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ABSTRACT
MONUMENTS AND MEMORY IN THE LANDSCAPES OF KAZAKHSTA
By
Robert Kopack

In the context of totalitarian regimes and théier@maths, memorial landscapes are
highly contested spaces in which newly emergingegawments are quite active in framing
and reframing the past as well as mapping a cdargle future. Unsurprisingly, statuary
and other overtly ideological materials are immestargets. An abundance of scholarly
literature has investigated memory, memorializgtaod commemoration as state processes
inherently complicated and problematized by greptdalic involvement. Far less time has
been given however, to investigating the contrgstvays a state condemns or esteems the
previous regime and for what reasons. Expandiegelthemes, Kazakhstan presents an
ideal case study. Through an examination of aethmaterials, sixteen months of fieldwork,
structured and unstructured interviews, media amlpand governmental publications—this
thesis uses discourse analysis to show the muliggedas, conflicts, and negotiations that
characterize the process of remembering the pdstedashioning national identity in
Kazakhstan. In this | examine three cities and HwwJegacies of the Soviet Union are
selectively employed by the state to meet speaifits. First, underscoring a lack of
uniformity in how the Soviet period is managedhet state level, this thesis investigates
more broadly the kinds of currency that the Soperiod affords to Kazakhstan in different
contexts. The three cities highlighted in this the@gere chosen to demonstrate the distinct
ways that the legacies of the Soviet Union are eygal in Kazakhstan in order to advance

social, political, and economic agendas.
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Introduction

Constructions of nationalism and national idealstbshape places and are in turn shaped
by them. It should not be at all surprising, tHere, that a nation seeking to redefine its
identities, histories, agendas, or other aspedisgral to its projections and functions would
employ new symbols—in turn reintegrating and reibgstg landscapes within its domains.
(Evered 2008:236)

The importance of Soviet monuments and memornakaizakhstan can be seen in
the careful negotiations that surround their maiatee, removal, relocation, and destruction.
In the summer of 2011, a lofty statue of the fori@eviet leader, Vladimir Illich Lenin, was
removed from a prominent city square in Karagarfear. more than 30 years, it was the
unifying component of a city park through which thain streets of Karaganda intersected
and where benches offered people space to be licpllenin’s icon was not destroyed in
the removal, but as has occurred elsewhere in Ketak, wase-installedin a statue garden
in a much less prominent, rather peripheral seafttine city. Two years later—and after a
lengthy planning process—a new monument has repliaeein. Standing now is a
towering, white obelisk adorned with a golden eaglthe apex—a national symbol of
Kazakhstan also featured in the nation’s capitataAa.

The secrecy of the Soviet Union effectively sheelanuch of the western world from
Kazakhstan and has in turn, produced differenti$ewignorance regarding its geography
and history. In the twenty first century, Kazaldmshas emerged, however, as a participant
in broader Central Asian and European politicabneenic, and cultural processes (Olcott
1992; Schatz 2008, 2012). Attending this, the feaward capital city Astana, captured
much of the attention and furthermore was interatilyrpositioned prominently to receive
much of that attention. It, however, bears spegsemblance to other cities in Kazakhstan.

Besides the clear prominence that it bears inetg landscape of high-rises, banks, cultural



monuments, and its role as an overall “hub” otfait is Kazakh, Astana poses interesting
guestions to those attentive to memorial and symleridscapes. One thing for certain is
that work is underway to produce a specific cultaral historical narrative for Kazakhstan
and Astana is central to this process. A paradbxionsequence of interest here, however, is
the persistence of landscapes that are arguabtyacictory to the nationalist form and
content of the capital city. A palpable exampleehis the ubiquity of Soviet World War |l
memorials and how these assiduously direct attemtidhe period prior to Kazakhstan’s
independence.

For the purposes of this thesis, memorial landssape treated broadly as symbolic
spaces that include monuments, statuary, publi@ad other ideological materials,
commemorative sites and most certainly those coctsbns that bear an unmistakable socio-
political and or cultural message. Scholarshipramorial landscapes in the humanities,
social sciences, and within geography specificéls indeed addressed the interest and
complexity of the topic (Dwyer and Alderman 200@)n important facet to previous
research and literatures on memorial landscapég i©le that collective memory plays in
the production and reproduction of space and theeptaden in symbols to manufacture
nationalisms and group identities (Azaryahu andt€@008). Therefore, objects, artifacts,
statuary, and other installations act in tandenh wWibse who interpret the space and give it
meaning. Confounding the individual agent who pices$ the space, however, is the power
wielded by states to orchestrate social, politiaal] cultural meanings around national
objects and symbols (Adams and Rustemova 2009).

| have chosen Kazakhstan, and three cities incpéat, because the Soviet period has

been both perceptively and imperceptibly woven theocultural landscape. In the wake of



the Soviet Union’s collapse (or disintegration)asps of commemoration and memorial are
treated quite differently and for reasons thataml@ressed in this research. In some cases,
the elements of Soviet landscapes are maintainedther times altered, relocated, or
effaced. The cities of Astana, Karaganda, and Katay are three distinct examples
showing the treatment of the Soviet past. Thegaaration of cultural and political
symbols, as these comprise distinct landscapesmimemoration in the service of
nationalism (Evered 2008), is an appropriate ardkrstudied subject relating to Kazakhstan

that aptly intersects a burgeoning topic in thaa@ciences and of interest here, geography.

Research in Context

According to geographers Owen Dwyer and Derek dida (2008:167), “the social
or collective interpretation of the past is cong#t in part, through the construction of
material sites of memory, generally termed ‘menisria Aside from geography, memorial
landscapes and their significance to maintainirgyr@fashioning nationalisms—as sites of
collective memory, and as contested space—spambaenof academic disciplines,
including anthropology, history, and sociology. gaeding the specific geographic context of
this inquiry—Kazakhstan—and pertaining to the dalgtte negotiations with the Soviet
period and its built landscapes, | have drawn seaech in sociology, literary theory,
anthropology, and history to help situate whaiguaris an understudied case in an important
field. The following survey of academic work giviesindations to the claims and findings
of this project. Lastly, in this section | draw search specific to Kazakhstan as a Soviet-

created geographic and political space with interai uses and look at literature that is



specific to Astana, Karaganda, and Kurchatov ireotd provide a well-rounded context for

this thesis.

Research on Memory and Place

Work on memorial landscapes is a multidisciplinangleavor, but is nonetheless,
largely indebted to French sociologist Maurice Kalachs (1992:38 [1951]), who argues, “it
is in society that people normally acquire theimmogies. It is also in society that they recall,
recognize, and localize their memories.” Due mitttrinsic spatial quality of memorials and
commemorative sites, it has been widely arguedth®gt serve as locations for the
production and reproduction of collective memongial activity, and group identity
formation (Halbswachs 1992 [1951]; Till 2001). mking in terms of social cohesion in
times of political and cultural crises, literaryhstar Edward Said is a key contributor to
work on memory and national identities. Said asg@900:179), “The study and concern
with memory of a specifically desirable and recadde past is a specially freighted late
twentieth century phenomenon that has ariseniateadf bewildering change, of
unimaginably large and diffuse mass societies, @timg nationalisms, and, most important
perhaps the decreasing efficacy of religious, femiand dynastic bonds.” Corresponding
with Said, sociologist Paul Connerton (1989) sutgysat a society’s memory can be
manipulated and even controlled by “hierarchiepafer”’ that may choose which aspects of
a collective past to emphasize, restrain, or eabndate.

Within anthropology—and especially since the 1980derest in the intersection of
memory and place has been abundant. The basicofemest of these works is that memory

is the domain of social groups, is passed withemthand made understandable or



complicated by a multiplicity of diverging viewpag(Rosaldo 1980; Appadurai 1981;
Stoler and Strassler 2000). Anthropologist Keils&'s work with the Western Apache in
the United States is of paramount importance fegedsp the significance that
anthropologists attribute to memory and place. odding to Basso (1996), indigenous
knowledge and experience lead to acquiring a seinglkace that is rooted in local languages
folklore, and geographies. Moreover, without iresigus knowledge with which to narrate,
over time both places and the people lose theinmga. Basso’s work highlights places
invisible to the outsiders (namely white settleve)o are without memory and stories
necessary for a deeper understanding of a placethér cases, anthropologists have looked
at memory and place in the built environments tdli@rian regimes.

Important to this research is literature on rand ruination. In the case of post-
Soviet Kazakhstan, there is an abundance of idex@bstructures, statuary, and built
landscapes—places that would fit into what anthiagist Anne Stoler (2008) refers to as
“imperial formations.” Stretching the notion beybmerely physical places that are
discarded or abandoned, Stoler suggests thataillovs us to look for the “after shocks of
empire,” the “social after life of sensibilitiedrsctures, and things” (2008:194). The
existence, maintenance, or abandonment of idepitfi@oviet landscapes tempts an analysis
of ruin.

Anthropologist Katherine Verdery (1999) asseskesdrttersection between collective
memory and the ideological motivations of stat&n they erect statues to national figures
in order to produce commemorative sites. Furtheentbe bodies of deceased political
leaders can situate memory to a place in addib@etving as political symbols (Verdery

1999). Vladmir Lenin’s interment site at the Kramh Moscow’s Red Square, its



accompanying mausoleum complex, demonstratesxfonple, that a body itself can be a
commemoration and in turn, a contestable site oharg and cultural production.

Historians have made sizeable contribution to wvarknemory as well. Eric
Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger for exampl&hia Invention of Traditiofl983), argue that
as an instrument of rule, elite social classesdmmdinant social groups have actively sought
to control what kinds of memories are appropriaig éeployable as they relate to specific
political, cultural, and social agendas. Followthgs work, historian Pierre Nora (1989)
addresses “sites of memory” and the intricate whssphysical space influences social and
collective memory at particular locations. Nora/grk looks at sites that have
unqguestionable historical relevance to nationattities (contested or not), sites like
battlegrounds, internment camps, and penal stregsi@s these help to comprise the physical
landscape of recognizable objects and places. 8uecE980s, geographers in earnest have

drawn on these and other fields to expand the acstdp on memorial landscapes.

Geographies of Memory and Place

It is within the discipline of geography that memas it relates to the formation of
memorial landscapesladen with contested ideological material—is pedhmost
synthesized as several decades of scholarly a#esirding to Dwyer and Alderman
(2008:168), “Memorials obviously represent histdoyt it is wrong to see them as
completely couched in the past. They are also msirob more contemporary events, issues,
and social tensions.” From the work of geographavi® Lowenthal (1975) for example, one
gets the sense that memorials are challenged spgtttated in changing contexts, and

without fixed meanings. Geographer David Harved7@), in the context of memorials as



constitutive of broader cultural landscapes, arghasthey can sustain social norms and
reproduce ideas about the past and impart theas tdduture generations. Indeed, part of
Harvey’'s scholarship speaks to widespread chamgiébilate twentieth century in which
social, political, and especially economic forcasdrexposed a need for constructions of the
past in an understandable and stable form—sometsigtant to social, economic, and
political transformations occurring beyond the Ideael. Geographer Karen Till (2003),
drawing on the work of political scientist Benedéestderson (1991), situates places of
memory (taken in this context as memorial landsspgs sites typically employed by the
state that become ‘sanctified locations’ in ‘symbaskttings’ used in the process of nation-
building (Evered 2008). Of great utility to thisguiry is geographer Kenneth Foote’s
seminal work Shadowed Ground: America’s Landscapes of ViolenceTaagedy(2005).
From Foote, geographers attentive to memorial leaquiss have gained expedient
terminology like “sanctification,” “designation,’téctification,” and “obliteration,” terms
useful to describing the social, political, andtetdl implications directly related to a

memorial site and how the site becomes central thsappears from the landscape.

Geographies of Socialism and Post-Socialism

The sites addressed in this thesis comprise aiarggt of landscapes whose
beginnings are traceable to important moments amckpses in Soviet history, and therefore,
the extent to which the Soviet period is visiblgha built landscapes is of paramount
importance. These memorial landscapes amidstrdalbr area (Central Kazakhstan)
cannot be thoroughly understood, therefore, withloeitr historical context as products of

Soviet design. Astana, Karaganda, and Kurchategai as planned communities,



established for industrial, scientific, and agriawdl purposes, respectively. Coinciding with
these developments, a network of Soviet forcedrlatstallments known as “Gulag” (Chief
Administration of Corrective Labor Camps) was proermit in the area and much evidence of
its existence can be found today. That said, schbip from history that traces Soviet
industrialization and histories of Gulag are neagssomponents to this research.

Historian Stephen Kotkin's (1995) bodagnetic Mountain: Stalinism as
Civilization, gives a detailed account of the industrial citiviagnitogorsk, Russia, in the
context of Soviet planned communities. It is fr&tkin that one gains an understanding of
Soviet industrialization beginning in the late 192Bat included constructing entire towns
from scratch. Additionally, we learn that suchgesses of industrialization were highly
celebrated endeavors, including the fabricatiohiglly symbolic landscapes of ideological
installations and built environments. Historiann&rApplebaum’s (20Q3Gulag: A History
of the Soviet Campzovides detailed accounts of the geographieseofbviet prison
system, memorials to which are defining featureKariganda. From Applebaum the extent
and interconnectedness of Gulag landscapes frowpEan Russia, to Siberia, and into
Kazakhstan is detailed. Following closely with Agigaum, historian Steven Barnes (2011)
has authored the most recent research on Guled@#ath and Redemption: The Gulag and
the Shaping of Soviet Societigarnes’ archival research into the Karagandeorelgas
proven essential to navigating both Soviet and-Basfiet history in the region’s geographies
of forced labor. In broadly thinking about thetiag imprint of the Soviet Union, both in the
built landscapes and as a cultural mentality, A&iayavsky’s (1990%oviet Civilization: A
Cultural Historyis unavoidably important, in part because Sinygysiovides us with a

first-hand account of life in the Soviet Union.



Scholarship on Memory and Place in Central Asia

Whereas research on memorial landscapes withinrgpbyg is not lacking, it is far
less prominent in the particular context of Cenfsila and in broader consideration of post-
Soviet realities. Political scientist Edward Sah&iowever, is at the top of a remarkably
short list of academics who focus consistently @zakhstan’s transition from a Soviet
republic to an independent nation (2006; 2008; 2008hile Schatz does not invoke
memoryin his work, he nevertheless has contributed sabatly to studies on Kazakhstan’s
authoritarian leadership and its landscapes ofigalisymbols. Focusing on the relocation
of Kazakhstan’s capital to Astana from its previsaat in Almaty in 1997, geographer
Natalie Koch (2010, 2012) explores what many haansas a manifest and strategic
reorganization of national symbols. Koch argu€sl(B770), “Astana’s new cityscape is
clearly designed to stimulate such feelings of@add national identity. It has been the
focal point of ubiquitous nationalist propagandapalesigned to combat the challenges of
nation building given Kazakhstan’s significant deggraphic diversity.” Koch'’s later work
(2012) is an exploration of Astana as a focus t#rimational criticisms, in the sense that such
terms as “utopian”, “false modernity”, and “megakma’ have been leveled at the
“spectacle” of nation building occurring there. dkoapplies and expands upon the work
undertaken by geographer Benjamin Forest and gallisicientist Juliet Johnson (2002).
Forest and Johnson look at the formation of natimtsantity in post-Soviet Russia relevant to
the key monuments and memorials of the Soviet-braestigating the interplay between
symbolic formations, ideological structures, anel éims of the post-Soviet government,

Forest and Johnson (2002:526) argue that, “offlti@morials, monuments, and museums



play a unique role in the creation of national titgrbecause they reflect how the political
elite choses to represent the nation publically.”

By region then, geographic studies in memory, nrahpation, and commemoration
within post-Soviet Central Asia are prominentlynegented by investigations of Astana (e.g.
Schatz 2006, 2008, 2009; Koch 2010, 2012). Myaetethus continues the exploration of
memorial and commemorative sites and the employsrmangrasures of a Soviet past to suit
particular agendas. My study also considers tee o Astana because it cannot be ignored
as a specific nationalist project with strong sytitosages. However, this thesis pays
significant attention to two greatly understudi@tes of Karaganda and Kurchatov. The
geographic proximity of these two cities to Astati@es not, however, mean that the Soviet
past is treated in the same way. Therefore, ibtle section that follows, | draw on
research conducted outside of geography, namédisiary, that is crucial to understanding

the formation of these memorial landscapes forttiasis.

Research Methods

It is with the goal of expanding geographic reskam memory, memorials, and
processes of memorialization that | have undertakisnstudy. Contributing to the extant
body of critical literature in a thoughtful way,\Wwever, would not be possible by consulting
secondary sources alone. Therefore, this prggeaitded and informed by extended travel
and research in Kazakhstan where | spent a totakt#den months (beginning with two
months in the summer of 2009, eleven months beggnimi the fall 2010 until summer 2011,
and three months in the summer of 2012). Durimgttme, | visited all field sites in

guestion (Astana, Karaganda, and Kurchatov) inraeitness and assess monuments,
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memorials, commemorations, public art, and ovedi#yplogical materials. Familiarity with
the landscape and observation over time was kelding depth to this research,
interviews—Dboth structured and unstructured—weneganed by the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) at Michigan State University. My infoants represent a wide segment of the
population ranging from residents to city officialSheir impressions of Soviet history and
emerging nationalism in Kazakhstan—which often miéates altering Soviet landscapes,
though not always—was crucial. Consulting archimalkerials at the Ecological Museum
located in Karaganda was another key componemi®fitork in order to assess changes in
the landscape of monuments and commemorative@igggime. Domestic and
international media analysis was especially frurtiumy examination of Astana.

To synthesize what amounts to a wealth of dat#hisrproject, | have chosen to look
for underlying narratives and discourses that stirecnemorial landscapes. Because |
ultimately argue that the Soviet period is dengglatlisregarded, or embraced to varying
degrees as seen by commemorative sites in thedowitonment, informing my
understanding is attention paid to political, sh@ad cultural motives and agendas within

each field site.

Structure of the Present Work

This thesis explores three study sites in Kazakhst order to assess the deployment
and concealment of Soviet landscapes in post-S&aeakhstan. Chapter one is devoted to
Astana and the near-erasure of Soviet historyarbthlt landscapes. Chapter two is devoted
to how the Soviet period is evidenced in the Haitidscapes of Karaganda and to what extent

the watershed of Soviet relics and commemoraties sire maintained, altered, relocated, or
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effaced and why. | suggest that Karaganda’'s Galagscapes and histories serve as a
complicated and painful source of national identitlence, the state-sponsored work to
rebuild the Dolinka prison complex as well as tipassk mass gravesite located just outside
of the city. Chapter three explores the signifaegof the built ideological landscapes of
Kurchatov—the former command center for the Sowigtlear testing regime and a
previously “secret city.” | argue that Kurchatevelevated and cannot be de-Sovietized as
this would delegitimize Kazakhstan’'s own scientdind nuclear entitlements.

My work has been steered by a simple questionwhatnevertheless rendered
complicated upon investigations: for what reasarsSmviet monuments, memorial,
commemorations, and broadly speaking—landscapes-stéafding and in what instances is
the Soviet period physically and discursively ded&t The three sites in question here—
Karaganda, Kurchatov, and Astana—have undeniableeSgeneses. With that in mind, all
of the built landscapes were endowed with Sovietliolgical material—either unique to the
location (local figures, accomplishments, or hismrmoments) or more generic and
universal (red stars, hammers, sickles, and Wordd MMmemorials). That being said, in a
post-Soviet context, visible evidence of the Sopett often clashes with the new
monuments and memorial landscapes of the Kazaldeipte Yet this is not always the case.
As will be shown, Soviet landscapes continue tg pigportant roles in Kazakhstan.

With this thesis, | have sought to address a gaggographic literatures pertaining to
the post-Soviet period and in doing so to illumenlargely understudied intersections
between local and international processes in Ka#akh Placing a variety of literatures in

conversation with personal field experience, thenate achievement of this thesis will be to
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broaden our understanding of negotiations that pékee as regards monument and memory

in post-Soviet space.
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Chapter One

Akmola, Tselinograd, Astana: Kazakhstan’s New Fodr@apital and Soviet Agricultural
and Penal Landscapes

Photographs of the first years in the new landsveemnany memories. Bare steppe, tractor
columns, stakes bearing the names of farms, téa¢sputs, crowded trailors and mud huts
with flat roofs, known as “sailors’ caps.” Peoplsed to huddle together in these dwellings
by the dim light of lanterns and oil lamps. Evhamt was temporary, comfortless, rough
and ready. But look a their faces—how merry, hoyiul they are. Every smile, every
gesture conveys confidence and optimism. All @fhsswere working in the virgin lands in
those days felt this optimism, the feeling of peepare of their own strength. And how
impressive the steppe was once we had awakenetifé@!t Everything was on the move,
converging on this front-line area, just like befa big offensive.

Leonid II'ich Brezhnev (1979)

Virgin Lands: Two years in Kazakhstan, 1954-5. 79

The means to raise it are all symbolic. The natton large to be known personally by a
majority of its citizens, is known conceptuallyahgh the flag, national anthem, army
uniform and ceremonial parades, ethnocentric higtand geography.
Yi Fu Tuan (1975)
Place: An Experimental Perspective
Relocating the nation’s capital from Almaty to A& in 1997 has been a widely
discussed topic in scholarship on Kazakhstan (Wa082; Anacker 2004; Schatz 2006,
2008, 2009; Koch 2010, 2012; Aitken 2012). It basn argued that the former Kazakh
capital, Almaty, was too entrenched with the “otd”and its Soviet landscapes were unduly
problematic for the new ethno-centric future of Kleastan (Wolfel 2002; Anacker 2004).
At the same time, the northern half of the coumtag unequally weighted with populations
of ethnic Russians, whose collective presence wtssibly threatening to the territorial

claims of the new Kazakh government (Schatz 200dn& 2002). Revisiting the host of

reasons that surround the relocation of the capitalever, moves beyond the scope of this
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inquiry. Of interest here is how Astana is bilesiboth a new iconic beginning, as well as an
ancient territorial claim for Kazakhstan (Dienei02pand how the Soviet experience is
navigated and selectively employed in this procédsst of all, what are the Soviet histories
unique to the Astana region and how are theserhastibund in the city’s landscapes today?
Seen in terms of its commemorative space and aitesllective memory, Astana is

heavily emphasized—perhaps even over-determinedbe-tbe geographic foundation for

Kazakh national identit)ll. And mythology is playing a definite role (KochZZ) Talamini
2011). Speaking only to these new built landscaghese that emphasize the national and
ethnic histories and mythologies of Kazakhstan—haeseeffectively downplays certain
histories of the broader region and the city itsétiterestingly, the wider vicinity, including
Astana, is saturated with Soviet historical proessBeginning at least with the late Russian
Imperial epoch and continuing aggressively in tadyeand middle Soviet periods, the
landscapes that Astana occupies were assignedricubiural and penal usages (Prociuk
1961; Rogers 1974). The epigraph beginning thasgyiby the former Soviet premier Leonid
Brezhnev, concisely recalls one side of an equalyd historical narrative—the intense
symbolic meanings of the Virgin Lands campaign &eiet geographic project. Coinciding

with these histories, and providing yet another gonent to the landscape, are the cultural

histories of the Soviet penal system—the Guzlalaopularized by former Gulag prisoner
Alexander Solzhenitsyn, Gulag has come to be knasvan ‘archipelago.” Most notable to

the Astana area BKLZHIR (Akmola Camp for the Wives of Political Dissideiatsd

11n 2011 while speaking with a few residents of Asta “old town,” | was appraised of the
resentments of some Kazakhs in the new capitdweélwon’'t make way for therazvityd
(development) ourselves, they'll drag us ottoskat.™

Z Chief Administration for Corrective Labor Camps aolonies
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Traitors), the settlement to which women throughbetSoviet Union were imprisoned for
their spouses’ crimes.

Considering the contemporary processes througbhndnKazakh national identity is
being constituted in the new capital city and fameal in a post-Soviet context, the cultural
and historic landscapes of the Soviet period cdimegs provide burdensome, acquired
symbolic meanings that the state maneuvers in asingays. In some areas, the Soviet
legacy can still be found intact and conspicuoeisaxisting monuments, statuary, and
ideological references—that celebrate aspectseo$tiviet past. Conversely, in Astana the
Soviet period has been brought to bear througlertbation of a number of sanctified spaces.
Interestingly, much of Astana is new and thus tbei& period left no visible trace in the
landscapes of theewcapital. Yet the communist period is widely regizgd for wreaking
havoc on the cultural and social fabric of Kazathsand these legacies and histories are
being imported to Astana’s cityscapes—imbuing pdaegh richly symbolic, anti-Soviet

meanings.

Figure 1.1 Gulag Memory Site. Astana. Photo by Autbr 2012. (For
interpretation of the references to color in this ad all other figures, the
reader is referred to the electronic version of ths thesis.)
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Astana is a unique case in which the Soviet Uh@s been resurrected—in a way.
Creating sites in the new capital through whichetmember the Soviet Union when there
was nothing there before presents questions abeddcial and political motivations
embedded in the act of representation (Azaryahdrate 2008; Forrest and Johnson 2010,
2011). This chapter investigates Astana as theoget manifestation of Kazakhstan’s
territorial, nationalist, and historic claims toveoeignty (Evered 2008) and ultimately as the
most salient example of de-Sovietization occurimffazakhstan. By de-Sovietization, the
point is not the silencing or removal of the past, rather the opposite—calling the past into

guestion by constructing sites of memory.

Soviet Geographies: Collectivization, The Virgin hds, and Gulag

Several overlapping events have given shape tatiis which the new capital city
occupies and thus, as a historical landscape, $tena region is far older than the
monumental structures of the new city attest tots@e the capital’'s newest constructions,
the remnants of Soviet state farrkelkhozy and the networks of small villages that
characterize the area illustrate an overwhelmingtgl landscape and furthermore
corroborate the kinds of land use that the regias amployed for. The Soviet (and Russian
before that) policies that sought to fashion a s@mage of intense agricultural productivity in

northern Kazakhstan, including the area aroundrfsstare nowadays a nationally lamented

3

topic. “Collectivization,” while referring to this process of amalgamatingéairacts of

For more information about the spatial and politlaatories of collectivization, See
Robert Conquest (1986)arvester of Sorrow: Soviet Collectivization and therror-
Famine.Oxford University Press. New York.
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land for state farms in Kazakhstan and Ukraindn@é1930s, has a loathsome connotation to
Kazakhs both at the state and individual level ¢&moand Laumulin 2009). Collectivization
is blamed for the deaths of thousands of indigef@amakhs and furthermore impugned for
the destruction of their way of life (Olcott 1991According to political scientist and

regional expert Martha Brill Olcott (1991), the lealtivization campaign was a reckless
procedure that, despite being enthusiastically ptechat the state level, accomplished little
more than disenfranchising rural Kazakhs and expatpg them from lands previously used
for stock breeding. In Kazakhstayglod(the famine) is virtually synonymous to
collectivization, as well as the decade of the 1&20s to the 1930s.

A lasting imprint of collectivization—in additioto the system of farms that typify
the landscape and the period of starvation—iseabie community of ethnic Russians and
other non-Kazakhs who were deported or otherwieeaged to the area. This migration of
people significantly altered the demographics, eislg in northern Kazakhstan. This will
be of increasing importance in the post-indepenelgears. Additionally, the prescribed
land uses institutionalized by the Soviets, in tiase agricultural, led to an instilled way of
viewing the landscape and what its most useful eympénts were. Heavily influenced with
principles of economic geography and further drilsgrrapid development schemes that
sought the domination of nature through industrglff2nko 2003), Kazakhstan was heavily
Sovietized both in terms of land use and incredgimgdemographics.

The epigraph beginning this chapter, by premrezBnev, is taken from his
recollections of a massive production campaignagetsward increasing the Soviet Union’s
wheat crop. Termed the Virgin Lands Project, a omoantal goal was conceived to

revolutionize agricultural production in the 19503esponse to vast grain shortages
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throughout the Soviet Union. Attending this g@ahew geography of agricultural
industrialization began, one that systematicallplb®d and organized landscapes in northern
Kazakhstan in the service of cereals production.

Historian Paul Josephson (2010) discusses therMiands in the context of Soviet
“hero projects.” In essence, these refer to giktened mega-enterprises in which the
industrial and agricultural goals of the Soviet timprecipitated enormous construction
schemes accompanied by state propaganda platf@degnning in the late 1920s, the

Soviet Union under the auspices of “Five Year Plalesigned and carried through colossal

- . . . o 4 .
building projects that included the constructiorenfire cities from scratch.Geographic
engineering was a key component of Soviet industaigon plans at this time, as is

evidenced not only by the mass mobilization of rettesources, but also in the construction

of canals, electrification projects, dams, andrrligersion schemess.lnitiated by Soviet
premier Nikita Khrushchev in the early 1950s, thegvi Lands were both an ideological
platform from which to marshal collective labortte steppes in Kazakhstan as well as a
geographically delineated territory in Kazakhst@amvhich thousands of settlers and
agricultural workers were summoned (Brezhnev 1973 was the case with Soviet “hero
projects,” geographies were created, transfornmed uitimately destroyed in the processes
of industrialization (Josephson 2007). AlthougleBmev himself noted that cereals
production in northern Kazakhstan was risk-ladea tduextreme seasonal temperature

variations, the Virgin Lands were sown anyhow. |&wing from the Soviet/Marxist

4 Historian Stephen Kotkin in his bodlhe Magnetic Mountaidetails the construction of
Magnitogorsk, Russia as a premier industrial compled socialist city of the future.
For more information on the scope and consequen8ewet geographic engineering, see

Paul Josephson (1995) “Projects of the CenturyBamiet History: Large Scale Technologies
from Lenin to Gorbachev.Technology and Cultur&6(3):519-559.
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philosophy of mankind’s necessary domination otirgtthis is not surprising.

The so-called hero projects of Soviet power—mastgebnologies and entire cities
devoted to industrial production—had ideologicall @olitical purposes that
forestalled apprehension of the costs. They edgldety spokespeople to claim that
the socialist system was capable of achieving sizale, and production on a level
impossible in the capitalist West while simultanglgyroviding a forum in which
nearly illiterate peasants could be transformed jpalitically conscious workers
devoted to industrialization. (Josephson 2010: 22)
Heeding these kinds of philosophical underpinnitigs,early 1950s saw a dramatic
population increase to northern Kazakhstan accogmpaithe Virgin Lands campaign. The
amassing presence of European Russians and Gemmragson and the momentum of
production caused somewhat of an alarm that perfkbpsshchev intended to annex the
highly productive and “colonized” territory to Rus$Chokan and Laumulin 2009:101).
While in the end this didn’t happen, the “Virginddict” (Tseliny Kra) was organized under
the provincial capital, Tselinograd (Virgin City).

In a post-Soviet context, one can see the degredith geographic engineering and
planning produced certain landscapes. When Tgglgowas renamed Astana in 1998
following the relocation of the capital, the imgrof the provincial Soviet agricultural
landscape was still largely evident. This buceétting was but one of many objections by
cabinet ministers upon hearing that the capitalld/oo longer be “the Garden City"—
Almaty (Anacker 2004; Wolfel 2002). Other thannaadl network of central government
buildings of the Soviet neoclassical style anchatstation, the majority of the new capital
was entirely rural and thus visibly synonymous vather agrarian Kazakh landscapes still

found throughout the region. In this way, Astasmpart of a broader historical-geographic

episode that is unmistakably tied to how the Sovbn imagined and enacted the
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landscape. The histories of ‘collectivizationdathe Virgin Lands are woven into the
surrounding region visibly and are as well mairgdiby the collective memory of agrarian
life.

Another troubling feature of Astana’s historicahtiscape are the histories of the
Gulag system of labor. Intriguingly, the violemidarepressive features of the Soviet
period—i.e. forced deportations, the imprisonmdrgaditical dissidents, and moreover, the
wider geographies constructed for these purposes-exadenced and not hidden in Astana’s
new landscapes. A small number of commemoratiaeespare dedicated to the collective
memories of these histories. Yet as | maintaiaughout this thesis, highlighting the
atrocities of the Soviet period serves as muchlify the agents of Soviet brutality as it does
to control these by officially narrating, summanigj and finally banishing these histories
from the landscapes of the present.

Overlapping the Virgin Lands and the broader adfucal geographies mentioned
earlier, northern and central Kazakhstan are nmisly connected to the Gulag prison
network. This history, however, is not as infamgueennected with Astana, per se, as it is
with other places like Karaganda—a discussion toem the next chapter. Nevertheless,
Gulag does play a part in Astana’s geographhile not officially within the city limits, the
former Soviet Alzhir prison camp, located in théage of Malinovka, has been made into a
commemorative site a short distance from Astantas $oviet prison installation for the

wives of political criminals and traitors was aetiwith deportees from 1937-1939 (Barnes

2012), years coinciding with the height of whateferred to as the Stalinist “Great Terrgr.”

During this period, thousands of women were inaateel at Alzhir. According to Historian

6 For more information about the histories of Stalindluring the late 1930s, see Robert
Service (1968)The Great TerrorMiddlesex, England: Penguin Books.
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Stephen Barnes (2012) the women sent to the camgdeéuded into expecting a long

awaited rendezvous with their exiled husbands dneranale family members. As such,
they arrived at Alzhir several days, if not weekt®t, with nothing packed and dressed in
their best clothing. After 1939, these women werdstributed to other camps within the

Soviet Union.

Figure 1.2 Alzhir Memorial Site Outside Astana. Phto by Author 2012.

In 2007, the Museum-Memorial Complex for the Victiof Political Repression and
Totalitarianism was opened and the number of wsigmnually has climbed into the

thousands. Alzhir is largely under investigatedaholarly literature outside of collective
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. .7 " . .
memory and oral history projectsYet, it is from the collected memoirs of survis@nd
archival research into previously classified matlsrthat accounts of Gulag are beginning to
surface. Assembling the life histories of victiarsd their families demonstrates but one

facet of the interest in Gulag.

Tourism and the Import of the Soviet Legacy

Nearly every travel guidebook to Kazakhstan widnmion collectivization, the Virgin
Lands Project, and the former Gulag labor camsgmsficant themes and places to know
about when visiting. Beyond that, many tourisnfitihave emerged that offer excursions

to places often deemed some of the most horrifigisg points of Soviet brutality—like

. 8 . T
Alzhir.” In a very real sense, the Soviet legacies in thie landscapes of Kazakhstan have

become tourist attractions, if not the sole impétuwisiting Kazakhstan in some cases.
Intriguingly, a number of these outfits are not Kidz businesses. One in particular operates
out of the Netherlands and offers the followinguson:

A tour for people with an “unhealthy interest” lmetformer USSR, and especially its
atrocities. This program is new, unusual, and pdakith excursions to memories to
the USSR, foremost, the labor camps and nucletsites. Not for the faint of heart!
A Kazakhstani part of the Soviet heritage is repnésd in the central part of the
country in the best way. This is here where not@icorrectional camps of the Stalin
epoch — “Karlag” and “ALZHIR” were situated. Theme the lands which became
witnesses of the nuclear explosions, made duriid Gfar and Arms Race. History
of the Civil War, which followed the October revotn, is also represented
abundantly. Developing virgin lands, industrialieat urbanization... Silent
witnesses of all those processes, being a paifedhlthe USSR, are still can be seen
here, in the very heart of Kazakhstan. (Kazakh$taurs: New Routes in a New
Country. http://www.kazaktours.com/tours/nightnsafeom_the_ussr.

! See Orlando Figes (2008). “Private Life in StaliR'gssia: Family Narratives, Memories,
and Oral History.History Workshop Journab5:117-135.

8 . .
For one of the most overtly dramatic tours avadabbnsult
http://www.kazaktours.com/tours/nightmares_from_ tesr.
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That the “nightmares of the USSR” can be visitedaio agreed-upon fee and accompanied
by a lunch is certainly a topic worth discussinghar. For now, in a broad sense, the Soviet
period in Kazakhstan and for the purposes of thagpter—Astana—holds different
currencies. On the one hand, there are the towngfiis that capitalize on featured

attractions and “nightmares.” Supporting thesegwes, likely, are people desirous for a

variety of reasons to experience mass graves, cangther Soviet horrors innocuougly.
The import of revisiting and remembering the Sbprriod more apropos here,
however, is how the Kazakh state officially presideer the past in the nation’s capital.
Clearly, sanctified landscapes like the former @uamp Alzhir as well as monuments i.e.
such as to the Victims of Soviet Oppression andilitatianism have an overt political
agenda. This is plainly seen by the direct indestirof Soviet atrocities committed in
Kazakhstan and against a wide range of peoplejdiray ethnic Kazakhs. Furthermore,
consistent appearances of President Nursultan Nayew at ceremonies in Astana
demonstrate the gravity of interest in narratirgjdries and thus, in a way, controlling them
(Foote 2005). Whereas in less-conspicuous areldazakhstan, Soviet spaces can still be
found intact such as existing statuary, ideologictfacts, even abandoned cities, and
military bases. In Astana, this is not the caglemorializations have been erected in the

cityscapes of Astana to deliberately keep the $qast visible.

Conclusions: The Atameken Ethno-Memorial Complexéithe New Map of Kazakhstan

o The act of consuming these landscapes has beereckfe as “dark tourism” (Stone and
Sharpley 2008) and “disaster tourism” (Mironovak2007). Both of these literatures
involve experiencing and perhaps even internalifivegsuffering of others in such as a way
as to address internal moral questions— relatdtilpately to the mortality of the visitor.
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One sitan particular succinctly capturhow the Soviet periot$ recalled in Atana
and suggests several reastorghis. The Atameken Ethno-Mema Complexis a multi-
purpose commenmative landscape upon which two attractions wereetwed First, atop a
small hill, a prominent dedicatory space honorsvibBms of Soviet Rpression an
Totalitarianism andecondl, a walking tour of Kazakhstan through an intricataigfted
model of the countrgincluding two ponds that represent Lake Balkhashthe Caspia
Sea). By far the most elaborate model is that of Astaselfi Recalling the words ¢
geographer Yi Fu Tumat the beginning of this char, the state has takemple steps t

make the countrknowable tcthose who are otherwise unaware.

Figure 1.3 Atameken Ethnc-Memorial Complex in Astana. Photo by Author
2012.

R

o
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Discursively, “Atameken” addresses several isshastiave been central to the discussion
thus far. First, it recalls and denounces extadldgrutal, and inhumane acts that occurred
during the Soviet period. These sentiments haee kegpressed in landscapes outside the
capital as well, but nowhere else approaches ttemamial significance of what has

occurred in Astana. Second, Atameken is an “Etfdeoaorial Complex”. Therefore, a
definitive space has been established only foagexictims—those assumed to be ethnic,
not Russian. Thirdly, the walking tour of Kazaldrsts a steadfast territorial claim that
refutes any potential disputes over the bordete®tountry. Scholarship has explored these
concerns as they relate not only to Kazakhstarg®hcal borders, but also to ‘traditional’
settlement and land use patterns of Kazakhs, anddtential irredentism of Russians in the

north (Schatz 2002; Anacker 2004; Diener 2004).

Figure 1.4 Atameken Ethnomemorial Complex in AstanaMonument to Victims of
Oppression. Photo by Author 2012.
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Lastly, the Atameken Ethno-Memorial Complex is enofactured sacred site—not itself the
location of any tragedies—but one that neverthedesges as a sanctified space within which
to provide a concrete narration of the past. Adicwy to geographer Kenneth Foote
(2005:8), “Sanctification almost always involveg ttonstruction of a durable marker, either
some sort of monument or memorial or a garden,, markuilding that is intended to be
maintained in perpetuity.”

Speaking to a term mentioned earlier, de-Sovigtimal argue that this process is not
necessarily geared toward removing evidence ofgast. Therefore, in this case of Astana,
| found that despite the passing of the Soviet bnibe most tragic episodes of these
histories are resurrected. By renovating Gulagssand building memorials within the
newest landscapes of Astana, one could say thaixibence of a thriving Kazakhstan is a
celebration and testament of its own right to eassh geographic space and as a people.
Astana is, however, a unique case in which thee&@gariod is selectively employed. As my
further investigations show in later chapters, 8vartifacts, statuary, and otherwise
ideological materials are built into the landscapd allowed to remain. Negotiating the past

in these places is a different process.
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Chapter Two

Karaganda: The Soviet Landscapes of KarLag in llﬁ'te(Entury

Every ravine, every gully, every stream presentsalfias a kind of fortress that was stormed
in battle by the hero-organizers of Karlag agricukt. Yesterday’s wreckers, bandits,
thieves, and prostitutes, gathered from the variengs of the Soviet country, under the able
and experienced Chekist leadership, accomplishedtghings. Burning with the flame of
constructive enthusiasm, valuing highly and protithat faith placed in them, the former
lawbreakers stormed the semideserts of Kazakhstan.
--Statement about Karlag released to principal Guéauthorities in 1934
From Barnes (2012:28)
Following the end of the Soviet Union in 1991, egawventy years passed before the
statue of Vladimir Lenin was removed from its praent station in downtown Karaganda.
This landscape change mirrors a definitive rearamgnt of national symbols occurring
elsewhere in the country, most notably in AstaRar Karagandinskiy“Karagandans”),
reactions to Lenin’s removal were quite varied. sbine, the moment was long over due to
take down the first Soviet leader from his centyah Karaganda—times had changed. To

others, Lenin was a chapter in the annals of Kastakhand whose presence in the city

furthermore, represented a system of beliefs ardtsywhose end, many lamented (and still

do).10 To still others, removing him was taken as theguashing of history and needlessly
effacing the landscape of its artifacts. Regagjlasw the statue of the first Soviet leader is
no longer the centerpiece of Karaganda’'s main tsBekhar Zhirau—the central
thoroughfare that is occasionally referred t®&asyetskiy Prospekta jarring, and obviously

anachronistic reference to the boulevard’s fornmmi& name. Locally, the spot is still

10 For a broad familiarization with “Soviet nostalgia$ well as a discussion dealing with the
end of the Soviet Union, see Alexei Yurchak (20B8¢rything Was Forever Until it Was No
Nore
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spoken of as “where Lenin was” and is a commorreefee point when seeking or giving
directions. Those who want to see the first lead¢ne Bolshevik Partyodaycan do so in a
small park that serves as much as a tourist atiranbw as it does a “memory garden” for

many local residents.

Figure 2.1 Lenin in Karaganda. Photo by author 2011

Karaganda is only 200 miles to the southeast hyrabad of Kazakhstan’s new capital,
Astana. Given the size of Kazakhstan (ninth-largeantry in the world), 200 kilometers is
relatively close. In this way, one might even etecsee Karaganda and Astana as being
within the same region. In one sense, this argtimesound, while in another it isn't.
Historically speaking, the common ground uniting #rea in question is that it was a heavily
territorialized Soviet space of collective farmsnes, and industrial sites. Karaganda itself,

additionally, was the center of one of the Soviatdd's largest Gulag network of camps
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called KarLag (Applebaum 2003; Viola 2007; Barn@i@.ll As a geographic area,
KarLag encompassed the majority of central Kazalhshcluding what is today Astana.
However, whereas in Astana evidence of the SownbJis largely erased or has otherwise
been negated through a ritualized condemnatioheo@Gulag and collectivization, in
Karaganda the process of de-Sovietization is patibest. For example, as of 2011,
coinciding with Lenin’s removal, thBolinka memorial complex was founde@olinka was
the central administrative headquarters of KarLag) sits about 30 kilometers south from
Karaganda. Here, the Soviet brutality infamouth®area was brought back to life in the
old Soviet buildings-turned-museum. Yet despite #xample and other clear actions of
taking the Soviet legacy to task in the post-Sostat an extravagant new monument was
erected in Karaganda to Yuri Gagarin, the firsti8bsosmonaut—also in 2011.

Negotiating the symbolic landscapes of the Sdvr@bn is a process that takes
different paths throughout the former communistepat the USSR (Boym 2001; Verdery
1999; Forest and Johnson 2010, 2011). From thecB#&b Central Asia, the post-USSR
epoch is a unique experience in which the pasimmoes to be confronted in different
geographies. Deciding which sites to save, effealecate, or destroy is a reflection of local
pressures, political motivations, (Foote 2005; Eantd Azaryahu 2008) and taking the
example of Kazakhstan, priorities. Findingact Soviet relics in Astana, for example, is
unlikely; the driving force to nationalize the neapital has entailed the meticulous attention
to distancing the Soviet past from the present ¢kan2004; Schatz 2010). Many sites in
the most rural areas of Kazakhstan, however, relmsset with objects from the Soviet

period that interplay with new national symbolsurious ways.

11KarLag stands for the Karaganda Corrective Labonga
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Figure 2.2 Soviet-Era mural in downtown Karaganda.
Photo by Author 2011.
I -

e

This chapter thus investigates Karaganda in thiseot, specifically, as a unique
hybridization of Soviet and Kazakh symbolic and meiad themes. The extent to which
Karaganda is infused with Soviet history such asatsystatuary, monuments, and other
relics from the past, therefore provides an exoéltase study of Kazakhstan’s cultural

landscapes transformation in the post-Soviet period

Industrial Geographies of Karaganda: ‘Gigant’, Coadnd Gulag

Originally organized under the nardazitLag (Kazakhstan Corrective Labor Camp)
the broader Karaganda region became the largesttState farm{ovkhoxin the early
1930s (Barnes 2012). Its size was roughly 675%@re kilometers. Initially given the
nameGigant(Russian for “huge”), this vast geography wouldmwually turn into aystem
of farms and moreover, a colossal enterprise ahgnad meat production that reached
industrial levels. The agricultural history of kgianda is largely invisible within the city

limits; yet travel in any direction from the citpé@the unfolding rural landscape of small
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villages and farmlands is unmistakable. Agronomljawever, not the sole defining
characteristic of Karaganda. In Russian, the teigolniy baseyn(coal basin) is used to
speak of the vast reserve of coal upon which ttyeofiKaraganda was built. By the mid
19" century, Tsarist Russia was extracting coal frberegion, but not at near the scale that
the Soviets would develop the resource beginnirtgenl930s. The extent to which coal
production was and remains a key component to kau@ajs civic identity can be seen from
the dozens of active mining operations and, furttuee, by the railroad network that linked
these operations to prominent industrial citieRussia like Volgograd, Ufa, Magnitogorsk,
and Chelyabinsk. Coal from Karaganda fueled tirgdaning steel industries in these cities
(Warren 1978; Kotkin 1995). In this way, Karagasdastorical trajectory and subsequent
development is critical to larger processes of stdalization occurring in the Soviet Union
in the early-to-mid 28 century.

Like other planned cities and industrial siteshia Soviet Union, Karaganda has not
been evolving for hundreds of years. Ratherotsfing was rapid, largely improvised, and
made possible by deportees and prisoners (Browhh; 2Z06plebaum 2003; Barnes 2012).
Similar in certain respects to cities like Magnibogk where socialist ideology focused on
enormous industrialization projects, rural settlatnand hurried modernization, Karaganda
is rarely lauded as a “socialist city of the futufi€otkin 1995). Seen in terms of Soviet
economic geographies, and especially as regard#dtel production complexes”

(Kolosovskiy 1961; Saushkin 1962; Rodgers 19743) rom Karaganda was nevertheless

. . . . .. 12
critical to eager Soviet development campaignstaadounding of other cities.

12, .

“Five Year Plans” were state-crafted developmenisggeared toward hyper
modernization in the Soviet Union. In 1928 thstfiof these was unveiled. Examples of
projects include widespread electrification of fueas, dams, canals, river diversions,
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As a geographic space then, the Karaganda regiomot be separated from the
historical processes that led to its inceptioncdntrast to other cities in Kazakhstan that are
much older, like Pavlodar, Semipalatinsk, AlmatyStymkent, Karaganda is a product of
Soviet designs and ideologies of the 1930s. Tinéesd for much of this development is
rooted in what historians and Sovietologists rédess “Stalinism.” Historian Sheila
Fitzpatrick provides a concise introduction to gindosophy of the early Bolshevik party and
moreover to the later dictatorship of Joseph Staihe states (1999: 14-15),

At the end of the 1920s, the conventional staniamt for the Stalin period, the

Soviet regime had not been in power for much ntloae a decade. Its leaders still

thought of themselves as revolutionaries, and Hefaved like revolutionaries too.

They meant to transform and modernize RussiareQ@ process they describe as
“building socialism.”

While Fitzpatrick here is explicit in speaking omf/the transformation dRussiansociety,

the socialist revolution involved the new Sovigiublics as well. Without consulting
subsequent histories of Stalinism (Service 200dg&8baum and Sokolov 2004), the city of
Karaganda would be an anomaly in the Kazakh steppstead, Karaganda’s expansive
agriculture landscapes and open-pit mines are stwtet as products of Soviet planning and
its accompanying economic and industrial goals WBr@001). The population of

Karaganda went from “zero in 1926 to well over ausand by 1939” (Fitzpatrick 1999: 42).

extensive railroad construction, and perhaps maistite, the construction of steel factories
and coal power plants. The city of Magnitogorsk #re more extensive “Ural Industrial
Complex” were founded and put into operation a thme. For a critically acclaimed
history of Magnitogorsk and the industrial histerad the early Soviet Union, see Stephen
Kotkin’s (1995)Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as Civilizatiorniversity of California
Press. Berkeley. Other sources to consult on sulesd¢Five Year Plansnclude Anne D.
Rassweiler’'s (1983) “Soviet Labor Policy in thestiFive-Year Plan: The Dneprostroi
Experience.” Slavic Review. (42)2: 230-246 and CGltguD. Harris (1945) “The Cities of
the Soviet Union.'Geographical Reviewd5(1): 107-121 and Holland Hunter (1973), “The
Over Ambitious First Soviet Five-Year Plarsiavic Review32(2):237-257.
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This extraordinary augment of persons is attribletalot to voluntary relocation, but rather to
other Soviet state activities like “collectivizativpand Gulag, which ultimately served as a
means to turn Kazakhstan into an “economicallyceffit Soviet Republic” (Service
2004:328).

Indeed, the cultural and historical landscape afdganda is an amalgam of the
processes discussed previously. Agricultural pctda, collectivization, industrial mining
operations, and the KarLag system are key factdrsewing that the ideological motivations
of the Soviet Union emphasized modernization at@ts—even when human losses were
enormous and environmental damage was guarantesepfidson 2007), Karaganda is
rendered understandable in these regards. Theibsbf Gulag and the omnipresent coal
mines of Karaganda—even within the city limits—Ilk#e city to other cities of the Soviet
Union. If there is a characteristically “Sovie€d to Karaganda, as historian Kate Brown
(2001) argues —that its grid design, public recopaspaces, and street names resemble
other planned cities of Stalin’s “command econom¥Karaganda is nonetheless a unique
geographic space, both as a part of the Sovietrlanmal since its passing in 1991. The
current landscape of new and old monuments anddae attention to ideological details of

the city’s parks and public places make Karagamy#hang but characteristic.

A Symbolic Landscape in Transition

In the course of two years, 2010-2011, observeldeges were made to the
landscape and identity of Karaganda. The icomtustof Vladimir Lenin was relocated
from its downtown post and the Dolinka Museum t® Yhctims of Political Repression was

opened to the public. Taken together, these agldidght a concerted effort aimed at both,
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decentering the Soviet past as well as recallimgcehorrors of that period. Speaking to the
alteration of monuments, memory, and public spadke post Soviet period, geographer
Benjamin Forest and political scientist Juliet Jadm(2011:271) assert “Political actors
invoke myths and symbols in an attempt to forgelipubemories that shape and delimit
their societies’ collective identities. This ses\ve legitimate particular courses of political
action and define membership in particular statesraations.” Looking at Karaganda within
this assertion, however, shows a landscape thwtisrich with symbols from its “heroic
past” (Josephson 2010) of coal mines, rapid modatioin, and the socialist future, as well
as new dedications to the tragedies of the pase rlight go as far to say that Karaganda’s

landscape is at times schizophrenic.

Figure 2.3 Dolinka Museum to the Victims of Politial Repression near Karaganda.
Photo by Author 2012.

il

- Nt
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For example, Lenin was relocated to an obscureuetgardenlg and replaced by a marble

obelisk (also found in the nation’s capital), y& tain west-to-east thoroughfare in
Karaganda is still named after him. Referring bckorest and Johnson, “forging public
memories” and “delimiting collective identities” ¢grtainly a factor when reading the
symbolic landscape in Karaganda. More interegtertnaps is the question of which aspects

of the Soviet past are kept and why?

Figure 2.4 Spassk mass-grave memorial site near Kaganda. Photo by Author
2012.

Tragedy plays an enormous role in the historigsadfakhstan, and the Soviet period
is the focal point of this attention. Presenting victimization of people—those sentenced

to Gulag prison camps and others expropriatedesf iroperty and forcibly relocated to

13 Statue gardens can be found in other cities in Klastan as well. It is here that busts and
effigies of former communist leaders and key plufdscal influences like Karl Marx are
relocated. The term ‘memory garden’ also applies
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collective farms—is an almost commonplace featlit€¢azakhstan’s new national narrative.
Designating monuments and memorials to tragedys@asey role in a country’s official
recount of its history (Foote 2005). In 2007, jsstith of Karaganda, the parking lot for the
mass gravesit8passkvas completed. Since then, memorial plagues haea erected by
dozens of countries whose citizens were exiledamafanda’s Gulag before, during, and
after World War Il. An otherwise invisible stretohland is now a sacred site recognizing
the brutality of the Soviet Union. Together, Sgpaasd the Dolinka museum expose the

disquieting histories of the Gulag and root theagddies to Karaganda specifically.

Figure 2.5 Statue Dedicated to Karaganda's Minersi downtown
Karaganda. Photo by author 2012.

At the same time however, certain aspects of theBpast in Karaganda are not recognized
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for their tragedies at all. Coal mining and theesindustry are examples, even though the
Gulag’s stock of prison labor was ultimately resgibte (Brown 2001; Barnes 2012).
Karaganda’s local soccer team is named the Mirsdrakforiy and play at Miners’ stadium.
Furthermore, an essential feature greeting vistmtke city’s central park is a towering
statue of two miners holding up an enormous massal This statue is actually more
interesting than that. Of the two figures, onelearly Kazakh in appearance while the other
is certainly supposed to be Russian. The criticali coal to Karaganda’s identity is not
only expressed in soccer stadiums and statues coraraéng miners, but by operational
mineswithin the city limits. A most peculiar featurétbe Kirov pit located just outside of
the city is that to this day, the sign at the ca@wr@ntrance is adorned with hammers and
sickles. Its founding during tH@chestvennaya Vojn@Vorld War 1) is clearly stated on one

of the signs.

Figure 2.6 Entrance to Kirov (Shaxta) Mine Complexn Karaganda.
Photo by author 2011.
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The character of Karaganda is thus unmistakalolystrial and perhaps irreversibly
so. Additionally, one could say that a definitevi®@ atmosphere surrounds the city, even
though steps have been taken to either decensebyiiemoving Lenin or denigrate that past
by establishing memorials to Gulag victims. Yeeeent monument erected in 2011
suggests that in addition to the largely intactiSowdustrial landscape that may prove to be
ultimately difficult to negotiate, new commemoraispaces come into being that highlight
the greatness of the Soviet past and the will toaire connected to it. On April 12, 1961,
Soviet cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin became the first hutoarbit the earth, launched
successfully from the Baikonur Cosmodrome in Kazgd, 1,200 kilometers west of
Karaganda. This site is still in operation (albe#tsed by Russia). The path of departing
spacecraft is typically over Karaganda, and loealsy the opportunity to spectate.

Figure 2.7 Monument to Yuri Gagarin in downtown Karaganda. Photo by Author
2012.




More frequently than not, discarded elements ofsgiececraft used in take off fall to earth in

the vicinity.14 In this way, Kazakhstan and especially Karagands,eghhand in space
exploration. At the very least, geographicallyapeg the connection is plain. The new
monument to Yuri Gagarin is an elaborately buitisture in a park situated at the
intersections of Lenin and Pushkin Prospects iraanda. During the summer months, the

promenade is lined with flowers and visitors.

Conclusions: Collective Memories and the Hybridizat of Symbols

Monuments, sites of commemoration, and memorialg ey roles in the formation
and transformation of national identity(s) (Forastl Johnson 2002; Foote 2005; Evered
2008). In the case of post-Soviet Kazakhstan anthe scope of this inquiry, Karaganda,
the landscape, is a blend of themes and histdragdke visible form in the city.

Figure 2.8 Monument to Bukhar Zhirau in downtown Karaganda.
Photo by Author 2011.

14 Certain residents from Karaganda report followimg paths of falling debris in order to
collect the scrap metal to then sell. Apart frdva inere spectacle of watching space craft
depart, other residents report noxious odors,fallehg from the sky, as well as miscarriages
after launches.
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Important Kazakh historical figures like poet Algynanbaev (2010) and Bukhar Zhirau
(2009) have been recently monumentalized in pyidéices. As well, streets have been
renamed in their honor fro@ovyetskayéSoviet) andnternatsional’nayalnternational) to
reflect this change in order. Actions at the skewel, therefore, clearly reveal the impetus to
redirect attention to Kazakh national themes agdrés and thus, away from the

socialist‘communist past.

Figure 2.9 Monument to Abai Kunanbaev in downtown Karaganda (Apex of
Gagarin Monument visible in the distance.) Photo byAuthor 2012.

Yet this is not always the case. As has been shoew dedications to Soviet figures have
also occurred. Although some of the most stunoirityral landscape additions in and
around Karaganda distinctly unmask the Soviet pigibrutality, plenty has been done to
recognize its achievements. Space exploratiorttengast mineral wealth of the region are
both plainly visible and, moreover, celebratedha tity.

If memorial and commemorative sites can be usedlsng points for nationalistic
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sentiments or other ideological purposes (Foot&pQ@hen it would seem that cleansing
Karaganda of Soviet political leaders (like Lenmddiarx) seeks to avoid maintaining such
spaces by physically removing an aspect of hishowy collective memory. Despite small
protests by locals, Lenin has been given reprieveesmall park adjacent to a Soviet World
War Il memorial. It would seem that allowing tleerher Bolshevik leader a peripheral site
of his own serves as a kind of negotiation. Wheftbaring what an all-out attack on Soviet
symbols would incite, or reluctantly acknowledgthg complex collective memory and
hybridized identities of locals, new and old synsbobnverge in Karaganda. Unlike the
torrent of new growth in the nation’s capital, auk of which is the forwarding of an almost
singular Kazakh identity, Karaganda lacks the clate upon which to do so. Only in time
will the steadfastness of Soviet monument and megmnathe landscapes of Karaganda be

revealed.
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Chapter Three

Kurchatov: The Use of Ruins and the Soviet SedtgtilCthe th Century

And to spite them [a town] will be founded. Indigour town and mine will have
everything—kindergartens, fine shops, a theatre dryu like, a symphony orchestra! And
then in thirty years’ time your children, born heweill take into their own hands everything
that we have made. And our successes will patadéieir successes. The scope of our
work will pale before the scope of theirs. Anthithat time not one uranium bomb explodes
over the heads of our people, you and | can be ylagymd our town can then become a
monument to peace. Isn’t that worth living for?

---lgor Kurchatov, March 1948,

Chelyabinsk, Russia

(from Stalin and the BombHolloway 1994)

As the present headquarters of the National Muenter of Kazakhstan (NNC),
the city of Kurchatov is a hub of burgeoning sai@ntesearch and of great political
importance to Kazakhstdn. Members of the International Atomic Energy AgefiddEA)
and the president of Kazakhstan, Nursultan Nazashdyequently visit Kurchatov’'s
research laboratories and campuses. Similar telfpysis likely that all foreign visitors will
have their photo taken beneath the lofty, bronaeistof Igor Kurchatov standing at the end
of the main street. Several miles to the southéndirection of Kurchatov’s gaze, a number
of nuclear reactor complexes are in operation asdarch is underway to construct more as
Kazakhstan moves ahead with peaceful nuclear i@dseds a built landscape, Kurchatov
has an unmistakable nuclear feel. Sign posts adowith whirling electrons greet visitors at
the city’s limits and throughout town, mirroringetembellishments at the perimeters, public
art taking the form of nuclei add to the atomic regsion. Yet despite the scientific activity

in Kurchatov of both national and internationalnsigance, the majority of the city is

15 Anti nuclearism is a distinctive political platforfor the President of Kazakhstan.
Additionally, after the close of the Soviet Unidhe Central Asia Nuclear Weapons Free
Zone was signed in 2006 by Kazakhstan, Kirgizstamkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and
Tajikistan.
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overwhelmingly in poor repair. Abandoned buildingacant lots, and poor municipal
oversight lend to the feeling of a collapsed paditiand economic system. The population
that was once over thirty thousand has dwindlddds than eight. Lead scientists at the

National Nuclear Center claim to not notice therigli any more. If | want to see “real

ones” they say, drive further toward Chaglgn.

Figure 3.1 Kurchatov City limits. Photo by Author 2012.

16Chagan is a former Soviet military base where arpantal aircraft were tested and held
during the Cold War. As of 1994, the entire comntyiand airstrip were abandoned to
rubble. Looting and the absence of environmerdatrols for the buildings has led to their
speedy ruination.
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In terms of assessing or even visualizing, in taise, what the collapse of the Soviet
Union means, Kurchatov presents both the dramiakicaf things as well as potential routes
to normalization and hybridity. There are as mayryonyms to describe the state of ruin in
Kurchatov as there are to speak of the end of@éhentunist system that preceded it.
Sometimes dramatic, other times not, falit, collapse orimplosiors are commonly
employed English terms used to style what happém#éte Soviet Union. In Russian,
“razpadyeniya’(disintegration) or fazpada” for short, is what | heard mostly in Kurchatov.
According to some residents, however, it could lbese. 2004 saw a particularly cold
winter (temperatures hovered below -50 Celsiusfaweek) during which many of the

deserted buildings in Kurchatov flooded because thpes burst.

Figure 3.2 Abandoned Building in Kurchatov. Photo ly Author 2012.
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Then everything froze. The cycles of freezing Hraling exacerbated the processes of
structural decay already put into motion by theilapof doors, widows, hardware, fixtures,
and copper wiring from within the hulls of buildiig One resident recalls the period as a
time of “lawlessness” in which the lack of a mupali budget equated to no police force or
garbage collection or municipal oversight of anycki Yet, long time residents and veterans
of the Soviet Red Army in Kurchatov still speaktloé¢ city as a sacred place in which the
greatest battle of the twentieth century was wagdterazpadaof the Soviet Union ended

that battle and the nuclear city went from a pastpost in the steppes of Kazakhstan to ruin

in under a decad1e7.

The name Igor Kurchatov is woven into Soviet larages from Moscow, to
Chelyabinsk in the Ural Mountains, and to Kazakhstad the city named after him. A host
of research facilities constructed at these loaatit the onset of the Cold War were created
and continued to develop into celebrated ideoldgipaces. | chose Kurchatov as a case
study in this broader endeavor to formulate an @agion and supply a narrative of what role
Soviet landscapes play in Kazakhstan historicaily eurrently. To what extent and where,
are Soviet relics maintained and for what reaso@sZn Kurchatov’s past significance in a
scientific and particularly nuclear context, th@toued elevation of its landscape furnishes

a fresh perspective on how to understand the gas$ithe Soviet Union.

17 . . . . .

Long time residents of Kurchatov, especially etlRitssians, expressed a forthright
nostalgia for the Soviet period when their standdriving far exceeded nearly all other
cities in the Soviet Union—with the exception dfiet secret cities.
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Historical Background: Soviet Secret Cities and th&hite Archipelago’

Having emerged piece-by-piece over the last figry, the nuclear landscape constitutes as muatialsand
political geography as it does an environmentalioeg Because it is rather a recent phenomenon lzesl
taken time to emerge in a recognizable form, begausxists in desert lands, and because it iscthitd of
secret operations hidden behind the veil of naticgecurity, the nuclear landscape is to a largeeektan
invisible landscapé¢Kuletz 1998:9).

Geographically, secret cities comprised an alteredaopography of classified,
scientific research institutions within the forn&oviet Union (Tsukerman and Arzakh 1999;
Rhodes 1986). Detailed maps with the names araditos of cities like Kurchatov,
Chelyabinsk-40, Arzamas-16, Sverdlovsk, and Tomsleie few and tightly controlled;
maps with these locales were likely hanging behuedivet curtains” in Joseph Stalin’s
Kremlin office (Dobrenko 2003; Moran 2006). Thistwork of confidential locations that
date to the early 1940s, roughly, was vast. Thaskenown” sites spread out from the
suburbs of Moscow to the southern reaches of SiterCentral Kazakhstan (Gentile 2004)
and their clandestine research operations weregeslg funded.

The ‘White Archipelago’ is a related “industry n&f that speaks to a particular web
of cities directly involved in nuclear research @he production of atomic weapons in the
Soviet Union from the years 1943 to 1991. Thews sire also referred to as “Plutonium
Cities” (Bukharin 1997). According to the personamoirs of Veniamin Tsukerman
(1994:xii), a Soviet atomic scientist who workedtba production of the nuclear bomb in
Arzamas, “By 1991 there were eleven such plac#isarSoviet Union known collectively as
the ‘White Archipelago’, to distinguish them froimet‘Gulag Archipelago’ of labor camps.”
Kurchatov, Kazakhstan, was one of these many topessites built during the Cold War
that fall into the category of cartographic inviitp. Necessarily, the extent to which cities

within the White Archipelago materialized on mitganaps, their names were obscured by a
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variety of changing pseudonyms. Kurchatov for eplennas been known as Semipalatinsk
21, Moscow 400, ankonyechnaydRussian for “the end”). At times, secret sitegaev
detected only by a railroad track that ended abrupt

Kurchatov went under construction in 1947 as ataifation whose purpose was to
house scientists and military personal for the fasviet atomic tests (Holloway 1994;
Pollack 2006; Werner 2007). In addition to theeesh laboratories and campuses needed
for these purposes, Kurchatov was representatiieedfinds of “model” socialist cities and
moreover, elite cities too (See Kate Brown 2018%cess to the well-above-standard living

conditions was protected with a strict passportespysand communications with those

outside of the “zonelB (Tsukerman and Arzakh1999) was limited. Recalthmgepigraph at
the beginning of this chapter, like residents oélgabinsk, those of Kurchatov lived with
electricity, indoor plumbing, central heat and watter, fresh fruits, vegetables, and a cinema
among other privileges.

These planned geographic spaces of the “Whiteipetdigo” were emblematic of
what geographers David Havlick and Scott KirscrO@Qerm a “production utopia.” Soviet
state initiatives, prompted in this case by thedG&far, led to the formation of enclaves to
which scientists were dispatched to solve the gmbdf attaining a nuclear bomb. Providing
amenities higher than anywhere else in the postdWvar Il era, Soviet Union was
designed to stimulate the highest levels of praditgt(Holloway 1994; Pollack 2004).
Additional encouragement included the risk of &resile, or execution should

confidentiality be breeched or should the first esglosion be a failure (Holloway 1994).

18 ZATO refers to Closed Administrative and Territbff@rmation (Tsukerman 1994).

Often times a secret city would become simply a DAdfter the fall of the Soviet Union
(Gentile: 2004).
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The bomb project was indeed vital enough to théipal aims of the Soviet Union that the

entire venture was overseen by the NKVD (People@s@issariat for Internal Affairs,

secret Soviet police), a predecessor to the KGBni@ssariat for State Securitil()).

Unique to the city of Kurchatov alone, howeverthivi this discussion of secret,
atomic industry cities, is the adjacent nuclear $é¢e of Semipalatinsk. At nearly 18,000
square kilometers, it is the largest terrestriavprg ground on the planet. More than 450

atmospheric, ground level, and subterranean expiesvere carried out there for 40 years

(Werner 2007)2.0 Considering these figures, the idea of a “nudi@adscape” (Kuletz 1998)
dons a different scale. During the period of atotasting in Kazakhstan from 1949-1989,
the secret city of Kurchatov was embellished wititisary, memorial and commemorative
sites, and built infrastructure celebrating theistdn competitiveness of the Soviet Union in
the Cold War with the West. The vast nuclear séstlocated to the south, of the city, on the

other hand, was systematically destroyed and mtadi

Post-Soviet Ruination, Memory, and Capitalism in Kahatov

If Igor Kurchatov returned to the Chelyabinsk ragtoday, to the scene of so much of his
life’s significant work on nuclear weapons develepin he would be immediately astounded.
He and his associates had labored in strict secreegn the towns they had built did not
appear on maps. First he would see the larger-tlifenstatue of himself located in
Chelyabinsk City.

John Whitely (1992:92)

19 Levrenti Beria, head of the NKVD until his executim 1953, had a private home in

Kurchatov near the research laboratories. In 19@4s turned into a Russian Orthodox
Church.

20 As Cynthia Werner (2007) finds, the total numbeexplosions varies from study to
study. For example, the number of “events” mayehacluded more than one nuclear
device, therefore, 450 total nuclear explosions begignificantly understated. Archival
material on this matter is yet to be released.
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The current shape of Kurchatov, Kazakhstan, isgadikely to bewilder the late
nuclear physicist. Not only is there yatotherstatue of him in a town center, but the entire
city has been re-named in his honor. The overwimgishambles of Kurchatov’s structures
and built landscapes are furthermore, no secreth Mazakhstan’s declaration of
independence in 1991, nuclear testing was haltddrenformer city of the “White
Archipelago” was opened to the world. Local restddong accustomed to living within a
privileged enclave express remorse at the freedamwhich people can now enter the
city—bezpropuskiye—without passes. Save for the atomic art, theistat Kurchatov, and
a prominent World War Il monument, the high moden-classical Soviet built landscape
of the Cold War seems to be in a perpetual stateedine with ruins being the defining

characteristic.
Figure 3.3 Atomic Art in Kurchatov. Photo by Author

2012.




Yet within the dismal setting, there is a richederstanding of the cultural landscape of
material artifacts that mere decay. Anthropolo§isannon Dawdy (2010:762) urges that
“ruins remind us that modernity is always income]etlways moving on, and always full of
hubris.” Perhaps nowhere else in Kazakhstannsre evident that a former civilization
packed up and left.

Figure 3.4 Hidden Statuary Kurchatov. Photo by Author 2012.

The landscape of barbed wired terrain, vehicle tepealled laboratory complexes, and

military checkpoints no longer makes any senseukatov—in the way that did when

initially conceived. In its current state, the dog of hidden, Soviet structures—concealed
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wreckage—that at one time adorned a veritable rigammemorative landscape to the
communist future, seems random. Archival matef@durchatov are sparse, leaving
many details of this unique city with a scriptedsb history mirroring that of other secret
and closed cities of the “White Archipelago”. Fetmore, no map explains the
topographical footprint of the buildings and sit&¥ithin a broader discussion about ruins,
this former secret enclave of the Soviet Union Ie@ildering case in which the ubiquity of
rubble firmly testifies to the passing of an emgséoler 2008). Visiting Kurchatov and
observing the landscape is, really, to look upoerh

Indeed there is a sense that Kurchatov once betbsgmewhere else—to another
time or another geography. Anthropologist Ann &t¢2008:192) suggests that ruins be

seen as “imperial formations’ which produce “onggi persistent features of their
ontologies.” The USSR was a wholly different sggmlitical, and economic worldview—a
dissimilar ontology—to that existing today. Citidse Kurchatov attest not most importantly
to just a philosophical construct, but more toekeent to which the Soviet Union was a

geographic space that once included Kazakhstamefanly seventy years.

Figure 3.5 World War Il Memorial in Kurchatov. Phot o by
Author 2012.
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While many areas under review in this thesis deitnatesa sense of negotiation with Soviet
landscapes in their extant form i.e., statues arstislrelocated and reinstalled in “memory”
gardens, murals and other ideological featureslirggin tandem with new national symbols
in Kurchatov, this is not quite the case. The Gblar and the Soviet Union ended and the

city was left without a budget. Through lootinglgging, and abandonment, the majority of

the buildings quickly decayed in the subzero witéenperatures that typify the regi(z)%.
Therefore, post-Soviet euphemisms like “transitiand “transformation” (Verdery 1999) in
the case of Kurchatov are inappropriaRazpadgdisintegration) better captures the finale
of events that literally nullified the celebratestmlist landscape.

In the twenty-three years since the times ofSbeiet Union, prominent city names
throughout Kazakhstan were changed to evoke sontethore Kazakh. For example,
Almaty became Alma-Ata, Ust-Kamenogorsk became &ratkn, Semipalatinsk was
changed to Semey, and most notably perhaps, Akstolias discarded for Astana. These
changes likely reflect the processes by which theakh ethnic identity has been forwarded
onto a landscape of previously Soviet names (W@B€2; Anacker 2004, Danzer 2009).
For Kurchatov however, no changes have been mihteemore a case of “capture the flag.”
As a top-secret nuclear city for forty years withaaljacent atomic proving ground, seizing
control of the Soviet nuclear legacy was a keymiyido both the new Kazakh government
and to Western powers (Alexandrov 1999).

To long-time residents, Kurchatov is more thannaportant site for nuclear activity,

it is also a home. The ruined landscape is aatdle of a life that is no more.

21To long-time Kurchatov residents, when the demdgjapbegan to include rural Kazakhs
after 1991, the city’s character changed forever@ame increased.
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Unequivocally, the Soviet statuary and landmarlksimportant locations for public and
private memory (Foote 2005; Azaryahu and Foote Rai& might also ask “[w]hat people
are left with: to what remains, to the aftershookempire, to the material and social afterlife
of structures, sensibilities, and things” (Stole0@: 194). Indeed the lives who interacted
with Kurchatov’s secret landscape during its Coldr\&pex may very well have experienced
what political scientist Francis Fukuyama (1992 med “the end of history.” More
dramatic, too, is how the passing of the Sovietodmheant the foreclosure of the entire city
that prior to the Cold War did not exist. If wedanstand the “end of history” to be the
ultimate victory of western liberal democracies aagitalism over communism, then the

presence of a market economy in Kuchatov is boblcleshg but perhaps, expected.

Conclusions: Economies of Ruin and Destruction, @brating the Atom

The unwavering downside to the collapse of the&dynion for many in Kurchatov
is facing a city decorated with crumpled buildingacant, abandoned lots, and the
remembrances of the past glory in the existingiatgtand monuments. The scale of loss
borders on catastrophic for many. Interestinglyadew, however, the deterioration of the
landscape has created a small-scale economye Buthmer of 2012 when conducting field
research in Kurchatov, | met a pair of local guidé® wanted to assist me in my search

hidden Soviet statuary and ideological materialhencity. Not dissimilar to the Western

Apache with whom anthropologist Keith Basso workada number of years in Arizor12a2,

thesemjestniy(locals) orsdjeshniy(people from here) were intent on sharing whay treew

22 In WisdomSitsin Places(1996), Keith Basso assists several members oMéstern
Apache tribe in Arizona to construct “local mapg:his process was heavily imbued with
storytelling and historical details that are unatale without the Apache language. Basso’s
works expands the boundaries of cartography asciptine.
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and insisted that only they knew it. Observingldr@scape and thinking about not only the
longevity of the past in the built landscape bsbab see what role the Soviet Union plays in
Kurchatov is an intensely qualitative endeavornuinber of landmarks are clearly visible
and the broken-down buildings are easy enoughadg®neself. Yet accompanied by
people who had grown up in the city, the dearthrohival materials and factual accounts
about Kurchatov became irrelevant.

The places once arguably sacred during the Sperad namely small parks with
sculptures, monuments, and cenotaphs, are seensicagitgred throughout Kurchatov. Many
of these sites are now largely overgrown and al,suddentifiable, to a western researcher.
With explanation, a better schematic for the cibywdy materialized relative to the location
of Kurchatov’s Soviet artifacts. Such “unoffictalurs” taken in tandem with a small
assortment of sundries like key chains, post cand,magnets hint at the potential for small

economies to develop.

Figure 3.6 "Gratitude to the Soviet Army" memorial in Kurchatov.

Photo by Author 2012.
BR mr
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In contrast, the largest presence and economyiroh@tov remains to be the nuclear
industry. While no weapons testing has occurredesil989, maintaining the 18,000 square
kilometer proving ground (Semipalatinsk) to thetbas a task bequeathed to the National

Nuclear Center of Kazakhstan (NNC).

Figure 3.7 Bust of Igor Kurchatov at the entrance ¢ the
National Nuclear Center of Kazakhstan in Kurchatov.
Photo by Author 2012.

According to Sergey Lukashenko, director of theitate for Radiation Safety and Ecology,

Semipalatinsk is the largest research laboratorherplanet for assessing how radioisotopes

move through the water, grasses, and soils ofdimedr test sitez.3 Additionally, the NNC

23 Mr. Lukashenko was also very keen to note thatarebemust continue at the former

nuclear test site in order to continue garneringlfng that contributes substantially to the
operating budget of the NNC.
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maintains several nuclear reactor complexes neerhtatov in collaboration with the

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Viennaustria.

Figure 3.8 Statue of Igor Kurchatov. Photo by
Author 2012. (Author on the far left.)

While a great deal of Kurchatov collapsed with ¢inel of the Cold War and the cessation of

Soviet nuclear testing in Kazakhstan, the scienk#boratories and research sites were
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nationalized. A small corpus of radio-ecologigts @hysicists aided by an even smaller
cadre of security personnel, now supervise andigeoyuardianship to the largest nuclear
test site in the world. The legacy of destructimought by atomic weapons testing, though
beyond the scope of this inquiry, is vital to thentity of Kazakhstan in several key ways
and the city of Kurchatov and its Soviet commemuwesand ideological landscapes are
employed in unique ways.

The historic towering Statue of Igor KurchatoVl siands prominently gazing in the
direction of the nuclear test site. His likeneas,las well, recently (2011) been transplanted
as a bust greeting guests to the NNC. Kurchatioestity as a nuclear city has been retained
at the same time as the Soviet Cold War physisiseiebrated. Kurchatov (scientist and
city) thus, poses in many ways as an economy. Kifignrabout national identity formation
and symbolic capital in geography (Gellner 1983bsieawm 1990; Anderson 1991; Forest
and Johnson 2002), we understand that monumeatsasg, and iconic features are
important sites through which nation states cowestformulate and reformulate identities.

In the case of Kazakhstan, as relates to the Sowiein, the relationship to the past is
tenuous. The official position—as seen by evemthe nation’s capital Astana—is generally
that of a careful denigration of the Soviet periddoreover, the consecration of public sites
of grief in Astana and elsewhere related to Gulagy@ollectivization in Kazakhstan, direct
attention to the injustices and maligning of pofiolas during the Soviet Union. The

Kazakh state by taking the position of a “moralthggound” (Delue 2006: 395) partially
formulates an identity based on collective victiatian.

In the case of Kurchatov, Kazakh national identithile clearly stated in the built

landscape, does not speak to victimization atHtle symbolic capital of the former nuclear
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city has been nationalized. The Kazakh state hasaquivocal anti nuclear-stance
(citation). This position is a central platformite “official” national identity and has been
made clear in countless ceremonies, internatiagr@éemnents, collaborations, and ongoing
security work. However, Igor Kurchatov and the igbatomic industry that developed the
nuclear legacy in Kazakhstan remain central tdahdscape.

As a complicated site of artifacts and ideologredics from the Soviet period,
Kurchatov is a remarkable conflation of identitidswas highly regarded and glorified with
monuments and commemorative spaces to the greatest project of building a socialist
utopia, its scientific achievements, and celebgatire attainment of the atomic bomb. In its
present state, Kurchatov is still highly regardé@the history and ownership of the city has,
however, changed hands. Kazakhstan, independém &oviet Union, now presides over a
sacred landscape of scientific and technologicabhy with the added complexity of
contested nuclear legacies. Kurchatov’'s distimati€/Kazakh identity is really a state of
exception. The intact Soviet landscapes togettlidrtive ruins offer legitimacy to
Kazakhstan’s own nuclear status. Effacing his@mstructures and removing ideological
landscapes would undermine what | suggest, is @&galhhistory and strategic legacy, that
links Kazakhstan presently to the profound scienéihd technological achievements of the

Soviet Union.
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Conclusions

Strategic Deployments of Memory: Globalization,rEpteneurialism, and Soviet Legacies

In the birthplace of apples and tulips, where temlbgy unites people and where the land
itself stores a wealth of potential, for a futurieh is already arrived. Because our goal for
your business is to create the right conditions your development and growth. Invest in
Kazakhstan.

-- Invest in Kazakhstan, 2011, Advertisement
Mass media conveniently provide simplified and cdele identities for places beyond the
realm of immediate experience of the audience,lerte tend to fabricate a pseudo-world
of pseudo-places”

-- Edward Relph 1976:58 quoted in Adams 1992:

The first epigraph above is the voice track tordomercial that aired on US cable
new stations in 2011. “Invest in Kazakhstan” o#lection of instructive ads ranging from
thirty seconds to over eight minutes in which ard@fe picture of Kazakhstan’s geography
and cultural diversity are imparted. Taking theriamf a montage, key industries of oil, gas,
and mineral extraction merge with Astana’s bold méyscapes. Viewers are left with a
fresh assessment on both an historical landsca@emfal Asia in addition to an emerging
point in a global system of business and tradee Sdtond epigraph advocates that places

orchestrated for media consumption ought be re#d juidgment.
By way of infomercials, websites, and even fulgpads in th&lew York Time%?' a
consumable identity of Kazakhstan has been stictgreleased to the wider world over

the past decade. There have been other publitiiesunsolicited—Ilike the 2006 feature

feature filmBorat: Cultural Learnings of America Make Beneflbtous Nation of

24 November 28, 2005
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Kazakhstan Perhaps a torrent of publicity-gathering campsifpllowingBorat's release is

a tactic to increase the notoriety and correcntlaégned illustration of Kazakhstan in the
global arena (Saunders 2008). Or perhaps the fl@®éhat created such an adverse reaction
by the Kazakh state (Saunders 2007) is only pbrti@sponsible for the rush of educational,
self-promotion strategies seen today. Anthropaiolgiorgan Liu (2011:116) proposes that
“Central Asia is a curiously over-determined, yetlerstudied region of the world.”
Considering this, it is understandable that cerséate promotions strategies situate

Kazakhstan, on the one hand, definitively withim@al Asia, while on the other hand the

Kazakhs identity is singularizezcl]:’. In other words, the region of Central Asia is both
concisely articulated to include the modern natidgtazakhstan—whereas bordering
countries like Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Kirghizstand Tajikistan are rendered more or
less invisible. Further interesting in this is hKazakhstan’s historical narrative is
peculiarly edited for content. Essentially, theetebrated nomadic pastoral existence
evolved directly into the amazing capital city aftAna. There is indeed a palpable cultural,
political, and economic agenda emanating from Khgtdn, one of the most transparent
features of which is the absence of the Soviet knio

In the global context to which Kazakhstan now $intdelf, leaving the past behind is
crucial (Murphy 2006; Roberts 2012). Moreoverzsg economic opportunities and
beckoning foreign investment is a task taken ugaimest. ‘Invest in Kazakhstan’
demonstrates this clearly. It may, however, bb@oe between two extremes. On the one
hand there is the path to global integration emped/éy an overtly “entrepreneurial”’ state

that “reflects commitment to a global free markistregulation, privatization, and

25 See Kazakhstan: “In the Heart of Eurasia.”
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competition” (Sparke and Lawson 2008:315). Whiletlze other hand, there is the
possibility of Kazakhstan assuming a post-Soviehidy that is beset with doubts about “the
return of clan politics,” corruption, and religioagtremism (Collins 2004; Schatz 2000,
2006, 2008). Either way, what the wider world kiso¥ Kazakhstan’s historical, cultural,
and political landscapes almost certainly diffenrastically from what residents of
Kazakhstan know about it. The media as a ventleigleal platform from which to fashion
a “pseudo-world of pseudo- places” (Relph 1976:88kalm where the negotiations over
landmarks, histories, commemorative sites and mg@ long resolved.

It has been the goal of this thesis to analyzeebsdwilt landscapes in Kazakhstan
and the degree to which the legacies of that pgy@ydist, where and why. Looking at
existing statuary, commemorative and memorial sitésree locations, it is clear that the
Soviet Union is deeply imbedded in the culturadiseapes and built spaces of Kazakhstan.
A component of this research has addressed new rmasy@as well, that denounce crimes
committed during the Soviet period as in the cdgbecollectivization campaign of the
1930s and the Gulag system of labor. Overwhelmngjnghat is certain is that Kazakhstan is
profoundly entangled with histories and memoriethefSoviet Union. The three locations
addressed in this thesis: Astana, Karaganda, anchKtov are each unique cases in which to
witness the strategic uses of the Soviet pericaltasl| to fashion a distinct, Kazakh national
identity. Geographer Benjamin Forest and politg@aéntist Juliet Johnson (2011:273)
speaking to post-Soviet alterations of the buittscape, have the following to say,

The physical transformation of places of memoriet$ the struggle among political

actors for the symbolic capital embedded in andesgnted by these sites. By co-

opting, creating, altering, contesting, ignoringr@moving particular monuments,
political actors engage in a symbolic dialogue wadith other and with the public in

an attempt to gain symbolic capital—the prestiggitimacy, and influence derived
from being associated with status-bearing ideadfigndes.
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The attention paid to Soviet landmarks, histor@esl other sites in Kazakhstan demonstrates
precisely this kind of ongoing dialogue.

My research has examined vastly different locettim the search of Soviet memory.
Astana, as the nation’s capital presents the Sbtln&in as a finished, tragic, and brutal
chapter of history. Karaganda, sharing similamalets with Astana—the distinct
identification with Gulag histories in the builindscape—remains however, a complex array
of existing landmarks, statuary, and ideologicalcgs. In Kurchatov, the Soviet memory is
kept and elevated. Kazakhstan’s own nuclear aiethtsftcc capital depends on the histories of
the former secret city and the atomic proving gebuhile each of my study sites reflect
dialogue between the Soviet past and the Kazaldeptedistancing, appropriating, and
erasing these histories varies greatly across spgapeaking to this, geographer Kyle T.
Evered (2008:329) suggests that,

Looking at spatial iconographies as they are imagjiconstructed, and employed in

process of self-definintion demands appreciatiores space and through time for

changes in the symbols—both in their meanings ankde changes through their
discursive roles.
The Soviet Union left unmistakable traces. Toeagextent the built landscapes reflect this;
to an even greater extent, the meanings of theeSperiod reside within former “Soviets.”

In the age of independent Kazakhstan, the negmtisitivith the Soviet Union in new and old

built landscapes is a blend of denunciation, iedéhce, praise, and silence.

77



WORKS CITED

78



WORKS CITED

Collins, Kathleen. 2004. “The Logic of Clan Polgid&vidence from the Central Asian
Trajectories.’"World Politics.56(2):224-261

Evered, Kyle T. 2008. “Symbolizing a Modern AnatoliAnkara as Capital in Turkey’s
Early Republican LandscapeComparative Studies of South Asia, Africa, & the
Middle East: An Interdisciplinary Journ@8(2):326-341.

Forest, Benjamin & Johnson, J. 2011. “Monumentdities: Regime Type and Public
Memory in Post-Communist State®dst Soviet Affairs27(3):269-288.

Liu, Morgan Y. 2011. “Central Asia in the Post-Calthr World.” Annual Review of
Anthropology 40:115-141.

Murphy, Jonathan. 2006. “lllusory Transition? EReconstitution in Kazkahstan, 1989-
2002.Europe-Asia Studie$8(4):523-554.

Relph, Edward. 1976lace and Placelessnedsondon: Pion.

Saunders, Robert. 2008. “Buying into Brand Boraz&hstan’s Cautious Embrace of its
Unwanted Son.Slavic Revievg7(1):63-80.

---------- . 2007. “In Defense of Kazakhshilik: Kddestan’s War on Sacha Baron Colien.
Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Powg4:225-255.

Schatz, Edward. 2008. “Transnational Image Makimg) &oft Authoritarian
Kazakhstan.Slavic Review27(3):263-284.

---------- . 2006. “Access by Accident: Legitimacyains and Democracy Promotion in
Authoritarian Central Asia.International Political Science Revie#(3):263-
284.

---------- . 2004.Modern Clan Politics: The Power of “Blood” in Kazagtan and Beyond.”
Seattle: University of Washington Press.

Sparke, Mathew and Victoria Lawson. 2003. “Entrepreial Geographies of Global-Local

Governance.” InA Companiorio Political GeographyJohn Agnew, Katharyne
Mitchell, and Gerard Toal Eds. Malden, Mass: Biaek.

79



