1
Damira Umetbaeva

Images of socialism and post-socialism in the life-story of Ludmila Georgeavna
Family of origin: constructing various images of parents

My family was ordinary Soviet family. Ludmila Georgeavna was born in 1956 in Frunze. Her family of origin was as she put it a ‘typical Soviet family’. She elaborated it first by telling that her mother was with higher education and that she was a very good doctor. In general Ludmila described her mother in the interview as professional, educated, ambitious, highly cultured person. Then she tells about her father who happened to be actually opposite to her mother since he was a worker – ‘systemyj elektrik’ and studied only until the 8th grade. But here Ludmila is quick to argue that actually he was not that bad because the father’s parents were educated and intelligent people, he liked reading and would read a lot and would visit cultural events with his wife. Nevertheless, she concluded that her education and up-bringing was influenced by her mother, which is ‘natural process because only mother’s role is great in up-bringing and education of a child’ (Ludmila, p.1). In the story of Ludmila about her family of origin there is not much told about her father except above mentioned. Instead she discusses in greater detail her interaction with her mother such as - the mother taking serious school studies of Ludmila, trip with mother to Moscow where having visited museums Ludmila developed her future professional interest and thanks to the mother Ludmila definitely knew that she will get higher education. Only in the second part of the interview where interviewer asked more clarifying questions about her parents she came up with some additional stories about her father. First when the interviewer asked Ludmila whether her parents had difficulties in getting along with each other because of different educational backgrounds and degrees the answer was that ‘Although mother was a leader in the family and father would follow her decisions he was not a suppressed person’. And then she described what would parents do in their leisure time – ‘they would go to theatres, cinema... Father liked to go to cinema and to pay visit to people... He did not like going to opera...’ And here she discusses once more about her mother in greater detail in terms of her preferences to spend leisure time. Thus Ludmila told that the mother was fond of theatre and opera from her youth time and mentioned about her mother’s famous (at that time), talented actor friends who would help her to take care of little Ludmila when the mother had to struggle with her studies and in return she would bring them flowers on their performances. Ludmila adds how she fell in love with ballet at the age of four when she first saw it and after that she would ask her mother to take her to another one. ‘But the father would be ready to go to cinema, to park, to anywhere but he would not enjoy going to the theatre’ (Ludmila, p. 11).  Nevertheless the parents would find consensus and do what both of them wanted to do. Another solution for the problem (objective or subjective - author) was that both of the parents liked reading a lot and they would give money for Ludmila to buy books every time when she asked for. 
Another clarifying question was about material well-being of her family of origin. Here she told that money would not be enough and she would understand that her parents would earn money with big effort. In this part of story both parents appear as equals because both of them had to work hard and during the nights and they would take Ludmila to their work places. But she and her nephew
 would prefer to go to her father’s work because they would enjoy sitting and playing in his big car. Another similar image of parents is constructed when she was asked whether there would be discussions about the Soviet system and her answer was: 

“Нет, как-то моя семья вот такими вопросами не была заморочена абсолютно…. Честно говоря, у моих родителей тоже не возникала мысль не пойти и не проголосовать. Надо идти голосовать. Ну, шли, бросали этот листочек, шли, голосовали, потому что надо и все.” (Ludmila, p. 13). 
However, Ludmila tries to point out anyway the difference between her parents saying that:  

“О каких-то вопросах политики отец у меня совсем не заморачивался, то есть у него совершенно другие интересы были. А мама она об этом много не говорила. И когда наступила эпоха Горбачева, меня очень поразила ее необыкновенная любовь к Горбачеву. Я помню, я сидела у себя в комнате, готовилась к каким-то занятиям, и мам зашла и говорит: «Я не могу. Ну что это такое? Это же плохо!». «Что плохо?» А Горбачев с визитом в Югославии был. «Ну, посмотри! Он целуется со всеми, он сейчас какую-нибудь заразу схватит!». «Мам, не беспокойся, не схватит». И она очень трепетно отслеживала все его поездки, встречи, слушала все его речи, и мне стало так интересно, спрашиваю: «Мам, в принципе, что изменилось?». «Нравится. Все. Без комментариев».” (Ludmila, p. 13)

Although Ludmila wants to define her mother as more critically thinking and father having more down-to-earth concerns one can see that it is not explicit that mother was critical about the system at all. On the contrary earlier to this reply when there was a question whether there would be discussions about history and politics in the family she told that her father would read historical books and he would ask her several times who were the Tatar-Mongols and afterwards he would retell what he had heard from her to his colleagues at work. Thus father was not actually completely apolitical person concerned with only down-to-earth issues as Ludmila argued in the above mentioned quote. 
In other parts of the interview parents appear as one entity who supported her financially in the early stage of her career, bought a touristic voucher to Latvia after graduation of the university (1979), would contribute for purchase of tickets to go to Moscow, St. Petersburg, Black See and Bulgaria and give money to buy books. 
Thus we can see that Ludmila has provided us with several images of her mother and father as distinctive personalities and her different relations with each of them and as well as mother and father as one entity – parents and as equals. In the first part of the interview when she was asked to tell everything about her life what she thinks is important Ludmila told mainly about her parents’ educational backgrounds, their professions and their role in her education and intellectual development. Since the mother was with higher education and possessed other characteristics of educated and ‘progressive’ person Ludmila discusses in greater detail about the mother and points out exclusive role of the mother in her education and in general in what she has become. Although she rehabilitated her father by pointing out his ‘noble’ family background and that he was fond of reading and would read a lot Ludmila does not give credit to him at all in her up-brining and education. Moreover I had such feeling that she was talking about her father as if she was talking about a stranger who happened to be in her life or family by chance and only Ludmila and her mother were the important people in the family. Or I would say she described him as belonging to another species than of that of the mother and hers. All these were narrated before she moved to discuss her professional choice and path topic. To have such argument about parents was a strategy to build certain self-image as highly educated, cultured and professional. And the mother is of great help for her to do this. In the main part of her life-story narration Ludmila predominantly discussed her life around her professional choice, path and development. However, in the second part of the interview where she was not expected to tell primarily about herself as a historian, to the question – how parents managed differences, she described parents similarly as in the ‘constructing professional self-image’ case but the emphasis was put on cultural preferences of the parents. Thus the father again was portrayed as one species while the mother and Ludmila another one. Although parents would find ways to manage their different interests and wishes it is clear that Ludmila wanted to show that she is ‘progressive’ and highly cultured person and again her mother is of great help for her in doing so.  And when having accomplished professional self-image and ‘cultured person’ self-image construction and when a question did not imply to touch upon any of them she presents the parents as equals in terms of work conditions or their attitude to the Soviet system. We can see that actually there was another form of relations with the father as well like preferring to go to his work when both of the parents worked during the nights because as a child she liked playing in his car. Moreover in other stories they also appear as one entity – parents. However she still tries to make difference between the parents in terms of their relation to the system. Thus having said that they did not care about ‘such things’ prior to unconvincing attempt (with general words and without evidence of concrete words or actions executed by the mother but by Ludmila’s own guess and interpretations) to portray her mother as critically minded towards the system during Gorbachev’s perestroika period and father again down-to-earth person. By doing this probably she wanted to keep the image of the mother that she had created before it. 

Thus, if the purpose of the interview and identity of the one for whom life-story was told or cultural and political contexts would be different than it was when the interview was conducted probably stories about parents would have taken different emphasis.   
Professional self-image: career choice, path and development 
Resisting significant others and following her professional dream. Ludmila’s mother wanted her to become a doctor. Even if she did not become a doctor Ludmila knows very well how to use medicines and to manage some health problems without going to doctors. Her math teacher at school was interested that Ludmila will study her subject. However she did not do what others wanted her to do with her future profession but full-heartedly pursued her professional dream that Ludmila herself defined and explored when she was at the 5th grade at school (1968).  In the story about professional choice her agency is crucial. Mother appears here, at best as a provider of conditions to determine her dream to become a museum worker after their visit to Moscow and minimum as an obstacle by her wish that Ludmila will become a doctor. Ludmila argued that her school or history teacher did not play any role in developing her interest in History. 

Explanation of failures and difficulties in the professional path. In the path of achieving her professional goal she experienced number of failures and difficulties. The first failure was when she did not enter a university in St. Petersburg (Leningrad). She explained this failure as happened mainly ‘because of psychological factor’. Her friend who wanted to study math there after the first exam decided that she knew less than others and that anyway she would not succeed and thus refused to go to the next exam. Ludmila whose grade for the first exam was not excellent but still left some hope did the same as an act of solidarity as she explained. However in the background she shortly mentioned criticism of one of the examiners about her inability to speak well. The use of ‘psychological factor’ explanation can mean that the failure was not proved by Ludmila’s and her friend’s actual incompetence but because they or she had false understanding of something. This way of explaining the failure can be the result of the current state of affairs with her ideas about who she is in terms of professional self understanding.  Probably at that time Ludmila and her friend did not explain the failure as it happened because of ‘psychological factor’ but because they believed and were convinced that as young people from Soviet Kirgizia they were not good enough for the studies in Leningrad. Similar image of the European part of the USSR is conveyed when Ludmila told about visit to Latvia after graduation of the university. She described the preparation process to that visit in terms of making her cloth and appearance to look ‘adequate’ in the European context, which was successfully achieved. Ludmila put it ‘We felt ourselves comfortable in Europe’. Coming back to the ‘psychological factor’ this explanation of the failure will be proved and elaborated more in the later part of the interview when Ludmila will be making another statement about herself in which she will discuss explored solution for her professional problems in terms of teaching techniques. As a result the story about criticism of the examiner in that story is put in the front-page and Ludmila criticizes the examiner for having false understanding of history because history is not primarily about narration but about critical thinking. 

Meanwhile let me draw your attention to other forms and ways of easing the failure as mentioned by Ludmila. Thus after deciding to give up the wish to study in Leningrad they did different ‘great’ activity like visiting all the museums of the city. Moreover she argued as if it was luck for Ludmila that she did not become a student in Leningrad because she avoided possibility to be far from her parents, classmates, friends and her city since she is a ‘domestic’ (domashnyj) person who is very attached to her accustomed social and physical environment. After Leningrad she worked in the work that did not require intellectual endeavor. However she does not regret about that experience but on the contrary argues it was useful for her without specifying how and why it was useful. All of these above probably were mentioned as excuse, justification of the failure and motive not to portray oneself as a looser and failure. If she had not said these things she would agree that it was a huge failure and she was not up to mark person sometime in her life. Moreover choosing exactly those strategies to ease the failure can point out the Soviet discourse of what was good and appreciated in the society. For example, for someone from Kyrgyzstan visiting museums in Leningrad would be considered at that time and even nowadays as something of great value and prestige that only special ones could afford, while attachment to her accustomed social environment would depict her as belonging to kollektive and having kollektiv’s values and principles which were one of the main aspects of socialist ideology in molding a Soviet citizen. As for looking at her experience of working at the factory as something useful for her is probably related to the worth of multi-functionality and broad scope of one’s professional expertise and field in Soviet Union.
University Studies. Entering university in Frunze and studying there (1974-1979) was not difficult for Ludmila at all. It was easy for her to study there because she was studying what was interesting for her. This way of telling about university can prove her believe or the truth about “psychological factor” at that time that she was not knowledgeable enough for the university studies in Leningrad. But she does not tell so much about her studies at the university when discussing that period except saying that it was easy for her to study there and telling about the study visit with her groupmates to Leningrad in which she acted as ‘expert’ of the city, abruptly shifting to the topic of taking active part in the Soviet youth organizations both at school and university. She sums up that aspect of her youth by saying “I’m not alone, so to say I’m a person of society, although sometimes I like to be alone” (Ludmila, p. 3). However, depending on the context and purpose of self-image construction Ludmila will come with more details of her university training which at some point will contradict one another. 
Professional difficulties with teaching at school in early stage of Ludmila’s career. Another critical point in her professional life was difficulty with working with undisciplined pupils and problems with methods of teaching at the school where she started to work just after graduation (1979). Pupils would make tricks with Ludmila because as she said they would do it with all young and new teachers. The problem with teaching history that she experienced at school is explained by lack of proper training at the university specifically in regards with teaching methods and techniques and because she was not interested to get knowledge about it during practicum at school since teaching at school was not her career plan. At the same time, however, Ludmila does not mention how her university studies prepared her for the museum career for only which she had aspiration at that time. Ludmila only mentions that she was competent in historical knowledge but her problem was (only) that she did not know how to teach it to pupils. No one except herself could help her to solve the problem. Her older colleague belonged to a category of teachers in SU who would teach mechanically and without creativity and Ludmila could not learn anything from her. 

“К сожалению, второй историк, с которым я работала в школе.… Вот есть такая категория, была такая категория учителей, в Советском Союзе, люди просто работали, это была работа, к ней относились как к работе, и вот она приходила на урок, открывала учебник, и вот она пересказывала этот учебник,  вот нее я не могла научиться ничему”. (Ludmila, p. 5)

As a result her agency comes into act. Thus she bought some literature on teaching techniques and tried to solve the problem. The result of her independent self-work is not very clear and contradicting. On the one hand Ludmila said that as a result she started to understand what she was doing right and what wrong in teaching but afterwards she concluded that having worked for three years at school she still did not know how to teach history ‘properly’. 

Change of professional trajectories: Choosing museum over school, school over museum and abandoning school. Despite of unresolved professional problems she started the 4th academic year at school after 3 years of compulsory work there. And in one of the days of early September of 1983 she was offered to work in the historical museum in Frunze. It is interesting to note that Ludmila presents herself as a passive actor in this turning point of her career path and she is demonstrating her agency only in accepting the job offer for the sake of realization of her dream to work in the museum but not for running away from the ‘crazy’ pupils and probably feeling miserable at school. However, she will return to this event in her life later in the interview from different perspective. Meanwhile Ludmila mentioned shortly that she achieved rapidly career growth in the museum because she loved her work there. And she is quick to mention that nevertheless she would miss working at school. Having listed what kind of positions she achieved in the museum she starts to tell about educational and teaching part of her activity in the museum. It means she did not stop being involved in teaching even at the museum. Ludmila and other colleagues in the museum had to organize for pupils ‘profile lessons’ that had to be about museum studies as defined by the city department of education. It is most probably that she had to struggle with the same problem of teaching to pupils in those lessons as she did before. However this aspect of teaching experience at the museum is not mentioned at all. Instead Ludmila discusses about their effort to organize these lessons in terms of material utilities and introducing, as she found out later, some forms of interactive methods of teaching which pupils enjoyed a lot. Although working in the museum was her only dream and passion but not teaching at school as she mentioned before when she explained it as one of the reasons why she was not prepared well to teach at school she put it that they considered that teaching museum studies in the ‘profile lessons’ would not be enough. Here we learn that she (they- as the informant said herself) cared for the problem of not teaching history of Kyrgyzstan at schools and together with her colleagues they decided to dedicate substantial amount of the ‘profile lessons’ to teaching history of Kyrgyzstan. Although she does not argue that both teaching ‘profile lessons’ and history of Kyrgyzstan were the results of her direct initiative at the same time she does not put emphasis on external forces that made her to be involved in those activities. For example, I assume the period of time when it was happening was around 1985-1989 when most probably the problem of not teaching history of Kyrgyzstan became hotly debated topic in the society and some forces that were eager to change the situation appeared and pushed forward to teach this subject under favorable conditions of perestroika time. Instead of pointing out this aspect of the story she chose to position herself as one of those who at least cared for the problem: 

“тогда в школьной программе был один большой недостаток - не изучалась история Кыргызстана.” (Ludmila, p. 5) 

Afterwards she described the situation with teaching History at schools before 1991 that did not have history of Kyrgyzstan component and explained it as a result of incompetence of history teachers in the subject. She argued that it was taught only at the university and actually only there one could get acquainted with serious historical works of scientists. This statement has two aims for self-image construction but at the same time it has some sort of obscurity and absurdness. First, she wanted to say by that statement that her university studies prepared her well for teaching history of Kyrgyzstan (which was not mentioned at all before when she talked about her university studies and professional path). Second, she wanted to portray herself as more competent and knowledgeable than other ‘history teachers in the city’ but not paying attention to that that she is arguing also as if those other history teachers did not study history at the university. To add value to her contribution to teaching history of Kyrgyzstan she argued that although they (she and other colleagues) were aware that pupils might not find what they learn from ‘profile lessons’ useful and they will not become museum workers or historians the museum teachers would believe that at least they ‘will do one useful thing – they will teach them about history of Kyrgyzstan’(Ludmila, p. 5). So here value of teaching of Kyrgyzstan is not evaluated according to its worth for pupils but in its own worth. 
To sum up Ludmila’s story about work experience in the museum after school I would like to point out two important messages that she wanted to convey in the interview. First is that she did not lose her contacts with teaching and working with pupils and the second, to demonstrate her aptitude, loyalty to and competence in history of Kyrgyzstan. Although there were contradictions in arguments, with what she had told before and ambiguity of her agency she tried hard to construct those two images brining up new aspects of her professional interest, training and mission and omitting certain things that would contradict to those images or at least would not help much e.g., leaving her museum work in the background. Having created these two self-images she can confidently make transition to another stage of her career – to return to teaching as profession and to teaching history of Kyrgyzstan as a specialist of certain subject. However that was not that easy as it might be expected to be or at least how Ludmila wants it to be seen.  In the last moments of the story about her working life in the museum she suddenly turns all her attention to her museum work experience having put herself as a teacher in the background: 

“ Вышла я уже в новое здание музея, то есть, пока я была в декрете, музей переехал в здание филиала центрального музея Ленина, и как раз они готовили первую выставку в 92-году когда я вышла из декрета. Я уже вышла в новом качестве: зам директора по науке. Мы работали над созданием новых экспозиций, выставок к тысячелетию эпоса Манас в 95 году. И как-то вот, вот эти 3-4 года пока мы осваивали новон здание, у меня уже не было никаких идей о преподавательской деятельности. Союз распался. Система образования немножко поменялась. Профильных классов уже не было. А о том, что я еще вернусь в школу, у меня тогда и в мыслях не было. Вот, я думала, как музей лучше сделать. За все эти годы работы в музее у меня  сложились, появилось много друзей по всему бывшему Советскому Союзу, и в Москве, и в Ленинграде, ну, в общем, по многим городам, потому что контактировать в советское время было гораздо проще, чем сейчас. Дело в том, что в командировку гораздо проще было поехать. Лекции проводились, а потом, центральный музей революции в Москве, это был главный методический центр для всех музеев методического профиля, и они проводили курсы по повышению квалификации, и методу выставки, и мы возили отчетные работы. Поэтому возможности контакта у нас были, ну, в общем, короче, я была полностью в музее, музейщиком, и не думала о том, что я вернусь в школу.” (Ludmila, p.6 )

In this quote she is describing herself as a museum worker in greater details than before and one can see that how greatly she was involved in this work. Although she brought up this discussion having ‘closed’ the topic of teaching the ‘profile lessons’ that did not anymore exist even before she went to maternal leave (1989) and returned from it back to work in the museum (1992) I can confidently think that the story in the quote belong to the Soviet period since positive characteristics of that experience are related directly to the order of things in Soviet Union, e.g., mobility inside the Soviet Union. So why did she keep this story until the end? Well, as I argued before it was done because it would not contribute much to the self-images of teacher as profession and teacher of history of Kyrgyzstan as an expert of certain field that she was trying to construct. But why did she then bring it up as the focus of her attention anyway in the end? I assume she did so firstly, because it was part of the reality that she found more adequate to mention now (secondly) in order to demonstrate herself that she is not ambitious and all good things in her life just happen to her e.g., when she was invited to teach museum studies at Slavonic university in 1993. Probably it would not be noble to say that actually she was happy or tried hard to have that opportunity in the time of acute financial crises in the country and work in the museum would not provide her enough at best if not only tiny resources for living
. Although she provided us with positive insights of working as the museum worker in the museum these insights do not portray the situation in the museum in 1993. It seems she used some tricks in order to fit certain moral of the society. In doing so she unconsciously helped us to reconstruct her professional experience.   

At the Slavonic university Ludmila first taught Museum studies and later she was offered to teach history of Russia. However she does not mention her experience of teaching Russian history to university students instead quickly drawing her attention to teaching museum studies. She mentions that some of her students in the museum classes became involved in museum related works most probably because she taught them well the subject. 
In the following part of the interview Ludmila appears as a good mother and the best expert of history of Kyrgyzstan. These two self-images are instrumental and mutually supportive and have cause-effect relationship to one another. This story starts with the note that it was the time to find a school for her son because she was not happy with his primary school. She adds that at that time there were not good primary schools in the city except the secondary school under the Slavonic university, which is called by people warmly Slavyanka. Then she mentions that people at the university considered her to be the best expert in the history of Kyrgyzstan and suddenly she mentions her friend who suggested to the school administration of Slavyanka to include teaching history of Kyrgyzstan in the study curriculum, secretly hoping that it would be Ludmila who would teach it. Since it would be an ‘evil’ intent and motivation to explain why and how she started this part of her career she quickly starts talking about how happy and content she was with her work at the museum and she did not need to find additional work place. But her friend said that she cared about the pupils and thought that it was important to teach them history of Kyrgyzstan. Pupils’ parents also agreed that it was important to study it because ‘situation has changed and we should learn history of this country’. Thus the ‘noble’ motive is found! However afterwards she tries to explain why she left the museum – the work of her dream to work full-time at school. There is very noble and morally right explanation for it that is ‘for the sake of my child’. Thus having worked at Slavyanka for about two years (aprox. 1997-1998) Ludmila understood that her son would get a good and strong education there and she wanted her son to attend that school. But he was too young to start to study at the school unless the school opened up an extra class. Here her agency came into act again. She persuaded the school director to do it and promised that she will work hard to prepare her son for the school’s new 5th grade class although he was still smaller for it as well. The school director said that it would be possible only if Ludmila would leave her job in the museum and work as full-time teacher at the school. As a result she chose school over museum as she explained it for the benefit of her son’s interests. However, her involvement with museum work did not stop. She described how she was and still is in the museum work very much in different roles and ways. She will return to this aspect of her professional life later while discussing her experience with teaching at Slavyanka.
Ludmila worked at Slavyanka for 10 years (~ 1998-2008). In this period of time according to her she had luck to attend seminar on Critical Skills and that changed completely quality of teaching and her understanding of history. She found solution to the problem that was bothering her many years ago in the first school where she taught. Although she did not stop being involved in teaching she never brought up discussion of the problem until now as if it was not mentioned at all. The decision to choose museum over school is now explained not only by – for the sake of pursuit of her dream but also and foremost by being frustrated about teaching at school. Knowledge received on Critical Skills seminars and using these methods in teaching can allow her now confidently say that the examiner at St. Petersburg  had actually not the ‘right’ understanding of history that it is not about being able to narrate nicely but to know how to work with historical sources and to think critically. Then Ludmila gave quite rich description of how she practices critical skills methods with her students and how they enjoy them and what it means to study historical personalities, events and  sources through the lenses of critical skills. It influenced her perception of the role as a teacher that is that she should not impose her point of view on pupils or students but encourage them to think critically and independently out of the context the certain historical knowledge was created. After Critical Skills seminar she continued cooperation with its organizers. One of them pulled strings for her in another educational project. When project coordinators called her and asked if she wants to take part in it she said ‘Yes I want!’ Then Ludmila described in details her activity in that and other educational projects of the Fund of Educational Initiatives that aimed at improving academic practice at schools in the country. She acted in the role of developer of concepts of the programs, trainee for other teachers and school directors and contributor to several collections. Interesting to note that in this case Ludmila does not hide her agency, own initiative or ambition in using those opportunities as well as the role of blat in getting those opportunities. On the contrary she pointed out that she was quite ambitious to use the opportunity even without full understanding of it. It is not similar to other ways of constructing self-image that Ludmila demonstrated before. Is this because being ambitious, courageous and initiative taking is important and useful characteristic to be successful in this kind of activity? 
Ludmila’s career path was not limited only with the above mentioned activities but it developed further and took another turn. Since 2008 she is not teaching at school but working at the university. She is quick to put however that university and school belong to one system. Since she is too busy with other activities like projects, museum, teaching at the university and working on obtaining scientific degree she unfortunately cannot teach at school as well. She cannot do it also because her boss at the university and the labor law do not allow her to do it. But she will return to teaching at school after she finishes her scientific work which was imposed by the boss against her will because she does not need it in order to feel good about her professional self: 

“Он меня заставил заниматься кандидатской. Я, в этом плане, не страдаю амбициями, в моей рабочей сфере я авторитетный и уважаемый специалист, и как преподаватель, и как музейщик. И воде, как это приставочка  «кандидат» и прочее, я в этом не нуждаюсь. Он сказал: «Ничего подобного. Ты ошибаешься. Мне виднее. В общем, короче, ты должна защищаться».” (Ludmial, p. 10) 

She will return to school also because she misses it and because after all money is not important. 

Continuity and Discontinuity of soviet practices, values and modes of thinking in post-Soviet reality

Kollective values and being a person of society or of public (chelovek obshestva). For the first time this statement was openly put when Ludmila was telling about her university studies. Having shortly touched on the studies she added that she took active part in public youth organizations of the Soviet Union starting from Pioneer organization to Komsomol and named her positions and responsibilities in the organizations. In the end she put it that she is the person of society or of public life but prefers sometimes to be alone as well. Prior to this Ludmila talked about her failure to enter a university in Leningrad (1973) by saying that she was happy not to apart from her family, friends, school classmates and the city because she was domestic ‘domashnij’ person. This easing strategy of the failure can aim at portraying Ludmila as one belonging to kollektive and who values the principles of being in kollektive and living and working for its interests. Another similar story is told in regards with Ludmila’s attending kindergarten. Thus Ludmila’s mother decided that she should attend kindergarten for the sake of growing up in the kollective or group despite of the fact that Ludmila’s grandmother could take care of her and grandmother’s frustration about it. Earlier in the interview Ludmila told that actually her mothers’ actor friends helped to take care of her because the grandmother was too old for this work. She does not provide chronology when which of the two happened. But I assume the story with artist friends of the mother taking care of Ludmila was told when she was busy to build ‘highly cultured and educated’ image of the mother and herself. The later one is told to fit another Soviet and even as well as post-Soviet normality perception – the importance or value of being in kollective and valuing kollective interests. I wonder if this value system inculcated during the SU is guiding her when she makes some ambiguous statements. Second, Ludmila does not mention anything how the studies at the university corresponded to her criteria of the ‘right’ way of teaching history in opposite to teaching it at school, mentioning just that she had wonderful lecturers there and she is thankful to them. But if we go back to her argument that school and university are one system, meaning there is no difference between them in terms of principles and rules of academic practice said in order to explain why she is not teaching anymore at school we come across another contradiction in her words. In this case I assume she wanted to justify, make excuse and explain why she is not doing ‘morally right’ work, which is to work at school with pupils despite of lower salary than at the university or in other words that she is going against the kollektive interests for the sake of individual ones. It would not be ‘morally right’ to say I chose other options than school because I wanted to do something more interesting, prestigious, ambitious, more highly valued and much more financially rewarding than working at school. On the contrary Ludmila described the situation as something that she did not want to but because the head of department forced her to write candidate degree and because labor law does not allow being involved in too many activities simultaneously she had to refuse to teach at school. The motive to make excuse for not teaching at school and not to be conceived as ambitious person conditioned her way of looking at writing the dissertation as something she does not need to feel good about her professional self but agreeing to do it just as one of the conditions or steps of the career.  
All of the above can show how one of the main values of Soviet ideology – the kollective, belonging to kollective and living and working for kollective needs and benefit and disapproval of pursuing individual interests are still present in self-image presentation of Ludmila. However it goes together with another aspect of being adequate and ‘right’ person in post-Soviet reality in which the value of kollective is not anymore in the front-page of discourses of values in the society and pursuing her individual interests actually proved to be an effective way to adopt to new order of things in post-socialism and which made her successful in her professional career. I should say that importance of kollektive and fitting the image of the one who adheres to the principles and interests of kollective affects how Ludmila argues about herself and her life. This takes place mainly on discursive level while in the practice she is doing opposite. However having in her mind that kollektive interests should be more important than individual ones forces her to come up with morally right and socially adequate images of herself while she did and had contrary to that idea experiences and choices. As a result we have some ambiguous and contradictory stories. 
Ethnic or national situation in SU and Ludmila’s self-identification trajectories. When she was a pupil there were only two Kyrgyz pupils in her class. The rest was Russians. Ludmila says there was no difference between the Russians and the urban Kyrgyz in her class because the later ones were children from the urban intelligentsia family. They were ‘their folk’. At the university she faced another world, the world of the Kyrgyz. Since then she lived in two worlds – one in her neighborhood and with classmates (Russian world) and another at the university with plenty Kyrgyz. She wonders how it was possible that until she became 17 she could not have any idea about the Kyrgyz culture.  ‘But Frunze was a Russian city at that time’ – she put it having achieved some explanation to it. 

Пока мы учились, русские группы, киргизкие группы, я 2 года своих одногруппников даже не узнавала. Я путала имена, потому что для меня эта была встреча  с совершенно новой культурой. Как будто в другую страну меня отправили. Я когда приходила на занятия, в другую страну попадала. У нас в школе учителей кыргызов не было. Там, в университете, почти все преподаватели кыргызы, причем не все хорошо говорили на русском. Я будто жила в двух плоскостях. Университет - это одна страна, прихожу к себе во двор, встречаюсь с одноклассниками […] я жила в 2 культурах. (Ludmila, p. 16)

Well this story about two cultural worlds of Russians and the Kyrgyz that she discovered that they existed separately and she became part of the both when she entered university (1974) allows me to make some points of Ludmila’s self (ethnic) identification at that time. Thus, for Ludmila people at that time belonged to two ethnic categories: ‘the Russians’ and ‘the Kyrgyz’. Even though the two Kyrgyz classmates were considered as ‘their folk’ because they were from urban intelligentsia family and both sides (Russians or non-Kyrgyz and the two Kyrgyz classmates) would not feel difference between each other one can say that for Ludmila the ‘Russian’ and ‘Kyrgyz’ ethnicities and/or cultural worlds were two different  categories. And Ludmila unambiguously positions herself with the ‘Russian’ ethnicity and cultural world. Then she argues that at present (2009) she lives in ‘one culture – which is historical and she feels very comfortable in it’. Ludmila understands Kyrgyz language but cannot speak it. She said that sometimes she feels discomfort about not being able to say something in Kyrgyz. Moreover, in relation to that she put it that due to her profession she knows better Kyrgyz traditions and history than the Kyrgyz themselves.  At this point the ethnic categories that were defined as distinct and not having much in common take another turn and emphasis. Thus, now Ludmila is not just a Russian isolated from the Kyrgyz cultural world and living in her own Russian world and contacting the first one not on regular basis but now she can claim some form of belonging and being adequate in the Kyrgyz cultural world. The third way of Ludmila’s ethnic identification makes null and void the first one which was seeing the world around her in two ethnic categories and positioning herself belonging to the Russian one. To explain this let me mention first a bus trip with her son to Moscow in 2007 to attend concert of Metallica. Both of them were frustrated how Russians in the Russian border were treating those who did not look European. Since Ludmila’s son was one of them as she said he was discriminated by the Russia’s Russians which he had never experienced in Kyrgyzstan by the Kyrgyz. Moreover he has many Kyrgyz friends. Thus this story can inform us that her perception of her ethnic identity has become challenged under new ethno-political and border situations in post-Soviet spaces. She will elaborate on it more when after having talked about socialism and life in SU she was asked to tell about her attitude to SU.  Ludmila answered:

Это была моя страна. Даже сейчас я заполняю анкету и пишу: «Место проживания – не Бишкек а Фрунзе», а страна в которой я родилась - Советский Союз. То есть я человек без Родины. Вообще, в  Советском Союзе происходила интересная вещь. Мы говорим, что мы создавали культуру советскую по форме и национальную по содержанию. Все национальное нивелировалась, стирались какие-то грани. (Ludmila, p. 26)

Thus she is the Soviet person instead of Russian and that having lived in Kyrgyz land for more than 40 years she feels now that she is more Kyrgyz than feeling Russian to the fullest. The cultural world that she lived in until the age of 17 is now defined not as Russian but as the Soviet. It appears that it is not complicated only on the conscious level but also in the biological one as well. Thus although in her passport she is Russian her ancestors were far more than only Russians. Her husband is also mix of different ethnic groups and it creates a great difficulty for her son to define himself according to one ethnic category. He does not feel belonging to any of the ethnic cultures because he is Ludmila’s son – the son of homo Sovieticus. Although when he got his passport he chose his nationality, which is Russian. This story of Ludmila’s identification is similar to the stories of other Russian speaking population of Kyrgyzstan in the book of Nataliya Kosmarskaya – “The Children of Empire…”

Education and teachers in SU vs. education and Ludmila as a teacher after Critical Skills courses. Let me remind you what Ludmila told about one aspect of education in SU when she was discussing problems that she encountered when she taught at school (1979-1983). She put it that there was such ‘a category of teachers’ that would not be interested in their work and would teach without creativity and passion. Her colleague at the school was one of such and Ludmila could not learn anything from her to improve the methods of teaching. In the second part of the interview when she was asked about how history and other lessons were conducted at school Ludmila repeated that her history teachers were not ‘good pedagogue’ and she does not remember history lessons at school. She studied history at school mainly on her own. That was not the case at the university. Ludmila put it in between that she had many wonderful lecturers at the university and she is thankful to them. Talking back about lessons at school she said that she had wonderful teacher of Math and two teachers of (Russian) Literature. But she elaborated on only Literature lessons describing them as stimulating for discussions and where pupils could express their view-points and even exert physical violence on a classmate in order to prove her rightness. Teachers in their turn would not forbid pupils to express themselves freely and would not impose their own point of view. In addition Ludmila recalled one old woman who was a 70 years old teacher of history when Ludmila met her in about 2001and witnessed that she taught history ‘interestingly’. Ludmila is confident that that old history teacher would teach in the same way during SU and regrets that she did not have opportunity to get acquainted with such talented pedagog earlier. Moreover, Ludmila mentioned that actually she would use some visual means of instruction at her lessons at the school. Every teacher had to develop the study plan of his/her subject and then show it to the head of curriculum department. In the plan teachers had to write aims and tasks of their lessons. The aims had two aspects: tutorial (nurturing) and educational. At that time Ludmila did not know difference between aims and tasks and like other teachers she would consider them as one thing. Thanks to Critical Skills courses she learned to differentiate these two things.  Methodological literature would include precise instructions how to teach history and how to organize the lessons. Fortunately as she put it she did not have to write in the study plan everything about her lessons. I want to conclude this topic with that the discourse of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ or ‘interesting’ and ‘uninteresting’ lessons and teachers at school during SU is argued according to how much they were close or similar to what she understands and defines is ‘good’, ‘interesting’ and ‘right’ at present as a result of being trained in Critical Skills. 

Material well-being and Mobility in the Soviet Union and now. Money was not enough in the family of origin and Ludmila would know that her parents would earn it with hard work and effort. Her stipend was not much and she would spend most of it for buying books.  She would save up some money from her stipend and would buy jeans that were very expensive at that time. But as she put it afterwards the family was not totally short of funds and she could afford some things that would be luxurious at present. To have spawn as snack at the university with friends was not cheap but affordable product. With the financial help of her parents she could travel to European parts of the SU like Moscow, St. Petersburg, Bulgaria, Latvia and Black Sea. When she worked at school (1979-1983) her salary was not enough but with the help of her parents she would manage well. But her salary was enough for both way trip to Moscow. With the school salary and her parents contribution Ludmila could travel to Moscow and St. Petersburg. Ludmila would also travel often as a museum worker during the Soviet Union. The above mentioned was said when she was asked about material well-being of her family during the Soviet period. But when Ludmila was asked about disadvantages of socialism the style of narration and argument changed in an interesting way. Thus she described long queues for products in the shops and how she together with other women with children would hunt for products in the shops (1989-1991). In relation to this she also described the ways she would get deficit goods and products.  As for the present situation with the above mentioned aspects of material life Ludmila said that thanks to the cooperation with UNESCO she has been in Paris, Egypt and Iran. In the framework of educational projects she traveled to Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan and Mongolia. Moreover she traveled with her son to Moscow to take part at the concert of the Metallic. But when she was asked directly to compare the Soviet past and present in terms of material well-being she put it that at present some opportunities e.g., traveling to Moscow, Leningrad and the Black Sea decreased. In 93-94 she had to sell her jewelry because of some hardships but nowadays financial situation of her family is not worth than in the SU. At the same time she feels pity that she cannot show her son St. Petersburg but only Almaty. Thus we can see that there is both continuity and discontinuity in material well-being and mobility of Ludmila’s life. Advantage of the Soviet past in terms material well-being in relation to the soviet present is evaluated based not on what kind of possibilities appeared with dissolution of the Soviet Empire e.g. travel to Iran and Paris and other exciting activities she has been doing with educational projects but with decreased opportunities like not being able to show to her son St. Petersburg.
Continuity and discontinuity of relation to property. She recalls an episode told by one of her pupils about looting on the first so called Tulip revolution in Kyrgyzstan in 2005. The pupil saw how one man was looting one IT shop in the city. As soon as the looter had loaded a taxi with looted items the taxi driver drove away and he remained shouting at the taxi driver ‘Stealer! Stealer!’  Ludmila asked the pupil how old was the first stealer or in fact looter. Having learned that he was about in his 40s she concluded that he was a Soviet person who still believes it is fair to steal from not concrete person or from the state because he believes that he is compensating what the state failed to give him.  The pupil who grew up in post-Socialism and who did not have such believe could see how absurd the looter was when he was calling the taxi driver stealer. 

Closer social ties in socialism vs. individualism in post-socialism. Until 1961 Ludmila’s family lived in barachnyj house in Frunze. In 1961 her father was granted a flat in a many-stored house from his work place. It was called the ‘house of electricians’. In that neighborhood there was one more ‘house of electricians’ and a ‘house of geologists’. Relations with neighbors of the family of origin and early years of married life in the family of her husband were close, trustworthy and friendly. They would celebrate holidays together, trust each other and feel and act free like at home in a neighbor’s home.  That has changed completely nowadays (2009). She does not know most of her neighbors and they do not communicate with each other. Ludmila put it ‘People have become now more individualistic’. 
Living with and speaking up about social inequality, blat and corruption in Soviet Union. Not all the neighbors in the parental house were the same. There was a many-stored house in which ‘elite’ people like ‘judges and etc.’ lived. They would not take part in the social activities of the residents of another three not ‘elite’ many-stored houses and would keep themselves in distance.  There are several stories about blat in Ludmila’s life. In the above sentences we could read two such cases – one when her friend assisted Ludmila to get teaching position at Slavyanka and another when she became involved in the projects. For the first case she found a ‘noble’ motive to ease the ‘evil’ one, while in the later she seems to take it for granted and looks at it as normal practice. Both of these cases took place after collapse of the Soviet Union (the first one in 1993 and the second one in about 2000). Thus we can talk here about continuity of blat as a Soviet practice in post-Soviet space. 
I would like to draw your attention to other stories of blat in Ludmila’s life. Above discussed stories of social inequality and blat were mentioned in the background and she took them for granted. At the same time there are stories about similar topics but only with different ways of looking at and dealing with them. Thus when discussing how Ludmila became critical about the system after starting to teach at school (1979-1983) besides Afghan topic she explained such change by her awareness of social inequality in the Soviet society. Here she told about how she used the chance to get rare goods and products in ‘special’ shops with the help of her friend who worked in the White House
 and hence had access to them and in the canteen of the Party to which Ludmila had access due to her work in the museum by doubting in the end that she is not sure at present whether she did right thing or not. Moreover in the time of shortage of products and goods in the SU when visiting Moscow her uncle who worked as an industry authority there would give her package of gifts with rare products that would not be possible to find easily even in Moscow at that time. Thus if these stories of blat and social inequality are discussed as negative appearances of socialism but nevertheless she lived with and even benefited from them, in the following story we will see how Ludmila spoke up about it and passively resisted the system.
 In order to calm down an undisciplined pupil who was a son of people’ artist and Opera singer (meaning that he was from wealthy or influential family) and who arrogantly put it why after all to study Ludmila said to him in front of other pupils during the lesson that ‘he should not worry about the studies because his father had money and knew to whom it to give in order to manage his entrance to university.’ Ludmila explained that although everyone knew about existence of corruption and blat when entering university no one would dare to talk about it openly in public like she did. She also mentioned that some of her former groupmates at the university entered the university thanks to corruption and blat and she put it that it was the requirement of the time and the normal practice, meaning it was not possible to become a university student without bribing someone or having influential supportive social ties. As a result she could earn respect of her pupils by being straightforward, to have courage to tell the truth about the Soviet reality like corruption and blat and they stopped to misbehave in her lessons. If until this Ludmila either took for granted or described blat, corruption and social inequality as negative appearances of the Soviet society or spoke up in front of her pupils, in another story they are used to tell how she passively resisted the system. I will talk about it in the next topic.
Thought and action toward the Soviet state and post-Soviet Kyrgyz state: similarities and differences and/or continuity and discontinuity.
Passive resistance to the system. Ludmila said that she knew about existence of corruption and could see how official papers about how the Soviet society was flourishing did not coincide with reality. For example when she was on maternal leave (1989-1992) she would struggle to get deficit products in the stores together with other women with children. However, she managed to avoid lying or be a part of ‘wrong’ system as a history teacher in SU. Ludmila did it as she put it by not teaching during that period at school but she worked at the museum. As for the museum activity she said that she worked there as expert of ancient history of Kyrgyzstan and hence she avoided to teach what she did not agree with. Thus Ludmila came up with another ‘morally right’ story and made null and void what she had told us earlier about her motive to choose museum over school first, because of the dream to work in the museum and then because she wanted to escape from problems at school as well as the teaching activity in the museum. In addition she corrected or detailed the period of history of Kyrgyzstan in which she is ‘the best expert’. If earlier when she was talking about herself as the teacher of history she portrayed herself as the best expert of history of Kyrgyzstan but in the case of the need to explain how she dealt with controversies in the society as a history teacher she decided to distance herself from teaching and from modern period of history of Kyrgyzstan. Moreover as a protest to the negative appearances of the Soviet system she refused to join the party after the incident in which Komsomol officials misbehaved in front of her pupils by demanding her to give alcohol and dancing drunk in front of the pupils. A different example of passive resistance was when Ludmila resisted the school administration’s demand to change her hairstyle and dress that she would have after trip to Latvia. Prehistory to this was that in order to fit the European standards in terms of dressing and looking style Ludmila and her other two friends prepared some ‘adequate’ clothe and changed their hairstyle for their voyage to Latvia after graduation of the university. And despite of school administration’s demand she went on coming to school not in a ‘modest’ way. Ludmila is not sure whether she was right when she did that but she explained it as probably she acted so as a reaction to the school director’s words about her wish to recruit a more experienced history teacher instead of a new graduate of the university. Ludmila was terribly offended by this because it was unfair to be treated like that since she was a specialist with diploma and high educational achievements at the university (red diploma). 
Being Soviet citizen with civic duty and Critical but loyal to the Soviet state. Having told how lessons were carried out at her school as a pupil she tried to explain why when she started to teach history at school she did not manage to have the same kind of spirit like at Russian Literature lessons at her time as a pupil at school. That spirit let me remind you, was of discussion, freedom to think independently and without fear and control from the teachers. When she was teaching at school for the first time (1979-1983) it seems that despite of not agreeing with some aspects of the Soviet politics Ludmila’s lessons were not very much different from her own teachers’ lessons at school in terms of principles, ideas and methods of teaching. However, she has ‘very good’ explanation for it. Thus, Ludmila experienced the first discomfort about the Soviet system when the Soviet troops entered Afghanistan (1979-1983). Despite of her critical attitude to this and feeling discomfort in teaching about what she did not agree with Ludmila did not dare to tell the truth and speak up her own opinion on the issue to her pupils. And the motive for that action was not to disappoint the Soviet power that had evaluated her professionalism highly with the diploma of ‘The best Komsomol(etz)’. Since Ludmila was a representative of the Soviet power at school she did not dare to contradict and criticize the decision of the state even though she did disagree with it as a person. However she did some action that would not portray Ludmila as fully supportive of the Afghan war. She expressed covert disapproval of one of her pupil’s intention to serve in that war by saying “Are you crazy?” When the former pupil returned from Afghan war he told her how terrible it was there. At that moment as she put it she felt discomfort but she was not ashamed. Thus in order to explain why she did not have interesting classes with discussions and debates when she taught history Ludmila wanted to argue that it was not because she did not have a critical view on things in the SU but because she was fulfilling her right as a citizen of the Soviet state. Second, choosing the topic of the Afghan war that was done for the sake of portraying herself as critical about the system does not have purpose to criticize the system but to construct certain image of oneself, e.g., critically minded but responsible and professional state agent. Third, it is unlikely that Ludmila knew the truth about Afghan war in the time when this story took place since sources of alternative information were not accessible and the former pupil who had served in Afghanistan told her his experience there most probably after 1983 when she stopped teaching at school for some time and when he came after his studies at military academy and service in the Afghan war. I assume that the choice of this event to portray herself as critically minded but good loyal soviet citizen was made under the influence of history textbooks or other media sources or just public opinion about the war that came into existence after fall of the Soviet Union.  Last, but not least we can agree that Ludmila displayed oneself as two distinctive persons belonging to different domains as personal and public. On the one hand, as a person belonging to personal domain she was critical about the Afghan war and felt discomfort about teaching to pupils that it was right and on the other, as the person belonging to public domain in which she had to suppress her personal domain and prioritize the later one because of duty as a good and right citizen. 

Parents were not concerned about political issues. There would not be any discussions about the system in the family of origin. The grandmother would go for voting early in the morning in order to watch children’s concert and to buy deficit products that would be accessible only through blat or on the election days. She would also do it because she thought she had to. The same was with the parents. First, they would not even think not to vote and second, they would vote because they had to.  However, having said the above Ludmila decides to make difference between the mother and father in their attitude to the system and politics presenting father down-to-earth and apolitical person while portraying the mother as if she was critical and interested in politics during perestroika period but reserved in sharing her ‘real’ hidden thoughts. 

It was not possible to be critical about the system because I was successfully socialized in the socialist ideals and principles and because I did not know another reality. When Ludmila was talking about instructions that she had to follow to teach history at school during socialism she put it ‘The methodology literature would include instructions what kind of answers a pupil should give in the history lesson. If the answer deviated from the standard one to some extent it was not a problem but if it was big then it was a problem since History is connected with ideology and politics and through tutoring aims (vospitatelnye tzeli) certain ideology is inculcated.’ (Ludmila, pp. 21-21). After saying this Ludmila turned her attention to discussion about feeling discomfort about Afghanistan when she was teaching at school. She explained that since she grew up in the Soviet system, in its pioneer and komsomol organizations she would not feel any discomfort about the Soviet system until she started to teach at school, specifically when she had to agree with official view on Afghan war. Moreover, she explained the fact that she did not think what the socialist system was until it collapsed because she was living in it and according to a historical factor of ‘approbation of time’ one cannot objectively look and assess what is happening around him or her while he or she is living in that time. Hence she argues that having been successfully socialized in socialist ideals and because she was living in socialism without access to alternative information she did not have chance to have critical eye on the system. It is interesting to note how she explains the phenomenon of dissidents in Soviet Union after pointing that she passed successfully all the stages of Soviet socialization and as a result she had ‘typical happy Soviet childhood and youth’ and benefited from such socialization in terms of being inculcated into morally right and high values such as being raised as a social creature and considering the public interests more important than individual ones.

Во-первых, ребенок воспитывается как общественное существо.  Почему у пионера салют над головой? Потому что, как пионер вожатая это помню, для пионера общественные интересы важнее личных. Вот поэтому и салют над головой. И преемственность 3 поколений – галстук. Даже в символике это было заложено. Тут еще очень хорошая тема для размышления – символика коммунистическая. Тут была очень хорошая система воспитания, потому что в голове то это все сидело. 
Thus this value was not opposed by anyone except small number of dissidents of late socialism who became such because they failed to pass all stages of socialization of the Soviet state. However she put it that ‘it is understandable’ why there were dissidents in the 20s and 30s and their motives to become dissidents had more logical and morally right basis. Although she does not elaborate why it is understandable why some people became dissidents in the 20s and 30s I want to mention what she was telling earlier about early Soviet period in contrast to the late Brezhnev one. 

Это был еще тогда, когда мы сами изучали труды Брежнева, и когда мне в школе пришлось преподавать. Потому что, имея общие источники, я читала одно. А у Брежнева, почему-то, было расхождение. Ну и сознание было взрослого человека, у нас Брежнев, Черненко. Тогда я начала понимать то, что не стыкуется это. К тому же, я сталкивалась с коррупцией, если я сама взятки не брала и никому не давала, это не значит, что этого не существует. Я знала, что это все равно есть, причем знала некоторые моменты, которые в ЦК ВЛКСМ происходили. При этом всем, у меня жило очень глубокое уважение к революции. Здесь сомнений не было никаких. Потому что идеи равенства - они хорошие, но вопрос, на чем они основаны. На нивелировании чего-то, или на уважении человеческих качеств, то есть в понимании демократии, немного другое становится. Поэтому то, что было там, революция, война, и сделать Советский Союз великой державой - это тоже большой подвиг. И потом, Павел Корчагин, пусть он и наивен со своими идеями, но его героизм никто никогда не спишет, и не для себя он это делал. Все равно, человек бескорыстной души и его жизнь, прожитая так, «чтобы не было мучительно больно», она не теряет актуальности для человека сейчас, для нормального человека, а не для распыльсовщика. А то, что происходило уже в последние годы Брежнева и потом, к этому уже появилось критическое отношение.(Ludmila, p.22)

Private life: family tragedies happened because of political situation of that time. The fact that her grandfather from the father’s side who worked as a chief accountant in one enterprise in Kazakhstan was repressed was not a taboo topic in her family. She knew about it and her family would understand it ‘as a political situation of that time’. But in the family of her husband it was a shame. Her husband’s father was participant of the Great Patriotic War and the fact that he was deprived of his ‘order of red banner’ was defined as the fact of his repression. Having discussed the story around the in-law’s respectful attitude to the Victory Day and the father-in-law’s deprived order she abruptly in the background mentioned that he sat in prison and this fact was shameful for her in-laws despite of his rehabilitation later. She did not learn about it until the death of the parents-in-law. I wonder why she is calling the fact of being deprived of the ‘order of red banner’ and sitting in the prison of her father-in-law as repression. Was it really so or she is telling that for the sake of having ‘repressed’ relatives in her profile since only or mostly educated people were repressed according to history textbooks?

Understanding reasons of collapse of the SU: being scientific, semi-scientific and non scientific person. The SU collapsed because it was a classical empire in which the centre dominated peripheries and the later as a result made protest to it. There was also an external factor such as the whole program to break down the SU by America. Even though the people expressed their will to keep the SU in the referendum the Soviet leadership decided to end it because they knew what the ordinary people did not know [something] and they did it in their own interests. Thus, I would say that the first reason was argued in nationalist, post-colonialist line of argumentation which is present in the Kyrgyz history textbooks as one way of portraying the Soviet past. The second one is argued in semi-scientific or conspiracy theory style which was and still is widely popular among post-socialist nations. While the third one is non-scientific explanation of collapse of the SU or in other words it is having difficulty to understand and explain why it collapsed. This kind of explanation is found in most of other interviews. 
Continuity and discontinuity of her civic and teacher role in the post-Soviet Kyrgyz state. In the interview you never see that Ludmila is criticizing anything related to the state policy and institutions or to appearances that happened due to present political and economic situation in the country. Moreover she demonstrated some form of adequacy and loyalty to the Kyrgyz state by having dedication to teaching history of Kyrgyzstan and being competent in knowing history and culture of the Kyrgyz better than the Kyrgyz themselves and saying that she feels discomfort about not being able to speak in Kyrgyz. However some unfavourable conditions of present situation can be found when she told about how she makes her pupils and students to think critically in her lessons. As an example she said that when her pupils say positive things about democracy she challenges them by pointing out positive sides of the SU in contrast to the present time in terms of low prices and better chances to travel to European parts of the USSR. Although Ludmila explained that she says so not to impose her point of view on her pupils but to make them to think critically one can see what is not good for her at present. There are might be other things that Ludmila does not favour in the present state of affairs with economy, ethnic and language issues and other things in Kygyzstan.  However she did not say anything like that. Instead Ludmila put it that she has successfully adapted to post-Soviet reality and she does not feel discomfort at present at all. That is so foremost because of her understanding of history, which is to see history as a tool of manipulation by political elites. Although Ludmila demonstrated her competency in knowing the complexity of the role of history as a science nevertheless this statement does not explain much about Lumdila’s loyalty and absence of open criticism toward the state at present. Or can it be explained by continuity of her habitus in relation to the state and her role as a history teacher hence the state agent that was formed and practiced during the Soviet Union? On the other hand, at the same time we can notice that there is discontinuity in her professional self concept understanding when we look in her answer to the question how she sees the role of history teacher for the development of the country.  Thus for Ludmila her role as a teacher is to correspond to the high moral standard that the society assigned to teachers and as a result she is responsible for moral education of her pupils. 
� A nephew grew up in her family of origin. 


� Later in the interview Ludmila mentions that she had to sell jewelry in the time of financial hardship in 1993-1994 


� Building in which president and government of Kyrgyz Republic sit. In the SU probably the Party apparatus would reside there.





