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Abstract


This paper examines the policies and practices of the Soviet government in relation to women in the 1920s and 1930s.  The first chapter outlines the two main approaches to this issue, one of which regards the policies of the 1920s as progressive and those of the 1930s as a conservative reaction, the other of which sees a continuity between Bolshevik policies and Russian traditionalism. Against both of these positions the argument is presented that there is a continuity between the policies of the 1920s and 1930s, but that these policies sought a radical transformation of gender relations through the governmentalization of the private sphere. This argument is developed in more detail in the following two chapters.


The second chapter focuses on the use of images, and specifically of photographs, as instruments of governmental problematization of gender relations. The third chapter then provides a more comprehensive analysis of government policy, with an emphasis on the role of family legislation.
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“We conceive of ourselves — we are aware of it — as the vanguard of the toiling classes, i.e., of the enormous mass of the population, and thus we find ourselves in the fortunate position where we can decide questions not only for ourselves, but can establish, so to speak, the mode, the norm by which society must live. We are the ruling class here, in our country, and life will be constructed according to us.”  Solts,  [1922]/1990, p. 32 





“The October Revolution honestly fulfilled its obligations in relation to woman. …However, the boldest revolution, like the “all-powerful” British Parliament, cannot convert a woman into a man — or, rather, cannot divide equally between them the burden of pregnancy, birth, nursing, and the rearing of children.” Trotsky, ‘Thermidor in the Family’, from ‘The Revolution Betrayed’ [1936]/1970








Introduction











�
Historical presentations and discussions about the first two decades after the October Revolution have been riddled with controversies and glaring contradictions, especially with reference to the issue of women. This paper seeks critically to engage this issue and period in an effort to clarify some of the  historical complexities involved. Towards this effort I have employed Foucault’s notion of governmentality by which is meant the 


“ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures, analyses, and reflections, the calculations and tactics that allow the exercise of this very specific albeit complex form of power, which has as its target, population, as its principal form of knowledge, political economy and as its essential technical means, apparatuses of security.” (Foucault, 1991:102) 


It is suggested that a more nuanced historical appreciation and understanding of women’s position in the Bolshevik years could be achieved by examining the various governmental concerns and institutional mechanisms that problematized the role of women during this period.


“They are explicit programmes; we are dealing with sets of calculated, reasoned prescriptions in terms of which institutions are meant to be reorganized, spaces arranged, behaviours regulated.” (Foucault, 1991:80)


Foucualt advises that instead of setting up a naive and untenable distinction between "the purity of the ideal” conceptions and the "disorderly impurity of the real” it is useful to understand these as representing 


“different strategies which are mutually opposed, composed and superposed as to produce permanent and solid effects which can perfectly well be understood in terms of their rationality, even though they don’t conform to the initial programming: this is what gives the resulting apparatus (dispositif) its solidity and suppleness.” (Foucault, 1991:80-81)


The first chapter attempts to outline two of the main approaches that have been assumed with reference to the historical period, namely, 1920s–1930s. This chapter will provide a brief critical review of the specificities of these approaches. The rest of the chapter will provide a thematic outline of the paper. The second chapter will employ photographs from this period as historical evidence and representational technologies through which the various governmental problematizations had been ‘enacted’ and ‘thematized’. The last chapter seeks to provide a more comprehensive historical analysis of the position of women in post-Revolutionary (Bolshevik) Russia with reference to the complex interrelationships between various governmental problematizations that effected it. It will be shown that the position of women during this period is a composite and complex effect of the ‘governmentalization’ of the Bolshevik regime.


�
�
Chapter 1 	Russian Women in the Transition to Socialism





�
Analyzing the theme "Russian women in the transition to socialism” it is possible to identify two main approaches, which can be labeled as "the disruption approach” and "the continuity approach". The disruption approach is that which suggests that the position of women was better in the 1920s (at least, certain steps were undertaken to improve it), but became worse after the coming of Stalin and his policies — that there was a disruption of an earlier progressive policy of the 1920s in the 1930s. The "continuity approach” suggests that the Bolsheviks had a continuous approach that was not interested in the improvement of the position of women both in the 1920s and the 1930s — that there was no change.  


Let us consider these positions in greater detail.


The first (disruption) position states that the Revolution dramatically changed the patterns of sex roles in what had been essentially patriarchal Russia. However, the rapid emancipation of the 1920s finished with Stalin’s turn to totalitarianism in the 1930s, when women were organized as the ‘labour army’ and as ‘traditional mothers and wives’. Complementarily, revolutionary Bolshevik practices of the 1920s led to the disorder of sexual relations in a situation of social chaos and patriarchal backwardness of the masses. Thus, the turn to conservatism in the 1930s was conceived as ‘natural’ and was supported by the population, especially women. This  group of authors deems the 1920s as a time of profound changes in all connections of patriarchy by means of the radical transformation of the institutional and legal framework (Atkinson, 1978:35-37, Lapidus, 1978:115-116). For example, Caroline Lund estimates women’s position after the Revolution in the following words:


‘The living conditions of women, who were among the most downtrodden and oppressed in czarist Russia, were greatly improved by the revolution. The whole population has benefited from the industrialization made possible by the nationalization of industry and central planning.’ (in the Introduction to Trotsky, 1970: 7)


Thus, it is argued that even if the Bolsheviks theoretically occupied an ambiguous position towards gender relations due to the ‘tension’ towards the ‘class-gender’ paradigm common for Marxism (Lapidus, p. 123), modernization, industrialization, collectivization and cultural revolution inevitably resulted in changes of traditional sex roles:


‘Modernization has meant different things for different societies, but changes in sex roles have been a universal aspect of the process.’(Atkinson, 1978:36);


‘In some respects, changes in the role of women in the USSR parallel such changes elsewhere associated with industrialization and urbanization generally, although in others the distinctive orientations and priorities of the Soviet regime leave their imprint.’ (Lapidus, 1978:117);


‘Collectivization in turn had limited effects on the patriarchalism of the peasants.’ (Clements, 1991:269)


However, women’s enthusiasm and emancipation of the 20s is confirmed, as, for instance, Mary Buckley (1989:19) states: ‘Despite the immense difficulties of the new Soviet state, progressive legislation for women was kept on the political agenda showing that commitment to Marxist ideology in a revolutionary situation produced both debate and legislative change’ which is supposed to have ceased to exist with the conservative turn to totalitarianism in Stalin’s 30s:


‘All political challenges to the Stalinist synthesis of transformation and tradition were suppressed. The proletarian women who had spoken out in defense of their own interests during the 1920s were silenced, and issues relating to women’s liberation disappeared from the political agenda.’ (Engel, 1991:146-147, see also in Goldman, 1989:77; Buckley, 1989:136-137; Lapidus).


 Nevertheless, it has been claimed that ‘the emancipation of women was an integral part of Marxist ideology’ (Glickman, 1978:79). It is emphasized that even though Bolsheviks, following the Marxist theory of ‘equal rights’, considered the emancipation of women as a means of and an instrument for the effective transformation of all old social structures, their revolutionary attempts led to disorder in sexual/gender relations in addition to the existing social chaos. Thus, the conservative ‘turn’ to the stability of sexual relations in the 30s is presented as a ‘natural’ reaction to the ‘sexual freedom’ of the 20s:


	‘Peasant men and women frequently resented the imposition of a "foreign” morality, and opposed the laws on divorce and alimony for clear economic reasons. Women, both urban and rural, spoke out vehemently against promiscuity and laws that threatened their shaky family economies… Many working-class and peasant women had experienced the ‘freedom’ of this period (the 1920s) simply as social chaos. Among the groups that had suffered the most from libertarian family policy, there was a measure of support for the resurrection of the family and the new responsibility”. (Goldman, 1989:76)


	‘In these conditions of insecurity [the 1920s], the return to a traditional sanctification of marriage and motherhood in the 1930s, with heavy restrictions on abortion and divorce, was actually welcomed by many women…(Stites in Petchesky, 1986:20-21).


It is notable to point out that the Bolshevik ‘deviation’ from their ideals of the 20s is widely explained both by the backwardness of the rural masses in Russia, which inertially defended patriarchal values, and the dangers of the situation as a whole when the question of women’s emancipation was not of primary importance for the new power: 


‘The problems of poverty, backwardness, and scarcity severely undermined the Bolshevik vision, yet jurists maintained a flexible commitment to women’s liberation and the "withering away” of the family.’ (Goldman, 1989:75-76; also in Engel, 1991: 145-147).


The second (continuity) approach argues that the practical and discursive diversity in relation to polovoi vopros (sex question) finished with the Bolshevik Revolution, when the conservative part of the Bolshevik leaders stopped those within the Party who wanted women’s emancipation. The 1930s in this sense can be seen as the impending ‘triumph’ of conservative policies of the 1920s. Moreover, some of the authors conceive that the Bolsheviks reinforced and crystallized traditional pre-Revolutionary ‘sex roles’ by making polovoi vopros  ‘political’ and private life a ‘public matter’ in the 1920s, and then utilizing for their purposes women as well as men.


According to this position, the conservative and authoritarian, mostly male, proportion of the Bolsheviks, had gone from Western ideals of women’s emancipation and suppressed those within the Party who raised the ‘solved woman’s question’:


	‘The Old Bolsheviks — Lenin, Smidovich, and Iaroslavskii — thought it unwise for communists like Kollontai to push the revolution into areas of innovation beyond a definition of woman’s liberty that meant freedom from the constraint of bourgeois marriage and the family laws of the bourgeois state.’ (Farnsworth, 1978:156).


	


The second interpretation focuses on the continuity between the 20s and the 30s. According to this interpretation the pre-Revolutionary diversity and discussions concerning the polovoi vopros, when the Marxist parties were in the conservative anti-feminist camp, finished with the Revolution: ‘When the Revolution intervened, the sixty-year-old history of Russian feminism came to an end’…(Stites, 1978: 50, 58). Bolshevik campaigns against ‘new morality’ in the 1920s and for ‘communist morality against old morality’ in the 1930s reflected those of Orthodox priests and officials having been spread before the Revolution: ‘ …in the campaigns against the "new morality” of the 1920’s, one could hear more than overtones of the austere revolutionary morality of bygone days’. (Stites, 1978: 43 and 62). Farnsworth argues that the situation in the 1930s is to be understood as the ‘triumph of the traditionalism of the 1920s:


‘Stalinist social legislation in the 1930s represented not a reversal of policy but rather the triumph of certain traditionalist strains within Bolshevism that had been strong throughout the 1920s.’ (Farnsworth, 1978:139). 


Thus, conservative Bolsheviks used the difficult situation in order to keep a desirable status quo of sexual/gender relations, suppressing those Marxists who acted for distinctive steps towards women’s liberation (Stites, 1978:62). Farnsworth presents three main ‘objective’, from her point of view, reasons for such ‘patriarchal continuity’: 


‘Soviet society was too backward, the problems of economic reconstruction too vast, and the commitment of its leaders ultimately too ambivalent for serious innovation to occur in this intimate area’ (Farnsworth, 1978:140).


Others claim that Bolsheviks could not and did not give women any liberation since the Marxist discursive regime in relation to sex/gender is essentially repressive: 


‘Commenting on Marx’s responses to a questionnaire of one of his daughters, where his favorite virtue for men Marx replied ‘strength’; in women ‘weakness’, Nannerl O. Keohane writes: “The identification of weakness with women in such a basic sense, by someone whose whole life was posited on strength, struggle, and fighting, is a poor basis for any theory of women’s liberation.” (cited in Meyer, 1978:101; and see also in Landes, 1989:17-26; 25-26): 


“I have charted the way in which the Woman Question in Marxism has been reduced to an ambivalent approach to the family that vacillates between different poles: a Hegelian approach in which women are tied to the ethical whole (now proletarian instead of bourgeois family existence), and the Utopian attack on the property basis of family life and the resulting prostitution of women and labour within capitalist society”. 


It means that Engels, Bebel, Kollontai, Armand and  Trotsky, who are considered in the literature to be the most advanced regarding women’s position and gender relations (for example, in Stites, 1978; Buckley, 1989; Waters in ‘Promissory Notes’, 1989:32-36, and Farnsworth, 1978), hardly ever referred to the concept of gender/sex identification without reference to the family and/or the reproduction/procreative female function (Buckley, 1989:45-53; Meyer, 1978; Farnsworth, 1978:161). At best they conceived women’s liberation as a ‘natural’ result of ‘proletarian dictatorship’, (or the elimination of inequality between the sexes as a consequence of the elimination of private property) and seldom gave women an opportunity to think for themselves due to their political backwardness:


	‘Communism, the great emancipator of the female sex, can never be the result of the united struggle of women of all classes for the transformation of bourgeois society….It can be achieved only and exclusively by the united class struggle of women and men of the exploited against the privileges and power of men and women of the exploiting classes’ (from "Second International Theses", ‘Promissory Notes’, 1989:38)


Trotsky, like Kollontai, agrees that ‘(A)s long as woman is chained and sewing, all her chances of participation in social and political life are cut down in the extreme’ (Trotsky, 1970 [1923], p. 21). However, Trotsky and Kollontai, mainly concerned with the full future equality, did not consider that men’s participation and the changing of men’s patterns of behaviour within the family might deserve their attention since only the Bolshevik state could provide such liberation for both women and men. (Buckley, 1989; Meyer, 1978).


Meyer (1978) gives a detailed analysis of classical Marxism in relation to women and gender relations, together with the social/cultural interconnections implied in it. Here are some of his conclusions:


‘Engels cited Christianity as a revolutionary movement that had gone through its phase of radical sexual liberation. Moreover, his occasionally enlightened views on sexual matters were balanced by many of the prejudices of the Victorian age, including a deep revulsion against homosexuality and the conviction that masturbation leads to madness.’ (p. 102)


“Lenin, who theoretically recognized the subjection of women and the petty tyranny of household duties, but who in practice surrounded himself with serving women.’ (p. 102)


Though Bebel 


‘recognized the sexual urge as a natural human need, he nonetheless was horrified by promiscuity; though he hated prudery and argued that one ought to be honest about one’s natural needs, he also talked about the natural feeling of shame and morality. In short, despite the fact that he took pride in his advanced and libertarian views concerning sexual matters, he was filled nonetheless with a Victorian loathing of sensualism. Like Engels, he detested homosexual practices as unnatural… Again like Engels, he believed that matriarchy made women beautiful, proud, dignified, and independent. He also argued that light, natural clothing went with a freer life and a more liberated personality.’ (p. 98-99)


Moreover, in the established situation of the "dictatorship over the proletariat"


from the first days of the Bolshevik Revolution (William G. Rosenberg, 1990, Introduction to Part 1), it would hardly be possible to anticipate 


‘women’s liberation’ without that of men likewise since ‘factors that affected the position of women vis-à-vis men similarly affected the social relations of men’ (Atkinson, 1978: 36). 


It is necessary not to be tied by Bolshevik slogans while analyzing the strategies and tactics of Bolshevik power in relation to women’s position, but to see Bolshevik practices within the wider context of the social/cultural means of control of an individual through control of her/his body and then the imposition of "social obligations and rights", derived from the ‘self’-governing of  the ‘body’ which this defines. However, it would not be true to claim that the utilization of sex/body governance defined in this particular way was the main or the only ‘entity’/construction the Bolsheviks could use; obviously, it was complementary to other ‘normalisations’ of the Russian individual which were compatible with the communist order as well, for example: the established communal order (not as a specific feature of mentality, but mapping this very mentality within the boundaries of such order, see, for instance, Atkinson, 1978:33; or Bobroff, 1983); aggressive/naive nationalism by means of Purification/Russification policies (in Honzak); or fear of the authorities and of ‘Siberia’ through the exile system of punishment.


Analysing particular strategies of the new Bolshevik power it will be shown that these strategies are continuos processes within specific frameworks of control of an individual through the control of his/her gender/sexual relations so that analyzing them by opposing the 1920s to the 1930s would provide a misleading impression of the Bolshevik power mechanisms. It is argued that the Bolshevik "political economy” of women’s position and gender/sexual relations in the 20s and the 30s was interwoven with their struggle for power in which the politicization of sex/gender divisions and the discursive collapse of ‘gender’ to mere ‘sex’ relations was one of the main techniques for the achievement of the stability of the new power, through legislative, institutional and discursive (‘scientific’) problematizations of such themes as motherhood, family, marriage, work, socialist future, and childhood. 


It is argued here that approaching the issue of the position of women through these perspectives would not be very useful as it tends to quickly fall into two opposed positions of conservatism and radical change instead of examing the historical specificity of the issue at hand. History seldom plays out such neat oppositions in its dynamic. It is argued instead that the historical specificity of the position of women in Bolshevik Russia is best understood with reference to an analysis of how their position in society was framed and related to as a ‘governmental problematique’. It is also shown that governmental problematizations of women’s position were historically related to and achieved in relation to the problematization of other ‘governmental concerns’, for example, the issues of the care of childhood, the possibility of the socialist future, peasant life, appropriation of private property, collectivization, industrialization, cultural revolution, and the appropriation of the female labour force. It is suggested that these problematizations achieved a larger historical ‘coherence’ as the ‘governmentalization’ of post-Revolutionary Russia. 


Nicholas Rose conceives government as a 


“certain way of striving to reach social and political ends by acting in a calculated manner upon the forces, activities and relations of the individuals that constitute the population". (Rose, 1990:4-5)


Since the end of the eighteenth century, according to Foucault, population arose as ‘the’ terrain of government. Moreover, political authority is not exercised in the name of sovereignty (though it does not completely cease to exist) but in what Foucault conceives as ‘governmentality’. In this form of political rule, 


“(n)ot the management of the life of the nation as if it were a family, though the family itself is a vital instrument of rule, but the regulation of processes proper to the population, the laws that modulate its wealth, health, longevity, and its capacity to wage wars and to engage in labour and so forth” (Rose, 1990:5)


 gained primacy. Here, Foucault is careful to claim that this ‘governmentalization’ does not simply  constitute itself as a more concrete substitute for the abstract state. It represents rather, the "transformation of the rationalities and technologies for the exercise of political rule” (Rose, 1990:5) without making absent the state as such. Since a sustained critique  of Foucault’s notion of governmentality vis-à-vis the state is well beyond the substantive scope of  this paper, it will not be attempted here. However, it is enough to  note for now that Foucault’s notion of governmentality does not negate the existence or efficacy of the state but rather explains the continuing efficacy of the ‘state’ as such, in ways different from conventional political analysis.  


�
�
Chapter 2 : Images of Truth, ‘Truths’ of Images


“The true picture of the past flits by. The past can be seized only as an image which flashes up at the instant when it can be recognized and is never seen again… For every image of the past that is not recognized as one of its own concerns threatens to disappear irretrievably.” (Benjamin, 1973:257)


“(W)hat is important is that the working class feels an organic need to imprint its life experience and its emotions in formal systems and images, and to oppose them to the bourgeoisie, with its dying culture.” (Lbedev-Polyansky, 1990[1918]:52)


“Truth is to be understood as a system of ordered procedures for the production, regulation, distribution, circulation and operation of statements” which is "linked in a circular relation with systems of power which produce and sustain it, and to effects of power which it induces and which extend it. A ‘regime’ of truth.” (Foucault, 1980:133)





�
The following chapter, is concerned with ‘truths’ (as are the above quotations); a particular kind of truth — photographic truth. Conceiving photography as "a specific apparatus in definite historically determined forms” involved in the "production of ‘truth’", this chapter seeks to analyze the photographic production of ‘truth’ as effected by the Bolsheviks during the period stretching from just after the Revolution of 1917 till the late 1930s. A photographic production of ‘truths’: truth of the Revolution; truth of the impending coming of Socialism and Communism; truth of the position of women (and men) in Russia of the 1920–30s. It is suggested here that photographs served as governmental technologies of representation which helped the Bolsheviks propagate, proliferate and thematize certain images that helped constitute public opinion. It is also argued that these representational technologies discursively instituted regimes of truth about the status of men and women in communist society. Photographs were part of a disciplinary/administrative complex that were 


“focused in specific institutional sites and articulated across a range of intertextual practices… bound up with a particular social strategy… to negotiate economic, political and cultural” activities; governmental "intervention aimed at restructuring the order of discourse, appropriating dissent, and resecuring the threatened bonds of social consent.” (Tagg, 1988:8)


 However, it should be understood that we are not here "concerned with exposing the manipulation of a pristine ‘truth’, or with unmasking some conspiracy, but rather with the analysis of the specific ‘political economy’ (and ‘discursive economy?’) within which the ‘mode of production’ of ‘truth’ is operative: that is, not with something motivated on the personal plane, necessarily, but with relations and forces which are pervasive and diffuse throughout the social structure.” (Tagg 1988:174-75)


Why Photographs?


Foucault saw the notion of power and knowledge as always co-implied in each other — thus his notion of “power/knowledge”. He thus saw the operations of governmentality as essentially tied to some form of knowledge. As Rose claims, for Foucault, 


“(g)overnment… depends upon the production, circulation, organization, and authorization of truths, that incarnate what is to be governed, which make it thinkable, calculable and practicable.” (Rose, 1990:6)


 In this chapter, it is argued that photographs served as such a strategy — namely an epistemological/representational strategy/technology by which the Bolsheviks were able to legitimize their governmental interventions. Donzelot refers to the process which lends salience and currency to certain ‘governmental’ themes and concerns so as to make amenable governmental control, as a “regulation of images”. In this chapter it is shown how representations of motherhood, family, socialist future, work, and childhood whether generated by institutions, expert discourses or popular opinion have complemented and cohered with governmental strategies that sought to organize these realms of life.


Photographs are examined here as historical documents providing valuable insights into the period in question. They are treated as primary historical sources of information insofar as they help discursively construct the events and concerns of Russia during a period from the time of the Revolution till the late 1930s (in this case, with regard to the themes of motherhood, childhood, sexual relations, sexuality, family, work, parenthood). While the historiographical discussions about the use and validity of photographs as historical sources have been clarified elsewhere [See, Benjamin (1979), Barthes (1981), Tagg (1988), Sekula (1989) and from a feminist perspective, Williamson (1994) and Razack (1990)] it will be shown how and why the substantive focus of the present research justifies a methodological emphasis on and reading of photographs as significant documents. 


Historical / Discursive Space of Photographic Representation  


“The indexical nature of the photograph — the causative link between the pre-photographic referent and the sign — is… highly complex, irreversible, and can guarantee nothing at the level of meaning” (Tagg, 1988:4). 


As such, any sustained reading of photographs as historical ‘evidence’, as is to be attempted here, needs to elaborate on the complex historical/discursive space within which those images in silver nitrate were and could be read as having ‘evidential force’ (Barthes). Tagg shows how the 


“regime in which photographic evidence emerged… was a complex administrative and discursive restructuring, turning on a social division between the power and privilege of producing and possessing and the burden of being meaning.” (Tagg, 1988:6) 


In this study, I will first attempt to present an outline of the historical and discursive space within which photographs were both produced and received/perceived. I will also show how various institutional mechanisms and discursive practices (especially, the governmental, aesthetic, ethical and cultural debates and practices) mediated the production and reception of the photographs to be analyzed later in this chapter. I will map out this space under certain broad governmental and representational concerns (showing also the historical overlap between these concerns), namely:


1) Representing and Maintaining the ‘Rupture’ of Revolution 


It is shown how the Revolution is continuously reinvoked in order to sustain the hopes of the down-trodden masses who wait for the change they had hoped would come from it. The post-Revolutionary years were in this sense the most testing years for the Bolsheviks since they were under pressure to deliver what they had ‘promised’ during the Revolution. Till then the revolution had promised more than it could or had yet delivered in real change. The Bolsheviks seemed to have been keenly aware of this, as is apparent in their rhetoric and in the way they have continued to represent the ‘Revolution’ as the only promise. This concern over the manipulation of the post-revolutionary culture is not only expressed, as conventional historical interpretations would like to assert, in practices of political repression but also in cultural and social policies that sought to increase governmental control over the lives of ordinary people. The latter theme is discussed in greater detail in chapter 3 as "the governmentalization of the private realm". 


2) Discursive construction of the ‘Truth’ of Marxism and Communism


Marxism, Foucault (and Barthes) rightly note, speaks through "a language of knowledge” and as such makes appeal to ‘truth’. The ‘essence-appearance’ dialectic intrinsic to Marxism is itself very much a reflection of this appeal to ‘truth’. Marxist struggle is, as such, a contest over the truth for the right to be the truth. In the post-Revolutionary years this truth of Marxism-Leninism had to be and was sustained, not so much by concrete transformations but rather by a constant evocation through representational and rhetorical articulations of the ‘truth’ of Marxism-Leninism. After the revolution, the Bolsheviks proclaimed: we promised you the revolution, we gave you the Revolution. We have proved that we know the truth and the true way to a better future. However, these were mere proclamations insofar as that was all they could make, given the fact that concrete changes were slow in the coming. Photography, with its rhetoric of truth and immediacy (Barthes) was an ideal means to package this everyday ‘truth’. 


3) Concern over (Constructing the) Future 


	— stress on emptying the present


	— orientation to the future


Photographs were introduced into a historical and discursive regime that actively propagated an orientation and attention to the socialist future in an effort to empty the present of significance. This discursive emphasis on the socialist future was constantly coded into the political speeches of leaders, architecture, art-forms and literary texts of the post-Revolutionary years.    


Through representations of the reality of the revolutionary past, while presenting promising visions of the future, the Bolsheviks had instituted a sense of urgency to the present where the present was only relevant insofar as it prepared one for the socialist future and/or drew inspiration from a revolutionary past. Photography made possible representations of a revolutionary past or a promising vision of a future while purporting to be representative of present realities. It was through visuality that Bolshevik discursive struggle presented itself as truth since it always referred to the ‘future’, which was not available for question.  Socialist realism which used ‘prescription as if description’, in other words, infiltrating ‘what ought to be’ as if it is ‘what is’. In other words, in photography the ‘present’ is constantly emptied of significance and made irretrievable through visions of the immediate past and distant future as if it were present. The present becomes absent of significance except in its relevance for the future. 


4) Concern over New Culture and Social Order


“Before us stands the task of preserving ourselves as fighters, and in accordance with this, to form our morals and customs and to lead a new order. It is from this point of view, and in the light of the fact that we cannot make claims to any absolute ethical norms, that we must approach anything which interferes with the establishment of the new order. From the point of view of ethics we must create such public opinion as will lighten this task.” (Solts, 1922/1990:32; emphasis mine)


Solts also imputes a corrective function to such manipulation of public opinion especially in a way that complements and at times even substitutes a punitive system that does not always deliver positive results. The punitive system, he says, by 


“itself never achieves the aim of general correction. It only assists in removing that which is harmful, but from the correctional point of view it gives no positive results". (Solts, 1990[1922]:34)   


5) The Revolutionary Primacy of the Visual.


“(W)hat is important is that the working class feels an organic need to imprint its life experience and its emotions in formal systems and images and to oppose them to the bourgeoisie, with its dying culture.” (Lebedev-Polyansky, 1918/1990:52) 


There was clear primacy given to the visual medium in moulding public opinion insofar it was believed that images were the best means to educate and inform the largely illiterate masses. Visuality provided an immediate access to the ‘truths’ that were to constitute the public opinion of the masses, for words had limited appeal, the Bolsheviks believed, for their illiterate and ‘simple’ minds. The use of posters, public architecture and cinema were very much representational technologies that drew from this primacy of the visual. 


Visuality was emphasized also because of its amenability to the rhetoric of truth and immediacy that were pertinent to the Marxist-Leninist pretension to ‘truth’. While Barthes talks of the ‘evidential force’ of photographs to evoke a sense of ‘reality’/realism, Tagg argues that such ‘evidential force’ is necessarily and primarily constituted outside the photograph itself. As such, it is important to note it is not enough simply to conceive and impute an evidential force to the photograph, rather the photograph’s status as evidence and record has to "be produced and negotiated to be established". The ‘evidential force’ of photographs was historically constituted through the work of particular discursive regimes compatible with the theory of socialist realism, and Bolshevik attempts to present  themselves as bearers of truth, as they had promised in the Revolution, constituted the historical and discursive climate within which the visual came to the forefront. The visuality of photographs, insofar as it afforded a verisimilitude and immediacy, could exert a more powerful influence over the masses than would have been possible with written texts.


Poster Culture 


“The predominance of individual tastes and ‘personal impressionism’ must be eliminated… In other words, the question of the poster, as a special way of influencing the masses, has to be put on a scientific basis” such that it presents a diversity of "specific poster forms for the different contingents of viewers". (Tugenkhold, 1990[1926]:250) 


Tugenkhold, a well-known Soviet art critic, presents a principal aim of poster art as one of eliminating and leveling out differences between the diverse viewers through an initial appreciation and accommodative incorporation of that diversity.


Waters, in her informative study of the political iconography of the female form in Bolshevik Russia, claims that 


“the Bolsheviks understood the power of symbol to convey and reinforce political messages and when they came to power in October, they were quick to develop their own system of emblems and devices: committees for the erection of monuments and the production of posters were set up.” (Waters, 1991:226) 


Waters recognizes that posters were used to promote 


“a wide variety of Bolshevik virtues from economic productivity to literacy and health” and were in their effort toward "changing lives” very often offering "a range of images that would strike chords of recognition and empathy and inspire trust and emulation.” (Waters, 1991:233) 


However, she seems to have wrongly identified posters as "short-lived and mass-produced” since Tugenkhold argues to the contrary, that posters aim for more sustained long-term effects on its audience. 


“Our posters", he says, "have more diverse functions and aims, not only short-term street propaganda, but the more long term decoration of the interiors of buildings — libraries, clubs, village-libraries, barracks, and so on.” (Tugenkhold, 1990[1926]:250)


“The poster” was viewed, "as a weapon of cultural out-of-school enlightenment, the poster as a factor in artistic mass influence must occupy an honored place among us”  (251). For example, Tugenkhold, in the article "Contemporary poster art” (1926), argues that visuality was primarily aimed at expressing ‘revolutionary emotion’, and can only then be judged in technical terms. Moreover, in order to achieve a desirable impact on a mass audience, he felt that it was 


“necessary to learn through questionnaires or through laboratory methods the psychology of perception of the poster, the psychology of influence on the spectator of different poster forms (the methods of composition of different poster forms, and only then, on the basis of the data of these studies to carry out inferences about various devices of poster art.” (Tugenkhold, 1990[1926]:251)


 This suggests that the Bolsheviks had taken rather seriously the use of posters in propaganda, and also the earnestness with which they used it suggests their emphasis on and faith in the persuasive powers of the visual medium. It was this faith that was later transferred to constitute the photographic medium as governmental representational technology. From this it seems obvious that posters had a significant aim and effect in constituting the visual receptivity of the masses and as such had ‘discursively prepared’ them somewhat for the visual matrix of photographs.


Thus, poster culture, in its emphasis on socialist-realist representations and visual celebrations/projections of the Revolutionary fervour and socialist future, constituted the mass audience as spectator for the coming of similarly coded photographic representations. It is interesting in this light to note that during the first stage of its introduction, photography was used with reference to and within posters, using photo-montage. 


Movies


The introduction and production of movies also strengthened the attractiveness via photographic representations which advertised and familiarized the public to the main cinematographic themes/heroes. Thus, spreading photos before movies prepared the way for the success of the latter. The photo becomes a purposeful text. And posters, movies and other visual art ‘weapons’ helped to establish a power of the visual for the masses, in order then to employ this power for authoritarian aims.  


6) Problematized Role of the Artist


The art circle was involved in discussions concerning the question ‘What is to be done’ within the aesthetic responsibilities demanded of the ‘Author as a producer’ (See, Benjamin and also Tretyakov). The role of the intellectual, artist, who could contribute towards the Revolutionary project of building the new society, and their mobilization on ‘Delo Revolutsii’ was to give expression to the fact that the Revolution had truly happened. Photography as a representation of reality automatically fitted in the plans of this political regime and its agenda. Thus problematizing the aesthetic functions of visual media, including photography and poster art, provided the space for the political articulation and governmental appropriation of such representational techniques. Having thus far discussed the discursive and historical space within which photographs were produced and received, let me now move on to analyzing some examples of photographs of this period.  


     


Reading Photographs Historically


While it is theoretically possible to read the photographs through the use of semiotic theories of production, it is useful to take into account the institutional and discursive factors that were (are) constantly mediating and problematizing the photograph’s status as such semiotically decipherable texts. 


“(A) classical semiotic account of immanent systems’ codes of meaning", Tagg reminds us, "cannot specify the institutional nature of signifying practices, their patterns of circulation in social practice, or their dependence on specific modes of cultural production” (Tagg, 1988:23). 


Hence, I have resorted to reading photographs through the aid of semiotic codes within these images with reference to their interpenetrations by and interconnections with ‘extradiscursive’ factors from ‘outside’ the photographic texts. In order to do this, I have resorted to critically matching some of the governmental concerns identified in chapter 1 with particular codes of signification/recognition (Eco, 1982:35) within the photographs. Insofar as these concerns that had been highlighted and elaborated in the policy statements of prominent Bolshevik leaders constituted the discursive regime within which many policy formulations and debates of post-Revolutionary Russia, including these photographic representations, were carried out, it could reasonably be argued that they provide useful "grids of intelligibility". I argue that these photographic representations were imagistic thematizations of the various governmental concerns (including, anxieties and visions) of the Bolshevik ruling elite. 


Particular themes that have been identified are of,


Parenthood — motherhood especially and the notions of childhood implied in them


Family values — sexual and gender relations; socialization practices/values  


Women’s position within the ‘new’ family, work and socialist society 


Position and requirements of  the ‘new’ individual within the socialist future


Choice of Photographs


Based on the thematic relevance a number of representative photographs from a variety of sources, mainly women’s magazines, and posters, covering a twenty year period from the Revolution to the late 1930s, have been selected and analyzed.  Limitations of space meand that those discussed below represent only a small and representative selection from a much larger number which have been studied.


Figure 1 : Captioned : Parade of Physical culture


This photograph was taken in 1932, during the period of Industrialization, Collectivization and the Cultural Revolution. "Flags flapping in the wind, arms swaying to the rhythm of some distant military music, these ‘new’ women gallantly march past Red Square, the heart of the Soviet Union, in the background.” They represent "builders of new life” of the healthy new generation — strong workers, healthy mothers-to-be. Their uniforms constituting them as equals — in the eyes of the new regime. By an act of memory, their march past, their gallant gait their strong bodies moving in resolve reinvoke images of a military parade of soldiers. However, the photograph simultaneously reminds one of their femininity by the work of the light and shade on their bodies which highlight their youth and full bodied selves. While the strong steps emphasize their strength and resolve, the gentle sway of their hips and the fullness of their bodies ensure that we do not forget their womanhood.


Figure 2


Figure 2 shows an ‘army’ of women workers from the collective farms marching away to toil in the fields while their children are cared for in the Kindergartens. The interesting contrast of the brisk movement of the women in the background with the calm and quiet of their infants in cribs reflects the calm with which the women could go on with their activity. Friedland in a commentary on this photo writes: 


“From the  variety and multiplicity of collective life the author has taken two elements: 1) The children’s cribs, and 2) The collective women farmers going to work. The generalization of the two subjects although different, is closely linked internally — the women go to work and their children remain in reliable hands — and has a convincing effect.” (Friedland, cited in Burgin, 1982:181)  


Figure 3 : Captioned : Happy Motherhood


Presenting what seems like a group of collective farm workers with the central figure of what could probably be a party member (indicated by her military Commissars’ shirt) carrying, interestingly, a male child over her head as the other women watch on. In this photograph the child is presented as a ‘common treasure’ of all, the focus of the aspirations of the mother as much as of society. The mother propels the child into the future and bears the burden of his future above her head. The other women who smile in happy acknowledgment of the situation reinforce and direct our own approval of the situation. The fact that the other women are still holding on to their field equipment seems to reinforce the idea that women’s role as mothers need not and should not compromise their roles as mothers.   


Figure  4: Cover of Woman’s Magazine “Rabotnitsa”(Woman-Worker).


It is noticeable that on the cover of the magazine which is supposed to represent the woman-worker, there is a woman who is obviously a peasant. In what sense is she a worker? Thus, woman-worker — it is a woman who works. She transmits ‘working class’ ethics to her daughter, and work attitudes/skills through mimesis. She is an actor/instrument of socialization, a mother, and at the same time a worker. It is very important that the family is represented as “mother” and a “child” — there is no father, just as in the previous figures. The child’s dress is similar to the mother’s; the child’s attention to work parallels that of the mother. The cover on the mother’s head could  just be comfortable for working, but it also had a symbolic significance. It could represent the peasantry and religion (old customs, tradition in transmission) since Russian women were only allowed to enter a church with their head covered. 


Such pictures where women are represented as ‘peasantry’/‘backwardness’ helped to constitute a particular image of a woman with reference to ‘nature’, ‘field’, kinship and privacy. Women, who were backward in comparison with men, could occupy only an inferior position in communist society due to their ‘universal’ backwardness and narrow minds. In this sense women were treated by Bolshevik leaders as similar to peasants, who also had too individualistic roots living in kinship:


‘During peasant processions, male figures appear solitary among women. The principal reason for this is rooted in women’s political backwardness. Women are less involved in the work of the Party, of the unions, of soviet establishments. The economic-domestic tenor of a woman’s whole life still keeps her in a backward existence.’ (from the pamphlet ‘On Anti-Religious Agitation and Propaganda among Women Workers and Peasants’, [1921], Central Committee, RKP, in Rosenberg, ed., 1990, part 1, p.244)


One can notice that similar attitudes to women and peasants among Bolsheviks were rooted in their potential independence from normalization in communist terms, since women were considered more close to their families and peasants to their land. It was more  difficult for Bolsheviks to subject them to communist order. That’s why Lenin constantly reminded us in his works about the reactionary/capitalist essence of the peasantry and demanded a distortion of the peasant welfare. Then previous kinship was violently substituted by huge collective farms. For women also it was necessary to detach them from the primacy of their families, and the work among women against illiteracy and patriarchal limitations, proclaimed by women’s organizations (“Rabotnitsa” appeared as its organ), strengthened their inferior positions within the building of a new society as a whole. 


Where are the men?


Figure 5: Captioned: Shock worker at the factory ‘Hammer and Sickle’ 


As we can see, in this picture there is no reference to the peasantry or to the man’s private life. He is strong and independent. A “real” man governing the new complicated machine. He is determined to build a new life (remember, the name of the collective farm — also “New Life” — in Figure 2). He is to scare enemies of the socialist order/country. Confidence, reliability, independence, self-determination, order are words compatible with him. The difference with women is obvious and there are no women around. He is the present of the new individual, while the women serving contemporary ‘shock workers’ also provide new, future workers, as has been shown.





In this chapter, it has been argued that photographs served as governmental technologies of representation that ensured the circulation and reinforcement of certain dominant images of motherhood, childhood, and the new individual. 


�
�
Chapter 3 	Governmental Problematizations


�
In the previous chapter we examined the photographic production of truth, which insofar as it drew from a discursive regime informed and mediated by notions and practices of governmentality, afforded an analytical angle onto the means by which the Bolsheviks instituted their own power and control over the populace. This chapter thus embarks on a wider historical analysis of the position of women in Bolshevik Russia.


The position of women in the period in question needs to be examined with reference to various, what I call, governmental problematizations, which mediated it. By governmental problematizations I mean the various discourses, practices and institutions which help frame a thing, individual/group or phenomenùò as such a thing so as to make it amenable to governmental intervention. Very often, governmental problematizations come in the form of concrete interventions. By ‘problematizing a thing’ in a particular way with a specific set of relations to other things, one is able to adopt a position, stance, perspective onto it. Problematizing a thing is not the same as defining it. Defining would be the setting of more or less definite semantic limits to a thing, whereas problematization attempts at definition without having quite defined it. These problematizations took various concrete forms in Bolshevik governmental practices, discourses and institutions, namely: legislative/policy-related; institutional; and discursive, related to "knowledge"/"truth".


These concrete forms are to be presented here in relation to identified themes:


Problematization of the family


Valorization of childhood


Women’s position within the ‘new’ family, work and socialist society


Position/requirements of the ‘new’ individual within the socialist future and ‘polovoi vopros’


Problematisation of the Family


Conflation of the ‘Old’, ‘Traditional’ and ‘Bourgeois’ categories vis-à-vis the ‘new’ and ‘communist’.


“Capitalism lays an unbearable burden on woman’s shoulders. It has turned her into a hired laborer without making housework or motherhood easier…


	The faster the hired labor of women grows, the faster the former family is being destroyed. What kind of family life is it, if husband and wife work on different shifts!? What kind of family life is it if the wife has no time to prepare dinner!?” (Kollontai, 1990:69).


 "The family ceases to be necessary for the family members and for the state. The old kind of family becomes nothing but a burden.” (Kollontai, 1990 [1918]:70).


Housekeeping Ceases to be Necessary


Kollontai claims that in socialism, "housework is dying out” and that it "gives way to social management": where the common household chores, e.g. "cooking, cleaning, washing and patching” that have burdened working women in the old, capitalist families, would be taken over by the communist state e.g. "public cafeterias, central kitchens, central laundries, special workshops for darning clothing” and "special workers” of the state who were to "go around the rooms and clean up in the morning” (Kollontai, 1990 [1918]:72) .


Or, in Trotsky’s words, 


“(W)ashing must be done by a public laundry, catering by a public restaurant, sewing by a public workshop. Children must be educated by good public teachers who have a real vocation for the work… 


	Thus, the way to the new family is twofold: (a) the raising of the standard of culture and education of the working class and individuals composing the class; (b) an improvement in the material conditions of the class organised by the state. The two processes are intimately connected with one another.” (Trotsky, 1990 [1923]: 82) 


Trotsky points out that the new family cannot appear without new human relationships in general, which means for him 


“the advancement in culture of the working class, the development of the individual, a raising of the standard of his requirements and inner discipline… Without a raising of the standard  of the culture of the individual working man and woman there cannot be a new, higher type of family, for in this domain we can only, of course, speak of inner discipline and not of external compulsion". Thus, "(A)ll our work relating to culture… becomes… a preparation for new relationships and a new family". (81-82, Trotsky, 1990 [1923]).   


Legislation: 


1918 October Code of Laws concerning the Civil Registration of Deaths, Births and Marriages.


According to this law, any property after divorce is to be equally divided. Also marriages registered by the Church became illegal. Thus, a lot of people, whose marriages were registered before and after the Revolution only in churches, officially could not be considered as wife and husband, and had no legal status as married. By the same token their children became illegitimate. However, the Bolsheviks also stressed that according to this law illegitimate children obtained the same rights as legitimate ones, and this simple fact in the Bolshevik game has been presented by researchers and others interested in the period as one of the main advantages of this Revolutionary time. 


This Code of Laws is very important as it allowed the Bolsheviks to establish themselves as a REAL power, or ‘Body Politic’ because now people, in order to be registered and, thus, get personal documents, had to go to the Bolshevik official civil authorities. People had to become obedient to the new power in order to survive in society, as one needs to remember that in a situation of political disorder, war and social crisis identity papers often meant the difference between life and death. On the other hand, this is a clear example of the mechanisms through which power exercises itself, it is an essential feature of the positive control of the population through the introduction of registration/inventory which is surveillance over people’s private matters, and, simultaneously, the use of the personal necessity of communal life.





1926 Code of Laws on Marriage and Divorce, the Family and Guardianship


Farnsworth argues that this law was not as progressive as it seems:


	‘When the new marriage code was promulgated in 1926, it was mistakenly regarded in the West as so radical that it threatened  the very institution of marriage;… rather than attacking the marital institution, it was formalizing the de facto relationship.’ (1978:162)


By this Law differences between de facto and de jure marriages were eliminated. Thus, any sexual relations could be considered as marriage and by this step communist power institutionalized and publicized private and voluntary connections via property relations, since the common property that is in marriage after divorce should be divided. Additionally, it was prohibited to register marriages if one or both of the partners have had already registered or unregistered marriages. Alimony was to be paid by fathers in towns or kinship/peasant communities in villages. It is argued here that Bolshevik power strengthened the institution of marriage by politicizing private matters between sexes/genders and institutionalizing them through property interests — ‘de facto marriages’ or, in other words, any sexual relations. Additionally, the discussions around this Law showed that peasants were against it since it could  undermine the welfare of peasant kinship. However, Bolshevik governmental and medical authorities pointed out that the  protection of women and their children from peasant households could help to distort the power of the peasant community itself. 





Peasants resistance to the 1926 marriage law:


The peasant’s primary reaction stemmed from the possible economic threat of alimony to the dvor, the peasant household, "since this law stated that after divorce common property would be divided within the situation of de-facto marriage. According to the Land Code of 1922 it was the property of the household, including movable goods only. Peasants pointed out that in the case of separation, all relatives of the household would suffer from the division of property to the same extent. As Farnsworth admits: 


“Whereas to the peasant delegates nothing seemed more unfair than permitting the payment of alimony to interfere with peasant agriculture, to the sponsors of the projected law, notably Kurskii and Krylenko, a woman’s right to support was basic. For them, the peasant in his endeavour to preserve intact the economic strength of the dvor would be forcing an unemployed woman onto the street; he would be penalising an innocent woman who had been divorced by her husband or forced to leave him because of the intolerable conditions in the still patriarchal dvor… When the marriage law came up again in the Third Session of the Central Executive Committee…(T)he peasants continued to oppose recognition of de facto marriage, the one feature of the law government insisted on retaining.” (Farnsworth, 1978:145,148).  


In practice, this Law served more in the direction of shaking and eliminating private property of kinship groups and the transition to state control than to the protection of women or /and children. 


Interestingly, the propaganda of struggle with the disorder of sexual relations coincided with the struggle against the New Economic Policy (NEP, 1921–1928), articulated as one of the causes of this disorder. There is a contradictory view on this policy among authors. If some of them consider it as added chaos and sexual disorder, others think that NEP provided new opportunities for jobs for women. It is clear for both sides that NEP was inevitable, with its profits from free market mechanisms to support and promote material activity, and thus helped the Bolshevik power to overcome the difficult period of civil war and uncertainty. However, when the Bolsheviks succeeded in the struggle for power by the end of the 1920s, they appropriated people’s  property, evoking hunger and deaths, in order to get means to concentrate the entire power in their hands via economics (distributing expropriated material facilities) and horror (sending to Siberia those who did not fit in the equal society). In 1928–29 a complex of Bolshevik strategies/perspectives was announced, namely, industrialization, collectivization, and cultural revolution. Kate Millett argues concerning this ‘turn’ in governmentalization:


	‘The initial radical freedoms in marriage, divorce, abortion, childcare, and the family were largely abridged and the reaction gained so that, by 1943, even coeducation was abolished in the Soviet Union. The sexual revolution was over, the counterrevolution triumphant. In the following decades conservative opinion elsewhere rejoiced in pointing to the Soviet as an object lesson in the folly of change.’ ([Sexual Politics, Doubleday, New York, 1970, p.176], cited in Trotsky, Introduction, 1970: 7).


However, it is argued here that the sexual revolution was announced only on paper by means of superficial Bolshevik Laws. Bolsheviks themselves, on the contrary, considered the ‘withering away’ only of the bourgeois family, which should be substituted by the new framework of sexual relations, namely the proletarian family:


‘…the old type of family has seen its day…But, on the ruins of the former family we shall soon behold rising a new form which will involve altogether different relations between men and women, and which will be a union of affection and comradeship, a union of two equal persons of the Communist Society, both of them free, both of them independent, both of them workers.’ (Kollontai, [1918], 1980: 179)


Moreover, Laws helped the Bolsheviks to achieve their aim to interfere into the realm of private relations and inculcate docility to the new power through the concept of the ‘new proletarian family’, and that was the task of the institutionalization of sexual relations:


‘A long and permanent marriage, based on mutual love and co-operation — that is the ideal standard. The influences of the school, of literature, and of public opinion in the Soviets tend toward this. Freed from the chains of police and clergy, later also from those of economic necessity, the tie between man and woman will find its own way, determined by physiology, psychology, and care for the welfare of the human race… In any case, the problem of marriage has ceased to be a matter of uncritical tradition and the blind force of circumstance; it has been posed as a task of collective reason’ (Trotsky, [1933], 1970: 53). 


Here Trotsky reveals that if the Church was responsible for the ‘old family’, so now the communist power became an actor to organize and channel the sexual relations, and the gender relations, implied in it. And the direction was of the same order — marriage and motherhood:


‘Communist Society therefore approaches the working woman and the working man and says to them: "You are young, you love each other. Everyone has the right to happiness. Therefore live your life. Do not flee happiness. Do not fear marriage, even though marriage was truly a chain for the working man and woman of capitalist society. Above all, do not fear, young and healthy as you are, to give to your country new workers, new citizen-children. The society of the workers is in need of new working forces… The child will be fed, it will be brought up, it will be educated by the care of the Communist Fatherland…’(Kollontai, [1918], 1980: 178-170). 


Thus, Kollontai expressed in 1918 the Paternal essence of Bolshevik/Communist power which then was spread over the whole social body. In other words, the family became an instrument to achieve a particular kind of Bolshevik governing, and a target of governmental problematization. In 1936 the Family was put into the Soviet Constitution as a basic and minimal unit of socialist society, thus, it became ‘the true proletarian family’ and children became ‘appropriated’ by educational, medical and academic authorities. In 1936 also divorce was rendered much more difficult. The fee for the first divorce was 50 rubles, for the second 150, and each next 300 rubles. However, de facto marriages were legitimate until 1944 and divorce could matter only in relation to alimony.


Valorisation of Childhood


“Childhood is the most extensively governed sector of personal existence. In different ways, at different times, and by many different routes varying from one section of society to another, the health, welfare, and rearing of children have been linked in thought and practice to the destiny of the nation and the responsibilities of the state”. (Rose, 1990:21) 


Communists: Upbringing of Children : Matter for the State


Kollontai claims that in the communist society, the concerns about the upbringing of children which used to be primarily the responsibility of mothers would be taken over by the state so as "to allow women the possibility of combining useful work for the state with the obligations of motherhood.” (Kollontai, 1990[1918]:74)


But this is only one of the reasons why the socialist state will take care of children.  "(A) working society needs new working strength", she claims, and as such "welcomes the arrival of every new infant to the world” and thus promises women that they need not fear for the welfare of their child or be burdened by the chores of looking after them since the state takes on that responsibility from them through the setting up of what she calls, "child-rearing institutions", namely crèches, nurseries, kindergartens and playgrounds. 


Kollontai suggests that, unlike in "the narrow closed family with quarrelling parents who are accustomed only to think of the advantages of blood relations (which) cannot raise the new man", in these child-rearing institutions children spend "most of the day and where wise educators will make them conscious communists, recognising one sacred slogan: solidarity, comradeship, mutuality and devotion to the collective” (Kollontai, 1990[1918]:74). 


Kollontai states that "(N)ow the worker-mother who is aware must learn not to make a distinction between yours and mine, but to remember that they are only our children, children of working, communist Russia.” (Kollontai, 1990 [1918]: 76) And she appeals: "Make way for healthy, blossoming children, for a strong, life-loving younger generation, free and unrestrained in its spiritual and emotional experiences” (ibid.).


Children, thus, become ‘common’, or, property of parents, which now it is necessary to socialise within the communist order. Parents are ‘unprepared’ for this task, that is why the state takes the responsibility for education/socialisation too:


‘The majority of proletarian parents reconcile themselves to the loss of part of their parental authority more readily as the state takes over the greater part of their parental cares.’ (Trotsky, 1970:58)


Legislation


In relation to the 1926 Law mentioned above, in that time and in contemporary literature it is possible to mark out at least one misunderstanding concerned with children’s rights. The Law of 1926 abandoned equality in rights between legitimate and illegitimate children. This fact used to be considered as reactionary and pointing the turn to Bolshevik conservatism. However, if according to the Law of 1926 de facto marriages became equal with de jure marriages, then children from de facto marriages became legitimate children, ‘legitimate’, but still homeless. Thus, it is not correct to explain by this Law child abandonment and homelessness. These facts are not a matter of scientific interpretation of Laws, which could merely obscure or reflect/react on reality in an attempt to strengthen power structures. For example, in 1922 there was a reduction of houses for mothers and children. It was carried out in the situation of hunger, poverty, struggle for power or simple survival among adults and children. Later, during the New Economic Policy, children could try to get their own means of subsistence by leaving their parents. However, the new power could not leave children to live in peace and free from surveillance any more than parents,  as is shown by Semashko’s writings regarding institutions dealing with children.


Institutions


N. Semashko, in a policy and ‘summary of work statement’ of The People’s Commissariat of Health (of which he was Commissar) in 1920, outlines the emphasis placed on the health and welfare of children and mothers. In the battle against "social diseases” that were, in his view, residual and resulting from capitalism, he highlighted the importance of establishing means for the "protection of labour, motherhood and childhood” (Semashko, 1990[1920]:142). He says that "(t)he People’s Commissariat is particularly interested in children” and points to the setting up of "Institutions for Defective Children” in all provincial capitals as exemplary of this concern. The Commissariat also decreed that children below eighteen be not subject to trial in court but instead  be "examined by a special committee composed of officers and teachers” to decide upon appropriate educational or medical action. (Semashko, 1990[1920]:144)


Thus, with the help of different institutions the Bolsheviks tried to undermine parents’ power over their children.


Women’s position within “new” family, work and socialist society


“Communism will liberate woman from domestic slavery, so that her life can be richer, fuller, happier and freer.” (Kollontai, 1990 [1918]:72) 


She says that after a decree of the People’s Commissars on December 18, 1917, 


“separation ceased to be a luxury available only to the rich… Now separation by mutual consent can be obtained in a week or two, no more. But it is this ease with which separation can be obtained and which is being applauded by those women who have gone through a lot in their families, which frightens other women, especially those who have become accustomed to regarding their husbands as the breadwinner and as their only support in life, and who do not understand that a woman should learn to look for support somewhere else, to look for it and find it not from men, but from the collective, from the state.” (1990 [1918]:67)





Legislation: 1917 December Decree on the Introduction of Divorce.


According to this Decree, marriages registered before the Revolution (in churches) could be annulled by the new power. Thus, using this Decree, the Bolsheviks bestowed freedom for people who wanted to divorce, especially for women, as before the Revolution women were in a particularly difficult situation in relation to religious marriage. Bolshevik power presented itself for the everyday life of the majority of the Russian population in an extremely positive sense, providing changes where they were expected. By this tactic the Bolsheviks gained public support at a critical time for their power, showing people that if they defended the new order they would then live in a free society. At the same time, this Decree weakened the power of the Church without any repressive measures. As Trotsky emphasizes: 


‘The institution of civil marriage was already a heavy blow to the traditional concentrated family which lived a great deal for appearances…. The blow to the power of the Church was also a blow to the family [‘old family’, I. A.]’ (Trotsky, 1923 in 1970, p. 25).





1920 The Decree on the Legislation of Abortions.


Abortion was proclaimed legal and free of charge. The Civil War (1918-1922), and the famine (1921-22) destroyed further households which already had been weakened by the pre-Revolutionary war-time. Thus, in order to analyze the situation when this law was passed it is necessary constantly to take into account the economic and social crisis in Russia. The demand for operations and shortage of doctors allowed to carry out the operation were so high that in January, 1924, the Government, instead of investing money in contraception and increasing the number of doctors, ordered the special procedure to provide this operation, the so-called ‘privilege to abortion’. Local Zhenotdel collected information from women by interviewing them on reasons for their decision and then made their preference on privilege to abortion. There was a special gradation in the right to abortion according to which unemployed and unmarried women had a privilege over other groups, after them were posited women-workers, and peasant women, while housewives had the last, but equal, status in this ‘right to free abortion’.


What did women who were refused a free abortion do? Was it possible for them to pay and have an abortion, or did they have to wait for a free abortion in a queue (and for how long?)? I have not been able to find in the literature what was the legal procedure for abandoned women. It is only clear that not all women who wanted to have an abortion could get it according to the Decree of 1920.


 It is argued here that complimentarily this Law put women in the situation of dependence on the Bolshevik medical and social authorities, thus producing docile women’s bodies for painful abortions, considering their bodies as tools for the progressive image of the new power. Understanding that the Law would have been impossible to fulfill in practice provided Bolsheviks with new opportunities for surveillance of the female population by the ‘privilege to abortion’ technique and women’s organizations became channels of such a strategy.


Interestingly, the Communist Party and Government never considered abortion in such terms as a ‘right’ or ‘choice’ of women, and it would be a mistake to conclude that this law on abortion was ‘progressive’ or ‘bourgeois’, as some authors or Bolshevik Party leaders argued. It was a difficult situation of unemployment, social vulnerability and poverty (Wendy Goldman, 1991:265) which forced the Bolshevik power to make this decision, whilst the major stream was against the statement that abortion should be a woman’s right. As Kollontai argues, abortion and, moreover, the very decision to have children or not, cannot be conceived as ‘women’s choice’ as it is her major social responsibility in communist society to provide new citizens for the future life. Here it is important to point out that among works by female Bolsheviks (Armandt, Kollontai, Krupskaya), it is hardly possible to find any references to the problem of contraception, and abortion is conceived as a preventive temporary means. It shows that even the most radical of their ideas towards female sexuality were bound with male communist orders and related to ordinary women only in terms of potential mothers conceiving responsibility to the Party and responsibility for motherhood as inevitably interconnected:


‘The Worker’s State charges itself with the duty of assuring a livelihood to every mother, whether she be legitimately married or not, … in order to permit the woman to serve the State in a useful manner and simultaneously to be a mother.’ (Alexandra Kollontai, 1918 in 1980: 178)


For the offended Trotsky, who was expelled from Soviet Olympus, only a ‘genuinely socialist family’ could free women and ‘the very idea of laws about abortion and divorce will sound no better within its walls than the recollection of houses of prostitution or human sacrifices’, but ‘economic and cultural backwardness has produced a cruel reaction’ from such direction (Trotsky, from ‘The Revolution Betrayed’ [1937], 1970: 72).


These were the claims, but reality for women was much more severe. According to data from Wendy Goldman’s article, 15–30% abortions resulted in different complications: bleeding, inflammation, fever. The operation was safer for woman’s life than giving birth by 60–120 times since poverty, venereal diseases, untreated vaginal infections in a situation of national crisis resulted in a real danger for women in labour. However, the operation of abortion itself was extremely painful, carried out without anaesthesia. In 1924, when there was a poor harvest, 62% of women applying for abortion replied that poverty and material vulnerability were the main reasons for their decision. They described this reason in detail as unemployment, too little land, difficulties in feeding a child, the loss of their huts to fire and insufficient cloth to wrap the baby (Goldman, 1991:256). It is important that 20% women said that they simply did not want a child, and Wendy Goldman concluded that such attitudes were the result of the Zhenotdel activities and possibilities opened to women by industrialisation. 


Institutional/scientific concern


It might be interesting to notice, that before Revolution as after it, there were held a lot of Gynecological Congresses, debating the problem of abortion. If in 1911 was the Fourth (Engelstein, 1991:186) congress of Russian gynecologists and obstetricians, so in 1928 was already the Eighth (apparently, since 1917) Congress of Midwives and Gynecologists in Soviet Moscow. Therefore, it is obvious that the State was obsessively concerned with problems of the female body and its better use, trying to ‘enlighten’ backward women by medical advice and leaving them with painful abortions and without contraception. However, when women were employed in industrialization and collectivization, and official poverty and unemployment ceased to exist in socialist society, abortion became a ‘burden on the state, which reduces women’s contribution in production’ (Goldman, 1991:263) and after the Study of Soviet Statisticians (in 1934) it was possible to prove ‘scientifically’ (but it was not simply a discovery for the government, as authors such as, for example, Goldman put it) that abortion and control of fertility by women themselves was a ‘selfish failure of women towards the state’ (Goldman, 1991:265).


In the 1934 Study Soviet Statisticians ‘discovered’ that the higher the educational level and better the material conditions, the higher is the probability that women would have fewer children and want more abortions. Thus, they found a connection between social status and the wish to have a lot of children. In other words, more often women, who could afford to have children, did not want them not to spoil their careers and/or had more time with children they had, than women from rural areas already having big families. Government used this and a lot of other surveys for explanations of their policies on ‘strong family and soviet motherhood’, and in 1935 abortions of first pregnancy were prohibited.


Remembering that abortion always was considered as a temporary ‘evil’, and it could not exist in socialist society where women enjoyed state support, the Prohibition of Abortion (except on medical prescription) in 1936 does not seem unexpected, indeed, it is to be seen as logical, reasonable, and natural. Punishment for abortion for doctors was 1–2 years of imprisonment, for those without diploma not less than 3 years; for women a social  reprimand and 300 rubles fee was posited. However, according to the 1936 Constitution and Soviet authorities the ‘genuinely socialist family’ should already exist in the ‘genuinely socialist state’ and corresponded to Trotsky’s view that ‘abortion sounded no better than prostitution’.


Women’s organizations: involvement of women in embodiment of the ‘socialist future’.


1918. Introduction of commissions to work among women: under Party surveillance.


1919. Introduction of Zhenotdel.


Zhenotdel was the department of work (propaganda) among women, subjected to the respective local party committee, and the main branch to the Central Party Committee. Thus, women’s organizations from the first years of the Revolution were allowed to exist only in subjection to the Communist Party, and carried out work determined by the communist order. Just because it was an organization to work among women it would be a mistake to decide automatically that it could emancipate/free women, since the tasks of this Party organ were the same as the Commissions in 1918, namely to spread among women communist order, using pre-Revolutionary customs as well as the struggle against illiteracy, which sounded innovative but which opened access for women to free Bolshevik printed propaganda.


In 1919–1920 the head of Zhenotdel was Inessa Armandt and, after her death, in 1920–1922 the Head of Zhenotdel was Alexandra Kollontai, who had to leave this position for diplomatic work. As we see, only for three years at the beginning Zhenotdel had as leaders people who were active and famous in the women’s movement, regardless of their particular views on the woman question. In the following years the leaders of Zhenotdel were already within the mainstream of the Bolshevik vision of sex relations. Farnsworth (1978)  and Buckley (1989) have analyzed the activity of the next three leaders of Zhenotdel — 1922–1924, Smidovich; 1924–1925, Nikolaev(n)a and in 1925–1930 — Artyukhina, emphasizing their traditional views on gender/sex relations and women’s role in reproduction.


In 1930 Zhenotdel was dissolved as it had solved its task of involving women in social reconstruction, and the new party organisations for women aimed already to involve women in social construction, Industrialisation and Collectivization. Zhensector (Women’s Sector) (on factories) and Zhenorganiser (Women’s Organizer) (in rural areas) were introduced in 1930–31 with the official task to organize women for the fulfillment of the first Five-Year Plan and Collectivization. Additionally, in July,1931, Stalin’s Law for enlisting female workers in heavy Soviet Industry was passed. When their tasks were fulfilled and women were mostly employed, Zhensectors and Zhenorganisers were also dissolved in 1934. Two years later, in 1936, the New Constitution announced that Socialism was built and women’s equality achieved. The family became constitutionally the basic smallest unit of Soviet society, and Motherhood meant happiness and social responsibility.


It is argued here that Bolsheviks appropriated women’s labour, directing it from the family/kinship unit to the state service. It might not be correct to claim that women were employed, since the majority of working (peasant) class women worked as much before the Revolution as after it, in the 1920s. In one of the studies of the pre-Revolutionary period it is concluded that women formed 71,9 percent of "the total rural labor force during the (first World ) war” (Dunn, 1978:169f) .


According to Michael Sacks, the percentage of women employed in the whole labour force outside agriculture by 1939, could be between 33,8% and 56,3% (Sacks, 1978:196-203). This was 10 years after industrialisation started. In order to understand to what extent Communist power organised women as the labour army, it is useful to note that in 1908–1913 women constituted 29.0–29.9 percent of the Industrial labour force in the Russian Empire.(Glickman, 1984:86). Thus, it might be argued that Bolshevik power not so much organised women as the labour army, since working class women worked before the Revolution as well as after, but more directed and distributed, and expropriated their labour according to the newly infiltrated socialist interests/aims. 


“In the USSR as a whole, women constituted 82 percent of 4,047,000 workers who entered the labour force between 1932 and 1937” (Sacks, 1978:194, also in Lapidus, 1978:125).


It is necessary to admit, that during the NEP men mostly were employed in the paid labour force, however women after collectivisation and industrialisation started to be counted as a labour force by Soviet Statisticians. At the same time, the following figures provide us with information which undermines the argument that women started to work massively in 30s. It seems more appropriate to suggest that they were for the first time manifested as the labour force, and directed according to the goals of collectivisation and industrialisation. For example, if in 1929 women constituted 28 percent of workers of state farms and subsidiary agricultural enterprises (from Sacks, 1978:195) ten years later (1939) women employed in agriculture and forestry constituted 57,4 percent of workers. Obviously during the post-Revolutionary period there could be some problems with statistical definitions from political point of view.  


Women-Peasants


Despite the fact that peasant women were rarely taken into account as workers, the new power related to them much worse than to the working-class women. It is argued here that by such attitudes towards women-peasants Bolsheviks tried to undermine the peasant households and its ‘private property ties’. 


Before the Revolution, about 85 percent of the population were peasants (Atkinson, 1978:33) and they remained under "customary law and had resort to a separate system of courts". Akinson points out that 


“(A)lthough legal dualism presents a special difficulty at the modern period, it is related to a more general problem that can arise from any attempt to trace the social position of women through the study of law” (Atkinson, 1978:33). 


It caused problems for the authorities directly to control the peasant population, and after the 1905 Revolution, the policy of converting the communal lands into individual farms was proposed. However, as Dunn reports, this Stolypin Land Reform had faced such significant opposition that it was suspended in 1915 (Dunn, 1978:169).


In the mid-twenties the rural population still constituted more than 80 percent of the population (Dunn, 1978:172). Peasant women were in a particularly difficult situation. Dunn points that "(M)aternity leave and money subsidies for care of the new-born were unavailable to the peasant women"(Dunn, 1978:172). 


    It is argued here that the permission and introduction of women’s organizations, particular Zhenotdel, Zhensector, Zhenorganiser, exceptionally under Party surveillance aimed to get access to the female masses in order to replace Tsarist Patriarchal Governing by Communist Patriarchal Governing. The previous Christian moral order of subjection and obedience to God was merely to be substituted by the communist morality of subjection and obedience to the Party, without questioning previous patterns of gender relations, with emphasis on the naturalness of ‘women’s fate’ in marriage and maternity. The mechanism was the same — women were inferior in private life and were used in an inferior role and positions in society too, just behind advanced men. The communist order became communal on the level of the whole society.


In the 20s the Bolsheviks based propaganda among women on Marxist-Leninist principles and related to them in terms of backwardness, underdevelopment, incapability and mental limitation, in other words, in inferior terms, and utilized their labour force with the help of women’s organizations. Such a policy of articulating women’s essence allowed the communist power to utilize women’s bodies for social orders, directing female masses to fulfill socialist plans of industrialization and collectivization. Moreover, then it was interconnected with using women effectively within the family as ‘proper’ mothers and wives as well. Thus, the Bolsheviks problematized women’s position within the family, labour and society in order to subject them to the fulfillment of the communist order.


Position/requirements of the ‘new’ individual within the socialist future and polovoi vopros


 ‘The dictatorship will have to become softer and milder as the economic welfare of the country is raised. The present method of commanding human beings will give way to one of disposing over things. The road leads not to the robot but to man of a higher order.’ (Trotsky, [1933]/1970:50) Polovoi vopros (The Sex Question)


 In a 1924 article in a book, Polovoi vopros (The ‘Sex Question’), two popular physicians and writers on sex issues claimed that human sexuality and sexual relations were fundamental to the constitution of "all aspects of our existence, not only in physical health, but in our moods, our capacity for work, our relations with people, our social activity, our creativity” and as such go on to advise its ordered and healthy management. "(T)he new world", they say, "can be created only by a thoroughly healthy, strong and cheerful generation. And only a generation which orders its sexual life on a rational and healthy basis can be healthy.” (L.A. & L.M. Vasilevsky, 1990[1924]:95) 


Vinogradskaya, a member of central Zhenotdel, and of the editorial board of the journal for women Kommunistka [Communist Woman], in her 1923 essay in the journal, "Molodaia Gvardiia"("Young Guard") delivers an interesting critique of Kollontai’s essay, "Make Way for the Winged Eros” of the same year. In criticising Kollontai’s thoughts about the possible varieties of relationships between men and women, she argues that "moving on to the situation of our everyday existence, to our reality, we must say that all questions of the rationalizations of sexual relations turn first of all (under our conditions of poverty, unemployment, especially among women, lack of social education) on the questions of the family, of children". She, in a way that echoes and draws on Trotsky, asks rhetorically: "Is love really, taken in a social and biological connection, some sort of art for art’s sake? Is it really not the prelude to reproduction, to the bearing of children?” (Vinogradskaya, 1990[1923]:119; emphases mine). Vinogradskaya’s position is that the ‘new’ permutations of relationships between men and women that Kollontai conceives as made possible by communist society, are very much ‘ideal’ conceptions which do not have referents in the real world as the abject conditions of poverty and unemployment that characterise the real conditions of man and women are not amenable to the developments of such relationships. More importantly, she says that Kollontai’s attempt to engage the question of men–women relationships without reference to children, to relations of reproduction, is both naive and contrary to the Marxist notion of social instinct.  However, Kollontai  made it clear that, from her point of view, love emotions should be directed for the benefit of the collective, thus “biological instinct becomes spiritualized” (Kollontai, [1923]/1990:84). She condemns the old order of sexual (gender) relations, problematizing the pre-Revolutionary individualistic essence of privacy and household:


“Bourgeois morality demanded everything for the beloved person. The morality of the proletariat prescribes — everything for the collective” (Kollontai, [1923]/1990:93).


Lenin defines the notion of ‘communist morality’ in his famous work "Tasks of the Youth Leagues (Bourgeois and Communist Morality)” . This work was a foundation stone of the soviet education and socialising tasks throughout the whole soviet period. Lenin says that Communist morality is based on united discipline and serves the purpose of helping human society rise to a higher level, which is the communist future: 


“Communist morality is based on the struggle for the consolidation and completion of communism. That is also the basis for communist training, education and teaching” (Lenin, [1920]/1990:24) . 


Thus, the task of the new generation — struggle with the constant bourgeois threat outside and building the edifice of communist society in order to bring it to completion. He concludes: everything in common — that is communism. 


A Communist became an example for the rest of the population and, as Krupskaya puts it, 


“a communist is, first and foremost, a person involved in society, with strongly developed social instincts (obviously, in opposition to biological) who desires that all people should live well and happy” (Krupskaya, [1922]/1990: p.26). 


Here she clearly tries to apply a scientific language of physiology/biology to the communist discourse. She indeed uses such words as instinct and desire with references to sociality, providing the future road of articulating socialist agenda empowering with the energy of instincts. Since the communism based on Marxism-Leninism manifests itself as a science and truth, the communist future which resembles paradise becomes inevitable. To build a new life according to Bolshevik truth — that is the task of the communist: 


“… the communist must know not only what communism is and why it is inevitable, but also know his own affairs well, and be able to approach the masses, influence them, and convince them” (Krupskaya, [1922]/1990:28) .


And Solts, being the director of the Control Commission, provides the way to create this new life and new individual. He states that the main means of revolutionary achievement was discipline: 


“Of course we are not speaking of the kind of discipline under which a person does something with which he does not agree. Voluntary discipline, the awareness of its necessity and value, must be for us the first foundation of our work” (Solts,  [1922]/1990:32). 


The favourable environment for such order could be only ‘comradely mutual relations’, when the common good is of primary importance to the personal matters. In order to achieve this practically it is necessary to create a public opinion which will "forbid the doing of certain things". Such a situation will make the life of the Party easier, 


“because as we know, the punitive system itself never achieves the aim of general correction. It only assists in removing that which is harmful, but from the correctional point of view it gives no positive results” (Solts, [1923]/1990:34).   


   


Legislation: 1926 Code of Laws on Marriage and Divorce, the Family and Guardianship.


After this Law passed, voices worried about promiscuity and debauchery appeared within and abroad. According to the Law, non-registered sexual relationships could be easily considered as marriage. Thus, if a person had two lovers simultaneously she/he could be accused of bigamy. Another wide-spread situation when a person had for a certain time relationships, and then married, her/his previous connection also could be considered as a marriage and legitimately the person turned out to be in two or, likewise, more marriages, from which only one was registered, but the situation still was to represent promiscuity for statistics and the world. People happened to be bound by this Law without their will as husband and wife, however, from the official, and analytical point of view, it was a situation of sexual freedom and disorder of sexual relations. However, this situation created on paper allowed the power authorities to interfere in the private realm of sexual relations, justifying by this the beginning of the campaign for strong marriages and parent’s responsibilities against any deviations of purified orders of sexual relations in the new socialist society.  


It is argued here that through different policies, such as Individualization, Collectivization and Cultural Revolution (starting from 1928-1929), governmental institutions of education and control/violence, and discursive regimes, the Bolsheviks infiltrated into the private realm of the Soviet individual and constituted a particular type of subjectivity. Thus was achieved a task of constitution of politically and socially responsible subjects, with ‘Inner Discipline’ (Trotsky), a concept which parallels Foucault’s notion of ‘subjectification’ where the subject constitutes its own self (what I call “individual of self-correcting attitudes”). Thus, governmentalization became in Bolshevik Russia “the conduct of conduct”; in other words, the management of ‘forms of existence’ and constitution of subjectivities which would ‘cohere’ with it.   


�
�
Conclusion


�
This study is an attempt to outline the analysis of women’s position in Bolshevik Russia within the wider context of Bolshevik governmentalization, and thus to show a coherence between phenomena and policies which seemed not to be interconnected. In chapter two I briefly examined the role of art and photography and in chapter three identified the same themes in policy and legislation. Thus,  women’s position has been marked out with connections to:





Cultural constitution of a politically/socially responsible subject to the socialist order/future.   


Centralization/Establishment of  “State Control”/Communist Order


“Economic administration of individuals in the name of morals”; or insertion (an appropriation) into the economic sphere in the name of morality (common good)  (Donzelot, 1982: 163-164)


Maximum Labour Utilization through Collectivization/Industrialization, distraction of private property, at least, minimally, supported by the populace (through work on public opinion).





Unlike those who argue that there was an emancipation of women in the 1920s that was reversed in the 1930s, I have shown that there was a continuity in Bolshevik policy in relation to women, which at no time sought the emancipation of women. However, unlike those who argue that the Bolsheviks followed conservative policies which merely reinforced traditional sex roles, I have shown that Bolshevik policy was indeed revolutionary, in trying to destroy the identification of women with the church and traditional family and to transfer their allegiance to the socialist state through the twin themes of work and motherhood. This revolution represented the full penetration of the state into the regulation of ‘private’ life and the subordination of sexuality and gender relations to the purposes of state power.


Methodologically it seems necessary to make a reference to the notion of patriarchy. Patriarchy has achieved in feminist theoretical discussions a certain theoretical hegemony that simply categorizes all and every form of situation in which women are placed in positions of inferiority as resulting from patriarchal order or patriarchy (just a few examples for further reading: Bordo, 1993; Eisenstein, 1989; Glenn, 1994; Grosz, 1990; Marshment, 1993; Petchesky, 1986; Sawicki, 1988; Schore, 1987; Williamson, 1994). However, one needs to see how patriarchy functions within various practices/techniques that discursively and historically constitute ‘womanhood’, ‘motherhood’ or the self in Russia. Thus it is necessary to see how the twin operations of Marxism-Leninism as it was presented in official discourses and propaganda interacted with themes and ideas from patriarchy. It has been shown that Marxism/Leninism has been essentially translated within official discourses and policies towards women through the use of patriarchal notions/themes. Thus, the underlying theoretical conception of this dissertation is a critique of the ‘universalist’ bias of the concept of patriarchy in favour of an historically grounded analysis of the gender order.   


In the short space available it has only been possible to touch on the themes discussed in this paper. However it is hoped that the analysis outlined here can open up directions for further research.


�
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