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VIIK 94(47)

It is a known fact that the Soviet Union was a mattonal state from the Socialist Revolution ofLlZ9ill its
disintegration in December, 1991. In this contertuitinationa’l meant that all Soviet citizens wedefined by
their nationalities which was an issue associatetianly with birth, but with other critical factorsuch as regional
boundaries, cultural traditions and native languag€ritical conditions of the multinational compositiaf the
former Soviet Union language became a topical is$hés paper therefore seeks to examine the ceintietplay of
language politics and policy in the former Sovietidh as a means of advancing the homogenety dRissians. It
concludes by proffering solutions for other plusakieties.
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LANGUAGE AND POLITICS IN THE FORMER SOVIET UNION °

Introduction

Though this work essentially deals with the poditaf language in the defunct Soviet Union, thenapiewill be
made to examine briefly the theoretical basis dBevism that may help give direction to this pafdédre chemist
and thinker D. |. Mendeleev had praised the orgasipf the census in 1897 in the Russian empireléssifying
the peoples of the country according to their motbague. Mendeleev had argued that anybody whasthen
tongue was Russian became a true Russian, whichvisus from the fact that among the Slavophiles finds
such (German) names Héferding andMueller.

In this connection therefore Mendeleev believed #salong as one’s mother tongue was Russian,diegarof
ethnic kinship, he/she becomes a true Russianrhyevof linguistic affiliation.

To buttress the above language argument, it isneettto take on board the other valid definitimfidanguage.
“Language is a nation's most obvious and importiéribate. There is no such thing as a nation witrmgommon
linguistic basis” [11, p. 192]. Providing a moreofound insight, Joireman also rightly observed tfiatcountries
that experience similar linguistic divides like Beim, language becomes the key identifying charsties of
distinct ethnic groups” [12, p. 5]. The Soviet Umibest portrays this example of language bilingmaliThe USSR
had supported unidirectional bilingualism: non-Rass learned Russian, but Russians remained magualin

Relatively while commenting on the importance ofgaage in any society Keep argues that, “...sincertost
important ‘marker’ of an individual’s ethnicity wake language he spoke, they naturally gave sudteraa great
deal of attention”. “They” in Keep’s submissionees to the owners’ of the target language. One ldhoate that
Keeps’ assertion is a sharp contrast to that patsiilby Mendeleev above [14, p. 151-152].

Meanwhile, on the politics of the Russian Empire,(Keep) argues that “...every empire needs a lirficgareca,
and no one doubted that in the USSR, this langusogelld be Russian'The central authorities no longer so
brazenly exalted its merits, but made no secrethefr desire to maximise its role. In practice,sthmeant
encouraging minority peoples to become bilingual,tiee necessary preliminary to any “language shiffiich
clearly would require several generations...”. O#lcstatements invariably endorsed the principldirajuistic
equality. The principle of linguistic equality imetl an acceptance of reciprocity, yet no one spokehe
enrichment of Russian by external influences, aflyhe reverse. Works by minority writers might toanslated
into Russian, but not into other minority languadesareas which were not Russian, there were lystvad types
of general school distinguished by the languagehich instruction was given. Balts, Armenians arebfgjians put
up stout resistance to the penetration of Russgrha medium of tuition to counter the resultingygibal
segregation of Russian and native peoples, bilingtiaools with parallel classes were set up in sptaees, but
this did not prosper. Nationalists had contended Russian-language schools were favoured in tbeigion of
funds and so were larger and better equipped. TWwasvalid argument to complaints that no nativegleage
schooling was provided for minority nationals wineetl in Russian (or other) cities that had largecemtration of
non-Russians. The reason for this was not jusaetigal one, but reflected the central authoritiesiv that children
of such migrants were prime candidates for assiimilainto the multi-ethnic soviet culture and sal diot need
separate schools.

Ayo Bamgbose in his inaugural lecture “Linguistiosa Developing Country” asserts that: “Whethemot a
local language is eventually agreed upon as tlgudirfranca for the country, it is important to beac about the
role of a lingua francais-a-visthe other languages in the country. There candbguestion of any group being
compelled to give up their own language. Rathex,ube of each mother tongue should be encouragéssuthe
native speakers willingly decide to give up theinduage in favour of another. The different langsagay have
different roles even in the educational system.

Y Omotade K., 2010
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In this connection, it is interesting to note tleaken in a technologically highly developed courgugh as the
U.S.S R,, there is a deliberate policy of utilisthg languages of the different nationalities iditidn to Russian”
[3, p. 10]. Some languages such as Ukrainian, AramerAzerbaijani and Uzbek are used up to seconsingol
only, and some are used only for the eradicatioiflitfracy and in primary education. This sortpdlicy should
serve as an eye-opener to those who may not appeae the value in retaining and encouraging edigenous
languages”.

In tandem with Bamgbose’s submission, the fact reaththat other national languages were given tdieis of
second fiddle mainly as a means of eradicatinggiiliicy in the Soviet Union, this was a clear cds®lobing Peter
to pay Paul. In the Declaration of the Rights & Beoples of Russia (November 1917), the Bolshéakisgranted
minorities the right which had been repressed dufisarist times, to practice their beliefs and eost (but not the
right to use their national language outside thenders).

On a more specific level in “Bilingualism and Biljnal Education” Glyn Lewis provides us with an Irgetual
circumstance that may help give direction on theglege issue in the former Soviet Union, he maistahat
another important point of difference is that tlaional minorities in the Soviet Union have a veipong territorial
bases for their language - they are in fact corefuieeople who have been drawn into an empire, ttutemoved
from their ancestral homes. Several smaller lingugroups within the small state of early Russaa o be forged
into a single nation before the state could begimaperial progress [9].

Meanwhile Russification policy which was also useda political tool, according to Tolz, continuedthe
Soviet Union with non-Russians whose first languags Russian (especially Ukrainians and Byeloras$jaften
identifying themselves as Russians in internal pags and censuses [26, p. 1000]. Moreover milliohRussians
had been encouraged to settle outside the bordi¢ine ®Russian Federation. The implication of thisvthat when
the Soviet Union eventually collapsed, approximat2b million of Russians and another 5 million ofifRian
speakers found themselves outside the borders efRbhssian Federation, they were proclaimed by some
intellectuals to be the part of the now dividedzflelennayaRussian nation. For instance, Russian journalist,
Galenko suggested Mezavisimaya gazetd994, p. 25})hat “the Russian government should immediatelydss
declaration on the Russian speaking Diaspora @&ssaparable part of the Russian nation”.

Literacy Campaign in the Former Soviet Union

Before examining the language policy of the Sovaetst unfolded in the aftermath of the BolsheviwBlution,
it will be helpful to review their efforts at proring literacy through the Russian language amorgy Sbviet
citizens. Towards achieving a literate Soviet Stycidosef Stalin had applied the theory of Ivan|@awabout
conditioned reflexes. According to Dziewanoski tRavlovian theory fitted well Stalin’'s mentality arfds
conviction that human beings are kin on signalixéeg robots [7, p. 287]. So he decided that thel®aan theory
should have been applied not only in physiology enedlicine, but also in education. Here was a foantht would
mold human beings in accordance with a set of egrdinated verbal commands to create a new persoBoviet
man. This was connected with Stalin’s attitude tmAtanguistics.

As Dziwenoskwi summarise&The ringing of a bell was sufficient in the cageRavlov's dogs to make their
saliva flow in anticipation of being fed. Human hg$ however needed a more complex set of signdddloov their
master’s will, concluded Stalin; so he began tadgtways to use language as a vital instrument ditiqed
indoctrination” [Ibidem].

The victorious revolutionaries (Bolsheviks) inhedt from the Tsarist regime a politically, cultuyall
economically, socially and linguistically compleitugtion, with over 100 million citizens speaking kess than 150
different languages. The possibility that somehafse groups might take the advantage of the opptytio assert
their independence during the time of nationalaimational and international upheaval presentechédve Soviet
rulers with serious challenges. Preventing the RasEmpire from disintegrating into the host of deraentities
(Balkanization) as so many other empires had donthé past was a high priority on the agenda of riée
government. Beyond this, however, the primary comad the new Soviet regime was to spread the tectof
Communism among the different peoples within thedbrs of the now-defunct Russian Empire with themate
goal of establishing the egalitarian communist etyciin which differences were minimized as much as
possible. Various strategies were subsequently @ragdlto consolidate Bolshevik power in the fledgli@oviet
Union and to build the foundations of a communatisty. One of the most important of these wasldinguage
policy that the Soviets adopted in dealing with tle@-Russian nationalities.

Recognizing the crucial role that language plays\viery society and nationality affairs, especiallya complex
one such as the Soviet Union which was multinationatructure, the new regime instituted a numtfesignificant
steps to guide the development of the non-Rusaiaguiages in conformity with the overall goals & €@ommunist
Party.

On the eve of the October revolution, Tsarist Rusgas still a largely illiterate society. The cemsn 1897
which was the last one taken before the revolukiad revealed that the literacy rate for the Ruspiapulation
stood at 28.4% which was the lowest for any Europesdion at that time. “The literacy rate for worfyeaccording
to Kazakova [13, p. 53], “was even lower - 16.6%tiis literacy porous state of affairs was unacdapt#o the
Bolsheviks for several valid reasons, apart from shntimental attachment towards the well-beinthefRussian
people; the main attraction for the eradicatiorillieracy was avowedly political: “Mass illiteraclgindered the
building of socialism. It was of vital importancerfthe success of the cultural revolution thatetkhcy be
eradicated” [25, p. 26].
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In furtherance to this earlier assertion no lesawthority than Lenin himself had stated unequillg¢aat: “It is
impossible to build a Socialist society in a countthere people are illiterate” [Cited from: 18,31.0]. Against this
background of Bolshevik victory, the campaign ¢éracy was the first active step they, the Revoharies, took
towards altering the linguistic landscape ®bvetskaya Rossiydhat is the Soviet Union and also to sway
obshchestvennoye mneniiblic opinion) and in many more ways made possibe radical changes especially
that manifested in the later years of the Bolsheigkory.

Ironically the foreseen collapse of the huge RumsEimpire in 1917 had raised the hopes of manysdfigparate
subject peoples; the prayer was that their natiogaks would be respected. Many non-Russian attiviealised
that their national movements were weak and unpegpas a result of the repressive policies andreeib
Russification that had been pursued by St. Petagsfiney limited their aspiration, therefore, t@ thope that the
destruction of tsarist autocracy would pave the i@y some sort of federal arrangement in a demisemet
multinational state [21].

Odunuga in his work “ Language, Politics and Reljimaintains that language is the means througictwé
man becomes conscious of his personality and witletwhe identifies with a particular group whichsllmcommon
history, shares the same cultural experience arsgroe the same traditions within a defined teryitdduch
common identities have made nations of mankind tned language has been the external expressioneof th
differences that distinguish one nation from theeo{22].

It has therefore become noticeable that issuedvimgplanguage and culture serve as a barometenéasuring a
people’s identity and that has formed part of tenflation and collapse of the Soviet Union. Asexdty noted by
Corsey in the post-Soviet world the culture of pleeple became garbled. The Soviets conducted arimgnt: they
took hundreds of millions of people, with historaw traditions and roots and values and triedakenthem over into
one mold: that of “homo sovietii”: literally, "coaih man”. It didn't work - not quite. However, ancgmous amount of
damage was done to the cultural identities of tbstrof the people who were the part of the experime

It has also been argued that Mikhail Gorbachev bexgieathed a nation that was not only ailing ecacaliy,
but one that was fragmented with embittered peopéething with national tensions especially alonguistic
lines. For a long time one of the major conceit€ofmmunist propaganda was the indissoluble unityaife than a
hundred different Soviet nationalities. Lenin hadexrted that under the unifying bonds of Communmiationalism
would wither away as a force, to this end, he sbeghural assimilation, but allowed cultural pllisan. This was
aptly demonstrated in issues involving the Sovietod collapse. Over time intellectuals in varioepuiblics found
meaning in their own national cultures and tradiicthe Soviet Union was not a melting pot [23].

Due to Gorbachev’s policies of Glasnost and Peristy there arose in the mid-1980's a complex s$ocia
function of languages and culture in the Sovieiomaiities, the Russian language became more eisilsl the
language of work, services, media, education angmance throughout the Soviet Union. Simply puts&an was
the language of upward mobility both culturally gealitically. Meanwhile, various scholars includiethnologists
and sociolinguists have undertaken many detaileglsitigations of the language politics in the USSR.

As Lapidus summarily puts it, the status and retmgnaccorded various nationalities whether in ttgatment
of their languages, history, and cultural monumentscustoms and traditions, are a further sourfc@aticy
problems for the...Soviet leadership. Language poleag become especially sensitive in recent yeasich
instruction in the non-Russian republics were goed in the local languages, Russian, as theialffanguage
and its study in as a second language was compllsarative schools. Upward mobility — especialtyscientific
and political arenas depended on the local eltesstery of the Russian language and cultural nofhs. issue
behind this policy was that it gave Russians littlano pressure to learn the languages of the figguh which they
lived or worked in. The shift in language policy iaimab initio was intended to promote national integration was
seen as the efforts at further Russification and tienerated severe resistance and massive deatiomst{16].

As earlier postulated, language is the integrageispf culture and the two are interrelated. In $anguage and
culture are inseparable. Through the Russian lagegguthe achievements of Soviet and World culturesew
acquired on the principles of a single Soviet digtiaulture. One must be reminded that the Ruslsiaguage was
used as théngua francaof Soviet economy, further than that, it was alsed widely as the cultural instrument for
the dissemination of the works of Soviet and Waldture, i.e. the novels of Alexei Tolstoi, Pushkirermontov,
Lomonosov, etc.

From our analysis one can deduce that Soviet atit®had imbued the different nations under theith an
artificial or surrogate feeling of Soviet patrigtighereby creating the impression of a togetheraadscamaraderie
of all Soviet things especially language. Thus fidee identification of concepts such as “Russiand “Soviet,”
“Russia” and the “Soviet Union” produced complexcamp members of all non-Russian nations as it walstlais
ultimately led to civil unrest and inescapable mlisgration.

The Language Problem

The language problem or politics in the former 8bwnion was that the Communist government hadrgive
absolute priority to the study of the Russian laagguin all the republics regardless of their owtiomal languages.
The argument here was not to delimit Russian lagguéecause Russians constituted the majority qfatthe
population of the Soviet Union, but an argument lsamproposed that this should not have been dotie &xpense
of reasonably viable and modern non-Russian larggiigat were the native languages of millions afpbe that
inhabited the Soviet Union. One must add hereith#tte multinational structure of the former Sovighpire, the
Russians were, of courg@jmus inter pares.
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At the risk of a little digression which is pertirteto our study, on the language issue, we takéaard the
argument of Mohandas Gandhi given on tHeo# February in 1916 at Benares Hindu Universitiie Bpeech aptly
illustrated Gandhi’s thoughts on India’s need tongadependence from British rule. Initially Gandiad believed
that the British were a force for good, but howewcording to him, “vague promises for self-goveemt given
during World War 1 were not kept.” To this end Ghindrganised resistance against unpopular Britisasures. A
central argument of Gandhi’s resistance was thguage issue, which was the domination of the Ehdéiaguage
in India. In the Soviet Union, Russian also donedgpolitical affairs.

In one of his famous speeches, Gandhi had concltiddd"It is a matter of deep humiliation and sleafor us
that 1 am compelled this evening under the shadéwhis great college, in this sacred city, to addrany
countrymen in a language that is foreign to.meam hoping that this University will see to liat the youths who
come to it will receive their instruction throudtetmedium of their vernaculars” [19, p. 60].

Still advocating for the use of native nationaldaages in India, Ghandi adumbrated that: “Our laggs are
the reflection of ourselves, and if you tell mettbar languages are too poor to express the beagtt, then say
that the sooner we are wiped out of existence #itebfor us. Is there a man who dreams that Bmnglan ever
become the national language of India? Why thiditap on the nation? Just consider for one momématt \&in
equal race our lads have to run with every Endéish... the charge against us is that we have niatimg. How can
we have any, if we are to devote the precious yefosir life to the mastery of a foreign tongueldid., p. 60].

Gandhi’'s postulation was quite pertinent to the iSblanguage problem: “Our languages are the réflecof
ourselves ... how can we devote the precious yeaosiofife to the mastery of a foreign tongue™? Thésechoed
statement encapsulates the agitations of non-Risssiad minority groups in the former Soviet Uniaom anodern
Russia. Adding to the robust debate on languagé Wenin submits: “Language is the heritage of veation,
which class holds power, decides everything”. Wimin's caveat in mind it was obvious that the Rarss decided
everything by virtue of language, power and pditic

Language and Russification Policies in the Former@&iet Union

In furtherance to the in-depth study of Russiatglage policy it is worthy to note that Russifioatipolicies
were widespread and this also played an impor@letin the ethnic and language politics in Rusgid.official
business in the Soviet Union was conducted in Rasséchnical secondary education as well as higthecation in
technical, and often other, subjects were switctie®Russian; the percentage of primary and genecdralary
schools with Russian as the language of instruatias growing albeit slowly but steadily. While icheols with an
indigenous language of instruction Russian languadesequently became an obligatory subject. The Rety
became more than ever a tool of Russification féfne separate national units having all been abetisin further
pursuit of the language policy. The number of boplBlished in non-Russian languages dropped tdrdéic&on of
their figures for 1931-2 and their equality was foe most abysmal; the cultural renaissance ofl820s had to
give way to virulent attacks on bourgeois naticsraliand expressions of servile gratitude for thephegss it was
bestowing on the Soviet peoples.

In furtherance to the Soviets Russification policibe Russian language was logically used to fylssative
languages by imposing Russian orthography, lexamh grammatical patterns. Increasingly the studiRagsian
was being advocated to enable Soviet citizens nfRwssian extraction to read political literatuvets as the works
of Lenin, Brezhnev and others in the original. ®e 18" of January in 1914 Lenin published Rioletarskaia
Pravdathe article titled ShouldThere Be a Stateanguag®” in which he took issue with Russian liberals who
asserted that Russian was great and mighty anékagbody should have studied Russian therefore.

Lenin said: “All this is true, Messieurs liberalsye reply. We know better than you that the languaf
Turgenev, Tolstoi, Dobrolyubov, Chernshevskii isgfrand powerful. Even more than you, we want &sjide, the
closer cooperation and fraternal unity to emergeragithe oppressed classes of all nations livingussia, and we
advocate, of course, that every inhabitant of Ruskould have the opportunity to learn the GreaisRu language.
There is only one thing that we do not want: thenmint of compulsion. We do not want to drive pedpte
Paradise with a stick. We think that no one ne¢uaidysthe great and powerful Russian language uthdethreat of
a cudgel”.

This quote above exhibits the assimilationist cbi@raof Soviet leaders towards making Russianahguage of
the Soviet Union. The imposition of Russian on othational territories was done in a less physmahner as
Lenin had argued. From the Soviet standpoint, @ haen argued according to Roman Solchanyk in ‘iRass
Language and Soviet Politics” (1982) that Sovigiezts on nationality relations often maintained fRassian had
become the accepted “language of inter-nationdlggourse” in the USSR because it was the nativguage of the
Soviet Union’s major nationality. From this standppit was said that the Russian language sert@dé¢ment the
unity of Soviet culture’ and acted as the effecticeelerator of the drawing together of natiortsthérefore became
worrisome when it was posited that all languagethenUSSR were equal, but with a stringent protisd their
equality was guaranteed by law. This supposed gyguwads reduced to mere tokenism and politics duGoviet
rule.

At the same time some schools of language policthe Soviet Union averred that equality in the o$e
languages had not to be identified with equalitythair social functions. This was politics in itstting. It is thus
obvious that the Russian language as the centnguége of the Soviet Union was favoured over thafsthe
periphery. Thus Lenin’s linguistic policy formedrpaf his nationality policy and set the basic paegers for future
Soviet policy right up through Mikhail Gorbachevé&nure.
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A case in point is one that concerns the Balticoregn the Baltic region according to Keep [14]e timdigenous
nations had a harder struggle to preserve theiguiages - the basis of their identity - and cultufiesn
Sovietisation. They laboured under the disadvanthgetheir populations were small but this waseiffby their
greater cohesiveness. Local elites and peoples aiemne in having a well-developed national conssness
fortified by the memories of independence and tgression by which it had been so cruelly ended.

The ultimate goal of the Communist party in laumgha massive education campaign was to create &RuISsi
“civil society of the educated’bpshchestvogncompassing all Russian citizetisvas this idea of “nation building”
(national'noe stroitel'stvo)that was stated polemically in Lenin’s NEP polidhe parallel with the pluralistic
theme in Soviet language policy is the view exprdssy Lenin, the architect of the USSR, that "naiare an
inevitable product, an inevitable form in the bao epoch of social development” [Cited from: £1188]. As
such they are only a temporary stage in the ewwiuif a truly Communist society which will erasesalch national
and class distinctions, resulting in "the fusiomafions, languages and cultures". This mergefl ddrrguages and
cultures into one is known a$iyaniye[1, p. 10]. This theme was clearly enunciatedh®y Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (CPSU) in October of 1961 when a paogne was adopted which stated, among other thingbe
erasing of national differences, especially langudifferences, is a considerably lengthier protkas the erasing
of class differences [Cited from: 4, p. 231].

Singling out the language issue Lenin had authdriz&8 he strictest rules must be introduced onuke of the
national language in the non-Russian republicsuofumion, and these rules must be checked withiapesre... A
detailed code will be required, and only the natlenliving in the republic in question can drawup at all
successfully [21, p. 54]

From the foregoing it was deducible that the CP&Wed "the erasing of language differencas"an essential
ingredient in the building of the Communist sociatd also as a catalyst for the homogeneity ofrdihguistically
plural societies.

Federalism also continued to ensure demand forge laative intelligentsia able to read and speaknitive
language. This community of native speakers coatinto grow throughout that period and showed nossiof
foregoing their native tongue for Russian in spit¢he social pressures to communicate in the hniganca of the
state ... this enabled ethnic divisions to remainiraegral part and reference point of native pulife and an
organizational basis for reinforcing ethno regiodehntities. Consequently the perennial languagblpm had been
exacerbated by the Kremlin’s intention to make Rusthe official language of the Soviet Union.

Within this context Nahaylo and Swoboda observed tiany of the non-Russians were already disapgbiny
the formula that Moscow had devised to ‘regulate gbcial functions’ of the languages of the peablthe USSR,
whereby the native language in the Union republias recognized as the official language of themyiepublic but
the privileged status of Russian was protected bgrilsing to it the role of ‘the language of intémaic
communication’ [Ibid.].

At the first reading in the USSR Supreme Sovietlmn bill of the new language law the Baltic and (G&m
deputies strongly opposed its provisiondo“state other than a colonial one has the rightdgulate language”,
Latvian Janis Peters protested.

Adding to the literature of the language policy the former Soviet Union, Gail W. Lapidus argues and
summarises that: “The status and recognition gteerarious nationalities in the former Soviet Uniespecially in
the treatment of their languages, history, cultunahuments or customs and traditions became aefusiturce of
policy problems for the Soviet leadership”. Langaigglicy ‘has become especially sensitive in recent ydag
p. 103].

From Tishkovs point of view, however, the Sovieat8tpursued: “A semi-official Russian language qpoli
through its ‘international’ Communist ideology, gupssing attempts to establish political culturaioaomy for
ethnic minorities unless these attempts were sameti by central or peripheral elites” [24, p. 24].

From the foregoing one notices that the RussianSmdet language policy had always contained el¢sneh
the ‘Potemkin village syndrome’. One might wishatsk, what is the ‘Potemkin village syndrome’? Thiss the
policy ‘developed’ to deal with the desire of thenfiress Catherine the Great during the tsaristierthe 18’
century, to see her loyal subjects at work andetsire they were happy and content. Since Cathesnéd have
been appalled at the conditions that the peasahially lived under, Prince Grigori AleksandroviBlotemkin, one
of her closest advisers, built sanitized fake gila where cleaned-up peasants lived and workedacepand
harmony, singing folk songs and smiling as Catleepgassed by. The Empress Catherine saw that thiagsgood
and returned to St. Petersburg satisfied thatdignmwas benign, and that her people were happy.

Hedrick Smith adds flesh to the Potemkin syndromehis book “The New Russians” he submits that: ¢Ev
since Count Potemkin built fake villages in thehgéégnth century to impress Empress Catherine tkat@n her
visit to the Crimea, Potemkinising has become asRnsnational pastime” [23].

As mentioned above the etymological origin of Pdtnizing not withstanding the real significance thie
concept lies in the more concrete picture painte&imith [Ibid., p. 188] when he concluded that: §B6s famous
Inspector General faced the same shenanigans frertotals. Upon visiting Soviet farms, factorieshaols, and
institutes | have often been shown freshly paiteittings, phony statistics, new equipment borrofadlisplay; |
have encountered not typical citizens, but modelsoThe modern expression is pokazhuha-show -ighattting
on show, a bogus veneer to impress outsiders whoarin the know”.
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Soviet policies, language in particular have Poiemakpects to them; the foreign visitor who wiskedee how
beautifully the Soviet language policy worked coskke wondrous things, but they did not see thergs| the
difficulties and the resentments. Soviet languagg ethnicity policy were supposed to eliminate athensions but
ethnic tensions instead festered and simmered thdeurface.

An enormous amount of damage was done to the auitigntities and psychic of the most of the maegpies
who were a part either by force or coercion of Sloeiet experiment. Beyond human damage it leddcstiinter of
the once homogenous Soviet society and set thelwarh pedestal of yet another academic debate.

In "Bitter Lands: Displaced Peoples of the Formevi&t Union; the Last of the Tofalar; a Peoplesniity Lost
to Soviet Rule" by Michael Slackman (2000) LubaTaefalar woman from southern Siberia, says: “We are
Russified, we do not even know our own languade. want to sing traditional songs, but we don'tnekeow
how" (The Tofalar was a nomadic people of Sibesid $0 have fought in the armies of Genghis Khan).

Linguistic domination and discrimination had beerteader issue in Soviet discourse. We therefore tak
Uzbekistan as our focal point. Uzbekistan is thgiae larger than unified Germany with the populataf twenty
million people. Uzbeks rank is the third one behitussians and Ukrainians among the more than oneréd rec-
ognised nationalities of the Soviet Union. Birlikigpearance in the front of burner of linguistidiges in the
Soviet Union thus led to a language protest in Madwer of 1988 held by six hundred students from Kash
University that had been encouraged by Gorbach@lasnost of new thinking, freedom and acceleration:
“Uzbekistan: our language is our heart and our.s@bis is our rage, our protest... We want to aroase
authorities and our people ... to make them risengpsay: we can't live like this anymore!” Shukhkéékhmudav,
filmmaker, October, 1989 [Ibid., p. 297].

In Tashkent, Uzbekistan, Soviet Central Asia, Birthe nationalist popular front planned an unaxiied rally
in Lenin square. At the core of Birlik's protesattday, the second one in a fortnight and the hezfrits effort to
rouse the Uzbek people was a very simple but sagmif demand: Restore Uzbek as the official statguage.
Thus after seven decades of Soviet rule and domimaf Czarist Russia the Uzbek rebelled againstsRigation
and language domination.

Russian language was the language on the televési@ens, in schools, in the media, in governmadtia
commerce, on the street signs, even in the smiddigeis where many people speak only Uzbek — Russ&an
ironically the language of science or necessaryaieer advancement and the teaching of great Russiters of
the nineteenth century at the expense of writens fuzbeks’ own past.

The issues of Uzbek language problems are legimd.]i

(a) A writer Nuraly Kabul argues that “Uzbekistamshar fewer children‘s books in its native langudgan do
others major Soviet nationalities.”

(b) Shukhat Makhmudov, an Uzbek camera man, redddta scripts for Uzbek movies must be submitted i
Russian in part to accommodate Russian censors.

(c) Uzbek medical students complained that theidiss were all in Russian, even though many go viork
villages where the peasants speak only Uzbek.

(d) Advanced education in Uzbekistan was taughRussian making its rural students handicapped én th
competition for admission because training in Rurs$ weaker in the country side than in the cities

(e) Mohammed Salikh, an Uzbek poet, claimed thdtdézgraduate students doing their doctoral workJebek
language and culture must submit their theses ssian and defend their theses before a panel célfuztholars in
Russian.

Uzbek demonstrators had carried banners such aSENTION TO OUR STATE AND OUR LANGUAGE IS
OUR SOUL.”

On a Communist Party boilerplate slogan that s&dE PLANS OF THE PARTY ARE THE PLANS OF
THE PEOPLE” was substituted with “NO THE DEMANDS AQHE PEOPLE MUST BE THE PLANS OF THE
PARTY".

The banners were all written in the Arabic scriptbeks are a Turkic people, whose religion overcirgturies
was Islam and whose written script was Arabic.yFifears ago under Stalin the Uzbek language wasifiats
literally transcribed into the Russian Cyrillic hlgbet which was used in so-called Uzbek languagspepers. The
demands of Birlik from the Government of the USS&evtwofold: restore the primacy of Uzbek over Rarssind
return Uzbek to its original, pre-Stalin form. Asesult Birlik had set its first priority to rousézbeks from political
passivity into a new, self-conscious nationalistredlucate the Uzbek people, to raise their sooi@@ousness and
their political activism. In the words of Abdur RahPulatov a scholar at the Institute of Cyberrgetit Tashkent:
“Only the people themselves can stand up for tbein rights... Our movement will be virtually poweres the
people keep on hibernating politically. So our mgdal is to awaken the people, to turn our peapie & politically
active society”.

The problems created by the demonstrations in Ugtsek had sent a signal to Moscow, Uzbekistan had a
population of fifty million Muslim people waking ui nationalism and repressing the linguistic clisismn of the
empire. Thus Moscow feared the population growtiCémtral Asia and the influence of Islam. Uzbekiséad the
rest of Central Asia is a world apart from the Egan regions of the former USSR. The peoples arBudfic
origins who find their roots in Islamic culture win immense territory that is more than one sbftthe Soviet
landmass, an entire subcontinent as large as aWexftern Europe and comprised of five from theedift Soviet
republics: Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Kirghizia, Takighan, and Turkmenistan.
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With the rate at which these Central Asian repgblimd multiplied, it led some people to call them a
demographic time bomb. The anxiety of the Russhat been that they were becoming a minority inrtbain
country (145 million out of a total population @2 million).

One of the multiple language intolerance is exanchiog Corsey (2002). The Ukrainian language bannethé
Russian tsars and later banned by the Sovietsash® official language of Ukraine, but most peatblere as is the
case in many of the post-Soviet nations still sgeaksian. They were forced to learn Russian ind@¢lioey had to
speak Russian to work, and they still speak Russidmome. This situation continues today; despigefact that
only "around 20% of Ukrainians are ethnic Russiansore than 60% of the Ukrainian population ofrbillion
speak Russian".

One continuing reason for this is that books inditke are published in Russian; in the article ihé TGuardian”
(UK) titled "Ukraine Wages War on Russian Languagebook shop assistant stated: "We specializdilogophy
and those books haven't been translated into Ukrdinin the same article: "Another bookseller saye local
authority is trying either to ban Russian publioas or to slap on punitive taxes", but goes oratothat "the reason
for the domination of Russian is simple. Nobodyl wilt any money into publishing books in Ukrainian”

It was the death of a folk singer that broughtghieation reported in "The Guardian” to its currbatling point.
Igor Bilozir, a popular Ukrainian folk-singer, wagting at a cafe last spring playing Ukrainian genAt the next
table the group of young Russians was singing sonBsissian. A fight in the street followed the Bass' demand
that Bilozir stop singing in Ukrainian and his refili to do so. Bilozir died three weeks later assult of injuries
sustained in the fight. According to "The Guardidniore than 100 000 people in Lviv [Lvov to the Riass]
turned out for Bilozir's funeral" and "the next déwg Patriots of Ukraine went on the rampage. Tthoie Russian
youths were arrested on the suspicion of murdee Was released ... on bail and left the countrd]#ime other is
the son of the local deputy police chief. Expeotadiof a fair trial are low. A black cross, flowensd a picture of
the songwriter mark the spot where he died. 'lgiboZB. Murdered Here by Russian-speaking Thug=ads the
inscription”. Ormrod Jane in “The North Caucasusenféderation in Conflict” (New states, new politidaiilding
the post-soviet nations / ed. by I. Bremmer, R.a$aCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 199R6P139)
aptly argues that: “Potential for ethnic conflictalso exists in other Russian republics such as
Bashkortostan, Buryatia, Sakha-Yakutia, Tyva. Inuday of 1999 when the Bashkortostani legislatuegan to
consider a draft bill which granted the statusmbéficial language only to Bashkir and Russiannypn@atar public
organisations advocated secession of the repulsl@mshwestern dominated by the ethnic Tatars. Bétgagonism
between Bashkirs and Tatars arose back in 1919 waieas populated mostly by ethnic Tatars were dwselunto
the territory of the newly founded Bashkir autonémy

This created a serious territorial dispute betwBashkirs and Tatars. Since then interethnic teisskmatween
these two ethnic groups never really ceased td, exisfacing with much regularity in occasionalpites over their
representation in the institutions of power or #tatus of their respective languages and culturderethnic
tensions existed under for many years in Buryatigasing in the ethnic Buryats’ demands for a witktroduction
of their native language in the public life. Moreowethnic Buriats insisted that their culture, esqéy the Buddhist
religion, must have been more actively revived. tBa other hand ethnic Russians resented the inogeas
representation of ethnic Buyriats in local governtéhe activists of the Buryat-Mongol People’s tpagven
demanded the reunification of all Buryat-Mongoldarand the establishment of Buryatia without Rumss[a7].

With increased economic and ideological freedom ynah Russia’s ethnic republics adopted legal aots t
terminate the discrimination of indigenous langsaged to protect the respective cultures. Suchcipsli
unavoidably led to confrontation with the ethnicsRians and other sizeable ethnic groups, whichpreted these
measures as a discriminatory step encroachingesnlithguistic rights.

Due to the political changes, economic disasterthrdconsequent redivision of the status of langsathere
will be tensions and conflicts in the territori€ftloe former USSR.

The nations that have emerged since the fall oSiinet Union in 1991 are trying to promote theimospirits
of nationalism and of national identity, and thagaage forms the integral part of individual coyrittentity, as
well as of the patriotism. Such emerging countttest had hitherto existed under Soviet tutelageehtmpfoster
among their people.

A major issue which becomes clarified here is thesequence of the overthrow of decades of Russifitéan
these countries, is the persistent increase irieihtolerance.

Conclusion

Upon the whole, we can claim that language is gyomant factor in national development and sim@tarsly a
catalyst for disintegration. First, the peoplestioé ex-Soviet republics whose cultures were eréglichy the
policies of the Soviet Union must relearn and e#rteir own cultures, so that they know who theyerand where
they are from; then they can find their own ideasitand forge ahead. Commenting on cultural idestih Russia
culture, especially diverse cultures, had cemetitea@x-Soviet republics together, but at the same brought it to
its demise because over a hundred nationalitiecalbgres inhabited the Soviet Union and at sonietpo time alll
fought for supremacy and relevance which ultimabketito ethnic unrests.

Indeed a whole set of international human righrasdérds have emerged that can be used for assésguigtic
rights of ethnic groups especially in plural soeiet However, numerous linguistic disputes in thevfer Soviet
republics have revealed insufficient political cué, legal nihilism, subjectivity, and, ultimatelynwillingness to
utilize the linguistic experiences of long-estdidid democracies codified in international law.
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In such circumstances the most important task nmulate standard rules of the game that willalbeepted
both by Moscow and by all ethnic groups of the Rars§ederation. Ethnic peace and stability willdiicult to
attain if there is a failure to abide by such ride# the game is run by ad hoc principles.

No less important is the analysis of the princifiself-determination and its relationship to tmguistic human
rights, since the denial of that principle is orighe main reasons for violence in post-Sovietditonal societies,
such as the conflicts in Chechnya, South OssetiZgkhAzia, Nagorniy-Karabakh. Moreover, serious comce
emerged about the political and territorial intggof Russia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Georgia. Accoglly the most
challenging problem for political and ethnic elitesthe centre as well as the regions is to findadble form of
federation that would enable ethnic minorities twspie their goal of self-determination within tlarhework of a
single multinational state.

The author is of the belief that avoidance of eithaitary-centrist or extreme separatist solutiame the
necessary conditions for stability and democratinsolidation in Russia. In order to create a videlgerative
structure it is necessary to decentralize stateespdlvough ethno-territorial federalism. The systEmsymmetrical
federalism that de-facto exists in Russia can sewedhe basis for Russia’s future political orgatia. This
specific political structure will help to incorpdeavarious ethnic groups into a single state byting them broad
autonomy and guaranteeing their full participatiolecision-making on the local and federative lg¥lerough the
adoption of legislation affirming their group righftL0].

According to the former Russian Minister of Natitties Prof. Valeriy Tishkov: “An important stepuwards a
renewed formula of the post-Soviet federalism wobéd to grant special status to ethno-territorigioaomies
(republics) among other ‘non-ethnic’ members ofefedion. This kind of asymmetric federalism assipigher
state symbolism, economic and political authoritythe republics. At this moment in history the peob of
asymmetry and even of a special (associated) stditisres on the agenda of Rossia [sic] and, psritdpGeorgia.
In the future it may prove relevant for Ukraine wéhehe western and eastern parts of the country imtgte
federalization and for the existing Crimean autoppmhich may come to demand such status. Beindgdea
units, republics and other possible forms of etteratorial autonomy cannot be treated solely asiiagstrative
provinces. They need to retain their ethno-lingaiahd specific cultural profiles, as partly refiett in territorial
configurations and in state and public institutioj2g, p. 277].

Although certain politicians and scholars still ibeé that the actions of regional sovereignty moeets in
ethnic republics will facilitate instability andolence ultimately leading to Russia’s disintegnatia reality. As
Patricia Carley rightly observes: “Peoples whoderied basic cultural, linguistic, and politicahits by their rulers
are more likely to resort to violence than those@Whve been given a large measure of local autoh{Bnp. 1-2].

Rejecting demands for autonomy in the name ofdfirced common citizenship will simply promote akiion
and secessionist movements.

Under these circumstances, it is in the strategfierésts of the world community to support the aaioy of
Russia's ethnic republics since autonomy is thg waly to reconcile the two conflicting tendenciesntripetal and
centrifugal, thereby preserving Russia’s unity.sThiis neatly with West's ultimate goal of safegliag the federal
government's control over the nuclear arsenals@thacing the chances of extreme nationalists cottairgpwer in
Russia. Furthermore, through the examination ottieacter and scope of linguistic rights of etharigups (above
all titular peoples) in the context of internatibhaw, some fairly objective criteria for choosisgate (official)
languages in a multinational state can be developadther important aspect of a democratic langyagey is
establishing special ethnolinguistic group rigtgspecially for indigenous peoples) that cannot liieeoved within
the limits of regular individual rights. There are easy answers or quick fix solutions to the potd raised in this
study. But one sincerely hopes that it will leadtfurther discussion of language policies or featé the awareness
regarding the issue of language rights and ethalitigs in the present Russian Federation. In Hst few years
dramatic changes have occurred in many ethno-lgtiguicommunities world-wide. But the most striking
embodiment of these changes is the republics ofdimer Soviet Union where the numerous difficdtief post-
Communist modernisation complicate the processedeafiocratic reform. Difficulties of state-buildimgay in
some cases potentially lead to the revival of the rmethods of social organisation which makes thguistic
situation in these countries unique. Consequelhily ay have serious implications for internatiopabce and
stability. Not surprisingly, many scholars are espldy interested in analyzing ethno-linguistic pesses in the
former Soviet Union. However, a complete understamdof the mechanisms and factors that influence
the formation of the linguistic policies in the p@&oviet states is possible only in the contextglwfbal socio-
linguistic experience. Therefore, it is imperatteeanalyse modern approaches to the problem otikggin other
regions of the world, where the dynamics of langupglicies is beginning to be determined more #nar by the
universally recognized norms of international lavattset new criteria for the rights of individualed peoples.
These norms create the basis for objective andizgdi evaluation of the legitimacy of linguisticagihs and
responsibilities of individuals as well as of varsoethnic groups. In my opinion, linguistic issukEserve a more
detailed examination as political scientists do umeally discuss them as a separate subject, tharraiew them
within a broader theme of minority rights [15, 6].7
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SA3BIK U TIOJIUTUKA B BBIBILIEM COBETCKOM COIO3E
Kaiione OmoTane

Kadgheopa esponeiickux uccredosanuii
Vnusepcumem Hbadana, Hucepus
kayjetta@yahoo.com

Bcem m3Becter Tot ¢akt, uro CoBerckuii Coro3 6bUT MHOTOHAIMOHABHBIM rocyaapcTBoM ¢ 1917rona o ero pacnajia B iekad-
pe 1991.B 3ToM KOHTEKCTE MHOTOHAIIMOHATIBHOE 03HAYAJI0, YTO BCE COBETCKHE IPaXk[aHe MMEITH CBOIO HAIIMOHAJIBHOCTH, KOTO-
past He TOJIbKO OMpeessiiach 0 MECTY POXKICHHUS, HO U MMella CBOM peurarolnie (GakTopbl, TakHe KaKk perrnoHaIbHbIC TPAHULBI,
KyJIbTYpHBIC TPAIULUK U POAHOU s3bIK. TakuMm oOpa3oMm, peraroniie GakTopsl MHOTOHAMOHATIBHOTO HocTpoeHus: COBETCKOTo
Coro3a — 310 BaxkHasi Tema Uit o0cyxaeHus. [103ToMy LeNbio JaHHOW CTAaThU SBISETCS W3ydYCHHE OCHOBHOTO B3aHMOICHCTBHS
SI3BIKOBOH TTOJIUTHKY U SI3BIKOBO# cTpaTerun B ObiBiieM CoBeTckoM Cor03¢ Kak CpeliCTBa MPOABHKEHISI TOMOTCHHOCTH POCCHSIH.
[pennararotcs penieHus JaHHOW POOJIEMBI B APYTHX COOOIIECTBAX.

Knrouesvie crnosa u qbpas*m: MHOFOHaL[HOHaJIBHLIﬁ; HAMOHAIBHOCTD; S3bIK; KyJIbTYpa,; NOJIUTHKA, Cogetckuii Coro3.



