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92 Theoria

freed of these, or in a better position to diffuse them when they might
again and again arise, present thinking will stand ready to invent the
present. The full constrictions on our capacities to breathe, walk and
digest reality will gradually be diffused and the nascence of the new
will appear in the fullness of its spontaneity — t also therefore the
atless of v oot Rivemess Woall, AN anX o Vo 3 we e
at the moment. ‘

Now I have suggested that the condition of philosophy is already
generalised to the entire university. Ripeness is everywhere. This is
therefore an argument for the essential unity of the university. For
while philosophy is blind — abstracted from reality — if it does not
make its thought concrete by reference to history, sociology, politics,

law, the arts, neuroscience, psychology and the other disciplines,
other disciplines become calcified, fundamentalist, or blindly techno-

cratic if they do not take utterly seriously their philosophical state of

being. We do not want to produce little student clones ready to strike
it big, eat their way to the top and drive their BMWs at 180km an
hour, one stereotypical image of the South African middle classes.
Nor do we want to train students to repeat the fundamentalisms of
present (much less past!) South African politics. We want them. to

slow down and think, which means, on the Nietzschecan model, to lis-

ten, that is, to participate in the work of change.

We may therefore venture the following slogan, not unrelated to
the marketing of Ubuntu: It rakes an entire university to educate even
a single student. To make good on the meaning of r/at slogan would

be an experiment in the field of Africanisation, also in the field of
Europeanisation, worth risking.

Interpretations of the Dogma

Soviet Concepts of Nation and Ethnicity

Irina Filatova

The Soviet theory of nation and ethnicity has for decades {eatured
prominently in the South African debate on these issues. Few parties
of different ideological denominations have not referred in some way
to the Soviet experience of nation building and to the underlying prin-
ciples; many used various aspects of this theory in their own theoret-
ical constructs.

During the 1920s and 1930s South African communists were
involved in the debates on ‘the national and colonial question” within
the Communist International. In the late 1950s Soviet academic Ivan
Potekhin actively participated in the same debate within the ranks of
the Communist Party of South Africa.! Joe Slovo’s publications on
the concept of nation began with a tribute to Stalin’s theoretical
achievements? and Mzala, another SACP-ANC authority on the 1ssue,
referred to Stalin’s characteristics of nation in his article.?

Black Consciousness authors often used Soviet terminology, deal-
ing with the notion of nation,* and Rowley Arenstein, once an adviser
to the leader of Inkatha, stated in an interview: ‘...Until Leninist prin-
ciples about national groups are accepted... there will be no peace in
South Africa... You have to go back to Stalin’s work on the national
and colonial questions...”.> The idea of self-determination (which had
certainly come into existence long before Marxism but is now firmly
associated with Lenin’s theory of nation) attracts much attention of
the supporters of Volkstaat. In 1996 the Volkstaat Council organised
an international conference on self-determination® and prepared a sur-
vey of the nature, development and application of this phenomenon.’

All this does not mean, of course, that the participants of this
debate accepted the Soviet theory of nation as a whole or even the ele-
ments which they referred to. Suffice it to say that Slovo considered
Stalin’s concept to be inapplicable in African conditions and that his
own definition of the South African ‘nation in the making’ drastically
differed from Soviet theoretical thinking® — a fact of which he was
fully aware.’

Theoria, December 1997
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What emerges from some of these rcferences to the Soviet con-
ceptualisation of nation, however, is lack of understanding or knowl-
edge of what it was about. The Soviet theory of nation is not dead: its
Ideological legacy is very much alive both in Russia and in South

Africa. This is the reason why it is still important to look into what it
stood for, how it evolved and what it resulted in.

Lenin’s Mysterious Theory and
Stalin’s Theoretical Dogma

Soviet sources date the appearance of the term ethniciry (or rather erh-
nos, an ethnic group'?) in the Russian language by the beginning of
the twentieth century!'! and usually associate both the term and the
lirst academic study of the phenomenon behind it with S.M. Shiroko-

gorov who published his Ethnos: The Study of the Main Principles of

lransformation of Ethnic and Lthnographic Phenomenon in 1923 in
Shanghai.'* Together with many other Russians Shirokogorov had
escaped to China from the civil war. He then made it to Europe and in
1935 published another book, Psychomental Complex of the Tungus,
in London. His influence on the conceptualisation of the notion of
ethnos by social anthropologists and ethnographers of that time is
now widely recognised. _.

Both before 1917 and during the early 1920s Russian ethnogra-
phers did many field studies. A specialised academic joumal Zhizn
natsionalnostei (The Life of Nationalities) was published. Academics
and politicians were involved in a lively theoretical debate on the
nationality problem. Neither ethnicity nor ethnos featured in the
debate; the participants operated with such terms as narion, people,
nationality and tribe, usually avoiding to substantiate their meaning.
Gradually, however, the debate died under the pressure of official ide-
ology coupled with political repression.

Alter the death of the ‘father of nations’ (one of Stalin’s semi-offi-
cial titles) some Soviet Marxists began to attribute the Soviet theory
of nation to Lenin. As recently as 1989 a high-ranking Soviet acade-
mic still accused Stalin of appropriating Lenin’s priority in defining
characteristics of nation and introducing the notion of the socialist
nation into Marxist theory.!

Stalin did, indeed, appropriate many of Lenin’s theoretical poOstu-
lates but as far as his theory of nation is concerned 1.enin’s theoreti-
cal legacy was not his source. Stalin actually borrowed some of his

i
g

Interprerations of the Dogma 95

thcoretical constructions in this field including the definition of nation
from Austrian Marxists, Karl Kautsky and Otto Bauer, whose views
he simultaneously denounced. |
I_enin did not advance any definition of nation. It must be stressed
here that the meaning of the word ‘nation’ in Russian (‘natsia’) sig-
nificantly differs from its meaning in English. The Russian term ‘nat-
sia’ stands mainly if not exclusively for ethnicity, an ethnic
community, and only in exceptional cases for szare, while in English
‘nation’ is more often used to indicate the entire population of a state
which is usually a rmulri-ethnic community.

I _enin used this word loosely, often as a synonym of such terms as
riarionaliry, people and narodnost.'* He quoted Kautsky on two char-
acteristics of nation, language and territory (disapproving of one) and
criticised Bauer for outlining only one such characteristic, a national
(1.e. ethnic) character, although later he recognised the importance of
this phenomenon. Lenin did mention ‘socialist nation’ but he also
wrote about ‘imperialist nations’ which term has not become part of
the official Soviet concept. He stressed the role of bourgeoisie in con-

solidating contemporary nations but he also spoke of nations referring
O pre capitalist societies — while according to the official Soviet the-

Ory mnations came into existence only with the advent of capitalism
(being nationalities before this).!’

I_.enin did, however, contribute several principles to the Soviet
intecrpretation of nation, three of which, well known and much dis-
cussed 1in Marxist writing, were of central importance.

L he right of nations for self-determination and secession. This
principle became part of the 1903 Program of the Russian Social
democrats. In 1913 it was augmented to the extent that the right
for secession did not imply the desirability of this act. The Bol-

shevik party assumed its right to look into every case of secession
individually and to work out its policy according to the specific
circumstances.!®

"I'be slogan of sclf-determination was a convenient instrument in
the struggle against Tsarism but it is a well known fact that after the
Bolsheviks came to power they never used it again. Compelled to

rccognise the independence of Finland and Poland they were never-
theless determined to keep the rest of the former Russian Empire. To
cquote just one example of Stalin’s attitude to it, in April 1918 he
wrote to V.P. Zatonsky, Ukrainian Bolshevik and Head of the Soviet
administration of independent Ukraine: ‘You have been toying with
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and your republic far 0o long. I'he progressive nature of ethnic integration or (as Lenin put it)

assimilation. Lenin often stressed that assimilation was in the inter-
ests of labour since capital, having created the myth of nation (eth-
nicity) to divide the workers, was itself united against them. In
1913 he wrote: ‘Not only does proletariat refuse to defend the
national [ethnic - I.F.] development of every nation, but, on the
contrary, it warns the masses against these illusions. . it welcomes

your [independent — ILF.] government
Enough of this, time to stop.’!7
IThe prevalernce o dominance of cla

over those of nation. Both before and a
the nationalities question

iIsm. The Nnationalities pro

ss, class values and interests

fter 1917 the Bolsheviks saw
as subordinate to the task of building social-

blem itself was attributed to capitalist order
d it seemed logical to think that once social-

Party members with an

aright of all classes of a nation to particip
ical future. To exclude such an Interpret

are about the right for self-
nations, but of the proletariat of
ported Stalin’s interpretation of
which was very close to his

uneasy feeling for it could be interpreted as

ate 1n formulating its polit-
ation Lenin wrote in 1903:
determination not of peoples and
every nation’."® In 1917 he sup-

the slogan of sclf-determination

Oown. Stalin formulated it at the IlIrd
Congress of the Soviets: ‘The right of nations for self-determination

must be the means of struggle for socialism and should be subordi-
nate to socialism?’ .19

However, faced with the rcalities of ruling
ethnic) state after the 1917 Bolshevik revolut
approach. At the VIIIth congress of the Russi
1919 he stood out to defend ‘self-determin

his associates, first of all N.1. Bukharin
offered to substitute thi

had defended in 1903:
¢very nationality’ 20

a multinational (multi-
ton, Lenin changed his
an Communist Party in
ation of nations’ against
and G.L. Pyatakov, who

niralised Party structure in the

for self-determination left many

every kind of assimilation of nations, with the only exception of
forced assimilation, or assimilation based on unilateral privi-
leges’.*> Lenin thought that under socialism nations (i.e. peoples,
cthnic groups) would get closer and finally merge through their
utmost growth and development.26

Thousands of books have been written in the Soviet Union inter-
preting Lenin’s ideas on nation and merging them into a theory
which Lenin himself had never claimed to be the author of. It was not
Lenin but Stalin who was responsible for the official Soviet defini-
tion of nation, for the implementation of Soviet nationality policy

and even for much of the later Soviet and post-Soviet theoretical
writing on the issuc.

Stalin’s theoretical heritage on the subject consisted of two articles.
The first, Marxism and the Nationality Question, was published in
1913 and played an important role in Stalin’s political career, tuming.
him into the main Party authority in the field and later on securing
him the position of the People’s Commissar (Minislel:) for Niat.ional-
ity Relations. It was in this article that Stalin gave his deﬁmuon- of
nation as ‘an historically formed stable community of people which

: -
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comes into existence on the basis of a common language, a common ,
_ lerritory, a common economy and a psychological character Wh.lCh i
Before 1917, Lenin was a staunch anti-federalist. He wrote: ‘It s manifests itself in a common culture’. He insisted that all four crite-
not the business of proletariat to preach tederalism and national ria were necessary for a ‘community of people’ to be a nalim?. ‘Itis ,?
autonomy... immediately leading to the demand of forming an clear’, wrote Stalin, ‘that a nation. as well as every other histpnc ph_c- K
autonomous class state’.2! [_enin carried this adherence to the idea of nomenon, is subject to the laws of change, and has its bk hlSlUf)’: 1S | :
a ‘centralised big state._ inseparably linked (o socialism’ through all beginning and its end’.?” Later on he described this definition as ‘the g
his life?22 although he had to adjust it to political realities. Even though Russian Marxist theory of nation’.?8 : .
from 1919 he defended federation ‘of the states of the Soviet-type’ as Lenin never expressed any doubts about the validity of this dcﬁl}- B
‘one of the lransitional formes on the way to full unity '3 he still ion but in fact Stalin’s message was somewhat different from his '
nsisted on the ce

whole territory of the
1. in the newly born independent states. *We
shall not tolerate Austrian abomination here'. he wrote,?!

the slogan of cthno-cultural autonomy which had bhe
Austro-Hungarian Social Democrats.

tormer Russian cmpire

meaning
cn put torward by

own. Stalin stressed language, culture, territory and cconomy as
cndemic characteristics of nation as opposced to class or social crite-
ria stressed by Lenin. Nation was perceived as a stable albeit an
cvolving organism. Assimilation was not entirely left out, but was
scen as a distant target rather than an unfolding process.




08 Theoria

In this first article Stalin counterpoised nation — ‘an historical cat-
egory’, against tribe — ‘an ethnographic category’. Several decades
later nation, narodnost and tribe were all granted the status of ‘his-
torical comunities of people’. Stalin outlined this new approach in his
second article, Marxism and the Problems of Language Studies,
which was published in 1950 and made a significant impact on Soviet
concepts of ethnicity thereafter. The main idea of the article was that
historically ‘clan languages’ developed into ‘tribal languages’, ‘tribal

languages’ [into the languages of the narodnosts, and the latter] into
the national (i. e. ethnic) languages.??

However ridiculous even at the time when it was published Stalin’s
formula put an end to the debate on the nature and stages of the his-
torical evolution of nation. This debate, although limited by the
framework of Marxist theory of social formations and Stalin’s earlier

writing, lingered on during the 1930s and even in 1947 at least one
historian offered his own scheme.’® After the publication of Stalin’s

article his “triad’ (tribe-narodnost-nation) became the only possible
scheme of the historical evolution of nation. '

The triad theory was not challenged, nor even discussed, for by the
beginning of the 1950s academics had come to know only too well
where theoretical discussions with Stalin could lead. Instead it was
instantly accommodated within the Marxist theory of social forma-
tions. It was assumed that during the pre-class stages of social devel-
opment mankind was organised into ‘tribal historical entities’; during
the slave and feudal stages these evolved into narodnosts, and with
the advent of capitalism the latter developed into nations (i.e. ethnic
nation) to become socialist nations under socialism. The final version
of this theory was formulated in the most authoritative Soviet work of
the ime Essays on General Ethnography by S.P. Tolstov, M.G. Levin
and N.N. Cheboksarov.?!

Stalin’s theorising had a deep and lasting effect on Soviet studies
of nation and ethnicity. For almost four decades after Stalin’s death
the debate on these 1ssues developed entirely within the framework of
Stalin’s doctrine. Even in the late 1980s when the theory of socialist
formations itself came under fire the majority of Sovict analysts of
nation and ethnicity were still defending the core of Stalin’s dogma.
Critics attempted to adjust certain aspects of the doctrine to stubborn
reality but they did so from the position of accepting the construct as
a whole. Valid field research was still done by Soviet academics but
the debate was unfolding not around the new data emerging from it
but around interpretations of the same old schemes.

. S S M e e, AT R o e = Se—
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The Talent for Interpretation

There were two distinct directions in this debate on interpretation.
The first presented an attempt to patch up inconsistencies in the the-
oretical legacy of the two officially recognised classics of Russian
Marxism and to convert it into a coherent theory. The second was a
search for viable and universally accepted definitions and descrip-
tions of various components of this legacy (historical stages of ethnic
development; correlation of these stages with social formations; char-
acteristics of ethnicity at every stage, etc.).

One of the problems was the incorporation of Lenin’s i1dea of
assimilation into Stalin’s scheme. It was finally accepted that social-
ist nations would eventually merge and die away. Accordingly assim-
1lationist tendencies within the Soviet society were considered to be
a progressive phenomenon and promoted. Contrary to the early Russ-
ian Marxist thinking, however, it was considered that the process of
assimilation would take a very long time and would be preceded by
‘full development’ of every nation and flourishing of cultures,
‘national (i.e. ethnic) in form and socialist in contents’. In the late
1970s the whole construction was supplemented with the ‘super-
national (i. e. super-ethnic) community of a new type — Soviet people’
which was said to have come into existence already.

The concept of the ‘super-national community’ signified that
assimilation had already occurred for ‘the Soviet people’ was
declared to be an ethno-cultural, not just a socio-historical category.
At the same time it signalled a further delay in the completion of the
assimilation process for all efforts to apply Stalin’s characteristics to
the new community failed and it became obvious that ‘the Soviet
people’ was and was bound to remain a state nation (multi-ethnic or
multi-national community within the borders of one state as
opposed to nation-state — a mono-ethnic or mono-national state) for
a long time.

Another problem was to find a general term which would embrace
all ‘historical entities’ of Stalin’s triad since ‘nation’ was now histor-
ically limited to capitalism and socialism. Theoretical debate on this
problem unfolded during the late 1960s and early 1970s in the pages
of several academic journals — Sovetskaia etnographiia, Voprosy
philosophii, Voprosy istorii, Priroda. This debate brought about all
the ideas and almost all the names that dominated the field through-
out the 1970s and 1980s and persisted into the 1990s. Among those
who started the debate and later on carried 1t further were S.A.




100 Theoria

Tokarev, V.I. Kozlov, N.N. Cheboksarov, LL.N. Gumilev, K.V. Chistov
and Yu. V. Bromlei.3?

There were, 1n fact, several official interpretations of Stalin’s
dogma coined by dilferent authors, similar but not the same. Onc
was, however, clearly more official than the rest. The author of this
most official concept was Academician Yulian Bromlci. For almost a
quarter of a century Bromlei was Director of the Institute of Ethnog-
raphy ol the Soviet Academy of Sciences and occupied several senior
positions in the Academy. He was, for example, Chairman of the Sci-
entific Council for Nationality Problems. These positions, however,

were not the only reason for his prominence in the ficld of ethnicity
studies. He had a real talent for interpretation which he effectively
used to overcome some of the inconsistencies of Stalin’s theory and
to convert it into a more coherent albeit an empty scheme. Some of
his colleagues claimed that he deftly absorbed, used and reinterpreted
their ideas, thus basing his publications on what was the result of a
collective effort.

Bromlei formulated his concept in Ethnos and Ethnography,
which was published in 1973.°% It was updated, augmented and called
a theory (although not substantially developed) ten years later in
Essays on the Theory of Ethnos.”® Bromlei’s most important theoret-
ical achievement was the reintroduction of the term ‘ethnos’ into
Russian academic language. Shirokogorov’s term which had com-
pletely disappeared from the debate on nation (ethnic nation) and the
related problems was now used to define common f{eatures of the
triad: tribe, narodnost and nation. It seems to have re-emerged first as
an adjective (‘ethnic community’, etc.), then, in 1967, Lev Gumilev
discussed and defined the new term.?? At the beginning of the 1970s,
Broimlei intercepted the initiative in interpreting 1t and began to intro-
duce it into Soviet ethnography on a large scale — which in fact only
he was in a position to do.

To overcome the irrelevance of Stalin’s definition ot nation which
hecame mcreasingly obvious to ethnographers and histonans ahike
Bromlei suggested the distinguishing of two torms or two levels of
ethnoses. The first was ‘ethnos 1n the broad sense’ or “ethno-social
organism’ — ESO, as Soviet academics used to call it for convenience.
Bromlei did not provide any definition of ESO except as ‘something
in common between the tribe, the narodnost and the nation’.?®

As to ‘the ethnos in the narrow sense’, Bromlei suggested calling
it ‘ethnicos’ (from the ancient Greek word ‘people’s’. ‘characteristic
of a people’). He gave several definitions of ‘ethnos in the narrow

Interpretations of the Dogma 101

sense’. In his first book it was defined as a ‘historically formed com-
munity which has relatively stable cultural features (including lan-

v 37

guage) and psychology and is aware of its belonging to one entity .
In the second book the definition became more complicated: :

Ethnos per se (or ethnos in the narrow sense) may be defined as a stable
intergenerational community historically formed in a definite territory
and having not only common features but also a relatively stable specific
culture (including language) and psychology as well as the realisation of
its commonality and of its distinction from other similar groups (self-
consciousness) fixed in its self-name (ethno-name).”®

In other words Bromlei ascribed all Stalin’s characteristics of

nation except one — common economy — to ethnos ‘in the narrow
sense’ which made this category even more primordial than Stalin’s
nation. Ethnos ‘in the broad sense’ remained an obscure generalisa-
tion which included socio-economic and politico-economic aspects of
Stalin's definition.?® Thus the awkward result of Stalin’s theorising —
theoretical existence of two German ethnic nations, socialist and cap-
italist, after the Second World War — could now be overcome by stat-
ing that there was one German ethnos ‘in the narrow sense’ (ethnic
nation) but two German ethnoses ‘in the broad sense’ (socio-eco-

nomic nations) for clearly the socio-economic nature of the two coun-

tries was indeed different.
Bromlei discussed each characteristic of ethnos in detail and this

discussion proved useful for clarifying his views although it made the

theory cven more complicated. Discussing territory, for example,
Bromlei recognised the obvious fact that not every ethnos had its own
territory and that some of them had more than one.*® But according to
his interpretation of ethnos ‘in the broad sense’, every ethno-social
organism should have not only a territory but also an administrative
political unit.#' If an ESO in question was a nation the corresponding
administrative political unit is a state; in the case of narodnost it 1s an
administrative unit of a lower level, such as an autonomous region.*>
In case an ethnic group did not have an administrative unit it could not
have the status of an ESO but only of ethnos in the narrow sense, or
cthnicos. According to this logic Soviet Germans in the Volga-basin,
for example, were an ESO, in this case narodnost, before 28 August
1941 but lost this status to become an ethnicos on this datc when the

German Autonomous Region was abolished. (They could not be part
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of either the bigger German ethnicos in Germany because their lan-
guage and culture were different, or of any of the two German eth-
noses for their territory, economy and social structure were different).

As far as ethnos ‘in the narrow sense’ was concerned territory
was not substantial for its existence. According to Bromlei, territory
was a vitally important precondition only for its formation but not
for functioning.4?

Culture and psychology turned out to be the most difficult charac-
teristics to interpret. Bromlei discussed each at length never mention-
ing, however, which of his two ethnoses he attributed them to0.#4 On
the one hand they could doubtless be attributed to cthnos ‘in the nar-
row sense’, on the other Bromlei repeatedly spoke about ‘ethnic per
se’ characteristics of nation*> — and nation, according to him, was
ESO, ethnos in the broad sense. He may have meant some other ‘eth-
nic per se’ characteristics but it is difficult to imagine which.

The reader was left puzzled by Bromlei’s discussion of biological
and racial characteristics of ethnos. Soviet specialists in ethnicity used
to like to denounce their Western colleagues for ‘biologisation of
nation’.*® Even Bromlei who was usually careful to avoid propaganda
made his contribution to this campaign when he commented on the
merger of the Bnitish Ethnological and Anthropological Societies in
1871.%7 Bromlei insisted that the object of study of Soviet ethnogra-
phy was ethnoses which were a social, not a biological (racial) cate-
gory (this time, obviously, stressing ‘the broad sense’ of the term) and
that this distinguished his discipline from social anthropology which
studied physical, 1.e. racial features of different groups of
humankind.*® Having said that, Bromlei, however, included chapters
on ‘Endogamy as an Ethnic Stabiliser’ and on ‘Ethnic Functions of
Endogamy’ in both his books which, if ethnos to him was really only
a social category, should not apply.

One characteristic of ethnos, environment, did not appear on
Bromlei’s list in his first book but was extensively discussed in the
second one.”” Bromlei connected the process of cthno-genesis not

only with a particular territory but with a particular environment and
stressed the importance of these factors for the developiment and sur-
vival of ethnoses. On the one hand environment made such a power-
tuj appearance m Bromlei’s theory because of the growth of
ecological consciousness in the Soviet Union; on the other it was, no
doubt, prompted by the growth of ethno-territorial nationalism in var-
ious regions of the country.
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It has already been mentioned that Bromlei’s ethnos ‘in the broad
sense’ seems to be no more than a general term to comprise Stalin’s
triad.”® However, in an attempt to achieve some conformity between
this artificial scheme and non-complying socio-historical realities
Bromlei offered some new interpretations of the components of the
triad. The concept of tribe presented most difficulties for from the
1960s it came under criticism and by the early 1980s was discredited
as an academic term. Bromlei could not drop 1t (because it was an
integral part of Stalin’s theory) but suggested that only the tribes that
had internal political structures could have the status of ESOs; ‘tribes
without rulers’ remained, in his opinion, ethnoses ‘in the narrow
sense’ - ethnikoses. Conveniently, no explanation of what was meant
by ‘political structures’ was offered. Instead the author introduced
morc new terms, suggesting to call the former, politically more
advanced group of tribes ‘co-tribal entities’ or ‘tribal families’.>!

According to Bromlei, ‘tribal families’ of the classless societies
developed into ‘narodnosts of the slave holder formation’ during the
‘slave holder’ social formation and into ‘feudal narodnosts’ under
feudalism. Narodnosts could be either ESO or ethnikos, depending
on whether they had territorial and administrative units. Bromlel
offered to retain the term nation for ESOs under capitalism and
socialism but,suggested the term ‘nationalities’ for ethnikoses of

Ahese two stages of development.>?

Characteristics of socialist and capitalist nations were the same
but the ‘new historical community — the Soviet people’ appeared at
the top of the evolutional ladder.”® This term was not Bromlei’s cre-
ation — other authors later on wrote that it was imposed on academics
by Party ideologists — but the top Soviet ethnographer certainly added
a theoretical background to this idea.

In his Essays Bromlei mentioned another curious theoretical phe-
nomenon — ‘socialist narodnosts’, which according to his own
scheme could not exist but had to be accommodated because it
derived from Stalin’s practice of grouping Soviet peoples into two dif-
ferent kinds of communities — nations and narodnosts.>® This practice
and the term itself obviously contradicted the logic of the triad
according to which narodnost could only exist in slave holder and
feudal societies. This contradiction had been ignored until it came
under attack in 1986.

Bromlei offered two ways of dealing with this problem. The first
was to define slave and feudal narodnosts as ‘formational types of
ethnic entities’, while bourgeois and socialist narodnosts were to be
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called “subtypes of ethnic entities of definite formational belonging’.

The second was to introduce new terms for both ESOs and ethnikoses
of slave and feudal social formations — ‘paleos’ and ‘mesos’ (accord-

ingly) for ESOs and ‘paleocos’ and ‘mezocos’ for ethnicoses.5S
Bromlei’s theory is much more complicated than that. I have not
mentioned, for example, his deliberations on metha-ethnoses, sub-
ethnoses, fragments of ethnoses, ethnographic communities and other
forms of ethnicity for I am afraid that even without these my readers’
patience is exhausted. I hope that enough has been said to show the
logic of Bromlei’s theory (although the theory itsclf may be obscure)
as well as his method of dealing with problems not by resolving them

but by juggling with new empty terms and definitions. Contrary to the
proclaimed Marxist principle of the necessity to change theory if it

the spirit of Stalin’s triad and defended common territory as one of the
indispensable characteristics of nation (i.e. ethnic nation).”’ g

V.I. Kozlov, who was rumoured to be the major intellectual force
behind Bromlei’s ideas, brought the logic of the formational Ef
approach to ethnicity to the level of tautology. He suggested calling B
ethnic communities of classless (primitive) societies ‘ethnoses with i
the primitive (pre class) social structure’; ethnic communities of d
slave holder societies ‘ethnoses with the social structure of slave ‘ a
)

holder society’, then accordingly, ‘ethnoses with the feudal social
structure’ and ‘ethnoses with the capitalist and socialist structures’.

Each of these received the corresponding abbreviation (like ESO):
EPS, ESS, EFS, SCS, ESS.?8 In his earlicr work Kozlov wrote that
territory was an indispensable characteristic of ethnic communities

does not reflect reality (‘contradicts practice’) Bromlei dealt with while common economy was not.*’ W
Inconsistencies by supplementing the core of (Stalin’s) theory with A.G. Agaiev enriched the formational approach with the idea of | {I:‘-
scores of new Greek terms, while the ‘practice’ was taken care of by distinctions between internal social ties within different types of B
other agencies of the Soviet state.”® | ethnic communities. For clan and tribal communities these were
‘ kindred ties; for narodnosts, territorial; for nation, economic. Since ]/

| ' =5 Agaiev’s work was devoted to the ‘theory of narodnost’, this partic- i'lf

Other Versions ; ular type of qghnic community enjoyed the author’s special atten- J

; tion. Agaiev wrote that narodnosts appeared most often in the era of B

Bromlei was not the only Soviet academic to interpret Stalin’s dogma, the disin_fegré@ion of primitive societies but that often they came &
although he certainly was the most skilful and able among the inter- into existence later, under feudalism and capitalism. These were '
preters. Many of his colleagues scrutinised the components of the accordingly called ‘slave holder society narodnosts’, ‘feudal naro- %
triad and Stalin’s definition of nation, offering their logic for cither dnosts’ and ‘cabilalist narodnosts’ .%° _‘_
substantiating different aspects of the theory or eliminating some of N.N. Cheboksarov wrote about ‘socialist narodnosts’, defining | B
them — all of these, however, within the framework of the theory them as ‘economically less consolidated and numerically smaller eth-
itself. Here are some examples of their theoretical scarch. noses’ (than nations).®! In a later work Cheboksarov and S. A. Aru- R
One component of Stalin’s theory, narodnost, provoked most con- tiunov distinguished between the narodnosts that came into existence *"*
cern. Already in 1964, in the wake of Khrushchev’s thaw that made during pre-capitalist stages of social development and those that were 1B
the debate possible. S.A. Tokarev wrote that the concepl of narodnost formed under capi[a]ism and socialism. The former were to be con- .
did not correspond to the logic of the theory because the underlying sidered ‘primary’, the latter, ‘secondary’ or ‘associated’. ,,,

social and economic structures of slave holder and fcudal formations
were different for which reason the nature of the corresponding eth-
nic communities should differ as well. He.suggested a new term,
‘demos’, for ethnic communities of slave holder formation. Tokarev
seems to have been the first to challenge the validity of Stalin’s idea
that an ethnic group should satisfy all four criteria of nation to be con-
sidered a nation. At the same time Tokarev remained one of the
staunchest supporters of the formational interpretation ot ethnicity n

In the same work Cheboksarov and Arutiunov suggested a new
approach to the historical evolution of ethnic communities. They
based their interpretation of the formational approach on theflevels of
density of informational ties’. The informational ties, they argued,
had different levels of density at every stage of historical develop-
ment. According to them internal ties in the tribal communities were

close and simple and external virtually non-existent. Narodnosts had
more complicated and dense internal ties and developing external ties
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which were sometimes more important for their existence than their
internal ties. Nations had the densest network of international ties.®2"

Arutiunov and Cheboksarov developed their concept over the
years. It was enriched by the notion of vertical (historical memory;
traditions, etc.) and horizontal (information per se) ties. Inter alia,
this enabled the authors to substantiate their vision of the distinc-
tion between capitalist and socialist nations. According to them,
horizontal ties were characteristic of capitalist nations and vertical,
of socialist.®

V.V. Pimenov’s ‘system approach’ to cthnicity may be the best
example of Soviet theoretic scholasticism. His definition of ethnos,
for c—:xamplc could be applied to nearly any social phenomenon. ‘Eth-
nos 1s’, he wrote, ‘a relatively i1solated, complicated, dynamic self-
reproducing and self-regulating social system the structural
components of which represent no less complicated sub-systems; the
latter are mobilely interconnected by numerous and diverse ties’.%
These ‘sub-structures’, according to Pimenov, comprised demogra-
phy, space, geography, economy, society, language, culture, way of
life and psychology, all of which were ‘interconnected at different
levels by various numerical, directional, power, coordinational, and
subordinational relations’ to make ‘the system the functioning and
development of which is in the end determined economically’.%

There were many more Soviet definitions and characteristics of
ethnicity but the examples offered here are sufficiently representative
to demonstrate the scope and mode of the debate on the theory of
nation which prevailed in the Soviet Union for more than three
decades. To sum up, Soviet academic concepts of nation and ethnic-
ity, however different, almost invariably interpreted ‘ethnos’ as a pri-
mordial and highly hierarchical (both historically and socially)
phenomenon. A. Kuper, editor of the Current Anthropology journal,
had every reason to write in 1987: ‘It is a strange 1rony that the eth-
nos theory born by late German romanticism remains intact only in
the anthropology departments of Moscow and Pretoria’.%

With all this in mind I would, however, like to turn to the defence
of the Soviet school of ethnography. Over the decades Soviet acade-
mics did many innovative and revealing studies, field studies among
them, of ethnic consciousness, attitudes and identities, demographic
tendencies, migrations and assimilation, way of life, traditions, mixed
marriages, language usage etc. among the Soviet peoples in various
regions of the country. Unlike social anthropologists in the West,
Soviet ethnographers — an ethnically diverse group in itself — studied
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not only foreign but first of all Soviet ethnic cultures and processes
including those of the dominant Russian population. These studies
were sometimes published and sometimes concealed from the
broader public. In both cases they were ignored by the authorities.
There were also valid theoretical works not connected with the theory
of ethnos.®’

In other words, there were many good Soviet ethnographers with
deep knowledge of their discipline and only a few considered it worth
their while to indulge in a debate on the theory of nation or ethnos.
Those who did had no chance to say what they really thought. Lec-
tures for a narrow academic circle given by some prominent partici-
pants of the debate drastically differed from their writing.

The debate on nation was allowed only within the rigid framework
of Stalin’s orthodoxy. It was possible to criticise but not everyone
could be criticised. Even in the era of Gorbachev’s perestroika, in
1989, the Humanities Division of the Presidium of the Academy of
Sciences at its special meeting on nationality problems passed a res-
olution against ‘the attempts to revise the basic categories of the
Marxist Lemmst theory’ — which in the ‘speak’ of top Soviet acade-
mic bu reaucrats was a euphemism for Stalin’s dogma. The menacing
resolution was the Academy’s response to the publication in the Com-
munist journal of an article which questioned the Soviet official the-
ory which justified the malpractice of nationality policy.®® The top
academic body ‘miscalculated the situation for nothing happened.
Moreover, after Bromlei’s death, V.A. Tishkov, the author of the arti-
cle, at the time Deputy Director of the Institute of Ethnography,
became its Director.

The outcome would have been completely different a few years,
perhaps even a few months, earlier. An author denounced by the Pre-
sidium of the Academy of Sciences would have had no hope of any
academic career and might even have lost his job. Earlier still, such
a denunciation would have resulted in the death sentence. It took a
great deal of courage to question the validity even of the term naro-
dnost, let alone more sacred aspects of the theory. It is not the fault
of Soviet academics but their tragedy that their minds and lives had
to be so misspent.
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The Talent for Imagination or Perestroika’s Bitter Iruits

Not all Soviet academics agreed either to keep their ideas on nation
and ethnicity to themselves or to express them within the framework
of the dogma. The Soviet era had its heroes and its martyrs in this
field as well as in other spheres of life. The most outstanding among
dissident theoreticians of nation was Leo Gumilev, son of two great
Russian poets, Nikolai Gumilev and Anna Akhmatova. An able histo-
rian and a talented writer, Gumilev specialiscd in the history of
nomads of Middle Asia.

Gumilev’s father was executed by the Bolsheviks in 1921 for
alleged participation in the conspiracy against the Soviet government
and his poetry was banned from that time until the.late 1980s. For
Stalin’s authorities this fact alone was a sufficient reason for Leo
Gumilev’s two detentions, one during the 1930s, the other in the late
1940s and early 1950s. These detentions were the cause of constant
suffering for his mother who was never imprisoned but was publicly
denounced by A.A. Zhdanov, the official Party ideologist alter the
Second World War, and prevented from publishing her poetry.
Gumilev was released by Khrushchev and saw his mother regain her
public glory. She lived to see him defend his two thescs and develop
into a prominent academic.

Gumilev was always interested in the theory of nation and ethnic-
ity (and, as has already been mentioned), 1t was he who reintroduced
the term ‘ethnos’ into the Soviet academic debate. He formulated his
concept of ethnic nation in two articles which were published in 1967
and 1970.9° After this his career of a theoretician came to a standstill.
Bromlei strongly criticised Gumilev’s approach in all his major pub-
lications, particularly his ‘biologisationi’ of ethnicity, as a result of
which Gumilev could no longer publish his theoretical works. During
the 1970s Gumilev published several books on the nomads of Middle
Asia and the ancient Turks but not a single theoretical article on
nation. His main theoretical work. Ethnogenesis and the Biosphere of
the Earth’® (which had been written in the middle 1970s), did not find
a publisher. In 1979 the manuscript was half-legalised: one copy was
deposited in a special library for restricted usage by those who could
obtain permits by proving that they needed it for their academic work.
iut in the early 1980s several members of the editorial board of the
journal Priroda were sacked lor publishing ain arucle which popu-
larised Gumilev’s concept.

—
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Repression, a famous name and a literary talent placed Gumilev's
theoretical writing on the list of the most fashionable semi-legal read-
ing of Soviet intelligentsia during the late 1970s and early 1980s.
Several thousand copies were illegally made from Ethnogenesis and
the Biosphere of the Earth. Gumilev’s popularity grew with the
upsurge of nationalist tendencies and the revival of religion in Soviet
socicty — and at the same time he became one of the most influential
protagonists of these tendencies.

By the end of the 1980s all Gumilev’s major works were pub-
lished, some more than once,”’ but the demand exceeded the supply

well into the 1990s. Until recently Gumilev’s books were not readily
available even in academic libraries..Gumilev gave public lectures,

participated in TV programmes, spoke over the radio. He was a mem-
ber of the non-governmental Council for the Nationality Relations

established by Druzhba Narodov, one of the most popular literary

magazines of the late 1980s. Gumilev’s idcas certainly rcached the
masscs. They belong to the post-Sovict cra but in fact they were the
product of the Soviet theory of nation and of Soviet realities inspired
by the same political, intellectual and emotional climate that gave
risc to Bromlei's theory.

Gumilev aspired to much more than the creation of a new theory of
nation. In fact, he offered a new (for the Soviet school of thought)
concept of the development of mankind. There was no definition of
ethnicity, nor of ethnos or nation in Gumilev’s theoretical book. The
following passage may pass as the closest to a formal definition: eth-

nos 1s:

a system of social and natural entities with some particular clements
intrinsic in them. Ethnos is not just a community of people who have
some similar features but a system of personalities with different tastes
and abilities, the products of their activity, traditions, the accommodating
gcographic environment, as well as delinite tendencies dominating the

development of the system.’

According to Gumilev, ethnic history was a history of separatc eth-
noses each connected with a corresponding ‘accommodating land-
scape’ and culture. All manifestations of cthnicity in all its historical
{oris are brought about by two major forces: the “activity of the nat-
aral landscape’ which results in the ‘fluctuations of the biosphere
and the ‘social form of the substance movement’ which results in the




110 Theoria

‘logic of events’.”? Gumilev seems to have belicved that landscapes
were more important for the process of ethnogencsis and that there
were ‘more ethnogeneous’ and ‘less ethnogencous’ landscapes.

[ ike Stalin and Bromlei, Gumilev also had his three stages of
ethno-national development but these differed drastically from those
of Stalin. He called them ‘passeism, actualism and futurism’.” These
were not, however, historical periods or stages of the development of
different forms of ethnicity. Gumilev’s triad may be understood as
the reflection of the objective ethnographic process in the human
mind since passeism, for example, was defined as ‘a perception of
time according to which past is the only objective reality’ and actu-
alism, ‘a perception of time according to which present is the only
objective reality’.”® Gumilev did have his own stages of historical
development of ethnos, based on different criteria, and we shall
return to these later. - |

Apart from geographic and social dimensions Gumilev’s concept
of ethnicity had a clearly expressed biological dimension. He did not
declare this and even criticised Shirokogorov’s biological definition
of ethnos. Bromlei, however, was right: biological aspects of ethnic-
ity were very important for Gumilev himself. It was obvious from his
assumption that ethnicity was part of the ‘biosphere of the Earth'’®
and from his notion of ‘ethnic fields’. ‘Ethnic field’, wrote Gumiley,

that is the phenomenon of ethnos per s€, does not concentrate in the bod-
‘e of mother and child. It exists between thiem. The child who had estab-
lished the tie with his mother by his first cry and his first act of sucking
her milk, enters her ethnic field. His existence in it forms his own ethnic
field which later on is only modified by his contact with his father, rela-
tives. other children and the whole people...”’

However, the most important biological characteristic of ethnicity
in Gumilev’s writing was p:a.*'asir)n=11rism.7a According to him. ethnoses
have a primary push or an nnpulse to start them. tic claimed that
such an 1impuise (factor A as he calied it) comes 11oun ‘passionansm’,
a specific kind of energy which i1s "a divergence from the lexisting)
species’ norm but this divergence 18 1ol pathological’. 1t 1s this

energy that

constitutes the background for anti-egoistic ethics where a collective
interest, even if wrongly interpreted, prevails ovel the lust for lite and the
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care about offsprings. Under favourable circumstances specimen who
possess this energy commit (and can not refrain from cominitting) such
acts that break the inertia of tradition and initiate new ethnoses.’

Gumilev did not conceal the fact that for him ‘passionarism was
a biological phenomenon’.?® He described passionarism as ‘an
effect of influence of nature on ethnic communities’® and asserted
that ‘the primary impulse breaking the inertia of stability was the
emergence of a generation containing a certain number of passion-

aristic specimens’.®?

‘Passionarism’, wrote Gumilev,

is the ability and desire to change the surrounding... The impulse of pas-
sionarism is sometimes so strong that passionaries, the carriers of this
quality, can not consider the results of their actions... Passionarism is an
attribute of subconsciousness, not of consciousness, an important quality
which expresses itself in the specificity of the structure of nervous activ-
ity. The amount of passionarism [in different societies] varies but a his-
torically visible quality requires a great number of individual
passionaries. This means that passionarism is not only an individual but
also a populational characteristic.®?

Among Gumilev’s examples of passionaries were Napoleon,
Alexander of Macedon, Sullah and several other historic personali-
ties. Passionaries, obviously, constituted a minority in every society.
Other members of each society were subdivided into two groups,
‘harmonic but not super-active specimen’ and subpassionaries such as
tramps and mercenaries.

According to Gumilev, every ethnos went through several histori-
cal stages which reflected the amount of passionarism in its midst:
passionarian upsurge; passionarian overheating (acmatic stage); frac-
ture; inertia; obscuration; homeostasis: depopulation.® The phase of
passionarian upsurge in his opinion was preceded by the passionarian
impulse. The academic offered a ‘hypothesis’ that these impulses
were directly connected with cosmic radiation.

Gumilev did not condescend to prove either this ‘hypothesis’ or the
existence of the ‘passionarian effect’ which he claimed to have dis-
coverced. He just selected and organised historic facts in such a way
that the reader was led to believe that ‘there must have been some-

thing’. Accepting Gumilev's theory was an act of faith, not of logic.

———
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Mysterious, cosmogenic and biological concepts of history and
ethnicity exist in many regions of the world but it is a sad irony that
the academic community of the forier country of ‘victorious social-
ism’ where Marxism has for decades been the official and the only
allowed i1deology, offers so little to counterpoise against them. There
are several reasons for this, the most important of which is. perhaps,
the popularity of Gumilev’s ideas among general readership. I would
not go into the reasons for the present upsurge of primordial nation-
alism or rather multiple nationalisms among the entire ‘super-national
community of the new type’ for this is a different topic altogether. But
I wish to stress the power of a drive for political correctness of a par-
ticular moment behind academic research of any kind in any country.
It is often forgotten how difficult it is to go against a prevailing ideo-
logical tide even when there is no immediate danger of repression.

Another reason may be that Gumilev had, indeed, been a martyr
and that the simple logic of human decency put him in a position
above criticism, not only among the broader readership but also
among the academic community.

Most important, however, is the fact few academics have much
to disagree with in Gumilev’s concept. The Soviet era has left Rus-
sia with two concepts of ethnicity: formational and cosmogenic-
ccologico-biological. There seems to be no point in common
between them — yet Gumilev openly accused Bromlei of stealing
his [Gumilev’s] concept of ethnos and Bromlei’s colleagues glar-
ingly failed to disprove this. It would, indeed, have been difficult to
do so for if one thinks better of it there was not much difference
between the two.

Both were highly hypothetical and very far removed from histori-
cal. geographic. ethnographic and social realities. Both interpreted
ethnos as a homogeneous and integral community which satisfies a
particular set of criteria, although the criteria differed. Both com-
;)]etely 1ignored the role of contacts. influences. migrations, ties, merg-
ci's, elC. 1in the history oi ethnic communities. Both conceptualised
historical evolution of ethnic communities although for Gumilev it
was a secondary issue while for Bromlei it was the core of the Soviet
theory. Biological and ecological elements were present in both
although they occupied a peripheral place in Bromlei’s theory while
for Gumilev’s concept they were of vital importance. They differed
about the roots of ethnicity in that the formational theory did not offer
any and Gumilev put forward his idea of passionarism — but this did
not in any way change the primordial nature of both concepts.

e - il A ——— » —
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It 1s not important whether the theft of theory had actually taken
place or not. The important fact is that there was so little difference
between the two concepts that Soviet theoreticians of nation brought
up in the spirit of the first found little to argue about in the second.
The new era uncovered not only deep conservatism of the perception
of ethnicity among former Soviet citizens in general but also utter
emptiness of the academic theoretical horizon in the field.

Theory and Practice

Soviet concepts of nation and ethnicity with their difficult wording
and pseudo-academic spirit would not have been worth looking into
if it were not for the role they played in the Soviet practice of dealing
with the nationality problem. I shall not discuss nationality relations
or nationality policy in the former Soviet Union for this topic goes far
beyond the it_iﬂuence of any theory. However, to conclude this survey,
[ shall give several examples of how theoretical dogma aggravated the
situation and substantiated malpractice.

One of the major grievances of many Soviet ethno-national com-
munitics against the Soviet regime was their unequal official status.
The practice of allocating a particular status to a particular group
seemed to be devoid of any logic but was in many cases politically
motivated. I shall quote only two examples in the almost endless line.
The majority of several Soviet peoples, such as Armenians, Azeris.
Cherkesses and Germans, lived outside of the borders of the Soviet
Union; two of the corresponding minorities within the borders of the
former USSR (Armenians and Azeris) had the status of nations, one
(Cherkesses) was considered a narodnost. one (Germans), a ‘nation-
ality group’. Two Northern peoples, Khanty and Mansi, who inhab-
ited one and the same ‘national-territorial district’ and whose cultures
were similar had, despite this, different status.

The difference of status itself would be sufficient to provoke

political problems. But the official status of a particular group was
associated with an official status of its corresponding territorial

administrative unit (nations with the Soviet republics — in theory,
federal states; narodnosts, with the autonomous republics, etc.) and
this involved a particular set of political rights and different struc-

tures of government.

This practice is now traced back to Stalin’s 1921 paper On Further

lasks of the Party Concerning Nationality Policy which was pre-
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sented to the Xth Congress of the CPSU. The paper classified and
subdivided Soviet nationalities into nations, narodnosts. nationality
groups, etc. each being allocated a particular administrative unit 83
Stalin’s idea was strongly criticised at the Congress, for example by
G.V. Chicherin®® but later nobody dared to repeat his arguments. Aca-
demics were thus not responsible for introducing this discriminatory
practice but they helped to entrench it by substantiating and develop-
g Stalin’s idea for decades.

Of no less practical importance was the principle that territory was
one of the most important, indispensable characteristics of ethnic
communities. The concept of ethnic territories implicit in the ethno-
territorial nature of the former Soviet republics brought about the
notion of ‘indigenous’ and ‘non-indigenous’ nationalitics. Uzbeks,
for example, were considered to be ‘non-indigenous’ in Tadjikistan
where they lived for centuries; the Russians in Latvia. the Lithuanians
in Russia, etc. Officially this distinction did not involve any discrim-
ination but it was always a factor in sensitive situations (high educa-
tion, appointments, promotions, etc.)

Stull worse was the situation of those communities whose ethno-
lerritorial units were not federal republics but autonomous republics
and regions, national-territorial districts, ctc. within the borders of
federal republics. They were perceived and treated by the majority as
perpetual foreigners in their own country. There were more than
twenty such units in the Russian Federation alone — no wonder that
nearly all of them now want their full and complcte independence.

The situation of the Soviet Jewish population was in this respect
particularly tragic. Soviet Jews were granted their own ‘national-ter-
ritorial district” in the Far Eastern part of the Soviet Union which was
too small, too far removed from the main regions of Jewish of sel-
tlement and, most important, offered few occupations cXcept agri-
culture — an activity which was alien to the highly urbanised Soviet
Jews. No wonder they did not move there, preferring to plough lh(:'ir
way to the top of many prestigious professions and {)L‘i'i‘ll]”l:-llii_}HJR‘m
big cities through semi-concealed but very real discrimination. The
(act that durmg the 1970s and 1980s Soviet authorities allowed them
(0 emigrate to Israel (‘to return to their historical Motherland’) —a
unique option closed to all other nationalities — did not llzfikc the sit-
uation of those who stayed any better. On the contrary, 1t strength-
cned the perception of the Jews as traitors and aliens which helped to
stify discrimination.
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The position of ethnic groups which did not have territorial units
or had them outside the borders of the Soviet Union was no less

problematic. Eighteen such peoples (Germans, Poles. Koreans, Bul- .
garnans and Greeks among them) who together constituted 2 sizeable
minority of more than five million were cven excluded from the cat-
cgory of ‘Soviet peoples’ in the population censuses. Unlike Jews.
however, they were not offered 2 chance to return to their corre-
sponding Motherlands.
The decades (in fact, centuries. for Tsarist policy in this respect
was cxactly the same) of living within the framework of administra-
tive structure based on ethno-territorial principles doubtless strength-
ened the popular belief in its validity and entrenched prejudices in this
respect. It has become one of the most Important driving forces
behind ethnic mobilisation which finally led to the disintegration of
the Soviet Union and is now threatening to explode the existing state
structures 1n its former territory. e
Ethnicity had been further entrenched by the fact that it was regis-
lered 1n the identity documents. Moreover, official recognition of
one's nationality (ethnicity) rested entirely on the biological principle
for it was defined by the ethnicity of parents, i.e. by blood and not by
culture, language, place of birth or any other criteria. At some stages
of Soviet history nationality (ethnicity) of a person was defined by his
or her mother’s nationality, at other stages by the father’s. Later it
became possible to choose a nationality of one of the parents if these
differed — but only in the case they did and only between these two.
This was a de facto acceptance of the idea that a person can have only
one ethnic identity which is biologically defined. As far as identity
documents were concerned the much publicised ‘super national com-

munity of a new type - Soviet people’ existed only in the passports
which were issued to Soviet citizens travelling abroad.

A registered nationality was not a matter of purcly academic inter-
cst for the Soviet authorities. It was part and parcel of hundreds of
official forms that a Sovict citizen filled in during his lifetime. It could
be a blessing or a curse and in many casecs was the decisive factor
behind admissions, appointments, awards, distribution of special priv-
leges, ete. '

Lenin’s idea of assimilation of nations (ethnic nations) as a pro-
gressive phenomenon widely shared by socialist movements and
readily accepted by Soviet ideologists also contributed to aggravating
nationality relations in the Soviet Union. Although the process of
cthno-cultural integration in the Soviet Union was, indeed., going fast,
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field material collected by ethnographers often showed the opposite
tendencies or the problems and difficulties involved. These facts
were, however, either restricted or interpreted in the spirit of Lenin’s
theory®? which provoked still more grievances. Moreover, Soviet
authorities used the slogan of assimilation for its Russification policy.

To sum up, it would have been enough to say that the Soviet the-
ory of nation and ethnicity provided pseudo-academic justifications
for malpractice and contributed to entrenching ethnic prejudices,
silencing some grievances and creating others. But in fact it did even
more harm than that. It was an official theory of the repressive total-
itarian state which moulded and used it in its own interests with dev-

astating results for people and, paradoxically, for itself. Another
paradox was that this connection with the totalitarian state proved
fatal for the theory as well for its official status precluded challenge
or debate and this was, in the final analysis, one of the major roots of
its weakness.
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Liberal Values and Socialist Models

Reply to Darrel Moellendorf
Anton D. Lowenberg

[n a rccent issue of this journal, Darrel Moellendorf evaluates three
socialist models of economic organisation in terms of their efficiency
and equity attributes (Moellendorf 1997). From the perspective of the
cogency of the arguments made within the worldview accepted by
Moellendorf, his contribution must certainly be judged a scholarly
and thoughtfully written piece. However, as a free’ market economist
[ find the central claim of his article — that any of the threc socialist
model discussed can successfully reproduce or even approximate
the individual freedom and economic efficiency of a private-property
rights system — implausible to say the least.

All three of Moellendorf’s socialist models necessarily abandon
the incentive structure inherent in entrepreneurial activity and resid-
ual claimancy which comprise the essence of a market organisation of
society. Firms ‘managed by teams elected by the workers’ (Moellen-
dorf 1997:67), for example, cannot compete with one another and
maximise profits in the meaningful sense of privately-owned firms
because the incentives confronting management committees are fun-
damentally different from those of owners.! That central planning
could ever aspire to determine ‘the overall allocation of available
resources, primary input prices, major investments, sectoral coordi-
nation, and regional distribution’ (Moellendorf 1997:66) in a way
consistent with efficiency seems incredibly presumptuous, Sympto-
matic of an Hayekian ‘fatal conceit’, and of course at odds with all we
have learned in recent years from the failed socialist economies of
central and eastern Europe. Part of the reason for Moellendorf’s opti-
mism no doubt stems from his remarkable sanguinity regarding the
quantity and quality of information possessed by planning agencies:
‘Bodies of negotiated coordination have a wealth of information at
their disposal about needs’ (Moellendorf 1997:71). This view 1gnores
the Austrian argument that planners are fundamentally incapable of
gaining access to the tacit knowledge which is embedded in market
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