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Abstract

Transnational theories of migration have come ® ftbre in social science research as
scholars have sought to account for the effect lobajization upon the practice of
migration. The formulation of transnationalism hast been uncontested and its
boundaries are still subject to redefinition. Thadges that have utilised transnational
frameworks have primarily centred upon circuits nmbvement flowing through North
America. Although the volume of literature counterithis focus has steadily increased
there are few studies of transnationalism whichyafipthe migrations emerging from the
spaces of the Former Soviet Union. Further, witpwst-Soviet studies the body of
literature questioning the appropriateness of apglframeworks of western derivation to

post-Soviet realities has grown steadily.

This study applies transnational concepts to a-postet context. This thesis comprises a
case study of the migratory practice of Russiam@errespondents interviewed in Russia
and Germany. The empirical findings are employedrmblematise understandings of
transnationalism within a post-Soviet rubric. | wgthat although Russian Germans’
participation in transnational circuits is congtiesd by local circumstance in both Russia
and Germany, study respondents are a part of adRuGgrman transnational community
nonetheless. Their transnationalism is understoorms of social space, hybridity and

culture.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Setting the scene

This thesis sets out to examine the constructi@hpaactice of identity within a specific
ethnic group and the effect that migration or migna practice has upon the framing of
their identity at individual and group levels. Thesearch presented here takes as its
subject Russian Germans resident in the Russiaer&sah and the Federal Republic of
Germany. In order to collect the necessary ethmicadata, | undertook fieldwork in and
around Ul'ianovsk, Russian Federation and Berlieyriany for 9 months in 2006. In-
depth, semi-structured interviews provide the aetéech are the basis for discussion. The
analysis then presented discusses the migrantigesiavithin the context of theories of
transnationalism. The case study at hand is botloeed as a vector of transnationalism

and utilised to problematise the concept and baueslaf the transnational model.

The inspiration for this research initially devedapfrom an interest in the increasing body
of literature which examined the appropriatenessapplying western social science
frameworks to studies undertaken in post-Sovietoreg (for example, Burawoy &
Verdery, 1999; Hann, C & Dunn, 1996; Kay, 2000; Herson, 2000 & 2001). Questions
of identity and belonging were brought to the féwe many over the protracted era of
transition which followed the collapse of the Sdéuigion. Indeed, many scholars have
examined the challenges inherent in, and the psesesf reflection and introspection that
have informed, post-Soviet (re)negotiations of tdgn(Ashwin, 2000; Kolstg, 1995
&1996; Hogwood, 2000a; Kay, 2000; Laitin, 1998; Mawitz, 2000). The collapse of the
USSR was accompanied by significant migrations ebpte who found themselves
designated as “foreigners” in the now independéattes that had previously constituted
union republics of the USSR. The upheaval of rdlonaand “return” has been the focus
of many investigations of the post-Soviet expere(eg. Pilkington, 1998; Flynn, 2004;
Kolstg, 1995; Smith, G, 1999a). The Russian diasgms tended to be treated as a
homogenous group and while the focus on the postiioethnic Russians and Russian
speakers (in the English language literature) isverg the numbers involved,
understandable, it does not fully reflect the dstgrof the migration situation as it has

developed in the Former Soviet Union (FSU).



Ethnic Germans resident in the FSU have engagedignatory movements which have
encompassed both the Russian Federation and GerRassian Germans have had a long
association with the Russian territories, havimgt fmoveden masséo the Russian Empire
at the behest of Catherine the Great in the pdreginning 1763. Since then they have
enjoyed interludes of favour but have, more oftendured far longer periods of
disapproval. Their fortunes in this regard havemtbeen dictated by their association, real
and perceived, with Germany and the activitiesheifrt‘German brethren’ have directly
influenced the position of Russian Germans overcth@se of their residency in Russia
and other Soviet Republics. In the late Soviet aady post-Soviet period, Russian
Germans began to move in increasing numbers fromeSand post-Soviet Space to
resettle in Russia (Russian Federation) and in @eymForty three thousamlissiedlet
arrived in Germany in 1986, 400,000 in 1990. Eth@erman emigration from the East
peaked in 1990 when 400,000 persons entered Germigmy37% of the total originating
from the FSU (Immigration Law and Policy, §12.4;dbuann & Glitz, 2005; 7). A quota
was allocated in 1991-92 which allowed for the ahwn of approximately 225,000
returnees, this figure was revised down to 250, @&0annum in 1993 (see Green, 2000:
91-92) and lowered further to 100,000 ethnic Germegatriates and family members
annually by the end of 1999. In 2003, 72,885 retasnfamilies were permitted to enter
Germany (Immigration Law & Policy, 812.4). A retee must now be in receipt of an
admission notice prior to entry into Germany (Imratipn Law & Policy, §12.75.

Although at the current time, these flows have beemailed; the Russian Federation is
however still home to a number of ‘potential migganthat is to say, ethnic Germans who
could, should they wish to, relocate to Germany.Germany, the ‘return’ of Russian

Germans has been a social phenomenon that has rigeeto consequences which were
unforeseen at the end of the nineteen-eightiesbagahning of the nineteen-nineties when
this migration began to increase significantly mlume and dynamism. Russian German
returnees have been the focus of many studies gratiin and its effect, though analysis

has focused primarily upon issues of integratiothiwi Germany (e.g. Heinrich, 2002;

! The termAussiedleror “settler” or “repatriate” designated ethnic @ans coming to Germany after 1950.
Up until that point they had been calldrtriebeng(expellees) in recognition of the mass expulsibn o
ethnic Germans from the East which had taken pratiee post-WWII epoch. The designation
Spéataussiedleror late repatriate, was introduced to the lexitoh992/93 in 84 of the
Kriegsfolgenbereinigungsgesgtzaw Concerning the Consequences of the War). étldne of my Berlin
respondents (n9) relocated after 1993 thus they $gréataussiedleis subsequently preferred in this thesis.
% This obligation can be waived in very exceptiotistumstances.
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Kogan, 2004; Rock & Wolff, 2002; Roll, 2003). Theie little work on transnational
aspects of German migrations in general (though Gasar, 1997 for discussion of
Turkish German migration and transnational pras)ia@nd still less concerned with the
transnational practice among tispataussiedlefHolst & Schrooten, 2006, look at the
remittance behaviours of different migrant groups Germany; Aussiedler and
Spéataussiedleare included here). It is the contention of thiesis that both Russian
Germans in Russia, who are relatively immobile, tabse now in Germany, who have a

greater mobility potential, are engaging in tratmal practices.

1.2 The emergence of transnationalism in migration studies

Migration has been subject to the transformingat$f@f globalization and students in the
field of migration studies have had to grapple with theoretical challenges that this has
created. Globalization viewed from the top downefpounds the movement of capital
through a “boundless” space yet this inevitablyetl the labour market and those at the
grassroots. Transnational theory thus emerged masval discourse within the field of
migration theory. Initial utilisations of transnaial theory reflected the primacy of
transactions of capital. This understanding of tasnational was retained after the
framework began to be used in order to explainemopbrary migrations. Earlier works
which drew upon transnationalism were set amongrantg or migrant groups who
circulated as temporary labour between South amir@leAmerica and the USA (e.g.
Smith & Guarnizo, 1998; Rouse, 2002) or the netwoektablished by those who sent
proportions of their wages back to their kin whoturn, resided at a home place whence
the migrant always intended to return (Bastlal 2003; Glick-Schiller & Fouron, 1999).
Circuits of movement centring on North America meuhated, as did the focus on the
role of ‘the changing conditions of global capsati' (Baschet al. 2003: 22).

Transnationalism has been much contested but thsés not prevented scholars from
continuing to elaborate upon the possibilities tsf application (i.e. Al-Aliet al 2001;
Dorai, 2003; Dossa, 2008; Smith & Guarnizo, 1998)Ali et al (2001) — for example —
discuss the role that refugees play in such netsvddlowever, even now, as the study of

transnationalism has begun to exceed the geogrdphics on the Americas and the
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economic focus on remittance, few studies existctvapply the theory to migratory
pattern originating in a post-Soviet context. Tslisdy is to be positioned relative to the
body of literature concerning post-Soviet realitieed to that which centres upon
transnationalism and its contribution to furtheringderstandings of migration in a
globalized world. The original aspect of this stuslyhat it marks an attempt to analyse a
post-Soviet migration through a transnational cptua lens. The remainder of this
introductory chapter outlines the structure of thesis. The locations in which data

collection was carried out are also introduced.

1.3 Thesis Structure

The theoretical framework utilised in this thesehites on transnationalism. In Chapter 2,
| outline and review literature on migration studién so doing, | seek to explain the
genesis of the transnational concept and its cupesition in migration studies. | argue
that scholarly approaches to migration studiesthrdsituation of migrants in their “host”
societies were fragmented and made assumptiongdmregamigrants’ intentions and
desires and which did not sufficiently account for,explain many aspects of, migrant
practice which were extant (for example, Brett2D00). The process whereby scholars
sought to reconcile the theoretical literature @nmg the study of migration and the
lived reality of the process is examined. Furtheemehe “content” of ethnic identity is
examined and the salience of migration and migyapyocesses for identity formation,
detailed. The development of transnational appresith the study of migration is outlined
and, subsequently, the refinement of the definiind focus of the transnational concept is

explored.

It is posited that the broadening of the definitartransnationalism from a position which
prioritises labour migration and remittance to enpass cultural practice and an
exploration of its contents, is both justifiable dammportant. The conjunction of
transnational theory and culture is examined witfenence to the theoretical genesis of
transnational social spaces. Finally, the focusnupdture within the given framework is
refined to incorporate the cultural motifs whiclor-the basis of the empirical data that is
subsequently presented — have been identifieduasatito the comprehensive analysis of

the activities of a transnational type which aracgised by participants in the study at



hand; these motifs are space and place (a symbakcis played by language) and
hybridity.

1.3.1 Methodological approaches

The methodological approach which informs this gtpdvileges the respondent in an
attempt to address the power imbalances that ad@yioccur in the field. In Chapter 3, |
reflect on the theoretical and practical concerhglvnecessarily inform the development
of the methodological approach taken. Fieldworkegignces are employed to illustrate the
process of methodological development that was iogg@ver the course of data

collection, analysis and writing. .

Gaining access to respondents and their milieu atasnce, fundamental to the success of
the research presented here and, the most chalteagpect of the data gathering process.
Thus, access is discussed both from a theoretiaatgoint and as the crucial practical
issue for this project. The contrasting experienoethe two field sites are discussed in
detail. It is argued that the strength of the medthogical approach chosen lies in its
flexibility which enabled me to adapt my methodoglag an attempt to counteract the

obstacles that were encountered in the field.

Further, the multi-sited character of this projectacknowledged and explored. The fact
that the study was located both in the Russian raéda and the Federal Republic of
Germany affected the methodological choices (pagity with regard to access). From a
methodological standpoint, this study can be seenaacontribution to the growing
literature on multi-sited fieldwork. Multi-siteddidwork, it is proposed, is not antithetical
to the principles of ethnographic research. Instéiael multi-sited approach is seen as a
necessary step in the process of acknowledging apmopriately representing the

changing and globalizing dynamic of social worlds.

1.3.2 Historical setting

In Chapter 4, the history of Russian German se#ifénm the Russian Empire is set out
and the subsequent development of Russian Gernwetysavithin the Empire and then

the USSR is charted. Particular attention is paithe episodes in the historical narrative
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that study respondents highlighted as crucial éir ferceptions of themselves (and others’
perceptions of them) in the empirical data. To thisl, the changing status of ethnic
minorities in the USSR is described and, the rdletbnicity and ethnic identity in the
everyday negotiation of the Soviet hierarchy oflusmn, belonging and participation is
detailed. The chapter hinges on the effect of Sgaeticipation in the Second World War
upon Russian German status, social position ansesutently their identity, representation
and participation. In the post-war period the gedda-emergence of ethnic Germans from
exile to a small part on the Soviet national stggehronicled. It is my contention that the
(recent) history of the Russian Germans (parti¢glan the USSR and post-Soviet epoch
informs their current transnational practice; theioritisation of space, place and language
emerges directly from the historical discourse agnitity formation, belonging and the
“benefits” (codified as territorial and cultural tamomy) which accompanied successful
negotiation of the Soviet system of minority “ptege.”

In the time immediately prior to the collapse ofv&b power, Russian Germans attempted
— along with representatives of the German fedg@lernment — to negotiate the
resurrection of their territorial autonomy. Thisopess is described, and the effect of the
failure to secure autonomy on the out migrationettinic Germans from Russia to

Germany is considered.

In the final section of the chapter, the tenets (otive) German perceptions of
Germannessgre presented. It is argued that these tenetemiefib the culture and attitudes
that ethnic Germans took with them when they megtdab Russian in 1763 and aftard
continue to inform both (native) German and Russkerman ideas about culture and
belonging in the present day.

1.3.3 Findings chapters: empirical data presentation

The majority of the empirical data in this thessspresented in Chapters 5-7 although
Chapters 3 and 4 (which provide the methodologyhasibrical settings of the thesis) also
contain findings from field research which are eoypld to illustrate encounters with
issues of methodological importance in the field,athe historical narrative which

provides the background to the current study.

Chapters 5-7 present and discuss the findings dfeavn the empirical data gathered in

both Russia and Germany. Chapters 5 and 6 focus tingoexperiences and testimonies of
6



Russian Germans in Russia and Chapter 7 is corttevite those of study participants
residing in Berlin, Germany. The chapters detaifingings from the narratives of Russian
based study participants are divided along anwaRish recognises the importance of the
spatial motif for this analysis. The first chap&tamines “physical” manifestations of
transnationalism. The chapter is structured teecefthe gradual mobilisation of actors in
this arena in search of avenues of engagement \aitd, connection to, Germany.
Networks based on peopled social ties (which acterbin the mass out migration of
relatives and friends to Germany) are seen as foadtl to the practice that is observed.
Emergent discourses on compact living, the chumid (the relationship that ethnic
German parishioners have with their pastor thereindl alternative sites and spaces
prioritised by respondents are discussed with eefee to the conceptual framework
developed in Chapter 2. The second part of thiptelndooks at the ways in which study
respondents have sought to maintain and actuaiides lwith Germany based in
understandings of transnationalism which focus mwtgsses of maintaining regularised

contact - including physical presence - in Germany.

The second chapter which comprises findings froeld#ork in Russia focuses on
“symbolic” aspects of the spatial claims. The rofeé5erman language in this discourse is
explored here with reference both to German langudgsting that would-be
Spéataussiedleiundergo in order to attain the right to “returniidaas a contributory
component in the ongoing efforts to claim the LudimeEvangelical church in Ul'lanovsk
as a ethnic German space and (potential) siteanbtrational engagement. The hybridised
character of respondents’ cultural practice is disoussed in this chapter. It is posited that
such practice serves to aid Russian German etforisgotiate belonging in Russia while —
at the same time — maintaining an avenue of cultgatact with Germans in Germany.
The same process of hybridisation, cultural codgngiand interest alignment is seen the
discourse which emerges around the significancaeath, burial and grave sites for this
group. The discourse on this topic serves, oncénaga a symbolic manifestation of
transnational alignment with Germany (one whicloinfants may or may not attempt to
actualise).

The final findings chapter explores the discouthas emerged from field data collected in
Berlin, Germany. This chapter begins with an exatidm of the (differing) interpretation

of the significance of grave sites for membersha group of study participants. It then
develops to discuss discourses of language andiatsh arenas of employment which

have emerged from the empirical data here. Thetsiu thatSpataussiedleoccupy is
7



delineated both by their own actions and thoséhefrniative Germans around them. It is
seen thatSpataussiedlethave difficulty in negotiating and comprehendingcial and
cultural norms of native German society (it is nmited that som8pataussiedledo not
particularly like the native German character)stis illustrated through narratives which
foreground motifs of domestic and city space.

Migration networks also function in this study cdhdt is demonstrated that network

connections have been utilised in order to infoh@ telocation decision making process
and that these webs of association persist — ancearforced — post resettlement. Finally,
the way in which Russian Germans in this locatianehaffected a “return” to familiar

cultural forms derived from Russian / Soviet trawitis discussed. The concluding chapter
of the thesis (Chapter 8) then draws togetherttberetical and empirical analysis that has
been presented. | seek to establish the key afedisomvery that have emerged from the

study and to link them to the aims and objectivetiireed at the beginning of the thesis.

In the following section the field locations in whi the empirical research data for this
thesis was collected are introduced. | outline ibéhmotivations for choosing Ul'ianovsk
and Berlin as field sites and present contextuf@rination about the respective sites of

study.
1.4 Field locations, an overview

The city of Ul'ianovsk, Russian Federation was @mpas the first fieldwork site. The city
is located on the Volga and Sviaga Rivers and is oha chain of towns and cities
stretching along the Volga which comprise one ef hirstoric settlement areas of Russian

Germans.

The original settlement of Simbirsk was foundedL648 and the fortified site grew and
modernised steadily over time. Simbirsk was renardé@novsk in 1924 and is the
political, economic and cultural centre of the Hiiovsk Oblast. According to local
government figures, at the end of 2006 the city 63d, 700 permanent residents, this
compares with Moscow’s population of 10, 425 miilimr the same time period (Moscow
City Government}. This figure included rural residents (Ul'ianovskyOMayor’s Office)?
The central areas of the citygninskiiandZheleznodorzhniregions) were home to 103,

3 Web source 1.
4Web source 2.



100 and 76, 200 residents respectively. 217, 000lahnovsk’s citizens reside in the
region situated immediately beyond the Volgavolzhskiregion) which is accessible by

bridge from the centre of the city.

Economically, the city relies upon its heavy indiastbase which specialises in metallurgy
and machine building enterprises which have sudviaéo the post-Soviet period (Ashwin,
2006: 8). The average monthly wage of those emplayethe cities industries and
organisations (excluding any state benefits they rmaeive) was 8297.30 roubles in 2006
(rising from an average of 6702.80 in 2005 see s@bce 3). This figure compares to an
average pension for the same year (excluding amjtiaclal payments to which the

recipient might be entitled) of 2,782.8 roubles.

| had visited Ul'ianovsk on two occasions priorundertaking fieldwork thefeand had,
therefore, had the opportunity to establish a aw®rable network of friends and
acquaintances in the city. This network played wiet role in the process of accessing
respondents. The importance of the informal net&dok gaining trust and access should
not be underestimated. This phenomenon is partlgul@table in a Russian context (see
for example: Caldwell, 2004; Tartakovskaya & Ashy2006). Ul'ianovsk was selected as
a research site as it was hoped that a signifiaadt accessible population of Germans
would still be resident in the city itself and tearrounding area. During the early post
Soviet period, which witnessed the return of langenbers of ethnic Germans to the Volga
region of Russia, attempts were made to resurreet \folga-German Autonomous
Republic (1924-1942) with Saratov as its centre\(fmusly Engels had been the capital).
Saratov’s residents, however, rejected the Volgan@es’ proposals (see Mukhina, 2007;
this thesis, Chapter 4; section 4.3.3) with thailtehat the then governor of Ul'lanovsk,
Goriachev, suggested that Germans, who wished ®odavould be welcome to settle in

Ul'ianovsk province.

Time constraints were also a decisive factor inosig the research location and thus the
decision to utilise the pre-established set of acist in Ul'ianovsk was based on the
understanding that this could, potentially, be léssee consuming than setting up new

contacts in and around other potential study ¢8@snara, Saratov or a Siberian city).

® According to figures provided by the Moscow mayiyrahe average monthly wage for Moscow over 2006
was 18, 704 roubles and the pension (includingstitgharges) 3389.9 roubles per month, see welsedur
® Most recently from June to July 2004.
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Initially, it was hoped that connections forgedfe field in the Russian Federation might
provide links for the second part of the fieldwdyased in Germany. This would have

facilitated the development of the translocal aadgnational at its most fundamental level
(after Rouse, 2002). As the period in the fieldRuassia progressed, however, it became
clear that such links would be very difficult toster. Although numerous attempts were
made to access potential German respondents frimmmiants in Ul'ianovsk (and in some

cases this established initial access to informdinémds and relations) this approach was

ultimately unsuccessful.

As a result of the absence of prior contacts im@ey, it was decided to make Beflihe
hub of fieldwork in Germany. Considerable numbdrSpéataussiedlewere settled in the
East. According to statistics provided by the BeB8enate Commission for Foreign Affairs
(Die Auslanderbeaugtragte Des Senasbe beginning of 2002 there were 32, 609 lggall
registered foreigners from the successor stateabheoftJSSR resident in the city. Of this
total, 11,152 were from the Russian Federationthat time the greatest numbers (1029)
were resident in Charlottenburg (see Burchard, @02 it was felt therefore, that there
was a reasonable chance of making successful ¢enfaathermore, Berlin was an ideal
location as other cities with considerable popalai of Spataussiedlewere within easy

reach (for example, Hamburg, Leipzig).

In the following chapter the theoretical grounditog the analysis of the empirical data
gathered during field research is presented. Thapteh begins by outlining the

development of migration theory, and looks at theergths and weaknesses of the
approaches which prevailed. Transnationalism istkxt within this process prior to a
thorough exploration of the potential of the traatgsnal idea within the area of migration
studies. Finally, the way in which the transnatiazancept will be applied in the study at

hand is delineated.

" Population 3,416, 000 in 2009, 86% of whom weren@m citizens, see web source 5.
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Chapter 2: The transnational, cultural and spatial in migrant identity: a

theoretical framework

2.1 Introduction

Ethnic Germans from the Former Soviet Union (FS@yehpurportedly been given the
opportunity to affect a ‘return’ to their putatiethnic homeland - Germany. The gates to
Germany stood ajar during the later period of thei& epoch: they were thrown open in
the immediate post-Soviet period and the processeafiation between the Germans of the
FSU and Germans of the Federal Republic is stityoomg. At the current temporal
distance from the late-Soviet and early post-Samigfins of this return and an analysis of
the discourses which inform the decision makinghase who have electebt to return
versus the discourses of those who have made theeyp is necessary, informative and

important.

In addition to uncovering and elucidating contenapprdiscourses of identity and, its
construction and praxis in both Ul'ianovsk and Berthe conduct of research at two sites
is an attempt to foreground through comparisoniosagltural aspects of transnationalism
and its practice among Russian Germans. In thsrdeghe research was conceived as an
attempt to ascertain whether respondents in thesepg undertook activities of a
transnational type. Furthermore, where transnatiemgagement was evident, its structure,
social regulation and efficacy were to be interteda The first part of this chapter
comprises a detailed examination of the genestsaoknationalism. | begin by outlining
the changing attitudes towards migration and iwotisation. This is followed by an
assessment of the interaction between migrationderdity. Next, | seek to establish both
the contemporary relevance of transnationalismuiinoa comprehensive review of the
literature and, further, to situate culture andtwal practice within the broader
transnational setting. Language and religion aeatified as being of particular importance
in this regard (emerging from the empirical reskdhey reappear as crucial in Chapters 4,
5 and 6). The subsequent section of this chaptécissed upon the specific theoretical
issues that are used to frame the findings ofth@sis. In this regard, ideas of space, place

and hybridity are introduced as the motifs of psawi this group.
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As suggested in Chapter 1, the volume of literaguestioning early attempts to fit post-
Soviet realities into westernised (theoretical)rfeavorks has grown steadily with time
(Kay, 2000; Wedel, 2001; Henderson, 2000 & 2003)e Tecision to test theories of
transnationalism was developed from this positibwill, in due course, be argued that the
specific socio-cultural context of the migration Bussian Germans gives rise to a
transnational practice which is specific to thisncounity. Further, the ways in which this
practice and the constructs underpinning it anewddted, prioritise narratives that exhibit
spatialised and hybridised attributes. The notibrhybridity — denoting a state of in-

betweeness or dual identity — has much to offelh weégard to the exploration and
explanation of the cultural expression ®érmannesgor Russiannegsas manifested by

Russian Germans both in Russia and in Germany.eAtgr understanding of the social
uses and/or role of space has — it is suggestedch no offer transnational analyses of
migration. The interrogation of transnationalismmotigh a “spatial lens” emerges from
respondent testimony. Space is identified as cetatihe development of transnationalism
and its cultural forms therein. Space is implicphgsent in narratives of migrancy (Rouse,
2002); it becomes an explicit actor as a contanfiesocial worlds and is shaped by those
who utilise it in order to engender identity andaoging. Thus, here (and subsequently in
Chapter 4 and findings Chapters 5-7) space is iftehtas central to Russian German

identity and thus to respondents’ practice of tnatisnalism.

The thesis as a whole takes as its subject actbrs ave either migrants or potential
migrants: people who live either in Russia or iar@any and who by reason of their
ethnicity and personal or family history, mightiotato belong to one or both societies
therein. Theorisations of migrancy, identity andobging are, therefore, of significance.
The discussion of migration theory, however, wdl prefaced by an examination of the
broader issues of migration and the role of idgntind its social and -cultural

manifestations.

2.2 International migration: shifting the focus

International migration, as Castles and Miller ndi@98: 4),

[l]s not an invention of the late twentieth centuoy even of modernity in
its twin guises of capitalism and colonialism. Migons have been part of
human history from the earliest times. Howeverrlinational migration has
grown in volume since 1945, and most importanthcsithe mid-1980s.
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It has been posited that popular conceptions efmattional migration and its practice have
been mired in nineteenth century models and assonsp{Masseyet al. 1993: 432).
Furthermore, the challenge of conceptualising ntigmahas been approached in such a
manner that a ‘single coherent theory’ has not getrbut rather ‘a fragmented set of
theories... have developed largely in isolation’ frame another (Massegt al 1993:
432). These perspectives were predicated on a wiethe world as one ‘divided by
national boundaries and immigration as an eventtgkes place between... self contained
political entities’ (Portes & Borocz, 1989: 625).

A number of models — focussing upon economic mabtwafor migration — have been
proposed at one time or anotheand these, predominantly market centred undetistgs

of migration, have done much to shape public opingd immigration and migrants
(Massey, 1993). The majority of migration had bemsralysed in frameworks which
focused upon the interrelationship of labour angitehand which, saw ‘labour flows as an
outcome of poverty and backwardness in sendingsaffartes & Borocz, 1989: 607)
combined with the attraction of the comparative Kteaf the receiving site. Such “push-
pull” analyses of migratory behaviour gradually eato be seen as unsatisfactory for a
number of reasons; they did not account — for examgor the failure of the majority of
would be migrants to move despite prevalent “pusictors (see Portes & Borécz, 1989
also Gmelch, 1980; Malkki, 1995; Richmond, 1993jduberg, 1973). The reasons why
people migrate are extremely unlikely to be eithweivariate (Richmond, 1993) or solely
economic (Uhlenberg, 1973). Other factors must bk donsidered, among them the
policy of the recipient country which does muchdetermine whether movement can take
place and what kind’ (Zolberg, 1989: 406 also Bro2®05).

The tendency to perceive migration as a bi-polandaction between the countries of
origin and receipt and the ‘post-migration situatias localised in the new country of

residence’ (Voigt-Graf, 2004: 28) where an immigrarould eventually ‘move up the

! Masseyet al (1993) provide a useful review (and appraisakhefsalient theorisations of migration;
Neoclassical Theory emphasised labour migratioardehed by supply and demand on a macro level and a
cost/ benefit reckoning on an individual, microdévihe New Economic Model posited that migration
decisions (though essentially economic) were taltehe household rather than individual level. Dual
Labour Market Theory accounted for migration astural outcome of the modern industrial era where
migration is fundamental to developed industriareamies and their survival. This model gives pranire

to pull factors over and above push factors. W8gtdtems Theory views migration as a natural canpthé
economic globalization and economic relations betwdeveloped and less developed countries where
developed industries seek labour and resourcesindeveloped areas. Such systems usually havdases

in colonialism. (Also see Castles, 2000 & HeisB00).
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occupational hierarchy, lose their cultural disiveness and blend into the dominant
culture’ (Heisler, 2000: 77) has also been foundtwg (Porteset al. 1999 also Brown,
2005; Gmelch, 1980; Heisler, 2000; Mazzucato, 2000}endency towards this view was
prevalent even though contrary evidence was extavery early studies of migration; see
Brettell, 2000: 97). Such assimilation theory dolayp the role of racial prejudice,
colonial experience and the centrality of languagd culture in the process of migration
(Castles, 2000: 21 also Massstyal. 1993). As Portes and Borécz (1989: 625) observe;

[1]f we are to believe the tenets of assimilatiomjsall immigrants would

gueue dutifully at the doors of the host societyiéing their turn for social

acceptance as a reward for their acculturation.
Yet this does not occur. Even where labour and eympént is supposedly the crux of a
given migration social links which connect the lat® to others in the place of migration
do much to dictate migrants’ choice of destinat{®ortes & Borocz, 1989: 612 also
Masseyet al 1993). Networks of ties serve both to draw mi¢gdowards new places and
to aid them in compensating for their liminal pmsitonce there (Castles, 2000: 20 also
Brown, 2005). Even where the causes of migratian @stensibly economic (i.e. the
EuropeanGastarbeiteror guestworker migrations of the 1960s and 70s¢eanovement
is underway, it is through regional networks thagnation is sustained and propagated
(Heisler, 2000: 87). Guestworker migration - forample - did not stop in spite of
significantly curtailed recruitment from the eafl970s on. Rather, migration to European
countries came to be institutionalised on the badisocial, family and community
linkages. The original labour migrants were a beldgad in the initialisation of this
process (Boyd, 1989: 640 & 645-646; see also Masdegl 1993). Migration then
becomes a process that is both very dependent spmal networks and, a catalyst for
their creation (Vertovec, 2002: 3). Social tiest tharsist across space and time act to bind
migrants and non-migrants together in a ‘compleb wksocial roles [often centred upon
(immediate) family] and interpersonal relationshifi@oyd, 1989: 639) which do much to
inform migration decisions (Boyd, 1989; also seedlm, 1980; Portes & Borécz, 1989)
and to shape its outcomes (Boyd, 1989: 639). Il flemargued (section 2.3.2) that the
network is central to the transnational conceptibmigration and the practices evidenced
therein.

Thus, migration is conceived not as a single ebemtan ongoing and pervasive process
which has implications for each and every aspeatigfants’ life as well as those of ‘non-
migrants and communities in both sending and raogicountries’ (Castles, 2000: 18).
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Furthermore, migrants ‘experience migration, setéet, ethnic relations, public policies,
language issues and identity construction as glasthted and overlapping segments of a
single [migratory] process’ (Castles, 2000: 15-T&)ese elements must be accounted for

in any attempt to assess and/ or conceptualiseantgjrposition.

2.2.1 ldentity and migration

Identity is a slippery concept, one which is peghaply ever foregrounded when in crisis
and subject to doubt or uncertainty (Mercer, 19280). Identities both inscribe, and are
inscribed by, the environments in and by which tlaeg produced. The expansive and
variable nature of identity as a concept argualdyn@icates attempts to explain the
phenomenon. ‘[Glender, age, race, language, nditiporend religion are among the
ascriptive bases on which people define their itlest (Richmond, 1996: 20). Depending
upon circumstance it is possible to suppose that eathese loci may be assigned greater
or lesser importance for an identity (either peedaor collective). Neither identity nor
ethnicity are objective “things” but might instebd thought of as part of a process which
revolves around the manufacture of cultural inifmitey pursued in order to institute self/
other dichotomies among people (Honig, 1996: 14B)must be remembered, however,
that the shape of an identity is not only dependgain the input and interpretation of its
bearer. Identity is as much a product of how otlperseive and situate us. And, in the case
of migrant identity the perceptions of the citizeof the receiving state do much to
influence the social position that migrants occapy to prescribe the roles that they fulfil
(Fouron & Glick Schiller, 1999: 353-354 also Basshal. 2003: 21-46, particularly

pertaining to race and social class; also ZolbE#§9) in both home and host societies.

The significance of ethnicity or “being ethnic” dfficult to separate from the notion of
identity per se Yinge (1976: 200) usefully defines an ethnic gras

A segment of a larger society whose members anegtitp by themselves
and/ or others, to have a common origin and toeslmportant segments of
a common culture and who, in addition, particip@teshared activities in
which the common origin and culture are significiaugredients.
The routes through which one might engage with ®e#hnicity could, in many ways, be

seen as congruent with those through which one tneighage with one’s identity. Yinge,
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(1976: 200) however, reminds us that the ethniagres ‘perceived by others in the
society to be different in some combination of fibléowing traits: language, religion, race
and ancestral homeland with its related cultGr&urthermore, the individuals who
comprise the group also see themselves as diffardf as such, they take part in
collective pursuits that are ‘built around therdl or mythical) common origin and culture
(Yinge, 1976: 200). On the one hand, ‘no group ebple is inherently or immutably
ethnic. The Irish, for example, were obviously ettnic in Ireland, but only became so
when they migrated to the United States’ (Honigd@:9146; also see Brettell, 2000: 113),
however, Russian Germans have been ethnicisedimdbi®e USSR / Russian Federation
(RF) and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG)s Tunflation of identity and ethnic
identity gives rise to a situation whereby the ssiiaked by the migratory arc (country of
origin and country of settlement) do not represhome” and “host” environments as they
might be understood in other migratichs.

Robins and Aksoy (2001: 687) consider that iderttdy, ‘functioned as an ordering device
... [and] historically as a device of cultural enginag’ thus, as the carrier of certain
identity one, ‘became a particular type or kindpefson’ (Robins & Aksoy, 2001: 687).

But while they posit that

Identity was about making people who have a sefdeetonging,” about
fixing cultures in place [...] the efficacy of thetian of identity has been to
do with a project of immobilisation — with suppriessof cultural mobility
and consequently of what mobility would make pdss{Robins & Aksoy
2001: 687-8).

This claim is challenged when we begin to consilerimpact of migration upon identity,

its formation and practice. Arguably, migrationther on a mass scale or at an individual
level, disrupts the ordering capacities of identity this regard, much of the scholarly
work which has focussed upon migration can be ssean effort to explain disruption and
dislocation. Migratory movements have been framed @-framed over time as various

migratory tides have ebbed and flowed. Moreoveenapts have been made to account not

2 Benedict Anderson (2006: 13) recognised the ‘umisacredness of language’ especially with regard to
admission to and membership of a group: his cdimepf imagined community is predicated upon
language as an essential building block of (ethidieitities.

® Flynn’s (2004: particularly 34-77) work on Russi@turn migration in the post-Soviet era drawsrgton
to the multiple and contested discourses surrougnitiie idea of “home”, “homeland” and “return.” She
examines the contexturalising role of the stateeqpdores migrants’ own interpretations. The USSR’s
contiguity as a landmass adds an extra dimensiamgoant understanding of home and return (also see
Kolstg (1995) & Smith, G. (1999a) on this pointpWira (1991) evidences the disjunctions that azoup
between the image of homeland and the reality faypwh return.
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only for the role of the migrant or migrant groupdetermining their experiences of re-
settlement and adaptation, but also for the roleth& receiving state and society
(acknowledging the role of the “other” in the constion of one’s identity) and, more
recently, for the specific, somewhat contradict@fyect of globalization upon such

movement. As Richmond notes,

The dimensions of immigrant coaptation are alsodineensions of social
survival for sedentary populations with whom therants interact. Movers
and non-movers alike must respond to the endogemaods exogenous
forces that are transforming local as well as dlglgatems (1996: 105-6).

Thus, identity, it can be seen, is conceptuallygewitic and yet it functions as one of the
founding principles of social organisation and agsmn. Identity arises from the dialogue
between an individual and their surroundings. Aldyiaawareness of one’s identity will
be accentuated as a result of migration, and #ecated upheavals and transformations.
Whereas, prior interpretations of migration hadutexd upon how migrants of ‘different
social, spatial and gender identities have diffeiaterpretations of space and therefore
have made migration decisions differently, a receteilectual current is to see identity as
being embedded in mobility rather than localityinL.2003: 141; also see Waldinger &
Fitzgerald, 2003 & 2004).What is more, both movers and non-movers act flectathe

frameworks within which one forges an identity (s&smmaret al. 1997).

2.3 Transnationalism: a contested framework

The genesis of new approaches to the theorisafiangration resulted in a willingness to
examinemore subtle aspects of the phenomenon, which veaged as a process and, one
which would have ongoing implications both for tiégrant and the society they entered
(Castles & Miller, 1998: 19; Heisler, 2000: 84).uEh over the course of little more than
two decades, a theoretical shift has occurred ie field of migration studies.
Transnationalism has emerged as a framework withimich scholars can begin to
interrogate the relevance of the expectation tlkatnalation is necessarily the eventual
outcome of contemporary migratichsAs such, transnational theory forms part of the

‘critique of bi-polar models of migration’ (Brettel 2000: 104). The concept of

* Both Glazer (1993) and Alba & Nee (1997) obsehat the concept of assimilation was already sutiect
a high degree of criticism and had largely beewigd as a potential framework for immigration reskdor
a number of decades.
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transnationalism enables scholars to begin to wtaled how adjustment to a new host
society and the alteration in “socio-spatial” awegs might impact upon immigrant
behaviour and identity. Thus far, very few studidransnationalism applied to a Soviet

or post-Soviet contexts are available.

Transnational theory was utilised as the major éawork in Basch, Schiller and Szanton
Blanc’s (2003) study of Haitian and Malaysian migrants and tleeflerging constructions

of remittance networks and ethnically defined orgatons in New York City. From this

point on, transnational theory rapidly gained cocse particularly as scholars were
increasingly taken up with the ever growing numbarpeople who were stretching the
boundaries within which they lived their lives anto, it could be seen, were ‘living dual
lives: speaking two languages, having homes indaumtries and making a living though
continuous regular contact across national bord@@’teset al. 1999: 217 also see Basch
et al 2003: 7-8). Portes’ description is useful as adAmental definition of

transnationalism and, it (along with the work orsBaet al) is the springboard from

which scholars of transnationalism have soughetme understandings of contemporary
migration theory. Although the volume of reseaetamining the concept increased
steadily, work which engaged with transnationalismd its practice was focussed
primarily upon labour migration and the ongoingcalar routes of migration between the
USA and workers from Central and South America (Keg 1995, 2000; Portes, 1999;
Smith & Guarnizo 1998; Rouse, 2002). Porétsal. sought to capture behaviour that
emerged among the migrants who used these cirandsto differentiate it from extant

models of migratory movement. Transnationalismy th&serted,

[l]s a process which involves a) a significant pdipn of persons in the
relevant universe (immigrants and their home cqumbunterparts) b)

activities and interests are not fleeting and etoapl but posses a certain
stability and resilience over time and c) the conte the activities are not
captured elsewhere (Portet al,1999: 219).

®> McDowell, (2005) utilises transnational framewonkder history of Latvian women migrant workersovh
arrived in post-war Britain from European displagedsons’ camps on European Volunteer Worker (EVW)
programmes Baltic Cygnet and Westward Ho! and, equilosntly, found themselves permanently resident in
the UK rather than temporarily so as they had firgtgined. See Mamattah (2006), in which the
transnational practice of Russians resident inl&edtis examined.

® The first edition of Bascht al was published in 1994 and is cited in Poeteal 1999 in their work on the
theorisation of transnationalism. Basttals work has subsequently become one of the mostlwidted
works concerned with transnationalism and it imse®a theoretical cornerstone of the concept.
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While underscoring a requisite ‘density’ of panpiation, Portes nonetheless recognises the
individual and his associates as ‘the proper uh@malysis... [and the] most viable point
of departure for scholarship’ (Portest al,1999: 220). The role of the state in sponsoring
transnationalism is acknowledged but as a secormargideration which developed after
governments began to recognise the potential irapoet of their expatriate communities
(Portes et al,1999: 220 also Basch et al. 2003: 7-8). The ppeimon of the state is not,

then, a requirement but an augmentafion.

Initially, transnational theory foregrounded labonrigration and its outcomes and
identified remittance and embedded trade baseditéesi as the crucial requirements that
must be present if an endeavour was to be considea@snational in type. However,
transnationalism was increasingly applied to movesevhich occurred outside the US —
Latin America or South East Asia circuits of movemn® encompass other migrations
(Riccio, 2001(Senegalese in ltaly); Falzon, 2003(Hindu Sindhi diaspora); Werbner,
2005 (the Pakistani diaspora in the UK); Voigt-Gi2004 (Punjabi, Kannadiga and Indo-
Fijian diasporas); Arnone, 2008 (Eritreans in thH€){Mazzucato, 2008 (Ghanaians in the
Netherlands); Bloch, 2008 (Zimbabweans in the UkBprtes’ definition had been refined
in order that scholars might account for a rangaativities and behaviours along a scale
of engagement. Thus, the processes and practices whmprise transnational activity

could be seen to,

[V]ary widely and [further, they] are indetermindiecause they depend on
1) the differenttontextshat migrants encounter abroad and in their ptdice
origin 2) thesocial capitalthey posses; and 3) the social obligations argd tie
they have with a) their kin, communities and stateorigin and b) the
society to which they have migrated (Guarret@l 1999: 370).

In this way a far greater number of activities caimeébe seen as transnational in type;
examples of which include watching television orviee imported from the country of
origin (i.e. Moorti, 2003; Carstens, 2003; RobinsA&soy, 2001). Moreover, the inherent

conditionality of transnationalism is further euded by the convention of referring not

" In their volumeTransnationalism from Belo{d999) Smith & Guarnizo (eds.) acknowledge this,
developing tangents of transnationalism which emsjsigagrassroots activities rather than top-dowstate-
initiated processes of development.

® Heisler (2000: 84) notes that the preservationashe country ties can be seen as rather less urinsua
European context as ‘host countries did not engmufand often actively discouraged) the permanent
settlement of workers’ who were presumed to be teany. In view of this, the slower uptake of thexcept
of transnationalism is particularly interesting.
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simply to ‘transnationalism’ within any given cortebut to, for example, Dominican,
Haitian, Filipino, or Eritrean transnationalism. ditlonal nuances to levels of engagement
were suggested by ltzigsoleh al. (1999) who proposed that both Porggsal (1999) and
Baschet al (2003) leave out important practices in theirnfaflations. Instead, they
outlined an understanding of transnationalism wiiekignates Portest als classification

as a type of “narrow” transnationalism. While rewisgng its value, they create space for
an alternative “broad” practice which is charaged by material and symbolic routines

and systems and low or sporadic mobility (Itzigsehal 1999: 323).

2.3.1 Countering criticism: refining the transnational concept

The addenda that Portesal (1999) specify constituted a part of their redutf one of
the recurring criticisms of transnationalism whitlakes the claim that the concept does
not denote a phenomenon that is truly new but megieles a new name to processes that
have been ongoing for centuries (ltzigsodinal 1999; Benton, 2003). The Chinese
diaspora, for example, has always been “trade-Bdba 2003; also see Kotkin, 1993 for
examples of a variety of diasporic networking ps). Benton (2003) dismisses the
novelty of transnationalism, illustrating his camien with the narratives of Chinese
mariners who worked on ships circulating from Chiodhe UK (Liverpool in this case).
They brought culturally specific business ideas. filhe Chinese laundry) which were then
embedded in the British social milieu. Moreover,rtB® and Bordocz (1989) note the
tendency for migrations to be based upon histotiiesl between sending and receiving
countries, be they colonial, political, trade orltaral in origin (also Castles, 2000;
Gmelch, 1980; Richmond, 1993). It is then naive elxpect that migrations of a

transnational type should be any different in teigard®

Baschet al (2003: 24-25) allow for past undertakings of smational exchange and
position their work as a part of a continuous psscef development. They take care to
emphasise the effect of the ‘unique and pervadvead) penetration of capital (Basehal
2003: 87). The vitality and relevance of the traigmal concept is found not in novelty
but in the notion that it is an idea whose ‘times lmme’ (Basch et al. 2003: 7). The

models utilised by social scientists to investigatel explain migratory practice that they

° History — as shall be demonstrated — plays an itapbrole in the development of the “type” of
transnational engagement participated in.
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have witnessed have developed and changed through(¢ee Malberg 1997: 27-8) and
transnationalism can be considered as a stagdarmptss evolution and a response to the
‘recognition that mass migration is self-perpetugti transforming, systematic and
increasingly driven by global forces’ (Heisler, 20B4). The advent of globalization has
given rise to a social environment which has hedltansnationalism as the bedfellow
with which it shares the ‘historical moment of |a&i@pitalism’ (Lionnet & Shih, 2005: 5).
The homogenous, mass-mediated environment thaaligabion portends facilitates the
process of movement and return that is fundametdakhe transnational concept
(Appadurai, 1996: 6) creating an environment inalheéver increasing numbers of people
‘seem to imagine routinely the possibility thatytrer their children will live and work in

places other than [those in which] they were béAppadurai, 1996: 6).

This reimagining is based upon, and fuelled by,rdtictive effect that globalization has
had upon the world. So, while the global is oftlfined vis-a-vis ‘a homogenous and
dominant set of criteria the transnational desigmapaces and practices acted upon by
border crossing agents be they dominant or mardinannet & Shih, 2005: 5). Basogt

al. counter the criticism that transnational theoryswat accounting for anything “new”
by clarifying requisite factors, the fulfilment @fhich was, in their view, necessary if a
process were to be called transnational. They esipighat transnationalism is inexorably
linked to the ‘changing conditions of global capgiam and must be analysed within the
context of global relations between capital andlaband the greater and more persistent
‘global penetration of capital’ (Basat al. 2003: 22 & 24). Further, Bas@t al. specify
that transnational migrants in their daily livescial, political and economic activities
generate social fields which cross national bouedain living these transnational lives,
transnational migrants ‘find themselves confronteith and engaged in the nation building
processes of two or more nation states. Their itlesitand practices are configured by
hegemonic categories, such as race and ethnibday;are deeply embedded in the nation
building processes of these nation states’ (Batad 2003: 22). Moreover, they caution
against a tendency within the social sciences ooflate physical location, culture, and
identity’ as it can reduce the researcher’s abilday‘perceive and then to analyse the

phenomenon of transnationalism’ (Basttal 2003: 22).

In this way the investigations of Basehal prioritise practices which draw the migrant
into activities which have outcomes that are felgdnd the confines of the community and
families left behind. What is more, they focus upba differences in ethnicity and race

which — they subsequently argue - are foregrounidethe process of personal and
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professional exclusion that immigrants, who becdrmaasmigrants, can experience upon
arrival in (in their study) America (Basat al 2003; also see Remenick, 2003 on work,
status and exclusion). While one might argue thassin Germans — and particularly
those Russian Germans who have made the trip éttleegh Germany - are of the same
ethnicity as the members of their receiving socieghall be demonstrated that they have,
nonetheless, been (socially) excluded at both ehttseir migratory pathway as discussed
in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7. Germans in Russ@ @ USSR) suffered as a result of their
ethnicity and subsequently, in Germany they hawenhgerceived not as ethnic brethren
but “Russian” others who have, as Brown (2005: 6@03erves, ‘gone through a very
different history and a different process of modkation’ (c.f. Vergeti, 199%; also see
Gilroy, 1996: 24; Glick- Schiller & Fouron, 199®0pov, 2003; Voutira, 1997 who
discuss the experiences of African-Americans raémgrrio their ancestral lands, Haitian

transnationalism and Pontic Greek “return” respedty).

While the contributions of Basadt al (2003), Portes (1999) and Porétsal (1999) to the
debate have been acknowledged as fundamentalsgtangt al 1999; Faist 2000a; Glick-
Schiller & Fouron; 1999; Al-Aliet al 2001; Riccio, 2001), the volume of literature
examining transnationalism as a broader framewattkinwvhich more amorphous identity
constructs - such as culture its forms and produatan be accounted for has steadily
increased (Carstens, 2003; Craetgal, 2003; Fann, 1991; Moorti, 2003; Morely, 2001,
Robins & Aksoy, 2001). Moreover, groups which miglet considered as having minimal
opportunity or motivation for transnational engagemtbegan to be analysed as potential
transnational actors. For instance, Al-&li al. (2001) (also see Dossa, 2008, & Dorai,
2003) employ transnationalism as an analytical to@ study of refugee identity, arguing
that the premises dictating that a refugee wilvitabdly return home or, integrate into the
host society appropriating an ethnic identity aing disowned by the home government
can no longer be assumed. And yet, refugees’ mhettes hierarchy of the host society can
reduce their potential as providers of remittarecéhe country of origin and their ability to

travel between the two regions is also necessaniyed.

While acknowledging the role that remittance antitipal agency or engagement played
as the initialising catalysts in the constructidntransnationalism, it was now proposed
that ‘now cultural construction [of transnationalisis underway’ (ltzigsohret al 1999:

19 vergeti examines the experiences of Pontic Grdekbould be noted that members of the first niigna
waves (1920s) did believe that their settlememRussia was temporary.
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336). Furthermore, the extent to which the recgvstate permits new arrivals to
participate/ integrate into society at large corebiwith the migrants’ own desire to act in
these arenas thus affecting the type of transralign that results (Guarnizgt al 1999:
367; Al-Ali et al 2001; Itzigsohret al 1999: 335, Robins & Aksoy, 2001: 693)In the
following section the joining of transnationalismdaculture is discussed. It is argued that,
these cultural discourses are particularly impdrtarfamily centred migrations (and the
networks that emerge from them). The concept ofeps forgrounded as a transnational
(social) arena which can be manifested physically. (church, café, youth club) by
migrants and non-migrants alike in their attemptreate linkage between the country of
origin and settlement. Space can also be mobilewi Ma, 2002) when people are not,
thus the utilisation of space provides a forum inick non-movers can find or create

avenues of transnational engagement alongside toséave moved.

2.3.2 Transnationalism and cultural engagement

The modification of transnationalism to include tauk broadens the potential field of
study considerably but it is a valid and importatep nonetheless. Moreover, this is
especially so the greater the distance that segsathé fields (locations) included in any
study. As Voigt-Graf point out ‘social relations tveen members of a transnational
community in two neighbouring countries tend todbeser that between those living in
different continents’ (Voigt-Graf 2003: 44; alsoes&/erbner, 2005). Where physical
distance or mobility are more significant factocsiture can come to act as a more
transportable and accessible commodity. A trangnalkiframework which incorporates
culture also helps to shed light on the sphereocfas exclusion and migration. Firstly,
overcoming social exclusion has been proposed asatalyst for the genesis of
transnational activities among migrants (Basthal 2003) and theorisations of cultural
transnationalism have likewise emerged from studiesommunities which have been
compelled to negate exclusion through cultural gorac(Calar, 2001; Moorti, 2003;
Werbner, 2005).

! portes (2001: 190) suggests that in the USA arateytransnationalism is a one generation only
phenomenon. Other authors’ work suggests thayr@liforms of transnationalism at least, may pérsis
beyond the first generation (Hall, 1990; Werbn@0%, Potter & Phillips, 2006).
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The interpretation of transnationalism as a cultyghenomenon generates axes of
investigation which can be less formal, includingra-household and/or family and
institutional domains (Faist, 2000a, 200b). As sutfe social networks within which
migrants embed themselves (and are embedded) gage @me to the fore, not only as
modern modes of communication ‘have shorteneddhmlsdistance between sending and
receiving societies’ but because in so doing thaesies of origin and settlement then
come to comprise a single arena of social actiaet{@l, 2000: 104). In this way, both
mobile and immobile actors play roles in the preagismigration (particularly as networks
are most often formed around the family unit). Asresult, the theorisation of
transnationalism has been developed to draw irulliand symbolic forms, and this
approach has hinged upon transnational socialsfietdspaces (Glick-Schiller & Fouron,
1999; Faist, 2000a; Itzigsohet al, 1999). Such an understanding of transnationalism
affords room to acknowledge cultural exchange, @agaen enmeshing relatively immobile
actors in a transnational network (Glick-Schiller Bouron, 1999; Faist 2000). A

transnational social field can,

[B]e thought of as a field of social interactiomglgexchanges that transcend
political and geographical boundaries of one natod have become the
relevant field of action and reference for a langember of Dominicans [in
this case] in their country of origin and in theodd diaspora that it has
generated (Itzigsohet al 1999: 317).

Germans in Russia are citizens of the Federatianh,they are neither the titular nor
dominant ethno¥ However, the manner in which they seek to link kbealities with
which they are familiar bears the same traits asdtascribed to Dominicans here. Indeed,
social fields or spaces can link members of a gtmatp literally and metaphorically and -
in this way - they can function as spaces withinclwhmigrantsand immobile actors
operate to overcome ‘social and spatial fragmesratiGuarnizoet al 1999: 388). In their
day-to-day lives migrants may choose to organiseatend events which although based
in the host country have a “host” and “home” foAkAli et al 2001: 625).

The mobilisation of culture within a framework obyeer relations can be of significance

both within a given group and outside its bounfts: example, defining relations with, or

2 Moreover, as my research demonstrates, not aktidio could claim a German nationality / identity
choose to do so.
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attitudes towards, ethnic others in the host conitydf The exploration of cultural modes
of transnationalism has become increasingly emhkddéhe literature (e.g. @har, 2001;
Carstens, 2003; Falzon, 2003; Moorti, 2003) whereas been employed to explain the
experiences of transmigrants for whom ‘home isamgér limited to the geographic spaces
of a single nation state’ (Moorti, 2003: 365). Nata cultural notions of transnationalism
have emerged to fill gaps in constructs of iderditgl belonging for groups who might not
be expected to invest in such endeavours. An exaspseen in Gidar's (2003) work
which examines belonging constructs of Turkish fiaatGermany. While the majority of
her cohort was born and raised in Germany theiexam position with regard to their
citizenship has meant that they have felt unabknthor themselves to Germany. Instead,
respondents exhibited a tendency to structure thelionging in terms of their city of
residence, ‘an urban space rather than a natiagld€; 2003: 608). In so doing, they form
new cultural spaces which facilitate ‘the developtaf non-unitary identities... [which]
cannot be analysed within a model of immigratioat ik linear and accumulative’ (glar,
2003: 606).

In this way Cdlar prioritises space in her reading of the comssrwpon which she
focuses. Indeed, the notion of space is one whials throughout the testimonies of the
Russian Germans who patrticipated in this study. Sgaees they refer to are both notional
(created by the use of language and the performaihadtual) and concrete: the specific
places of the church, their homes etc. Space, sl&itrwai Ma (2002: 131 - 132), ‘can be
highly mobile... space is a social construct thathang and fosters solidarity, oppression,
liberation or disintegration... a container of powleough which people’s biographies are
constrained and enabled.” As both metaphorical @ngical manifestations of place and
space were foregrounded by respondents as theytstmgxplain their views over the

course of interview, both concepts must be invastig further.

2.3.3 A place for space and hybridity in the transnational concept

As is apparent from the above discussion, the gemdégecent social science discourse,
and the conscious drawing together of transnatiemahnd space/place further strengthens
the theoretical value of the transnational framéwdrhe genesis of the transnational
concept is closely associated with new theorisatminspace and place that have emerged
in recent social science discourse (Brettell 20004). Space, after all is a crucial

'3 The situation of Russian German in the USSR/RFnsiétzat this is equally true for those who have
remained in the RF as they constitute a minorigugrin their ‘country of origin.’
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component in and container of social relations emdmunity practice. The importance of
space in this regard has often been overlookedefiveé, 1991: Low, 1996; Watkins,
2005). Kantian and Cartesian understandings ofespad their contributions to our social
world have, with time, been recognised as inadeg(atfebvre, 1991; Watkins, 2005;
Casey, 1996; Elden, 2004), thus, space is no losgen as #&bularasa or the simple
container of social interaction. Instead, it haerberoposed that spaces, in and of
themselves, are the products/outcomes of the waglsanterplays that they are conceived
to contain (Lefebvre, 1991). Space can be seeunlfirfg an important role in our social
world. Furthermore, the, ‘act of producing spacedsognised as fundamental to our
experiences of the world’ (Watkins, 2005: 211). @ global stage this failure to
interrogate the role that space fulfils in socild may be seen as resulting from the view
of ‘the world of nations... conceived as discretetigppgartitionings of territory... [and]
the concept of culture [which] has many connectiaith that of nation’ (Malkki, 1992:
34); an analysis powerfully affixes culture andritery. Yet the notion that borders can
“contain” cultures has been duly questioned (Hann£896: 8) through a process which
can be seen as a consequence of the emergencanshdtional processes which ‘put
issues of cultural identity and cultural commurniiyo a new context’ (Robins & Aksoy,
2001: 708). Migration and space interact in a matim&t serves to emphasise ‘the social
nature of space as something created and reprodiioedgh collective human agency [...
and therefore,] existing spatial arrangements &&ays susceptible to change’ (Rouse,
2002: 159)%

Indeed, issues of space and spatial negotiatio@m-viariety of guises - have informed work
focussed upon migrant identity, experience and tatiap (Doughan, 2005; Gross al.,
2002; Huelsebusch-Buchannan, 1979; Kilickiran, 200@&assey, 1992). The tendency
among immigrants to attempt the creation or regeaif the familiar in new surroundings
and, in so doing, to create a “familiar place” msabserved component of migrant practice.
Papastergiadis (1998: 11), for example, recourds @reek migrants in the Australian
suburbs went to great lengths to recreate theie&égardens” as,

4 Places can be thought of as localised spacesadsyq1996: 27) points out a ‘given place takethen
qualities of its occupants; reflecting these qieditn its constitution and description.’ The pautar
importance of place (as distinct from space) liethe fact that ‘to live is to live locally and kaow is first
of all to know the place one is in’ (Casey, 199@).

26



[T]he space of the suburban garden was re-dravat¢commodate a mini
vegetable patch. Neo-classical columns were knocladn and replaced
with smooth “Roman” arches. Tomato and chilli pappe one side, ferns
and gum trees on the other.
While Hannerz (1996: 148) observes that a simggponse to the unfamiliarity of novel

and (sometimes) incomprehensible surroundingsrbatalternative place;

[F]laster pace and bewildering heterogeneity arehgness of Amsterdam
and other cities, some found it a bit threatening turned inward to their
kin and friendship networks and to the Moravianrchuthey had brought
from home.

This reorganisation is undertaken in order to ceutihe sense of un-belonging which
accompanies relocation (and may in fact be worsamader conditions of supposed
“return;” Gilroy, 1996; Popov, 2003; Voutira, 1997Mhrough this process of translocation
migrants ‘invent and recreate a local culture alathle community’ (Werbner, 2005: 763).
Inevitably, migrants must renegotiate ties (bothspeal and spatial) during the process of
moving from a space or place where the landscafamsiar (e.g. the church steeple) and
plays a role in one’s biographical narrative armsthof one’s forebears - from a landscape
to which one can say one belongs - to one whersueh associations are current; such

dislocation or discontinuity leaves people in antkiof void’ (Papastergiadis, 1998: 81).

Thus, it can be argued that there exists a powgfudency to carve out spaces and places
which are ‘familiar’ and, furthermore such processan then lead to the development of
hybrid spaces or ‘ethnic melange neighbourhoodsuch ss Jackson Heights in Queens,
New York' (Pieterse, 1995: 51; also see Gresal. 2002: 204}>Within these spaces
rituals such as weddings, funerals, Christmas aastefE (according to Gregorian and
Orthodox calendars and celebrated — for exampleth twaditional German dishes in
Russia (see Robins & Aksoy, 2001: 697)) are used‘casnmemorative nodes’
(Featherstone, 1995: 94). Marking these occasiblses culture ‘to confer agency within

a field of power relations’ (Werbner, 2005: 7493dam so doing, provides a forum for
social inclusion. They are also sites of hybridcpcze.

'3 The equivalents in modern Germany might bektbines Kasachstarandneues Moskaugnini
Kazakhstans and new Moscows) now found in mang<Brown, 2005).
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The notion of hybridity has entered social sciedEourse as a mechanism to aid the
understanding of “difference” in varying contex®ultural identity in particular has often
in the past been seen as an unchanging, invaealiky but theorists have argued that it is
not fixed, essentialised or located outside histd¥hat is more, culture is not ‘a fixed
origin to which we can make some final and absoRé&turn’ (Hall, 1990: 226). The
diaspora experience, according to Hall (1990: 285hot one which is delineated by
unambiguous characterisations of the diasporic self community but rather by
‘heterogeneity and diversity; by a conception afeftity” which lives with and through,
not despite difference; blyybridity (also see Bhabha, 2004: 224). Such differences a
often only evident once distant “sames” are broughéther (Hall, 1990: 227).

Hybridity can be understood as a process whereliyraliforms and practices separate
from one another only to reappear, differently corald as a novel form or practice
(Pieterse, 1995: 49). Hybridity might be usefulipught of as a process of adaptation and
modernisation whereby elements of the old are coetbwith new products and practices.
This process give rise to novel forms which servait cultural practice and which may
then, in their turn, become embedded in that practin this way it can be seen as the
means by which newness enters the world (HutnyR528habha, 1994). The concept of
hybridity has not been accepted into cultural disses without contestation. Hutnyk
(2005: 80) talks of hybridity as a ‘usefully slipgecategory, purposefully contested and
deployed to claim change,” and, arguably, all aekuare inherently “creole” (Hannerz’
terminology, 1996) or hybrid thus limiting the eaphtory power of hybridity as a concept
(Pieterse, 1995: 62; also Anthias, 2001). Althobgbridity enables theorists to account
for fluidity vis-a-vis cultures and identities, #& features are nonetheless anchored in
territorial ideas both national and transnatior@ég{ar, 1997: 173). But while Gar
(1997: 172) fears that the utilisation of hybridityisks limiting heterogeneity to the
hyphenated form’, the notion has, nonetheless, leatamsively discussed and employed
(Hall, 1990; Hannerz, 1996; Papastergiadis, 19B8jthermore, it has found a particular
niche within migration studies to explain the amgiof recent migratory flows (Potter &
Phillips, 2006) and vis-a-vis the longer term exgeres of the second generation and
beyond (Clifford, 1994; Mercer, 1994; Hall, 1990ilr®y, 1996; Treacher, 2000). Potter
and Phillips (2006) have acknowledged hybrid idgnas the platform upon which
returnees in their study (of UK-Barbados return natign) premised their “return,” and
Mercer (1994: 4-5) has proposed that ‘hybridiseshidies point to ways of surviving, and
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thriving, in conditions of crisis and transitionlt is in this connection that ideas of

hybridity and hybrid identity can be usefully agalito the case at hand.

The above has focused upon and emphasised thalsggdatent of transnational practice.
It has been argued that space is both actor irpesdlict of the social worlds that people
create and inhabit. In this way, space is a kesnefg of cultural engagement and, further,
it has a role to play in cultural readings of trasonalism, transnational practice and
transnational social space. Spaces (and the ledatkces they become) are recognised as
containers of social interaction which can be “morebile” than the people they contain.
Such spaces do, in fact, become containers oflgmeiais; much of which exhibits hybrid
content and centres upon creating a place in whrelgtitioners feel themselves to be
socially included. In the following section, | exara the symbolic creation / delineation of
space which has language at its crux. Languagis, osited, is employed to denote
identity and belonging and to impart social streettihus, it fulfils a defining cultural role

and — in a migration context — a micro-level synispatial one.

2.3.4 Language and the valorisation of (cultural) space

Although Brah is most likely correct in her claitmat there is no “correct” definition of
culture (1996: 18) it is useful to attempt a deatgym of some sort. Clarket al. (1983: 11)
term culture as ‘the symbolic ordering of soci&.li. [which] embodies the trajectory of
group life through history.’ It is somewhat eadierrecognise language as a fundamental
element of that symbolic ordering. Language is wciat axis for the construction and
“defence” of a culture. As Richmond (1999) notésnguage plays a critical role, not only
as an ethnic signifier in its own right, but alse a medium through which ethnic
conscioushess and ethnic groups are formed!9&lery stage, ethnicity is linked to
language, whether indexically, implementationallysgmbolically. There is no escaping
the primary symbol-system of our species’ (Richmadr@99: 23)’

The symbolic power of language and the key funciiorfulfils in engendering and
maintaining social networks and hierarchies hasnbée subject of a great deal of
academic scrutiny. Much of the work seeking toniinate and explain the way in which

'® He cites Fishman (1989)
7 Also see Smits & Giindiiz kgor, 2003 & Urciuoli, 1995.
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language defines social spaces and interactionbkas focussed upon a mechanical
exploration of everyday language usage, examirfmginstance, the effect of accent or
dialect upon access to power and resources (Bayr@i@05). Although initially arising
from enquiries based in linguistics, the framewaaks theories thus generated can also be
usefully applied to studies concerned with languagea social actor where multiple
languages ‘compete’ within a single social contéfer examples, see Joseph, 2004).
Looking at the ways in which languages spoken withgiven community are utilised as a
tool with which to define and maintain status witld group gives valuable insights into
the structuring of identity for members of the gro&urthermore, understanding how and
why languages competing in the same interactiopaces are endowed with varying
symbolism at different times and how these vanetiare conditioned by fluctuations in a

broader social milieu, gives a window onto how abitlentities evolve.

The position that language occupies vis-a-vis tratisnalism should also be considered.
Porteset al, (1999: 229) for example, note that in the USAeast, ‘it is possible for
immigrants to engage in transnational activitiethait knowing English well and while
remaining marginal to [...] the social mainstreamtius, transnational practice enables
migrants to maintain a sense of belonging to aepthough they are no longer there and
language can be seen as central to engenderingoparhtionalising that sense of
belonging. In the findings presented in this thésean be seen that migrants who choose
to affect a “return” often have difficulty gainireccess to the cultural space occupied by
their assumed ethnic brethren as their inadeqoateut of date) language skills curb their
‘cultural mobility’ (Robins & Aksoy , 2001: 705) wiin the new space (Vergeti, 1991;
Robins & Aksoy , 2001). Yet, even when languageas a barrier in itself there can be
other hindrances to mutual comprehension; among theertain conception of reality and
common frames of reference (Richmond, 1996: 25nguage then, combines with
cultural and symbolic elements and, as such, édf ithe core to self identity’ (Richmond,
1996: 24). The notion that the possession of ‘twesports or legal residence documents
equipped [citizens] with multiple cultural ideng§’ (Ma, 2003: 3) cannot, in fact, be
assumed. Where people feel themselves threatereldded or misunderstood language
can be a crucial axis around which individuals rhigather in order to negate their
excluded status through the creation of alternalo@ of belonging predicated upon
linguistic capability.

30



2.4 Concluding Remarks

This thesis sets out to investigate the contempaelevance of transnational theory for
ethnic Germans from the FSU in Russia and Germbmyhis chapter | have sought —
through a review of the applicable literature — gosition the conceptualisation of
transnationalism within the overarching discoufeesissing on migration and, to establish
the significance of transnationalism for the stadiyhand, and to discuss the concepts that
emerged from the empirical study which help to infotransnationalism and deepen
understandings of its practice in reality.

In spite of the (particularly recent) volume andsmence of international migration,
scholars have fragmented the field concerning theysof the migratory process (Castle,
2000: 2-26) often placing the connected elemenltsbafur and capital at the centre of their
thinking about the topic. This way of thinking, hever, began to be recognised as
unsatisfactory, particularly in the 1970s and 198@s Gmelch, 1980; Uhlenberg, 1973);
even labour migration has a social dynamic rootethé networks that migrants form to
ease transition to a new place and/or to guarchagaxclusion once there. These networks
inevitably enmesh non-movers as well as moV¥erBurther, by locating migration/
migration decisions within a network allows for therception of migration as a social
product (Boyd, 1989: 642).

Identity then comes to the fore in discussions &boigration concepts. Ethnicity must
also be considered, as a constituent part of iyepéir seand one which is imbued with
more meaning once a migrant has relocated from #&iam “host” society. The role of
“the other” (the receiving state bureaucracy or tfaive citizens in that place) also

influences the position of the migrant on both gladnd local levels.

Transnationalism is seen as emerging from scho#dftyrts to address the imbalances and
oversights that had been identified as inheremhigration theory as it had developed to
this point. It is posited that — despite criticipertaining to novelty — the concept delivers a
framework within which it is possible to take aistt view and analysis of contemporary
migrant praxis. The development of transnationaliemencompass migrants’ cultural

practices and the social spaces that contain stachiges is beneficial. It is argued that so
doing is particularly prescient in cases where amtg’ mobility is somewhat curtailed.

'8 Heisler (2000: 84) notes that the total disruptibties was never a reality.
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The concept of transnational social space then saimdhe fore and it is posited that
migrants and non-migrants can seek to join theirasavorlds through the delineation of
actual and imagined spaces of social interactidmeyTachieve this by claiming and
reorganising (through traditional and hybrid pre€}i actual, physical spaces (rooms,
buildings, gardens, cityscape) and through symbebkposition (chiefly denoted by
language). In this way, practitioners seek to owere social exclusion by aligning
themselves with their ethnic brethren (it is priityatnon-movers” who act in this way)
and their networked kith, kin and community (thssgrevalent among “movers”). The
emphasis on culture, space and hybridity in trat@mal practice has emerged from the
empirical data upon which this thesis is basedhdnfollowing chapters (particularly 4 — 7)
findings from the data set are presented. It df@krgued that participants in the study do
engage in practices of a transnational type. Tleradter of the transnational practice is
shaped by participants’ (recent and more distaistpty (individually and as a minority
national group) and contributes to their constnrctof their identity in both “host” and

“home” societies.

32



Chapter 3: Methodological Approach: Finding the B alance.

3.1 Introduction

The self is not so much complete and rounded asapand multiple
(Coffey, 1999: 35-36)

Investigating the self, or more exactly identity necessarily, an inexact process. Research
which claims to scrutinise any aspect of identity ahe constructs which it comprises
must, therefore, reflect this. To propose that fidigims not an easy concept to explore is
not to declare the project impossible, nor doesdicate a lack of appropriate tools with
which to tackle the task at hand. Recognition taay or all aspects of identity are
dynamic, unpredictable and sometimes even mutwalhtradictory (Hall, 1990; Mercer,
1994) does require that the researcher carefulhsider the approach to the field and,
makes due consideration of the ethical implicatitnesein. Practical issues such as overall
methodological approach must be married to an aveaseof less tangible concerns such
as the role that the researcher inevitably playbénproduction of their own data (Holstein
& Gubrium, 1997) and the repercussions this migavehfor the later analysis and

presentation of their work.

Due consideration must also be given to the plddbemry — as a frame of reference for
the inquiry — with relation to the epistemologiagbproach or approaches which are
utilised; that is to say the way in which methodplavill be employed to problematise and

advance theoretical understandings of the givejestiarea.

The issues outlined above are the concern of tiapter. What follows is a reflection upon
the process of data gathering, processing, anadrsis production. The intention is to
outline the genesis and evolution of this procedpresenting the methodological
fundaments which have been employed over the caiirdee research and, the theoretical
justification for their usage. Further, the comgxf combining methodology as outlined

in textbooks to a real situation — ‘in the fieldis-discussed. Issues pertaining to the ethics
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of field research and the power relations thereendascussed as and when they arise and
are, thus, interwoven with the discussion of theéhm@ological evolution of the research

process.

3.2 Research design

The use of qualitative methodology with regard lte tollection of data in the social
sciences has long been the subject of debate. [¢heeitiques have focussed upon the
perceived weakness of non-generalisable naturauialtgtive approaches to research (as
raised by Carr, 1994; Sandelowski, 1986). In soases, it has been asserted that there is
in fact little to distinguish accounts based onligaiive data from journalism (as raised by
Corbin & Strauss, 1998: 28). Yet the value of thelitative perspective lies in its
emphasis upon the way in which the people beindiestuunderstand and interpret their
social reality and this is one of the central basedf the qualitative approach (Bryman,
1998: 8).

In addition, a qualitative approach acknowledgesribed to afford respondents a degree
of control over the data collection process — immte of what they disclosed, how they
chose to express that disclosure and the intetpmesaplaced upon the information. This,
combined with the prerequisite that the methodsd useist be those best equipped to
capture the subtleties of identity and culturepinfed the choice of methods. Taking an
ethnographic approach means that ethnographerd fears the culture of those we are
studying. This cannot be done by following standsed [quantitative] procedures’
(Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983: 9).

Questions pertaining to the construction and peaatf individual and group identity were
foremost at the outset of my research. The metimadnaethodological approach to data
collection would, therefore, be primarily directied this consideration. From the outset an
investigative framework based upon qualitative gples was preferred to quantitative
approaches. Thus, the research design reflecteropotary preference for the application

of qualitative (naturalistic) methods and methodglan studies concerned with identity
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constructs and their production and performananingiven setting (Coffey, 1999; Coyle
& Rafalin, 2000; Lomba de Andrade, 2000).

As Denzin (1998: 2) points out ‘the choice of reshapractices depends upon the
questions that are asked and the questions depenides context.’” Here, the aims and
objectives of the proposed research are demongtrabll served by a methodological

framework which favours qualitative approaches. Buatply, research which seeks to
explore identity and the broader social conditignivhich underpins the continual changes
that identities are subject to over time, doesl@d itself to the uniform confinements of
closed survey and, as quantitative methodology makeepistemological assumption that
the social world lends itself to objective reseafCorner, 1991: 719), it cannot be deemed
a suitable approach. The inherently complex anénoftontradictory ways in which

narratives of identity are experienced and expressest, therefore, be captured via

alternative means. Ultimately, research methodshvhi

reflected and capitalised upon the special charadtpeople as objects of
enquiry... a perspective which emphasises the wawhith the people
being studied understand and interpret their so@ality is one of the
central motifs of the qualitative approach (Bryma898: 3&8).

In many ways ethnography can be considered the basst rudimentary form of social

research enquiry, pivoting upon the ways in whigogle negotiate their place in the
everyday (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983: 2). Yet, gimplicity of the rationale should

not detract from the potential deductive power afadgathered and analysed within a
framework based upon ethnographic principles. Mocthe strength of an ethnographic
approach lies in its innate flexibility (Carr, 1992uffy, 1986), the importance of which it

is hard to overstate. As the research which folmsbasis of this thesis is concerned with
issues of ethnic identity, its genesis and conteanyomodes of expression, and relies
heavily upon understanding the interplay betweefividual agents with each other and
the broader structures which define their commupaices, it was important to design a
methodology with which one might hope to encomghsspotential dynamism and range
of the field. While issues of power dynamic in theld cannot be completely defused

(Wolf: 1996; Burawoy, 1998) they can be minimigadugh careful consideration of the
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position of the researcher apropos the informantsfarthermore, must be acknowledged

and reflexively explored as part of the ethnograjnocess.

Qualitative methods facilitate the researcher indmg a picture of the complex patterns
and interactions which comprise a social or peofield through inductive analysis. In
this project, data gathering initially focused te tsemi-structured interviéwOne of the
primary advantages in this connection lies in thet fthat it affords the possibility of
making a very ‘open’ approach to potential respomsle This, in turn, allows the
respondent to remain in their everyday settingtaedefore to retain more control over the
content and interpretation of the information theyeal to the researcher. Thus, the
researcher is able to record a person’s attemphdke sense of, or interpret, phenomena
in terms of the meanings ... [they themselves] btsnthem’ (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998: 3).
What is more, the collection of spoken testimontg @ ‘capture the pasts of less literate
and more marginalised groups whose histories rmghbtherwise be transcribed’ (Wolf,
1996: 8).

Employing such methods does not guarantee thatirdise and detailed responses will be
forthcoming. Difficulties can arise where ‘respontierefuse to admit the researcher into
their “relational world” (Denzin, 1970: 33) or theyay endeavour to tell the researcher
what they wish to hear rather than the truth ofirttesvn experience (Denzin, 1970:
129&135; also Denzin & Lincoln, 1998: 20; JacobsenLandau, 2003). Indeed, this
phenomenon has often been observed specificallyr@ference to migrants (Pilkington &
Omel’chenko, 1997). An unwillingness to engage ita research or the researcher was
palpable over the course of the period of fieldeaesh undertaken in Germany. The
attempts which were subsequently made to engade patential informants focussed
upon adapting the methodological approach whilshenfield. This flexibility would have
been more difficult to achieve had a quantitatippraach informed the basis of the

methodology.

There is much to be said for ‘letting somebody 'talk more open approaches can

‘maximise discovery potential (Denzin, 1970: 186his may be especially relevant in

! See Appendix Il for list of subject areas/ quessi put to respondents in both sites.
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research investigating potentially emotive topichich are therefore more easily
negotiated through an open interview structure @en1970: 130-31). Migration and
settlement in a new place can be an intenselys$tilesxperience. Both the circumstances
under which the movement is undertaken and thatssu an immigrant finds themselves
in after arrival are potential sources of distressloreover, qualitative approaches to
research are inherently multi-method (Denzin & loimg 1998: 35); the combination, or
triangulation, of multiple methods can be employedh in the field and later, during
analysis of data, in order to draw out the nuamcescomplexities of social interaction on
individual and group levels. Utilising a mixed medological approach can facilitate
deeper understanding of a given situation, thugihglto generate a greater insight into the

social world which is the focus of the research.

3.2.1 The question of access

The issue of access to prospective respondentteis @ problematic aspect of fieldwork.
Prior to setting out on fieldwork it was expectddatt gaining access could pose
considerable obstacles to the overall progresheofésearch project. Gaining the trust and
subsequently the cooperation of individuals who ehanecdotally been described as
forming close knit, closed units and communitiesuldlobe the key to the success of the
data gathering phase of research. Access - ambtkatial for difficulties pertaining to it -
was addressed directly in the research design eanweys. Firstly, a location was chosen
(in the Russian Federation) with which | was alge&amiliar from previous visits and,
secondly, the primary tool of data collection was de the ethnographic interview

(augmented by collection of press material and@péant observation).

As | chose my location in order to be able to eipém extensive network of trusted
acquaintances, | could draw upon their contactsé perhaps most significantly the
confidence already established among the key irdatswithin them - to reach potential
respondents. Further, it was decided that approgdhe field thus would allow researcher
and respondents to retain a degree of flexibihtyhie field thus ensuring that the approach
to respondents and their milieu could be adapteslitiothe prevailing circumstances. My

reflections upon the ideas which initially inform#te methodology with regard to access
37



and the outcomes achieved in the fields, in Ruas@ in Germany, will be discussed

separately.

3.3 Participant observation & field notes in this r esearch

This chapter now focuses upon ethnographic intefvig and chain referral (snowballing
methodology) which formed the crux of the methodadal approach in this project. Yet,
it is also necessary to say something about paatiti observation which was ongoing

throughout the fieldwork period.

In order to integrate into the community at thetoerof my research and to facilitate
participant observation over the course of thalfigrk period in Ul'ianovsk | attended the
Lutheran-Evangelical church (both the religious/mer and post-service tea and cakes) on
most Sundays. Furthermore, | undertook severa tnfo the area surrounding the city in
the company of regular church attendees. A greal afesignificant information can be
garnered from ‘mundane events which the socialract@y not even be consciously aware
of, and therefore will be unable to recount to iferviewer (Porter: 1990: 730). The
principle value of the participant observation umaleen in the field is seen here. The

method is also ‘flexible and allows for empathybg@er, 1989: 44).

In addition to the contacts | was able to make ughothe church, | augmented findings
which emerged from interview data with observatiomade in this, and other settings.
Indeed, other social events were attended ovecdbese of the summer (for example, the
German Family Day in a neighbouring village, Oktyda ) but the church and associated
gatherings afforded the most consistent opportuioityprolonged social interaction in a

‘German’ context which, in turn, enables the reslkear to become familiar with the

‘assumptions and rules which animate the sociairenment under scrutiny’ (Porter,

1990: 731, also see Power, 1989) thus furthehegpbtential for the triangulation of data
during analysis and ultimately a fuller descriptafrthe social setting under study.
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There is, however, some anxiety associated withutigeof participant observation, vis-a-
vis the relative awareness of participants to #mearcher’'s presence and role in their
community (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983). It is myew that the possible ethical
conflict that might have arisen here was dealt \aitlthe first opportunity. At my second
church service attendance (the first was an exiserbesy Orthodox Easter Sunday
Service) | was introduced to the congregation byesger who made clear both my
provenance and my intentions in participating & ¢hurch services as a researcher, rather
than a practising Lutheran. From this point onwardg interactions with other church-
goers almost always resulted in conversationsitithide reference to broader issues and
themes (for example, a child’s illness or the asijon of a new pet) and also queries
about my research, or comments clearly intendexbmdribute to the research process (for
example, asking about my progress or suggestinggof possible interest or departure or
potential respondents).

In settings away from the church my researcherustatas also acknowledged. For
example on a trip to nearby woodland for a sumnabédque, | was introduced to two
potential respondents (who had not attended chsite my arrival) by a third party
(regular attendee) and | was subsequently ableteyview one of these people. This
situation was repeated at the “German Family Dalgére | was introduced initially as a
journalist during the festivities and was then atdeapproach people (and clarify my
status) at the tea-party afterwards. As | am canspisly non-Russi&nmy attendance
anywhere drew attention and elicited questionsapgrtg to what | was doing in

Ul'ianovsk, which provided relatively easy ingresg a new social setting.

As part of the process of observation, extensilel inotes were made at all points over the
course of fieldwork and were used to record antecefupon day to day events and
happenings, my interpretations of them, and therpmétations that were sometimes
offered by participants (both ethnic Germans amtietRussians). Observations and field
notes have been fed into the research both assibwgoing and over the course of writing
the thesis, to inform avenues of inquiry for infeww and to contexturalise the findings

presented here.

2| come from a mixed race background.
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In contrast to the extensive opportunities to ds@aand become immersed in the
community of Russian Germans in Ul'ianovsk, far éewpportunities to socialise within
the Spataussiedlemilieu presented themselves in Berlin. | was, haaveable to attend an
Autumn Ball in the Karlshorst district of the citydowever, unlike the situation in
Ul'ianovsk, where my role had been clear, in Berltrwas far from obvious who | was
(although my foreign, outsider status was, in thised context, very apparent). Although
some people had been expecting my attendance tleged me anyway, having been
misinformed or believing that | only spoke Germather than Russian which was their
preferred languagé! was present at this event early on in the Gerpem of fieldwork
but was unable to capitalise on my attendance faopoint of view of research. While
people were happy to chat with me (eventually) s waable to transform their curiosity
into participation (interview). Yet, attendance gawe a valuable insight into the closed
nature of the community and its tendency towardsalgamated forms of expression

(tending towards the Russian).

3.4 Ethnographic interviews: sampling and the inte rview process

The research relied almost exclusively on snowhglas a method for reaching potential
respondents. Realistically this was one of the anlgnues open to me as researcher due to
the closed and network dependent nature of the aomties involved in this study.
Although officially rehabilitated as a national ranty in 1955 (see Chapter 4; section
4.3.3) many ethnic Germans in Russia are stilceati when it comes to revealing their

nationality.

Once access was secured, many respondents in @§knself identified as ethnic
Germans though, often, they were from a mixed baxkygl (one German parent and the
other Russian, for example). Contacting potentiaspondents in Germany was
complicated by the fact that people originatingrirthe FSU are seen by native Germans
as a homogenous Russian group and little or noeagtion exists of the heterogeneous
composition of groups of recent arrivals which utt#s considerable numbers of ethnic

% Over the course of fieldwork it became appareat twSpataussiedlespeak German confidently, see
Chapter 7.
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Russians and some Russian Jews. Moreover, thosenake up thé&péataussiedlegroup
consider themselves as Germans (they receive Gematianality immediately upon
arrival) and, for the most part, do not associaté any of the organisations set up to aid

‘Russians’ with their adaptation to life in Germany

Interviews took place at a location of the respatisechoice® In Ul'ianovsk this was
usually the respondent’s home or, occasionallyir flace of work. In Berlin respondents
preferred to meet in a public space, a café, aaosicommon room or office; only four
interviews took place in a respondent’s home, stheere undertaken in a domestic
environment (Marienfelde in Berlin, which was temay accommodation for recent
arrivals). This divergence with regard to interviegation is particularly interesting as it
echoes one of the primary discourses of discoveeggnted in the findings here which
concerns space and its negotiation and role asial swtor (Chapters 6 & 7). In this regard
the contrast between interview locations over e sites is marked and significant as it
arguably reflects the respondents’ respective $ewélcomfort with or acceptance of the
research (me, the researcher and the process Ipwrdimoreover, their state of settled-
ness in the broader environment, i.e. Russia omaey.

All interviews were conducted in Russian and witle tconsent of the participant the
majority were tape record®and later transcribed in fullinterviews focussed upon the
respondent’s identity. It was intended to colleatad concerning migrant identity
constructs, contemporary expression of German iigentews on Germany and the links
(or lack of) which informed these views. Furthargeiries were made in order to identify
any links that migrants maintained with their araad places of former residence.

“ Early in the Berlin based fieldwork | spoke with ethnic Russian journalist who had contacts within
Spéataussiedlecommunity. He asked about my efforts to fostekdiwithSpataussiedlethus far and |
revealed that | had approached stafRassiches Hausr the Russian House, a landmark Russian cultural
centre in the middle of the city. My informant dibged into hysterical laughter. After some timedathered
himself sufficiently to remark that this was prefgoeus assSpataussiedleidentify themselves as “German”
not “Russian”. It is notable that aside from oneimiew taken on the first visit, the connectioritwi
Russiches Haudid not result in contact with further respondents.

®> Making sure that the respondent chose, and feifadable with the venue was a deliberate attempt t
address issues of power relations in the field;udised in section 3.4.1.

® Except in cases where the respondent declined tednrded or where the location of the interview —
walking through a park / along a main road - mdueimpossible. In these cases, extensive notes made
by the researcher immediately post interview.

" Interviews were transcribed and subsequently aedljn Russian. Extracts were translated as and whe
added to the text of this thesis. In this way, péad to avoid some of the pitfalls associated withdzicting
and presenting research in a second languagehiseéhapter, section 3.7.
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It was anticipated that the semi structured ineawformat would enable the respondent to
interpret the questions freely and thus indicaggrtimterpretations and associations to the
researcher. The interviews varied in length andityueonsiderably, some lasting over
ninety minutes while others continued for little maghan half-an-hour. The depth of the
respondents’ interest in the area of the reseanch the affinity established with the
researcher were crucial factors in the comparativecess or failure of interviews. The
contrast in experience between the two researel sis most obvious in this regard. On
the whole, respondents in Berlin were less intecesh the research and engaged more
superficially with the researcher. It was suggedtgdmany key informants (those in
positions of leadership or influence at some of Ny migrant support organisations
contacted, a local council worker, and local colloi that this was a result of over
exposure to social scientists investigating thesRunsGerman milieu, whose enquiries did

not lead to concrete change in the lives of trespondents.

It is notable that none of the informants in o#ficipositions, who put forward this
viewpoint, consented to a formal interview. Whileveral (particularly two migrant
organisation workers in Springfiihl and a local acouamployee in Hénow) gave of their
time generously, offered enormous help, and spokensively off-the-record, they
demonstrated the same reticence as many potengehmh informants when the topic of
interview was raised. It is my view that their ance to participate in the research
formally (even with guarantees of anonymity) wastiwaied by similar fears (regarding
possible damage to their reputation within the gjidto those which they ascribed to

prospective informants.

® See footnote § 26, this chapter.

° Few organisations which cater specifically fométhGermans were known to me either in Russia or in
Germany before | embarked on fieldwork. | was, haaveaware of the existence of the Lutheran Chimch
Ulianovsk and the editorial offices &undschauhe bilingual news digest distributed throughdnet ESU.

It was my intention to identify key informants fraime narratives and testimonies of respondentsvainere
possible to interview those whaimeyidentified as community leaders. In the field tagproach met with
mixed success. In Ul'ianovsk there were severalroanity groups who identified different ‘authority
figures.’ Indeed, community members’ discontenéoftoalesced around these leading lights. Semi-
structured interviews were conducted with the pastthe Lutheran-Evangelical Church, the chairworoa
the German Association in Oktyabrskii and the edifche newspaper. A key informant in Bogdashkano,
village in the area surrounding the primary figlé sprovided much in the way of contextual infotioa but
declined a formal interview as he did not wish éanpromise his professional position.

In contrast, only 2 ‘expert’ interviews were fortyalindertaken in Berlin, although many more potaritey
informers were met. | was able to speak with anietRussian journalist who had links with the
Spéataussiedlecommunity and the chair of one of the organisatiaisited. But this interview was dominated
by discussion of his chairing role and his persexglerience as a Russian-German returnee (eventuall
emphasising the later). All other potential keyoimhants refused formal interviews outright thoughspoke
at length vis-a-vis my research and the positioBiftaussiedlegenerally, sometimes meeting at length on
several separate occasions.
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The issues of engagement raised here have repiermsi$sr several aspects of the research
as a scientific process. Where positivism in soceslearch dictates that researcher and
researched maintain an objective distance one &woather, qualitative and ethnographic
methodologies often create data sets which do pofoon to standardised positivist
norms. On the one hand, enabling respondentslithéd own story reduces distortion but
this can occur at the expense of reactivity, réltgband replicability® and while the
researcher can standardise the questions set, daegyot control for the response
(Burawoy, 1998: 13 & 14). The process of gatheratgnographic data is one which
accentuates the dialogbetweernresearcher and researched (Burawoy, 1998: #gftre
the information gathered is contingent upaimo the researcher iBurawoy, 1998: 1, my
emphasis; Wolf, 1996) and anyone attempting toicaid the study would arrive at
different outcomes arising from a different data (8urawoy, 1998: 11). On the other
hand, because the narratives which are the prooiudhterview research can be ‘as
truncated as forced-choice survey answers or #®relte as oral life histories,” (Holstein
& Gubrium, 1997: 113) this in itself goes somewayaddressing the inherent power
imbalance present in all social research. The redgrat is able — through verbosity or
reticence - to enact some further influence over élxperience of the interview and,
subsequently, though perhaps to a much lesser texten shape of the final written

outcomes.

3.4.1 Reciprocity and power relations

At the end of each interview respondents were @avib make any additional comments
with regard to any topic which had or had not beesed during the interview but, which
they felt to be of interest or importance. On mawegasions this led to a fruitful further
discussion concerning an issue the relevance othwhiould not have occurred to me
otherwise. Further, respondents were asked if thished to ask any questions of me,
either regarding the research or more generallierCthis resulted in a considerably more
wide-ranging conversation about my own life expsees opinions of Russia/ Germany
and reasons for interest in the subject area bsimgeyed. | carried a small album of

° Though it is doubtful that a genuinely value fpessition can, in fact, be attained. Every researbhs a
background which inevitably informs their pointvaéw (see Wolf, 1996: 4, also Watts, 2006: 387).
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family photographs to all interviews which | showexdsome of my respondents if and
when the appropriate moment arose. This affordedpgortunity for reciprocity to ‘give
something back to participants for the privilegeasking them about their lives’ (Watts,
2006: 387; also see Weem, 2006: 994-995). Fumbwex, | was happy to answer any
questions which respondents asked about my lifecaginions.

As a result of engaging in a reciprocal approachregearch, on three occasions in
Ul'ianovsk | was offered the opportunity to visith®ols and speak English with pupils
studying the language. These opportunities arosea asonsequence of conducting
interviews with secondary school teachers. | wds shdeepen my level of reciprocity to
respondents in a general manner as | subsequectlyded readings in English for one of
the schools visited. The experience was both isteig and enjoyable and, further, it
enabled me to do something concrete for my infotsyarhich was current and useful to
them in an everyday context. Such an opportunityengage directly with the wider
community never arose during the course of theiBédsed fieldwork. This is arguably a
reflection of respondents less favourable attitietrgards my presence and purpose within
their community. | will, however, provide upon colefion a summary of my thesis in
German and Russian translation for two organisatalangside a full copy of my thesis in

English as they requested.

While Wolf (1996: 35) questions whether any attetoptreate “friendship” genuinely acts
to shift the power dynamic within what will is esgially be a short lived association
which is terminated upon the researcher’'s retutméhoshe nonetheless insists that one
‘should not abandon attempts at egalitarian fieldtronships’ even if, it is unlikely that a

panacea to the ethical problems of fieldwork ex(éislf, 1996: 25).

3.5 The Issue of Generalisablity

In many ways the in-depth, semi-structured intewg®mplements research which grows
out of snowballing methods (discussed below: ®&k)ata collection (Moore, 1996).
Arguably, this is especially the case where famiigration is undertaken and migration,

therefore, forms part of the familial biography (tdaree & Boyle 1993, Smith D.P. 2004).
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Previous studies of family migration have ‘tendedanalyse migration as a one off
event... [But a] re-conceptualisation [of this viesf|family migration focuses attention on
the biographies of family migrants’ (Smith, 200482. Indeed, this approach is being used
more and more within migration studies (Smith, 20Pd8). In-depth interviews can be

considered

Exploratory conversations between subject and relsea and they have
pluses and minuses associated with them... They sanagrich story of

descriptive and anecdotal data, which suggestserpait variable and
hypotheses for further study. [Which in turn revaajreat deal about how]
migrants live, the problems they encounter, thedpimg or survival

strategies, then the shaping of their identitied attitudes (Jacobsen &
Landau, 2003: 190).

The social research interview is essentially a ssmictured conversation one, which
produces narratives which, ‘are constructedsitu, or as a product of the talk between
interview participants ... both parties [interviewaerd interviewee] aractive ...all [are]
making meaning’ (Holstein & Gubrium, 1997: 113, 1126). The role of all participants
must be acknowledged and the data presented herddshe seen as rich and issue
specific (Jacobsen & Landau, 2003). The justifmatfor viewing the analysis thus, is
augmented in the theoretical grounding of thisithdsindings point to the group specific
nature of transnational praxis and therefore, 8ot that the methodologies allowed for the
generation and collection of biographical narrajver thickly descriptive information
(Geertz, 2000), should be perceived as a strergjtier than a weakness or cause for

methodological concern.

3.6 Snowballing & in-depth semi-structured intervie ws: methodological

strengths & weaknesses

Snowballing or chain referral (Penretlal, 2003), was chosen as the preferred method for
contacting potential respondents both in Ul'ianoeskl in Berlin and, it is instructive to
examine that the issues that arose over the caidrBeldwork differed markedly in the
Russian and the German contexts. Here, | will dis¢he rationale behind the selection of

snowballing as the chief method of data generatamther, | will examine the strengths
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and weaknesses associated with the method in Iedtts fof study and the challenges

associated with this method for the researcher thedefore, the research.

Snowball sampling was chosen chiefly because érsfindisputable benefits for research
which seeks ‘to access difficult to reach or hidgepulations’ (Atkinson & Flint 2001:
2). Indeed, snowballing is often utilised in invgations of migration, forced migration
and refugee experience and identity formation [dseo & Landau, 2003; losifides, 2003).
There are multiple reasons for this preference, dauttion must be exercised by the
researcher in order to avoid the pitfalls - ethemadl methodological - which can affect the

further analysis of the research data and its [@esentation.

I will argue that, for the research presented heoeme of the perceived weakness of
snowballing has, in certain arenas, actually stiemged the validity of the data collected
in this investigative context. Chain referral wasd effective in generating responses in the
German period of fieldwork. However, a combinatafrfactors meant that few alternative

methods for approaching informants constituteddvaliernatives.

3.6.1 Access to respondents in Russia™

| had previously undertaken a pilot study focussangthe experience of migrants in the
Russian Federation in Ul'ilanovsk (June-July 20QHjs research focussed upon ethnic
Russians, not Germans. Contacts established dthisgfirst period of research had,
however, indicated that considerable numbers ofietGermans had remained in the city
itself or moved there and to the surrounding arethé late Soviet and early post-Soviet
period. Even at this early stage, it was noted dotadly that many thought the ethnic
German community closed, mysterious and ultimatelgpproachabl& It was suggested
that my status as an outsider with neither Russian German roots would be an
insurmountable barrier with regard to access, thabg is a questionable assertion. Wolf

(1996: 15) for example, argues that outsiders nrmayact have enhanced access to local

! See appendix | for details of respondent numbedsd@mographic details.
12 Russian friends and associates made this obsematime, as did a freelance social researcherhato
helped me to contact ethnic Russian respondents gdot project undertaken in summer 2004.
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confidences due to their perceived neutrality. #swhoped that as a fluent speaker of
Russian, familiar with the contemporary culturainext, | would be well placed to
undertake a role as participant observer and tlae®orbe familiar with the routine of
community activity and, in so doing, overcome agyearvations respondents may have had
with regard to participating in interviews. On bada, it was decided that snowballing of
interviews would be the most effective strategyhwitgard to accessing respondents. In
retrospect it is possible to add that snowballiryrduch to uncover the “architecture” of
the community in Ul'ianovsk and that this backgrdummowledge was beneficial to the

subsequent processes of analysis and interpretation

Concerns about problematic access were born ouedponses made by key informants
and gatekeepers to initial enquiries. At the outédteldwork, contacts were sought in the
Lutheran church in the centre of Ulianovsk. Theur pastor - an ethnic Russian -
indicated that, in his view, the majority of Gerrsamould be unwilling to speak with me.
Moreover, Russian-German organisations (specijicalzemlyachestv® with which it

was hoped contact could be made had, apparentigedeto function in the time since
leading figures in its organisation and administrahad relocated to Germany. Although
the Lutheran Church was referred to within the wilbeal community as “the German
Church” it soon became clear that ethnic Germagnd#es were in the minority, many
having ceased regular attendance as a form ofgtratevhat they saw as tReissification

of their church?

Although some respondents were contacted as at disalt of church attendance the
majority were accessed through wider networks iehtts and acquaintances. A rift was
evident within the group hinging upon confessiadahtity and its expression. The feeling
of alienation to which this gave rise among a seofothe German community in fact
facilitated access to respondents in and aroundcéméral area of Ul'ianovsk. As the
research progressed it became clear that outsiderss far from arousing mistrust and

13 A society of friends from the same area.

14 After its restoration and reopening in 1994 therch ministers were ethnic Germans sent over from
Germany. Services were conducted in German witlilsameous translation. Although few of those
interviewed spoke good German almost all were @fgjbinion that services should be given in German,
citing the high numbers of regular church goergh{lmthnic Germans and other nationalities saiceto b
“curious” to hear German or improve their foreigndguage skills) as proof of this fact. The curgtor,
however, insists that Russian -iagua franca- should predominate and gives services onlyan th
language; see Chapters 5 & 6 for discussion.
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catalysing a closing of ranks, was an advantagesmndents who felt marginalised in the
church as a result of iRussificationand saw the interview as an opportunity to aiirthe

concerns centring on this issue.

Certainly, one of the chief benefits of snowballisghat, when successful, it enables the
researcher to gain trust by association. That isatg if potential informants are few in
number and a degree of trust is required in ordeimitiate contact, snowballing can
‘imbue the researcher with characteristics assediavith being an insider or group
member and this can aid entry to settings whergeaional approaches find it difficult to
succeed’ (Atkinson & Flint 2001: 16; also see Blo2007: 234). This was certainly a vital
consideration in both Russia and Germany. Indeed]’ianovsk | received contact details
for potential informants through a third party witbhom these informants were not on
good terms. The third party advised that | showltimention her when asked where | had
sourced their names and phone numbers, suggestitead that | name the church pastor
as the originator. | decided against utilising eitlihe telephone numbers or evading
naming my source, doubting that | would meet withcess. Some time later, however, the
same potential informants were named by anothesopewho then acted as intermediary
to arrange interviews. That the respondents trugtednediator was a crucial element in
the successful negotiation of access. Both of tkeseces then provided further referrals,
the majority of which led to interviews. This itudtrative of a potential for gatekeepers to
play a vital (and in this case positive) role i tihata gathering process (see next section

for further discussion).

Collecting data thus leaves the researcher opéhet@laim of bias (Jacobsen & Landau
2003: 195; Atkinson & Flint 2001: 3; Bloch 200734 as there can be a tendency to ‘over
emphasise the cohesiveness in social networks’irfgok & Flint, 2001: 3) and,
furthermore, isolates may be ignored as they atenctuded in the network (Atkinson &
Flint, 2001: 2). This then affects the researcHifigs as;

the non-probability basis of snowball sampling neetrat it is not possible
to measure the precision of the sample in relatthe population as a
whole... resulting in limitation to the data and timability to generalise
(Bloch 2007: 234).
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While it is necessary to have an awareness of {hetsatial pitfalls it should be noted that,
for the Ulianovsk fieldwork, such networking acliyafacilitated access to potential

informants who would otherwise have remained hidterthe researcher as they were
primarily disassociated from the more mainstreanolorious manifestations of German
activity in the city (for example, the church are tcircuit of activity in and around the

village of Oktyabrskii).

In order to overcome or avoid the charge of biagnsious efforts were made to maximise
the number of start points in the search for paemhformants. Thus, in addition to
approaching the church as a prospective route sanfrcespondents, | was able to call
upon an extensive network of friends and acquag@snA combination of factors (small
size of the contemporary community, non-identifimat as German by potential
informants, caution that people still exercise &4gis revealing their nationality) meant
that, relatively quickly, the same people were nmated as informants and/ or gatekeepers

by several network members from early on in theaesh process.

At this juncture it is instructive to consider tfgotential) role of the gatekeeper in greater
depth. This is not least, because, in certain pistances, the gatekeepers actions can also
impact upon the process of data collection to asiclemable extent.

3.6.2 The role of the gatekeeper

Gatekeepers, those who determine and can contcessado respondents, are usually of
great importance to the researcher with regardatilithting access in the field. It is,
however, essential to take a critical view of thiele in structuring the outcome of the data
gathering phase of the research project. Directly imdirectly, consciously or
unconsciously gatekeepers necessarily conditiom#iere of the information gathered. In
instances where snowballing is relied upon to despondents into the research frame the

influence of gatekeeper can be acutely felt.
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The role of gatekeepers was particularly promineith regard to gaining access to
communities of Russian Germans resident in villagebe wider Ul'ianovsk region. The
villages of Oktyabrskii and Bogdashkino were regdrdas hubs of the German
community® yet gaining access to potential respondents withése community groups
was particularly challenging.

While contacts were made with gatekeeper figurégtively early on in the research
process, this did not easily translate into acteg®tential respondents. In Oktyabrskii the
reticence and obfuscation of the gatekeeper figuae eventually negated via a second
contact made in Ul'ianovsk who was able to recomanere to her circle in the village.
The relative proximity of Oktyabrskii and Ul'iandvsand the regular bus service meant
that 1 was able to make use of the alternative tpoiraccess to the network of German
residents in Oktyabrskii easily. This approach wast feasible with regard to
Bogdashkino; few public transport links ran betwé#fianovsk and Bogdashkirib thus
forcing reliance upon the key informant in orderdccess the village. Moreover, the
gatekeeper later on openly admitted that he hadoapped those he deemed “most
interesting” to request an interview. This gaves rie some difficult interview situations
and, on one occasion, the gatekeeper cut shoritarview (at the third interruption) and
then went on to explaien route from this curtailed dialogue to the next that, the
respondent was “only a driver, and [next propossspondent] is a far more interesting
subject for you.” The gatekeeper’s ‘agenda’ althougll meaning, must necessarily have
had an impact upon the data gathered and, therefloeeresearch as a whole. This

intervention was not ‘ideal’ but the facilitatingle performed by this actor more than

15 Oktyabrskii was established during World War Itigropulated by Russian German men conscripted into
the work armies. Many of them later brought thainiflies to the area in the post-war era. Bogdashkias

a ‘dying village’ revitalised by investment frometiliserman Government and the Ul'ianovsk adminigtrati
to provide housing and infrastructure for post-8beithnic German returnees from Central Asia, seeki
accommodation, etc.

'8 A bus runs on weekends yet even this informatias unforthcoming. | discovered the bus timetablg on
by chance, phoning/visiting the central bus stajamered information pertaining to services whielgan
their runs on the same side of the Volga as the&advus station. There is a second, much smallach less
well known station dealing with services origingtiza volgoi(beyond the Volga or on the opposite side of
the river from the central area of Ul'ianovsk) inWi Gorod at the edge of Ul'ianovsk — several mfants
who urged “you must go to Bogdashkino of courseduld then add “but, you know there’s no bus, you ca
only get there by car”. The gatekeeper from Oktgkibpromised to negotiate access which did not
materialise. A colleague later pointed out thatyén view, guaranteeing arrival in Bogdashkino aywas
key to motivating the gatekeeper to fulfil her assices. She argued that our arrival by car wouldest
reinforce the gatekeeper’s status within the Gerozanmunity. Although | was sceptical about the
reasoning it cannot be denied that once a car eased this gatekeeper did make the introductibashad
promised for so long.
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compensated for his later obtrusiveness. Moreaghe admitted his interventions, they

can be acknowledged here along with their subsegomact upon the research.

Due to the comparatively limited success of snolizabver the course of field research
in Germany (discussed below) where no long chaimeferral developed, an ethical issue
presented by snowballing was avoided, though it am®ngoing concern in the Russian
context. Snowballing ‘increases the risk of revaglcritical and potentially damaging
information to members of a network or subgrougg¢bsen & Landau 2003: 198)This
was a particular consideration among intervieweeand around Ul'ianovsk, who would
often inquire after the friend or acquaintance Whd passed on their contact details to me.
General enquiries were made as members of thigpgfisnot gather together on a regular
basis but these questions were often reiteratethglihe interview when respondents

would ask how their associates had answered the gagstiort®

3.6.3 Accessing respondents in Germany

Although | had few active contacts in Germany ptmsetting out to gather data it was felt
that a similar approach focussing on the snowlgllihsemi-structured interviews would
be effective and enable comparison across the ¢asesms of method and approach.
There is a constantly increasing body of literatah@arting the levels of disillusion,
disenchantment, disenfranchisement and social swcluof the Russian Germans in
Germany (i.e. Kogan, 2004; Roll, 2003). Yet | fadlat my ability to approach potential
respondents (at least initially) within their Russicultural context would assuage any
apprehensions respondents might have sufficientlyaf ‘snowballing’ effect to develop

within the available timeframe.

Attempts were made to approach potential resposdesihg both ‘formal’ and ‘informal’
avenues. Official channels - migrant organisati@ssociated administrative structures -

were explored in tandem with efforts to developdtedhrough the social networks of

7 As discussed above, the mere possibility of seciascontamination was, it was suggested, sufiicie
dissuade many in Germany from participating inrgsearch at all.

'8 Wherever possible | avoided all comment by nothrag “I could not recall [the response] off hant’the
respondent persisted | would lead the discussgnpbrarily, to a neutral topic that | had spokeautlwith
the person being enquired after, e.g. somethinghhd asked about me or my stay in Russia.
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acquaintances in Berlin. Formation of a success$gbciational network was vital to the
success of the research project as conceived,ngetgeng withSpataussiedlem Berlin
was, despite their apparent high numbers, a clwaligrprocess. Arguably, my position as
an outsider was as disadvantageous in Berlinfeitbeen advantageous in Ul'ianovsk but
certain aspects of the fieldwork experience indi¢hat this is perhaps not the case. Expert
informants, some of whom had carried out their oweearch amon@pataussiedler
which in some cases had relied upon volunteers Bpétaussiedlecommunitieso act as
research assistants, reported that they had alswl fpeople to be suspicious, changeable
and unwilling to cooperate. A proportion of inteawis conducted on this period of the
field research took place with migrants who hackently arrived (no more than 4 months
previously) and were temporary residents of onghefcity’s housing complexes for newly
arrived SpéataussiedlerAsked if they wished to give interviews by théirusted) social
worker, all agreed seemingly with few reservatiomhis situation closely echoed the
experience of respondent introduction and datactdn in Ul'ianovsk and ran contrary to
the general trend of potential respondents’ attsutowards requests for interviews in

Berlin.*®

Potential informants approached via the social ngte/ of acquaintances in Berlin were,
generally, far less reticent with regard to pap@étion than those contacted through other
channels i.e. migrant organisations. Even so, mathyn this minority population (women
married to German husbands) had few further contaithin the ethnic German/ Russian
migrant community. Time pressure was often citec aeason for refusing to participate
in an interview. In an attempt to counter thesaiés a questionnaire was developed.
Initially it was hoped that this could act as aqumsor to an interview. It became clear,
however, that completing a questionnaire was ulflike motivate the respondent to
further engage with the research. The questionnage distributed to those in the
acquaintance network who did not wish to parti@pst an interview and also through
some of the migrant organisatiombo sought to persuade their clients to take patheé
project®

9 |nterestingly, some organisations / official stures approached were disinclined to participatién
research. Those who did take part mostly did sogp@rantees of anonymity.

20 gpecificallyHeimwehor Homesickness, an organisation which soughetp Russian German migrants to
cope with the challenges they faced in adaptirthed new environment while seeking to encouragents

to maintain a level of independence, i.e. not tp upon migrant organisations for everythitteimweh
received local authority funding and had 2 permastaff members (botBpéataussiedigr
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In order to expedite the process of data collecitoBerlin and in light of the difficulties
encountered, the questionnaire was produced aléeanadive to the face-to-face interview,
not a precursor. Such a step had not been necesddljanovsk and it is doubtful that, if
instituted, it would have met with success. Indegldile the questionnaire, notionally at
least, provided access to potential respondents diemissed the possibility of an
interview outright, in reality its distribution didery little to increase the response rate.
There were also issues with the quality of data thenerated. Ideally, the questionnaire
would have been the first step in mixed methodsagugh (with interview as the natural
follow-up) but this was not possible. The questamnm was administered as potential
informants refused to countenance an interviewthieuy they agreed to the questionnaire
only after considerable persuasion by the gateke@pthis instance. Acceptance of the

guestionnaire did not guarantee a response.

After our initial meeting, the project workers Heimweh contacted twenty potential
respondents with regard to participating in theeaesh. This led to two interviews,
although all others agreed to fill in a question@aMost did subsequently come to the
office to collect the questionnaire but the majoetther did not complete them, in some
cases returning the blank papers to the officggrovided only short answers to some of
the questions. Workers ateimwel) themselvesSpataussiedlerprofessed surprise at the
unwillingness to participate. It was suggested tiratillingness to analyse a decision (to
emigrate to Germany) which had caused unhappinedsa family breakdown or had
simply not turned out as expected was at the ledgreoples’ decision not to take part in
the research. In the absence of direct evidendahisrpoint this proposition remains little

more than conjecture.

Although | was specifically directed to organisagsosuch asHeimweh (by Russians,

German Russians and civil servants working v@ffataussiedlem Berlin) as a possible

route to respondents, the subsequent experience mmat to the critical weakness of
approaching migrant organisations for access. Tibatele of such associations are, to a
greater or lesser extent, experiencing some diffiassociated with their adaptation to a
new social and cultural order. Thus, to approae@mtithrough a migrant organisation is,
very probably, to do so at a time of vulnerabibiyd distress. This ethical concern did not
arise during the Russian phase of fieldwork for siple reason that whatever their

grievances with regard to their current situatiord &aowever strong their attachment to
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Germany, the Germans interviewed in the Russiaerfaidn had not uprooted themselves

from familiar surroundings.

An issue associated with snowballing methodology, @hat must be duly considered by
the researcher, is identified by Jacobsen and La(@@03: 195) is related to the fact that
this type of sampling ‘almost always begins withniaxting a local body, such as a
religious or refugee organisation or an aid agencg.core group of subjects is thus
acquired.” This approach was certainly used overdburse of data collection in BeAin

and, its limiting effect must be noted. Burawoy 489 6) argues that although an
ethnographic approach (specifically the extendes caethod) affords the opportunity to
test the binaries which characterise the subalpasition strenuously and to uncover,
‘multiple processes, interests and identities’ wahoan then be reconfigured, the efficacy
of these approaches can be attenuated if the obsgartomes up against the very forces

(i.e. organisational bodies) which they soughtitownvent through a grassroots approach.

Efforts were made to overcome the tendency to uganésations as the point of origin for
a snowball effect but, ultimately, these attempésenof mixed or limited success. Those
respondents contacted entirely outside of orgdoisalt frameworks were unable to
provide fruitful further contacts. Two respondeatsitacted through an acquaintance (and
subsequently interviewed) were enthusiastic aboelpitg to further the research;
however, they were able to persuade only two othergarticipate (although they had
approached many more potential respondents). Thefsgred respondents filled in
guestionnaires but did not consent to be interview@f these informants, one tried
unsuccessfully to encourage friends to fill a guestaire or to interview and the second
refused outright to approach anyone, stating that'fad no friends who would be

interested in such things.’

Attempts were also made to contact Russians andi®u&ermans who were known to
friends and acquaintances of mine directly and wirerefore, outside migrant or other
similar organisations. Of the five people contaatethis way, only two responded at all.
Subsequently, one aided the research project gredtécting introductions and trying to

%1 See appendix Il for details of respondents
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generate interest in my project but the contactt te exploited to do this were,
themselves, embedded in Russian-German migranhisegins in Berlirf> The second
response garnered here — a potential informanteedgn principle to participate and she
provided her workplace telephone number. When dadldew days later to arrange an
interview or the despatch of a questionnaire ngpared that she had left her position and
her employer was unable to provide forwarding contetails. It is also noteworthy that
among the organisations contacted during datactmlea certain fatigue or suspicion of
research was palpable. Indeed, | was told by onk etganisation that the staff had been
forbidden from giving interviews to, or assistipgyrnalists and researchers.

Research fatigue is also a problem with groups whi@ve been the subjects of multiple
studies (see Moore, 1996; Atkinson & Flint, 200hyleed, | was warned by a respondent /
quasi gatekeeper that my approach to a group ofamowho met regularly to exchange
news and socialise might be rebuffed as they hawbstl all been approached previously
and, moreover, they adjudged that their partiogrativas worthless as their daily lives
went on, unchanged by the fact that they had gofeiheir time and effort in a research

process (respondent n14).

Bloch (2007: 242) advocates a methodologicallyiiexapproach as especially suitable in
the study of migration or migrants using mixed noelth where possible but prefers face-
to-face interviews especially where the respondefiteracy is questionable. While
literacy was not an issue with potential resporslestme gatekeepers in Berlin questioned
whether or not informants might feel themselve® dblarticulate their narratives or might
even be unwilling to do so in order to avoid confing the emotional nature of the

decision they had made to emigrateélhis is especially pertinent if the respondent has

22 Interestingly, while his advocacy helped in maraywit was far from a guarantee of success. This wa
also the case with the majority of other referchlsng fieldwork in Germany. This was in contrasthnthe
situation that developed in Russia where refemalee almost always successful. The only exceptidhis
pattern encountered in Russia occurred when | @ghiexrl a number of ethnic Germans who had lived for
time in Germany before returning to the Russiarekatibn. All but one of this group declined to be
interviewed. The majority comprised legal and mabprofessionals. While their non-participatiorttie
study means that questions regarding their motimatfor returning to Russia remain unanswered,
professional difficulties may have been a factathigir decision-making. Indeed this as the reagpnin
suggested for the refusals by third parties whedhas go-betweens.

3 Interviews are numbered for identification purpgkose taken in Berlin are prefixed with a lowase
i.e. “nl,” those recorded in Ul'ianovsk are distinghed with a capital letter i.e. “N1.”

24 Gmelch (1980: 140) notes the ‘tendency for petpleduce the wide variety of factors which infloed
their decision [to migrate] down to one or two aiging reasons...to reduce the cognitive dissonafice o
psychological discomfort.’
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made a poor adjustment to life in Germany. Thisle¢@xplain the low take up levels for
the questionnaire and the even lower completiorel$e(through Heimweh only 5
questionnaires were completed from a total of 3Stributed). These completed
guestionnaires contained perfunctory rather thgraesive answers. Bloch’s own findings
are consistent with this outcome; usually therefenger non-responses when face-to-face
interview methods are employed (Bloch, 2007: 244Qther research supports this
assertion. Mangionet al (1982: 343-6) found that, when employing mixedeegsh

approaches,

the proportion of missing responses was never ri@e 3% in any of the
strategies, but the proportion of respondents wlnwviged complete data
was significantly less for data the drop off/ pigk [i.e. questionnaire]
strategy [...] [Moreover,] these self-administeredtimoels are, less effective
[and], less enjoyable than face-to-face methode®@nd result in less
complete data.

3.7 Transcription, translation: practical and ethn ical considerations and the

power of presentation

Further ethical considerations arose concerningtridescription of interview cassettes.
The use of native speakers to transcribe interviesas of a great advantage as their
interpretation was sometimes necessary in ordelatdy certain areas of some interviews.
Yet, care had to be taken that none of the tramsxgicould identify informants from the
interview tape in order to guarantee the mainte@amicinformant confidentiality (see
Jacobsen & Landau, 2003: 189-90). In order to tmusuch concerns a number of steps
were taken. Potential transcribers were contadtecdugh an acquaintance based in the
REGION Research Centfé.Consequently, the transcribers who tackled theoritgjof
interview from the period of fieldwork in Russia meefully aware of the ethical
considerations inherent in the process of transoriplnterviews recorded directly prior to
my departure from Russia were, along with intergesollected where the respondent
could be readily identified from the tape, sentateontact in Germany for transcription.

This issue was avoided with regard to interview®rded in Germany as all of these were

> REGION is a scientific research centre locatedlimnovsk and affiliated to Ul'ianovsk State Uniwty.
www.regioncentre.ru
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transcribed by a doctoral research student at Nbwsk University in Russia. This was
both the most cost-efficient and effective meansensuring confidentiality for the
transcription of these interviews. The German baseldort required noticeably more
assurance vis-a-vis anonymity, confidentiality dahd potential uses for the outcomes of
the research then did any among the Russian cofad.finding corresponds to those of
other researchers in the fields of migration anddd migration (see Bloch, 2007). This,
Bloch (2007: 240) contends, is related to thetinadasecurity or insecurity of the
respondent’s status in the new place of residelhgs.notable that such a propensity is
detectable among Russian Germans in Germany agsmlgration status is actually secure
(they would not have been able to enter the courttngrwise). A key research facilitator
who worked for one of the migrant organisationsrapphed in Berlin (though he did not
consent to a formal interview) suggested that, &mliB, as elsewhere, Russian Germans
were now living in closer proximity to each oth@datheir family members than they ever
had before? in this new social structure any controversiagalror perceived - act could
put one’s standing within the group at risk. It wherefore felt that transcription should
not be undertaken by anybody who might have cororectwithin the Russian German

community.

Tilley (2003) cautions that the transcribers’ imfece may affect the subsequent
interpretation of data and steps were taken todatros pitfall. Detailed notes were taken

post-interview concerning the setting, and tonethsd process (e.g. the respondent’s
perceived enthusiasm) and the main points of theriiew were summarised from

memory. | then re-listened to the tape at the estrlopportunity before passing it to the
transcriber, noting any areas that needed furtleification and any passages where it
might subsequently prove difficult to recall whaetinformant had been talking about
(though clear at the time of the interview). Thisgess also promoted reflexivity over the
course of data collection. Although the same ingsvwschema was used throughout the
research process, the order in which questions wetdo respondents was sometimes
altered (although this might also occur spontanigoas a direct response to the course of
any given interview). On occasion, questions werganslated if they had seemed unclear

to informants. At this juncture it is useful tonsider the implications further, related

% Before relocating to Germany he and his motherlivad thousands of miles apart. She now lived
downstairs and “called for every little problemadittimes of day or night” where this had not béeasible
when they were both resident in the FSU. He proghdisat this insularity meant that one must be cargat
all times. If you were suspected of having doneaid anything that could potentially make life utiéfit for
Russian Germans, your reputation would be ruinedimsuch a tight knit group, reputation is very
important.
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iIssues that arise from the research presentedhlaeréor the final, written product; that of

translation from the language of interview to theduage of presentation.

3.7.1 Conducting research in a second language

In order to conduct and subsequently present relseara second language a researcher
must address several issues regarding languageastiation, which arise throughout the
research process. While it is has already beenptaitethat, as far as possible, the
researcher should know the language of their reedarorder to ‘guarantee the integrity
of traditional fieldwork and give a bounded fiellgrcus, 1995: 101),” the same cannot
always be said for the process of translation. Wiile researcher's task and their
epistemological effect on the research producedhé subject of numerous studies
(Holstein & Gubrium, 1997) the part of the transtatis often overlooked. Yet their
epistemological significance is arguably so gréat tross-language data analysis can be
thought of as similar to the analysis of secondkata (Templet al. 2006: 1) and can seen

as a form of, ‘colonisation of meaning’ (Tempgteal. 2006: 6).

In order to best avoid or minimise such an effestesal steps have been taken. As | have
fulfilled the roles of researcher and translatdnaive been able to maintain a level of
control over both processes thus avoiding the poisgiof a third-party translator altering
the text during the translation (Wolf, 1996: 23heTtranslations of interview extracts
utilised in this research have been minimally etliteorder to retain the authenticity of the
original voice (Wolf, 1996: 34). While this may wdsin a translation that jars slightly for
the native English-speaking reader, it is hoped si@h an approach guarantees a fairer
representation of the exchanges as they actuatly mace, thus better fulfilling the
researcher’'s remit to attempt a authentic reprasient of his or her respondents and,
therefore, conveying the power-relational discouftaed all of the implied ethical

considerations therein) through to the end prodtitiie research process.

3.8 Conclusion: the emergence of multi-sited ethnog raphic research
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This chapter has been concerned with the methodalogpproaches which underpin the
research presented here. | have sought to explairesearch design with reference to the
specificities of the case at hand. A primary cond&as been to address the power dynamic
which inevitably informs the research process antbteground the roles played by both
researched and researcher in the production of @a& strengths and weaknesses of the

outlined approach have been explored and the ¢rigsize of access examined.

In light of the issues concerning research paiiogm discussed above it is both useful and
necessary to make explicit a matter that is impiicithe methodology as it has been
presented thus far. The research presented hemelissited, both in terms of fieldwork
sites within Russia (Ul'lanovsk, Oktyabrskii , Baghkino) and with regard to the fact
that it, necessarily, encompasses two sovereigesstdlarcus (1995: 103) argues that
there is a paucity of examples of multi-sited resleaHe suggests that scholars who work
with ethnographic methodologies may not wish teeteh the field’ as this runs contrary to
the ethnographic raison-d’étre and, may ultimagtgnuate the power of the ethnographic
process which is embedded in locality and locaividedge (Marcus, 1995: 99). Yet it is
not the function of ethnography to maintain théustajuo through the bolstering of old or
persistent modes of understanding and interpretgfidarcus, 1995: 96) but rather to
explain what which the ethnographer finds in tieddfiMarcus, 1995: 96). Globalisation
and the increased mobility which has accompanisdgénesis means inevitably that
ethnography too must engage with global proceddesc(s, 1995: 95; Burawoy, 1998).
Just as family ethnographies have ‘found it impassio ignore influences beyond the
household’ (Burawoy, 1998: 6) so they must surakgeton a global — and multi-sited - hue
if family members participate in migratory movengenthen comparative aspects of multi-

sited ethnography can be seen as developing

[A]s a function of the fractured and discontinuqalane of movement and
discovery among sites as one maps an object oy stid needs to post logics
of relationship, translation and association amthege sites (Marcus, 1995:
102).

Actors in migration (and in this case transnatipfialds demand a dual sited approach as

they draw points of reference, nodes of belongmdyrmodes of being from both ‘*here’ and
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‘there’. As such the researcher is bound to foltbes lead of his or her informants as they

extend the boundaries of praxis and, concomitatdlgxpand the accompanying literature.

In the following chapter the historical frame ofamnce for this study is presented. The
chapter centres on the historical events foregrednieh informant testimony and the
positioning of the ethnic German population on Bgssian territories relative to their

ethnic-other neighbours and their ethnic brethretihé remote German territories.
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Chapter 4. Germans in Russia: A Historical Overvi ew

4.1 Introduction

The first section of the chapter provides a chrogglof the German presence in the
Russian Empire/ USSR beginning with their initiettement and continuing to the present
time. The greater part of the section is given ot@rthe events that respondents
foregrounded as crucial to their perceptions ofmbelves as Germans. Brown (2005: 627)
reminds us that ‘from the 1920s and throughoutl®®0s Germans were simply part of the
millions of people deported and displaced duringgas of forced collectivisation and de-
kulakisation;’ they suffered at the hands of thgimee but then so did everybody efséhe
advent of the Second World War (and the centra tbis event then fulfilled in Soviet
identity formation) transformed the status of thne Germans in the USSR both
politically and socially. It is certainly for thiason that the war is still a dominant feature
in the discourses of the Russian Gernfafighere possible elements of the time line are
narrated though respondent testimony; the discassioterwoven with an exploration of
the official discourses which informed national oty experience, particularly in the
period from 1917-1945. Discussion of the post-wagarg examines the gradual
rehabilitation of the Germans and their quiet ‘retuo Soviet society. Russian German
attempts (combined with those of the FRG governijnentegain full, official status — and

concomitantly a territorial space for a republis-also examined here.

The second section in this chapter examines cllpamaeptions ofcermannessvhich, |
argue, are vital for an understanding of the pecastiof a transnational type in which
respondents in this study engage. Language argiomlare identified as key components
of Russian German self understanding. This is tinketh to their experience as a national
minority in the Russian Empire / US@Rdto German cultural tenets which have persisted
from the days of first settlement in the Russiamfier. These discourses also endure in the
attitudes that RF and FGR polities exhibit (andpghecedures they formulate) vis-a-vis the

Russian Germans today thus, the final section isf ¢hapter seeks to make the links

! | was frequently reminded of this by non-Germaits whom | discussed my case study over the confrse
my fieldwork in Ul'ianovsk.

% The war is discussed far more frequently andrajttegreater by respondents in Ul'ianovsk. The ager
age of the Ul'ianovsk cohort is higher than thathef Berlin group thus, the war may have more inawd
for them. Additionally, interviewees in Germany wdar more reticent when it came to criticising @any

in any way.
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between the historical Russian German positionthatlin which study participants now

find and locate themselves.

4.2 Tsarist period: the trusted settler / the loat  hed foreigner

The Russian attitude towards foreigners has fluetuaver the centuries. It is notable that
Germans have been repeatedly caught up in theblatides of state-sponsored welcome
and popular xenophobia. Outbursts of popular hatigainst foreigners characterised the
early years of Peter the Great’s reign (1682-1788¢rees demanding the expulsion of all
foreigners or the stringent curtailment of theights were periodically forthcoming.
Indeed, at one point the Orthodox Patriarch ‘eveanted to have all the Protestant
churches in the German suburb destroyed and wastédled only when its inhabitants
produced a document from Tsar Alexis containingtemi permission for the existence of
these churches’ (Massie, 1986: 113). Peter’s atiemnoptransform and modernise Russia
attracted large numbers of German and other foeesgmo the empire (Fleischhauer,
1986b) but until the reign of Catherine the Grelat6R-1796) foreign influx had been
relatively limited. Her Manifesto of July 1763 ake the status quo. A combination of
factors was at play here. The economic turmoil glewt in Western Europe in the period
after the Seven Years War (1756-1763) meant tleainitation extended by the Russian
state was particularly appealing. As a respondebli'ianovsk acknowledged,;

When my forebears came to Russia they were notr@pinom a good life
[...] there was also hunger and poverty [in Germaihy]Napoleon’s time
when people were forced into the army and [theres]weeligions
persecution, the people who left Germany wereemtihg a good life (N9).

The Manifesto

[P]romised to all foreigners who settled permaneas agriculturalists in
Russia freedom of religion, non-interference byeagoment bureaucrats in
the internal administration of each colony, thiygars’ exemption from tax
and government services, exemption from militamyise, with volunteers
granted a thirty-rouble bonus and interest freeegawient loans to purchase
livestock and equipment, with repayment due ontyytears after the receipt
of the loan (Long, 1978: 1).

The decree entitled incomers to purchase existirsgnesses (or to establish their own) and

the government would often cover the expenses lieduduring the relocation process
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(including travel, food and travel within the RumsiEmpire). Import and export (in the

case of return migration) was duty free (Mukhind)2: 8).

This extensive state backing did little to endése incomers to the local populatichs.
German colonists settled in the Black Sea regiah ianclusters around the Volga. The
Black Sea Germans were more visible than their & ddlgsed counterparts who tended to
reside in more isolated communitiésThis factor did much to protect them from vitiiol
nationalist attacks which the Black Sea Germantemad at the hands of Ukrainians and
Russians who were jealous of their comparative the@long, 1978: 3). These people
were isolated from the mainstream of Russian spdieth physically and culturally and
this meant that the cultural and spiritual concéipas they brought with them from Europe
remained central to their day-to-day lives. The rfzars were ‘deeply pious, and their
social life revolved around their churches andgrelis calendars’ (Heitman, 1993: 73 also
see Long, 1978). The German settlers (particulpggsants) emphasised not simply a
European identity (with religious observance atciéstre) but a localised identity which

drew on their experiences in their former villageegion for its ascriptive content.

The privileges afforded to foreigners began to teded (and therefore, the position of
Germans vis-a-vis the state altered) during thermes instituted by Alexander Il (1855-
1881) in the post-Crimea period. Many of the exeomst which Catherine had guaranteed
were lost. Moreover, moves were made to bring Rims§erman institutions under the
auspices of imperial administrative control andctowb considerably the local autonomy
that this group had previously enjoyed. To this ahdserman schools were subordinated
to the Ministry of Education in 1897 (Long, 1978:°4rhough, even as the state sought to
check some of the freedoms that had been grantsdbjects of German origin, German
influence continued to be felt at court (see Fleisur, 1986b: 17).

Although the rise of the pan-Slavic current in Raisssocial and political life during the

1880s militated against German influence, the pgegee of Germans in leading political

% Alexander | (1801-1825) issued a second Manifgstebruary 1804 calling for foreigners to sette t
recently acquired Black Sea littoral. The compositdf this second wave of incomers was far morerdisy
than the first, comprising Germans from Baden, édsaVirttemburg, the Palatinate and Hesse pluskGree
Albanians, Armenians and Bulgarians (see Long 1978)

* It is worth noting that, in contrast to their Riasscounterparts, ethnic German peasants had ratdesfs,
a fact which also helped them to prosper (Sheedig]1125).

®In 1914 there were more than 200 German villagethe Volga with a total population of over 500,000
inhabitants (Sheehy, 1971: 25).

® According to the census of the same year theree'\lg790,489 German speaking Russian subjects of
German origin (of the 1,813,717 persons who spaer@n or cognate languages)’ (Fleischhauer 1986b:
13).
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and administrative positions was still high, amaumto 40% of the army High Command,
62% of the highest ranks in the Ministry of Postl@dommerce, 57% in the Foreign
Ministry and 46% in the War Ministry’ (Fleischhayéi986: 18). Some among the urban
Germans — mainly in Moscow and Saint Petersbugsiralated very quickly for the sake
of career advancement but many among them preskmksdwith their motherland and on
occasion returned (Mukhina, 2007: 15). Alexandeassassination in 1881 led to a
resurgence of “Autocracy, Orthodoxy andussificatioh among the ruling elite.
Nonetheless, the image of the hard-working, diligend honest German came to be

deeply embedded in the popular consciousness (MakBD07: 22).
4.3 The modern era: The First World War and beyond

For the Russian Germans who participated in thudystit is primarily their more recent
experiences, along with those of their forebeaas itiform their perceptions of themselves
as well as others’ perceptions of them. The outbrdgaWorld War | resulted in the first
deportation of ethnic Germans from their homes witRussia. In the lead up to war,
popular protest against ethnic German presencén@nEmpire gathered pace with the
advance towards the outbreak of hostilities. Allr@a&ns and other resident foreign
nationals were at risk during a period of greategsal and the state did little to shield
ethnic Germans from the increasing violence ofgbpular onslaught against them. On
26" July, 1914 the Russian Duma sat and heard deolasadf loyalty from the Empire’s
parties and national minority groups. Ethnic Germmarere represented at this convocation
by a speaker who stated that, ‘the hour has com@domans to show their loyalty; no-one
in Russia will be disappointed by their respons®hf, 2003: 13). Indeed, ethnic Germans
joined the rank and file who fought in the First NMdoWwar but anti-German sentiment was
rife’ and, in 1915, the Russian army deported ‘approkipa800,000 of their own
ethnically Jewish and ethnically German citizensayawom the front and other regions
under military rule’ (Martin, 1998: 818). This fobte evacuation from the theatres of war
and the hinterlands of Poland, Volhynia, and thii®&provinces was accompanied by the
removal of approximately 250,000 German colonistsnf their military posts with the

Russian army after the serious defeats along tistewefront in spring 191%5The decree

" See Lohr (2003) for an excellent survey of the petimg discourses that enmeshed the Russian Geahans
this time; while the loyalties of the minority giowere doubted, the services of Sivers (Chief efftanth
Army), Budberg (Siver’s Chief of Staff) and Gendrannenkampf were nonetheless retained at the front
overall, the General Staff was still 15% Germanomposition (Fleischhauer, 1986: 27). Koch (1972¢g

an interesting account of the German experientleeiriRussian and Soviet Empires which includes vivid
description of their wartime experiences.

8 Schmaltz & Sinner (2002) estimate that the defioria from the borderlands cost 50,000 lives.
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which authorised the expulsion of the Germans ftbm Volga region was ‘suspended
after the February revolution and finally rescindigthe Bolsheviks’ (Sheehy, 1972: 25).

The period 1918-1942 witnessed the precipitousofaihe Russian German “stock” from a
group which ‘despite their lack of a large proletarelement was one of the first... to be
granted some kind of autonomy in the shape of atoamous Workers’ Commurté’
(Sheehy, 1972: 25) to a point where, as one ottheic minorities to endure deportation
during the Second World War (1941-45), they (alenth other national groups) ‘would
have no legal existence, no representative to theeSof Nationalities and no mention
elsewhere’ for ten years (Carrerre d’Encausse, :1992). The grassroots effect of this
decline was neatly illustrated by a one man’s tidsigon the position that Russian
Germans occupied in the Russian Empire and the USSR

| can take my grandfather as an example, my fattather. He volunteered

in 1914 - the First War - he was of German stooknfiboth parents. He rose

through the ranks to colongbdlkovnik [...] in 1933 he was arrested as a

former [tsarist] officer [...] in 1942 he and my gdmother were sent to

Kolyma where they stayed (N9).
Several different factors had a role to play in thanging status of Russian Germans in
the Soviet Union. In the next section, the Sovigtuale to national minorities is discussed
and the development of the regime’s nationalitiebcp is charted. | consider how the
policy affected the position of national minorities general and of ethnic Germans in
particular. The ethno-territorial administrativeusturing of the USSR put ethnicity and
ethnic identity at the centre of daily life; imbgiit with what Karklins (1986: 1) refers to
as “concrete everyday meaning.” The mechanismhigritstitutionalisation is delineated
and the significance of such measures for Russexméns (specifically Volga Germans)

is outlined.

4.3.1 The changing status of national minorities over the inter-war period

® The prejudice experienced by the Germans durirggtbiiod created a situation where, for the firaet

the disparate German colonies began to coalescearstend their localised nature. In 1915 the
Volkzeitungthe main Volga German newspaper began to puallahge section devoted to news from other
German colonies and the Baltic region the very firge. In 1917, when the ban on political orgatitses

was lifted, German community leaders moved quitilform their first national organisations (LohrG30
155-157). Printed media is one of the key elemefhBenedict Anderson’s hypothesis regarding the
development of national consciousness (2006: 3734ws, the expansion of the print media can be
considered very significant in this regard.

1% This became The ASSRemtsev Povolzh'i@volga German Autonomous Soviet Socialist Repulific
February 1924.
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The positioning of national minorities within it®taers was, according to Hirsch (2005:
5), the defining issue for the formation of the Soviet dmi The nationalities question had,
in fact, occupied the Empire’s imperial rulers amduld be revolutionaries - be they
Bolshevik and Menshevik — for a long time priorth@ events of 1917-21 which saw the
Bolshevik faction of the Russian Social Democratiorkers’ Party installed as leaders of
a nascent workers’ state (Smith, J. 1999; Conqu&$7). The Bolsheviks then undertook
to build socialism in ‘a vast multi-ethnic landseapopulated by hundreds of different
settled and nomadic peoples belonging to a muditfdinguistic, confessional and ethnic
groups’ (Hirsh, 2005: 5). However, in order to solidate their pre-eminence, it was
necessary for the Bolsheviks to somehow resolvectmdlicting positions of their anti-

imperialism and their determined wish to retain ggssion of all the lands that had

comprised the Russian Empire (Hirsch, 2005: 5).

This predicament was complicated by the fact timgrder to ensure victory in the Civil
War against the monarchist Whites, the prospectatibnal self determination had been
held out to minority populations in an attempt tarrger their support (either active or
passive) over the course of the hostilities (Cond®92: 15; Conquest, 1967: 21-22;
Smith, J. 1999). Indeed, the spoiling activitiesnahority peoples to the rear of White
forces was recognised as vital to the eventuaingiu of the Reds in this conflict (Connor,
1992: 17). While the Civil War was being fought tissue of the right to national self
determination ‘remained little more than a slogand once the Soviets had established
power in the non-Russian regions this ‘slogan hattiing to say about the tasks faced by
the Bolsheviks in the construction of a multi-nagbstate’ (Smith, J. 1999: 20). The early
years of Soviet rule were marked by the new goveniia struggle to contain the
nationalist forces that the promise of the rightsedf determination unleashed (see, for
examples, Carrerre d’Encausse, 1992; Conquest,; 1B®es, 1992). In addition, to
overcoming the local hostility faced in - for exdmp Georgia, the communists had to
engage the national minorities who ‘were not cagdito the separate Soviet republics’ but
comprised a sizable proportion of the inhabitaritSaviet Russia (Smith, J. 1999: 5) in
their state building venture. This combination aftbrs ensured that the national minority
issue quickly came to be very central to the Soprefect and, the idea of the nation was
‘integrated with the administrative-territorial wtture of the new Soviet Union’ (Hirsch,
2005: 5).

Eventually, Stalin identified language ‘as suffiti¢o define a nation’ (Smith, J. 1999: 27)

and linguistic oppression as a root cause of natidiscontent (Conquest, 1967: 19) as ‘a
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set of largely improvised policies in the areaslafguage, culture and recruitment to
communist cadre and state structures’ (Smith, 199%vere drawn up as the response to
the nationalities question. In the early periodSokiet rule there was no concerted effort
by the regime to impose a uniform Soviet identippa the multiple nationalities resident
in the USSR. Instead, the new administration ‘dedotonsiderable resources to the
promotion of national self-consciousness’ amongnds-Russian peoples (Martin, 1998:
816); chiefly througtkorenizatsiiaor nativisation (a programme of cultural nationlding
ongoing until 1934). In order to address the natiiies question in the longer term, the
regime experimented with a number of federal camfgons (see Conquest, 1962: 15-50);
the institution of the ASSR was one of the ethno-territorial structures thaemged.
ASSRs existed ‘within the individual union republifwere] independent national states
with their own organs of state power (Supreme Ssyiand their own governments
(Councils of Ministers)’ (Tsamerian & Ronin, 19626). These Autonomous Republics
had their own constitutions (subject to confirmatioy the Union Republic’'s Supreme
Soviet) and they were directly represented on tbenCil of Nationalities of the Supreme
Soviet of the USSR (Tsamerian & Ronin, 1962: 46-Motionally,

The organs of government of each autonomous repuylasse[ssed] full
powers in numerous fields of political, economiagial and cultural life...
[ASSRs were granted] a large measure of indeperdenall fields directly
concerned with the national life of their peoplé® decisions taken being
merely subject to ratification by the organs of theon republic... [These
measures were intended to guarantee] free poligcainomic and cultural
development of each nationality of the Soviet Uniom matter how small in
number.

Politically, many of the rights that ASSR statupposedly afforded were, in practice, little
more than ornament. This was doubly so as effectat@nal minority representation was
often sublimated to the desire to ensure the palitieliability of the titular representatives

(see Conquest, 1962: 32-33). Schmaltz and Sinr@2(2328) assert that the German
ASSR was set up;

[M]ore as a socialist model for Weimar Germany'sn@aunists to emulate

than as a permanent basis for ethnic German clingdapendence. Many

of the...ASSR’s high-ranking leaders were actuallys§an Communist

officials or foreign-born Austrian and German Sdsta.
Indeed, neither the democracy nor the autonomyhefASSR was genuine (Giesinger,
1974: 281) and nor did they shield the Volga Gemngor any other ethnic groups or

beneficiaries of autonomous status) from the totnoércollectivization which wrought

1 Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic.

67



devastation upon rural life over the period ofiitgosition (1927-1941)? Autonomous
republic status ‘imparted a far richer culturaé lthan was accessible to those groups with
no territorial unit at all’ (Frankel, 1986: 7). TR&SSR boasted 400 schools, hundreds of
churches, a national theatre and 25 newspapesdsis (Heitman, 1993: 74) yet these
cultural ‘concessions’ were not necessarily seewoudeably; ethnic Germans were
themselves opposed to the introduction of High Gerras “their” language. Few settlers
spoke it, nor did they wish to see their diversétucas consolidated into a centrally
sponsored ethnos under the Soviet banner (MukBDGY: 31)-

Nor did autonomous status spare the ethnic Gerrfrans the regime sponsored anti-
religious campaigns which began with Soviet rulatilU1929, the regime was chiefly
focussed upon the destruction of the Orthodox Gh(&tricker, 2001: 102) but all church
property was nationalised as early as December ¥8th7the separation of church and
state decreed in July 1918, and the prohibitiorihef ‘teaching of religion in churches’
established in 1924 (Conquest, 1968). February 18 the separation of (state and)
education from the church; in the German colonmestivo had always been very closely
connected (see Giesinger, 1974). Baltic indeperele(declared 1918, recognised
1920/1921) meant that Lutherans in the USSR lostamd with a theological centre of
Lutheranism at Tartu (Stricker, 2001: 102) and, nviiee communists began to round up
Lutheran clergy, believers lost not only their gpal leaders but their Russian German
intelligentsia too (Heitman, 1993: 73)Giesinger (1974: 281-282 & 294) claims minority
language rights as the only real freedom grantethé¢oethnic Germans yet, by 1938, in
response to the escalating enmity between the U&®RNazi Germany, schooling in

German was prohibited in the German territoriesidetthe ASSR.

An eventual consequence of the nationalities poliagd the manner of its
institutionalisation was that ‘ethnicity play[ed]arger or smaller role in a large number of

social and institutional contexts; it ha[d] a stural dimension as well as an attitudinal

12 See Koch (1972) & Giesinger (1974) for detailedaamts of the experience of collectivization among
Volga Germans. Schmaltz and Sinner (2002: 329)mes#i that from 1921-25, one third of the Volga
Germans ‘perished as a result of grain requisitanms mass executions.’

13 |n addition to the ASSR ‘a total of seventeen GariNational Districts were also set up...where there
were concentrations of Germans. Six were in theFR; $cluding one in the Crimea and another iniAlta
one each in Georgia and Azerbaijan, and nine irJkraine.” Approximately 380,000 Germans lived lie t
Volga German ASSR (Sheehy, 1971: 25). Thus, a anbiat majority of the USSR’s 1.3million ethnic
Germans did not live within the ASSR though it wbldter become a symbolic centrepiece in the steugg
against repression and for minority rights (Schmé&liSinner, 2002: 328).

1426 pastors were murdered in the years 1917-1829ast pastor in the USSR was arrested in 1937taed
last Lutheran church closed the following yeari¢®ar, 2001: 102). Indeed, the father of a respah(Md7)

in this study was arrested in 1937.
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one’ (Karklins, 1996: 4). Furthermore, national ntges were of ‘differential
“value...”[that was] related to the overall prestiglenations’ (Karklins, 1986: 41). As the
prestige associated with one’s nationality rostelbrso one’s fortunes were affected on an
everyday basis; as Karklins (1986: 44) undersc@atbsic identification within the USSR
came to be ‘ubiquitous...[providing] the basis fomfial and informal ethnic structuring of
personal, social and political relations.” All @i had considerable ramifications for each
and every ethnic group within the Soviet Union; Bigssian Germans were no exception.
What is more, the “positioning” of ethnic groupsitioccurred during Soviet rule (both vis-
a-vis the state and each other) continues to résonaontemporary attitudes, mindsets

and inter-ethnic relations.

As discussed above, the rights and privileges whiahority status secured, equated in
practise to rather ‘limited administrative or cuélirights’ (Karklins, 1986: 8) for the
groups which they benefited. Russian Germans, hesvevhere in a position of “double
remove” within the USSR as they numbered amongdihspora nationalities that were
resident in the USSR that is to say, they could enalaims to a homeland in an
independent nation state outside the boundarigheofUSSR. (Koreans, Finns, Greeks,
Poles and Japanese were also thus designated)r dldspora status meant that, in the
authority’s eyes, their loyalties were always sesp@lirsch, 2005: 274-5). Official
anxiety regarding potential for seditious or trewdde acts among the German population
led the regime to begin compiling lists of Germaviso had ever had any contact with
Germany (perhaps as little as an exchange of $ettea parcel) as early as 1934 (Pinkus,
1986: 63; see also Giesinger, 1974: 299). And,987] Stalin ordered that all Germans
working in military or associated spheres shouldtrested (Mukhina, 2007: 39). That the
German population was both aware and wary of thstrost with which they were
regarded is reflected in the increasing rate of gemtion and inter-marriage that
characterised the interwar decades. Numbers ofl@elgeiaring German as their mother

tongue simultaneously decreased over the samefriame >

4.3.2 The advent and effect of the Second World War

1> pinkus, (1986a: 62) estimates that from 1923-83)@ Germans emigrated — at a time when the German
economy was performing poorly — only 2-3,000 hdtithee RFSRF in the period 1918-22. According to
Schmaltz and Sinner (2002: 337) while in 1926 agipnately 95% of 1.24 million Germans in the USSR
claimed German as their mother tongue this figae fallen to 75% of 1.6 million by 1959 and, thdrea
numbers continued to fall.
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The colossal suffering that Russian Germans endaseé consequence of the Nazi
invasion of the Soviet Union still resonates in gresent day. The subject of the Second

World War almost inevitably surfaced during intewi often at the outset;

My mother’'s was a big family. When war began — bae first day — her
elder brother was killed, he was 18. And her yoursister was blown to
pieces; they found just the hands and feet [...] [Mydnny was hit by
shrapnel, her [respondent’s mother’s] brother hithe head by shrapnel
(N24).

Recounting this manner of horrific experience was fact - unusual among respondents;
primarily wartime accounts were dominated by theesience of the deportation. (The
Nazi invasion - Operation Barbarossa - began dhi2he, 1941 officially, the deportation
began and ended in September of the same yearun#er of informants began their

narratives from here;

Well, you know the story? Why they exiled the GensfaIn 1941 when
Germany attacked the Soviet Union, Hitler [siclng&d a decree: the Volga
Germans had no business here. So that — God ferthiely didn’t go over to
the other side they exiled the lot [...] packed thiewo wagons and sent
them off by the trainload! (N3)

It's all related to Saratov, father lived in Sakato the village of Betner [...]
He was taken away in '41 — on"36f June they took him for 40 days but he
never came back — and mother gave birth to me eridi of July [...]
which would have been his 3birthday as it happens (N14).

Where should | begin, straight away with the war@Whe war started and
we were all prepared to defend the Motherlamdliha) as they say. At the
time [...] | was working as a mountain guide [priar graduation from
university]. Then they summoned me to the War @fand said that Soviet
Germans — we were so called, then — were beingedrimto [special]
detachments to work at the rear. Well, to put utheorear of Germany so
that we... We all agreed; we were glad to take suchdaive role. But, it
ended up that they packed us into livestock wagoristold us how much
luggage we could bring and the old, young, everyjtogether]...I realised
then what sort of “special detachment” this woudd(N21).

The horror of the experience of deportation isiclitt to overstate. The effects were felt
chiefly by the Volga Germans as tMolksdeutschdethnic Germans of the Black Sea
Littoral) quickly found themselves behind enemyeBn such was the speed of the initial
German advance into southern Russia (Long, 1978:(Giesinger (1974: 308-310)

observes that, under occupation, these Germanyeehja brief interlude of “freedom”
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during which one of their first requests was foe tlestoration of religious services).
Conquest (1970: 62) states that the deportatidheo/olga Germans denoted the ‘failure
of Soviet policy in the face of the ties of natibtya [Yet, it was] nevertheless... regarded
at the time as an exceptional case.” The decreehwkealed the fate of the Volga
Germans’ was published in September 1941 - it wedlithe case for the removal of
Germans from their residences based upon the seggmesence of “diversionists and
spies” living, unreported, in the Volga ASSR untleg protection of the Soviet Germans.

As such the decree continued;

In case diversionist acts are carried out by digersts at a signal from
Germany, German diversionists and spies in the &/otgpublic or

elsewhere and bloodshed taking place, the Sovietrgment is required, in
accordance with martial law, to take punitive meeasuagainst the entire
German population of the Volga.

In order to avoid such undesirable events and @ggmt serious bloodshed,
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSRidwasd it necessary to
transfer the whole German population living in Melga region to other
areas, with the promise however, that the migrdpeseseliaemyie be
allotted land and given state assistance for segthe in the new regions.

For the resettlement purposes, areas of arablehaNdvosibirsk and Omsk
provinces, the Altai territory, Kazakhstan and héiguring regions have
been assigned (Alieva 1993: 143).

The wording of the decree suggests that the remolvhe Volga Germans from their
Autonomous Republic was preventative rather thamtie. However, the experience of
deportation was, despite the intimation of contratgntions, an experience which split
families and scarred the ethnic German psyche illgelThe effects resonated both

emotionally and practically;

We hadn’t reached Siberia when my grandfather diesheant that, when
they stopped the train, we asked for a spade anddbhim [in that spot

before] going on. That was my father's father whigdd my aunts

remembered [it]- they were 11, 12, 13 years old,mother’s sisters — so
we went on, they brought us to Siberia, to theagdl of Otgul’ and that’s it
“you've arrived!” There were four houses in all §people] dug earth
shelters for themselves; it was winter — some tim8eptember. When we
arrived my mother’'s mother, who'd already fallehh died. There it was;

we’'d all been in Saratov and suddenly we were hgrandchildren,

children, everyone...[So,] | lived with my [remainingrandfather in the so
called “special settlement,” the police came byrgweonth to do a roll call

of us Germans (N14).
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We were on the move for a month without predeteeahistops, just to get
out into the street. We could open the door - gustack - but thank God it
was possible. They knew full well nobody would toyescape, because it
was our Motherland! Where were we to go? What f&ll, it was war |
understand that... we’ll work in a new place, the wal end and normal
life will resume (N21).

This respondent was initially deported to Sibend assigned to a collective farm but, he
returned to the Volga region after being drafted imetrudarmiyd® by the War Office at

his place of exile;

[They summoned you and said] “So and so, Nikolantwich, born 1918,
mobilised 26' March 1942 to thérudarmiya sent to the Volga Corrective
Labour Camp for work.” | was here in the Volga Campt so far from
here. We built a railway that was vital for the vedfort [...] And in June
1943 | was in Vorkuta, Komi ASSR to work there [.[Tlhen,] | worked
there for 45 years - in the mines [...] So, froni"28pril 1946 — the war
already finished a year — “demobilised from thedarmiya entered into the
spetsychet [register of persons subject to restrictions/sillaree].”
Demobilised from thetrudarmiya but nothing changed in the slightest
(N21).

Initially, post-deportation, Germans had been régdras evacuees by local officials. The
only restriction placed upon them was that theyewmohibited from leaving the region to
which they had been transported without speciahjssion’’ In January 1942, a new law
was enacted which stipulated that deportees’ momest®uld be, ‘restricted to the area to
where they were resettled’ and, any further relocathad to be closely monitored
(Mukhina, 2007: 67). This law explicitly stated titderman deportees who moved without
permission should be denied a registration stantpeir new place of residence and sent
back to their original place of relocation. In fantoving without permission could have
much more immediate and tragic consequences; tilddhe role, the respondent quoted

above remembered, because Germans;

[W]ere not permitted to go to the other village [ byt | fell gravely ill — |
was perhaps 5 or 6 months old — my mother [...] [towkand] went to the
next village. There was a woman [there] who couicedyou,] in those days
that's where you went [when ill]. Others said shewddn’t go, shouldn’t
leave the village, that when the roll call cameuai - and she wasn't there
- she’d go to prison. She [respondent’s mothed Sao they won't send me
to prison, if you've a child of less than three ngethey don't!” Well, they

'8 The “work army” in which many ethnic German merrevenobilised for the war effort; where Russian
Germans had been sent to the front in WWI, theyevpeevented from thus enlisting in WWII.

" They were, at this time, supposed to be employgsitions commensurate with their skills and
qualifications (Mukhina, 2007: 66).
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[the police] came and she wasn’t there. They wérdight to the next
village and asked her where she thought she wag g8, that meant they
[...] put her in prison (N14).

This woman’s mother contracted typhus and diedrgirths into her custodial sentence.

Though, in January 1945, special settlers were dflynaccorded USSR citizenship there
were limitations; they were stripped of the rightrhove from their place of residence
without permission and subject to numerous secuwitgcks (Mukhina, 2007: 81). In
November 1948 the law on the Criminal Prosecution Escape from the Places of
Required and Permanent Residence for People Deptwt®istant Parts of the Soviet
Union during the Great Patriotic War was enactegréscribed 20 year gulag sentences
for “escape.” Anyone who was late for - or missétie compulsory monthly registration
stamp could be prosecuted (Mukhina, 2007: 81) tHamily reunion and finding
employment came to be exceedingly difficult tagkisikhina, 2007: 67). Loss of control
over their employment and increasing legal restmctmeant that Germans went from one
of the best educated ethnic groups in Soviet sptiebne from which manual labour was
drawn. Ethnic German opportunities for educatioadvancement remained severely
restricted until the 1950S.

From the mid-1930s onwards, official discourse regg minority nationalities shifted

and the regime dispensed whibrenizatsiiain favour of the unification of the disparate
peoples of the Union under a single banner of $osdeialism (resulting in the term
‘Soviet German’ and so on) the experience of tleisg war was drawn upon heavily in
the delineation of this identity as Szporluk (198Pcontends;

The term “Soviet people”spvetskii naroy] was introduced to designate all
citizens of the Soviet Union in order to emphasikeir unity above
differences of nationality... it was also argued tha shared historical
experience of building socialism and communism ddrghe unity of the
“Soviet people.” Their common historical experienalso included the
defence of “socialist achievements” against exieenamies, notably Nazi
Germany in World War Il.

Some respondents emphasised this Soviet idendityitig that - as everyone was “Soviet”

- it shielded them from anti-German prejudice (W&:2; N23; N5*)*° However, Soviet

'8 Heinrich (2002: 81) suggests that this educatideéitit was overcome only in the two decades por
the collapse of the USSR.

19 Although insistent that anti-German prejudice héfdcted only her parents ‘as we were all “Soviet”
anyway,’ respondent N12 spoke of workplace disaration (denial of a university teaching positiorisiag
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culture and society was suffused with the myth gratv up around the war and all things

connected to it;

My father could never watch films about the war |lw®w could he?

They were Soviet films in which a lad comes alomgl #éakes a whole

detachment of German soldiers prisoner; he couktainach it! [...] He’'d

always wonder why they had to portray the Germarsuah fools (n10).
In the post-World War Il period, millions of ethn@ermans from the USSR and East
Europe became refugees; expelled westward on tes tmd their ethnicity’ Their
presence in post-war Germany was one of the comgetbrces in the inclusion of
‘ethnicity per sein laws affecting West German citizenship’ (Klelkskivvon Koppenfels,
2002: 103). Laws were drafted both in order to ipooate recently arrived expellees and
to provide a basis for the claims of the 3 to 4lioml ethnic Germans who remained in the
Eastern bloé' The out migration of ethnic Germans from the USSFhe FRG increased
steadily from 1955 onwards when the German goventregtended citizenship rights to
co-ethnics in the Eastern Bloc. At the same tinoj& policy permitted emigration on the

grounds of family reunification alone (Polian, 20067)?2

4.3.3 Living in the USSR: “rehabilitation” and “rebirth”

From the time of the deportations to the adverGlaisnost'ethnic Germans ‘maintained a
very low profile;” newspaper and book publicatioevar approached pre-war levels
(Brown, 2005: 627; Sheehy, 1971: 27), German calltiie was lived out behind closed
doors (Brown, 2005: 627). The Soviet Germans weentgd a partial rehabilitation in
1955 but, under the terms of the “amnesty,” thotlgdy were free to leave the special
settlement and relocate to south west Siberia it 1993: 74) they were neither

from her ethnicity. She added: ‘the moment whegalised | was German and not just an ordinary&ovi
person, but specifically a German [...] that wasesagy of course, either to admit or to understand.’

2 Miinz (2003: 261) gives a figure of 12 million ekpd between 1945 and1948.

2t was Vertreibungsdruckor the experience of ethnic discrimination, rattian ethnicity itself which
informed the legal basis for the acceptance of kegrenigrants (Klekowski von Koppenfels, 2002). @nl
one of my respondents spoke of the post-war exqulss comprising part of her experience (N19). 8ik
her mother were expelled from Polish territory josfore the war’'s end but, in the tumult that folém the
Nazi surrender, they were repatriated to Russiagirmmediately. The respondent and her mother were
resident in a special settlement until her fathethe had been in thieudarmiyain Ul'ianovsk where he had,
by chance, overheard a conversation at the tratiostregarding his family’s fate - made a 500kmna trip
on foot to look for them.

2 The majority of petitioners were Black Sea Germahe had been forcibly repatriated to the USSRrafte
the war and were able to claim family reunificatiss Volga Germans had been deported, they could no
claim family ties in West Germany (Heitman, 1993:78). The number of German emigrants from the
USSR exceeded 10,000 for the year for the firse im1988 (Polian, 2001: 164).
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permitted to claim compensation for their sufferingr to return to their original
homelands (Schultz & Sinner, 2002). The right todsand receive foreign correspondence
— which had been denied for 20 years — was aldoregs This led to a torrent of letters
(many, for want of an address, were sent to thenG@erRed Cross or the newly established
Landmannschaft der Deutschen aus RusslandThe Association of Germans from
Russia) some of which led to post-war rediscovdrilast” family members (Giesinger,
1974: 318f°

The regime gave more ground in 1964 - the chargeltdboration was dropped —although
some cultural autonomy was restored (Neues LebeiVeekly began publication) return
(to the Volga region) was not on the agefii&erman representation on local soviets
increased sixfold and thus, it approximated theapprtion in the total population (Sheehy,
1971: 27)” The right of return to the Volga region was evatfifuconceded in 1972 in a
decree that was - just as the prior decrees - iaglypublicised®® The authorities finally
allowed occasional visits from Lutheran World Fedien (LWF) delegations ‘to chosen
congregations in former deportation areas’ from Ide 1970s (Stricker, 2001: 104).
Germans were, however, resident in a ‘country tix$ characterised by a geopolitical
obsession with ethnic boundary drawing... [where kthegre remarkable as the largest

ethnic group without an official region of any kir{@rown, 2005: 627§’

In 1980 the regime permitted the naming of a smfileader for the Russian German
Lutheran congregation — Pastor Kalnin — his migistas severely hampered by the terms
and conditions that the Soviets imposed (Strick@)1: 105). It was only in the latter

stages of the Gorbachev era that ethnic Germananbéy organise in a politically

% The letters also gave an indication of the whesatbof the German population: the majority were i
Asiatic Russia, south-west Siberia, Omsk, NovosihiKrasnoyarsk, Slavogorod, Barnaul and the Altai
Heights. There were Germans all over Kazakhstaln svitaller pockets in other Central Asian citiesurze
in the Kirgiz SSR, Samarkand and Tashkent in Uzistkh (Giesinger, 1974: 319-320).

24 As Polian (2001: 163) records, the groundlesssattans and movement restrictions in force agalmest
Germans were lifted but the regime was primarilgaayned that the Germans remained in the places of
resettlement on the basis that, ‘the German padpulétas put down roots in the new areas of
residence...,and their former places of abode atiedétin fact, German abilities and work ethic weseen
as useful to the promotion of the Soviet progranmtbe less developed regions of the Union in whiey
resided (Polian, 2001: 164).

% Schultz (1998: 220) argues that the ‘lack of aw@aomous republic hampered Soviet German political
representation on the regional an national levefietheless and, for the most part their political
appointments of Soviet Germans were confined tddte rather than union or national level.

% publication of the 1964 decree was authorised ionk®65. German language press could print thdavho
document, Russian language newspapers were omfyitfest to “comment on it” (Schmaltz & Sinner: 2002
343).

2" A 1979 attempt to institute an autonomous oblagtazakhstan failed as a result of fierce anti-Garm
protests in the proposed locality (Polian, 20014)16
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meaningful way (Brown, 2005: 628).The most tangible expression of this organisation
was the creation diViedergeburt(Rebirth/Vozvrashchenje an All-Union Society which
sought to advance the ethnic-German cause in tlf&RUBrough ‘the most effective legal
means by which it could confront the regime — nanpallitical dissent basis on Lenin’s
notion of national self-determination’ (Schmalt®98: 215). Th&Viedergeburteadership,
(part of which - under Hugo Wormsbecher - was comee with maintaining a distinctive
Russian German/ Volga German identity and cultaesn as distinct from Russian
German culture or identity (see Schmaltz, 1998))ased the restoration of the German
ASSR with final absolution of the Soviet Germans-a&ivis Stalin’s accusation of “war
guilt;” Soviet Germans were emigrating in incregsinumbers ‘not out of political
opposition but... because of “broken Soviet prin@gléA republic [on the other hand]

meant equality’ (Schmaltz, 1998: 288) An informant in Ul'ianovsk stated:

As a nation were done foarfizhennd. It's insulting to Germans that to this

day [...] every small nation has their national rdpubtc. [Yet] for us, for

Germans — here to this day — we remain un-rehatatit It's the only

minority thatto this day.. It's purely symbolic, additions to the pension, a

newspaper [...] but basically, we're not fully reHabted (N11).
Wiedergeburtwas established in early 1989 at a time when Gxwdds reforms were
opening channels of communication between the U&8RWest Germany which allowed
the West Germans to take an open interest in thatgin of ethnic Germans in the Eastern
Bloc (Wallis, 2007: 180). For their part, the Wd&3ermans were anxious to curb the
numbers of immigrants who — taking advantage oflitherally termed policy regarding
“return” - were entering the Federal Republic ircreasing numbers. The German
government was willing to underwrite the cost dfret German resettlement in some form

of their previous autonomous republic along thegddMoses, 1994: 105).

At first, the campaign thawiedergeburtvaged seemed to bear fruit and steps were taken
towards the restoration of German autonomy; Gonraathaired the November 1989
meeting of The Committee for the Problems of thepRes of the Volga Germans and

Crimean Tatars calling for a commission to estabifeeir right to restitution (Schmaltz,

% An ethnic German “lobby” had agitated for chang®tghout the 1960s, 70s and 80s though theirteffor
met with little success. Delegations petitioned bng in 1964, 65 and 67. Moscow succeeded in prengnt
a fourth delegation from reaching the capital i $ammer of 1972 (Schmaltz & Sinner, 2002: 342-345)
Delegations travelled to Moscow on three occasinri®988 but were not received by any government
minister (Polian, 2001: 164).The illegally estabégVereinigung der auswanderungswilligen Deutschen
(The Association of Germans Wishing to Emigratspalppeared in the early 1970s (see Schmaltz &8inn
2002: 342-345).

9 Subsequently, the failure of the West German andeSgovernments to effect promises of an
autonomous republic led to an ideological splitwritwWiedergeburtvhich ultimately proved fatal for the
movement (see Schmaltz, 1998 & Schmaltz & Sinn@d2.
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1998: 224). At the same time, Soviet Germans wdfieially and fully rehabilitated
(though this received publicity on a regional lewaly) (Wallis, 1997: 180-181) imbuing
Wiedergeburtwith the confidence to demand autonomy and ‘a mstiuted German

republic within the territory of Saratov and Volgad' (Moses, 1994: 105).

Despite these initial steps, however, progress staded on a number of fronts. The
commission set up to adjudicate upon the Soviet@erclaim concluded that it was ‘not
yet possible to establish such a republic in tleenity of the former Volga Republic’ and
instead suggested ‘cultural autonomy for the Gesmuaaithout territorial autonomy’
(Wallis, 1997: 181). Identifying a location for amg-formed republic was already
becoming problematic. In Saratov, local politiciagloited people’s concerns about the
issue to win election to the capital and oblastietsvin spring 1990, making ‘blatant
appeal[s] to ethnic hatred and fear’ (Moses, 1996)>° The Russian government vowed
to look into the Volga Republic problem - setting @ second commission to do so. This
commission proposed the founding of a Soviet Gerragart* in Altai; pleasing the West
Germans but highlighting the differing prioritiehat they and the leadership of
Wiedergeburthad — for the latter, the symbolism of the Volgald not be overlooked
(Wallis, 1997: 184-185; also see Polian, 2001; Satr1998)*

Russian and German government cooperation contjiraudchinating in the signing of a
Declaration of Joint Intent in October 19%1However, the Russian commitment to
resolution of the issue was already questionabédtsi announced that the new republic
(to be augmented lnayong would not be located on the site of the old offee proposed
alternative encompassed two areas; one on the Miblgather at Kapustin Yar - a former
military test site - for Soviet Germans and the We€&srman government this was

extremely unwelcome news;

%0 Slogans such as “no Forth Reich along the Volgerencoined and there were suggestions of KGB
collusion with, and agitation amongst, anti-Gerrpastesters (Wallis, 1997: 181). A number of outiahd
é:llaims were made including one alleging ethnic Gershirredentist intentions (Schmaltz, 1998: 223).

A district.
%t is estimated that, by 1995, 200,000 ethnic Gersrhad “returned” to the Volga region in anticipatof
a positive resolution to negotiations over the nestied republic (Wallis, 1997: 190). The vast mijo
hailed from Kazakhstan where the German populdtaahdeclined from 946,855 (5.8% of the populatian)
1989 to 353,441 (2.4%) in 1999 (Brown, 2005: 6263ss exodus of non-titular nationals from Kazakhsta
(see Brill Olcott, 1997: 560 for figures) was urtd&en in response to economic uncertainty and dima
at Kazakh nation building / th€azakhificationof the public sphere (Brown, 2005; Smith, G, 19%d
ethnic violence — or at least the perception ddihith (1999b: 95) notes that such violence aodair in
the region ‘tended to be directed by Central Asigainst Central Asians.’
¥ Wiedergeburtejected the Declaration as it did not give a tabée of events, they were also unwilling to
accept the locations proposed for the revived rigp(tee Wallis, 1997: 185).
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The last straw was Yeltsin’s statement... in '90 @t.”’ The Germans had

requested autonomy and he said we could have Kaptst! Kapustin Yar

is a former nuclear [sic] test site. So havingdileere for 200 years, having

done a lot for Russia over the years, in such arneous territory they

couldn’t find anywhere for 3 million people! (n10).
Alternative sites were subsequently offered in oase to the outcry (and the German
government’s threat to withdraw DM50 million of éincial assistance) but these locations
- although in Saratov and Volgograd - also encloBmdher military testing facilities
(Wallis, 1997: 184-185). When the USSR ceased ist ex 26" December 1991, the issue

of German autonomy was as Yyet, unresolved.

Yeltsin (who, in August 1991, had made a televisippearance in which he stated support
for German autonomy) appeared at a meeting in @atat January 1992) and reportedly
promised that German autonomy would only be possidhere Germans constituted at
least 90% of the population (Wallis, 1997: 185).sBlan and German governments
continued negotiations setting up a Joint Russiamf@n Commission to consider
locations for the republic in April 1992 and issgiia Joint Protocol soon after (Wallis,
1997: 187-188) yet, despite ongoing discussion eéetwl993 and 1996 no substantive
progress was made (Wallis, 1997: 140Dpponents of the reconstitution of a German
republic in the Volga region continued to objecti¥erously to ethnic German return,
even on the ‘step-by-step’ basis (Polian, 2001;) &élined in the Protocol. By this time
the Wiedergeburtleadership had long since divided internally ahé tnore strident
element of the organisation was now at the hélin.recognition, perhaps, of the fading
political will (from the Russian side at leaMjiedergeburtformulated an ultimatum [in
which they stated that]‘the only alternative to a German Volga Republiemsigration to
the Federal Republic of Germany” (Polian, 20016118

In this section, | have presented a chronologytbhie German presence in the Russian
Empire, Soviet Union and Russian Federation. Theinaa in which belonging and
national minority belonging was and is construdted been presented and analysed with
reference to Russian Germans. Not only is ethreatity strongly aligned with territorial

% The Protocol was finally signed in October 1998 eatified by the Russian Parliament in March 1993.

% Schmaltz & Sinner (2002: 347) note that the uncamyising, assertive and outspoken manner in which
then Chairman - Heinrich Groth (1989-end 1992)esped ethnic German claims damaged their efficacy
considerably, eventually alienating even those wéhuine sympathy for the German cause.

% Wallis (1997: 191-192) suggests that the failorestestablish autonomy on the Volga was a comibinat
of factors: the turmoil of transition, no financt@mmmitment from the Russians and their unwilliags to
implement promises. The naivety of the German gawent willing to ‘throw money at the problem’
combined the readiness of the Russian governmeatdept much needed funds and to make duplicitous b
undeliverable promises in order to secure suchéizh assistance.
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space / the restriction of space; it is also a dodar every day interaction and
identification. Territorial space is powerfully asgated with equality as well as belonging
and acceptance. This space is then associateccuittiral concessions which benefit the
titular minority. Chiefly, these concessions (fandRian Germans) are termed as language

and religion.

In the following section | seek to establish ‘bejorg’ from the German side of the
equation. To this end, German national identity starctions are interrogated and the
manner in which German historical self understagdmas informed current attitudes
towards immigrants an8péataussiedleis explored. Language and religion are, once again
prominent as key tenets of identity and commurdntity. This, in turn, feeds back into

Russian German foregrounding of the same factattseiin own self understanding.

4.4 Culture and belonging: the ‘German’ context

Germany understands itself as a cultural natioodBifield 2000: 171).

An understanding of this statement is crucial ideorto appreciate the way in which
belonging is structured in a German context. Caltsrat the crux of this perception of self
and nation. An obvious consequence of this fornmdabf belonging is seen in the
difficulties which then arise for migrants and thadaptation to the new surroundings in

which they find themselves.

The roots of German self-understanding lie, aswoeld naturally expect, in Germany’s
unique history. Whereas the majority of modernorastates can be analysed as entities
within which identity is aligned with a territoriglaim and a culturally defined nation, this
link to a homeland or a ‘territorially circumscribespace, on the one hand, and to a
unified, culture or nation, on the other, has bexmemely problematic in the construction
of the identities of German speaking peoples regith geographical units that have been
called, successively, Wilhelmine Germany, Weimapufdic, Third Reich’ (Borneman,
1992: 45). Indeed, Germany’s territorial formatiamas established relatively late
(Hogwood, 2000b; Borneman, 1992) and this fact mhasifested itself in the norms of
citizenship and belonging that have developed up tine present day.
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The effects of Germany’s ‘delayed’ territorial fedtion were further intensified by the
ongoing consequences of Nazi rule and the posta&tilement which, in 1949, saw the
German state split between East (German DemodRagiublic, GDR) and West (Federal
Republic of Germany, FRG). West Germany soughtefudiate the Soviet claim upon
East Germany. Indeed the West German state didremignise the socio-political
separation that had been imposed at the close siflities and, in order to maintain the
notional unity of the German state, pre-war un@edings of belonging were retained.
The ideal of belonging anchored not territoriallyt bpropos the people, ¥olk, enshrined

in the ideavdlkzugehorigekeibr German ethnic belonging, was thus preservedrizkthe
fall of the Third Reich, and thus, the East Gerrstate was denuded of legitimacy (Green,
2000). West Germany sought to retain the sole tighhe representation of the Germans
(Alleinvertretungsansprugh- although this had no basis in law (Hogwood, @0Q1L28)
and the German nation endured as an imagined wi@&ieen, 2000: 109). As such,
“Germany” persisted, as she had done for centuses, ‘psychological and cultural reality
rather than a political one; [where] the Germangleye [has been] the most tangible
aspect of that reality’ (Hogwood, 2000b: 127). Laage, as shall be demonstrated in
Chapters 5, 6 and 7, has a crucial role to plaienconstruction of identity, delineation of
“space” and the processes of marginalisation thatesident in both cohorts from which

the data for this study have been drawn.

The inability to operate effectively in a given tarage space makes it difficult for
immigrants to understand ‘culture in depth’ andsthto draw fully on its resources (Robins
& Aksoy, 2001: 696). Moreover, lack of access te tominant culture of the society of
residence prompts people to create for themsehlaesew cultural mobility, one that
allows them to experience new forms of encounted provokes them to think across
cultures’ (Robins & Aksoy , 2001: 703). The recdmstorical experience of Russian
Germans in the USSR (and to a degree in the RBjtisntirely incomparable with that of
a migrant or subaltern group; they have sufferedhfprejudice and social exclusion as a
result of their ethnicity which has served to $e#m apart from mainstream society in
certain circumstances. The experiences of thegmnteand distant pasts have combined to
condition the strategies and responses demonstogtétlissian Germans to the changes
brought about by the collapse of the old order amdinformants based in Germany, the

act of migration.
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The German attitude towards potenfidataussiedlein the post-Soviet period are rooted
in this, historicised, conception of belonging. feheexists, however, a fundamental
mismatch between the tenet of belonging based spared culture and the actuality. To
be sure, the construction @ermannesutlined above gave rise to a state of affairs
whereby Germany was all but bound to propose thenref her ethnic brethren from the
Former Soviet Union (FSUY, but the very principle which led to the extensimithe
“invitation” also all but guaranteed that the puatjef “return” could not progress in an

ideal fashion.

In addition to this cultural understanding of nataibbelonging, it must be noted that the
German state is not conceived as a country of imahan Kein Einwanderungsland
Once again, this declaration does not reflect agpee (Hogwood, 2000b; Seifert, 1997)
and yet it has been a mainstay of the position esgad in policy and law. The
naturalisation guidelines of 1997/8 asserted Batrmany is not a country of immigration;
she does not aspire to increase the number of @ewttizens though naturalisation’
(Hogwood, 2000b: 133). The greater proportion t&réiture on this subject has focussed
upon the status dbastarbeiterTurks in Germany (for examples seegfaa, 2001; Cyrus

& Vogel, 2003) and their uncertain status vis-a-siizenship and the formalisation of
their situation and that of their offspring. Whesekurks have to overcome considerable
obstacles in order to gain full membership of Gerrsaciety®® the Spataussiedleright to
return was guaranteed in the 1953 law concerniiggees and expellees which extended
the rights and assurances of article 116 of thacBaaw to include this group (Green,
2001: 91). This provision was made even thoughdewng these cohorts had maintained
direct links with Germany, their forebears havimgigrated centuries beforehand (Green,
2001: 91). Moreover, the maintenance of links with country of origin are viewed as
detrimental to a migrants’ successful adaptatioth @ exacerbating the cultural distance
between the new-comer and the society into whiely geek ingress (@kar 2001: 604).
Turks are not encouraged to retain associatiorts Tuitkey butSpataussiedleare able to
retain their Russian citizenship as a matter ofineu(Green, 2000: 1185.

3" The initial influx of Soviet/ Russian Germans itBermany was justified in terms of a moral obligati
(Wallis, 1997: 179).

% Since 2000 children born to foreign national psérave an automatic right to German citizenship. A
least one parent must have lived in Germany foe@yor more. The child is entitled to dual citizt@p until
the age of 23 when he or she must chose Germather mationality.

% Spataussiedleirom Kazakhstan are required to renounce Kazakheté@enship as Kazakhstan does not
allow citizens to hold a second passport.
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The German attitude towards its immigrant popuftetistarted to shift in the early 1990s
when the government began to realise that its lagmition of German ethnicity for
Spéataussiedlehad created more problems than it had solved (Mhaki2007: 165). The
introduction, in 1993, of theKriegsfolgenbereinigungsgesetitaw concerning the
consequences of the War, Kf§&which set quotas for ethnic German immigratiomfro
Eastern Europe was followed by in 1996 by the ouation of the mandatory language
exam for would-beSpéataussiedlerThe exam has deterred many given its failure oate
35%. In addition, some monetary benefits were resdaw reduced and social integration
was emphasised instead (Mukhina, 2007: 166). Fumihie, it can be posited that much of
the impetus for this alteration of emphasis derifresn the post-Soviet experience of
Spéataussiedlearrival. While a cultural notion of belonging hbden the key to retaining a
sense of unity through the Soviet/ Cold War erad (aras arguably the vital asset in
assuring that a course of East-West reunificati@s wursued) the appearance of the
Spéataussiedlemade manifest a number of issues. Firstly, althahghGerman polity had
conformed to an ethnic based idea of belongingcaimmbnship which was founded upon ‘a
singular bounded notion of “German Culture” (Blooetd, 2000: 167), the majority of
Spéataussiedleheld cultural values that were even more distaminfthe West German
norm (which assumed a dominant position post-uatifin) than those of th@ssis(a
derogatory term used by west Germans in referendbeir east German counterparts)
(Hogwood, 2000b: 141). Moreover, an additional @ncarose for those arriving in the
former East Germany; few East Germans had experiefhanigration or contact with
immigrants and over 96 per cent of Germany’s imamgyipopulation resided in th&nder

of the FRG even in 1998 (Green, 2001: 91). The Rgwofoundly altered this dynamic,
yet the prevailing circumstances point to the almnosvitable social exclusion of new

arrivals, one which has its origins in culturalfeientiation.

The realisation thaBpataussiedleare often less German than members of other inamigr

groups has led to policy change which favours tprers with residency over co-ethnics
from afar (Hogwood, 2000b: 134%pataussiedlerthen, can find themselves in a position
in which they are sidelined despite their commdmiet derivation. This exclusion occurs

because culture is regarded as ‘a kind of genelieritance...that fixes a person’s origins

“9 Prior to the introduction of the KfbG, the positiof Aussiedlewas mediated by the
BundesvertriebenengesetizBVFG, the Federal Expellee Law which was introeld in 1953 in order to
further clarify the position of Expellee¥é€rtriebeng that had been established in the 1949 Basic Lraw o
Grundgesetz, 8116.
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and identity and therefore entitlements’ (Bloondie2000: 170). Russian Germans can
become citizens but they are subject to exclusioa @ their lack cultural legitimacy.
According to Vergeti (1992; also see Gmelch, 198@rants who “return” to a homeland
can find themselves doubly isolated as their extiect is one of acceptance due to shared
ethnicity and cultural values (whereas migrants @@ not co-ethnic often accept that
they may not ‘fit in,” see Glick-Schiller & Fouror,999) yet generations of separation

ensures that this is not so.

A self understanding which leads Germans to antheir identity within a primarily
cultural framework in turn foregrounds cultural mti¢y as well as cultural understanding
and misunderstanding as important discourses fibr gpoups of respondents in this study.
Indeed, while culture can be taken as a criticalidoof analysis it is important to note that
exclusion legitimated through reference to cultalifference extends beyond these bounds
and, ‘entrenches [for example] segregation in #imlr market, inequalities of access to
education, language acquisition and training’ (Bhdield, 2000: 170). Culture may then
become doubly important, not only as the “natufatus of German or Germanised
identity but as the only realm in which migrantst f'vhom place and status in broader
society are difficult to attain, can retain a sep$e&ontrol over the direction that life is
taking, especially when deprived of the statuswvaerifrom the workplace or educational
achievement! Paradoxically, this comment is equally applicaioldRussian Germans as
to the non-ethnic Germans discussed in Bloomfiehisk.

4.4.1 Religion as a national community

Anderson (2006: 14) argues that ‘languages werenttiia through which the great global
communities of the past were imagined,” a phenomeéhat was grounded in religion and
its observance. While acknowledging the centratityreligion with regard to identity,

Anderson (2006: 14) posits that, ‘religiously imagd community waned after the Middle
Ages’. Nonetheless, the significance of sharedgimls observance - although
paradoxically often performed as individual ritualcan join together members of an

invisible communion in an imagined whole (Anders@g06: 35). The interplay of

“! Those Russian Germans who retained a Germantig@nthe USSR & RF might also be considered here.
Although “non-movers” their status in wider socieguld be adversely affected by their ethnicitywés,
however, difficult for them to find outlets for esgssions of cultural belonging / unity.
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language and religion cannot be overlooked in thesRin German case. Indeed, Fishman
(1989: 7) reminds us that;

The ever-present link between language and religidmat would religion
be without language?) not only sanctifies ‘our laage’ but helps raise
language into the pale of sanctity even in seauéiure.

Imagined communities can extend beyond the framlewoposed by a (nation) state. The
activities of the German Lutheran Church over tlegiqa of the Cold War provide
evidence for this contention. Religion and its assed spaces and places form a province
in which Russian Germans (in Russia particularlygrapt to create a space which is
distinctly “theirs”. Even among those who are nioectly associated with the church, there
persists an understanding that the church is somehberently “German” and should
fulfil a role as community fulcrurf? This aspect of belief was particularly strongly
expressed among members of the Ul'ianovsk basedrcalich comprise one of the two
research groups in this stutf/lt is interesting to consider the possible souséehe
conflation of national and religious identity. Asmeman (1992: 49) notes,

Up to 1875 entry into one of the provincial commigs of the German
Reich was regulated by the churches. Anyone coatibime a member of
the community by changing their faith, either tottidic or Protestant, or,
in some communities, to the Jewish.

The consequence of this historical fact, whileidift to determine with any precision,
should not be underestimated. The forbears of thesian Germans who participated in the
post-Soviet migrations to Germany and of those tawk part in this study would, in all
probability, have left the German territories befohnis date, thus carrying with them this
archaic understanding of community and belonginige Tendency of ethnic enclaves,
remote from their national territory and the pregemrance of their “brethren” to adhere to
the outmoded norms which were current at the tinfieth@ir departure is well
acknowledged (Popov, 2003; Vergeti, 1991). Cenaitthe attitude of the Ul'ianovsk
cohort in this study towards the church would miarbut as the institution which ethnic

“2 Findings from research conducted through the 1886wed that 25-30% of USSR-based ethnic Germans
surveyed declared that they were religious bel®beit this percentage did not account for non-befie

who, nonetheless, regarded religion as a fundamgatgof ethnic identity (Schmaltz & Sinner, 200237).

43| attended services regularly in Ul'ianovsk. kemitied only one church service in Germany. In Beitiie
“Russian” service ran after the regular Germanlagg Sunday service. The Service was entirely Bsian
and was attended by Russophones rather than esedjufiussian Germans.
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Germans invested with communal meaning and lookedot leadership. Indeed, the
“ethnic church” has been recognised as a shelterevtongregants can meet together and
“remain ethnic,” thus emancipating them from fayeer status (Fortier, 2000: 110-113
see Chapter 2; section 2.3.3). Moreover, againstitackdrop ministering clergy play a
role as reproducers of identity rather than as yececs of new identity forms (Fortier,
2000: 110). Fortier's assertions are strongly oéfld in the findings discussed in this

thesis.

4.5 Conclusion: the echoes of history

This chapter has focused upon the historical msitif Russian Germans — particularly
vis-a-vis the USSR and RF alongside more recengldpments which have included the
FRG. The central tenets of Russian German ide(gitgnbolically religion and language)
have been pinpointed and located within the widscalirses that have enmeshed this
group. | have sought to establish the events astitutions (particularly under Soviet
governance) that have shaped Russian German idantit the attitudes members of this

group exhibit towards its present form, persistearoe continuation.

The Soviet attitude towards national minorities pésyed a crucial role in this regard.
Official policy towards minority groups meant thathnicity became (and remains) a
fundamental element of day-to-day life through vahidentity and belonging are mediated
(Karklins, 1986). National minorities powerfully eated territorial claims and language
maintenance with identity, belonging and/ or acappé at the most fundamental level
(Schmaltz, 1998). Territory and language (which Russian Germans is also strongly
aligned with religion) are spatial claims (physiesd symbolic) that national minorities
made in the USSR (in the form of the ASSR) and iooet to make in the RF (as
Autonomous Republicsf. Space - as a container of social and culturaltisa@nd a

symbolic and political entity - is fundamental tmigority) national identities in the RF.

The specifics of the Russian German experience irwithis framework (and the

conditioning role of WWII) have been presented disdussed.

Officially imposed restrains upon Russian Germarbifitg (resulting from Soviet policy
and that of the FRG) have it shall be seen — inltoation with other factors such as

4 Theoretically at least, the fact that ASSR staidsnot in fact denote much autonomy is a moot foin
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financial resources - had some effect upon attguderards mobility that are exhibited by
the groups that comprised this case study. Theinigsd and analysis that comprise
Chapters 5-7 of this thesis are framed within aalisse of space that is, in my view,
specifically derived from the unique historical exignce of the Russian Germans vis-a-vis
Russia and Germany. This, results in a group dpdoifm of transnationalism, located in
transnational social spaces which themselves enimgethe historical discourses within

which respondents have positioned themselves arellieen positioned by others.
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Chapter 5: Transnational practice among Russian Ger ~ mans in Ul'ianovsk:
part |

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter and the next | present the findifigen the fieldwork conducted in
Ul'ianovsk RF. Chapter 6 is concerned with the sghtbaspects of transnational practice
that study participants engage in. This chapterthenother hand, is concerned with the
‘physical’ aspects of their transnational practitet is to say practice which is located in
identifiable and definable spaces such as thegellaf Bogdashkino or the Lutheran
Church.

As discussed earlier (Chapter 2), transnationatam enmesh actors who are relatively
immobile; 1 argue that transnational engagementthigf type are based upon migration
networks (see 2.3.2) which included family memhen® remain in the country of origin
and their kin and friends abroad. Such engagenseaiso strongly cultural and centres on
strongly spatialised practice (within which the taué exhibited can be manifested in
traditional and hybrid forms; Chapter 6; sectiof.B). The chapter is structured so as to
reflect the way in which these immobile actorsrafteto mobilise in search of a space or
place within which to express the@Bermannesswhile located in the RF the activities
undertaken by participants in this study are sigaiftly orientated towards the FRG. |
argue that this is a significant form of transnadibpractice for this group of Russian
Germans. Despite their relative lack of mobilitgyhnonetheless seek out, and attempt to
actualise, links to Germany. Study participants rase always successful in these efforts
demonstrating that, even in this globalized ere, éffect of material and state sponsored

constraints on fields of social action cannot bergd.

The chapter begins with an assessment of the dttenmpvive a German community in
Ul'ilanovsk through the reinstatement of a “compsettlement” in the region. “Compact
settlement” draws directly upon the ethno-terrdbtinderstanding of (ethnic) identity that
shaped the Soviet nationalities policy which, asadestrated in Chapter 4, persists as the
foundation of contemporary attitudes towards (ethnidentity. The revival of
Bogdashkino was partially supported by funding frita FRG yet this ‘investment’ has
not paid off in terms of ‘fixing’ Russian Germarns place; a large exodus has occurred

nonetheless (which, at once, lays the foundatidasnoigration network).
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“Compact living” has not had the wished for unifyieffect upon this case-study group
who have then sought alternative loci for the eggien and practice of their identity. The
importance of religious observance for Russian Germdentity has been outlined in the
previous chapter. The respondents’ view on the obldhe church and religion is further

explored here. Respondents see the church as a apdmlace in which their needs and
wishes should be of principal importance and th&a pastor, their key ally. The church
is discussed in both chapters which present firglingm Ul'ianovsk. In Chapter 6 the

symbolic role of language usage in the church @mered. Here, attitudes toward the

church as a place and space and discourses osaeesxplored.

Access to the church is, however, not guarantedd-espondents are thus deprived of an
avenue of engagement with German kith and kin andsermany (which should also be
considered a space to which respondents might wigfain access). Efforts to create and
maintain alternative spaces in the form of a Wormmelub are also explored along with

other potential loci of engagement, principally sawedia and other local events.

The final section of the chapter deals with resgonsl efforts to actualise their links with
Germany. This focuses on engagement with activilias are discernibly transnational in
type (communication, travel) and the reasons flfewding depths of engagement in these
arenas are explored. Study participants faced muwmseobstacles in their attempts to
engage in these transnational activities which tgdio the importance of local conditions

in this regard.

5.2 Compact living: the “half measure” of Bogdashki no and the desire to

“live among Germans”

The village of Bogdashkino is located approximathe hour’s drive from the centre of
Ul'ianovsk, on the opposite bank of the Volga frone city centre. The village lies 30
kilometres from Oktyabrskii, and is situated inyweural surroundings. It is one of three
compact settlements in the region. One, Ivanovskwal already been ‘closed’ as
‘everybody went to Germany; the remaining settlam@ervomaiskoe) is located 180
kilometres from Ul'ianovsk (N11).
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The local authorities had hoped that the villagBofdashkino would be revitalised by the
arrival of Germans relocating from Central Asia, ttee benefit of both the village’s

remaining non-German residents and the new Russ&aman arrivals (N16; N11). The

ethnic Germans who had done war work in Ul'ianokiskl impressed with their industry,
thus;

When we got our “second chance” with the foundatibWiedergeburand

when the USSR collapsed [...] and life [became] diffi for Germans in

Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, Germans began looking fway out. [The

authorities] revived these little villages, first all it was prefabs [and]

Germans came from Kazakhstan, Kirgizia [and] Uztaki. Then Germany

helped with the building of the houses and soonenmasrd more Germans

were coming here from there (N11).
Germans had always been ‘the best builders [...][andspecialist, distinguished by their
precision’ (N11) and the “style” in which the Gemmaponsored houses in Bogdashkino
were built was also much commented upon; they wdpedged to be particularly German.
While negotiating access to Bogdashkino with Ninadfeevna she would often remark
that, when | got there, | would see the ‘Germanskesuand German schodl.The
interview with respondent N28 was preceded by aabiner house as she wished to show

me the way in which the interior décor was différenthat of a “Russian” dwelling.

The ideal of “compact living” was raised by somependents as important for the
successful revitalisation of the German commumtyFianovsk. This view was expressed

with particular vehemence by older participantthim study:

And now, we’re perishing as a peopfafod pogibaet kak nar¢gdOn a day
to day basis you can still be called a fascist ddpsy on a person’s
conscience. But we don’t have a community becalsean't live together
[u nas net kompaktnogo prozhivania

Interviewer: So compact settlement is vital from your poihview?

Yes! Research shows that if [there are] 2,500 80@ families of at least
three people [each] they can have their own schsuidy their own

! A pseudonym, Nina Andreevna ran the German AstoniaShe was based in Oktyabrskii and prided
herself of knowing every German in the region.

Z Interestingly the school’s head teacher acknoveéddbat, while the school was unusually large foe i a
rural location he did not think it particularly “@aan” (N20). The man who gave me a lift to Bogdasbk-
an ethnic German from Ul'ianovsk who was particiyl&een to see the village — remarked that althoorggn
or two of the houses were passably “German” (ardt@d them out to me), the rest of the housinglgtoc
village did not live up to his expectations.
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language and so on. If they're permitted thatfist’'d less [families, then]
nothing, in fact | rarely have the chance to spgakman to anyone! (N21)

Bogdashkino is held up by informants who live intg@brskii and Ul'ianovsk as the
‘ideal’ in terms of how Germans should live (i.@ntpactly) (particularly N5; N11; N8;
N21) if they are to retain their identity. Howevérdoes not appear that the project has
borne much fruit in this regard. A number of reasarere proposed to account for the lack
of success herein. It was acknowledged that Bodglashcould not offer sufficient
potential employment for would-be residents (N112\ Furthermore, out migration to

Germany was often raised in discussions centratetopic of Bogdashkino;

Well, before we had the Volga German Republic. Vdd bur own culture
there, everything. Well, | don’'t know. That [thepublic] hasn’t survived.
So, there’'s Bogdashkino [...] There, there are th&srmans from
Tashkent, Dushanbe, and the former Soviet Republi®m here

[Bogdashkino] ... it's a staging post for them. They'mainly left for

Germany now. They built houses for them there, @@mans helped to
build them. In fact, they helped with everything fpeople] have left all the
same. And the revival of the Republic is, no... ingloe (N19).

Of course a lot of people are leaving. How do I'\WwRAdl know] because |

fill out the forms on their behalf, they leave thkouses... In spite of the

fact that they're leaving their houses, they golN1
Indeed, the exodus from the village has been ceraide. The school's head teacher
estimated that Bogdashkino had a population of&tiDthat a further 400 had left during
his tenure in the village (which had lasted aditiver 3 years by the time | met with him in
June 2006). He was the school's third head teaelmer both his predecessors had
emigrated. The school has 240 places and 33 stdfie previous academic year (autumn,
2005 — summer, 2006) there had been 53 enrolletdispépparticular consequence of this
exodus has been to deprive the community of itstracsve members and among them,
those who most fervently expressed their Germantitye(N28). Thus, the people who
had been relied upon to organise community evepte wow absent (N28). Respondents
who lived in the village were not of the view thet doing augmented their German

identities? One informant noted ruefully that he had;

% Most of the people | spoke with supplemented wretéofficial” income they earned though small scal
agriculture. The village is home to a cheese fgdtitre start up was sponsored by the FRG) and aralin
water spring had recently been opened nearby (Nutlthis did not provide sufficient employment
opportunity.

“ One informant (N20) had moved at her parents’ beag a minor and professed that she did not feel
particularly German.
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[W]anted to come [to Bogdashkino] and remind thddcen of German
culture, language...but that's only really on papeto[tol’ko na bumage
takl ... we came so that the children might know abdugirt people
[...]There used to be gatherings, we “did” Germantwel so to speak,
[there were] get togetherkr(zhk) but now everything's quiet (N29).

Moreover, despite its relative proximity to Oktyskir, where a financially more secure

and more enduring community is establishéige two groups mingled only occasionally.
Transport was an issue; buses run irregularly aedonly other option is to borrow the

school minibus for which a driver had to be sougfdt, overcoming these obstacles did
not guarantee that a ‘sense of community’ wouldessarily be fostered. When | attended
the German Family Day in Oktyabrskii (June 200@uaber of participants had made the
minibus journey from Bogdashkino. At the lunchtirbeffet the groups sat separately;
Oktyabrskii residents at one table and Bogdashkesadents at another. Nobody from
Ul'ilanovsk had made the trip - though some had lseeare of the event - having taken a
last minute decision not to attehdttendees from Bogdashkino left the buffet afteerty

minutes’

The desire to live compactly has been identifiedhgsortant for minority identity and for

contemporary German identity in particular (see @& 4). It is one way in which

respondents try to delimit a culturally definedtht@c” space with the “German mainland”
(after Anderson’s (2006) imagined community). Hoaewvhe attempt to do so has not
been particularly successful. Many of those wholddeave for Germany have done so.
On the other hand, those who have remained havevitietittle success in their attempts
to maintain a sense of community. For some, thadufe’ has led to the decision to
emigrate. One respondent noted that his ‘brother decided that, come what may, he
wanted to live among Germans [implying that thissvea impossibility in Russia], the
end! Whatever he might find [when he got there]9JNA second informant (who was

preparing to emigrate imminentiyobserved;

® It is unofficially acknowledged that Oktyabrskiaw a village whereudarmiyarecruits were barracked for
the duration of the Second World War. Many stayféer dostilities ceased.

® One informant from Ul'ianovsk promised to accompane to the Family Day but she changed her mind on
the evening before the event. When she telephanedricel the arrangement | attempted to elicibaar

for her change of heart but none was forthcoming.

"It was subsequently intimated to me that this vy typical of the relationship between ethnic Gans in

the two locations.

® She was, however, leaving without her childrenvéis unclear that they would both be given permissd
follow) and her sister was to remain in Russia.
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Bogdashkino’s there but it's not enougio(eto - ne tj it's a half measure
all the samenr(apoloviny. | want to live in Germany. | want to know the
culture; that’s very dear to me [...] [I want] specdlly to live among them
(Germans), to be infused by the spirit, the musie,folk songs. When I'm
in a bad mood | either listen to German folk musiaead [something in]
German; that's what 1 do (N12).

On the other hand, the huge exodus of Russian Gerimas meant that people now have
current and close family connections that are kExtanh Germany thus increasing the
potential for network based transnational exchafpés potential is augmented further by
the perceived lack of outlets for German culturama around respondents within Russia.
The emphasis that respondents place on cultureatutal practice - particularly in the

absence of a defined and/ or successful territospace is clearly apparent;

The movement for the restoration of the Republitedergebuit came to
nought; Germans couldn’t unite [in this way]. Areh they began to open
cultural centres, national cultural centres.

For this respondent, however, such enterprisesdctndt solve the problems of the
Russian Germans all the same’ (N12), thus leadirttet decision to depart for Germany.
While it is still possible to leave for Germanye(i.N12), the probability of so doing has
lessened with the passage of time. It has becomadee difficult to prove “belonging” to

the historical community (N13; N14; N18; N22Jhe German governmental position is

currently thus codified;

[A]t least one parent has to have been a Germaewgior ethnic German;
since 7 September 2001, when legislation on theeistaf ethnic German
repatriates went into effect they must also haveatestrated an exclusive
identification with the German ethnic communityggally in the form or a
declaration of nationality) in their region of résnce of have been
identified as a German national under the lawseirtcountry of residence.
In order to confirm such identification, as parttbé application procedure
[...] applicants must demonstrate German languag#s sgained from
family members sufficient to conduct a simple casadon in German
(Immigration Law & Policy, 812.2).

The requirements set out in the FRG’s policy arallehging and, the conditions cannot
easily be fulfilled even by those who are able ®etrwith the language requirements (the

° Paperwork is also required if one wishes to awadself of the benefits available from the Russtate for
formerly ‘repressed’ peoples. Russian Germans wiffergd as a result of the deportations are edttbecut
price public transport and 2 free rail passggasannumA respondent (N19) was able to claim her benefits
once she had received her file from the local axchbifice. She applied for the file on numerousasigns

but obtained it only after her husband — a historaisited the relevant office and insisted tcabewed to
search the records himself. He uncovered theHdesame morning thus bringing an 18 month waitto a
end.
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experience of those who have not met with the nmummmlevel of German language

competence is discussed in the Chapter 6). Thisimiayn result in family separation;

[The German authorities said] | might even have gbumy birth

certificate! So no, they did not accept that | amrr@an. Because | was

orphaned so | don’'t have [my parents’] birth ceréifes and papers [to

show] that I'm their daughter. So, my sister lefll, of my aunties went

[too]. My sister [was able to go] because her hodba a German and his

mother was there already so she brought all of Gven” over but | was

[left] over here. Gosh, for two months [after thefusal of Spataussiedler

status] | thought | was in the nut house (N14).
The small size of the groups remaining in Ul'iartowsd the surrounding area, coupled
with the awkwardness which characterises relatlmetgieen them, does much to deprive
its members of agency (HOschelmann & Van Hoven,320018). As access to the
“German mainland” is limited, the church is ideigif as a key locus for German identity
in Ulianovsk. The church was seen by some as aesgptation or manifestation of
German territory in Russia, ‘it was olmsel [island], as one says, oMaterland a little
fatherland’ (N23). The attitude exhibited towartie ithurch demonstrates an attempt to
make a manifestly “spatial” claim which — for regpents - relates directly to their right to
Germanizedspace (which, in turn, derives from their (histatfjnational minority status).
Moreover, it is clear from the testimony presenbetbw (and in Chapter 6) that a direct
link between the church in Russia/ Ul'ianovsk atite (church in) Germany is extant for

some of the participants in this study.

5.3 The “German Church” in Ul'ianovsk

Initially, in the early to mid 1990s, a palpabletiopsm infused the Russian German
population in Ul'ianovsk. Those who could proveith@ermannessnd wished to do so
were able to leave the often chaotic FSU to resattiGermany. Much early community
activity focussed on the re-opening of the Evamgéliutheran Church in Ulianovsk
town centre. The building was returned to the ceggtion in 1991 and re-consecrated and
reopened in 1994 (Selezneva-Reder, 2004). Some of the restoratak was undertaken

by future parishioners and their often non-Germpouses (N13; N21). The first post-

19 The same respondent recalled that during a rétocitterview at the German Consulate in Sarat@ sh
had been asked to justify her decision to marryasin man rather than an ethnic German. She pahder
“How could they say this to me? There were no men!”

' A German church architect oversaw the restorgifogess and Lutheran parishes in Lower Saxonydaise
money towards the costs of the project. In 1996uaah organ was donated, also from Germany (Sekazne
Reder, 2004: 10-11).
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Soviet pastors were German nationals and concotlyitaarvices were read in German
with a simultaneous translation into Russian. Thengeegation comprised Russian
Germans who subscribed to the Lutheran faith. Hawemominally Catholic Germans
also attended as they recognised the Church atetfectocentre of the rejuvenated ethnic
community (N23)%? Free language classes - subsidised by the Gertatn-svere run in
buildings annexed to the Church. Russian Germass alilised this space for social
gatherings which took place outside the regularswigr activities (N13; N18; N23).
Although the following sections focus on differeatenas of participation, the church
appears in each discourse to a greater or lesgemtein the following sections | discuss
the process through which respondents have confieetdhemselves excluded from the
church. | then look at how exclusion deprives thainaccess to avenues of transnational

engagement with Germany and Germans (prim&ahgnnye nemty

5.3.1 The role of the pastor: the consequences of the failure of a central

relationship

The person of the pastor is seen as playing aarucie as the communal hub. The
majority of respondents in this group recalls tlaysdof the ethnic German pastor with
great fondness. Crucially his arrival seems to hbgen perceived as a signal that a
German identity might, once again, have a publetaAn elderly informant who recalled
the fear that prevented some would-be signator@s putting their names to the petition
to re-open the church and described this appretweras ‘genetic’ and arising from the
years of oppression suffered by the Russian Germansarked that, ‘Then, Pastor
Markus® came from Germany. We socialised [at the churadld] everything was normal’
(N21). The respondent’s observation emphasiseg again, the conflation of religion and

personal and social identity for this group. Hiewiwas echoed by others:

We had Pastor Markus from Germany and you wenttfterchurch] as if
going home. The sense of unity was palpable, @oime way that person
brought every one very much together. In that wayas some sort of soul
(N13).

12 Other respondents cited their Catholicism as sareéor non-attendance (N5; N11; N19).
13 A pseudonym.
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The mechanism by which Pastor Markus, (a Germadneaqit, came to be replaced by
Pastor Ivari} (an ethnic Russian) who replaced Pastor Marku200i, is unclear. Pastor
Markus’ visa expired after five years and was meotewed. Yet, for those who object to the
endorsement of an ethnic Russian candidate adaceapent? the fact that another ethnic
German (whom they presumed would re-locate fromnm@er) was not appointed is
something that they neither countenance nor corepih It is instructive to contrast
belief that a Lutheran pastorustbe German with the aims of the Lutheran synodtivgi

in 2001, the year in which Ivan replaced Markupastor, Stricker observes that while the
church in Germany is willing to support the Russidwrch over the period of transition
when money and other resources are recognisediag ibeshort supply, it is not the
intention of the church hierarchy to sustain thipport indefinitely (Stricker, 2001: 106).
With regard to the issue of pastor salaries ancero#tkpenses associated with the
maintenance of a congregation it is noted that

Although people may be willing to meet one-timeafigial demands they

do not have any understanding of the necessitsefgularly supporting their

congregation (in the form of church tax, for exaeplHere attitudes of

mind characteristic diomo sovieticuswust be overcome before the church

members understand that in spite of present ctimy need to create

economic autonomy for their congregation rathentbapecting financial

help solely from Germany (Stricker, 2001: 107).
The Lutheran hierarchy’s desire to encourage a edegf independence and self
sufficiency in the recently revitalised diocesehe east is clearly apparent. Yet given the
significance that congregants attached to the tmyna$ a German pastor and his role as an
anchor for community activity, these views woulceseto be not only opposite, but
irreconcilable. In the sub-group of the Russianedagarticipant cohort that was
particularly concerned with the role of the churichcommunity life there was even
suggestion that the guarantee of a German pastaddwourtail Russian German

emigration;

[T]hey want to go to Germany and [they] would wareerman pastor here,
very much so.

Interviewer: Do you really think so?

14 A pseudonym.

131t was suggested by one informant that the coraiey had been persuaded to “see how things weith” w
Ivan but that nobody had ever come back to ask theher opinion in this regard (N13).

16 A short trip was made to Samara towards the erldeofesearch period. The topic of the non-German
pastor in Ul'ianovsk was raised in conversatiorsbyne of the parishioners there. They clearly sttdtat
they “would not accept” such a situation in Sam#ri. notable that, in Samara, the congregatios mach
larger, as was the proportion of ethnic-Germamages therein.
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Of course! Why do you think? If the pastor here W&sman lots of people

would go to church. It's not so in Germany, in Gany nobody goes to

there [to church]. But here people would go andytheuld socialise.

Instead they are excluding ustiichaiut nag marginalising us completely

[...] we wouldn’t even need a room if only the pastamre a German, no

room, no nothing. We’d come along, pray and go horhat’s all (N23).
Respondents who have ceased to attend church riggUtain part, they say, because their
pastor is not German — have made attempts to sespamee within the church for
(temporary) exclusive use by ethnic Germans from d¢bngregation. According to one
informant, members of this group had asked to leax@om set aside in which they could
meet and socialise after the Sunday service. Slmmslthat, they were asked to pay rent of
15,000 roublegper annumwhich was an impossible sum (N14). The interpratabf

another respondent offers an alternative insigiottime prevailing situation:

They've banished us from the church. They didnfowalus to meet. We
can't, for example, meet in the middle of the wedke’re pensioners for
goodness sake, we attended on a Sunday and aftehcke stayed on [...]
and then they said “Sunday’s a holy day and yowlsimt meet there, come
on a Wednesday instead!” Nobody’s got that mucheyand we can’t be
standing about in a queue [due to age] either (N23)

The informant cited above lived an hour's commuben the church and the extra bus fare,
15 roubles each way, incurred in order to traveths church on a week day was beyond
her means. Indeed, finance plays a significant rolerestricting participation in
transnational activity on both local and transnaidevels; age is another issue to which
she alludes. The majority of this group were pemsis. The most senior members of this
sub-group of “non-attendees” were in their 80s inehs clearly felt that their health was
not robust enough to allow them to travel to therch more often than was strictly
necessary (also N14; N21). While the claim thaytlas a group, have been banished from
the church seems something of an exaggerationeofitten situation it is clear that these
informants feel that they have been manoeuvreaasid place which they believe should
be “their own” and, which reaffirms an active andrent link to Germany.

" None of this group was in attendance at any obé#reices | attended during my 4 month stay in
Ul'ianovsk, with the possible exception of my fisstrvice (Easter Sunday) which was extremely crolwde
One member of this group did attend a Sunday sewken | was absent.
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The breakdown of the relationship between the wdccongregants and their church
pastor has broader consequences. As members dfishifected group do not attend the
church regularly they remain unaware of or excluttedh transnational activities which
do occur there. Visitors from other towns and sifiethe FSU are relatively comm&hA
visiting Lutheran pastor from the United States egane sermon - in English - and
althoughkorennye nemt$ydo not visit as regularly as they once did, bottiviidual and
group visits do still occur. Part of the objectiarticulated by this group is grounded in
their resentment at their exclusion from the infation flows which converge at the
church. In their view the pastor is responsible fbe dissemination of news and

information relating to visits; a function whiclety allege, he does not fulfil;

It's not that he tells us to stay away, he doegiltus “Don’t come” but he
doesn’t phone, and he doesn’t say “Well, herefs a delegation
arriving from Germany come along and have a bi chat!” and we’'d all
go [lists names] and I'd call around all those Jike in Novy Gorod. We'd
just go and socialise, have a chat. We're not gsfon money or anything
like that (N23).

It's not our home anymore; ideally it ought to bar dhome but now.

Already now, that's not the case. We phone eacardtieforehand] to find

out if we’ll go but before it [the church] drew yon. On a Sunday you'd

meet to talk, each person has their say, who iagderhat, what news

(N14).
The feeling of exclusion articulated by membershas disillusioned group is increased as
a result of their appreciation of the fact thatytta@e unable to exploit the transnational
links that flow through the church; opportunitiesttavel abroad did exist and yet, as they
were mediated through the church access was démidtese respondents. A choir had
been re-established at the same time as the chemplened; travel abroad on a choir tour
was possible. Moreover, friendships had been forgéd korennye nemtsywho had been
involved with this enterprise and who had returnegeatedly to the Ul'ianovsk church.
Since its inception, however, the choir had becamore professional outfit and, while it
continued its activities, it no longer offered geme opportunities to German congregants
for travel to Germany (N3%° Furthermore, such opportunities for travel tharewstill

attainable ostensibly favoured younger parishiorfatsiost all ethnic Russians), who,

18| witnessed this on 3 occasions with the arrialisitors from Kazakhstan & Latvia.
19 Native Germanskorennoi nemetgsingular).
20 The addition of “*" i.e. N1* indicates an unreced interview.
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these informants felt, lacked respect for the dmuand for elderly ethnic German

congregants:

There’s our German church [but] [tjhe young peofte, youth go abroad.

Young people come to church until such time as’thesent off abroad.

They're [over] there 2 or 3 weeks, a month. Thesmnedack and they don't

go there anymore - to the church. They don’t go. Wéee born, grew up,

we prayed up until [the re-opening of the churchdl after but they don’t

send us [to Germany]. We'll pray in our own langeadl the same. We'll

do that anyway (N23).
It is difficult to state with any certainty whether not more regular attendance would
generate opportunities for travel abroad. It canwédwver, be concluded that non- attendees
dofeelthat they are missing out on opportunities fori@dateraction both within the local
community and further afield. The church as a bogdand the spaces it contained) was
clearly one to which respondents felt theyghtto have unfettered access and be able to
lay claim as such. This view was advanced by a munob informants (N2; N14; N21;
N23). As the more outspoken Russian German parishsohave been manoeuvred away
from a central role within the church hierarchy sowmf those who had been more
peripheral to this particular discourse have albbed away. The lack of definably
‘German’ activities was cited by one respondent wiid that, although he had called into
the church occasionally, he did not feel worthy o attention anything that was

happening there;

There were various people there, not just GermangI|[understood that

there was nothing happening there. | have no istareit. There are no

community projectssovmestnykh proektpwno spirit; if we were a united

people farod we could do something [...] you've asked about camity,

well there isn’'t one (N2).
The attitude that these respondents demonstrasadswhe church echoes Fortier’'s (2000;
see Chapter 4; section 4.4.1) contention that tihieieechurch fulfils a role of shelter and
the pastor is viewed as the reproducer of the etidentity. Certainly the informants cited
here showed no interest in “newness” or the intctida of novel rituals or practices. The
church is constructed by those who use, or woukhwo use it, as a container for their
individual or localised identity and an ethnic sbel(Fortier, 2000; Hannerz 1996).
Russian Germans comprise a minority in Russia,ch tfeat most of them accept but
exclusion emanating from within the confines of dmeirch is viewed as a step too far. In

parallel to their association with and/ or disagsoan from the church members of this
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disaffected group have sought alternative placésspaces in which to foster community

and engage witkorennye nemtsy and when the opportunity to do so arose.

5.3.2 Alternatives to the church: in search of other spaces

In addition to the church a Women’s Club was mermdt as an alternative site for
gatherings. At the time of data collection the cluhs defunct as its chief organiser — an
ethnic Russian but a fluent speaker of German wlitise links to the church (she was
spoken of fondly by ethnic Russian congregants witlom | discussed my research) - had
married a German and emigrated; nobody had suctigsstepped into her role. Although
the club was organised and attended by ethnic Bussis well as Germdnhs it was
presented by the informants who alluded to it, &eeman venture (N13; N14; N2%)On

at least one occasion the club had hosted a delagztvisitors from Germany (N23);

We even did everything ourselves, when we had tlem@h’'s Club we
prepared everything ourselves and met people.d#]\all our own money,
even the church didn’t give us any money [towahis|tWe did it all out of
our own funds, met people [from Germany], showedntharound and
prepared [food] (N23).

Though the club was evidently organised outsideatispices of the church and, met with
success in terms of providing a forum within whiobal Russian Germans akdrennye
nemtsycould meet it was, nonetheless, no longer a goomgern having descended into
personal enmity and recrimination. As the abovepoadent observed ‘we had the
Women’s Club and they [exactly who is not specifietessed it up for ustdgt nam
razvalili] that Women’s Club’ (N23). Another respondent wimther,

We had the Women’s Club, it was [ogErhi[...] She’s
gone now and [there] was [successorgaiser] [...] We
had a meeting on the 2&f August — the Day of Commemoration for
Victims of Political Oppression — it was like a veakBut now there’s
nothing. No wake, not even a cup of tea (N14).

The attempt to utilise the Women'’s Club as an aiteve (preferably ethnically exclusive)

meeting place can be understood as a reactioretaltbence of alternative place or space.

L An ethnic Russian who was instrumental in locapotential respondents did so primarily through her
links with the club.

22 After the completion of our interview responder@3\showed me a photograph purportedly showing one
of the Club’s meetings. Taken atlacha(country cottage), there were 4 women in the péctuall ethnic
Germans — and one man (also an ethnic German) wi®nespondent described as an “honorary member.”
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Although independent of the church, club membetained ties with the church (i.e. the
club’s organiser) and the Club did not have a a@efiar definite space in which gatherings
could take place (instead meetings took place ahlees’ dachasetc.). Thus, although
club activities were accessible to Russian Gernfemsn including men on occasion) the
group never replaced the institution of the chukghhin the broader community.
Therefore, the majority of informants continuedcite the church as a lost space. The
direct link between the need for a defined spacetife absence of the church) and
continuation of the community/ community activityasy drawn by one informant who
spoke of the difference she felt that the acquisiof any space could or would have made
to the vitality of the community. Although her ownvolvement with the broader
community was now minimal she repeatedly suggetathis would not be the case if a
space fjomeschenjehad been obtained early on before the ‘moneyorath (N5*). The
importance of delineated, separate space for ethmority identity construction is seen
here once again. Securing such space is seenah$ovitocal identity and community and

as a locus for transnational engagement furthefdafi

5.3.3 Print media and community leaders

Absence from the church in turn, limits accessdoreses of information which are also
potential loci for transnational engagement. Forameple, Luteranskiye Vestian
information bulletin of the Evangelical-Lutheran @bh in Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan,
Central Asia and the Evangelical-Lutheran Churchngfia on the Territory of Russia, is a
free monthly paper distributed through the chuittifiocuses primarily on the activities of
the Lutheran church in the FSU, there is an intewnal news section which reports on the
major activities of the LWF. A second bilingual pightion Der Boté Vestnik Journal of
the Evangelical-Lutheran Church in Russia, Ukrak&zakhstan and Central Asia is also
occasionally available (again free of charge). €hpsblications conspicuously cater for
Russian Germans as part of a broader German coramiumgligious community. Given
the demonstrable emphasis that Russian Germang plpon religion and religious
participation it might be expected that these pmhcas (and the wider community they
encompass) would be of particular interest. Howerggpondents did not express interest
in these publications as sources of informatiortarnection with other communities of

Germans or Russian Germans.

These Lutheran centred publications were not thg ones available to respondents.

RundschauReview), a subscriptions-only news digest avaflabtross the post-Soviet
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region, has its editorial office in the centre dfidhovsk. Originally namedNachrichten
(News) the paper had come about when the Ul'ilantvakch ofWiedergeburtvas started
up (N12)* Approximately two thirds oRundschais output is in German, comprising
digest of articles from the current German prebg, temainder consists of German
language editorial pieces. About a quarter of tatent is printed in Russian and focuses

on local news, events and jokes.

As the content oRundschaus largely in German few non-speakers of the laigguread it
(i.,e. N1; N3; N22) and overall interest towards freper was uneven. Two informants
were enthusiastic aboRundschauOne (N12) had worked on the editorial team inther
early post-Soviet years. She credited the revivdleo ‘German identity’ to this period of
activity, the other (N21) was a close friend of gutor — Viktor Nikolaevich' - and had
‘written a short article [some time ago, in whidhgay that the homeland of the Russian
Germans is Russia.” This was, however, untypicahefgroup as a whole. Interest in the
paper and its contents remains low even among Gespeakers, who cited the fact that,
as the paper mostly comprises reprints of Germavs rstories, ‘it does not reflect our
problems’ (N23 also N8; N14%. This view is, in itself, instructive as it reflscthe
tendency exhibited among participants in this stiadfavour social and peopled links and
networks over and above abstracted and/ or inenices of information at all levels of
their interaction with Germany and a broader etl@gcman community. Furthermore, the
cost of subscription (165 roubles or approximat&®y70 per quarter) was also seen as
prohibitive (N14; N23). Thus, neith&undschawor the publications distributed through
the church, functioned effectively as conduitsrdbrmation be it international, national or

local.

Rundschais editor was, along with Nina Andreevna, forgroun@esdthe most prominent
and high profile person within the German commumityl'ianovsk this is particularly so
in the absence of a German pastor. While both Kimdreevna (N9; N14; N18; N21) and
Viktor Nikolaevich (N9; N21) had their supporterhevargued that they, at least, were

% There is little evidence thaffiedergeburtvas significant as an organisation among respdaden
Ulianovsk (see Chapter 4; section 4.3.3). Few arpert informants refer to it (N4*; N9; N12; N18).
Respondent N18 claimed to have tried repeatedijgtanvolved with the organisation at a local level
However, she never managed to do so despite ‘rgrariound in circles’ in the attempt. There is nywa
ascertain the role diiedergeburactivities in the decision making processes o$¢hwho have already left
for Germany.

24 A pseudonym.

%> Respondents N4*; N9 subscribed but seemingly batsense of duty rather than interest. Resporid@nt
noted that ‘I subscribed [...but] they’'ve stoppeddirg it [Rundschaliout.’ It was not clear that he had
done anything to rectify the situation.

101



responsible for establishing and maintaining a Gerraultural presence in Ul'ianovsk,
many respondents were uninterested in their aetsvias the following, contrasting

responses illustraté;

Nina Andreevna is the only one [...] I've been a far a number of years
(ia za nei slezhu uzhe mnogo)l¢t..] she invited us to [an] Easter
[celebration] where children danced - because myghkler danced there
too. My daughter and one of her friends but sheisegto Germany now as
well. So, our children danced [...] there was alsummer festival and we
were invited to that as well. We went along. Sagtyegou get the feeling
that she’s interested (N18).

There’s a dance collective or some such thing laue,hyou understand,
such things are not needed. If Pastor Markus hgdnised [something
similar] well, that’s a different thing altogeth@i13).

The respondent’s statement is doubly revealinghasgjects the efforts of a fellow ethnic

German to organise the community on the one handhe other she reveals that her
attitude towards such a project would be entiréheohad the project been conceived of or
administered by the (German) church pastor (seedmapter, section 5.3.1). This, once
again, highlights the importance that study respoisl assign to this role within the

community and, concomitantly, again draws attentmrthe wider consequences of the
strain which characterises the current relationgfepveen the pastor and some ethnic

German congregants.

5.4 Maintaining Contact

The above has centred upon the physical spacesgthrand in which Russian Germans
seek to engage with their local and global comnyuodunterparts. It has been proposed
that in response to the ‘failure’ to live compagctiwhich is notedooth by Bogdashkino
residents and those located in Ul'ianovsk and Qkisiai) participants in this study have
sought other avenues through which to generate naaititain their connections with
Germany and a wider German community. This seatibthe chapter begins with an
assessment of the ‘remote’ efforts that participantike in order to retain contact with
their relatives and friends abroad. It then cordggto explore the efforts made to travel to

Germany. Throughout this section factors limitihg extent of respondents’ participation

26 Notably, as Catholics both Viktor Nikolaevich anth&l Andreevna attended the church only very rarely.
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are evident; lack of money clearly does much toddmn activities be they ‘remote’ or

travel based, the stipulations of the FRG regardamiry requirements dominate the
discourses that emerge from testimony regardingetreto and from Germany. Here, it
becomes evident that transnational engagementecéar lirom easy and uncomplicated in
spite of the (alleged) greater ease that moderhntdogies and dense communication

networks endow.

Transnationalism is seen as a process that devitmpsa technological basis; the density
of available links (telephone, email and postalises) and the immediacy and rapidity
with which they function — and the consequent edsgse — is seen as fundamental to the
practice of transnationalism. An assessment ofatteess that residents in Ul'ianovsk,

Bogdashkino and Oktyabrskii have to these serugdswowever, instructive.

All respondents in Ul'ilanovsk, Oktyabrskii and Bagthkino had telephones. Indeed, over
the course of field research | first made contadh wespondents in Ulianovsk and
Oktyabrskii on the telephorfé.During subsequent conversations, and from othes, dia
became clear that while they utilised the phoneuleety to call within the city all
respondents were unwilling to make internationdiiscan a regular or even semi-regular
basis (N3; N19; N23) instead preferring to wait family members in Germany to call

them;

We don't write letters anymore. It's the telephamav; well, of course they
phone. If | start talking | don’t go on for long'si very expensive. For them
[in Germany] well, my brother called and chattedagwl! said “Well,
enough of your talking,” [he’d spoken for] forty mites perhaps. But he
said “Speak! Speak! I've [a deal to pay] four etopan hour, so I'll speak
for an hour and pay four euro. | earn four eurd%nminutes at work.” So
there itis... (N19¥®

Use of the internet and email was not widespreadngmiespondents; they accessed the
internet rarely or not at all. Those who had coramiin their flats or houses (N13; N17:

N18) did so predominantly for their children’s ysehool work) and these computers were

" The interviews in Bogdashkino were mediated bpoesents N16 and N11 who acted as gatekeepers.
Thus, | was not required to phone and arrangeviieies myself. All but one respondent (N13) in Utia/sk
and Oktyabrskii had landlines; N13 used a mobilenghonly.

8 Respondent N23 professed that it was too expefsivather her or her relatives remaining in Kazstin
to phone each other. ‘Talking on the phone is dtglydexpensive. It was 40 roubles a minute, nadoh't
know how much it is so of course contact is disedpt and [relatives] phone perhaps
once a yeatr, it's just so expensive.’
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not necessarily connected to the web (N13; N18)yeMdderly respondents had no interest
in computers or the internet (N21; NZ3)None of the respondents interviewed in
Bogdashkino had computers at home. There were demgpat the school; the majority
had been supplied by local sponsors and benefadime had been supplied through
Putin’s initiative to computerise rural schools @Y1The room in which the computers
were kept was locked — the school’'s head master thel key - and the machines covered

for the duration of the summer holidays.

Letter writing was something that some respondbatstried (N7; N13; N18; N19; N21)
and in which some occasionally still engaged (N21)N\but they cited lack of time for
their diminished activities in this regard. Thissaalso true of respondents in Bogdashkino
(N24; N27; N28). Furthermore, it is far from clethrat the postal service is entirely
reliable. My first attempt to reach Bogdashkino @hdn failure as, unwittingly, | caught
the bus from the wrong side of the Volga and thudged up in a village called
Bogdashkino but located some 100km away from mgetadestination. The detour was,
however, instructive as | had the opportunity teapwith a number of local residents
during my stopover. They told me that it is stillig common — and had been very
common - for relatives (from Germany) visiting pkom the “German Bogdashkino” to
end up “here” instead of “there.” Moreover, for seal years after “German Bogdashkino”
was revived the post office in the longer estaklistillage of the same name ‘received all
their mail’ the greater part of which compriseddet from Germany. The post would be
stored until such time as it constituted a carl@dyhich point residents would drive over

to the “German Bogdashkino” and delive?iit.

Thus attempts to maintain contact through meansntinght be conventionally associated
with transnationalism and transnational practice rast always, accessible or reliable for
the informants who participated in this study. Takephone was, at least for city based

respondents, the most widely used mode of commtioicaHowever, the issue of cost

29 At the time that fieldwork was undertaken, sevéirsternet cafes” could be found in central Uliarsix in
which patrons could access the web for a fee rgngtween 10 and 20 roubles per hour. The web
connections were, however, somewhat slow and anleli Further, the majority of these “cafes” taegea
younger clientele playing loud techno over the gEpeaystems.

%My attempts to contact my gatekeeper in “Germagdashkino” and tell him of my error were
noteworthy for the difficulties | had in accessimgelephone on which | would be able to make aarint
district call. My mobile service provider networlddhot cover the area and nobody | spoke with e ss
to a telephone on which | could make such a dal échool and town hall telephones were “locked” to
prevent employee misuse). | had to wait for thet Bdice to open and for the post mistress to bagihone
call to “German Bogdashkino” through the exchange.
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meant that they were predominantly reliant uporexhmotivation to maintain contact

rather than their own initiative in this regard.

5.4.1 Travel to Germany

As it is now much more difficult for members of emtled family networks to gain
permission to emigrate to Germany many make thisidecto stay in Russia as so doing is
preferable to separating the extended family. MBagsian Germans (and their children)
are married to non-Germans and this complicatesensafurther as their spouse and
children are often far less enthusiastic about arooted relocation (N4; N11; N9).
Nevertheless, as many Russian Germans have aliefadgr Germany those who remain
behind have friends and family members living inr@any and with whom they would
wish to maintain links. In the first part of thisction | look at some of the discourses that
emerge among those who have received permissiaelécate to Germany but have
decided to remain in Rusdfaand, those who have lived in Germa