution of 1974; or of the Titoist policies that
encouraged nation building among other Yugoslav peoples.

A sampling of the large and growing literature on Yugoslavia’s self-destruc-
tion will suffice to illustrate this point. Sabrina Petra Ramet, in a widely used
text, has argued that “MiloSevi¢ owes his rise, above all, to the growing Serbian
bitterness about the demographic changes in Kosovo and Serbian fears that the
province will be ‘lost.’”!"” Paul Shoup has said: “MiloSevi¢’s populist appeal
reflects the deep feelings of frustration which built up in Serbia over the
Kosovo question, and the fate of the Serbs, generally, in Tito’s Yugosla-
via ... "? George Schopflin has contended that Yugoslavia’s decentralization
and the encouragement of national self-assertion among its various groups
“had a major unintended consequence—the rise of a Serbian separatist nation-
alism.”?! Veljko Vujac¢i¢ articulates what appears to be the tacit theoretical
understanding behind the dominant explanation when he argues that:

In multinational contexts, “dominant nations™ have no reason to develop a
particularist political nationalism of their own. Both in the Soviet Union and
Yugoslavia, Russian and Serbian nationalism developed largely as a reaction
to peripheral nationalist movements threatening the larger state.?

There can be no question that the factors these authors cite—above all,
Kosovo—were extremely important in shaping the content of the Serbian
national movement. Kosovo has justly been called the catalyst of the Yugoslav
tragedy, for the “Kosovo question”—the controversy over relations between
the province’s Albanian majority and its Serb minority, and over the reasons
for Serbs’ massive emigration—had repercussions far beyond the province.2*
With its potent tangle of myth-laden national history and present-day griev-
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ances, Kosovo became a prism through which all of Yugoslavia’s Serbs could
look, and see themselves as an endangered minority. Given that fewer than
three percent of Yugoslavia’s Serbs lived in Kosovo in the 1980s, this phenom-
enon offered remarkable proof of the power of intellectuals and the media to
shape the “imagined community’s” vision of itself. (The phrase, of course, is
Benedict Anderson’s.) But no matter how insistently Serbs might claim
Kosovo as their historic heartland, the 1974 Yugoslav Constitution, which
made Serbia’s provinces “constituent parts of the federation” with representa-
tives on every federal body, ensured that Kosovo was not simply an internal
Serbian matter. When MiloSevié took up the cause of the Kosovo Serbs in the
spring of 1987, he altered the dynamic of the Yugoslav crisis, pushing it from
stagnation into the first stages of state collapse. To meet his pledge to reassert
Serbian control over the provinces, Milosevi¢ had to restructure Yugoslavia—
and his attempt to do so aroused the determined resistance of other republics.

It is this author’s contention that analyses which present the rise of anti-
Yugoslav Serbian nationalism simply as the result of Serbs’ and Serbia’s
divisions within the Yugoslav state, although certainly not wrong, are incom-
plete. In positing this causal chain, even those scholars who are most critical of
the Serbian national movement’s goals appear to accept its premises, finding
necessary and sufficient reasons for national mobilization in the grievances
presented by the nationalists. Yugoslavia’s systemic crisis, meanwhile, retreats
into the background. At most, it is treated as a mass-level rather than an elite-
level phenomenon—one that provided cannon fodder for nationalist ideologues
rather than in any way shaping their thought.?* One reason for this orientation
is that most analysts of Yugoslavia’s dissolution focus their interest on either
the crisis or national ideologies, but not on both.>> Another reason is that many
scholars conceive of national ideologies as essentially static and unchanging—
a point of view that clearly precludes investigation of how the crisis of commu-
nism might have shaped these ideologies’ late-communist incarnations.®

Utilizing as a catalyst Szporluk’s contention that dominant nations may turn
from statism to particularism as a response to systemic crisis, rather than purely
national grievances, [ will now probe the connection between the Yugoslav
crisis and anti-Yugoslav Serbian nationalism using one example of Serbian
national ideology: the 1986 “Memorandum of the Serbian Academy.” The
Memorandum’s oft-cited turn toward Serbian particularism was motivated as
much by the crisis of Yugoslav self-managing socialism as by Serbian national
grievances; it reflected not only preexisting national ideologies, but also the
authors’ conceptions of socialism and Yugoslavia’s place in it.

The “Memorandum of the Serbian Academy” is by far the best-known
document of the contemporary Serbian national movement.?’ It has been de-
scribed (with considerable exaggeration) as the ultimate statement of exclu-
sionary Serbian nationalism and as a “‘blueprint” for the MiloSevi¢ movement
and the post-Yugoslav wars.?® Yet in spite of the Memorandum’s notoriety,
some basic facts about its provenance remain unknown. The outline of the
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story is well established. In May 1985, at the annual convention of the Serbian
Academy of Sciences and Arts (SANU in its Serbian abbreviation), several
speakers urged the Academy to become more involved in the search for solu-
tions to the Yugoslav crisis. The economist Ivan Maksimovi¢ made the specitic
proposal that SANU should address “the most current . . . political, economic,
social, scientific, and cultural problems in the form of a Memorandum, and that
this Memorandum should be sent to all of those who are responsible for the
conduct of public affairs in Serbia and in Yugoslavia.”*® Soon after the con-
vention, the SANU presidency named a sixteen-member commission to pre-
pare a “Memorandum on Current Social Questions.” The commission in its
turn appointed an eight-member working group.”® No one has conclusively
established specific responsibility for the various parts of the draft document
that eventually emerged from the working group. Both internal and external
evidence, however, suggests that key roles were played by economist Kosta
Mihailovi¢ (b. 1917), historian Vasilije Kresti¢ (b. 1932), novelist Antonije
Isakovi¢ (b. 1923), and philosopher Mihailo Markovi¢ (b. 1923). MarkoviC’s
role is the most pertinent to the present study.*!

By late September 1986, the working group had produced the draft docu-
ment that became known as the Memorandum, and the commission as a whole
began its review of the draft.*> At this point, however, the commission’s work
came to a halt. A Belgrade newspaper published a two-part article revealing the
Memorandum’s existence, and quoting some passages. (The full text of the
Memorandum was not published in Yugoslavia until 1989.) These revelations
set off a political firestorm; the Memorandum was denounced throughout
Serbia and Yugoslavia. In the furor that followed the September revelations,
the Academy based its defense mainly on the fact that the document was a draft
and had never actually been approved by the committee.*”

The Memorandum consists of two parts, each about 25 pages long: “The
Crisis of the Yugoslav Economy and Society,” and “The Position of Serbia and
the Serbian People.” It is a rambling and repetitive document, clearly a draft,
and the work of multiple authors. More a patchwork than a coherent whole, it
can only be described, not summarized. The following description is necessar-
ily incomplete, including only those parts of the Memorandum that are relevant
to the present argument.

The Memorandum opens with a warning that the Yugoslav crisis has be-

come so serious that it could lead to the collapse of the state—a prediction that,
in 1986, still seemed apocalyptic:

Stagnation in the development of society, economic difficulties, increased
social tensions and open clashes between nations evoke deep concern in our
country. A serious crisis has taken hold of not only the political and economic
system, but also the entire public order of the country. Idleness and irresponsi-
bility at work, corruption and nepotism. the absence of legal security, bureau-
cratic caprice . . . are all everyday phenomena. The collapse of moral values
and of the reputation of the leading institutions of society, [and] lack of
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confidence in the competence of those who make decisions result in the
apathy and embitterment of the people, [and] alienation of the individual from
all the holders and symbols of public order. An objective appraisal of
Yugoslav reality allows for the possibility that the current crisis may finish in
social disturbances with unforeseeable consequences, not even excluding a
result as catastrophic as the collapse of the Yugoslav state unit.*

Much of the Memorandum’s first section is devoted to explaining the
Yugoslav economy’s low productivity, seen as the underlying cause of all of
Yugoslavia’s economic woes. Some of the factors cited (for example, the blind
adherence to the labor theory of value) imply a critique of Marxist economic
principles in general, but most of the blame is assigned to the economic
reforms of the mid-1960s. This is the first statement of a conviction that recurs
throughout the Memorandum: that Yugoslavia followed a promising path from
1948 to the mid-1960s, and then took a catastrophic wrong turn. According to
the Memorandum, the reforms—meant to downgrade planning in favor of
market mechanisms—instead destroyed planning without liberating market
forces. At the same time, the political leaders of each republic and province
took over control of their own economies, running them not to promote eco-
nomic development but to increase their own power.’® The final result is the
current economic crisis—a crisis that can only be resolved through fundamen-
tal political change.

The disintegration of the Yugoslav economy, the Memorandum argues,
ultimately reflects the transformation of the Yugoslav federation founded by
the Partisans in 1943 into the confederation embodied in the 1974 Constitu-
tion.*” That constitution, and particularly its requirement that all major deci-
sions be made by consensus, has made the Yugoslav political system “a text-
book case of inefficiency.”*® In politics as in economics, the Memorandum
traces the roots of disaster to the 1960s. It was in the 1960s that the process of
democratization ended, to be replaced by “bureaucratic decentralization.”*”
Now, democratization is essential to the resolution of the crisis. Here the
Memorandum comes very close to endorsing multiparty democracy, and it
does explicitly call for multicandidate elections.*"

From Yugoslavia’s economic and political crisis, the Memorandum turns to
its moral and ideological one.*' The morality of the revolution, it argues, has
been defeated, and no other morality has replaced it: “The gap between social-
ist principles and reality is so great that it engenders apathy on a mass scale.”
This failure is once again traced back to “the fatal turning point of 1965.” Here,
that turning point is described in terms highly reminiscent of the Marxist-
humanist critique put forward in the 1960s and 1970s by the Praxis group to
which Mihailo Markovié¢ belonged: “The project of political democratization
was replaced by a project of economic liberalization. The idea of self-manage-
ment—the essence of which is ending the alienation of politics—was replaced
by the idea of decentralization which led to the establishment of regional
centers of alienated power.”*’
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Among the reasons cited for this wrong turn are the materialism of the “new
middle class,” domination of the Yugoslav political system by the more devel-
oped republics, and the revolutionary project’s inherent over-reliance on vio-
lence and dictatorship. To find its way out of the crisis, the Memorandum
continues, Yugoslavia must abandon the political and economic system based
on the 1974 Constitution for one based on “the four great principles of modern
society”: sovereignty of the people, self-determination of the nation, human
rights, and “rationality” (which, according to the Memorandum, requires that a
modern state function as a unified whole).*

The Memorandum’s second half, “The Position of Serbia and the Serbian
People,” begins with the assertion that Serbs, besides facing the same difficul-
ties as everyone else in Yugoslavia, confront three additional problems: “the
economic backwardness of Serbia, its unresolved state-legal relations with
Yugoslavia and with the provinces, and the genocide in Kosovo.”* As this list
suggests, this section actually devotes much more attention to “‘the position of
Serbia” (including the provinces) than to “the Serbian people” elsewhere in
Yugoslavia. In this respect, it is typical of Serbian national discourse in the
mid-1980s. Serbia’s “economic subordination,” the Memorandum claims, re-
flects its “politically inferior position” within Yugoslavia, which Slovenia and
Croatia have tailored to suit themselves.*® The Memorandum asserts: “it can-
not be disputed that Slovenia and Croatia have established political and eco-
nomic domination, through which they realize their national programs and
economic aspirations.”’

It 1s this section that includes the Memorandum’s best-known assertions:
that the Serb population in Kosovo is the victim of “physical, political, legal,
and cultural genocide” carried out by Albanian nationalists determined to
create an “ethnically pure” Kosovo, and that the very survival of Serbs in
Croatia is threatened by assimilation. Regarding the latter, the Memorandum
states that, “except during the existence of the Independent State of Croatia [the
World War II tascist state that attempted genocide against its Serb population],
Serbs in Croatia were never as endangered in the past as they are today.”*?
Today, these claims ring with the tragic irony of self-fulfilling prophecies. It is
very clear that the hyperbolic fears they embodied, by driving Serbs to acts of
“defensive™ aggression, helped set in motion the events that ultimately led to
the destruction of Serb communities in both Kosovo and Croatia.

In 1ts conclusion, the Memorandum makes explicit the assumption that
unites its two halves: Yugoslavia’s decentralization lies at the root of both the
Yugoslav crisis and the problems of the Serbian nation. “By insisting on a
federal [as opposed to confederal] order,” it contends, “Serbia would contribute
not only to the equality of all nations in Yugoslavia, but also to the resolution of
the political and economic crisis.”* The Serbian people must be allowed to
realize its “historic and democratic right” to establish its “full national and
cultural integrity . . . regardless of which republic or province it is in.”° To
this vague demand the Memorandum adds two specific proposals: at least one
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chamber of the federal legislature should be elected according to the one-man,
one-vote principle, rather than republican parity; and the autonomy of Serbia’s
provinces should be reduced to a level that does not “destroy the integrity of thie
Republic.™!

To this point—that is, until its last two pages—the Memorandum is a plea
for a transformed Yugoslavia. Then, almost in passing, it returns to the possi-
bility hinted at in its very first paragraph: the collapse of the Yugoslav state.
Others in Yugoslavia, it says, are considering alternatives to the Yugoslav
state, and so must Serbia. Serbia supports “AVNOJ Yugoslavia™ (that is, a
relatively centralized federation like the one the Partisans set up in 1943), but
others may not. “Therefore, [Serbia] faces the task of looking clearly at its
economic and national interests so as not to be surprised by events.”?

This 1s as far as the Memorandum goes in envisioning a post-Yugoslav
future. It obviously does not call for Yugoslavia’s dissolution. In fact, com-
pared to much of the anti-Yugoslav rhetoric rife in Serbia a few years later, the
Memorandum’s critique appears mild. Nevertheless, contemporaries (as well
as later observers) were right to see in the Memorandum a turn toward “Serbian
nationalism of the separatist type.”® A more centralized Yugoslavia might be
the Memorandum’s first choice, but its second choice appears to be some form
of Serbian state—not the highly decentralized, consensus-dependent Yugosla-
via that existed in 1986. In fact, one might say that the Memorandum’s authors
wanted a more centralized state so much that they were prepared to leave
Yugoslavia to get it.

Scholars who have discussed the Memorandum’s turn away tfrom Yugosla-
via and toward Serbian particularism have interpreted it in exclusively national
terms: the Yugoslav state was rejected because it had become a barrier to
Serbian national unity. In other words, they have ignored or discounted the
Memorandum’s first section in favor of its second.” The Memorandum’s
authors, of course, claimed that the crisis as well as the Serbian question
motivated their attack on Yugoslav deccentralization. (Many observers both
inside and outside Yugoslavia would have agreed that the Memorandum’s
argument that republican prerogatives and consensus requirements were stale-
mating the search for an “exit from the crisis” was quite correct as far as it
went. The problem lay in its failure to recognize that at least some of
Yugoslavia’s nations saw in these same prerogatives and requirements the only
safeguards for their national existence within the multinational state.)

How might our interpretation of the Memorandum change if we took seri-
ously its authors” claim to be responding to the Yugoslav crisis as well as the
Serbian national predicament, and tried to understand what factors (besides
their national affiliation) shaped their understanding of the crisis? An analysis
along these lines suggests that the authors’ call for recentralization was based
on their understanding of Yugoslav socialism as well as their understanding of
the Serbian national problem. Simply put, their belief in the uniqueness of
Yugoslav socialism was so strong that they saw the Yugoslav crisis entirely in
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state terms, as a result of the Constitution of 1974, and not as part of the
broader crisis of Soviet and East European socialism. Most of the members of
the Memorandum Commission, it should be noted, belonged to the Partisan
generation (those in their teens or early twenties at the outbreak of the Second
World War), and several had fought with the Partisans or otherwise taken part
in the resistance. Their loyalty to Yugoslav socialism in what they considered
its pristine form—as it developed after the 1948 break with Stalin and before
the “wrong turn” of 1964—1965—was still very much in evidence in the mid-
1980s.

An examination of the Memorandum’s first paragraph (cited above) reveals
some of the consequences of this orientation. By defining the Yugoslav crisis
in predominantly social terms, with only a passing reference to “clashes be-
tween nations,” this paragraph suggests that what it is describing is the failure
of a communist system, rather than the breakdown of a multinational state. This
impression is heightened by the Memorandum’s first word—stagnation
(zastoj)—a word associated with the problems of late communism, and specifi-
cally with Gorbachev’s critique of Brezhnev. In February 1986, just a few
months before the Memorandum’s authors held their first meeting, Gorbachev
had included a conspicuous attack on “phenomena of stagnation [zastoinye
iavleniia]” in his speech to the 27th Congress of the CPSU.>> And yet the
Memorandum’s authors, even while choosing this word to begin their critique
of Yugoslav self-managing socialism, reveal no awareness of this echo, or of
the possibility that Yugoslavia’s crisis might form part of the broader crisis of
socialism. Shaped by their experience of the Second World War and the 1948
break with Stalin, they were convinced that Yugoslavia had nothing in com-
mon with the countries of “real socialism.” It was this belief in Yugoslav
uniqueness—which they paradoxically maintained even while denouncing Tito
and all his (post-1965) works—that gave their thinking about the Yugoslav
crisis its strangely parochial quality, and allowed them to echo Gorbachev
without making any connection between the Yugoslav crisis and the broader
socialist one.

That this blinkered view of the Yugoslav crisis resulted from conviction,
and not from any ignorance of contemporary events, could not be proved from
the Memorandum itself. It emerges very clearly, however, from an article that
Mihailo Markovi¢ wrote in August 1986 (during the period that he was in-
volved in work on the Memorandum). This article, “Jugoslovenska kriza i
nacionalno pitanje” (The Yugoslav Crisis and the National Question), offers
analyses of both the crisis and the Serbian predicament that closely resemble
the Memorandum’s.”® Like the Memorandum, it insists that some degree of
state recentralization is necessary both to resolve the Yugoslav crisis and to
give the Serbian people “national equality.” Like the Memorandum (and like
Markovi¢’s earlier Praxis critique), it maintains that Yugoslavia followed a
promising path from 1948 to the mid-1960s and then took a wrong turn.’’
Finally, and more explicitly than the Memorandum, Markovi¢ argues that if



SYSTEMIC CRISIS AND NATIONAL MOBILIZATION 59

Yugoslavia's other peoples will not agree to reform the Yugoslav state in
accordance with the Serbian critique, Serbs should acquiesce in those peoples’
leaving Yugoslavia.’®

Unlike the Memorandum, Markovié’s essay explicitly develops the idea of
the uniqueness of Yugoslav socialism. Markovi¢ maintains that those who set
up the dichotomy “Europe [or] Bolshevism,” and blame Yugoslavia’s ills on
the latter, are mistaken. Socialism as such cannot be responsible for the crisis,
he argues, for socialist systems have met with varying degrees of success in
different countries (more, for instance, in East Germany than in Romania), and
at different times (more in Yugoslavia before 1965 than after). Moreover,
Yugoslav socialism is unique because it came to power through the Partisan
struggle, because it broke with Stalin in 1948, and because it has been open to
influences from the West.”

Markovi¢’s assumption that Yugoslavia’s crisis is fundamentally one of the
state rather than of socialism unites his article’s two subjects, “the Yugoslav
crisis” and “the [Serbian] national question.” The same assumption—though
here implic1t rather than explicit—unites the Memorandum’s two parts. Serb
intellectuals who addressed the Yugoslav crisis without sharing the commit-
ment to Yugoslavia’s socialist system could come to very different conclu-
sions. For instance, in a 1988 symposium with the provocative title
“Yugoslavia—The Day Before Yesterday, Yesterday, Today. Tomorrow?”
novelist Slobodan Seleni¢ argued that because “Bolshevik dogmatism [had]
contributed to compromising Yugoslavia as a state unit,” it would be impos-
sible to tell whether the Yugoslav state was worth keeping until the country
tried a different social system.%

The commitment of the authors of the Memorandum to Yugoslav socialism
had important political as well as theoretical consequences. When Slobodan
Milosevi¢ formed his Socialist Party of Serbia in July 1990, Mihailo Markovi¢
became the Party’s Vice President, and he and three other members of the
Memorandum Commission were elected to its governing board.®! Meanwhile,
Kosta Mihailovi¢ became one of Milosevié’s top advisers.®? These links lend
support to the common contention that the Memorandum was in some sense a
“blueprint” for MiloSevi¢. Yet what made it so was not 1ts vaguely defined
national program, which was simply the commitment to Serbian unity that all
major Serbian parties shared in the period of Yugoslavia’s dissolution. Rather,
what was specific to the Memorandum and to the MiloSevi¢ program was the
conviction that the Yugoslav state, and not the Yugoslav social system, was at
the root of the crisis. To be sure, both the Memorandum and MiloSevi¢ advo-
cated many systemic reforms, but they presented those reforms as a means of
returning to an earlier, more authentic, version of self-managing socialism.
MiloSevié’s notoriously misleading 1990 campaign slogan—*“With us, there 1s
no uncertainty”—promised security to an electorate afraid that any change
would be for the worse. When the anticommunist opposition insisted on the
need for change, using the rhetoric of “1989” to identify MiloSevic’s Socialist
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Party with the East European regimes toppled by that year's revolutions,
Milosevié countered with “1948”: that is, he maintained that Yugoslav social-
ism had nothing in common with the East Bloc model.%?

The tern crisis (derived from the Greek verb krinein, to separate) implies a
point of decision, a metaphorical parting of the ways that forces the choice of
one path or another. However badly this concept may fit a “crisis’” of more than
ten years” duration, it remains essential to understanding the significance of the
national programs that emerged in Yugoslavia’s last years. The programs put
forward by Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, and others were not simpiy responses to
particular nationally defined grievances. They were also the respective elites’
bids to rescue their own peoples from the crisis that had engulfed Yugoslavia.

Moreover, these programs engendered conflict and ultimately violence not
only because they made incompatible demands on the Yugoslav state, but also
because competition between them occurred in a context in which the status
quo was considered unendurable, and action—in one direction or another—
essential. This point is emphasized because it challenges the view that consid-
ers Yugoslavia’'s dissolution as a more or less inevitable consequence of the
incompatibility of its peoples’ national ideologies.** Serbian, Croatian, and
Slovene nation-state ideologies were always incompatible with a multinational
Yugoslav state—but 1t was systemic failure that catapulted these ideologies
from relative insignificance to political prominence.®® In the case of the
Memorandum, it was the authors’ commitment to state centralization as a
means of resolving the crisis, as much as their commitment to Serbian national
unity, that made them willing to sacrifice Yugoslavia in order to obtain a more
centralized state. Their anti-Yugoslav Serbian nationalism was, to paraphrase
Szporluk, “a reaction to the failure of Yugoslavism, broadly defined.”
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and the National Question, 1961-1991,” Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard
University, 1998.

For the Yugoslav population figures, see RuZa Petrovi¢, Migracije u
Jugoslaviji i emicki aspekt (Belgrade, 1990), pp. 31, 50.

For the impact of the merging of Russian and Soviet institutions, see
Edward Allworth, part 5, “RSFSR or USSR: Confusing a Part with the
Whole,” in Ethnic Russia, pp. 178-204. Cf. Vujaci¢, “Historical Lega-
cies,” pp.- 779-80.

See Lenard Cohen, The Socialist Pyramid: Elites and Power in Yugosla-
via (Oakville, ON, 1989), particularly chapter 7; and, for the 1980s, John
R. Lampe, Yugoslavia as History: Twice There Was a Country (Cam-
bridge, 1996), p. 337.

Vujadié, “Historical Legacies,” p. 781.
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Two useful essays on the Russian content of “Soviet man” are Oleh S.
Fedyshyn, “The Role of Russians among the New, Unified ‘Soviet
People,”” and Rusian O. Rasiak, ““The Soviet People’: Multiethnic Alter-
native or Ruse?”’—both in Allworth’s Ethnic Russia, pp. 149-58 and
159-71, respectively.

From chapter 8 of the 1958 Program of the League of Communists of
Yugoslavia, in Manifest Komunisticke Partije i Program Saveza
komunista Jugoslavije (Split, n.d.), pp. 256-57.

This argument is developed more fully in my “Yugoslavs into Serbs:
Serbian National Identity, 1961-1971,” Nationalities Papers 25(3) Sep-
tember 1997: 407-426.

Roman Szporluk, “Dilemmas of Russian Nationalism,” Problems of
Communism 38(4) 1989: 15-35. Cf. Allworth’s somewhat different argu-
ment in his editorial introduction: “A Russian Dilemma: Political Equal-
ity or Ethnic Neutrality in the RSFSR and USSR,” in Ethnic Russia,
pp. Xi11—XXI.

Vesna Pesié¢, “Serbian Nationalism and the Origins of the Yugoslav
Cnisis,” Peaceworks 8 (April 1996): 15,

For some examples, see Aleksandar Pavkovi¢, “The Serb National Idea:
A Revival 1986-1992,” Slavonic and East European Review 72 (July
1994): 440-55.

This thesis 1s convincingly developed in Olivera Milosavljevic,
“Jugoslavija kao zabluda: Odnos intelektualnih 1 politiCkih elita prema
zajednickoj drzavi,” Republika 8(135-36) 1-31 March 1996: [-X V1.

A compelling brief analysis of the events leading up to Yugoslavia’s
collapse is Dennison Rusinow’s “The Avoidable Catastrophe,” in Be-
yond Yugoslavia: Politics, Economics, and Culture in a Shattered Com-
munity, ed. Sabrina Petra Ramet and LjubiSa S. Adamovich (Boulder,
CO, 1995), pp. 13-38. For an authoritative treatment with more detail,
see chapters 6-8 in Lenard J. Cohen, Broken Bonds: Yugoslavia's Disin-
tegration and Balkan Politics in Transition (Boulder, CO, 1995).

This process is the central theme of my dissertation, “Serb Intellectuals.”

An excellent discussion of political responses to the crisis is chapter 2 of
Cohen, Broken Bonds. The best single introduction to Yugoslavia in the
early 1980s is the collection of articles in Yugoslavia in the 1980s, ed.
Pedro Ramet (Boulder, CO, 1985). For the decade as a whole, a very
useful analysis with a mainly economic focus is Harold Lydall, Yugosla-
via in Crisis (Oxford, 1989). For the early use of the term crisis, see
Zagorka Golubovi¢, “Od dijagnoze do objadnjenja ‘jugoslovenskog
sluCaja,”” Socioloski pregled 27 (1993): 43; and (for LCY President
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Mitja Ribici¢) Pedro Ramet, “Yugoslavia and the Threat of Internal and
External Discontents,” Orbis 28(1) 1984: 109.

See chapter 3 of Lydall, Yugoslavia in Crisis; and Susan L. Woodward,
Balkan Tragedy: Chaos and Dissolution after the Cold War (Washing-
ton, DC, 1995), pp. 50-57.

Lydall, Yugoslavia in Crisis, p. 9.

Sabrina Petra Ramet, Nationalism and Federalism in Yugoslavia, 1962—
1991, rev. ed. (Boulder, CO, 1992), p. 230.

Paul Shoup, “Titoism and the National Question in Yugoslavia: A Reas-
sessment,” Yearbook of European Studies 5 (1992): 70. Elsewhere in the
article, in discussing the general process of Yugoslavia’'s disintegration,
Shoup gives great weight to the crisis.

George Schopflin, “The Rise and Fall of Yugoslavia,” in The Politics of
Ethnic Conflict Regulation: Case Studies of Protracted Ethnic Conflicts,
ed. John McGarry and Brendan O’Leary (London, 1993), p. 194.

Vujadié, “Historical Legacies,” p. 774. Vujaci€ also asserts (p. 763) that
“in both cases, the long-term causes of disintegration can be attributed to
the unintended consequences of Communist policy on nationalities that
contributed to the process of nation building, especially among the pe-
ripheral nations with a hitherto weak or not fully developed national
consciousness.” For the Yugoslav case, this assertion is open to question,
The responsibility for Yugoslavia’s breakup, after all, lies far more with
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, who certainly entered the communist era
with a “fully developed national consciousness,” than with Muslims and
Macedonians, the main objects of communist nation building.

Shkélzen Maliqi, “Kosovo kao katalizator jugoslovenske krize,” in
Kosovo—Srbija—Jugoslavija, ed. Slavko Gaber and Tonc¢i Kuzmani¢

(Ljubljana, 1989), pp. 69-76.

See, for example, Lenard Cohen’s treatment of “Nationalism as an Elite
Resource,” in his sophisticated analysis of the MiloSevi¢ movement.
Even while emphasizing that MiloSevi¢’s mass support depended 1n part
on his promise to resolve the crisis, Cohen attributes his appeal to
nationally minded Serb intellectuals simply to his “bold assertion of
Serbian interests and his radical departure from Titoist strategies for
managing the ‘national question’” (Cohen, Broken Bonds, pp. 53-54).

It is striking that authors who focus on the emergence of Serbian national
ideologies tend to give little emphasis to the Yugoslav crisis, while
authors who give the crisis center stage give short shrift to ideologies.
Examples of the first approach include Ivo Banac, “The Fearful Asym-
metry of War: The Causes and Consequences of Yugoslavia’s Demise,”
Daedalus 121 (Spring 1992): 141-74; Jasna Dragovi¢, “Les intellectuels



64

26.

27.

BUDDING

serbes et la question nationale,” L’'autre Europe 30-31 (1995): 98-130
(although Dragovi¢ gives more weight to the crisis in her “Les
intellectuels serbes dans les années 1980, in Histoire comparée des
inteilectuels [Paris, 1997], pp. 129-41); Nicholas Miller, “Reconstituting
Serbia, 1945-1991,” in State-Society Relations in Yugoslavia, 1945-
1992. ed. Melissa Bokovoy et al. (London, 1997), pp. 291-314;
Aleksandar Pavkovié, “Intellectual Dissidence and the Serb National
Question,” in Nationalism and Postcommunism: A Collection of Essays,
ed. Aleksandar Pavkovié¢ et al. (Aldershot, 1995), pp. 121-40, and his
“The Serb National Idea.” Examples of the second approach include
Bogdan Denitch, Ethnic Nationalism: The Tragic Death of Yugoslavia
(Minneapolis, 1994) and Woodward’s Balkan Tragedy.

Thus, Olivera Milosavljevi¢, while emphasizing that national ideologies
were put forward in politics in response to the Yugoslav crisis, denies
that the crisis shaped their content. She maintains that “the basic points of
dissatisfaction with the Yugoslav state, the ideologies, the demands and
the means of achieving them were identical, whether they were defined
in the 1930s or the 1980s ...~ (Milosavljevié, “Jugoslavija kao
zabluda,” p. 1I).

Most of the material in this section has been adapted from “Turning-
Point: The *Memorandum of the Serbian Academy,’” ch. 6 of my disser-
tation, “Serb Intellectuals.” The reader may refer to that chapter for more
detail.

In English, there is a brief discussion of the Memorandum and its
political context in Laura Silber and Allan Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a
Nation (New York, 19935), pp. 31-33. Another good source (with more
on the Memorandum’s content) is Pavkovié, “Intellectual Dissidence.”

Useful discussions from ex-Yugoslavia include Slavoljub Dukié,
Kako se dogodio voda (Belgrade, 1992), pp. 111-21, and the same
author’s shightly different discussion in Izmedu slave i anateme: politicka
biografija Slobodana Milosevica (Belgrade, 1994), pp. 43—48. Dukié, a
Journalist, concentrates on the political events surrounding the Memoran-
dum. Two in-depth (and highly critical) analytic discussions are Olivera
Milosavljevi¢’s “Upotreba autoriteta nauke: Javna polititka delatnost
Srpske akademije nauka i umetnosti (1986-1992),” Republika 7(119-20)
1-31 July 1995: II-VI, and the same author’s “‘Jugoslavija kao zabluda,”
pp. HI-VII. See also Milo§ MiSovi¢, “Od Memoranduma do rata,” Vreme
(24 August 1992): I-VIII. An interesting discussion of the
Memorandum’s economic argument is Ljubomir Madzar, “Ko koga
eksploatise,” Republika 7(123) 1-15 September 1995: [-X V1.

The tull text of the Memorandum, which was first published in Yugo-
slavia in 1989 1n the Zagreb journal Nase teme 33(1-2), appears in Kosta
Mihailovi¢ and Vasilije Kresti¢, “Memorandum SANU” Odgovori na
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kritike (Belgrade, 1995), pp. 101-147. This work by two of the
Memorandum’s authors is a defense of the Memorandum against its
many critics. It also includes a brief account of the work of the Memoran-
dum Commission. It has been published in English as Memorandum of

the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts: Answers to Criticisms
(Belgrade, 1995).

For instance, Sabrina Petra Ramet has asserted that the Memorandum
“did more than any other tract or pamphlet written up to then to mobilize
Serbian resentment of non-Serbs and legitimate Serbian hatred of all
non-Serbs, whether inside or outside Yugoslavia.” Sabrina P. Ramet,
Balkan Babel: Politics, Culture and Religion in Yugosiavia (Boulder,
CO, 1996), p. 200. Branka Magas calls the Memorandum “a document
that provided the blueprint not only for Serbia’s onslaught upon the
entire Federal order, but also for the 1991-1992 war.” Branka Magas,
The Destruction of Yugoslavia: Tracking the Break-Up 1980-92
(London, 1993), p. 4.

Maksimovié, SANU Godisnjak 92 (1986): 97.

A list of commission members, along with a brief account of the
commission’s work, appears in the proceedings for the December 1986
SANU Convention. Vanredna skupstina Srpske akademije nauka i
umetnosti, odrZana 18. decembra 1986. godine (Belgrade, 1989), p. 12.

[ interviewed Isakovié¢, Kresti¢, and Mihailovi¢, among others, in the
spring of 1994, but found no one willing to assign or claim responsibility
for specific parts of the Memorandum text. Kresti¢ stated that no one
person had a decisive role: each individual worked on his own section of
the text, and any member of the commission could offer ideas or objec-
tions.

Isakovié¢ headed both the Commission and the Working Group
(Kresti¢ and Mihailovié, “Memorandum SANU.,"” pp. 14-15). Kresué
described himself in a 1991 interview as “one of the authors of the
Memorandum, and precisely of that part which deals with national prob-
lems.” Milo§ Jevti¢, Istoricari: Radovan Samardfic, Sima Cirkovic,
Vasilije Kresti¢, Cedomir Popov (Belgrade, 1992), p. 160. Kosta
Mihailovié¢’s biographical entry in the SANU Yearbook describes him as
“one of the authors of the Memorandum™ (SANU Godisnjak 100 [1994]:
365). Moreover, a pair of usually well-informed journalists have written
that Mihailovi¢ “is widely believed to be the Memorandum’s main au-
thor.” Silber and Little, Yugoslavia, p. 36nl. Finally, Kresti¢ and
Mihailovié coauthored the defense of the Memorandum (“*Memorandum
SANU"” Odgovori na kritike) published by SANU in 1995. Internal evi-
dence for Markovi¢’s role 1s discussed below.

A number of observers have claimed that novelist Dobrica Cosi¢ was
one of the Memorandum’s authors, or even its principal author. (See,
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e.g., Ramet, Balkan Babel, p. 200.) Both Cosi¢ himself and the
Memorandum’s acknowledged authors have repeatedly denied that he
wrote any part of the Memorandum. Cosié has said, however, that he
received the draft of the Memorandum in September, and offered the
Commission 38 pages of comments just before its work was interrupted.
[ have found no reason to believe that Cosi¢ wrote any part of the
Memorandum. Its heavily economic emphasis is quite foreign to Cosié,
who has never shown much interest in the specifics of economic policy.
And much of what is common to both the Memorandum and Cosi¢é—
such as the interpretation of events in Kosovo—is too general, and was
too pervasive among Serb intellectuals in the mid-1980s, to be proof of
either authorship or influence. Nevertheless, some parallels between the
Memorandum and Cosié¢ are close enough to suggest his influence,
whether exerted directly during the Memorandum’s preparation, or indi-
rectly through prior influence on its authors. It is difficult to distinguish
between the two, because Cosi¢’s ideas were so well known among
nationally minded Belgrade intellectuals by the ttme the Memorandum
was written.

For more on the question of the Memorandum’s sources, see Budding,
“Serb Intellectuals,” pp. 331-45.

See Mihailovi¢ and Kresti¢, “Memorandum SANU,” pp. 14-17. Except
for the composition of the Working Group, it adds relatively little infor-
mation to the report that SANU General Secretary and Commission
member Dejan Medakovi¢ delivered to the SANU Extraordinary Con-
vention held in December 1986 (Vanredna skupstina, pp. 11-16). See
also the convention speeches of [van Maksimovié¢ (Vanredna skupstina,
pp. 65-69) and Kosta Mihailovi¢ (Vanredna skupstina, pp. 112-13).

See Vanredna skupstina, passim.

All citations are taken from the text of the Memorandum published in
Kresti¢ and Mihailovi¢, “Memorandum SANU,” pp. 101-147. The trans-
lations are mine.

“Memorandum SANU,” p. 101.
Ibid., pp. 101-106.

Ibid., pp. 110-18.

Ibid., p. 111.

Ibid., p. 114.

Ibid., p. 115.

Ibid., pp. 118-20.

Ibid., p. 120.
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A useful monograph on the Praxis group’s philosophy and history is
Gerson S. Sher, Praxis: Marxist Criticism and Dissent in Socialist Yugo-
slavia (Bloomington, 1977). See also Leszek Kolakowski’s pithy discus-
sion in his Main Currents of Marxism, trans. P. S. Falla, 3 vols. (Oxford,
1978), vol. 3, pp. 474-78. Miloje Petrovié’s Savremena jugoslovenska
filozofija: filozofske teme i filozofska situacija 1945-1970 (Subotica,
1979) 1s a useful study with more detail on the Yugoslav context.

For specific parallels with Markovié’s earlier critique, see, for in-
stance, his “Nacionalizam i osnovna ljudska prava, Zimski filosofski
susretl, Tara, 5-7 February 1972,” Filosofija 16(1) 1972: 6.

“Memorandum SANU,” pp. 121-25.

[bid., p. 126.

[bid., p. 128.

Ibid., p. 129.

Ibid., pp. 134 and 136 (for Kosovo), and p. 139 (for Croatia).

Ibid., p. 146.

Ibid., p. 144.

Ibid., p. 145.

Ibid., p. 146.

Belgrade Party chief DragiSa Pavlovié, cited in Borba 16 October 1986.

It is striking, for instance, that Dennison Rusinow includes only the
Memorandum’s second section in a collection of documents intended to
illustrate the rise of nationalism in Yugoslavia, dismissing the first sec-
tion with the statement that it “discusses ‘the crisis of the Yugoslav
economy and society’ in terms widely accepted throughout Yugoslavia
by 1986.” Rusinow, “The Yugoslav Peoples,” in Eastern European Na-
tionalism in the Twentieth Century, ed. Peter F. Sugar (Washington, DC,
1995), p. 332n5. Olivera Milosavljevi¢ focuses both her analyses of the
Memorandum on the second part, dismissing the first part as completely
contradictory to the second: “Begun as an analysis of the crisis of
Yugoslav society in general, and finished as a model for a Serbian
national program, the Memorandum fell into contradictory interpreta-
tions . . . ” Milosavljevi¢, “Upotreba,” p. 111

See Gorbachev’s speech of 25 February 1986, in his Izbrannye rechi i
stat'i, 7 vols. (Moscow, 1987-), vol. 3, p. 181.

Mihailo Markovié, “Jugoslovenska kriza 1 nacionalno pitanje,” Gledista
29 (March-April 1988): 129-60. (The author’s note on the first page
indicates that the piece was written in August 1986.)

See especially Markovié, “Jugoslovenska kriza,” pp. 135-40.
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Ibid., pp. 158-60.
Ibid., pp. 129-35.

Knjizevne novine forum “Jugoslavija—prekjuce, juCe, danas. Sutra?”
held 8 November 1988, reprinted in KnjiZevne novine 1 December 1988
and 15 December 1988-1 January 1989. For a more developed version of
this argument, see the critique of Markovi¢’s article by his Praxis col-
league Zagorka Golubovié, “Diskusija o saopStenju Mihaila Markovica
‘Jugoslovenska kriza i nacionalno pitanje,”” Gledista 29 (May—June
1988): 215-26.

NIN, 20 July 1990.

For Markovi¢ and Isakovié, see Aleksandar Pavkovié, “Intellectuals into
Politicians—Serbia 1990-1992,” Meanjin 52(1) 1993: 107-116. For
Mihailovié, see Silber and Little, Yugoslavia, p. 36n1. Also, see the post-
1987 functions listed in Mihailovi¢’s biography in SANU Godisnjak 100
(1994): 365-71.

See, for example, Borba 11 May 1990.Useful analyses of the strategies
pursued by MiloSevi¢ and others in the 1990 elections include Vladimir
Goati et al., eds., Izborne borbe u Jugoslaviji 1990-1992 (Belgrade,
1993) and Dubravka Stojanovié, “Traumati¢ni krug srpske opozicije,”
Republika 7 (1-31 October 1995): [-XVL.

The most eloquent exponent of this view is undoubtedly Ivo Banac, who
calls the failures of both Yugoslav states “structurally unavoidable,”
attributing them to the clash of irreconcilable national ideologies (above
all, those of Serbs and Croats). See Banac's “Preface to the Second
Paperback Printing” of his The National Question in Yugoslavia: Ori-
gins, History, Politics (Ithaca, 1991), p. 15, and his “The Origins and
Development of the Concept of Yugoslavia (to 1945),” Yearbook of
European Studies 5 (1992): 22. Banac and similarly minded scholars do
not, of course, subscribe to the primordialist view of Yugoslavia’s na-
tional conflicts often summarized as “ancient ethnic hatreds.” Rather,
they share a conviction that by 1918 (or by 1945 at the latest), two or
more of Yugoslavia's peoples had acquired cultural, ideological, or his-
torical freight that made their coexistence in a Yugoslav state impos-
sible.

This author’s view is closer to that put forward by John Lampe in his
Yugoslavia as History. Lampe argues that “state-building rationales”
competed with national ideologies throughout the existence of both
Yugoslavias, and that the eventual victory of the ideologies depended on
external as well as internal factors. See the broader argument in George
Schopflin, “Nationhood, Communism, and State Legitimation,” Nations
and Nationalism 1(1) 1995: 81-91.
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In this connection, it is worth noting that the late 1960s, which saw
nationalist movements emerge in several parts of Yugoslavia, were also a

time of perceived systemic crisis. See Budding, “Yugoslavs into Serbs,”
pp- 417-18.






Europe West and East:
Thoughts on History, Culture, and Kosovo

WALTER D. CONNOR

On 21 June 1999, when President Clinton evoked the prospect of a peaceful
and prosperous Balkan future in words aimed primarily at Serbs and Kosovar
Albanians, he was speaking in Slovenia. The distance between Ljubljana and
Belgrade (or Pristina) on the map s not great; the distance in ways more
consequential could not be greater. A star performer among postcommunist
states, Slovenia had chalked up a record of smooth democratic transition and
impressive economic performance since its break from the collapsing Yugosla-
via. Prosperous and orderly, Slovenia was fast-tracked for entrance into the
European Union along with post-Soviet Estonia and recent NATO entrants
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic.

With the NATO bombing halted, but peace still a distant prospect, Serbia
and Kosovo were not on any exclusive club’s short list. Slovenia had been
prosperous and relatively liberal back in the days of Tito’s socialist Yugosla-
via, but southern Serbia—and especially underdeveloped Kosovo with its high
birth rate—had been an economic and political backwater. In the 1970s and
1980s, when people observed that it was possible to go from “Central Europe
to Central Asia™ without leaving the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(SFRY), it was the contrast between Slovenia and Kosovo that they had in
mind. (The gaps were prodigious. In 1968, with 20 years of Albanian birth
rates well in excess of the ability of the economy (0 provide jobs still to come,
per-capita income in Slovenia was 183 percent of the all-Yugoslav average,
while in Kosovo it was only 33 percent of the average.! Slovenes were thus
nearly six times “richer,” and this gap would only grow wider into the late
1980s.)

To Serbs, then—frustrated, smarting, and alarmed at the prospect of losing
the territory just subjected to ethnic cleansing in their name—Clinton’s admo-
nitions must have rung hollow indeed, for all the distinction he drew between
MiloSevi¢ and the Serb people. And they were, no doubt, all the more unwel-
come in view of the venue in which they were delivered. In the President’s
implicit contrast of Slovenia to Serbia were enfolded many elements of a
conception of an East-West cultural/historical divide within Europe itself. For
some time, this concept or image has been a part of most historians’—and
statesmen’s—intellectual equipment. It has come under attack in more recent
times, mainly in an academia where “critical theory” and postmodern language
have their home, and has been pushed in some cases toward the edge of
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political incorrectness. From time to time during the eighty-day Kosovo war,
the world of journalistic commentary and the op-ed pages had approached the
issue of this divide, without on the whole doing much more than deploring the
failure of the Balkan world, and especially violence-wracked Bosnia and
Kosovo, to move into postcommunism with the ease that had characterized the
success stories to the west.

Still, there were those who dealt with it head-on. In a New York Times op-ed
piece appearing on 7 April 1999, Robert Kaplan wrote of the “new division”
that began forming with the collapse of East European communism in 1989:
“Even before the outbreak of fighting in Yugoslavia in 1991, the Central
European states of Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia were pulling dra-
matically ahead of Balkan countries like Romania and Bulgaria in terms of
progress toward stable democratic rule.” Kaplan went on to specify the advan-
tages of the former (“the traditions of the Habsburg Empire . . . sizable middle
classes prior to...communist rule”) and the disadvantages of the Balkans
(“burdened by centuries of Byzantine and Turkish absolutism . . . their middle
classes . . . mere specks amid vast seas of peasantries”). He warned that the
enlargement of NATO had “formalized this dangerous historical and religious
redivision of Europe: between a Roman Catholic and Protestant West and an
Orthodox Christian and Muslim East.”

Kaplan was not opposed to NATO intervention, however—neither as a
traditional realist might be, nor as a critic who might see the conflict between
Orthodox Christian Serbs and overwhelmingly Muslim Albanians as requiring
more nuance than an intervening NATO might possess. He instead called for
“complete NATO military victory,” sketching out a gloomy picture of the
consequences of failure:

Thus, if the bombing campaign fails and NATO gives up at the negotiating
table, it would seal Europe off according to medieval lines, with the newly
expanded NATO a mere variation of the old Holy Roman Empire—the old
Christian West, that is—and with the Near East beginning where the old
Ottoman Turkish Empire once did, roughly on the border between Croatia and

Serbia and somewhere in Transylvania where ethnic Hungarians meet Roma-
- 9
nians.*

A tew days earlier, on 4 April, the Times’ former Moscow correspondent,
Serge Schmemann, had explored other aspects of the cultural divide. NATO
member Greece was obviously not among the most enthusiastic for a move
against Serbia. The synod of the Greek Orthodox Church, as Schmemann
reported, had vented its “pain at the military attacks against a heroic and
glorious Christian people, such as the Serbs.” Looking north at the situation
from Athens was obviously a different matter, even for a European Union and
NATO member, than looking southeast from London or Bonn: as Schmemann
put it, Greece has “always felt itself a junior member of the Western club,
included for geographical, not cultural, reasons.” Geo-strategic might have
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been a better term than geographical in that context, but Schmemann was well
onto something, referring to an Eastern sense of “difference and exclusion”:

The recent expansion of NATO to include Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic—all Catholic or Protestant countries—while excluding the Ortho-
dox states of Bulgaria and Romania affirmed a sense that the West was
promoting its own into its exclusive club. The Poles, for example, have
always insisted that their Catholicism is their true membership card in the
West, even if they are ethnic cousins of the Russians.?

Poles themselves would probably observe that they are distant cousins—and
Russians would generally agree. Russian “Slavophile” thinking was anti-
Western, a brand of Slavic solidarity that made room from time to time for the
(Orthodox) South Slavs of the Balkans, but hardly for the Poles. This East-
West dimension, anything but new, had been highlighted by Samuel Hunting-
ton earlier in the 1990s as one of the foci of his “clash of civilizations” thesis on
the post-Cold War world. In his interview with Schmemann, he underlined his
view of the divide as it existed in late twentieth-century minds—or at least, in
the minds of those not given to American-style projections of similarity or of
aspirations to similar outcomes onto peoples about whom they know little. But
in Europe and elsewhere people certainly recognize the idea of “dividing
lines . .. West Europeans know what West Europe 1s; people in Orthodox
countries know that however much they want to be in the European Union,
they are in a different world.™

One need not agree with the major substance of Huntington’s “clash” the-
sis—the implication that civilizations will In some sense become actors In a
way in which they are not today, and that the role of srares may thus change—
in order to appreciate that this East-West European divide is consequential. At
the risk of rehearsing what will surely be familiar material to most readers, 1t
may be useful to retreat for a few pages from the journalism and commentary
of spring 1999, to review more systematically what this divide has meant.

Europe: The Old Divide

The basic notion of the East-West divide is historic and cultural: in the West,
Latin alphabet and culture; in the East, the Greek/Cyrillic alphabet (Romania
excepted) and “Byzantine” culture. These are markers of religious identity and
heritage. The West received, and is defined by having received, its Christianity
from Rome. Latin Catholicism split later in the Protestant Reformation, partly
over various clerical abuses and partly over disagreement on the individual’s
need for a clerical mediator between self and God, and the Reformation called
forth a Catholic Counter-Reformation. With these, and the Peace of Westphalia
in 1648, the religious map of the West was fixed for centuries to come.

In the East, the Christianity received from Byzantium by Serbs, Bulgars,
and the East Slavs who were to develop into modern Ukrainians, Russians, and
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Belarusians, had diverged further and further in content and context from the
Western version. What had begun not long after Constantine and the dividing
of the Roman Empire culminated in the schism of 1054, from which the
Orthodox-Catholic divide is dated. The most critical challenges facing Ortho-
doxy would not be internally generated, as in the West, but would come from
the militant Islam that rolled over the Greeks, Serbs, Bulgars, and Romanians
with the Ottoman Empire’s Balkan conquests in the thirteenth through fifteenth
centuries. Farther north and east, beyond the Turks’ reach, Russia’s Orthodoxy
would be protected, but also thoroughly dominated as the official religion of a
prematurely centralized (relative to the Western postfeudal experience) auto-
cratic state.

Thus, in neither the Balkans nor Russia would Orthodox clerics have occa-
sion to sharpen their theological/disputational skills in the way that Catholics
and Protestants did in the West’s more competitive environment. In what was
to become Orthodox Christianity, what may have been a bias toward mysti-
cism/symbolism and ritual in the beginning became more pronounced over the
years, as did a sort of spiritual collectivism distant from the Western preoccu-
pation with the individual’s conscience and moral performance. In the frame-
work of this general understanding, it was quite unexceptionable for a historian
of Hungary to note several years ago that with the “choice of Rome over
Byzantium” had come not only “particular forms of liturgy and church organi-
zation,” but also principles that tended to emphasize “individual rather than
collective responsibility before God, and a concept of salvation that hinged
upon the fulfillment of specific obligations.” Thus a legalism was built into the
Western version “that spilled over into many areas of private and public life
and . . . provided models and sanctions for diverse forms of secular behavior”
(emphasis added); moreover, it promoted the view that “the relationship be-
tween superiors and subordinates—between king and vassal, lord and peas-
ant—should rest on a system of well-defined and reciprocal obligations regu-
lated by contract.” Further, given the realities of the many and weak state
structures of the West in these centuries, Rome and the Church were stronger,
able to maintain an autonomy unknown in the East, so that “the position of the
Church and its relation to the secular state provided a model for the autonomy
of other political and social entities . . . ™

Given this description, it followed that as Greek “Orthodoxy” was “shaped
by Near Eastern philosophies and, under their influence, eschewed the philo-
sophical foundations of Western Christianity” it would elaborate in its various
national forms different canonic principles which

came down strongly on the side of community and affect, and inspired a far
more diffuse set of social and political relationships . . . The ruler is a stern
father, not a supreme judge or legislator. He requires the love of his subjects,
but also retains the prerogative to define and redefine their duties, and to
expect total filial devotion from them rather than mere compliance with
specific commands.®
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Such observations are no doubt familiar to the reader. The point to make here is
simply that the religious/cultural “tilts” of Western and Eastern Christianity are
different, and thus we may expect—if not assume—that their distinct political/
organizational implications will be reflected in some way in divergent political
realities across today’s East-West divide among postcommunist states.

There are yet other ways of locating the divide: at the boundary (roughly)
between the old Western and Eastern Roman Empires, or at the line south and
east of which the Ottoman conquest lasted from the fourteenth or fifteenth
century into the nineteenth, placing the Balkan Christians under Muslim rule.
Both “work™ for the Balkan boundaries, but do not include those lands of
“barbarians” in Roman times that would later become the states of northwest-
ern Europe.

One could also argue that this European “West” is where certain things
happened—Renaissance, Reformation, Counter-Reformation, Enlighten-
ment—which did not happen in the East. These pegs on which Western history
is hung, these chapter headings in a “Western Civ” textbook, are not the
common property of all Europeans. For those who (as some put it) “privilege”
the Western experience, they are stages in the development of the political-
economic West which rose to dominance in the nineteenth century, nearly
destroyed itself in 1914-1918, and after a century of progress and turmoil,
brutal wars and massive technological advances, stands more than ever at the
pinnacle of power. The West sets standards in its wealth and stability which
other peoples and states may accept or reject, but against which they must
measure themselves.

Belonging to the West, then, has its attractions—above all for those peoples
and states who arguably fit the definition of “Western” laid out above, but have
been located at the margins, not quite sure that the rich, confident *‘farther-
west” West recognizes them. The post-World War II communist states arising
from the successor states of the Habsburg and Romanov Empires have all been
stuck, along with the Balkans, in an “East” that signified Soviet domination and
opposition to the West of the Marshall Plan, NATO, and, later, the EU. It has
been those most directly involved who have tried hardest to make the distinc-
tions. Historians have insisted on the difference between Eastern and Central
Europe, careful to stake out the latter turf as theirs, or to use the term East
Central Europe—sometimes without real specification of what West Central
Europe might be, sometimes simply identifying it with Germany—but in all
cases firmly anchoring themselves outside the East, outside the lands of East
Slavdom, and outside the Balkans.’” Political dissidents of the 1980s made the
same point, and none more emphatically than Milan Kundera in “The Tragedy
of Central Europe’; with Western audiences in mind, he evoked the notion of a
West “kidnapped” Eastward.®

On today’s map of Europe, the line distinguishing West from East in the
manner described here runs (starting in the north) along the eastern border of
Finland and heads southward along the eastern borders of Estoma, Latvia,
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Lithuania, and Poland. Further on, it curves with Slovakia’s and Hungary’s
eastern/southern borders, drops south from central Hungary to encompass
Yugoslavia’s Vojvodina, runs west toward the Adriatic, and then turns sharply
southeastward to include Croatia (both inland Slavonia and littoral Dalmatia).
The line ends on the coast as Croatia runs out. Our line has thus run in such a
manner as to exclude from the “West” the non-Baltic peoples of the former
USSR, notably the East Slav Belarusians, Ukrainians, and Russians who border
the Baltics, Poland, Slovakia, and Hungary to the east. Further south, it ex-
cludes Romania, Bulgaria, Macedonia, and Montenegro; it excludes both the
Serbs and the Albanians, the Turks and the Greeks. On its western/northern
side, and therefore “included,” are the (Protestant) Estonians and Latvians, the
(Catholic) Lithuanians, the West Slavs—Poles, Czechs, Slovaks—and the
Hungarians; and in the former Yugoslavia, Croats, Slovenes, and (some
peoples of) the Vojvodina.

Everyone familiar with the region will understand the historic/cultural/
linguistic rationales for drawing the line approximately this way, though nearly
everyone would have (competing) proposals for some of the gray areas. Thus,
in a historical sense the line might have been drawn further eastward around
Poland to encompass some of its prewar eastern territories—the Kresy—Ilater
taken by Stalin and attached to Belarus and Ukraine. Historically, the majority
populations were Ukrainian and Belarusian, but the cities and “high culture,”
the monuments and official architecture, were largely Polish. Indeed, the south-
ern reaches around Lviv (Lwow) had never been part of the Russian Empire,
but were part of the Habsburg domains before the reestablishment of Poland in
1918—as Poles are wont to point out. Should the line through Croatia not take
account of the Krajina and other areas in which, for centuries, Serb majorities
existed—as they did up to the collapse of Yugoslavia a decade ago—as a result
of Habsburg recruitments of tough outlanders to guard the military frontier
against the Turk? What about the Vojvodina, where Serbs now constitute a
majority and Hungarians are no longer so numerous as they were when Tito
recognized them in the land’s semi-federal status as an autonomous province
within Serbia? Is there a way to draw the sort of line Kaplan suggested,
somewhere in Transylvania, that would divide most ethnic Hungarians from
the Romanians whose state has encompassed Transylvania since Versailles and
Trianon? And how, in this kind of cartography, to accommodate Bosnia? We
need to recognize these questions, but we need not answer them (assuming we
could) in order to proceed.

Realities, Perceptions, Effects

This 1s not, obviously, merely an intellectual/cultural exercise—though, again,
there is nothing “mere” about issues whose resolutions may later frame the
views of deciston makers, as well as commentators, more than they may
realize.” Judgments about what is East and what is West in Europe, and the
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whole preceding discussion, may be subject to attack from postmodernist
perspectives and derided as “politically incorrect” distinctions typically made
by Westerners used to hegemony of all sorts—especially that of “privileging”
their own perspectives. Such Western judgments, implying the superiority of
Western-style democracy and Western-style capitalist markets, and assuming
that these work better for most people than the alternatives (which are not,
therefore, really alternatives), are also open to attack by those who reject them
on grounds anything but *“postmodern,” including romantic nationalisms of all
sorts, Islam, and Russian Slavophilism in its older and newer variants. West-
erners, then, set the bar as they see fit for admission to their exclusive clubs.

(Actually, of course, the “club™ label/concept does not really capture as
much as it might: relevant to some problems of Western coordination during
the Kosovo conflict, but to much more besides, is the fact that NATO contains
the “non-Western” states of Turkey and Greece, and the EU contains Greece,
with Turkey eagerly asserting its qualifications for admission. But these are
Western clubs, and Greece and Turkey are hardly—leaving aside their own
historic enmity—the happiest or most secure members. Greece had no heart for
NATO’s move in Kosovo, and barely went along. As the Times’s Kaplan again
put 1t, the rest of NATO “demands that Greece behave like they do because it is
middle class and a member of NATQO.” But hapless Greece “can’t, because it is
in the Balkans and . . . fated to live next door to the Serbs long after any NATO
troops leave.”'? Turkey, its size and military scale on a level well above
Greece’s, is legendarily a “staunch NATO member,” yet its real contribution to
NATO military efforts is by many measures not huge. It 1s axiomatic also that
as a “Western club,” NATO insists on civilian control of the military. But it is
equally obvious, at least to some, that the NATO of Brussels, Washington, and
London is quite happy, in fact, with military veto power over civilian politics in
Turkey, given the alternatives it perceives.)!!

As the commentator William Pfaff put it in a discussion of the Russians and
the Kosovo crisis, the old Russian Slavophile thinking claimed

that it was better to be poor and backward but close to nature than to be rich
and civilized like the French and English, whose advanced development
proved only that they were on the brink of decadence. Serbia is also a victim
of such ideas, causing Serbs to think they are inherently superior to their
neighbors . . . When others strike back, Serbs complain that they are the inno-
cent victims of conspiracies by enemies of the Slavs.'?

But the point is that other judgments being made today are about winners and
losers, and successes and failures, among the postcommunist states and
peoples. They are judgments about politics and economics, and about the
negotiation of the rough waters of democratic and market transitions. These
judgments favor the Western postcommunist states on the whole, and, at least
for now, they run against the Eastern ones. They are based not on prejudice or
projection, but on performance and results, as these are observed by a variety of
(“Western-dominated”) institutions like the IMF, the Organisation for Eco-
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nomic Co-operation and Development, and the European Union itself—all of
which should warn us against assuming the irrelevance of Europe’s
precommunist East-West divide in the era of postcommunism.

Politics Good and Bad

The year 1989 saw first Poland, then Hungary, then Czechoslovakia end their
communist regimes peacefully in the new international context created prima-
rily by Gorbachev’s readiness to abandon the USSR’s old external empire. The
first two went by way of “pacted” transitions, though of somewhat different
sorts; Czechoslovakia’s “velvet revolution” and, soon after, the end of East
Germany with the breaching of the Wall, were reactions to regimes So repres-
sive that they had no organized opposition with which to pact their exits.
Before year’s end, Bulgaria’s old communist government fell in a palace coup,
to be replaced by avowedly reform communists committed to free elections,
and who, after some time, honored their promise. Romania’s strange, brutal
regime fell in December 1989, in bloodshed, with “reform” communists again
speaking for the new forces of democracy. But the actual scenario, from the
heavy involvement ot the Romanian security forces in what looked to many
like an anti-Ceausescu move, through the firing-squad executions of the
Ceausescus, to the composition of the leadership that emerged, is still murky.

The post-Hoxha Alia regime in Albania would last a bit longer, and in 1989
what would soon become “‘the tormer Yugoslavia” was entering into some of
the conflicts and power plays that would lead to its dissolution. However, these
would assume their real significance less as parts of the story of Yugoslavia’s
collapse than as elements of the stories of the emergence of the post-Yugoslav
successor states. By late 1991, as the USSR itself headed for dissolution, that
emergence was well along.

At 10 years’ remove from 1989, a fairly clear and, in a sense, stable picture
of the varieties of postcommunist European politics has emerged. Four—
perhaps five—star political performers outshine the rest: Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic all live comfortably with the new political systems that
have been established since 1989-1990. Poland’s system, a mix of
presidentialism and parliamentarism somewhat on the French model, and the
more standard parliamentary structures in Budapest and Prague, have all under-
gone those peaceful transfers of power which are the tests of new democracies;
all have seen new democratic-left parties, descended from the old ruling par-
ties, accept and play by the rules of democracies within market systems. Post-
Yugoslav Slovenia and post-Soviet Estonia—both small, both “exceptional” in
their old contexts and to a degree in their new ones—complete the list.

All five are “Western.” They are the five short-listed for EU admission, and
they include the three new members of NATO. All this is familiar ground:
those who talk of a NATO/EU bias toward, let us say, “peoples who look like
us” might not be completely off the mark in connecting such a bias to the
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dynamics of club expansion. But in fairness, they would have to note that it is
not simply a matter of “looks.” Politically, these states behave more and more
in the manner of those who have invited them aboard, and this behavior, though
motivated to some degree by the promise of acceptance and validation by
NATO, the EU, and other such organizations, is a product not of aid packages
but of these polities and societies themselves.

Not all Western states fit in this category. Estonia has outshone Baltic
neighbors Latvia and Lithuania, but economics rather than politics per se may
have something to do with this. Tougher cases altogether are Slovakia and
Croatia. As of summer 1999, signs were hopeful in the former. The thuggish
forces around Meciar, which had dominated political life since the “velvet
divorce” that sundered the Czech and Slovak republics, gave way to the
“cleaner” people around Dzurinda who seemed eager to make up for lost time
and prove that they, too, could soon fit EU and NATO templates.

Croatia, it could at least be said, was in no sense as badly off as Serbia. But
under Franjo Tudjman, who could hardly be called a democrat—and who was
still too invested in both the Croatian territory only recently “cleansed” of
Serbs who had lived there for generations and the Croat-Muslim condominium
in part of Bosma—there seemed to be little progress toward building a stable
politics of group-formation and interest-representation rather than national
expression. Converting Habsburg style, Roman Catholicism, and other West-
ern attributes into a package that will attract the interest from the West that the
Croats seek may take longer than reconverting the Adriatic coast to profitable
tourist use.

(At the onset of postcommunism, Croatia and Slovakia shared a legacy that
complicated their politics: for each of these junior partners in a by now failed
federal state, the “golden” period of national independence was, unfortunately,
the period from the late 1930s to the end of World War II, wherein they
functioned, effectively, as Nazi puppet states. Even in the rare instance where
communist civics bore some relation to fact, they had not succeeded in con-
vincing Slovaks and Croats of much. Many were surprised to find that the
world, and more importantly “Europe,” actually took negative views of Monsi-
gnor Tiso’s Slovak government and the Ustasha regime in Croatia. They are
learning—faster in Slovakia perhaps than in Croatia—and everything about the
West whose acceptance they seek will encourage them to “revise” their own
historical perspective.)

Further east and south—whether one wants to talk of “problem-ridden
political transitions,” “the weight of history,” or “the absence of civic traditions
of democracy and/or individualism,” the reality is that politics and political life
are bleaker. We need not do a country-by-country inventory to make a point
already confrmed by too many sources and too many modes of analysis, from
high journalism to public opinion polling and from constitutional theory to
studies of political party formation and voting behavior. On the whole, politics
in the “East” is not working so well as it is in the West—and in the absence of
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any clearly articulated and accepted alternative “Eastern” criteria beyond vari-
ants of exclusivist nationalism, the West is the standard here.

This is not just a matter of parliamentarism versus presidentialism, of the
new structures of government and how good or bad their initial post-1989 (or
pre-19397) design may be, or of how many times, and how, they have been
changed since 1989. It also has to do with the quality of the media and of public
discourse (related to but not quite the same as freedom thereof), and perhaps
ultimately, with the sorts of questions politics addresses in the parliament and
on the streets. Happy are the states and societies that managed long ago to settle
—or avoid—the “great questions,” the nagging national pride-and-identity
issues so affect-laden and in the end often so disastrously unresolvable, and to
create a broad consensus, at least among the emergent political elites, that rules
whole classes of questions oft the table. Here too, the West has done better—or
has been more fortunate—than the East. Poles, Czechs, and Hungarians today
contest politically over, inter alia, domestic socioeconomic issues of welfare
and employment policy—though many would say prematurely—much as do
their richer neighbors to the West.! They can vote for or against
postcommunist parties of the left without thereby delivering verdicts of guilt or
innocence before society and history on the years of the Soviet model.

Russians, Serbs, and others are bedeviled by questions of this sort, how-
ever, as well as by the problem of seeing themselves as “done to,” wronged by
history and uniquely denied the right to express their nature, while other ethnic
groups linked to them in the now-defunct federal structures of the past look
upon them as hegemonic and imperialist. Belarusians, Ukrainians, Bulgarians,
and Romanians are all likewise burdened, for some combination of specific
political reasons of long duration and/or the broader but real matter of “heri-
tages” with little to no democratic/civic content. (To be fair, Bulgaria’s turn to
hard-minded but successful economic policy in recent times suggests some
light at the end of one Balkan tunnel.)

To all indications, then, it will be a long time before there is any reasonable
prospect of a general levelling-up of the standards of political principle and
performance in the East to match what has occurred in the West. Economics
has something to do with this, and solving some of the problems of the East-

West lag will help here (see below), but politics retains a large degree of
autonomy.

Follow the Money

Money managers are notoriously unsentimental. The historical/cultural region-
alisms discussed here will mean little to them if they have no economic effect.
(New York and London, after all, put a lot of money into Japan—and vice
versa.) Politics 18 a different matter; investors and businessmen must pay
attention to how politics affects the economic environment. But politics need
not be civil or squeaky clean in order to promote the sort of environment in
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which money can be made in predictable fashion. Democratic or authoritarian,
most varieties of politics past a certain point of basic development will do—in
that a market economy will emerge. Basically, the market will emerge—though
not always gracefully or free of corruption—wherever the polity and its coer-
cive resources are not employed to crush and prevent it. Under the Soviet
model, of course, they were so employed, making for a unique legacy.

By and large, following the money leads us toward that same
postcommunist West and away from the East, regardless of whether it is
foreign money or the domestic variety. Success in the hard business of transi-
tion out of the Soviet-model economies of the past and toward the market has
not come easily anywhere, but the states that have thus far made the best of
their postcommunist politics have, by and large, done as well with their eco-
nomics.

A decade ago, for a whole set of reasons—ranging trom the persistence of
historical zones of deepening underdevelopment as one moved eastward'® to
the political and economic histories of postwar communist regimes them-
selves—most observers would have bet that in the process of market transition,
the Western states of the Soviet external empire (Poland, Hungary, and [then]
Czechoslovakia) would have the easiest going. These would have been the
places to put one’s money, literally and figuratively. Less attractive by far were
Romania and Bulgaria, two countries where no real challenges to Soviet eco-
nomic structures (via partial, “in-system” attempts at reform) or to the suppres-
sion of political and civil life had really arisen. Such challenges had arisen in
the West, in 1956, 1968, 1970, 1976, and 1980-1981. Further east yet, as the
USSR dissolved, the prospects of Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and other states
were quite unclear, though the Baltic states were given economic and political
“points” for their evident resolve to do whatever had to be done.

That bet made in 1989-1990 would have been quite a good one. A decade
later, in a survey published on 30 June 1999, Financial Times drew a distinc-
tion between the successful states and those *‘caught in the transition trap,” and
titled a graph indexing average transition indicator scores for 25
postcommunist states: “It helps to be close to Berlin.” In the northeast winner’s
corner of the graph were Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic (and near
them Slovakia, Slovenia, and Croatia); at the other extreme were the five states
of ex-Soviet Central Asia.'”

Was it belief in the “Western-ness” of the winner states that determined the
flow of funds—a self-fulfilling prophecy articulated in deutschmarks and dol-
lars? Such beliefs could not hurt, but there is much more to it than this. It helps
if there is something attractive at the outset. Poland, Czechoslovakia, and
Hungary /ad histories of market reforms within socialism, even if they had not,
in the end, been successful. (Hungary’s record in this regard was the most
consistent. The 1968 New Economic Mechanism, modified over the years,
sometimes stalled but never abandoned, had cumulated effects over 20 years
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that proved far from trivial. Hungary got the lion’s share of early Western
direct investment after 1989.)

Russia, Ukraine, Romania, and other states lacked these things and what
they seerned to imply, which led to relatively lower levels of investment and
engagement there. What did attract investment to Russia was its abundance of
natural resources—something that Eastern Europe lacked. But over time, since
1989-1991, those natural riches have lost a good deal of their pull as Russia has
failed to sort itself out or to provide the legal, financial, and cultural conditions
to facilitate normal business and investment. Russia’s rough conditions have
not prevented some individuals and cabals from amassing fantastic wealth, as
the existence of the “oligarchs” attests. But the conditions that in fact facilitated
the acquisition of these fortunes are of the sort that mark a country “high-risk”
and deter normal foreign investment. This is not, then, a matter of a “con-
structed” Russia, an image of Russia that deters investment; nor is it a matter of
using Russia as a constituting “other” whose riskiness and uncivilized
economy make Central Europe look so benign by contrast. There is something
very concrete indeed about the movement of money and the decisions that lie
behind it.

The broad world of “emerging markets” divides roughly into two catego-
ries: weak, or formerly weak, mainly third-world, traditionally market econo-
mies with varying performance problems, and transition economies making
their way out from under the legacy of Soviet-type centrally planned structures.
The latter have become more differentiated over the last decade. The common
institutional heritage and broadly similar problems of transition—as they were
perceived earlier—have lost some of their salience. In place of the tendency to
see similarities foremost, more nuanced, discriminating judgments among
countries are now being made, based on nearly a decade of observation of what
has been done, and not done, and where. Earlier in the transition period, a crisis
in one transition economy was likely to prompt investors to run for the exits in
all of them—but this is no longer the case.

Governments do many things: one of the things they do regularly is borrow
money. Bonds and similar government instruments are, essentially, a sovereign
debtor’s promises to repay the lender with interest. How much is that promise
worth? How trustworthy the sovereign? The more doubts there are about these
matters, the higher the rate of interest required to attract lenders. Poland, the
Czech Republic, and Hungary today need not offer extraordinary rates of return
to move their paper. The investing public (actually a public made up of institu-
tions) has made judgments about these economies and the near-certainty of
payback that make them tolerant of rates of return not much above normal.

Not so with Russia and some other cases. To attract investors, the less
successful transition economies must look first and foremost to the strong-
stomached, the courters of risk—for who else would head to the “wild East?
To engage them, the Russias of the world must offer whopping interest rates as
a hedge against greater possibilities of default due to a huge drop in the value of
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the borrower state’s currency. Interest rates in the 70 percent range on ruble-
denominated secunties attracted investors (bettors) when the ruble was rela-
tively stable versus the dollar, but in the summer of 1998, things fell apart as
the Russian central bank left the ruble to fall. The wise had removed their gains
from the table earlier; those who stayed got burnt. Russia, to put it mildly,
constitutes an investment environment of a different type than East Central
Europe. (And such an environment, under the “right” circumstances, reattracts
its previously burnt investors, also of a different type. The Russian equity
market—which also collapsed in the summer of 1998—was, in the first half of
1999, the best-performing in the world.!® The strong-stomached are going back
in.)

Most importantly, the Russian financial meltdown of August 1998, unlike
earlier in the 1990s, did not affect investor attitudes toward the East Central
European transition states in any major, long-term way. These states were not
forced to use extraordinary rate increases to sell their bonds to warier investors,
or indeed to induce people to hold zfotys, korunas, or forints at home. Over
time, these states had graduated to a level at which the rich investing countries
of the world accorded them the ultimate mark of confidence—putting money in
without any special provisions. Russia, never really part of the club to begin
with, had slid backwards. That Russia and similar states had a harder selling
job was made clear in investment language in a May 1999 bulletin on Euro-
bond issues:

By and large, money managers have identified Eurobonds as the fault line that
divides Europe [emphasis added]. One fund manager calls emerging market
Eurobonds “as good a measure of investment confidence as you can get in
these volatile places.” Looking at the spreads. an investor can quickly spot the
risk leaders: Russia, Romania and Ukraine. Currently, these three countries’
Eurobonds are trading between 2,000 and 4,000 basis points above US
treasuries ... Despite the financial crisis that shook Russia and
Romania . . . Slovenia recently launched a Eurobond at 86 basis points over
German Bunds, a sign that investors view its debt as investment grade.
Croatia’s recent Eurobond, meanwhile, debuted at 375 basis points over

Bunds.!’

A quick review of some numbers should add an element of concreteness to
these assertions. In midsummer 1999, the prevailing short-term interest rates
underlined how the Central European states and Russia inhabited quite distinct
neighborhoods. Russia’s 55 percent rate put it in the same category as some
very troubled emerging markets: of 25 of these tracked by The Economist, only
Turkey’s was higher at 80 percent. Poland at 13.31 percent, Hungary at 15.06,
and the Czech Republic at a very modest 7.01 percent all fell into a more
comfortable and confidence-inspiring range.

The “cost of money” depends on numerous factors beyond the general
health of economies, of course, and we need not pursue the subtleties here. But
it is worth looking at the value of the respective currencies—or more correctly,
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at changes in their values—versus the U.S. dollar from June 1998 to June 1999.
The Russian crash of August-September 1998 was a real crash of the ruble,
from 6.0 to the dollar to 24.5 a year later. The Central European currencies
slipped versus the dollar as well, but in a way that marks the generally orderly
dynamic of paced devaluation versus a very strong dollar; thus Poland’s zfoty
went from 3.47 to 3.93 to the dollar, Hungary’s forint from 217 to 241, and the
Czech koruna from 33.4 to 35.9.

Lastly, another way of “following the money” is to look at the figures on
direct foreign investment per capita. The figures arrayed below represent
average annual investment, 1996-1998, in $US per capita, thus ironing out to
some degree what in some cases are large year-to-year swings. For the pur-
poses of comparison, “Eastern” countries are in the left column, “Western”
countries in the middle, and the three post-USSR Baltics on the right.

Average Annual Investment Per Capita 19961998 ($US)"*

Bulgaria $34.86 Croatia $75.45 Estonia $183.76
Romania $35.18 CzechR. $132.80 Latvia $147.23
Russia  $14.84 Hungary $171.06 Lithuania  $130.59
Ukraine $14.79 Poland $114.82

Slovakia $37.10
Slovenia $136.71

The figures make the point yet again: the money goes “West” to countries
both large (Poland) and tiny (Slovenia). A range of total direct foreign invest-
ment in 1998 that runs from a high of less than $36.00 per soul in Romania to a
derisory $11.79 in Ukraine demonstrates the lack of interest in these states
among investors. Given the conditions that account for this lack of interest
there 1s no reason to think that, in the absence of measures that these countries
can take on their own to increase their attractiveness, foreign investment will
Jump-start these laggards into some kind of growth. Slovakia will probably
improve its laggard performance as its politics change, and Croatia may follow
after Tudjman’s exit. For the rest, including the Baltics, the world is a very
difterent and more open-handed place.

Conclusion

The point of this brief essay, then, is simply that real, not “projected,” “imag-
ined,” or “constructed” differences in politics and economics distinguish
postcommunist states on either side of Europe’s East-West divide. These are
differences in fact. Though they are not unalterable, they must be reckoned
with by the (farther, ncher) West.

The practice and patterns of the less successful transition states will not be
easy to alter. The lag of the “East” in the business of political and economic
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transition is understandable, since it seems consistent with long history, but
also particularly problematic in the present context for several reasons.

First, the failures are thrown into sharper relief by the success stories.
Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Estonia, and Slovenia all demonstrate
that having had a single-party Marxist-Leninist polity and a Soviet-type
economy is not fatal; that transition is not impossible. Since it is not, something
1s “wrong” with the countries that have not made it, and that “wrongness” may
have to do with deep elements of politics and culture beyond the “merely”
economic and public policy realms. Though a relative failure thus far, Russia
may be in a special category in the West’s eyes: “too big” (or as some put it,
probably more accurately, “too nuclear”) to fail. In the absence of this sort of
basis for special consideration, there is little reason for the “rich West” to be
particularly solicitous about the laggard states—it is they who have to prove
themselves.

Second, failure in the business of market/democratic transition for these
states 1s a failure to begin the process of catching up, not with states somewhat
more “‘advanced” than they, but with the triumphant West as it exists in the here
and now at the century’s turn. Effectively, the seventy-odd years of Soviet
history were a detour down the dead-end street of a colossally misconceived
economic design. Eastern Europe’s time under the Soviet model, imposed from
above and abroad, was essentially a forty-year loss in a century of unprec-
edented economic and technological dynamism. Today the members of the
Group of Seven, the leading economic powers and players in the world market,
exist virtually on another planet, so great 1s their remove from Russia, Roma-
nia, and similar cases. But that “East” which has made so little progress—or
has yet to get started—is paying a very high price for its failure. For most
practical purposes, those states that have not yet learned how to fit themselves
into the global market, and have not yet found either something to sell in it or
some useful place in the international division of labor, find themselves irrel-
evant. The developed world does not depend upon, and could without much
difficulty find alternatives to, the little that the 250-plus million people in these
states supply to it. To be dependent on charity to a significant degree is a heavy
judgment indeed.

Finally, though, it may be the very dramatization of the gap between East
and West by the Kosovo conflict that prompts the West, for the first time, to do
(or talk about doing) something about it—to try to breach the gap. The
Yugoslav breakup, the consequent Bosnian horrors, and now Kosovo are being
seen by some as “wake-up calls,” warnings to the rich West of brutally destabi-
lizing consequences if it retreats from and tries to isolate that troubled Ortho-
dox/Muslim, Balkan/East Slav, poor and unstable other Europe. In this view,
rather than setting the West's economic and political barriers for club admis-
sion high, it is time for the West to reach out and gather in the East, lest the

clubhouse go up in flames.
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Hence, there arises a new argument—beyond France’s earlier failed one—
that Romania should, blemishes aside, be admitted to NATO; and another
argument, perhaps, that Macedonia’s plea for NATO admission, made most
loudly when it was being inundated with Kosovar refugees and trying to
“collect” from the West, might not be so far-fetched; or that Bulgaria deserves
very serious consideration by the EU, not so much because of a solid recent
monetary-policy performance with a currency control board, but because of its
economic deficiencies through so much of the 1990s.

These, and any similar moves, would “stretch” the NATO and EU rationales
to be sure—which is precisely the point, as the advocates of this approach
would argue. New measures are required for new times, for a new Europe
wherein the West and East of this essay would ultimately lose a great deal of
their significance. Such a massive project of “inclusion” would be hugely
expensive, in monetary and other terms. The East cannot compel it; it would
have to be offered by the West. Without leaning toward undue pessimism, it is
difticult to see the West of 1999, with its own continuing preoccupations and
expensive domestic practices, opening a new century and a new millennium
with any “grand bargain” or Marshall Plan-scale exercise in vision, hope—and
risk.
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Progressive Judaism in Poland:
Dilemmas of Modernity and Identity

STEPHEN D. CORRSIN

The purpose of this essay is to outline and comment upon the development of
“progressive”—or “liberal,” or “reform”—Judaism up to the Second World
War in the partitioned Polish lands from the mid-nineteenth century until 1918
and in the independent Second Republic (1918-1939).! The focus here is on
religious reform rather than on secular developments (acculturation, seculariza-
tion, assimilation, etc.). The present contribution represents an initial attempt to
frame the key issues in this topic. In addition to basic questions of the
movement’s historical development, a critical question to ask—and keep ask-
ing—of the matenal, 1s whether there was a “Polish road” to Jewish religious
reform, or merely certain *“Polish variations” on larger Central and East Euro-
pean Jewish religious themes.?

Jewish religious reform in Poland has never been examined comprehen-
sively or 1n significant depth. A modest number of articles and monographs
have surveyed the history of particular synagogues or of reform efforts in
individual cities, but in general, the subject has been briefly and unsatisfacto-
rily subsumed under discussions of the movement toward Jewish social, cul-
tural, and political acculturation and assimilation in Poland. This is in part
because East European Jewish historiography has tended to be much
stronger on political and social developments than on religious topics. It 1s
noteworthy that the ongoing conflicts within modern Judaism worldwide have
turned serious study of religious history into something of a minefield. These
conflicts approach the level of “culture wars” among the main movements,
ranging from Reform and Reconstructionism on the left of the conventional
spectrum, through Conservatism and neo-Orthodoxy in the middle, to various
more extreme Orthodox elements, including Hasidism, on the right. Jewish
Orthodoxy tends to claim that it is the sole branch of Judaism which continues
authentic Jewish tradition, and it condemns other movements as having fallen
away from or broken with tradition. And even though more liberal elements
have intentionally moved away from the demands of traditional law and cus-
tom, Reform and Conservative Jews continue to spend a great deal of energy
debating which elements of the enormous range of Jewish traditions they are
willing or obliged to perpetuate.

Regardless of claims of authenticity and adherence to tradition, all Jewish
elements have been changed profoundly over the past 200 years by the general
movement in the Western world toward dynamic religious change and, in
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particular, by the weakening of organized religion’s hold on behavior and
belief. Much of the extreme nature of contemporary fundamentalism, paradoxi-
cally, results from fear of modernity and its effects and temptations.

In the 1980s, Michael Meyer of Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of
Religion (Reform Judaism’s seminary) rewrote the history of the reform move-
ment in Judaism. It seems most sensible to use Meyer’s work as a starting point
for any further study. In his most important work, Response to Modernity: A
History of the Reform Movement in Judaism, he does not concern himself with
Eastern Europe—either Poland or Russia—to any significant degree.’ For the
study of the progressive movement in Eastern Europe, his 1985 article titled
“The German Model of Religious Reform in Russian Jewry” (published in a
collection of essays about Gdansk/Danzig) is of considerable importance. He
covers some territory in it that he does not cover in his book.*

In the prologue to Response to Modernity, Meyer acknowledges the difficul-
ties of defining “the Reform movement” in Judaism. From its earliest stages at
the beginning of the nineteenth century in Western Europe, the movement was
defined by its “unity of purpose” rather than by its “institutional identity.”
Therefore, *it 1s not possible to isolate a doctrinal essence of the Reform
movement.” Meyer continues;

Given the impossibility of fixing upon any one self-designation or religious
idea in order to decide definitively what falls within and what outside the
Reform movement, its boundaries must necessarily remain indistinct . . .
Most broadly conceived, the Reform movement might be understood to em-
brace efforts to establish any Judaism that differs from inherited forms and
beliefs as a result of encounter with the modern non-Jewish world . . . The
conceptualization which thus emerges for our study may be summed up in this
way: the Reform movement came into being gradually out of a coalescence of
elements; it was subject to a complex dynamic of external and internal inter-
actions and was renewed by recurrent generational breaks with tradition. It
varied in relative salience among its adherents both at any one time and over
time, extended from radical rejections of tradition to very mild ones, and
eventually touched virtually all of Western Jewry. It coheres as a historical
entity more on account of a perceptible center of gravity created by the
overlap and abundance of significant elements than on account of fixed
definitions or boundaries.’

The doctrinal vagueness and lack of organized structure that characterize the
reform movement, including progressive or reforming synagogues in Poland,
leave scholars in some difficulty. A key first point is that all branches of
Judaism have changed radically due to this “encounter with the modern non-
Jewish world™; it is characteristic of the reformers that they set about actively
and consciously “adapting Judaism to the modern world”—to quote the title of
the first chapter of Meyer’s book. Further, certain specific markers are needed
for a productive discussion of the history of progressive Judaism, in the areas
of practice as well as doctrine. A number of particularly important markers
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stand out. Meyer mentions several doctrinal points that have typically ap-
peared: acceptance of Judaism’s historical nature (that is, recognition of
Judaism’s change over time, as opposed to the view that its essence and main
characteristics are unchanging), progressive revelation (as opposed to the no-
tion of the written and oral Torah and other teachings as having been fixed in
therr entirety at Sinai), universalized rather than solely Jewish messianism, and
opposition, in its early decades, to Jewish national or ethnic claims. Certain
other, nondoctrinal points can serve as key markers as well. The following are
among the most important for the examination of the topic of Jewish religious
reform, whether in Poland, Russia, Germany, the United States, or elsewhere. It
is not possible to cover these topics in any depth at this point: this can only
serve as an outline of critical areas for future research.

1. Reforming synagogues (or other “houses of prayer”): which ones exist,
and what 1s their genealogy? What term is applied to them (e.g., “Ger-
man’ or “Polish” synagogue)?

The architecture of the synagogue: in what style is it built?

3. The interior design or layout of the sanctuary: where is the ark with the
Torah located? Where 1s the reading desk? How are the cantor and
rabbi, or other prayer leaders or sermon givers, placed? Where are
congregants placed, and how are they separated by gender?

The style and ambience of the service: 1s “decorum” called for?

5. The order of the service: which prayers and prayerbooks are used? Are
the prayers entirely in Hebrew, or is a vernacular (e.g., German or
Polish—although the services were never entirely in the vernacular)
used in some cases? Is there a sermon, and if so, what kind—a homily
or a more traditional d’rash (short explication of a Torah text)? In
which language 1s it given?

6. The rabbis: how are they trained? What are they expected to do, both in
religious services and in any pastoral or legal roles?

7. The cantors and the music: how are the cantors trained? What 1s the
style of music? Is there a chorus? An organ?

Accepting that these rank among the most important markers, we can move
ahead to other critical questions in Jewish religious reform 1n the Polish lands.
But another basic, nonreligious point must be discussed before going further,
particularly for the pre-1918 period: What is meant by “Poland™? Or, as Brian
Porter put it in the title of his 1992 article on the rhetoric of Polish nationalism:
“Who is a Pole and Where is Poland?” Of course, these questions should be
asked, primarily for the postpartition era but also for the interwar period, with
reference to an “imagined Poland” that might be accepted by most branches of
Polish nationalism. It must also be recognized that there were profound dis-
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agreements among these branches. As Porter observes, “at the turn of the
twentieth century most Polish political activists dreamed of recreating the
Polish state, although they disagreed about where the new Poland should be
located and whom it should include.”®

Answers to the question, “Where is Poland?” for the post-Napoleonic era
(1815-1918) normally included not only Congress Poland, the Kingdom of
Poland and the central Polish lands under Russian rule, and the southern and
southeastern areas of Galicia under Austrian rule (even though the population
of eastern Galicia was heavily Ukrainian). The Prussian, Baltic coastal, and
Silesian areas which were under Prussian and then German impernial rule would
also presumably be included in this “Polish Poland,” as would large parts of the
Polish “eastern borderlands,” or the “western region” in the Russian imperial
view—essentially, today’s Lithuania, Belarus, and central Ukraine, though the
exact boundaries would be disputed even among Poles.

Thus, the following might profitably be asked as well: “Who 1s a Polish Jew,
and where is his or her Poland?” Or should that be, “Who is a Jewish Pole?”
What about Polak wyznania mojizeszowego, or Polak pochodzenia
tydowskiego, or even Polak-Zyd or Zyd-Polak. The latter two in particular are
turn-of-the-century terms that seem bitterly quaint nowadays, but they were
significant in their day—even down to questions of which word came first (Zyd
or Polak) and whether one or both were capitalized. Moreover, what about
Jews who were immigrants to traditionally Polish lands from other parts of the
Russian or Austrian Empires—for example, the Russian Jews in Warsaw or
F.odz?

Congress Poland and Galicia presumably would be included in most Jewish
answers to the question, “Where is Poland?” through most of the period after
the partitions. Territories not usually included would be those under German
rule, because the Jewish populations of these regions quickly assimilated to
German Jewry. Located in these territories were the cities of Poznan/Posen,
Gdansk/Danzig, and Wroclaw/Breslau, the last an especially significant center
for Jewish religious reform. Neither would the Polish “eastern borderlands,”
where the Jewish populations soon assimilated to what might be termed the
Russian “Pale mainstream,” be included. By the latter part of the nineteenth
century, the major cities of these territories, Warsaw, L£6dz, Lublin, and
Cracow, would be considered part of Poland in most Jewish world views: Lviv/
Lwoéw/Lemberg was also probably included; but Wroctaw, Gdansk, Poznan,
and Vilnius/Wilno/Vilna almost certainly were not. Thus, the geography of
“Jewish Poland,” at least before 1918, was significantly different from that of
“Polish Poland,” and, indeed, “Jewish Poland” was much smaller in size.

The interwar period (1918-1939) provides a different picture. As Ezra
Mendelsohn has written, the Second Polish Republic had several separate
Jewries, their distinctiveness developed after the partitions. In his Zionism in
Poland: The Formative Years, 1915-1926, he states: “In fact, strictly speaking,
there was no such thing as one Polish Jewry, but at least three Polish Jewries,
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which were united only because of the accidents of war that determined the
borders of the new Polish state.” Looking in even greater depth at the Jewish
population of the Second Republic, it is possible to distinguish four Polish
Jewries. There were not only the Jewish communities of Galicia, Congress
Poland, and the territories that had been part of Germany; there were also the
Jews of the Russian-Polish borderlands. Mendelsohn writes that these border-
lands were “a truly multinational area, where no single nationality dominated
and which served as a kind of buffer between ethnic Russia and ethnic Poland.
The Jews here were little affected by Polish culture, and to the extent that they
were acculturated they adopted the Russian orientation which dominated the
local secular educational institutions. But there was little real assimila-
tion..."’

To return to the question raised at the beginning—whether there was a
“Polish road” to Jewish religious reform—it is most probable that the answer
would be in the negative. in part because of the existence of three or even four
Polish Jewries. The “Polish vanations” are worthy of note, though they tend to
be no more than attempts to graft pieces of modern, secular Polish language
and culture onto Jewish practice. The primary reason for the existence of
several Polish Jewries is, of course, the fact of the partitions and the widely
differing policies and attitudes of the partitioning powers toward their Jewish
populations.

Jewish religious reform was very weak in Eastern Europe, including the
territories that now make up Poland and the successor states of the Soviet
Union. Following Meyer, we see that attempts at reform were relatively stron-
ger in Austria, today’s Czech Republic (historic Bohemia and Moravia), and
parts of Hungary—though rarely as strong as in parts of Germany proper.
Further, it was quite weak in Hungary, including the Slovak territories under
Hungarian rule, outside of the major cities. In Congress Poland as well as in the
larger Russian Empire, meanwhile, significant attempts at religious reform
could be found almost exclusively in the largest cities, Warsaw and £odz.

Compared to Germany, religious reformers in the “East” faced a much
greater mass of traditional Jewry, profoundly rooted in the energetic Orthodox
movements of the Hasidim and their anti-Hasidic opponents in the Orthodox
rabbinate, the Mitnagdim. Further, state policies had enormous impact. It is
especially important to take into consideration the degree of authoritarianism
and the depth of official antisemitism, as well as the often quite complex
government attitudes toward Jewish religious reform. Both the Orthodox and
the reformers repeatedly tried to use the power of the state against each other.
This was also true in the German states in the nineteenth century, and, indeed,
everywhere where such maneuvers were possible.

Religious reform, with all of its related developments, needs to be studied as
a separate case in each of the partitioned Polish territories. Galician Jews were
strongly influenced by developments in the Habsburg Empire as a whole, and
somewhat more open to the Haskalah or “Jewish Enlightenment”™ movement
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coming from Germany. From the 1860s on, the process of religious reform,
like that of acculturation as a whole, made some progress due to the declining
authoritarianism of the Habsburg Empire and the government’s relatively posi-
tive attitude toward its Jews. This is relative, of course, to the situation in the
Russian Empire. Jews in Congress Poland, for example, had to deal with the
much more authoritarian and antisemitic Russian state, which moreover en-
acted policies profoundly hostile to its ethnically Polish population as well.
Religious reform here was particularly weak before World War I, largely
limited to the establishment of a few “German” synagogues in the second half
of the nineteenth century.

The social, cultural, and religious distinctions between Galicia’s and Con-
gress Poland’s Jews should not, however, be overstated. The Jews of Congress
Poland and Galicia shared many characteristics, and particularly the power of
the conflicting religious heritages of Hasidism, its Mitnagdic rivals, and the
Haskalah. The actual boundaries between the empires, and between each of the
empires and Germany, were crossed all the time; it might be of particular
interest to track the peregrinations of rabbis. Moreover, concrete steps toward
religious reform, in terms of doctrines and practices, were in fact not much
stronger in Galicia than in Congress Poland: in both regions it was very limited
in scope and extent compared not only to Germany, but even to the Czech lands
or the metropolises of Budapest and Vienna. Still, reform went somewhat
farther in Galicia than in Russian Poland, in part because the Habsburg Empire
was more open than the Russian Empire to reforming tendencies emanating
from Germany, and because official, institutionalized antisemitism went into
decline after the mid-nineteenth century in the Habsburg lands. The Russian
imperial government’s deep antisemitism combined with its strong opposition
to western liberalizing influences in many areas. Although this constituted an
important factor in the weakness of the movement to reform Judaism in the
Russian Empire, one must not underestimate the ability of Orthodox elements
to resist reform, due to the continued energy and hold of Hasidism and other
orthodoxies over the greater part of the population.

With regard to interwar Poland, the historiography of religious reform is
significantly weaker than for the pre-1914 period. It is clear that acculturation
went very far in the 1920s and 1930s within the Jewish populations, in part
because of new educational opportunities, and also as part of a general push
toward secularization. But the drive toward acculturation and secularization
had little in common with the drive toward religious reform. Rather, in their
hopes for redemption, Jews turned to secular movements: Zionism, Jewish
soctalism, etc.

Neither in his Response to Modernity nor in his article on Russian Jewry
does Meyer attempt to treat Polish developments in any depth, or even to
address any unified “Polish” entity. Nor does he use the existing Polish-
language literature on the topic. While this literature is very limited, it does
provide greater context and texture, as well as a number of interesting details. It
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1s almost entirely locally based, focusing on how it was done in Warsaw, or in
Lviv, or in Cracow. In fact, the main monuments of organized Judaism were
often linked to religious reform efforts of the nineteenth century, including, for
example, the Great Synagogue in Warsaw, the Progressive Synagogue in Lviv,
and the Tempel in Cracow. However, there is very little material on any other
place, except for the Prussian and Silesian cities of Gdansk, Poznan, and
Wroctaw—where, again, developments were closely tied to those elsewhere in
Germany. There is, in fact, little question that Jewish religious reform in
Poland was concentrated in the major cities, but it is unfortunate, if perhaps
inevitable, that so little has been done to examine reform efforts elsewhere. Of
course, an enormous amount of archival material was destroyed during World
War Il, when the synagogues themselves and other Jewish institutions were
destroyed by the Nazis—who made no distinction between reformers and
Orthodox in their campaign to destroy the Jews.

The literature on Warsaw consists of studies, chiefly article- or chapter-
length, which focus on the “German” or “Polish™ synagogues, as they were
variously called, from the earliest days of the movement up to 1878, when the
Great Synagogue on Ttomackie Street was opened. The local Jewish press,
particularly the weekly Izraelita in the pre-1914 period, also discussed related
matters. For the nineteenth century, pleas and polemics by such reformers as
Hilary Nussbaum are available.® Lviv is the subject of the most significant
book-length monograph in the field, Majer Balaban’s Historia Lwowskiej
Synagogi Postepowej.” The great historian, who died during the Second World
War, wrote this work on commission from the Synagogue and drawing on its
since-lost archives. For Cracow, the most useful study seems also to have been
written by the prolific Balaban; here again the subject is treated briefly and
within the context of his two-volume history of the Jews in Cracow and its
largely Jewish suburb, Kazimierz.'?

Studies on the larger topic of acculturation and assimilation often provide
interesting material, but they rarely have much to say about religion beyond
general comments about the establishment of progressive synagogues. Mem-
oirs by members of assimilationist or acculturated families chiefly document
the lack of religious practice within their families, or the younger generation’s
move away from the faith and practices of their parents.

A particular problem with the older literature is the fact that history seems to
come to an end when the local “progressive synagogue” or “temple” opens—in
Warsaw, Cracow, and Lviv in the mid-nineteenth century. Thanks to Bataban's
book, this is less the case for Lviv than for the other cities. But even his
monograph focuses on the “heroic age” of the 1840s to 1870s, with relatively
little of moment happening in the half-century before the Second World War.
Perhaps this reflects the persistent sensitivity of the topic of Judaism and
Jewish religious practice in Poland in the interwar period (as opposed to Jewish
politics and society, for example), which has made historians reluctant to take
on the topic. Or, since many historians were associated with Zionist, socialist,
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or folkist orientations, they may have felt this story of religious change to be of
secondary importance. Their reticence may also reflect the fact that the energy
of the religious reformers themselves failed once the synagogue’s opening
ceremonies were complete, and the congregations settled down into a long and
quiet twilight of lukewarm reform. Further, it reflects the fact that the historiog-
raphy of the larger topic of Jewish acculturation and assimilation in Poland is
much stronger for the pre—~World War I period than for the interwar decades. A
final but most critical point: it is only in the 1980s and 1990s that the field of
Polish-Jewish historiography in general has begun to recover from the terrible
losses of the Second World War.

In his 1985 article on Russian Jewry, Meyer again notes that “the religious
reform movement in modern Jewry .. .is scarcely visible at all in Russia
except in those instances where German-speaking Jews ventured eastwards.”
Since the greater part of Polish Jewry fell under Russian rule as a result of the
partitions, it should be noted that “Russia” in this instance includes most of
historic Poland as well. Meyer thus begins his article from German Jewry as
the point of departure for studying religious reform in the Russian Empire. He
continues:

Synagogue reform in Eastern Europe was not modeled on the German Reform
movement; it was associated with German Jewry as a whole . . . What became
exemplary of modern religious expression . . . was the formal ambience of the
synagogue service which, with variations, had become standard in the central
synagogues of many German communities by the middle of the nineteenth
century. Reformers in Eastern Europe drew on those elements which had
become the common reform of German Judaism . . . Little wonder that the
East European congregations which introduced reforms were not thought of
as reforming but simply as recreating a German synagogue in the Russian
Empire.

Toward the middle of the nineteenth century, “German™ prayer services
were established in a number of Russian cities: in Odessa, Warsaw, Riga, and
Vilna. The distinguishing elements common to these congregations were
principally aesthetic. The service was conducted in an orderly, decorous
manner. A cantor and a choir of boys presented the musical portions of the
service, introducing uniformity of cadence . . . The Western-style sermon rep-
resented the greatest innovation. On the German model, it was a moral dis-
course intended to edify, inspire and instruct. It differed both from the learned
Talmudic discourses delivered upon occasion by East European rabbis and
from the entertaining, often ingenious biblical interpretations of the popular
Magidim. This new type of sermon, borrowed by German Jewish preachers
both from the Christian counterparts and adapted to Jewish values and sym-
bols, was usually delivered in the German tongue . . . though there were also
Hebrew examples, and during the second half of the century Russian and
Polish began to take the place of German.!'!
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To conclude, the topic of Jewish religious reform in Poland has never
ranked high on most agendas for historical research. The assimilationist move-
ment 1n Poland with which it was associated was often interpreted as somehow
spiritually and intellectually bankrupt, even before the destruction of Polish
Jewry by the Nazis. Of course, the notion of bankruptcy is precisely the sort of
value judgment which historians should avoid.

It is unquestionably the case that Polish Jewish religious reform was neither
strong nor widespread. Further, the reforms introduced were tepid at best, and
lacked doctrinal or organizational originality. Their proponents were few in
both absolute and relative terms, particularly as compared to those in the
German Jewish community or even in communities elsewhere in East Central
Europe, 1n the cities of Austria and Hungary. The larger Jewish middle and
lower classes in Poland were, by the twentieth century, more inclined to move
toward secularist positions (often with politically messianic goals, whether
Zionist or socialist, replacing religious goals as objects of fervent belief and
desire), rather than toward some position similar to that of the moderately
religious American “center’” which has kept the Reform movement strong in
Judaism. The model of moderate “civic religion,” which is strong in America,
has never taken hold in Europe. Many of the children and grandchildren of the
nineteenth-century Jewish reformers, in Poland as elsewhere in Europe, moved
far from their Jewish roots, and some converted to Christianity.

Nonetheless, there are several important reasons for studying Jewish reli-
gious reform in the Polish lands. First, it is of interest for its own sake. Second,
the reformers were strong enough in the nineteenth century to build synagogues
which were regarded—by friends and enemies alike—as symbols of the larger
Jewish communities. Finally, developments in the Polish lands were part of the
overall Jewish and European “response to modernity” in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, and the success or failure (or rather, the mixture of the two)
of Jewish religious reform in Poland is significant for what it can tell us about
the nature of the larger “response.” The transformation of religious identifica-
tion in modern times is of critical importance for understanding other aspects of
the transformation of modern identities as well.
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NOTES

An earlier version of this article was presented at the 1996 Annual
Conference of the American Association for the Advancement of Slavic
Studies.
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“Reform with a capital ‘R,”” existed in Poland. The formally organized
reforming movements within Judaism, particularly those now known as
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American movements, albeit descended from nineteenth-century Ger-
man undertakings. [ have chosen to use “Progressive” as the preferred
term in this essay to differentiate efforts in Poland from the organized
movements in the United States, and because the synagogues concerned
(for example in Lviv) sometimes used the Polish term “synagoga
postepowa,” which can best be translated as “Progressive Synagogue.”
Meyer (see below) typically refers to “Reform,” but that term, capital-
1zed, 1s not appropriate for Eastern Europe.
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The Slavic Saint Jerome: An Entertainment

JOHN V. A. FINE

Despite the cantankerous character of the original, the Saint Jerome that
emerged in Dalmatia and then spread to Slavic communities in Rome and
eventually to the papal establishment was a much loved figure, a Slav who
made huge contributions to Slavic Catholic culture. His alleged contributions
included the creation of the Slavic written language and the alphabet in which it
was written (namely, Glagolitic), and then producing the text of the Slavic
Mass.! In fact, Jerome, a fourth-century figure—and the century he lived in
was recognized by many of the South Slavs advancing the myth—Ilived prior to
the Slavic migrations which began in the sixth century. Moreover, as 1s well
known, the Old Church Slavonic written language was codified in the ninth
century by Constantine/Cyril and Methodius and taken in the Glagolitic alpha-
bet to Great Moravia. In the 880s, in trouble with political authorities, the
mission was run out of Great Moravia, and large numbers of its members
showed up in Bulgaria. There Glagolitic letters soon were replaced by Cyrillic
ones. However, other disciples of the two saints arrived in Croatia and
Dalmatia, where under different Church jurisdiction, they and their heirs kept
the Glagolitic alphabet and, despite attempts by the educated Dalmatian hierar-
chy to force Latin on them, succeeded in certain places—Ilike the diocese of
Senj, the region around Zadar, the island of Krk, and the other Gult of Kvarner
islands—in keeping Slavic (with Glagolitic texts) into the nineteenth century.
The number of Catholics attending Slavic-rite churches was huge. For ex-
ample, Bishop Martin Brajkovi¢ of Senj and Modru§ in 1701 stated that in his
bishopric he had no priests who knew Latin; they all served in “Illyrian,” the
term commonly used for Slavic at that time. In 1725 the Archbishop of Zadar,
Vicko Zmajevié, noted that there were 70 parishes of his diocese which used
only “Illyrian.” At the time, outside of the town of Zadar itself, his diocese had
70 parishes. This meant that every parish in his archdiocese. except the town
itself, used Slavic exclusively.?

Attacks upon Slavic in Dalmatia, and in neighboring parts of Croatia, began
in the tenth century and were taken up at least once in every succeeding century
by the Latin-speaking hierarchy in Dalmatia. All sorts of edicts against Slavic
came out of councils and from bishops, but exceptions were usually attached to
these decrees since in large parts of this region priests simply did not know

Latin.
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The first of these councils was held in Split in 925 for the purposes of
straightening out jurisdictional issues and creating a metropolitan for Dalmatia.
Split achieved that status, and the council then turned to the issue of Slavonic in
the services. The Italianate bishops in the major sees, strongly supported by the
pope, who had expressed his opinions in a letter to the council, unanimously
called for Latin; holding the Mass in what the pope called barbarian lan-
guages—Slavonic, in this case—was condemned. But an escape clause re-
mained, namely Slavonic could be used in the event that priests of an area knew
no Latin.? This clearly was the case in most of Dalmatia and Croatia proper,
outside the major cities. So, the choice was to retain Slavonic services or shut
down the Catholic Church in most of Dalmatia. Slavonic thus continued to
thrive.

The issue of Slavonic in services arose again in the third quarter of the
eleventh century, and Pope Nicholas II issued an edict, surviving in Pope
Alexander II’s confirmation from the 1060s, which threatened with excommu-
nication anyone who ordained as a priest a Slav who did not know Latin. The
Archdeacon Thomas of Split, writing in the thirteenth century and very much
opposed to Slavonic being used liturgically, writes (and I paraphrase): In the
time of Archbishop Lovre (1060-1099), who was greatly honored by the kings
and rulers of Slavonia (i.e., the Slavic lands), there arose in the Kingdom of
Dalmatia and Croatia a cnisis. All the prelates of Dalmatia and Croatia con-
demned the Mass in the Slavonic language. And no one utilizing that language
might enter holy orders. There had been, they say, a heretic (!) named
Methodius who wrote in this very Slavonic language many lies about the
Roman Catholic Church. When these regulations against Slavonic were pro-
claimed all the Slavophone priests were very unhappy: all their churches were
closed and they could no longer carry out their accustomed services. But it then
happened in the Croatian regions that a priest named Ulfus (Vulfo or Vuk),
bringing gifts from the Croatians, went to Rome to appeal the injunction and
convince the pope to restore the former position of the churches and priests in
the Slavic kingdom. Ulfus told the pope that he was from the Dalmatian
regions. After his visit, Ulfus returned to the Goths (!). [Thomas consistently
equated the Slavs with the Goths.] The pope eventually decided against the
Slavists and sent an envoy, Cardinal John, to extinguish the flames of godless
schism in the Slavic regions.*

Despite the papal decision, Slavonic (written in the Glagolitic alphabet)
continued to be used in large areas of what we now think of as Croatia, in
particular in the regions of Istria and Vinodol, the area in and around Senj, and
the 1slands of the Gulf of Kvarner. Nada Klai¢ has shown that political divi-
sions greatly facilitated the deep roots that Slavonic grew and which were to
guarantee its survival in certain places. First, there was the rivalry for the papal
throne between the reform Pope Alexander II (whose reforms included opposi-
tion to Slavonic) and the anti-pope Honorius II, to whom Ulfus had turned and
who, needing support, accepted Church Slavonic and the hierarchs who fa-
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vored and used it. Secondly, the political territorial divisions at various times
contributed to the absence of any uniform enforcement of papal Latinizing
policies: for example, between Byzantine areas (where the administration toler-
ated Church Slavonic), the Croatian state (often lined up with the reform
papacy), and various short-lived entities like the March of Croatia and
Dalmatia in the second half of the eleventh century, which included much of
Istria, Senj and its hinterland, and some of the Kvarner islands. Since the
March was under a German noble family that supported Henry IV against the
reform papacy in the Investiture Controversy, it is not surprising that Church
Slavonic was not opposed at the time in the March.” So, in much of Dalmatia
and Croatia proper, outside the major cities, Church Slavonic continued to
thrive.

In the mid-thirteenth century, in response to one of these attacks, an appeal
from Philip, the bishop of Senj, won papal exception for his whole diocese. We
do not possess his letter, only the papal reply. I think it safe to assume that the
justification given by the pope had in fact been provided by the bishop of Sen;.
[n any case, the pope, Innocent IV, in a rescript in 1248 declared that since the
Slavic language (understood here as the written version) and also the Slavic
service/Mass had been created by Saint Jerome—and thus was an ancient
heritage—he approved its use in that diocese.® Four years later the
Benedictines of the monastery of St. Nicholas in OmiSalj on Krk sent a similar
appeal to the pope. The island had been conquered by the Venetians in 1244,
and Venice had imposed a ban on Slavic in the island’s churches. The
Benedictines in their appeal to the pope stated that as Slavs they used Slavic
letters and simply were unable to learn Latin. The Benedictines were successful
and received a papal decree in their favor in January 1252.7 By the end of the
century, three orders in the region of Senj, Zadar, and the Kvarner islands—the
Benedictines, the Third Order Franciscans, and the order of St. Paul—were all
using Slavic almost exclusively.

Once accepted, the Jerome myth spread rapidly throughout the Catholic
Balkans and beyond. The Church Slavonic language was usually called Slavic
(or some variant of that), and sometimes Illyrian—a term that emerged for the
South Slavs in the fifteenth century—but also occasionally “Jerome’s lan-
guage.” With some frequency the Glagolitic alphabet came to be called
“Jerome’s characters” or “letters.” A good example of how the myth penetrated
into the thinking of even highly educated churchmen can be seen in the case of
George (Georgius) of Slavonia (ca. 1355-1416). George grew up in what is
now Slovenia, spent time in Krbava in Croatia, and then went to France. He
received his Master’s from the Sorbonne and ended his career as a cathedral
canon in Tours, where he died. George made some marginal notes on a manu-
script of St. Jerome’s letters. In one letter to a colleague Jerome had referred to
translating the Psalms. The saint did not specify the languages involved, but
clearly it was a matter of translating from Greek and/or Hebrew into Latin.
However, George’s marginal comment stated that Jerome was translating the
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Psalter into Slavic, and later on George notes that this was “into my language.”
Elsewhere in margins of the text George refers to Jerome’s (Glagolitic) alpha-
bet as being Croatian.? Thus the myth of the fourth-century saint’s creation of
Slavic letters had taken deep hold, and the believer here was not some back-
woods rustic but a magister from the Sorbonne. Moreover, because Slavs m
and around Dalmatia were not well informed about their origins, some at that
time (and in increasing numbers in the years to follow) expressed the view that
the Slavs (or certain particular subgroups among them) were indigenous to the
region. The obvious anachronism between Jerome’s dates and those of the
Slavic migrations was therefore not apparent to them.

The Jerome myth came to be used as justification for Slavic services and
texts each time the Latinists were to launch an attack against them. These
attacks came frequently, in spite of papal approval. But, interestingly, there 1s
no evidence that any opponent, even as late as the eighteenth century, ever
challenged this myth. An interesting question is why they did not, which 1
cannot yet answer. In any case, the development of the legend is a fascinating
story in its own right.

The making of the early Illyrians into Slavs was easily done, since by this
time South Slavs were frequently being called, and calling themselves,
“Illyrians.” In the late fifteenth century, under the influence of humanism and
its classical focus, the term “Illynia/lllyrian” emerged to refer to the South Slav
lands and their population. The Illyrians, a pre-Slavic population, were not
Slavs at all, but intellectuals from Dalmatia were not clear on this point. In any
case, in 1470 Antonio Marcello from Cres wrote a description of the “Illyrian
coast.” Shortly thereafter, in 1487, the most famous “lllyrianist” from this
period, Juraj SiZgori¢, published his work on the region of Illyria and city of
Sibenik. Koriolan Cipiko (Cippico: 1425-1493) in his writings used the term
“Illyrian” for all the Slavic peoples, particularly those from Dalmatia.” The
Dubrovnik native Ilijja Crijevi¢, on the occasion of the death of the poet Ivan
Guceti¢ (1451-1502), referred to the deceased as an Illyrian poet and spoke of
his “Illyrian nectar.”

The term “Illyrian™ was to spread rapidly, especially in Church circles and
in Rome. It became common by the century’s end. Nicholas, bishop of Modrus,
was an active papal legate, working in Bosnia and Hungary to try to bring about
common action against the Turks. He regularly used the term “Illyria” for the
Slavic area he covered; for example, in one text he spoke of the difficult
situation the various peoples were then facing from the Turks, especially the
“Illyrian people.”!?

The myth of St. Jerome, who was believed to be an Illyrian—and therefore
also a Slav—surely contributed to this new “Illyrian” nomenclature. In any
case, Jerome certainly gave substance to and reinforced this terminology. In the
process, Jerome became a major patron saint for the Catholic South Slavs
(often referred to as the “patron of the Illyrian nation”), for whom numerous
churches and Dalmatian infants were named. Furthermore, the Slavic guest
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house for “Illyrian” pilgrims in Rome, founded in 1453, and its church were
named for Jerome. Those who attended its church (be they visitors or expatri-
ates) made up the Congregation of St. Jerome of the Illyrians. Its emblem,
designed in the seventeenth century, consisted of a portrait of St. Jerome with
the legend “The Society of St. Jerome of the Nations of Illyricum,” and also the
coats of arms of Croatia, Dalmatia, Slavonia, and Bosnia. A document from
1667, written by one of the directors of this guest house, Jerome Pastrié, states
that the Illyrian priests and brothers of its church recited the Mass in the Illyrian
language.'" Since this church functioned in Rome under the watchful eye of a
Cardinal protector, “Illyrian” language here refers to Church Slavonic, for the
Vatican strongly opposed the Mass being conducted in any vernacular lan-
guage.

The great poet Marko Maruli¢ (1450-1520) from Split reacted strongly to
the claim of an Italian, Jacob Philip from Bergamo, that St. Jerome was an
Italian, insisting that he was an Illyrian.'? Maruli¢ also was most likely the
compiler of a life of St. Jerome that exists in two Latin manuscripts and several
Slavic ones. A sixteenth-century Slavic version, though full of errors, surpris-
ingly, does not have Jerome translating into Slavic, although it does call him a
Slav. In a very confused passage on Jerome and languages, Maruli¢ (or who-
ever composed the text) states, “ . .. all of his life, day and night, he [Jerome]
labored for fifty years and six months, translating the Old Testament from
Chaldean and Jewish (Zidovski) into Latin, and the New Testament from
Croatian (! Arvaskoga) into Latin, that means the whole Bible. Jerome 1s our
Dalmatian; he is glorious, honored, and famed, and the holy crown of the
Croatian language.” Shortly thereafter in the text, the anonymous author credits
Jerome with creating a papally accepted Divine Office. But, interestingly
enough, he does not make it a Slavic one, even though the tradition was already
widespread among the Catholic South Slavs that Jerome had created the Slavic
letters (Glagolitic) and the Slavic Mass. The “Life” (at least this text) makes his
service a normal Latin one: “The pope, knowing that Jerome was wise in
languages, [knowing] Greek, Latin, and Jewish, begged him to make up an
office . . . And after he had created the office, he sent 1t from Bethlehem to
Rome to the Holy Father, the pope. and the pope with all the cardinals (!)
confirmed it and commanded that the Office of the Christian Faith be said in
the way that the blessed Jerome had drawn it up; and from that day to this the
[Sacred] Office is said as the blessed Jerome drew it up.”"?

The distinguished Slavicist Vjekoslav Stefani¢ believes that Maruli¢ was
also the likely author of a handwritten gloss (written in what Stefani¢ sees as an
early sixteenth-century hand) in a text of another life of St. Jerome printed 1n
1485 in Senj. This gloss states that Jerome was from Stridon which lay 1n the
region between Dalmatia (clearly used in a broad sense), namely, that part now
vulgarly called Curetia or Croatia, and Pannonia that is now called Slavonia
and not Schiavonia (a name the glosser evidently disliked for its link with the
word “slave”). The author of the gloss also points out that the term Slavonia
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means “‘glorious land” (from slava, “glory”), and the language is called Slovine
derived from the River Slava. This conflation of the River Sava with slava is
unique, but this river, running through Slavonia, might not have been well
known by the Dalmatian glosser. The author of the gloss then goes on to say
that Jerome was from an Illyrian family, which means that he was a Dalmatian
or a Croat—a glorious man produced by a glorious land."

Vinko Pribojevié, a Dominican from Hvar, delivered an address there in
1520. Looking to nearby Istria and wanting to show its essence to be Slavic and
not Latin, he insisted that the inhabitants of Trieste and Gorica and elsewhere
in the region used among themselves only Slavic speech. St. Jerome, who was
from Istria, was not an [talian but a Slav. We [the Dominican and his audience]
should all learn from that Dalmatian [Jerome]. How can one put the Thracians,
Mysians, and Illyrians among the Greeks and Epirotes, from whom they differ
in language and customs? Illyrians, Thracians, and [ancient] Macedonians then
(1) as now are of the same Slavic family/people (natio) and language. And the
orator goes on to associate the name Slav with the word “glory.”!> Pribojevié’s
text, when it was printed in 1532, was also important because it introduced the
South Slavs to the text of Alexander the Great’s donation charter. '°

This same general Slavic or South Slavic vision—as opposed to a focus on
any particular people within that group—underlay the work of the much better-
known author Mavro Orbini, who published his famous history of the [South]
Slavs in 1601. Orbini nicely, but incorrectly, solves the Illyrian-Slav problem.
He keeps the Illyrnians as Slavs, but aware of the Slavic invasions (which he
describes), he presents a mixing of old Slavic inhabitants (Illyrians) and the
Slavic newcomers. Unlike many of his humanist-influenced contemporaries,
however, Orbini preferred the term “Slav” to “Illyrian.” Thus Orbini spoke
consistently of the Slavs, the Slav nation (la natione Slava), and the Slavic
language. The language received particular emphasis, for, as he stated, the
unity of speech generally demonstrates the unity of a people. And throughout
his work Orbini emphasizes the common speech among the different Slavic
peoples.

Orbini lays out his views in the first two chapters of his Kingdom of the
Slavs (Il regno degli Slavi). According to him, the Slavs were descended from
Japhet, Noah’s son, whose progeny migrated to Scandinavia. From there they
spread out and conquered many lands and peoples. One of the first places many
settled was Sarmatia, their second homeland; from there they moved out in
several different directions. The ones in Sarmatia were the Russians, and back
in Roman times some of them settled Illyricum. The indigenous peoples of the
Balkans, the Thracians, Dacians, and Illyrians all spoke the same Slavic lan-
guage, as did the Goths. Though it is clear that the Goths were from
Scandinavia, it is not clear when they appeared in the Balkans. But, in any case,
in the seventh century, those labeled the Slavs arrived there. These Slavs laid
waste to Illyricum in company with the [Slavic] Goths. Many say that before
this seventh-century migration the people in Dalmatia spoke Latin and Greek,
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but this is not true. The people in Illyricum always spoke Slavic. The [Slavic-
speaking] Illyrians were overrun by the Goths and Slavs and this may have
affected their original Slavic speech. But, for all practical purposes, the lan-
guage spoken in Illyricum remained the same after the Slavic invasions of the
seventh century. The only Latin speakers on the east side of the Adriatic were
the Romans who had occupied certain Dalmatian cities. This can be seen by the
fact that St. Jerome, who lived 200 years before the [later] Slavic invasions,
spoke Slavic and created the Slavic liturgy. He could not have done this had he
not been a Slavic speaker. Thus Jerome’s “Slavicness” had become a major
established fact, able to be used to prove other things, i.e., the “Slavicness™ of
the Illynians.

Orbini then repeats much material emphasizing the relationships among
various peoples. In Scandinavia all the Slavs had been called Goths. Particu-
larly important in this Slavic-Goth confederation were the Vandals, who
moved south toward the Mediterranean. To the Vandals belonged the Musco-
vites, Russians, Poles, Bohemians, Circassians, Dalmatians, Istrians, Croatians,
Bosnians, Bulgarians, and Rasciani (Serbs). Moreover, the Scandinavian ori-
gins of the Slavs allowed Orbini to make the original Normans into Slavs as
well. The Avars, too, were Slavs. And so were the Macedonians of Alexander
of Macedon and even the Amazons.

Orbini also solved a dilemma that arose after more had been learned about
Cyril and Methodius, and certain contradictions had emerged between what
they allegedly had done and what had been done by Jerome. Orbin1’s solution
would be repeated thereafter by those few others who became aware of this
contradiction. To clarify the apparent confusion between the two great “Slavic”
saints, Jerome and Cyril, Orbini explicitly explains that the first Slavic letters
(literally letters, i.e., Glagolitic) had been worked out long ago by St. Jerome,
whereas St. Cyril had later created a second alphabet, Cyrillic.!”

* *
*

Sadly, this attractive figure was entirely myth, undeserving of the love and
credit attached to his name. The real Jerome showed himself to be an intolerant
pit-bull, who never let go of anyone who disagreed with him, endeavoring to
bring about that individual’s destruction, including his own former close friend
Rufinus of Aquileia.!® But his image was instrumental in preserving a living
written Slavic language in notarial and clerical circles in parts of Dalmatia and
Croatia into the nineteenth century. So, whereas the dominant peoples of
Europe, like the French and Germans, had to forego their languages in churches
or else become Protestants, the South Slavs of northern Dalmatia and northwest
Croatia could remain Catholic and worship in their own language or a near
variant of it.

When, after the collapse of Venice in 1797 and the Austrian takeover of
Venetian Dalmatia, the Church hierarchy (excluding the bishop of Senj) used



108 FINE

the opportunity to go after Slavic services again, this time on the Kvarner
island of LoSinj. the people of LoSinj appealed to Rome and Vienna still
referring to the controversial service as the Mass of St. Jerome, venerated by
the Dalmatian nation. The hierarchical dissident, the bishop of Senj, himself
also threatened, rallied to the islanders’ defense and, in learned appeals,
brought out the whole history of the service’s approved use by Rome, going
back to the privileges of 1248 from Pope Innocent I'V and noting that from that
time on Catholics of this region had retained the privilege of using the Slavonic
language printed in the characters of St. Jerome.!* The Austrians had little
sympathy for such antiquarianism, and Napoleon’s French—in their brief
[llyrian interlude—had even less. The Church hierarchs, therefore, were free to
take what measures they wanted, and in the course of the nineteenth century,
one by one the Glagolitic-Slavic clerics were replaced by shiny new educated
clerics performing Latin Masses unintelligible to everyone but themselves.
But, even though the Mass of Jerome disappeared in the nineteenth century, it
still had held sway in much of northern Dalmatia for nearly six centuries. Thus,
one may argue that, if we were to exclude the real Jerome’s truly monumental
biblical translations, the positive contributions of pseudo-Jerome would greatly
outweigh those of the actual fourth-century Church Father.
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NOTES

A distinction might be made between Old Church Slavonic (the language
codified by Cyril and Methodius and used in Slavic Orthodox churches
well into this century) and Slavic (the general family of languages to
which Russian, Serbo-Croatian, etc. belong). Of course, Old Church
Slavonic constitutes a Slavic language. When the Roman Catholic
Church did grant permission for “Slavic” in services for certain particular
areas, it had Old Church Slavonic and its later recensions in mind. The
Catholic Church opposed vernaculars for the Mass, though it allowed
them for sermons and pastoral work. However, few texts (whether by
locals, travelers, or the Church) distinguished between Church Slavonic
and local Slavic dialects, and simply referred to the language in church
and on the street as Slavic. And, 1n fact, there often was no difference,
for, despite regulations, many local priests did not know Church Slavonic
and conducted the whole service (including the Mass) in their local
dialects. Service books, called Séavets, also existed that provided in
everyday language the services the priests were to conduct during a
calendar year. The local bishops (mostly foreigners) were not able—and
probably few even tried—to enforce Slavonic over vernaculars. As for-
eigners, they probably could not tell the difference between different
recensions of Slavic and, in any case, the Church could serve the congre-
gations better in a language the populace understood. When the term
“Illyrian” came into use to mean “Slavic” or “South Slavic,” it too did
double duty and was used both for spoken dialects and the proper Church
language. The term “Glagolitic” strictly should be used only for an
alphabet. However, it was also used for the language (both Church and
spoken) of those who employed it, and Slavic-language priests were very
frequently called “glagoljasi.” In this article, I make no attempt to em-
ploy the Church Slavonic/Slavic distinction rigorously, since most of the
sources I used did not make 1it.

The two examples cited by Jerko Fucak, Sest stoljeca hrvatskoga
lekcionara u sklopu jedanaest stoljeca hrvatskoga glagoljastva (Zagreb,
1975), p. 117.

On the Council of 925, see John V. A. Fine, The Early Medieval Balkans
(Ann Arbor, 1983), pp. 266-73.

For Thomas’s text (which I have presented in an abridged paraphrase),
see Thomas Archidiaconus, Historia Salonitana, ed. Franjo Racki
(Zagreb, 1894), pp. 49-55. [=Jugoslavenska Akademija Znanosti i
Umjetnosti (henceforth JAZU), Monumenta spectantia historiam
Slavorum meridionalium, 26.]

On these struggles between popes and anti-popes, the different policies
of the different political administrations, and on the short-lived so-called
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March of Croatia and Dalmatia, see Nada Klai¢, “Historijska podloga
hrvatskoga glagoljastva u X i XI stoljecu,” Slovo 15-16 (1965): 225-79,
esp. pp- 258-79.

Tadija Smiciklas, ed., Codex diplomaticus regni Croatiae, Dalmatiae et
Slavoniae, vol. 4 (Zagreb [JAZU], 1906), p. 343.

Ibid., p. 479.

On George of Slavonia, see Franjo Sanjek and Josip Tandarié, “Juraj iz
Slavonije (oko 1355/60-1416): Profesor Sorbonne i pisac, kanonik 1
penitencijar stolne crkve u Toursu,” Croatica Christiana periodica 8, no.
13 (1984): 1-23, esp. pp. 2-3, 6-7.

On Marcello and Cipiko, see Miroslav Kurelac, “Paladije Fusko—
Palladius Fuscus: Zivot i djelo,” Kurelac’s introduction to Paladije
Fusko, Opis obale Ilirika (De situ orae Illyrici), Latin text and Serbo-
Croatian translation, ed. and trans. Bruna Kunti¢-Makvic¢ (Zagreb, 1990),
pp. 28, 49. On Sizgorié, see Juraj SiZzgorié (Sibencanin), O smjestaju
Ilirije i 0 gradu Sibeniku (De situ Illyriae et civitate Sibenici), Latin text
and Serbo-Croatian translation, ed. and trans. Veljko Gortan (Sibenik,
1981).

On Nicholas of Modrus and Ilija Crijevic, see Marin FraniCevié, Povijest
hrvatske renesansne knjiZevnosti (Zagreb, 1983), pp. 25, 174, 298.

On the St. Jerome guest house in Rome, see Ivan Crnéié, “Imena
Slovjenin 1 Ilir u naem gostinjcu u Rimu poslije 1453 godine,” Rad
(JAZU) 79 (1886): 1-70.

FraniCeviC, Povijest hrvatske renesansne knjiZevnosti, pp. 114, 222.

On these anonymous texts (and the likelihood of Maruli¢ being involved
in them), see Vjekoslav Stefanié¢, in his introduction to Hrvatskog
knjiZevnost srednjega vijeka (Zagreb, 1969), pp. 43—44; and Vjekoslav
Stefani¢, “Glagoljski Transit svetoga Jeronima u starijem prijevodu,”
Radovi Staroslavenskog Instituta 5 (1964): 149. For the Slavic text, see
“Zivot svetoga Jeronima,” in Vatroslav Jagi¢, “Ogledi stare hrvatske
proze,” Starine (JAZU) 1 (1869): 226-36.

The most amusing expression of languages in translation at this time
comes from a chronicler, Priest Andrija of Istria. Writing around 1520 in
Glagolitic, he stated that “this book [his chronicle] was translated from
grammar into the Croatian language.” His “grammar” presumably refers
to a formal and non-spoken language, probably Latin, but conceivably
Church Slavonic.

Viekoslav Stefani¢, “Glagoljski Transit,” pp- 144-52; for the text itself,
p. 145.
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Vinko Pribojevi¢ (Vincentius Priboevius), O podrijetiu i zgodama
Slavena (De origine successibusque Slavorum) ed., intro., notes Grga
Novak, Serbo-Croatian trans. Veljko Gortan (Zagreb [JAZU], 1951),
pp. 169-75.

Vinko Pribojevié published a Latin version of Alexander’s donation to
the Slavs in 1532 along with his speech’s original Latin text. Pribojevié¢
claimed that the document had been discovered in Constantinople and
translated from the Ancient Greek. According to the document,
Alexander, Lord of the World (dominus mundi), in the twelfth year of his
reign, pleased with the faithful service his Slavic troops had given him in
his campaigns, issued to the Slavs from his court in Alexandria a dona-
tion charter awarding them more or less all of Eastern Europe from the
Danube to the North Sea. The territory is worth noting, since it more or
less excludes the South Slav lands; but the reason for this is not hard to
find, since the earliest version of the text appears in a thirteenth-century
Polish chronicle from which it found its way seemingly into a fourteenth-
century Czech one. Thus, the territorial assignment was expressed to suit
the needs of these West Slavs. Many others would make use of this text,
including Orbimi (whom we turn to next), who published an Italian
translation of the donation in his major work on the Slavs. Moreover,
Pribojevié, in depicting the ancient Macedonians as Slavs, implied
Alexander was one. And this belief about Alexander’s ethnicity was to be
explicitly stated by various Renaissance writers including Hanibal Lucié,
Dinko Ranjina, Dominico Zlatarnc, and Ivan Gundulié. (Hrvoje Morovic,
“Legenda o povelji Aleksandra Velikoga u korist Slavena,” in Hrvoje
Morovié, Sa stranica starih knjiga [Split, 1968], pp. 109-124.)

Though scholars have accepted the northern (or West Slav) origin of
the Alexandrian donation, Morovi¢, on the basis of circumstantial evi-
dence, advances good reasons to suggest a so-far-undocumented South
Slavic provenance for it. After all, Macedonia lay in what became South
Slavic territory; classical sources on Alexander known at the time re-
ported that he had Illyrians as allies; and already in the thirteenth century,
the Illyrians were being depicted as Slavs by Catholic South Slavs (the
whole St. Jerome complex). Though the earliest reference to the donation
was in a thirteenth-century Polish text, Morovié argues that it would be
plausible to postulate a slightly earlier ongin for it among the actual
people who perceived themselves as descendants of those who were the
recipients of Alexander’s donation; for the grant has that ruler honoring
those Slavs who had been his faithful military supporters. Moreover, the
thirteenth century was the time when the bishop of Senj had persuaded
the pope to recognize the Slavonic liturgy in his diocese, because it had
been created by the Illyrian-Slav St. Jerome. And finally, Morovi¢ notes
that the earliest Czech reference to the donation is in a document found in
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the Slavonic monastery of Na Slovanech in Prague, which was resur-
rected in that period and had close association with Glagolitic monks
from what is now Croatia. These monks, Morovi¢ suggests, thus could
easily have been the source for the Czech tradition. Should Morovi¢’s
speculation be correct, one could postulate that the earliest version of the
donation would have had a more southernly territorial assignment, but
that that section had been altered in local interests by the Polish chroni-
cler. However, despite plausibility, no early South Slavic text has been
uncovered.

Mavro Orbini, Kraljevstvo Slovena, ed. Sima Cirkovié¢ (Belgrade, 1968).
See also front material 1n this volume, Miroslav Pantié, “Mavro Orbini—
Zivotirad”; and Franje Barigi¢, “Kratak sadrzaj prvog i drugog poglavlja
Orbinova dela,” pp. CXXXIX-CLII.

On the real Jerome (seen with more sympathy than I can muster) and
Rufinus, see J. N. D. Kelly, Jerome: His Life, Writirigs, and Controver-
sies (New York, 1975); Ellen Poteet, “In a Parting Sea: The Apostolic
Tracks of Christian Controversy in the Lives of Athanasius, Jerome, and
Rufinus, 325-411 a.p.,” Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor, 1998.

On the Losinj events, see Sime Ljubié, “Borba za glagoljicu na LoSinju,”
Rad (JAZU) 57 (1881): 150-87.



Surzhyk: The Rules of Engagement

MICHAEL S. FLIER

On 23 August 1994, Ukrainian state radio altered its hourly time announce-
ment, reverting to the Soviet model: y Kuesi Bicim roaun ‘The time in Kyiv is
eight o’clock’.! The change elicited passionate responses from readers of
Literaturna Ukraina, among others. One of them, an academician from Lviv,
went so far as to contact the appropriate authorities to complain and reported
the results in a letter to the newspaper readership:

As the board of radio broadcasting informed me, it was forced to do it on the
basis of an administrative decision in the presidium of the Ukraine State TV-
Radio Broadcasting Company, allegedly made in connection with numerous
letters trom radio listeners who can’t understand [«#ne nonimaror»] the Ukrai-
nian «BOCbMa FrOAHHa».

Perceiving this change as an attempt by state radio broadcasting to further
President Kuchma’s original Russian-language initiatives (later rescinded) in
Ukraine’s official language controversy, the writer concluded with a mordant
response of his own:

If that is how 1t is, you might as well switch immediately to «BocemMb yacos»,
and skip the Uke-ified hodge-podge «Bicim roaun» altogether.?

This vignette conveys a larger truth about language reality in modern
Ukraine, a nation in which “the medium is the message™ has special resonance.

No question has been more central to the notion of Ukrainian nationality
than the choice of Ukraine’s official language.* The Ukrainian SSR Language
Law of 1989* and the Ukrainian Constitution of 1996 assign to Ukrainian the
status of state language (neprkaBHa mosa) or official language (odiuiiina
moBa), but Russian (as well as other “minority” languages) may also be used
alongside Ukrainian in an official capacity in clearly defined situations.” As
contentious as the battle for language supremacy has been, the choice has
generally been framed as one between standard languages, Ukrainian or Rus-
sian. What has tended to be ignored officially is another linguistic struggle, this
for the very integrity of the Ukrainian language itself. In this confrontation, the
choice is not Ukrainian or Russian, but Ukrainian and Russian, in the form of a
hybrid—surzhyk—a nonstandard language that incorporates elements of both.°

Disregarded by officials and despised by purists, Ukrainian-Russian
surzhyk, which [ shall represent henceforth as Surzhyk with a capital “S,”
remains a poorly understood phenomenon in contemporary Ukrainian society.



114 FLIER

There are no statistics about it because it is not recognized as a valid alternative
in government questionnaires. Furthermore, its substandard status often results
in linguistic stigmatization,” which in turn affects speaker response. Apparently
significant numbers of speakers, for whom Surzhyk is a first language, live in
and around urban centers outside western Ukraine, where the southwestern
literary norm predominates. Without reliable statistics, however, it 1s 1mpos-
sible to determine their fluent command of either Ukrainian or Russian as
distinct languages.®

As Ukrainian and Russian have competed with each other to fulfill the role
of high language in Ukraine, Surzhyk has performed the function of low
language.’ In so doing, Surzhyk has gained a certain cachet in the past five
years as the language of the alienated and the rebellious, of those who press
against the norms of social convention, whether members of the youth culture,
the underworld, the military, or the socially conscious hip crowd. During this
same period, a number of modern authors have written works of prose—mostly
short stories in urban settings—that make effective stylistic use of Surzhyk in
presenting characters from these various segments of Ukrainian society.

Surzhyk is commonly attacked in newspaper articles, letters to the editor,
and style manuals as an insidious phenomenon in modern Ukraine. Perhaps the
most ardent brief against it 1s Antysurzhyk, a style manual cum etiquette book
published in 1994 under the auspices of the Ministry of Education.!” The
editor, Oleksandra Serbenska, has described the Russian component of
Surzhyk as a virus slowly infecting a helpless Ukrainian organism, the result of
an original Soviet plan to carry out “systematic linguicide,” the conscious
destruction of the Ukrainian language. In her understanding of Surzhyk, the
mixing of Ukrainian and Russian components is done arbitrarily [aosinbHo].'"

One might well question, however, the extent to which a plan for linguicide
1$ systematic, if the means for implementing the resultant hybrid are so arbi-
trary. Can any Ukrainian words be mixed with Russian words in Surzhyk, as
Serbenska claims—a kind of macaronic speech writ large—or are there con-
straints on their juxtaposition? Are all Ukrainian nouns, pronouns, adjectives,
and verbs capable of inflecting according to Russian models, or only some?
Are the phonological norms of Ukrainian violated at will in Surzhyk or are
there limitations? In this linguistic contest between Ukrainian and Russian,
what are the rules of engagement, if any? The present report investigates in a
preliminary way the questions raised above in order to establish a typological
basis for an extended analysis and objective discussion of Surzhyk in the
future.

Since there are sources of substandard Ukrainian other than those generated
by Russian contact, it 1s useful to limit reference of the term Surzhyk in this
study to that hybrid in which the entire grammar of Ukrainian—phonology,
morphology, syntax, lexicon—contains Russian-influenced elements or distri-
bution not otherwise represented in an identical function in Contemporary
Standard Ukrainian.'> It is this fotal grammatical criterion that may be used to
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distinguish Russian-induced forms of Surzhyk from Ukrainian dialectal forms
or substandard speech found in the grammars of some Ukrainian speakers (or
speakers of Surzhyk, for that matter), but not prompted by any direct connec-
tion to Russian.

It is useful to begin with the etymology of surzhyk itself to provide a clearer
sense of its nature and status. The word surzhyk or related forms is found in
many East and West Slavic languages, cf. Ukr. cypxuk; Russ. cypxanka,
cypxkaHed, Pol. sqriyca, sqiyca; Cz. souriice, soures. All are derived from the
Late Common Slavic prefix *sp- ‘with’ plus the nominal root *reZ ‘rye’ and a
variety of nominal suffixes. The original meaning, as posited by Vasmer
[Fasmer],'? is ‘impure wheat with an admixture of rye’. According to
Hrinchenko’s dictionary,!? surzhyk refers to mixed bread grains or flour made
from them, e.g., wheat and rye, rye and barley, barley and oats. The root ‘rye’
presupposes that the originally narrow reference of surzhyk was eventually
broadened to include various mixtures of grain. Metaphorically surzhyk was
eventually extended beyond the agricultural sphere to human reproduction. The
second meaning of surzhyk in Hrinchenko’s dictionary denotes a person of
mixed stock (uesioBek cmemaHHoi pacel)—in his example, Ukrainian and
Gypsy.

The Academy dictionary!® essentially reproduces Hrinchenko’s first mean-
ing, omits the second, but then adds a new abstract, colloquial meaning, one
remarked only in the Soviet period:

Elements of two or more languages, joined artificially [wryuno], without
adhering to the norms of the literary language; impure language.'®

A closer look at the course of the etymology and its subsequent develop-
ment reveals a structural asymmetry present in all usages of the word, direct
and metaphorical, that requires clarification. In the original sense of surzhyk as
a blend of grains, wheat and rye, the ingredients were not equivalent in value.
Surzhyk, glossed roughly as ‘with rye mixture’, was not $0 much mixture as
admixture, with wheat as the basic, unmarked and thus unstated, component
together with smaller amounts of rye.'” The development of secondary mean-
ings such as ‘mixed breed’, ‘hybrid’, ‘non-normative impure language’ mani-
fests an evaluative dimension that derives from the original asymmetry. This is
no neutral blend of ingredients but rather an impure, sullied product of con-
tamination. The reference to a mix of breeds, for example, assumes the pure,
positive, unmarked “us” as basic with an admixture of the impure, negative,
marked, polluting *“them.”

It is thus reasonable to assume that Ukrainian-Russian Surzhyk 1s also based
on asymmetry: it implies a Ukrainian base with an admixture of Russian, or
more properly speaking, ukrainianized Russian, which can be represented sym-
bolically as S = U/RY.'® Because the word surzhyk technically can refer to a
hybrid of any two (or more) languages, it would be possible in future studies to
analyze Ukrainian-Polish surzhyk (U/pY) in western Ukraine or Russian-Ukrai-
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nian surzhyk (R/uR) in eastern Ukraine, this latter, a hybrid consisting of a
Russian base with an admixture of russianized Ukrainian. Ostensibly each of
these hybrids has its own rules of combinability, a consequence of distinct rules
of engagement between different grammars in different positions of dominance
(base or admixture). The complications of this variety of possibilities demon-
strate the inadequacy of descriptive terms such as “arbitrarily” and “artifi-
cially” used to describe Surzhyk (U/RY) in the present study.

In attempting to discern a rule-governed basis for Surzhyk, we leave aside
obviously important pragmatic, sociolinguistic, psycholinguistic, and political
dimensions that deserve separate study, especially the status and function of
Surzhyk in contemporary Ukrainian society.'”

An analysis of Surzhyk depends on access to reliable data, preferably whole
texts of connected discourse that present the hybrid as a functional form of
communication in a variety of contexts, a database rich enough to support tar-
reaching generalization. Unfortunately no such database exists. What we have
instead are scattered words, phrases, single sentences, and occasional para-
graphs found in journalistic writings, prescriptive manuals, and political and
social analyses. These sources either document the phenomenon or, more
likely, condemn its ill effects.”®

Because Surzhyk at this point is largely an oral rather than written language,
there 1s a pressing need to record a large corpus of conversations containing it.
In such a project, speakers would be characterized according to such
sociolinguistic criteria as place of birth, age, gender, education, and profession
to enable researchers to plot the development of Surzhyk across various param-
eters, including generation and social class. Lacking that, we must rely on the
few sources available for a preliminary evaluation. |

In the second chapter of Antysurzhyk Serbens’ka presents paired columns of
examples of Surzhyk juxtaposed with correct Ukrainian usage. Virtually all the
examples provided represent primary types of lexical or syntactic substitution,
and show effects of morphological and phonological influence.

(1) Lexical transfers

Surzhyk Ukrainian Gloss

a. Ilpuxoxa B Hac Besinka.  Ilepeamokil y nac sesinkuit.  Our foyer is large.

b. Bizemu reoaai! Bisbmu upaxu! Take the nails'

c. HiTu, 3aBTpakaTh! Hitu, cHigaTH! Children, breakfast is
ready!

d. Byopa s Oyn Ha cTpaxi. Buopa s 6yB Ha cTOpOXI. Yesterday 1 was on
guard duty.

A lexical transfer (borrowing) in Surzhyk is a Russian-based form not
otherwise found in Ukrainian. Examples of Russian transfers -are given in (1)
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along with the suggested Ukrainian versions provided by Serbenska. We can
represent in italics the phonemic spellout of the Russian model and its Surzhyk
product with a linear sequence of morpheme boundaries, the actual derivation
of the underlying stem simplified for presentation.?!

The russified transfer has replaced its Ukrainian counterpart, but not without
modification where required. In (1a) the substantivized R adjective pr'i-xoz-aja
conforms to the U adjectival paradigm as prj-xoZ-a with nom.sg.fem. ending
{a}, and 1s subject to U morphophonemics through the replacement of the R
prefix {pr'i} with U {pry}. In (1b) R gvozd’-i substitutes for U ¢’vjax-y, but
with the regular morphophonemic substitution of # for g.?? In (1c¢) Russian
zavtrak-a-t’ serves as the infinitive for ‘to breakfast’, with an adjustment of the
frequency of the infinitival suffix allomorph tj in favor of +’.*> The S phrase na
cmpaxi ‘on guard’ in (1d) shows the preference for the Russian Church
Slavonic layer of the Russian lexicon as opposed to the native East Slavic
representation of U na cmopoxi.®®

(2) Lexical extensions

Surzhyk Ukrainian Gloss
a. CTosloBa—Ha npaso. Inamas—nanpaso. The dining room is on
the right.
b. My nepemicyemMocH. Mu ymcTyemocs! We correspond.
c. Bu miHere 106Kk1? Bu urverte cnigHmmi? Do you make (sew})
skirts?

A Ukrainian lexeme with a set of meanings that has been extended to match
those of its Russian counterpart is a lexical extension in Surzhyk, symbolized *"
to represent the n number of extended meanings accorded the erstwhile Ukrai-
nian form. In (2a) the Ukrainian adjective cmoaosea ‘table’ i1s extended to
express both meanings of Russian cmo.aosas, ‘table’ (ad).) and ‘dining room’
(substantivized adj.), hence S c¢moaoea*. The Surzhyk verb
nepenucysamu(ca)*™ ‘copy, transcribe; rewrite’; and ‘correspond’ in (2b) 1s
used in conformity with Russian nepenucvieams(ca). The Ukrainian noun
wobxa, normally limited to meaning ‘skirt’ in a technical sense, is extended in S
wbka*™ (2¢) to refer to an article of clothing, as in the Russian usage.
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(3) Lexical calques

Surzhvk Ukrainian Gloss
a. PO3MOJIOXKEHHA cTaTeH PO3MIILEHHA cTaTei the placement of the
articles
b. HakKiHelb HapewrTi finally
C. MOKymaresi MOK YITLI shoppers

Calques may be lexical or syntactic. In either case, the collocation of ele-
ments in the embedded language (Russian) provides the model of concatena-
tion for the analogous elements in the matrix language (Ukrainian).” In (3a)
R stem roz-po-loZ-en’ij- provides the model for S roz-po-loZ-en’n’j-, which
preserves U morphophonemic consonant gemination {en’j = en’n’j}.?® An-
other option permits the substitution of the Russian suffix {en’ij}, thus S roz-
po-lo¥’-en’ij-. The S adverbial calque na-kin-ec’ is patterned after R na-kon-ec
in (3b), but retains the Ukrainian nominal root {kin} and the suffix {e%c’} with
the uniquely Ukrainian ¢’.?” In (3c) R po-kup-a-tel’-i provides the model for
the Surzhyk form, but Ukrainian phonotactics in this instance may render the t
of the suffix {tel’} with hard [t°] instead of the soft [t’] used in Russian,
although the latter is reported as well.

There are few immediately obvious constraints on lexical transfers, exten-
sions, and calques for nouns, verbs, and adjectives.?® Future study will reveal
the extent to which syntactic relations (especially specifier-head and head-
complement relations), stylistics, pragmatics, and other discourse factors con-
strain choice. In modern fiction, for example, the introduction of Surzhyk into
an otherwise Ukrainian text produces an abrupt transition that signals a change
in atmosphere, a shift in topic, a deepening of character development, etc. Even
so, the proportion of Russian-based forms to Ukrainian forms and forms appro-
priate to Ukrainian and Russian is roughly 1 out of every 4, that is, around 25
percent (see below).

(4) Syntactic calques

a. S Hapaaa no npobseMam ‘a conference on issues (problems)’
b. S TpuKoHKypcHux ek3aMeHa ‘three competitive examinations’

C. S BJECATH rOjIMH ‘at ten o’clock’

d. S camuit fopoxxunii "the most expensive’

e. S Oiablue Moro ‘bigger than mine’

f. S npobdad mene ‘excuse me’

Since the majority of case marking patterns of verbal, nominal, and adjecti-
val government in Ukrainian and Russian are identical, most of the syntactic
calques result from the incorporation into Surzhyk of localized Russian con-
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structions, e.g., prepositional phrases, numeral phrases, or phrase heads with
distinctive government.”® In (4a), for example, case is marked for dative with
the preposition no in the delimitative sense of ‘on’, ‘concerning’, ‘as regards’,
as seen in R cosewanue no npotaemam, as opposed to U napada 3 npobaen,
with preposition 3 + genitive. The U preposition no does not otherwise select
the dative. Russian syntax is invoked as well in (4b), in which the numeral mpu
marks the noun as gen.sg. but the adjectival modifier as gen.pl., in contrast to
the Ukraiman pattern with the noun and adjective modifier marked for nom.pl.,
e.g.. Umpu kouxypcui ekzamenu. The time expression ‘at ten o'clock’ in (4¢) is
rendered with the preposition & plus the accusative of the cardinal numeral 10,
which 1tself governs the genitive plural of the noun, all according to the
Russian syntactic pattern, as compared with the Ukrainian o decamiii zo00uni,
with the preposition o plus the locative singular of the ordinal numeral and the
noun. In (4d) the analytic Russian-based superlative construction caamoiii
dopoezoii provides part of the model for S camuii dopoxuuii, the other part
derivable from the synthetic Ukrainian counterpart naiidopoxuuii. In this in-
stance Surzhyk has produced a third alternative, with Russian-induced camuii
juxtaposed to the U comparative degree of the adjective dopoeuii, a construc-
tion absent in Russian and Ukrainian. The comparative 6iasiue mo20 in (4e)
governs the genitive as in Russian, unlike the analytic U constructions 6i.2buie
8i0 mozo or Oiavwe Hix mili. The Russian-induced accusative case in (4f)
displaces the Ukrainian dative after the verb npoéau, thus S npobau mene (cf.
R uszeunu mens) instead of U npobayu meni.

In principle, syntactic calquing appears to be open-ended within the rela-
tively narrow range of actual Ukrainian-Russian difference, subject only to the
kinds of syntactic, stylistic, pragmatic, and discourse constraints that may be
operative in the case of lexical transfer and extension.

(5) Morphemes subject to russification in Surzhyk

prefix  suffix  ending root

pronoun NA NA — -

adjective — — - +

verb — (+) (+) +

noun - + + +
+ = OCCurs - = does not occur
(+) = occurs rarely NA = not applicable

The chart in (5) presents a gradient hierarchy of morphemes subject to
russification in Surzhyk. The morphological component, which governs the
phonemic shape of morphemes, appears to be the most conservative in the
grammar of Surzhyk, a result predicted by sociolinguistic experience.’® It is
noteworthy that in all the examples of Surzhyk cited in Serbenska’s manual,
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the Ukrainian inflectional endings of pronouns, adjectives, and (with few ex-
ceptions) verbs are preserved intact; and nominal and numeral desinences are
minimally altered. The closed classes of morphemes, such as pronouns, prepo-
sitions, prefixes, and suffixes tend to preserve their Ukrainian formal properties
most consistently.

Pronouns. The personal pronouns retain their Ukrainian shape in all of
Serbens’ka’s examples, thus third-person singular 6i# (nom.sg.masc.), oMy
(dat.sg.masc.-neut.), Hum (inst.sg.masc.-neut.), not *ox, *imy, M *im; and sec-
ond-person singular me6e (gen.-acc.), mo6i (dat.-loc.), moboro (inst.), not
*meba, *mebe, *moboii, respectively. Likewise determiners and quantifiers
such as yeii, moii, éeco, écaxkuii; interrogative-relative pronouns such as xmo,
wio, kompuii, and qualitative pronouns such as maxuii, axuii retain their Ukrai-
nian form in her manual.

Adjectives. The Surzhyk variant of U pexomendosanuii aucm ‘registered
letter’ is 3axka3H il aucm, not *3axasn o aucm, which would have introduced
not only the lexical transfer stem zakazn-, but the stressed R allomorph -¢j.

Verbs. The third person marker {t'?} in the non-past forms of verbs is never
replaced by its hard Russian counterpart in the Surzhyk represented in
Serbens’ka, thus sin wocums, eéonu Hocsams ‘he/they carries/carry’, never
*nocum, *nocam. The zero allomorph of {t’?}, assigned to first-conjugation
non-past third singular forms without the reflexive particle, 1s not replaced by t’
in imitation of the overt Russian allomorph, thus, aona 3nae, uumae, nasueae,
not *3uaemeo, *uumaems, *Hasusaems. The masculine singular past tense suffix
{v} 1s never replaced by its Russian counterpart {1}, thus, susoxxus, owywas,
yoexas, never *ausoxua, *ouwyywan, *yoexan. The verb suffix {¥} in second-
conjugation verbs such as xodumu, nocumu, npocumu is never replaced by its
counterpart, R {1}, *xoo0imu, *nocimu, *npocimu.

The Russian use of N-P/1pl. forms in an imperative function is transferred to
Surzhyk, thus standard U imperative cxodim(o) in alternation with cxodunm,
with an apparent preterence for the full 1pl. morpheme {mo}. The allomorphy
of the R infinitival suffix {t'i?} = ¢'i ~ t' (R nes-t’i, pldk-a-t’) may be extended
to Surzhyk, as noted above, thus {t'§9} = 'V ~ ' (S nes-t'V — [nesty),
zdvtrak-a-t’).

Nouns. Surzhyk nominal inflection follows the Ukrainian pattern for the
most part. There are four cases, however, in which Surzhyk inflection regularly
reflects the Russian pattern in the manual: the vocative, the gen.sg.masc. in {u}
for inanimates, the dat.-loc.sg.masc. in {ovi}, and the nom.pl. in {a} of certain
masculine nouns.

Surzhyk does not typically employ the separate vocative forms of Ukrai-
nian, but uses the Russian pattern instead, namely, the nominative case in most
situations,*? and the limited first-declension Russian vocative forms of endear-
ment with a {2} desinence as an option distinct from the nominative, e.g., lsan,
I'puye, Okcana, Hamanin instead of U leane, I'puyro, Oxcano, Hamaanie: and
Bana ~ Banw, Cawa ~ Caw, mama ~ mam, Hamawka ~ Hamawx.
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The second-declension gen.sg.masc. desinences {a} and {u} have comple-
mentary markedness values in Russian and Ukrainian. In Russian {u} is
marked as the so-called second genitive, typically associated with quantifica-
tion, e.g., R caxapy ‘some sugar’, varo ‘some tea’. The unmarked ending {a)
occurs 1n other, nonquantitative contexts. In Ukrainian, it is {a} that is marked,
Iimited to masculine animates, a small set of masculine inanimates, and neu-
ters. The unmarked ending {u} occurs elsewhere. Surzhyk tends to follow the
Russian pattern; cf. S 3aempaka ‘breakfast’, exzamena ‘examination’ and
U cuidanry. exzameny.

The dat.sg.masc. second-declension desinence {ovi}, especially favored for
animate nouns in Ukrainian, is commonly replaced by {u} in Surzhyk, e.g.,
opiyepy ‘officer’ instead of ogpiyeposi. Analogously, the Ukrainian
loc.sg.masc. desinence alternation {ovi} ~ {1} or {u} is constrained to {i} or
{u} 1n Surzhyk, e.g., ogiyepi instead of ogpiyeposi, 6ameky instead of
oambkoei. In these cases, the Russian pattern with dative {u} and locative {i}
simply affects the frequency of choice; the distribution in both cases favors
options other than {ovi},

Surzhyk tends to prefer the Russian nom.pl. desinence {4} to the Ukrainian
{y } in the small set of masculine second-declension nouns with that selection
pattern in Russian; cf. S doxkmopd ‘doctor’, npocpecopd ‘professor’, yuumens
‘teacher’, kopmd ‘fodder’ and U doxmop#, npopecopi, yaumeai, kopmi.

Russian-influenced lexical specification can have inflectional consequences
for Surzhyk stem morphology as well. The borrowing 6e.siio or 6iaviio ‘linen,
underwear’ (cf. U 6iausna) continues to be specified as indeclinable, and thus
not an exception to the regular U morphophonemic rule that replaces nominal
desinence-initial {0} with {e} after soft consonants; cf. {p6'1’+ 0} = pél'+e —
[pdle] (U noae ‘field’, nom.-acc.sg.neut.). Had the transfer been construed as
declinable, one would have expected the Surzhyk form to be 6e.ave or 6iave.
Another russianism is the specification of Ukrainian names in -nko as indeclin-
able, cf. S naowa leana @panko ‘Ivan Franko Square’ and U naowa leana
®panka. In some cases, gender, declension class, and stress pattern distinguish
the Ukrainian forms from their russified Surzhyk counterparts (Russian trans-
fers); cf. U adpéca ‘(street) address’ (fem.1™ decl.), sdpmapox ‘market, fair’
(masc. 2™ decl.) and S d9pec (masc. 2™ decl.), spmapka (fem. 1% decl.).

Surzhyk also displays Russian-based lexical specification in the
morphosyntactic treatment of a small set of semantically inanimate nouns
treated as inanimate in Surzhyk as compared to their specification as animate in
Ukrainian, e.g., aucm ‘letter’; cf. S a nanucas aucm ‘I wrote the letter’ and U 4
nanucas aucma. Collective nouns such as aucma ‘leaves’ (coll.) are lexicalized
as syntactic plurals rather than neuter singulars under Russian influence, thus S
cyxi aucma ‘dry leaves’ but U cyxe aucma.

Morphophonemics. In Serbenska’s sampling, Surzhyk displays definite ten-
dencies in morphophonemic patterning, occasionally favoring the Ukrainian
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model, but most often the Russian. Morphophonemic attraction 1$ especially
apparent in correlations, sets of etymologically correlated forms.

We have already had occasion to mention the resolution between Ukrainian
h and Russian g in favor of the former,” e.g., R griz-cik-@ ‘loader’, S
hriiz-¢yk-0. Likewise, the characteristic velar-dental alternations in nominal
declensions before the dat.-loc.sg. ending {i} in first-declension nouns, and
loc.sg. in second-declension nouns, are preserved, irrespective of whether the
stem is a native Ukrainian one or a Russian-based transfer, e.g., S pyka, pyui
‘hand, arm’> boe, bo3i ‘God’> ocmanoeka, Ha ocmanosyi ‘stop’ (bus or tram).
In correlations that contrast Russian C’i and Ukrainian C°¥, Surzhyk tends to
preserve the Ukrainian sequence, unless specific morpheme boundaries inter-
vene, in which case R T’-i may replace U T°-y, c¢f. R and S rot’-ik-@, U
rot-vk-@ (diminutive nominal suffix); but R xod’-i-t’ ‘to walk, go’, U and S
xod-y-1¥ (verbal class suffix).

The vast majority of Surzhyk forms in Serbens'’ka favor Russian
morphophonemic attraction. The Russian mid-vowels e and o are among the
strongest targets for Surzhyk correlations, regardless of the corresponding
Ukrainian morphophonemic behavior. Thus, the high front vowel i, the charac-
teristically U reflex of Rusian ¢, often yields to the R reflex e, e.g., U dil-o
‘business, matter’, smix-@ ‘laughter’, S dél-o, sméx-@. Likewise, there are a
number of roots or suffixes that differ primarily in the shape of the mid-vowel,
e in Ukraimian and o 1n Russian, e.g., U tés¢-a ‘mother-in-law’ (wife’s mother),
sél-a ‘village’ (nom.-acc.pl.), klén-@ ‘maple’, id-é-§ ‘go, walk’ (N-P/2sg.),
kontrol-ér-@ ‘controller, ticket-taker’ versus R t'65¢-a, s’6l-a, kl'6n-@, id’-6-5,
kontrol’-6r-@ . Surzhyk typically follows the Russian pattern with o in these
cases, according to the frequency hierarchy roots > suffixes > endings.>* The
vowel substitution is accompanied by the softening of a preceding dental
consonant, thus U 7e = S To.

Patterns of mid-vowel alternation (R e?, 0%; U €%, 09, ei, oi) are typically
modeled after the Russian in Surzhyk, e.g., U rémin’-@, rémen’-a ‘belt, strap’;
rét-@, rét-a ‘mouth’; holiv-k-a ‘head’ (dim.) and holov-d ‘head’ versus
S remen’-@3, remn’-d; rot-@, rt-d; holév-k-a and holov-d.

Apart from the two cases of U attraction noted above, Russian consonantism
serves as the target for Surzhyk consonantism, and thus one finds voiced
fricatives z, I replacing affricates g, 7 respectively, and no gemination of
dentals™ and palatal obstruents before j, e.g., U gérkal-o ‘mirror’, horj-ii-s’'a
‘be proud of” (N-P/1sg.), ni¢¢-ju ‘night’ (inst.sg.) versus S zérkal-o, hor?-i-s’a,
ROC-JU.

A hard-soft consonant alternation in Russian triggered by the presence of a
specific class of grammatical suffixes is preserved in Surzhyk, if permitted
phonologically. In practical terms, such alternations are limited to the dentals,
e.g., S rér-@ ‘mouth’ and rét’-ik-@ (dim.) versus U rét-@, rot-yk-@. Compare
R kith-@ ‘cube’ and kib’-ik-@ ‘(children’s) block’ (dim.) versus S kiib-0,
kib-vk-0.
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Phonology. On the phonological level, Surzhyk in Serbenska rests on a
gradient continuum between Ukrainian and Russian, but it is not always pOS-
sible to discern the actual state of affairs from the data at hand. It is difficult to
assess, for example, the influence of Russian stress patterns on Surzhyk since
stress 1s not indicated. Indirect evidence suggests that if and when Russian
stress patterns are used, the Ukrainian base of Surzhyk makes necessary adjust-
ments. Thus, the Surzhyk 2pl. imperative npuxodims is formed according to the
regular pattern for suffix-stressed forms in Ukrainian, as compared with U
npuxoobme, which represents the regular morphological pattern for stem-
stressed forms.

Unfortunately, Serbenska provides no information on Russian-induced
vowel reduction phenomena in Surzhyk. Similarly, it is unclear whether
Surzhyk tends to favor Russian or Ukrainian patterns in voicing and compact-
ness neutralization.*®

Like Ukrainian, Surzhyk resists phonemically soft labials, palatals, and
velars in prevocalic environments; they are categorically excluded in all others,
as shown 1n (6).

(6) Sharping (palatalization, softness):

a.  Russian: PPP T°T C K°K
Ukrainian: P T C K

b. Surzhyk resistance to R phonemically distinct P’ before back vowels

R kov '0r-0: ‘rug’  sv'okl-a ‘beet’
S kovjor-@ [s’v-Okla] « svjoki-a

The Russian transfer koeép ‘rug’ is rendered as Surzhyk xosiiop (kovjor+Q).
Russian ceékaa ‘beet’ elicits Surzhyk cevox.aa, which looks at first blush to
contain a phonemically soft v’ before back vowel. In fact, the phonetic softness
of the labiodental in this case is the product of the regular absorption of j after
two or more consonants, thus svjokl+a — [s’v-6kla)."’

By contrast, the phonemically paired hard and soft dentals permit the direct
realization of the latter before back vowels, in case the Russian model dictates
that sequence. Examples in Surzhyk include cmynenvox ‘little step’
(gen.pl.fem.), meousa ‘mother-in-law’ (wife’s mother), noceoaka “settlement’
(gen.sg.neut.), and enepvod ‘forward’.

Much more complex is the Surzhyk treatment of consonants before front
vowels, a traditional environment in Ukrainian for the neutralization or predict-
able variation of hardness and softness. Unless specified morphological bound-
aries intervene, the hardness or softness of all Ukrainian consonants is predict-
able.® The Ukrainian distribution is represented in (7):
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(7) Ukrainian hardening/softening of C before front vowels

{lis} ‘forest {babus’} ‘grandma’
3) C— [CO] / y9 € [l‘is.);]nom_pl_ [babl:lsy_n]poss, ad).
[l’fse],,(,c_sg. [babuseju]insl_sg_
b) C- [C’] / __1 [l,is,l’vlgen_pl [babﬁs’i]gen.-dal.-l()c.sg.

The forms in (7) show that whether the underlying stem-final consonant is
hard like s in {lis} or soft like s’ in {babus’}, the phonetic realization of the
consonant depends on the shape of the front vowel. Rule (7a) determines that a
consonant (C) is realized phonetically as hard (— [C°]) before [¥] or [e],
whereas (7b) determines that a consonant is realized phonetically as soft
( = [C’]) before [1].

The Russian neutralization of phonemically hard consonants as soft is lim-
ited to the environment before [e]. as shown in (8):

(8) Russian softening of C° before [e]

{bes} ‘demon’ | {les} ‘forest’ | {ruk} ‘hand, arm’

C° > [C])/_e [b’és] [ruk’é

nom.sg. e]dut.-luc.sg,

The Russian transfer .21éwmer ‘ribbon’ (nom.-acc.pl.), phonetically [I’énty],
represents an immediate problem for Ukrainian Surzhyk. The likely
morphophonemic representation would be /lent+3, which would be rendered by
Ukrainian phonology as [1énty]. But the more common Surzhyk form [I’énty],
transcribed .1enmu, seems to indicate that the Ukrainian neutralization of con-
sonants before ¢ (C — C°) is overridden by the Russian neutralization of
phonemically hard labials (P°), dentals (T°), and velars (K°) before [e]
(C° — ), according to which all are rendered soft, thus lént+3 — [I’énty].
Since palatals are not affected by the Russian rule (C° — C’), the only model
for Surzhyk would be one in which labials, dentals, and velars are softened
before [e]. Because Surzhyk lacks phonemically hard labials and velars, the
Russian rule 1s modified to suit Ukrainian phonology as (C — C’), so that any
basically hard consonant—not only phonemically hard—is susceptible to soft-
ening before [e], construed for nondentals as variation rather than neutraliza-
tion. The invocation of Surzhyk rule (C — C’) accounts for the instances of
phonetically soft labials appearing before e in Russian transfers, e.g., Surzhyk
ceem ‘light’, npumepouny ‘fitting room’ (acc.sg.fem.), ybexaaa ‘she ran
away’.

On closer analysis, however, the notion of one phonological rule simply
overriding the other cannot account for the Surzhyk forms with mixed Ukrai-
nian-Russian realizations in Serbenska, e.g., Surzhyk kaesep ‘clover’ (soft
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dental, hard labial), [lemenvka ‘Petey!’ (hard labial, soft dental) as compared
with U xaeaep, [lempuky! (Ilempycio!).

The application of the Surzhyk rule (C — C’) is apparently constrained by
factors that make it more or less likely to occur. In the case of xaeeep, for
example, softening has affected the / but not the v, a result that in part must
reflect the relative strength of softness in Ukrainian consonantism. The dental
is more likely than a labial to be softened before e in Surzhyk because dentals
are patred for softness, whereas all the other consonants, including labials, are
not: j is redundantly soft, the others are basically (nonphonemically) hard.
Thus, the Surzhyk rule (C — C’) is constrained by the contextual softness
hierarchy T > P K C. Softness would be more likely if the affected segment
were a dental than if it were a labial, velar, or palatal.®® Additionally, the
Surzhyk rule (C — C’) would apply only if the Ukrainian rule (C — C°) were
suppressed, as symbolized in (9¢).*

(9) Surzhyk softening of C before [e]

(C—=CHR 1  a) { _e]R
b) [T=P, K, C)
c) +C = C)R o5 (CoCV

The softness hierarchy in (9b) favors the softness of the dental before that of
the labial and thus predicts Surzhyk /lemenvka. The hierarchy would permit
[Temenwvka (labial and dental softened), but would disallow *{lemensvra (labial
softened, dental not).

To sum up our findings based on the material in Serbenska, the syntax and
lexicon of Surzhyk seem most open to russification, whereas the inflectional
morphology is the most resistant. The phonology makes some accommodation
to the Russian pattern, but utilizes Ukrainian-based hierarchies of constraint in
its implementation. It will be useful to compare these impressions with
Surzhyk as presented in current fiction.

We must be clear at the outset that the authors of fiction-based Surzhyk are
not trained linguists; they attempt to reproduce certain details of Surzhyk
speech they deem characteristic or particularly striking to create a desired tone
or effect, but they are not always consistent. “Literary” Surzhyk is obviously no
substitute for a large recorded and transcribed database of connected Surzhyk
speech that remains a research desideratum. Nonetheless, there are typological
features of literary Surzhyk that occur with sufficient frequency among differ-
ent authors to convince me that they are reasonable candidates for inclusion in
the ultimate grammar (or grammars) of Surzhyk.

For my sample, I have chosen texts by Bohdan Zholdak (*Mania or
Tania”),*' Oleksandr Irvanets’ (“Our Scoutmaster Freddy Krueger: A Thriller”
and “Holian’s Demise”),*? Oksana Zabuzhko (Fieldwork on Ukrainian Sex),*
Mykola Zakusylo (“A Vampire Ate Dad”),** and Volodymyr Danylenko (“The
Kiev Dude”).®
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A comparison of morphological russification in literary Surzhyk and in
Surzhyk presented by Serbenska reveals the slight conservatism of the latter.
As the chart in (10) indicates, the russification represented in literary Surzhyk
has made marginal inroads in pronominal roots, adjectival endings, and pro-
nominal endings, as well as in those morpheme categories noted by Serbenska.

(10) Russification of Surzthyk morphemes: Serbens’ka + vs. others +

prefix suffix ending  root
Pronoun NA NA - (+) —-(+)
adjective - _ —(+) + +
verb - (+)(+) (+)+) + +
noun — + + + + + +

In all cases, these rare roots and endings were included within the context of
whole phrases, the ideal environment for extensive russification, e.g., the noun
phrase emom Hez00aii ‘this lowlife’ (VD), verb phrase nauunaii caoiio deqao *do
your thing” (BZh), and prepositional phrases emecmio wiiio ‘instead of her’
(BZh), 8o cue ‘in a dream’ ~ yei cui (BZh), ko mue ‘towards me’ (BZh). In each
instance the construction contained a russified head or specifier, thus xeeodaii,
HawuHati, 0€ .10, emecmo, 6o, ko instead of U ne2ionux, nouunaii, 0110, 3amicme,
v, 0o. The softness of the nasal »n in the negative particle ne is apparently
dependent on whether the negative phrase dominates a Russian complement or
not, e.g., He mozy (BZh) but ne moxy (BZh); cf. the syntactically independent
He ‘no’ (OI-94).

In several examples, however, the Ukrainian preposition 3 permits
russification, e.g., a substantivized adjective with a russified stem and
gen.sg.fem. ending {0)}—3 npoxoodnoii ‘from the hall’ (OI-94) versus U 3
npoxionoi—or a Russian transfer with nominal complement—3 camozo
Hauana cesona ‘from the beginning of the season’ (O1-94) versus U 3 camozo
nowamky cesony. In general, the evidence from literary Surzhyk suggests that
phrase markers may play a role in constraining russification, so that those
marked with Ukrainian specifiers and heads will be less likely to permit
russification than those not so marked, or marked Russian. For example, the S
phrases yiay cmeny (OI-94) or geuipniii myasem (O1-96) demonstrate that the
marking of a noun phrase as R does not entail the marking of the dominating
adjective phrase as R. The converse, a noun phrase marked U with dominating
adjectival and prepositional phrases in R, although theoretically possible, is
much rarer, at least in literary Surzhyk. Clearly, such tendencies can only be
confirmed by examining a statistically significant database, but if true, they
would predict that collocations of the sort emom nezidnux, nouunaii ceoiio
Oen0, 3amicne hitio, and y che would be less likely, if not impossible. Apart
from such exceptional cases, the results from literary Surzhyk are consistent
with the morphological typology based on Serbenska.
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Literary Surzhyk provides new evidence on morphophonemic and phono-
logical data. The velar-dental alternation before the desinence {i} in first-
declension (dat.-loc.sg.) and second-declension (loc.sg.) nouns is lost when the
desinence 1s replaced by the Russian-induced {e}, e.g., S ra zpaxoansu ‘in
civilian life’ (BZh, cf. R na epaxodnke); S na kywemxu ‘*on the couch’ (BZh,
cf. R na kywémxe). Ukrainian tends to neutralize unstressed e and ¥ as [e¥] or
[¥€]. which may account for Zholdak’s rendering of underlying na hraZdank-e
and na kusetk-e with hard [ky].

The Surzhyk softening rule in (9) predicts the sort of softness variation
found in literary Surzhyk, e.g., S dickomexa ‘discotheque’ ~ U duckomexa
(OI-96), S .1azepep ‘camp’ ~ aaeepo (OI-94, O1-96); S ocobenno (O1-94) ‘espe-
cially” ~ oco6uno (BZh). From these few cases, we note immediately that
particular authors prefer to render specific features of Surzhyk in distinctive
ways. Scant evidence suggests that Russian geminate consonants, whether
morpheme-internal or across boundaries, may be reduced to a single consonant
according to the Ukrainian pattern, e.g., ocobenno and ocobuno above,
veaosaenomy (BZh). Irvanets’ renders the labial b soft before the [e] in
ocoberno, whereas Zholdak leaves it hard and reproduces the aforementioned
Ukraiman phonetic merger of unstressed ¢ and §. Impressionistic evidence
from literary Surzhyk generally indicates that consonant softening before [e] in
Surzhyk is more likely before stressed [€] than unstressed [e]. 1f so, the hierar-
chical ranking must be included in a modified Surzhyk rule (C — C") as shown
in(11):

(11) Surzhyk softening of C before [e]

(CoCHR /  a) { _é Z_CV}R
b) [ T=P, K, C]
c) +HC > CRo(CoCH

There are occasional indications of Russian-influenced vowel neutralization
(akan’e, ikan’e) in literary Surzhyk, e.g., xapawo ‘all right’ (BZh, cf.
R xopouio [xara86]), #i docmiz ‘(I) didn’t achieve’ (BZh, cf. R ne docmue
[n'i®das’t’ik]), kpacasiy ‘good-looker’ (BZh, cf. R kpacasey [krasav’ic]),
kanewrno ‘of course’ (VD, cf. R xouneurno [kan’éSna]). Such examples are
rendered so inconsistently, however, that it is impossible to tell whether the
neutralization itself is typical and frequent.

Our preliminary review indicates a set of apparent hierarchies of
russification in Surzhyk as shown in (12) below. Only a detailed investigation
of an extensive Surzhyk database will permit us to refine these categories and
gain a deeper understanding of the mechanisms that control the engagement
between the Russian and Ukrainian grammatical systems in Surzhyk.
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(12) Hierarchies of russification in Surzhyk

a.  transfer > correlation > calque 2 native

b.  marked-Russian > unmarked > marked-Ukrainian

c.  noun 2 verb = adjective 2 pronoun

d.  root > suffix 2 ending > prefix

e.  morphophonemic R attraction 2 morphophonemic U attraction
f. (CoC/_eR2(C—oC°/_e)V

Despite the many possibilities for russification, a random sample of para-
graphs of Surzhyk text (140-240 words each) from Zholdak and Irvanets’, for
example, shows that roughly 25 percent of the words in Surzhyk are Russian-
based; 25 percent are shared by Ukrainian and Russian; and the rest are
Ukrainian (50 percent). Even such gross measurement is suggestive of a Ukrai-
nian base in Surzhyk capable of constraining russification, through probability
scales that vary according to the functional role of each -element in the sen-
tence, and through hierarchies of implicational relationships that tend to favor
or disfavor the appropriation of Russian features. Some russianisms may be
incorporated into Surzhyk under specific circumstances, whereas others are
impossible. The selection from “Holian’s Demise” is representative in this
regard.

At the beginning, the protagonist Izelina speaks to a taxi driver in pure
Ukrainian as she alights at the entrance to her workers’ dormitory. Her tele-
phone conversation inside (russianisms underscored) provides the immediate
context for using Surzhyk with her friend Natashka, whom she meets later to
continue the discussion:

—Auno! Ano! Harawka? Harawka, npiser,*® woch norano uytu. Tu
naBHo Bxe npuixana? da? Hy, or s HakoHel Ao Tebe 3BOHO. 3Biaku? 3
NMPOXOAHOM, 3 OBLIEKHUTIA. AJIO, IMOCh NOorano yytn! Asto! Uyewn Mene? 5 xe
y Jqarepl 6yna, uiny cMeny. O, Tam Takui cayyvaid 6ys! OOHH MaJlbyHK.. ..
JlagHo, notom po3kaxy. [lasait yepea nisyaca Ha octadoBui! Jobpe?..

—Oii, Harawk, skl Kpa-acoBkH....Dipma...Pogiteni kynuaun?
[To-napus?...Hi dira...A B MeHe...OH, 11bOM Ha JIABOYKY, IIOKH HIYOrO He
ine, canemo, poskaxy. da. Tak o1. bBys TaMm, y niarepi, o0MH MaJsibuiK — HY,
4yno. HopHEHbK I, BUCOKUH, rJ1a3a royoi....Becs y cipmi, ax g0 Tpycikis.
Mpencrtae cobi, 6aunna. A wo*’ Tyt takoro? Cepboxa 3Basu. [da, came
3Bayid. He nepeGusai, gaii no nopsaaky poskaxy. XoTs He, N0 NOPAAKY HeE
Buiae. 5 npuixasa, Bin Tam BXXe paboTas, 3 camMoro HavaJia ce3ona. OizpykoM
pa6oras. PaHo BcTaHe, 3apsaKy nposene, i 10 06iay crnuTe.*®

This example of authentic Surzhyk (code-mixing) may be profitably com-
pared with literary representations of code-switching, in which a character or
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narrator inserts Russian words or whole sentences into a Ukrainian or Surzhyk
text. Thus, a Russian statement reported by a narrator otherwise using Ukrai-
nian and occasional Surzhyk should not itself be confused as Surzhyk, e.g.,
“«MavJibuikl, —KpeCcOHYJ1a HaBiAJ1l rOJI0COM, aXK 3a6pHHII0, —a IUTO X BH
eTO, B caMOM AeJI€, a?!» 1 BupBasia xjonus . .. 7 (0Z). In this example, we
note the distinction between maawuixi, which is simply a direct rendering of the
Russian form, and ma.abuuk, the Surzhyk form used by Danylenko, with the
underlying sutfix {¢yk]}, its Ukrainian form preserved with ¥. The Surzhyk
nominative plural would be maabuuxu.’® Likewise, the language of
Danylenko’s Kiev Dude 1s essentially Russian, whereas the narrator shifts
between Ukrainian and Surzhyk, e.g., —Ilepeceubomcs? —3anponoHyBas
Manbunk. —Kak y 1€6'sa nHawot Bpemeni?®! (VD). Zakusylo’s prose in con-
trast contains Surzhyk mixed with a great many substandard Ukrainian forms,
including dialectisms, e.g., 3 kpos e ‘with blood’, korxickauia ‘confiscation’,
i n'iomo €€ [kpoa] ‘and they drink it [blood]’.

Quite apart from the numerous combinations of standard languages, sub-
standard speech, and dialect forms that are no doubt encountered in everyday
parlance in Ukraine, it 1s important to distinguish the characteristics of specific
hybrids from one another for the purposes of research. On this view, it is
possible to separate out Surzhyk, the Ukrainian-Russian hybrid, from all the
other possible generic surzhyks that no doubt exist in Ukraine, to study 1t in its
own right, and to determine the patterns that underlie this particular engage-
ment of the two major East Slavic languages.

Even the quite preliminary typology of interaction at the levels of lexicon,
syntax, morphology, and phonology examined here shows that the process of
russification within Surzhyk is by no means random or illogical, but 1s gov-
erned by specific hierarchies and implicatures that are as valid in prescriptive
materials as they are in literary Surzhyk. The future study of an extensive
Surzhyk database will no doubt correct and refine the typology, the hierarchies
of russification, and the rules of engagement outlined in this study, but 1t will
not alter the reality of their existence: the essence of Surzhyk is neither arbi-

trary nor artificial.
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NOTES

{ wish to express my gratitude to Taras Koznarsky, a doctoral candidate
in Slavic Languages and Literatures at Harvard, for his assistance in
assembling a representative sample of texts containing Surzhyk and for
his insights into its literary function. I also extend thanks to Volodymyr
Dibrova, a popular contemporary Ukrainian author currently teaching
advanced Ukrainian at Harvard, for his useful discussions on Surzhyk in
modern Ukraine.

Phonetic representations are enclosed in square brackets [ ], phonemic
representations are given in italics or enclosed in braces { } when dis-
cussed in a morphological context. Morphophonemic processes are rep-
resented by the directional double-line arrow =, phonological processes
by the directional single-line arrow —, e.g., {nj} = n’n’, babus’-e —
[babuse]. Individual underlying morphemes not yet subject to morpho-
logical and morphophonemic rules that replace, add, delete, or permute
elements are cited within braces { }. Individual allomorphs, contextually
determined alternative shapes for underlying morphemes, will be cited 1n
their phonemic spell-out shape. Morphemes concatenated in phonologi-
cal words are connected with the general morpheme boundary symbol-
ized with a hyphen (-), but where needed, a plus sign (+) will indicate a
desinence boundary.

In phonological transcription, the Ukrainian front high-mid vowel pho-
neme 1s transcribed ¥ and the corresponding allophone, [¥]. The Russian
central high allophone of the phoneme : that occurs in the environment
after hard consonants is transcribed [y]. Hardness of consonants is indi-
cated by a raised degree mark (°), full softness by an apostrophe (’) in the
case of dentals, and moderate softness by a raised dot ( * ) elsewhere

The following abbreviations will be used for grammatical categories:
nom. (nominative), acc. (accusative), gen. (genitive), dat. (dative), loc.
(locative), inst. (instrumental), voc. (vocative); masc. (masculine), fem.
(feminine), neut. (neuter); sg. (singular), pl. (plural); 1, 2, 3 (first, second,
third person); N-P (nonpast).

This date 1s reported in a letter from reader Mykola Leshchenko in
Literaturna Ukraina 15 September 1994: 2, The Ukrainian model was
eventually reinstated.

“Toal popeuHille BiApa3y MEepedTH Ha «BOCEMb YacoOB», OMHHAIOYH
XOXJAUbKUIA CYPXHUK «BICIM rogun».” Letter from academician M.
Holubets" in Literaturna Ukraina 15 September 1994: 2.

On language and nationalism, see Roman Szporluk, Communism and
Nationalism: Karl Marx Versus Friedrich List (New York and Oxford.,
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1988), pp. 82—89, 156; and Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities,
rev. ed. (London and New York, 1991), esp. chs. 5 and 8.

The Law on the Ukrainian Language in the Ukrainian SSR is reproduced
in Ukrains'ka mova i literatura v shkoli 1990 (5) 399: 3—-10.

See article 10 of the Constitution, approved 11 March 1996, and pub-
lished in Holos Ukrainy 23 May 1996: 3.

[ will transcribe Ukr. cypxuk as surzhyk, using the Library of Congress
system, since the word has come to the attention of the scholarly commu-
nity in this form, primarily in the press and in scholarly publications in
the social sciences, especially history, sociology, and anthropology. Oth-
erwise [ will use standard linguistic transliteration with diacritics for
Cyrillic.

Laada M. Bilaniuk, “The Politics of Language and Identity in Post-
Soviet Ukraine,” Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1998 (Ann
Arbor: UMI, text-fiche), pp. 84-88.

I have personally encountered speakers who claim to be bilingual in
Russian and Ukrainian, when, in fact, they speak standard or substandard
Russian and Surzhyk. It is doubtful that such cases are exceptional.

Bilaniuk, p. 88.
Oleksandra Serbenska, ed., Antysurzhvk (Lviv, 1994).
Ibid., pp. 5-6.

This caveat is specifically intended to reject as Surzhyk cases of standard
Ukrainian spoken with an obvious Russian accent. In her 1998 doctoral
dissertation, Laada Bilaniuk subjected native speakers of Ukrainian to a
so-called Matched Guise Test, in which the informants listened to politi-
cally neutral texts recorded in standard Ukrainian and in a standard
Russian translation of the former. The speakers reading the texts were
native speakers of Ukrainian and/or Russian. Bilaniuk was interested in
informant reaction to the speakers themselves in terms of such sociologi-
cal parameters as pleasantness, intelligence, diligence, trustworthiness,
etc. The primary linguistic difference among speakers was the presence
or absence of Ukrainian or Russian phonological distinctions, including
segmental pronunciation, place of stress, and intonation. Bilaniuk
(pp. 115-16) purposely excluded from the Test “combinations of lexical
and syntactic forms that may be called surzhyk,” but then notes, *“a few ot
the readings use Ukrainian pronunciation in the Russian text, or vice
versa, resulting in speech that some people would call surzhvk.” Speak-
ing fluent, grammatical Ukrainian or Russian with a complementary
Russian or Ukraiman “foreign” accent does not imply the deeper mor-
phological, syntactic, and lexical alterations associated with Ukrainian
Surzhyk. For that reason, it should be treated as a separate phenomenon.
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Russian-accented Ukrainian is not Surzhyk. But Surzhyk typically im-
plies Russian-induced alterations of the entire grammar, including pho-
nology.

Muks Fasmer [Max Vasmer], Etimologicheskii slovar’ russkogo iazyka,
trans. and exp. O. N. Trubachev, ed. and pref. B. A. Larina, 4 vols.
(Moscow, 1964), s.v.; and Max Vasmer, Russisches Etymologisches
Worterbuch, 3 vols. (Heidelberg, 1955-58), s.v.

B. D. Hrinchenko, Slovar' ukrainskogo iazyka, 4 vols. (Kyiv, 1907-
1909).

Slovnyk ukrains'koi movy, 11 vols. (Kyiv, 1970-80).

Use of the word artificially (wityuno) i1s decidedly odd in reference to
Surzhyk, given the relatively common occurrence of code-switching and
hybridization found in communities with two or more competing lan-
guages.

It is interesting to note that Classical Greek dptog ‘bread’ referred spe-
cifically to unmarked bread, that is, bread made from pure wheat (cf. A
Greek-English Lexicon, ed. Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, 9th
ed., rev. and exp. [Oxford: Clarendon Press. 1940]; Oxford Dictionary of
Byzantium, ed. Alexander P. Kazhdan et al., 3 vols. [New York: Oxford
University Press, 1991], s.v.), as compared with pale, made from bar-
ley. Tt is &ptog that is used at the Last Supper (Mt 26:26, Mk 14:22, Lk
22:19).

By considering Surzhyk a Ukrainian-based hybrid, I do not deny the fact
of numberless varieties of same, of idiolectal and regional variations.
Analogous varieties of the standard language across Ukraine, for ex-
ample, do not prevent us from speaking about Contemporary Standard

Ukrainian, a normative ideal against which variants may be compared
and classified.

Cf. Dominique Arel, “Language and the Politics of Ethnicity: The Case
of Ukraine,” Ph.D. dissertation, University of Illinois, Urbana-
Champaign, 1994 (Ann Arbor: UMLI, text-fiche); Bilaniuk, “The Politics
of Language and Identity in Post-Soviet Ukraine”; Andrew Wilson,
Ukrainian Nationalism in the 1990s: A Minority Faith (Cambridge,
1994).

E.g., Sviatoslav Karavanskyi, Sekrety ukrains'kor movy (Kyiv, 1994);
Roman Malovskyi, “Stan ukrainskoi movy v suchasnykh zasobakh
masovoi informatsit,” in Pro ukrains'kyi pravopys i problemy movy, ed.
Larysa M. L. Z. Onyshkevych et al. (New York and Lviv, 1997),
pp- 184-90; Nataliia Pazuniak, “Problemy, pov'iazani z movnymy
standartamy v Ukraini,” in ibid.. pp. 96-102.
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Many approaches to inflectional and derivational morphology assume
that stems are constructed by additive processes that build up the under-
lying structure in layers, more elementary sequences nested within more
complex ones. This level of detail is unnecessary for our purposes here.

The morphophonemic rule g = 4 is based on the standard pronunciation
of a voiced velar stop g in Contemporary Standard Russian. If the
Surzhyk speaker speaks with a South Russian accent, the analogous velar
will be the fricative ¥, in which case, the morphophonemic rule will be y
= h, assuming that the speaker adopts a Ukrainian pronunciation of the
fricative in Surzhyk (see note 33).

The U infinitive suffix {t’y“} 18 realized as ¢’y — [t¥] in CSU, but among
many speakers, especially those in eastern Ukraine, the vowel ¥, if un-
stressed, is typically replaced by @ (the superscript ? indicates an alterna-
tion with the preceding segment), thus revealing and preserving in actual
expression the underlying softness of the consonant, e.g., CSU xod-j-t'¥
— [xod¥ty] ~ xod-¥-t” — [xodyt’]. The metaphorical terms “soft”/*hard”
will be used here to refer to palatalized/nonpalatalized or sharp/nonsharp
consonants. A phonological rule (see 7a above, p. 124) hardens all conso-
nants (except j) before [¥], hence ¢’y — [t¥]. In the case of Surzhyk, the
infinttival allomorph ¢t” would clearly be favored among U speakers who
themselves prefer it in Ukrainian, but the Russian influence in allomorph
choice among all speakers of Surzhyk is patent as well.

In this case, the Late Common Slavic root *star?- is realized in South
Slavic (and thus South Slavic-based Church Slavonic) with the metathe-
sis of the liquid r and the concomitantly lengthened vowel as *straz-,
(OCS crpaxa), and in East Slavic with the replication of the short vowel
after the liquid, so-called pleophony (U noenozoaoccsa) as *staraZ- (U
CMoOpOoXKa).

See Carol Myers-Scotton, “Code-switching” in The Handbook of
Sociolinguistics, ed. Florian Coulmas (Oxtord, 1997), pp. 217-37 (esp.,
pp. 220ff) for a succinct description of the Matrix Frame Model with
terminology and remarks on code-switching and code-mixing.

With few exceptions, sequences of CCj are realized phonetically without
[j]; see Michael S. Flier, “Now You See It, Now You Don’t: The Ukrai-
nian Phoneme j in Context” in Mir Curad. Studies in Honor of Calvert
Watkins, ed. Jay Jasanoff, H. Craig Melchert, and Lisi Oliver (Innsbruck,

1998), pp. 101-114.

Morphophonemic (e?} indicates the midvowel e in alternation with @ in
inflection, the latter appearing if the following morpheme begins with a
vowel, the former elsewhere; cf. the correlated noun xinysa (kin-@c’-d,
gen.sg.), Kineyb (kin-ec’-éi nom.-acc.sg.), ‘end, finish’.
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There are apparently certain basic Ukrainian lexemes or morphological
groups that are never replaced by their Russian-based counterparts, e.g.,
forms of 6yTu ‘be’, verbs of the kpuTH ‘cover’ group. Only a statistically
representative sample of Surzhyk will permit a more authoritative state-
ment on such cases.

See Pazuniak, “‘Problemy, pov’iazani z movnymy standartamy,” pp. 96—
102.

R. A. Hudson, Sociolinguistics, 2nd ed. (Cambridge,l‘)%),_ pp. 54-55.

The written form of Surzhyk here attempts to reproduce Russian vowel
reduction where possible. The underlying representation is {j-omu} in
Surzhyk, as it is in Russian and Ukrainian. The broad phonetic transcrip-
tion, however, would be similar to the Russian [jimd] rather than the
Ukrainian [jomi], hence the Surzhyk spelling with i.

The use of the nominative in such situations is common for speakers of
western Ukraine as well. Because the speakers of Surzhyk are concen-
trated in the central and eastern Ukraine, it is likely that Russian has been
a greater influence in eliminating the vocative.

The phonetic realization of A among Surzhyk speakers—as a U laryngeal,
voiced [A] or voiceless [h], or a South Russian voiced velar [y]—remains
to be clarified.

The symbol 2 is to be read as ‘at least as or more likely than’.
Ukrainian dentals except », r’ are geminated in the environment before .

With a few, well-defined exceptions, Ukrainian typically restricts voic-
ing neutralization to that of voiceless obstruents before voiced
obstruents, e.g., moaomvba [d’b] ‘threshing’, npocvba [z’b] ‘request’.
Voicing 18 not neutralized before voiceless obstruents or in word-final
position, e.g., Oywra [8K] ‘little soul’ and dyxka [Zk] ‘little bow’, naim
[t] ‘raft’ and .20 [d] ‘fruit’. In Russian, voicing is neutralized not only
before voiced obstruents, as in Ukrainian, but also before voiceless
obstruents and in word-final position, thus, R dyxxa [8k] and n.20d [t]. In
Ukrainian obstruent clusters, compactness assimilation, involving pala-
tals and dentals, 1s reciprocal. Thus the dental assimilates to the compact
palatal in 6e3 wiymy [Z8], whereas the palatal assimilates to the
noncompact dental in y xuuxyi [2°c’]. See Suchasna ukrains'ka
literaturna mova, ed. 1. K. Bilodid, 5 vols. (Kyiv, 1969-73), vol. 1,
pp. 385-92, 396-401. In Russian, only the first neutralization is valid,
e.g., R 6e3 wmyma [$S], camodepxua [Sc].

See Flier “Now You See It....”

Labials, palatals, and velars, which are not paired according to the hard-
soft opposition, are moderately soft before i. The consonant j is redun-
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dantly soft in all environments. Dentals, which are distinguished as
phonemically hard and soft, appear in the environment before i as fully
soft in the Kyivan variant of CSU.

There is insufficient evidence thus far to make further discriminations in
the context hierarchy, that is, to determine whether labials are more
likely to be softened before e than velars or palatals. There are very few
examples for velars and even fewer for palatals, principally ¢ (always
soft in Russian).

Rule 9 states that a consonant C will be realized phonetically as soft [C’]
with the following conditions met: (a)—in the environment before [e] in
a form marked Russian (R), (b)—according to a hierarchy of likelihood
in which dentals (T) are at least as or more likely to soften than labials
(P), velars (K), or palatals (), and (c)—with the implication (o =
implies) that the Ukrainian rule (C — C°), according to which consonants
harden before [e] and [¥], will not operate.

Bohdan Zholdak, *“Mania chy Tania,” Ialovychyna (Makabreska) (Kyiv,
1991), pp. 18-22. Henceforth BZh.

Oleksandr Irvanets, “Zahybel’ Holiana,” Suchasnist’ 1994 (5): 19-25.
Henceforth OI-94. Also, “Nash Fredi Kriuger. Triller,” Vizantiiskii angel
1996 (2): 21-3. Henceforth OI-96.

Oksana Zabuzhko, Pol'ovi doslidzhennia z ukrains'koho seksu (Kyiv,
1996). Henceforth OZ.

Mykola Zakusylo, “Vupyriaka Batka z’iv,” Desiat’ ukrains'kykh
prozaikiv, ed. V'iacheslav Medvid' (Kyiv, 1995), pp. 41-47. Henceforth
MZ.

Volodymyr Danylenko, *“Kievskii malchyk,” Kvity v temnii kimnati.
Suchasna ukrains'ka novela (Kyiv, 1997), pp. 92-104. Henceforth VD.

Note the appropriation of the single-morpheme Russian greeting with
soft r’ (pr’ivét) without the perception of a prefix, as opposed to the
actual instances of the prefix, without exception rendered with hard r° as

{pry}.
The pronunciation of U wo as [So] rather than literary [SCo] 1s a dialectal
variant recorded in manuscripts as early as the fourteenth—fifteenth cen-

turies. See S. P. Bevzenko et al., Istoriia ukrains'kor movy. Morfolohiia
(Kyiv, 1978), p. 136. It has nothing to do with Russian influence.

—Hello! Hello! Natashka? Hi, Natashka! For some reason, it’s really
hard to hear. Have you been here a long time? Yeah? Well, I'm finally
calling you. Where from? From the hall, from my dormitory. Hello? For
some reason, it’s really hard to hear. Hello! Can you hear me? I was at
the camp, a whole shift. And, oh, what happened there . . . There was this
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one guy ... Ok, I'll tell you later. Let’s meet in a half-hour at the stop.
All right? . . .

—Oh, Natashka, what neat sneakers! Designer! Your parents bought
them? He gave them to you? No shit! And me . .. 7 Well, let’s go over to
the bench as long as nothing’s coming; we’ll sit down, I'll tell you the
whole story. Yeah, so ... There was one guy there, at the camp .. .a
dream. Tall, dark, blue eyes ... Dressed completely in designer stuff,
even his shorts. Imagine! I saw him in them. And what’s someone like
that doing here? His name is Seryozha. Yeah, that’s really his name.
Don’t interrupt me, let me tell everything as it happened. Maybe not, it
can’t be done. When I arrived, he had already been working there from
the start of the season. He was the exercise leader. He would get up early,
lead the exercises, and then sleep until lunch.

“Boys,” the sparks generated by her voice resounded in a blast, “what the
hell did you do this for? Are you nuts?” and she yanked the boy out.

The distinction between Russian and Surzhyk here is significant. Note
that the listeners who cannot understand (ve nonimarom) the Ukrainian
pattern for telling time (see p. 113) are speakers of Russian, not Surzhyk,
which would otherwise be indicated by the presence of the 3rd person
marker {t"}, thus xe nonimaiome.

“Wanna get together?” the Dude suggested. “How’re ya fixed for time?”



Native Land, Promised Land, Golden Land:
Jewish Emigration from Russia and Ukraine

ZVI GITELMAN

From their very inception, mythic or not, Jews have been a migrating people.
Their tribal religion was launched in a rather unusual way. In the Biblical
account, the first recorded words that God spoke to the first Jew, Abraham,
were not some majestic declaration of God’s presence, power, or oneness, but
rather a pithy command to migrate: “Go forth from your land, your birthplace
and your father's house.”! Jews have migrated to several continents and are
most prominent in modern European migrations. Of 65 million people who
migrated from Europe to the Americas between 1840 and 1946, four million, or
6 percent, were Jews, though they constituted only 2 percent of the European
population 1n this period. Thus, the intensity of Jewish migration was three to
four times that of general European migration. More Jews migrated in these
years than existed in the entire world at the end of the eighteenth century.? The
migration and dispersal of Jews has influenced their culture and economy.

Dispersal led Jews to acquire many languages and positioned them very
well for international commerce. Jews also have tended to have a more global
perspective than many other ethnic groups. Because of their roots in other
countries and the presence of fellow Jews around the world, Jews are generally
more concerned with international affairs than others of similar education and
social status.

Migration is so closely associated with Jews that they and others have
constructed myths in which migration plays a central role. For Jews, wander-
ings in the diaspora became God’s punishment, mitigated by an ultimate re-
demption and a final return migration to the Land of Israel; for Christians,
Jewish dispersal was the punishment for deicide, with its precedent in Cain’s
punishment for fratricide. Jews and Christians could agree with Leo Pinsker’s
observation in the Russian Empire that the Jews “are everywhere as guests and

are nowhere at home.””

Russian and Soviet Jewish Migration

Since the 1880s, no group of Jews has migrated as often, in such great numbers,
and with such important consequences as the Jews of the Russian Empire and
the former Soviet Union (FSU). The mass immigration of Russian/Soviet Jews
played a great role in shaping the character of the two largest Jewish communi-
ties in the world, those of the United States and Israel. American Jewish and
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Israeli politics, religion, culture, and economics have been, and are still, pro-
foundly influenced by those who came and are coming from the former Soviet
Union.

From 1881 to 1912, almost 1.9 million Jews emigrated from the Russian
Empire, 84 percent of them to the United States, 8.5 percent to England, 2.2
percent to Canada, and 2.1 percent to Palestine.* Jews from the Russian
Empire made up more than 70 percent of the Jewish immigrants to America in
that period. In 1881 to 1910, Jews made up 48.3 percent of all immigrants
coming from the Russian Empire to America.” From 1989 through 1998, more
than one million Jews and their non-Jewish first-degree relatives emigrated
from the FSU. Assuming that about 30 percent of the emigres are non-Jews
attached to Jewish families, we can conclude that about 737,000 Jews have
emigrated in the past decade. Astonishingly, this represents slightly more than
half of the Jews enumerated in the 1989 census.® Of the emigres, 759,652 have
gone to Israel. If one assumes that 30 percent of these are not Jewish, this
means that about 531,000 Jews have come to Israel from the FSU in the decade
1989-1998. Thus, 70 percent of those who left the USSR immugrated to Israel
where, together with the 170,000 Soviet Jews who arrived between the late
1960s and the late 1980s, they constitute the single largest “ethnic group” in the
Jewish population. By the mid-1990s, more Jews had immigrated to Israel from
the former Soviet Union than from any other country 1n the world. The great
irony is that they came from a country which had militantly opposed Zionism
throughout its history, condemning it as racism; allowed no Zionist emissaries,
publications, or films; banned the study of Hebrew, the only language to be so
treated; severely curbed the practice of Judaism; had no diplomatic relations
with Israel for over two decades; and supported politically, militarily, and
economically groups and states committed to the destruction of Israel. A
further irony is that over 300,000 Jews have immigrated from the Soviet Union
to the United States, the USSR’s cold war enemy. This is by far the largest
Jewish immigration to the United States since the early 1920s.

The Politics of Emigration

There have been large variations in the volume and destination of this emigra-
tion. The volume has fluctuated wildly: 914 people emigrated in 1986, but over
200,000 did so in 1990. This was due not to radical shifts in the desire to leave
the USSR, but to the vagaries of Soviet policy. The volume of applications for
invitations to leave (vyzovy) remained quite steadily high, though when emigra-
tion was severely depressed, quite naturally fewer people applied to leave,
because such application could bring them only grief, not an exit visa. Recently
revealed Soviet documents confirm this supposition. In January 1988, the
Ukrainian deputy minister of the interior, Vasyl’ Durdynets’, reported a fourfold
increase in 1987 over the previous year in the number of applications to
emigrate. He attributed the rise to the government decision that by 1 January



JEWISH EMIGRATION FROM RUSSIA AND UKRAINE 139

1988, exit permits would be given to people “without taking account of the
degree of family connections the applicant has, whether close or distant rela-
tives, if there are no security [rezhimnykh] constraints or unfulfilled obligations
[on the part of the applicant].””

Why did mass emigration of Soviet Jews, which had ceased in the early
1920s, become an issue on the international political agenda? In the broadest
sense, the 1ssue was legitimized by a sea change in the international system. As
James Rosenau points out, there are today a larger number of actors in world
politics than ever before, many of them entities other than states. Interest
groups, multinational corporations, ethnic and religious groups, and interna-
tional organizations play larger and more effective roles in the international
arena, breaking the monopoly once enjoyed by sovereign states. Education and
mass media have involved ordinary people increasingly in world affairs; as a
result people have a stronger sense of political efficacy and have become more
willing to question authority.® Technology has made the transmission of politi-
cal messages more rapid and effective; the Iron Curtain was increasingly
penetrated by messages the regime did not want to hear. The high levels of
education and urbanity of both Western and Soviet Jews made them likely
candidates for political involvement. Western Jews felt guilty, rightly or
wrongly, for not having saved more of European Jewry during the Holocaust,
and shame at their political impotence in the 1930s. The inspiration of the
American Black civil rights movement, the origins of so many Western and
Israeli Jews in the Russian Empire, and traditions of cross-boundary solidarity
played a role in mobilizing world Jewry on behalf of Soviet Jews and their
emigration. Moreover, Soviet Jewry emerged as the single most consensual
issue among diaspora and Israeli Jews when support for Israel, the great
mobilizing force among diaspora Jews until the late 1970s, had begun to
dissipate over disagreements about Israeli policies. Of course, Soviet Jewish
activists took the lead and, like other national and cultural dissidents, defied a
sclerotic Soviet regime, using the new international audience and the new
technology to protect themselves to the extent possible.

Western governments responded to the calls for action for several reasons.
Like the Jews themselves, some felt guilt over the Holocaust and the immugra-
tion policies of the time which effectively condemned hundreds of thousands to
death. Conservatives rejoiced in the campaign, for it was directed against the
“Evil Empire.” Liberals could join in what was a genuine human rights issue.
American President Jimmy Carter had successfully struggled to make human
rights a legitimate concern not only of international bodies but also of individual
governments. Just about all American Jewish organizations were advocating on
the issue, so elected officials felt they could only gain by supporting it.

The USSR was under pressure to change its traditional policy—pressure
that was coming also from the Federal Republic of Germany in regard to Soviet
Germans. But Soviet responses were inconsistent, at times accommodating and
at times rejecting. What explains the shifts in Soviet policy? Most observers
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see them mainly as a function of East-West relations: when the USSR wished
to ingratiate itself with the West, particularly the United States, it opened the
faucet of emigration. To show its displeasure, it closed it. If one draws a curve
represcnting the state of Soviet-American relations and graphs the flow of
emigrants, the two lines are roughly parallel. No doubt, there were some
domestic considerations influencing Soviet policy, though those who argue that
they were dominant and determining fail, in my view, to produce convincing
evidence. Laurie Salitan argues that 1976-1979 was a period of tension 1In
U.S.-Soviet relations, and yet there was a high volume of emigration. [ would
view tensions over Angola, the Horn of Africa, stalled SALT negotiations, and
Sino-American detente as irritants, not major conflicts. By contrast, the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, which was followed by a steep drop in emigration,
was a major downturn in the superpower relationship. Renewed emigration
under Gorbachev, Salitan argues, was the outcome of his commitment to the
rule of law.? I am less impressed by Gorbachev’s commitment to the rule of
law than by his strong desire to win Western support for his political and,
especially, economic policies.

Robert Brym's attempt at a statistical analysis showing that there 1s no
correlation between U.S.-Soviet relations and emigration 1s also flawed, in my
view, because he takes the volume of trade between the two countries as the
sole measure of their relations. Many factors affect the volume of trade, not
least of which are economic calculations. Trade was not simply a function of
political relations and it 1s far too crude a measure of them. Brym argues that
U.S.-China and U.S.-Soviet trade, as well as the American consumer price
index and the net increase in the size of the Soviet labor force, do not correlate
with emigration. I am not surprised, since I do not see these as sufficient, and in
some cases, even relevant, measures of Soviet-American relations. Brym ar-
gues further that in the 1970s, the Soviets permitted Jewish emigration because
they were worried by an oversupply of highly educated personnel; by the 1980s
there were labor shortages, so emigration was curtailed. This is more plausible,
but the evidence cited is somewhat sparse.'!

Newly published documents from archives in the FSU appear to support my
contention as to what actually determined Soviet emigration policy. In a Polit-
buro meeting on 20 March 1973, Leonid Brezhnev urged his colleagues not to
enforce the “education tax™ which compelled emigrants to “repay” the Soviet
state for the cost of their higher education and reprimanded Yuri Andropov, at
the time head of the KGB, for delaying implementation of a decision to
suspend collection of the tax. Brezhnev told his colleagues:

The Zionists are screaming, [Senator Henry] Jackson bases himself on this,
and [Henry] Kissinger goes to Dobrynin and says, “We understand, this is an
internal matter, we cannot interfere, we also have laws.” At the same time he
says: “Help us somehow, Nixon can’t pass a bill [on his own], he has to work
with senators.” Who needs this million?'! . . . There is a group of Republicans
who aim to stop the improvement of relations between the USSR and U.S.A.
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Nixon is for it, the administration is for it, but many senators are opposed
[just] because we extract payment from the Jews.!?

Brezhnev then went on to raise the possibilities—I’m not raising my hand
in favor of what I'm saying. ['m keeping my arms at my sides and am turning it
over in my mind”—of opening a Jewish school and a Jewish theater in Mos-
cow. He then told his colleagues that once, in the 1930s, he and a non-Jewish
friend had stumbled into a concert of Jewish music in Dnipropetrovsk, where
the crowd—*100 percent Jews except for me, my friend and our spouses”—
clapped enthusiastically for “some Aunt Sonia” who was singing. If a Jewish
theater opened in Moscow, Jews would flock to hear their Aunt Sonias and
“this will bring income to our budget.” Alexei Kosygin replied, apparently
without humor, *“I will put it down as income.” Brezhnev commented, “You
can count on a million, they’ll give you a million, even though they don’t earn
that much.”"?

Aside from the volume of emigration, the second fluctuating dimension has
been the destination of the emigres. Roughly speaking, there have been three
waves of emigration since 1970, as defined by both volume and destination.
The first wave came in 1971-1974, consisted of 100,000 people, and headed
almost exclusively to Israel. This has been called a “Zionist” emigration,
motivated by ideology, but it was only partly that. Religion and tradition, and
not Zionism alone, motivated Georgian Jews and others from the Western
territories of the USSR who were statistically overrepresented in this wave.
Thus, between 1968 and 1976, a quarter of the immigrants to Israel came from
Georgia, where in 1970 only 2.5 percent of the Soviet Jewish population
resided. They were not fleeing the Soviet Union, where they suffered little
discrimination, but were expressing their traditional values, which included
both a religious-based yearning for Zion as well as a commitment to close-knit,
hierarchical families. Thus, when the head of a family decided to emigrate,
many would follow. The Zapadniki, or Westerners, 1.¢., those who had become
Soviet citizens as a result of the annexation in 1939-1940 of the Baltic repub-
lics, eastern Poland, and Bessarabia-Bukovyna, were far less acculturated than
those living under Soviet rule since 1917 or 1921. The Zapadniki had stronger
memories of and commitments to Hebrew, Yiddish, and Zionism. About one-
third of the aliyah (immigration to Isracl) of the 1970s came from these areas,
whereas they were probably no more than 10 percent of the Jewish population
in 1970. By contrast, only about 40 percent of the immigrants came from
Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine, which together contained 81 percent of the 1970
Soviet Jewish population.

The second wave came largely from the three Slavic republics and headed
for America. From 1975 to 1989 (inclusive), 68.6 percent of the emigres chose
not to settle in Israel. The trend away from Israel sharpened in 1978. By 1988, a
total of 89 percent resettled in the United States. After 1976, about 85 percent
of those coming to America came from Russia and Ukraine. About 90 percent
of those leaving Moscow, Leningrad, Kyiv, and Odesa, where Jews were most
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acculturated, chose the United States, not Israel, as their destination. On the
other hand, those from cities incorporated late into the USSR were less likely to
g0 to America. For example, in 1974, of those leaving Moscow and Leningrad,
55 percent went to the U.S., but only a third of those leaving Lviv (Lvov),
formerly in Poland, and 3 percent of those departing Chernivtsi (Chernovtsy),
formerly in Romania, did the same. Fewer than 10 percent of those who left
Vilnius and Kaunas (Lithuania) went to America in 1974, but 51 percent of
Kyivans and 58 percent of Kharkovites did so."

Thus, there was a direct relationship between involvement in Jewish culture
and the propensity to immigrate to Israel. The Jews of the Slavic republics,
many of them third-generation Soviet citizens, cut off from Jewish culture for
decades, had little reason to go to Israel and sought political and cultural
freedom, economic opportunity, and social equality in the West. Since they left
on Israeli visas, but “dropped out” in Vienna and transferred to Rome, where
American Jewish organizations facilitated their entry to the U.S., they became
a bone of contention between the Isracli government and the Jewish Agency,
on the one hand, and the American Jewish community on the other. Frustrated
by the general lack of aliyah and embarrassed by the fact that tens of thousands
of Soviet Jews chose not to go to Israel, Israelis charged that American Jewish
organizations were seducing the immigrants in order to justify their staffs and
budgets. In turn, most of the American Jewish community declared their sup-
port for freedom of choice for the emigres and rejected the kind of Zionism-by-
coercion that Israelis seemed to them to be advocating. American Jews were
fascinated, energized, and mobilized by the immigration of tens of thousands of
people from the territories from which most of their ancestors had come within
the past century. The debate between Israelis and Americans ignored the
backgrounds of the emigres and the fact that Israel’s economic and political
difficulties in the post-Yom Kippur war period could predictably result in a
preference for the United States, quite apart from myths of seduction. The myth
of America as the goldeneh medineh (Golden Land), which had fired the
imagination of the immigrants of an earlier era, still had the power to move
large numbers of people.

The direction ot emigration was abruptly reversed in October 1989 when the
United States, perhaps under Israeli pressure, announced a change in policy. In
1989 alone, 59,024 Soviet immigrants settled in countries other than Isracl—
almost all in the U.S. The new American policy limited Soviet immigration to
50,000 people per year, of whom presumably 40,000 would be Jews. The effect
of this change was immediate. In 1990, fully 97 percent of the largest single
emigration 1n Russian Jewish history went to Israel. Not just the destination,
but the nature of the immigration, had changed again. These were not “born
again” Zionists, but panicky refugees who viewed with dismay the economic
deterioration of the USSR, the growing ethnic strife, and the emergence of a
public, virulent, grass-roots antisemitism."> This was clearly a case of “push”
rather than “pull” driving the emigration. In recent years, most of those admit-
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ted to the United States have first-degree relatives there. There has been
another change in the mid- and late 1990s. Except for immigrants from strife-
torn regions such as Tajikistan and Georgia, most are leaving the FSU today
not so much because of fear of imminent chaos but because of the prolonged
political and economic crisis in most of the former Soviet republics, because
the steady departure of Jews leaves them more lonely and insecure, and,
probably most of all, because they have close family and friends abroad. Thus,
it 1s likely that chain migration alone will sustain a steady outflow of Jews both
to Israel and to the United States.

Emigration from Russia and Ukraine: Comparisons and Conundrums

Russia and Ukraine had the two largest concentrations of Jews in the Soviet
Union. When Jews were confined to the Pale of Settlement before 1915, few
were permitted to live in Russia. After the Revolution, they migrated en masse
from the shterlekh (hamlets) of Belarus and Ukraine to the larger cities and to
the cities of the Russian republic. In 1926, when the first Soviet census was
taken, Jews in Russia and Ukraine made up 78.5 percent of the total Jewish
population of the USSR, and in the last census (1989), they made up 70.5
percent.

Table 1. Jewish Population of Russia, Ukraine, and the Soviet Union'®
(percent of total Soviet Jewish population)

Russia Ukraine USSR
1897 316,500 (6%) 2,155,800 (41%) 5,215,800
1926 525.000 (20%) 1,574,000 (59%) 2,672,499
1939 956.599 (32%) 1,532,776 (51%) 3,028,538

1959 875,307 (39%) 840,311 (37%) 2,267,814
1970 807,915 (38%) 777,126 (36%) 2,150,707
1979 700,126 (39%) 634,154 (35%) 1,810,876
1989 536,848 (37%) 486,326 (34%) 1,450,500

As indicated in Table 1, the proportion of the Jewish population living in
Ukraine declined over time, while that in Russia increased. In the post—-World
War II period, the proportion living in each republic has remained approxi-
mately the same, with 2 to 4 percent more living in Russia. Yet, more Jews
have left Ukraine than have emigrated from Russia. From 1970 through 1997,
more than 308,500 Jews emigrated from Russia, but more than 422,000 did so
from Ukraine.!” Secondly, a far larger proportion of Ukrainian Jews has immi-
grated to the United States, while a larger proportion of Russian Jews has gone
to Israel.

Two questions arise: why have more Ukrainian than Russian Jews emi-
grated; and why have Ukrainian Jews been more inclined to immigrate to the
United States than their co-ethnics from Russia?
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The proportion of Ukrainian Jews who have emigrated is almost the same as
their proportion in the Soviet Jewish population: in 1970-1993, Ukrainian Jews
constituted 37.5 percent of the total Jewish emigration from the USSR, and in
1970, the base year for emigration, they were 36 percent of the Soviet Jewish
population. By contrast, whereas Russian Jews constituted 38 percent of the
1970 population, they were only 26.2 percent of the emigration. Ukrainian and
Russian Jews have emigrated in far lower proportions than have Jews from
Georgia, Lithuania, and Tajikstan, whose departure has resulted in the rapid
decline of their communities.

The greater tendency of Ukrainian Jews to emigrate, as compared to
Russian Jews, is consistent throughout the quarter-century of large-scale emi-
gration. As the following table shows, Ukrainian Jews emigrated at a higher
rate than Russian Jews in each of the intercensal periods.

Table 2. Number and Percentage of Jewish Emigrants from Russia and Ukraine
by Intercensal Period"

1970-1979 1980-1988 1989-1997
Russia 23,006 (2.8%) 15,081 (2.2%) 271,901 (50.6%)
Ukraine 62,807 (8.1%) 18,361 (2.9%) 318,804 (65.6%)

In the first and third periods, both the absolute number and the proportion of
emigrants from Ukraine are significantly higher than the figures for Russia. If
one takes the period of highest emigration, 1989-1992, one finds that 24.2
percent of Russia’s Jews emigrated—the lowest proportion of any Soviet re-
public—and that 37.2 percent of Ukraine’s Jews left, which puts Ukraine about
in the middle of the ranking of republics by proportion of emigrants. In 1989,
more Jews left Ukraine than any other republic, and even as a proportion of the
republic’s Jewish population, Ukraine ranked near the top (6.7 percent of
Ukrainian Jews emigrated in that year alone).!” Without a doubt, much of this
1s accounted for by flight from the effects of the Chornobyl nuclear accident.
Probably for the same reason, more than 11,000 Jews left Kyiv in 1989—a
peak in the number leaving one locality in any single year.

Is the reason for lower emigration by Russian Jews the fact that they were
better off materially and better placed in Russian society, and therefore less
inclined to leave? We do not have sufficient information about comparative
social status, income, and education to support this hypothesis fully. It is true
that in 1970, when 82.4 percent of Russian Jews had seven or more years of
schooling, the parallel proportion in Ukraine was 75 percent. Moreover, in the
1960s, Jews may have found it harder to obtain higher education in Ukraine
than in Russia. There is some evidence that the Jews of Moscow and St.
Petersburg (Leningrad) enjoyed higher income levels than Jews anywhere else.
but this may not be true of the Russian republic as a whole.?’ Perhaps Russian
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Jews were marginally better off, but in the recent past Ukrainian Jews have
been as urbanized as Russian Jews, though somewhat less well represented in
the intelligentsia. In any case, available data are insufficient to support the
conclusion that educational and income differences explain the large disparity
in emigration.

Perhaps the larger emigration from Ukraine could have been due to more
permissive policies in that republic than in Russia. There does not appear to be
any evidence that this was the case, though. Thirty-four percent of the invita-
tions sent to Russia in 1968-1977 resulted in exit permits, and 40 percent of
those sent to Ukraine yielded permits.2! However, in 1968-1978, nearly three
times as many Israeli visas were issued to Jews in Ukraine as were issued to
Jews in Russia, so the demand for emigration was far greater than the disparity
between the proportions of invitations yielding exit permits.??

Another possibility 1s that Ukrainian Jews have emigrated in higher propor-
tions than Russian Jews either because they have been less attached to their
land, people, and culture, or because they have been more fearful of their
position than Russian Jews. Of course, weaker attachment to their native
country may be the result of persecution or fear of it. There is a considerable
history of Jewish suffering in Ukraine and there may be a “collective memory”
among Ukrainian Jews—facts, images, stereotypes, and family lore—passed
on within families. After the Bolshevik Revolution, knowledge of Ukrainian-
Jewish hostility could not be perpetuated in publications and schools, but it
may have been part of the socialization of successive generations of Jews and
Ukrainians alike.

In this regard, the roots of Jewish distance from Ukraine, its culture, and its
people, go deep. The uprising of Ukrainian peasants led by Bohdan
Khmelnytskyi against Polish landlords in 1648 resulted in the massacre of
perhaps 100,000 Jews. More recently, the pogroms of the 1880s and 1903-
1905 and the massive pogroms of the civil war period (1918-1921), when
about 50,000 Jews were murdered and 100,000 left homeless, all took place on
Ukrainian territory.>® In 1939-1941 there were more pogroms against Jews in
west Ukraine.?* During World War II, Ukrainian nationalists collaborated with
the Nazis against the Soviet regime and participated as individuals and in
organized groups in the murder of local Jews. The motivations, extent, and
nature of collaboration by some Ukrainians with the Nazis in the mass murder
of Jews is still a contentious and highly sensitive issue for both Jews and
Ukrainians, and only in recent years has it begun to be aired, though mostly
outside Ukraine.?> Even after the war the Soviet government had to acknowl-
edge, albeit only within government and Communist Party circles, that
antisemitism was significant in Ukraine.”® Thus, especially in the turbulent
years of perestroika, the collapse of the Soviet Union, and the infancy of an
independent Ukrainian state, Ukrainian Jews might well have felt even more
insecure than Russian Jews.
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Ukrainian hostility to Jews, which came to be reciprocated, was based on
some of the same sources which fed anti-Jewish animus in the rest of Europe:
the teachings of Christian churches about Jewish responsibility for the killing
of Christ and the popular view of Jews as heretics and sinners, disrespectful of
Christianity; the economic position of Jews as middlemen between landowners
and peasants, perceived by the latter as exploitative agents of the former; and
later, direct economic competition between Jews and Ukrainians.?’” Jews were
a “mobilized diaspora,” multilingual, highly achievement onented, and skilled
in trade and communication. On interethnic economic competition, John A.
Armstrong notes that “‘as the society becomes more fully modernized, members
of other ethnic groups seek to obtain these [white collar] positions, frequently
before their skills make them competitively equal to mobilized diaspora mem-
bers.”*8

Finally, and perhaps most fundamentally, in a culture in which difference
and diversity were seen as disruptive rather than enriching—and this is still the
case throughout most of the world—Jews were the “most different” of the
peoples in Ukraine. Difference bred, in many cases, suspicion and hostility.
Jews differed not only in religion, one of the most important social markers, but
in speech, area of residence, occupation, language, styles of life, dress, and
food. Though Jewish music, dance, food, and even language were strongly
influenced by Ukrainian equivalents, Jews and Ukrainians saw themselves as
radically different from each other.

A second reason why a Ukrainian Jewish identity did not emerge until
recently 1s that, as Roman Szporluk suggests, what exactly constituted Ukraine
was by no means clear. Novorossiia (south-central/southeastern Ukraine) was
not included in Ukrainians’ mental map until quite late. In 1897, less than 10
percent of the population of Odesa was Ukrainian.? It was only at the end of
the nineteenth century that Ukrainians began calling themselves by that appel-
lation; before that, they were called “Ruthenians” in the Austrian part of the
Hapsburg Empire, “Rusnaks” in the Hungarian part, and “Little Russians” or
“Cossacks” in the Russian Empire.3°

Jews apparently felt no strong affinity for Ukrainians, a people who defined
themselves rather late in history. Ukraine is absent from Yiddish rhetoric and
the Jewish geographical imagination until after the 1917 Revolution. My im-
pression from reading Sholem Aleichem, the great Yiddish writer born in
Ukraine (Poltava Gubernia) in 1859, is that he uses a good deal of Ukrainian in
his works and portrays clearly Ukrainian characters, but does not refer explic-
itly to “Ukraine” or “Ukrainians.”! The “Jewish map” of Eastern Europe
includes Poland, Liteh (roughly, Lithuania and present-day Belarus), and Gali-
cia, but not “Ukraine.” Prayerbooks refer to “the ritual of Poilin [Poland],
Reisin [roughly, Belarus], and Zamut [Zmudz area of Lithuania]” or that of
Liteh, but never to the “ritual of Ukraine.” Even “Ukrainian Jewish history”
began to be written as such only recently, though Jews have lived on the
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territory of present-day Ukraine for at least a millennium. As Philip Friedman
noted, “The history of Jews in Ukraine has been treated until now . . . largely as
an incidental aspect of the history of Polish or Russian Jews.”*? Since Ukraine
was never independent, but was part of Polish-Lithuanian, Austro-Hungarian,
Russian, Polish, or Soviet states, Jews treated Ukraine as a vague entity with no
defined borders. Therefore, it is not surprising that “a specifically Ukrainian
Jewish identity . . . failed to develop in Ukraine, even though the history of the
Jews in the region stretches back some two millennia [sic] and the population
reached roughly two million at the beginning of this century.”?® Jews who
lived in Ukraine called themselves, and were called by others, “Rusishe Yidn,”
not “Ukrainishe Yidn.” When Jews immigrated from Ukraine to the United
States before 1918, they were officially classified as “Russian.” Consciously or
unconsciously adopting the view of imperial Russian officialdom, Jews and
others thought of Ukraine as “Little Russia.”

Moreover, Ukrainian hostility to Jews as radically different was comple-
mented by Jewish assumptions about the inferiority—indeed, perhaps the
absence—of Ukrainian culture. Russians and Poles, though largely peasants
like Ukrainians, at least also had urban populations and high, literary cultures.
Ukrainians were seen as peasants exclusively—quite an accurate perception
until after the First World War. Of course, most Jews were not concerned with
whether Ukrainians had their Tolstoys and Pushkins, Mickiewiczes and
Stowackis, though this might have been important to the maskilim (*enlight-
ened” Jews), but all could appreciate the fact that Russians and Poles owned
the land and wielded political power, whereas Ukrainians (and Jews!) did not.
As more Jews gained general education from the mid-nineteenth century on,
the perceived cultural disparity between Ukrainians and the other peoples may
have become more important. In Lviv in May 1993, I was struck by the pride
with which an elderly Jew told me that he had “graduated from a Polish
gymnasium” when the city was still Lwéw. Further conversation elicited the
clear feeling that Polish education was classical, deeply rooted in a “real”
culture, whereas Ukrainian education was somehow ersatz, the latter-day, po-
litically motivated invention of a people who just recently were stomping about
in peasant clogs.

One should be cautious in attributing the contemporary Jewish emigration
from Ukraine to these historical and cultural factors. After all, it seems that
more Jews immigrated to the United States from the northwest part of the
Russian Empire (Litek) in the 1880s and 1890s than from Ukraine, though the
size of the population in each area was about the same and the pogroms had hit
Ukraine much harder than the northwest. Some suggest that the economic
boom in Ukraine at the time kept people there, despite the hardships, whereas
poverty drove the others to America. So one should not place too much of an
explanatory burden on the historical factor, but it might play a role in the
contemporary exodus from Ukraine.
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Whatever the reason, Jews in Ukraine (and elsewhere) see themselves as
rather distant from Ukrainians and their culture. In independent Ukraine, Jews
are Russophone and are doubly alien: to Ukrainians, 88 percent of whom listed
Ukrainian as their mother tongue in the 1989 census, they are part of the
Russian-speaking (russkoiazychnoe) population (only 2 percent listed
Ukrainian as their mother tongue in the 1989 census), but to the Russians they
are Jews. They are in a different position than Jews in Russia, who are at least
linguistically indistinguishable from Russians. Surveys taken both before and
after Ukrainian independence demonstrate clearly that Russian Jews are more
attached to Russia, Russians, and Russian culture than Ukrainian Jews are
attached to Ukraine, Ukrainians, and Ukrainian culture. Ukrainian Jews are
therefore more easily moved from their native land to either the Promised Land
of Israel or the Golden Land of America.

Moreover, until the crash of 1998 in Russia, Ukrainian Jews viewed the
economy and future prospects of Ukraine more pessimistically than Russian
Jews saw the economy and future of Russia. However, contrary to what one
might expect, Ukrainian Jews are somewhat less fearful and insecure than
Russian Jews and they report fewer direct experiences with antisemitism
(though this may not uproot deeply held fears that the situation could easily
change). In fact, when asked in which country a future holocaust might occur,
over half of the 1,300 Russian Jews surveyed in 1997 in Moscow, St. Peters-
burg, and Ekaterinburg named Russia, whereas only a quarter of the 2,000
Ukrainian Jews questioned in five Ukrainian cities named Ukraine (20 percent
named Russia and nearly a quarter named Germany). The combination of
distance from the titular nation and its culture with pessimism about its future
differentiates Ukrainian from Russian Jews in the post-Soviet period. This
distance preceded independence and may help explain the proportionately
larger Ukrainian emigration both before and after 1991. In independent
Ukraine, additional motivations for emigration are lower confidence in the
Ukrainian economy than Russian Jews display in the economy of their country
and the presence of many relatives and friends abroad.

In a series of interview projects I conducted with different groups of Soviet
Jewish emigres beginning in 1980, it became apparent that Jews had a gener-
ally poor opinion of Ukrainian-Jewish relations and of Ukrainians when com-
pared with others. They had much warmer feelings toward Russians and
Russian culture. In interviews with nearly 900 Jews who left the USSR in
1977-1980, respondents were asked about relationships between several pairs

of nationalities.** They ranked Jewish-Ukrainian relations the worst, as can be
seen 1n the following table.
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Table 3. Perceived Relations Between Pairs of Nationalities

Best relations Lithuanians-Latvians
Russians-Belarusians
Jews-Moldovans
Russians-Uzbeks
Russians-Ukrainians
Russians-Estonians
Georgians-Armenians
Jews-Russians

Worst relations Jews-Ukrainians

Respondents were also presented with pairs of adjectives ranged on a seven-
point scale and asked to locate each of several nationalities on the scale. By
combining average scores from each pair of adjectives, [ was able to get a mean
“rating” of each nationality. The following table shows the mean scores given
the nationalities by the total Jewish sample and by Jews from Ukraine alone.

Table 4. Mean Scores of Nationalities, Based on Adjectival Scales

Total Sample Ukrainian Jews

Ukrainians 4.9392 Central Asians 5.2857
Moldovans 4.8226 Ukrainians 5.0013
Central Asians 4.7396 Georgian Jews 4.5796
Russians 4.0612 Moldovans 4.3906
Lithuanians 4.0318 Georgians 4.1111
Latvians 3.8706 Russians 4.0191
Georgian Jews 3.6677 Lithuanians 3.9633
Georgians 3.4956 Latvians 3.8498
Jews 3.4262 Jews 3.5014

The higher the score, the more negative the evaluation of the nationality.
Thus, Jews rank most favorably, as could be expected. Ukrainians rank low
among Jews from all republics. Georgian, Central Asian, and Baltic Jews gave
Ukrainians the lowest rating, Russian and Ukrainian Jews gave them the sec-
ond lowest, and Moldovan Jews the third lowest. Ukraiman Jews rated Ukraini-
ans quite a bit less favorably than other groups of Jews had on many of the
adjectives (cruel, antisemitic, mean, untrustworthy, dishonest, and preju-
diced[!]). However, Ukrainians are also seen as cultured and efficient. Overall,
only Moldovan Jews came close to those from Ukraine in their negative
attitude toward the titular nationality of their republic. Surely this 1s connected
to the finding that at the time Ukrainian Jews reported more frequent
antisemitic encounters than those from five other regions.*
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In a 1985 study based on interviews with Jews from non-European areas of
the USSR, Ukrainians again ranked low on an ethnic distance scale. Twelve
ethnic groups (five of them Jewish) ranked higher than Ukrainians, but
Kazakhs, Tatars, and Chechens ranked lower.*® Ukrainians also ranked the
lowest of the European nationalities on other measures in the study. These
patterns held into the 1990s. In interviews with 808 Jewish immigrants to Israel
who arrived in 1989-1992, respondents were asked how close they felt to each
of 17 groups. Ukrainians ranked twelfth, though only three non-Jewish
groups—Americans, Russians, and Georgians—ranked ahead of them. One
Jewish group—Moroccan Jews—ranked below them. The others who ranked
lower were Tajiks, Uzbeks, Azerbaijanis, and Arabs, all predominantly Mus-
lim. On another measure, however, they also ranked lower than Ukrainians, as
in the table below.

Table 57 “Warmth of Feeling” Toward Select Nationalities”

Jews 78.4059
Russian Jews 78.2649
Russians 41.2626
Ukrainians 26.0952
Georgians 20.0790
Bukharan Jews 18.0264
Moroccan Jews 17.4705
Ethiopian Jews 4.4372
Azerbaijanis 7.5433
Tajiks 7.0505
Arabs 46114

The higher the score, the “warmer” or more positive the feelings toward the nationality.

Note how much lower Ukrainians rank than Russians, though they rank ahead
of all non-Europeans, including Jews. On adjectival scales, Ukrainians rank
lower than Russians and Georgians but higher than Central Asians,
Azerbaijanis, Arabs, and Moroccan Jews.

These findings are based on experiences in the Soviet period. Have percep-
tions changed since the breakup of the USSR and Ukrainian independence? A
1993 survey of 2,000 Jews in five Ukrainian cities (Kyiv, Kharkiv, Lviv,
Odesa, Chernivtsi), conducted by Vladimir Shapiro and Valerii Cherviakov of
the Russian Academy of Sciences’ Institute of Sociology, showed that Jews
remained socially distant from Ukrainians and Ukrainian culture. When com-
pared to a parallel survey done in Moscow. St. Petersburg, and Ekaterinburg
(Sverdlovsk), tt turns out that Russian Jews were much closer to Russian
culture and Russians than Ukrainian Jews were to Ukrainians and their culture.
Though half the Ukrainian Jewish respondents claimed to be “equally close” to
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Jews, Russians, and Ukrainians in their city, less than 1.0 percent said they
were closer to Ukrainians than to Jews or Russians. Nearly half the Jews
surveyed in the three Russian cities said they felt closer to the Russians in their
city than to Jews in Belarus and Ukraine, but only 2.4 percent of Ukrainian
Jews felt closer to local Ukrainians than to Jews in Russia.

When asked whether “there is much that is Russian [Ukrainian] about you,”
the two groups of Jews gave strikingly different answers.

Table 6. *‘In your view, is there much/little/nothing that is Russian [ Ukrainian] about
you?’ (percent)

Russian Jews Ukrainian Jews
Russian Ukrainian Russian
Much 54.0 7.9 473
Little 30.2 41.5 37.1
Nothing 55 46.0 12.4
Don’'t know 10.2 4.0 3.3

Nearly the same results were obtained from this question in 1997-1998.
Russian Jews feel there 1s “something Russian” about them, whereas Ukrainian
Jews see little or nothing about themselves that 1s Ukrainian. On the other hand,
when asked in a separate question (combined here in the table for conve-
nience), whether there is something Russian about them, Ukrainian Jews re-
spond almost as affirmatively as Russian Jews. Asked whether they feel closer
to Russians/Ukrainians or to Israeli Jews, Ukrainian Jews are far less likely
than their co-ethnics in Russia to identify with local people and take the easy
option of “‘both are equally close.” A clearer picture emerges when respondents
describe the atmosphere and style of life in their households. Less than 2
percent of Ukrainian Jews describe it as “more Ukrainian than Russian or
Jewish.” The most frequent responses are that their households are “all three
equally,” or that they are predominantly Russian or Jewish. In Russia, by
contrast, the most frequent response in both years 1s that a Russian atmosphere
and lifestyle dominate.

In 1993 only 3 percent of Ukrainian Jews said they have mostly
Ukrainian friends, whereas 21 percent of Russian Jews had mostly Russian
friends. In Russia and Ukraine, similar proportions of respondents (43-49
percent) said that their friends come equally from the three nationalities. By
1997-1998, when so many Jews had gone and those left in Russia and Ukraine
were presumably more assimilated, the proportion of Jewish friends declined,
but Russian friends were still more frequently mentioned than Ukrainians.

Having seen that the social distance between Jews and Ukrainians i1s greater
than that between Jews and Russians, we turn to Jewish views of the respective
countries. Asked to name the country they considered their motherland
(rodina), the 3,300 respondents in 1997-1998 gave the following answers:
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Table 7. “Which Country Do You Think of as Your Motherland—Motherland in
Capital Letters?” (percent)

Russian Jews Ukrainian Jews
Russia 77.6 3.3
Ukraine 0.5 54.6
USSR 1.5 20.2
Israel 10.3 12.6
Other country ].1 1.2
Other response 4.5 1.9
No answer 4.4 6.3

While 78 percent of Jews in Russia consider “Russia” their homeland, only
55 percent of Ukrainian Jews name “Ukraine” as their homeland. Moreover,
few Russian Jews think of the USSR as their homeland, but one of every five
Ukrainian respondents does. Is saying you were born in the USSR a way of
avoiding identification with Ukraine as a motherland? Probably not. Most
likely, one-fifth of the Ukrainian Jews identify their country of birth as “the
USSR” (though 61 percent of those born in Ukraine do identify Ukraine as
their “Homeland”) because they were born when Ukraine was not a separate
entity and they are not emotionally driven to assert their Ukrainian 1dentity.
This parallels the finding of the survey analyzed by Yaroslav Hrytsak in this
volume that residents of Donetsk, east Ukraine, think of their homeland as the
Soviet Union or Russia. Some may also associate the USSR with Russia much
more than with Ukraine, and see the Russian Federation as the main successor
state to the USSR. It 1s easier for a Jew in Russia who was born in the USSR to
name “Russia” as his or her place of birth than it is for a Ukrainian Jew to do
so. Still, it 18 striking that only slightly more than half the Ukrainian respon-
dents, the large majority of whom were born in Ukraine, name Ukraine as their
homeland.

There are other, less ambiguous indicators in the survey of Ukrainian Jews’
looser attachment to their native land compared to the Jews of Russia. In both
1992-1993 and 1997-1998 they agreed in a higher proportion than Russian
Jews with the proposition that “all Jews must sooner or later return to their
historic homeland, Israel.” They were also more willing to entertain the pros-
pect of emigrating. In 1992-1993, a total of 61 percent of Russian Jews said
they would “never” leave or that they did not intend to leave now, but that
changed circumstances could make them leave. At the same time, only 48
percent of Ukrainian Jews responded this way to a question about their inten-
tion to emigrate. In 1997-1998, more than three-quarters of the Russian
interviewees said they would not leave, while only 59 percent of the Ukrainian
Jews gave this response.

The 1impulse to leave is fueled not only by the presence of relatives and
friends abroad and perhaps by distance from Ukraine and its people, but also by
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skepticism about personal prospects and the future of the country as a whole. In
the 1997-1998 survey, 25 percent of the Russian Jews said they could best
realize their creative potential and use their professional talents in Russia, and
21 percent they could best do so in Israel (35 percent said it was the same in
both countries); only 14 percent of Ukrainian Jews saw their best prospects in
Ukraine whereas over 44 percent saw them in Israel. While 38 percent of the
Russian Jews thought they could attain material satisfaction and a high stan-
dard of living in Israel, and only 13 percent thought they could do so in Russia,
in Ukraine 65 percent cited Israel as the place where they could fulfill their
material aspirations and only 7 percent cited Ukraine. Ukrainian Jews, to a
greater extent than Russian Jews, cite lack of faith in the improvement of the
situation in their country as a motivation for other Jews’ emigration. They also
cite the desire for “a civilized life” as a reason for others’ leaving more often
than do Russian Jews. Since the assessment of the prospects for Jewish national
life in their countries 1s very similar among Ukrainian and Russian Jews in both
years, it i1s clear that it 1s not the Jewish but the general situation that makes
Jews in Ukraine more pessimistic.

This brings us to the surprising finding that Ukrainian Jews are somewhat
more secure in their country than Russian Jews are in Russia. Nearly half of
both groups say they would feel more secure in Israel and over a third say there
is no difference between Israel and Russia or Ukraine in this regard. But a
slightly greater percentage (8.6) of Ukrainian Jews see themselves as more
secure in Ukraine than the percentage (6.9) of Russian Jews feeling themselves
most secure in Russia. However, substantially more Russian than Ukrainian
Jews say it is antisemitism that drives the emigration, whereas for Ukrainian
Jews pessimism about the future of their country is the driving force behind
emigration. Finally, Ukrainian Jews in both years of the survey report
antisemitic encounters on the street, in the neighborhood, at work or in govern-
ment offices only a bit more frequently than Russian Jews. In both years they
claim that antisemitic tendencies in their city have weakened rather than
strengthened, whereas Russian Jews in 1992 saw antisemitism rising and in
1997 perceived it as weakening to a lesser extent than did Ukrainian Jews.

Table 8. “In the Past Year (12 Months), Antisemitic Tendencies in Your
City ... " (percent)

Russia 1992 Russia 1997 Ukraine 1992 Ukraine 1997

Strengthened 42.1 11.6 19.8 6.0
Weakened 9.6 23.6 254 40.4
Stayed same 38.4 53.5 49.3 44.0
Didn’t /don’t exist 1.2 0.7 2.0

Don’t know/

no answer 99 10.1 4.9 7.8
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Ukrainian Jews also evaluate more positively than Russian Jews the efforts
of their respective governments to combat antisemitism. In sum, though distant
and recent history provide ample basis for greater insecurity among Ukrainian
Jews— though Russian Jews would also have reason to worry—the former
seem less concerned about their security and more disturbed by their general
prospects and those of their country. After all, in 1992-1993 nearly twice as
many Ukrainian as Russian respondents said that “we live from payday to
payday, often have to borrow in order to buy essential goods, and can save
nothing.” Forty-four percent of the residents of Ukraine said this in 1997-1998,
while only 19 percent of the Russian residents placed themselves in this cat-
egory.

The Ukraine-America Connection

Having tried to discover why Ukrainian Jews have emigrated in greater propor-
tions than Russian Jews, I turn to the second question—why Ukrainian Jews
have immigrated to America in significantly larger proportions than Russian
Jews. One should remember that more Ukrainian Jews have gone to Israel than
to the United States (over 200,000 to Israel and over 145,000 to the U.S.), but
while over 250,000 Jews have gone to Israel from Russia, only about 80,000
have come to the United States.”® It is striking that between 1974 and 1996, the
number of immigrants who came from Ukraine to the United States (142,670)
was almost twice the number who came from Russia (74,554). Only in 1981
and 1982, years of relatively small emigration, did Russian Jews constitute a
larger proportion of the immigration to America than Ukrainian Jews. From
1980-1989, a total of 32,850 Jews came to America from Ukraine, while
20,237 came from Russia.’® In 1989-1997, a total of 55,845 Jews came to
America from Russia, but 96,708 came from Ukraine; in the same period,
216,056 went to Israel from Russia and 222,096 went there from Ukraine. So
whereas 1.7 times as many Jews came to the United States from Ukraine as
from Russia, only 1.03 times as many came to Israel from Ukraine.

This pattern may be counter-intuitive. After all, Russian Jews seem to be
less attached to Jewish culture and even to Jewish people than Ukrainian Jews.
In the 1920s, the percentage of intermarriages involving Jews was 3.4 times
greater in the European RSFSR than in Ukraine.*® Even in the 1970s and
1980s, a smaller proportion of Ukrainian Jews married non-Jews than did
Russian Jews.*

Ukrainian Jews were also closer to Yiddish. In 1959 and 1970, the propor-
tion of Jews declaring Yiddish as their native language was slightly higher than
in the RSFSR, though in the following two censuses there is no significant
difference between the two republics. However, in southwestern Ukraine (ar-
eas formerly 1n Poland, Romania, and Czechoslovakia) there were substantial
pockets of Yiddish speakers as late as the 1970s. Ukraine, not Russia, was the
area of the shretlekh and their culture, and in small Ukrainian towns such as
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Bershad, Slavuta, and Berdichev, Yiddish was spoken in public as late as the
1960s. By contrast, the proportions of Yiddish speakers in Russia and of
Yiddish school students in the 1920s and 1930s were far smaller than in
Ukraine. Russian Jews, though they were mostly migrants from Ukraine and
Belarus, tended to move away from tradition and Jewish culture even more
rapidly than their co-ethnics in the other republics. Thus, one could assume that
Ukramian Jews, more closely tied to Jews and Jewish culture, would be
“pulled” to Israel, whereas Russian Jews might be “pushed” from the Soviet
Union but not as much attracted to Israel as to the United States.

Obviously, this has not been the case. I can only offer two speculative
hypotheses to explain why so many more Jews from Ukraine than from Russia
have chosen the United States as a country of immigration. One is based on the
observation that from 1974 to 1979, though there were no dramatic differences
between Russia and Ukraine in the proportions of the overall emigration going
to the United States, the greater numbers of Ukrainian emigrants meant that
more Jews from Ukraine settled in the U.S. than in Israel. These then served as
a larger magnet to those still in the FSU, and the disparity between Ukraiman
and Russian Jews grew exponentially. Thus, in 1974-1979, while 30,191 Jews
came to America from Ukraine, only 8,741 came from Russia. By 1988, when
the ratio of Russian immigrants to the U.S. compared to those going to Israel
was about 4:1, the ratio for Ukrainian Jews was about 19:1. Thus, “chain
migration” might explain why the disparity between Ukrainian and Russian
Jewish emigration grew.

In a sense, this begs the question, why did more Ukrainian Jews go to
America already in the early 1970s? Perhaps this is due to the fact that the
aliyah movement was centered in Moscow and Leningrad, as well as the Baltic
states, and Russian Jews may have been more intensely directed to Israel than
were Ukrainian Jews. It may be that since the first to go to Israel from the
European USSR were ideological Zionists, they attracted others from their
place of origin. Another possibility is that the collective memories and experi-
ences of Jews in Ukraine made them skittish about going to Israel. Having
suffered the traumas of pogroms and the Holocaust to a greater extent than
Russian Jews—all of Ukraine was under Nazi rule during World War II but
only part of Russia was—UKrainian Jews might have been more fearful of war
in the Middle East and more sensitive to the dangers they and their children
would face. Therefore, they opted for the more tranquil United States. I have
not found attitudinal data to support this hypothesis and it remains a hesitant
speculation.

A final hypothesis is that zapadniki, those from the western and southern
peripheries of the USSR who had become Soviets only in 1939-1940, left in
disproportionate numbers at the beginning of the emigration. Since the emigra-
tion moved largely to the United States after 1974, it served as the first links 1n
the chain of migration that brought relatives and friends. Between 1970 and
1980, some 55 percent of all Jews in Transcarpathian Ukraine, formerly in
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Czechoslovakia, and 48 percent of Jews in Chernivtsi oblast, formerly in
Romania, emigrated, compared to 11.4 percent of Ukrainian Jewry as a
whole.*? To substantiate this hypothesis, it remains to determine whether these
emigres moved disproportionately to the United States.

Conclusion

The irony—perhaps the tragedy—in Ukraine today is that just as a Ukrainian
state is reaching out to Jews, abjuring antisemitism and encouraging the re-
building of Jewish cultural, social, and religious life, Jews are leaving in
droves. It has now been over a century that Ukraine has been “exporting’ Jews,
and though the forces propelling emigration are different from those of a
century ago or of the period following the First World War, the results are the
same: a decline in the Jewish population in Ukraine, which has been diminish-
ing rapidly owing to internal factors,* and a demographic, cultural, and eco-
nomic enrichment of what have become the two centers of world Jewry, Israel
and the United States. As they leave, and as Ukraine confronts the great
challenges of economic reconstruction, building a new political system, inte-
grating its regions into a cohesive state, and deciding whether 1t will be an
ethnic or civic state, Jews are probably fading from the consciousness of
Ukraine’s peoples. The “Russian question” and the “Crimean question” are far
more important to Ukraine’s peoples and their future.

As for Jews who remain in Ukraine, they will have to define their place in it.
Will they continue to identify with Russians and their culture? If Ukraine
remains a civic state, as it has been since independence, they should have no
problem doing so. If, however, the voices urging “Ukraine for Ukrainians™ or
“Ukraine above all”™** prevail, Jews will either have to leave or acculturate into
Ukrainian culture, and even that might not suffice if some of the more radical
nationalists prevail. In a Ukraine which is a civic state, Jews can develop their
own culture or remain part of the Russian cultural community, or even evolve a
Russian-Jewish culture, much as Jews in English-speaking countries have
developed Anglo-Jewish cultures. The last option is far more likely than a
return to a self-contained Yiddish- or Hebrew-speaking community, with its
special niche in the economy and its great social distance from both landlord
and peasant.

Jews in Ukraine are all citizens, but some see themselves as sojourners,
while others regard themselves as an integral part of the indigenous population,
despite their difference from the titular nation. Their attachment to Russian
culture and Russian people has developed over more than half a century, but it
does not mean that it is permanent. Perhaps the example of the Jews in
Bohemia and Moravia is instructive. At the end of the nineteenth century, Jews
in the Bohemian countryside were bilingual, “employing Czech [goyish?] in
daily intercourse with the local population, but educating their children in
German and preferring German for use in Jewish institutions.”* In 1890, of
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the Jews of Prague, where over a third of Bohemian Jewry lived, 74 percent
declared themselves German.*® A decade later, 55.4 percent declared them-
selves Czech, and already in 1921, after the formation of independent Czecho-
slovakia, 20 percent of Prague’s Jews listed themselves as Jewish by national-
ity (while the proportion of “Czechs” remained about the same). The changes
recorded in the censuses of 1900 and 1910 indicate *“not that the Jews had
become committed Czech patriots overnight” but that they were firmly bilin-
gual and were seeking to integrate in a divided society.*’ Ukrainian Jews have
returned to the same crossroads at which millions of their co-ethnics have stood
ever since emancipation. They must answer the simple question that 1s the title
of a story written a century ago by the Ukrainian-born Hebrew writer
Mordechai Zeev Feierberg: “Le’an?” (Whither?).
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Tolts, “Trends in Soviet Jewish Demography Since the Second World
War,” in Jews and Jewish Life in Russia and the Soviet Union, ed.
Yaacov Ro’1 (London, 1995), p. 372. On the demography of Jews in
Ukraine, see Mark Kupovetskii, “Osobennosti etnodemograficheskogo
razvitiia evreiskogo naseleniia Ukrainy vo vtoroi polovine XX veka,” in
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Istoricheskie sud'by evreev v Rossii i SSSR: nachalo