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To the countless Central Asians who have opened their doors
and hearts to us and with whom we have shared meals and
affection, joys and frustrations, and hopes and fears. We
hope this book makes some contribution toward a deeper
understanding of how much we all deserve a better world,
even as we seek different pathways toward that end.




6. The Limits of Liberation: Gender,
Revolution, and the Veil in Everyday
Life in Soviet Uzbekistan

Douglas Novthrop

nners waved, music played, and local newspapers reported an “un-
g hubbub of girls’ voices, happy songs, [and] infectious dancing”
¢ the crowds in early October 1935, when the First All-Uzbek Con-
of Laboring Female Youth opened in Tashkent.! Amid triumphal
ist pageantry, several hundred young women arrived in the Uz-
apital city to discuss the issues and problems faced by indigenous
n in Soviet Central Asia. The delegates came from throughout Uz-
tan and across the region, and a few hailed from farther away, from
ow and other Muslim areas such as Azerbaijan. Most were young,
ried Uzbek peasant women who had joined the Young Communist
guie (Komsomol) after completing rudimentary schooling* They em-
the promise of Soviet liberation after nearly twenty years of Bol-
k power, as Soviet press coverage related in glowing terms how far
’bek women had come since 1917—and especially since 1927, when the
nmunist Party had with great fanfare launched a major ongoing cam-
t to improve the social status of women in Central Asia. The 650
g women at the congress—politically active, economically indepen-
and apparently eager to fight local patriarchy—were taken as living
idence of this campaign’s success. Soviet newspapers proudly noted
‘some delegates had even trained as parachutists: a far cry from the
t practices of female seclusion and heavy horsehair veils that were
 to have shaped their everyday lives before the arrival of Soviet eman-
sation? :

Amid the pomp and circumstance, however, dissonant notes could be
td. Even as they tried to leave listeners with an upbeat, inspirational
sage, many speakers pointed to continuing failures of the party’s con-
rted effort to “liberate” the Muslim women of Uzbekistan. In one of the
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n found herself forced to marry her elder deceased sister’s forty-five-
r-old husband. This man already had seven wives, Artykov noted, not
mention business connections in Afghanistan (where he had lived for
everal years) and personal links to prominent anti-Soviet figures. Tash-
tova s life became still more difficult when her new husband returned
m Afghanistan and started working as a Soviet official (of all things)
the town of Denau. Several times she ran away from him, but on each
-asion he used his new government connections to have her caught and
ly returned to him. Fortunately, Artykov said, at this point the So-
police discovered his association with anti-Soviet “bandits,” and he
“ondemned to death and shot.

o the assembled delegates, many Young Communists and all Stalin-
eroes, this story of revolutionary justice must have struck an inspi-
nal note. The Soviet courts had ferreted out a traitor and thus struck
ow simultaneously against the forces of political counterrevolution
ultural patriarchy. At last, they might have expected to hear, So-
power had enabled Tashmatova to achieve economic independence,
ical liberation, and personal fulfillment. It was an article of faith to
y party activists that women in Soviet Uzbekistan could achieve full
lity with men, and that they had the opportunity to attain levels of
litical consciousness that were impossible before 1917. Artykov’s story,
yugh, took a different turn. “After her husband had been shot,” he con-

An Uzbek woman with her -
children. She wears a head-t
toe robe of heavy cotton, kngy
as a paranji, which holds in
place over her face a chachuvos
or mesh screen of woven
horsehair

Rossisskii gosudarstvennyi arkh
kinofotodokumentov.

main speeches at the congress, I. Artykov, a top leader of the Uzbek K
somol, tried to outline the profound yet contradictory meanings of Sov
power in the ten-year-old Uzbek Soviet Socialist Republic. By 1935, Bolst
vik efforts in Central Asia had focused on women’s liberation for almo
decade, and Soviet authorities and women’s activists had mobilized th
force and considerable authority of the Stalinist state to make this vi
a reality. What had their efforts meant in practice? One of Artykov’s
amples, which recounted the life story of Ashur-Bibi Tashmatova, a youn
Uzbek girl orphaned early in life who now worked productively for the
viet state, provided an unexpectedly revealing answer. Despite her os
sible status as a liberated Soviet woman, Tashmatova’s biography actua
served more to show that everyday life in Uzbekistan had changed onl
some ways, and not always in the direction the party had intended. M
than anything else, her story illustrated the severe constraints that ex
on Soviet power in Muslim Central Asia during the 1930s.

Artykov started by describing Ashur-Bibi Tashmatova’s difficult chil
hood. After being orphaned at a young age, he said, Tashmatova had be
raised by two older sisters. Unfortunately, one sister died when she w
just nine years old and the other when she was thirteen. Her only broth:
was then working in a distant province, so Tashmatova was left alone a

ther men courted and wooed her, and in the end she was again given forc-
bly into marriage, to one Jumamir Nasarov, the head of a local village so-
iet and before that a wealthy boi [landlord]. She was his second wife, and
fterward he took a third. To prevent anyone holding him to account for
is polygyny, he went to ZAGS [Zapis” aktov grazhdanskogo sostoianiia, the
ocal Soviet civil registry office] and divorced both of his first two wives—
“but told them that according to the [Islamic law] code of shariat they {still}]
ad to live [with him].

armg that Tashmatova’s brother might return and see him mistreat-
his sister—and that he might then be denounced to Soviet authori-
“as a former kulak and polygynist,” Nasarov hired assassins to have
brother killed.

t this point Tashmatova surely could be forgiven some disillusion-
nt with the Soviet cause. Yet she remained loyal, Artykov proudly de-
ed, as she continued to plead for help from the authorities:

shur-Bibi went several times to the village soviet for help, asking for
divorce, but every time she was told that no divorce could be granted
ithout her husband’s permission.* Finally she turned to a local agrono-
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mist, who wrote to the district [capital], whence came a committee of inquiry
that arrested Ashur-Bibi’s husband. From there he managed to escape from
custody, and—knowing that she had been the main reason for his arrest—
he tried repeatedly, over several days, to kill her. Afterward he was again ar-
rested and deported outside Uzbekistan.

QUOTIDIAN REVOLUTION: VEILS AND FAMILY LIFE IN
HE SOVIET EMPIRE

/hy did this encounter develop into a confrontation over the Uzbek
ily? What was at stake in the telling of Tashmatova’s story? How did
-h apparently mundane details of everyday life take on broader political
gnificance? How did women like Tashmatova maneuver between the de-
ds of the Soviet state, on the one hand, and the requirements of re-
ous devotion and perceived national customs, on the other? By 1935,
en Artykov addressed the congress in Tashkent, the wider Stalin Revo-
ion had been underway for seven years. This was an era of massive
te and party campaigns that sought nothing less than to build a new
id of civilization in the USSR. While the capitalist West languished
id the Great Depression, these all-encompassing Stalinist campaigns
ed to restructure Soviet society completely, most obviously through
d industrialization and the forced collectivization of peasant agricul-
They also aimed to create a new kind of Soviet citizen, through a
ural revolution” that intended to produce a New Soviet Man (and,
t usually less prominently, Woman). These were also the years of vast
y purges and ultimately the nightmarish Great Terror of 1937-1938.
1l of these campaigns had an impact on Soviet Central Asia: mil-
ns of Muslim nomads and peasants were settled on collective farms
put to work in new factories. In the later 1930s, top party officials
re shot or sent to Siberia, while the landscape itself was reworked in
ge projects such as the Ferghana Canal, which aimed to boost cotton
ction by making the desert fertile. Indigenous populations were si-
taneously being recast, taught the various components of “cultured”
vior: to read Marx and Lenin; to visit a doctor when ill; to appre-
modern science, engineering, and art; and to wash one’s body with
And as the unhappy tale of Ashur-Bibi Tashmatova makes plain, in
hern Central Asia the turmoil of building a new world was also ex-
sed in other realms of everyday life. New identities—local, regional,
national—emerged especially from bitter struggles over gender roles
ntimate family relationships. Why?
y this point Bolshevik leaders had struggled for almost two decades
ply a Marxist framework to Central Asia. In 1917 the area had still
- very rural, and the few urban workers who did exist tended to be
ians. Most lived separately from the local population in European-
New Cities” that were built after the tsarist conquest. The lack of
ndigenous proletariat complicated efforts to find allies in the region
led Bolsheviks to seek other ways to translate the party’s program for
ding socialism into the largely Muslim cultural world of Turkistan. At

At this point—at last—Ashur-Bibi Tashmatova seemed to be free. In 193
Artykov said, she finally threw off her heavy black veil, joined the Youn
Communist League, and became a full-fledged Soviet worker, acceptmg
job as director of a nursery.

This was the moment of transfiguration required in any heroic Stah
ist narrative. But what was her new, unveiled life like? How did it comp
with the dark past? Artykov concluded his tale by describing Tashmato
current home life—and made it clear that much still remained to be don

Now she has a third husband. He, Babahanov, is a Soviet worker, a Komso-
mol member, the assistant director and secretary of the village soviet. She
also was married to him against her will. For five or six months they lived
together well, but afterward he started to demand that she abandon her so-
cial work, started to beat her and, finally, making use of his position in the
village soviet, wrote an attestation of divorce, put it in her coat pocket, gath-
ered up all of his things, and left. When he was called before the district ex-
ecutive committee and asked on what basis he had written this attestation,
he declared that it had been a joke.

By 1935, Artykov noted, she had lived with Babahanov for two years, bz
had experienced only insults and mockery, even occasional threats on
life. Shortly before the congress convened, moreover, she had come to T:
kent for training—and he mailed her a divorce. One more time she soug
official help, turning to her local Komsomol and her district party leader
assistance—but, Artykov concluded ruefully, “they did nothing.”s

Fluid social structures, population mobility across supposedly invi
ble international borders, and the stark weakness of government and pa
organizations—indeed, local officials’ active opposition to party pol
these are only some of the themes that emerge through this story of
orphaned Uzbek girl shuttled from one abusive husband to another.
parent, too, is the Soviet emphasis on measuring the political and cultt
level of Central Asian Muslims through the character of their intimat
family lives. This equation made it very difficult for even loyal women
Tashmatova to negotiate the conflicting demands that they faced. The ¢
plexities turned up by the tale of Ashur-Bibi Tashmatova—and, no less
portant, the way Artykov chose to tell her story—captures the unset
flavor of this encounter between Soviet power and Muslim Central AS
society.
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It was at this point that Ashur-Bibi Tashmatova’s struggle became a
ate priority, as a bitter and often violent confrontation ensued in the
ves of thousands of local women like her. The campaign against the veil
s complicated, contested, and contradictory; over the next fifteen years,
ransformed all sides. Soviet reformers and their Muslim opponents
ke came to define their cultural practices and social values through
‘everyday customs of millions of individual women. On the one hand,
e action thus created unexpected possibilities for women: intensive ef-
ts to transform and liberate Muslim women remained among the high-
ate and party priorities in Central Asia, even as women’s issues fell
m prominence elsewhere in the USSR during the 1930s. On the other
, this common ground of debate ultimately helped define a specific,
al, and deeply gendered vocabulary for both Central Asian Bolshevism
Uzbek national identity, and it left these women personally in a very
ficult position, facing strong pressure from all sides.
How did they respond? This is a difficult question, because few of
se women left written records to explain their opinions or motiva-
ns. But there are ways to use the sources that have survived to iden-
7 a broad spectrum of female (as well as male) views. For many lo-
omen, gender concerns were fully as important as party activists
d hoped—and for these women, the hujum was a welcome portent of
ater equality in male-female relations. Hundreds, even thousands of
h women threw off their veils and kept them off. A handful went so
s to join the Zhenotdel, working assiduously to unveil others and to
minate all forms of indigenous patriarchy. A few, such as the prominent
men’s activist Tojikhon Shadieva, became personal icons of liberation,
th their life stories recounted in popular books, newspapers, museum
vibits, and inspirational films."
‘Who were these women that responded to the Soviet call? Some were
wives and relatives of Communist Party members, especially high-
ing ones, who faced strong pressure to liberate their families at the
tset of the unveiling campaign. Desperately poor female beggars and
cially prostitutes—few of whom in any case had worn veils before—
sought Zhenotdel aid and support. Other Uzbek women unveiled for
the reasons party activists expected: they resented the restrictions
ced on local women. For these women, the Soviet campaign brought
possibilities, even a real liberation. Although some unveilings were
erced by over-eager Bolshevik activists, the positive appeal of the cam-
n was also evident in the social locations of women who flocked to
ause. Shadieva, for example, came from a poor family: at age eleven,
had been married against her will to a middle-aged folk-healer, be-
ming his eighth wife.! Local women who unveiled during and after
7 hailed disproportionately from such marginal social positions: or-
ans, widows, and runaway girls, for example, sought refuge in So-

first they had tried to transform Central Asia by repeating campaigns that
had been employed in Russia. Antireligious campaigns criticized Muslim
clerics as “class oppressors,” and a large-scale land and water reform in
1925-1926 aimed to redistribute these key resources to poor and landless
peasants. By 1926, though, attacks on wealthy landlords and Islam had
proved for the most part unsuccessful at creating either visible class ide
tities or widespread pro-Bolshevik sympathies. The local Communist par
was still tiny, isolated, and largely alien. It numbered only a few tens
thousands of members, concentrated almost entirely in the cities and draw
disproportionately from the ranks of recent immigrants to Central Asia.6

In response, in late 1926 the party’s top regional leaders in Tashken
acting through the supervisory body of the Central Asian Bureau (Sreda
biuro), decided, at the urging of enthusiastic activists in the party’s Wi
en’s Department (Zhenotdel), to try a new approach.” Local society was p:
triarchal, they reasoned, and many Muslim women, forced to stay hidde
in public and secluded at home, saw themselves as victims of indigenou
men, as much as of previous Russian imperialist oppressors. Party and Zhi
notdel leaders thus developed an interpretation of Central Asian society i
which all Muslim women were deemed victims of patriarchal oppression-
in Marxist terms, they functioned as a “surrogate proletariat.”® In this vie
women represented a massive, latent group of potential allies that the part
could mobilize by publicizing a message of gender equality and liberatio
If the Revolution was to succeed in Central Asia, in other words, it had t
be translated into everyday life. To most Soviet women’s activists—man
of whom had little experience in the Islamic world—it seemed self-evide
that such a message would be welcomed by their Muslim sisters.

Party activists in Tashkent launched their campaign on the sociali
holiday of International Women’s Day (March 8) 1927, calling it a hujum, 6
assault, against the “moldy old ways” of female seclusion and inequalit
This campaign’s goal was nothing less than the complete and immediat
transformation of everyday life, or byt (in Uzbek, turmush), as measured e
pecially in the realms of gender relations and family life. The hujum too
different forms in different places, but in Uzbekistan, as well as Tajikista
and Azerbaijan, it aimed above all at the eradication of the head-to-toe veil
that many urban Muslim women, and girls over the age of nine or ten, wor
in the presence of unrelated men.* Despite the almost complete absenc
from party ranks of Uzbek women to help lead this effort, the mostly Rus
sian activists of the Zhenotdel aimed to complete the heroic liberation o
Central Asian women in less than six months—a schedule that would en
able them to celebrate success by October 1927, the tenth anniversary of th
Bolshevik Revolution.’ '

o N . ta p
These veils consisted of a heavy cotton robe (paranji) worn over a face screen of woven hors
hair (chachvon).
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oved their paranji and chachvon, as called for by official campaign
ans (“Down with the paranji!”)—but then covered themselves just
ompletely with a shawl or other type of cloak, or in some cases a ta-
loth. Others unveiled at demonstrations, only to re-veil before reach-
home.” When forced by party or Soviet officials to participate, many
men showed themselves masters of seeming to cooperate, only as long
s far as was necessary. As the Andijon Zhenotdel put it in an unusu-
erceptive and discerning report in early 1928,

viet institutions and women’s clubs far out of proportion to their overg
numbers.” This may have been due to their socialization in (and financia
physical, even emotional dependence on) state institutions. Equally plas
sible, though, is the possibility that they were enabled to unveil by their p
sition outside local kin networks. They were thus less constrained by ma
relatives or social pressure, and perhaps more able to act as they wishe

But for the most part, Uzbek women who considered unveiling:
otherwise cooperated with Soviet activists) faced enormous pressure fr
their families and neighbors. While at home, husbands could prevent
from attending Soviet meetings or parades, and threatened divorce if t
unveiled.”® Qutside the home, any unveiled woman was assumed to
the equivalent of a prostitute, and frequently was treated as such. Fig
broke out when schoolchildren taunted classmates about their newly
veiled mothers—who had, they shouted, taken up prostitution.” Unveile
women bolstered themselves for harsh criticism every time they step
outside. Raised in a culture that stressed honor as a paramount female:
tue, they faced mockery and ridicule at every turn. The continual muti
ings of “prostitute” from passersby had an effect, sometimes reducing:
demoralized women to tears; they pleaded for help from Soviet authorit
saying that soon they would be driven to re-veil. :

Consider the primary document included in the appendix below. T
petition, written in 1928 by twenty schoolteachers in Samarkand, sh
these women willing to speak up, to criticize and challenge the Soviet g
ernment for its lack of support, and to demand more help. It also give
taste of the everyday danger these women faced: violence, either real
threatened, fundamentally shaped their daily lives. As this document
veals, participating in the hujum meant taking serious risks: in the 1
1920s thousands of Muslim women in Central Asia were attacked, and f
quently raped, for taking part. Hundreds were killed; some of the corpse
were mutilated in grisly fashion. Often investigations concluded that m
relatives of the victim—husbands, fathers, brothers—had carried out thi
murders to remove a perceived smirch on the family’s honor.'s

Yet men and women alike played a complicated role in this story. So
indigenous men in the party, after all, were among those trying to persua
(or force) local women to unveil. And for their part, only a relative hand:
ful of Uzbek women actually joined the Communist Party, or participat
actively and consistently in the hujum.’* Many others tried to ignore:
campaign, refusing to attend parades or official meetings, avoiding Sov
officials, and staying away from the Europeanized New Cities. Most indi
nous women probably went about their daily lives as they always had doi
Since few explained themselves in writing, historians now can only gu
at their innermost views and beliefs. Yet the surviving sources do ma
plain the creativity of the ostensibly silent Uzbek woman in adapting t
conflicting demands of the hujum to her world. Some women, for instance

the beginning {we] tried to prepare an accounting of the veiled and
e re-veiled, but afterward became convinced that it was impossibie to
ake such an inventory. After March 8, the paranjis that had been cast off
ind burned stuck tenaciously to the women'’s faces. Under the various in-
uences of cultural traditions, the stagnation and ignorance of the local
nen, and the agitation of socially alien elements, women re-veiled them-
ves again with paranjis, with the sleeves of their cloaks [khalats], or
th shawls. This category of “temporarily unveiled” is difficult to count
either “unveiled” or “veiled.” Many women go unveiled at meetings, at
mily circles, and also in the New City, but in their own mahalla (neighbor-
od) walk about veiled. It is the same in the villages.’®

ame report went on to note that when jobs were available at the local
tton processing and dairy factories, only unveiled women had been con-
red eligible. Hence, many women left their veils at home to apply—
put them on again as soon as they left. The report concluded,

e Uzbek woman is very cautious. She boldly and confidently walks to
women’s meetings—unveiled. And to [Soviet] family circles; she goes [un-
seiled] wherever she knows that she will not run into insults, ridicule,
ind mockery. [But] it is hard to find unveiled women at the bazaars, or on
he lively streets of the Old Cities. Here [the Uzbek woman] tries to cover
rself, that is, [she veils} in those places where insults can most often be
ieard directed at the unveiled.

erhaps most surprising to Soviet activists at the time (and to many
tern readers today), a few women even led the charge on the other
, bitterly denouncing the hujum, flatly refusing even to discuss the
sibility of unveiling, and harshly criticizing women who did take part.
v activists were befuddled to find veiled women as well as men be-
the street harassment and insults. In a handful of explosive cases,
d—discussed only in whispers, and recorded in top-secret party
iers—Uzbek women even organized violent resistance to their own
eration.” In May 1929, for example, the secret police reported on one
| anti-Soviet gathering of two hundred women in rural Andijon prov-
. The women complained that their veils had been forcibly confiscated
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on March 8, and they decided to hold a protest march on May Day—bu
events soon spiraled out of control. Led by Ugul Bi Rajababaeva, the wife
of a former Soviet official, they marched to the local Soviet office building
and demanded the return of their veils. When they were rebuffed, Rajaba:
baeva pulled a knife on a senior police officer, who quickly fled the roo
The women regrouped and about a dozen of them decided to try again
two days later, they showed up at the police officer’s home, armed wi
knives and stones. Neither the officer nor his wife were at home, though,
the battalion of angry women then roamed the town, confronting and “sa
agely beating” unveiled women they found on the street.?

The story of how Uzbek society responded to the unveiling campai
is obviously complicated. Given the various and conflicting meanings a
plied to the veil, though, the tenacity with which it was both attacked an
defended becomes more understandable. In the longer term, the Soviet de:
sion in 1927 to focus on dramatic public unveilings proved mostly counte
productive; by hardening Muslim hostility toward Bolshevik agitators pe
ceived as foreign urban atheists, it made cultural change more rather th
less difficult. And by deeming the veil a preeminent symbol of Muslim U
bek culture, the Bolsheviks only gave it new strength. Conflict over wor
en’s lives—as seen in the congress of 1935 and in the ongoing street confro
tations—thus represents a story of resistance and power, but one far more
complex than it first appears. Bolshevik leaders inadvertently reinforced t
seclusion of Uzbek women in the short term, effectively creating powerful
resistance to their own women's liberation policies. Despite stated goals
the contrary, that is, Soviet efforts played a large role in creating the vei "ENDIX
as a national symbol and an emblem of a “tradition” that was in fact qui
new.?

Although the campaign of 1927 aimed to eliminate the veil within s
months, it actually took far longer—perhaps thirty years or so—until the
paranji and chachvon did fade from everyday use. The reasons for this shift
in the 1950s and 1960s fall outside the scope of this essay, but they arose in
a fundamentally different historical context—one shaped especially by th
massive, social, cultural, and demographic changes during and after World
War IL That war played a key role in remaking Central Asia. It was a hugely
destructive conflict—roughly 27 million Soviet citizens and soldiers died
overall—and Ceniral Asians participated fully. Millions of Slavic citizens
were evacuated to the East, to the Urals and Central Asia; many Russian o
phans were settled with poor Uzbek families, as local Muslim men marche
away to fight Hitler. Everyday life in Central Asia—not to mention the at-
titude of Central Asians toward the Soviet state, which so many died to
defend—changed fundamentally in the 1940s. The veil’s slow decline fits
into this broader postwar Sovietization of everyday life and culture in Uz-
bekistan.?

Yet the hujum’s other, sometimes unintended, legacies did not disap-
pear. At a minimum, the importance of the unveiling campaign and the

eness of the conflict that ensued showed how intricately gender rela-
s came to be interwoven with relations of social and political power
entral Asia, and how women became central to and emblematic of
merging Uzbek national identity. Indeed, women in some places (es-
ally the Ferghana Valley) started wearing veils once again follow-
Uzbekistan’s independence in 1991, as a way of expressing their na-
al as well as religio-cultural identity.? It was no accident, then, that in
rtykov had chosen to deliver his political message by retelling sev-
ndividual women's life stories, among them that of Ashur-Bibi Tash-
a. To many Bolsheviks, the veiled woman was self-evidently an op-
ed creature, symbohzmg all that was most backward and primitive
tsarist (capitalist) empire. She showed, they thought, the undeni-
eed for immediate Soviet uplift and emancipation. To the party’s
onents, though, the unveiled woman, equally obviously, meant some-
o else altogether: foreign, colonial control, along with sexual license,
character, uncertainty over children’s patrimony, the explicit denial
d and his law, and ultimately nothing less than the end of the world.
men such as Tashmatova were the ground for this struggle, and wom-
wn agency thus remained a troublesome and difficult issue. Wom-
tatus as conscious actors, as people continually making decisions
ndividual choices to respond to the world around them, greatly com-
ated these countervailing narratives of liberation and resistance.

on signed by twenty female schoolteachers and submitted to the Sa-
kand City Soviet, 1928. (RGASP], £. 62, op. 2, d. 1692, 11. 51-52.)

your fine statements about the liberation of women were sincere,
we ask you fo consider this petition at the next meeting of the city
and to finally resolve, once and for all, the question of unveiling
re March 8 [International Women’s Day].

the past, when we languished [at home, surrounded by] four walls,
endured the outrages of our husbands; now we, liberated women,
r as prostitutes in the imaginations of women who still wear the

this the reward of a proletarian government to us?

Having started [to pursue] the issue, you did not drive it to a conclu-
and then [you] declared that unveiling is a matter of the free will
omen themselves. Based on this declaration, nearly all of the women
till wear the paranji are denouncing us for having sold out our faith,
lling us shameless [women] and dogs of the street. . . .

the time of our liberation, you told us that with regards to people
yresponded badly [both] to liberation and liberated women, you would
> the very strictest measures. In this we still are not satisfied. On the
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e, 576 were younger than age 24; 495 were ethnically “Uzbek”; 424 had joined
Komsomol; 451 were married; 502 were peasants; and only 90 had more than
elementary education. See Ozbekiston respublikasi markaziy davlat arkhivi
reafter OzRMDA), £. 86, op. 10, d. 634, 11. 346-350, or the published records at
i s”ezd trudiashcheisin zhenskoi miolodezhi Uzbekistana (hereafter PSTZhMUz)
shkent, 1936}, 123~125.

3. M. P, “Chudesnyi splav.”

. She must have wished the village soviet to force her husband to grant
eligious (shariat) divorce, since he already had obtained a civil divorce at |

streets, at weddings, in other gatherings, everywhere and all around,
see and hear [nothing but] scornful attitudes and bad opinions, both fr
men and from women who are not unveiled.
[The petitioners admit that reporting such episodes to the Zhenotdel,
city soviet, or the district party committee (raikom) has sometimes secure
results: arrests and some convictions have followed.]
But this has not at all given us any guarantee against cases of muird :
during our trips out of town or, just as much, the fermentation induced S
secluded, out-of-the-way streets by the appearance of [our unveiled] fa . She may have been seeking help to secure alimony, not necessarily try-
Against whom, then, can our lifeless body be avenged? y prevent the diVOICe. T'his StOI’Y iS'; taken from QZRMDA, 1. 86, op. 10 , d. 634,
If even we working women, the loyal followers of Lenin, are [treate 3-245. An edited version—omitting some of the most revealing informa-
like this, facing insults and humiliation with every step], then nothing such as the back-and-forth movement into Afglflamstan—:w as published at
& . ¥ stepl, the _ MUz, 63-64. Some stylistic editing in the published version is reflected in
be left for us but to shout 'Voidod!” ["Help!']* and to shout it not once,

ory as quoted here.
thousands of times. .In early 1926 the Uzbek SSR’s Communist Party organization, the KP(b)Uz,
If you are not able to bring about the liberation of women, then we-

orted a total of 18,351 members and candidate members, or less than 0.5 per-
not go any further. [But] if a tree’s roots remain [strong], then it will of the republic’s overall population. Within this group, Europeans out-
wither away when attacks come on the surface.

ered Uzbeks, 9,043 to 7,736; men outnumbered women fifteen to one; and
. .. . : st a third were completely illiterate, with only 2.2 percent boasting a higher

If you really intend decisively to attack the paranji, then we reques o Ty il 8 i
you the following:

cation. (Z. Simanovich, “Itogi partiinoi perepisi v Uzbekistane,” Izvestiia T5K

b)Uz, no. 1 [1926], 9-10.)

7. It had been two centuries since Peter the Great ended the seclusion of elite

scovite women. :
: 8. An American political scientist formulated the phrase. See Gregory . Mas-
The Surrogate Proletariat: Moslem Women and Revolutionary Strategies in Soviet
al Asia, 1919-1929 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1974).

9. A reckoning in July 1927 found only 457 Uzbek women in the KP(b)Uz.
RMDA, f. 86, op. 2, d. 27, 1. 37.) This figure represents less than 2 percent of
‘Uzbek Communist Party’s membership rolls; it also means that an essentially
isible proportion (roughly 0.03 percent) of the overall Uzbek female population
‘been enrolled in the party. On the expected rapid speed of the campaign, see
RMDA, £. 86, op. 1, d. 5134, 1. 25; Rossiisskii gosudarstvennyi arkhiv sotsial no-
jticheskoi istorii (hereafter RGASPI), f. 62, op. 2, d. 1205, 1. 40ob, and d. 1242,
31 and 140o0b; and Prezident devoni arkhivi, {. 58, op. 3, d. 1560, 1. 57. Also
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t, 1961).

1. If a woman in a paranji brings wares to the market, let no one b
from her.

2. Cooperatives are not to sell goods to women in paranjis.

3. The judicial organs are not to hear the requests of women in paranjis

4. Women in paranjis are not to be given medicines by clinics and dru
stores.

5. Members of the party and Komsomol, if their wives wear the paran
are to be removed from their positions.

6. The daughters and sons of merchants are not to be accepted in S
viet schools.

If you do not implement these requests of ours before March 8, then do n
blame your Red Teachers if they once again begin to wear the paranji.

[signed] 10. See, for instance, S. Normatov, Tadzhikhon (Tashkent, 1966).
:11. Her husband, who was in his forties, reportedly had eight wives already,
‘one had died. Some sources, such as Normatov, list Tojikhon's age at marriage
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13. RGASPL, f. 62, op. 2, d. 1214, 11. 28, 38, 115, 146-147, and 154.

‘14. Ibid., 1. 56.

15. Ibid., 1. 75.

16. By 1933, the number of Uzbek women in the party reached approximately
00, or perhaps 0.2 percent of the indigenous female population. See Northrop,
ed Empire, 227.

17. RGASP]I, . 62, op. 2, d. 2056, 1. 56, and OzRMDA, f. 86, op. 1, d. 5719, 1. 16,
nd f. 736, op. 1, d. 933, 1. 640b.

This essay is revised and expanded from Douglas Northrop, Veiled Empire: Gend

and Power in Stalinist Central Asia (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2004). .
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*Voidod!” literally means “Help!,” but is uttered only at moments of exireme distress, s
row, and despair.
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AN Tadzhikskoi SSR 120 (1960} 47-53.) In 1917, moreover, most of the Muslim wo
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horsehair-and-cotton ensemble discussed here became a national emblem of the U:
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22. For more details, see Northrop, Veiled Empire, 347-52.
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7. The Wedding Feast: Living the New
Uzbek Life in the 1930s

Marianne Kamp

Rural Uzbeks began to experience rapid change in the 1930s, when the So-
et Union initiated collectivization of agriculture. Collectivization ended
ivate ownership of land, and it destroyed much of the traditional vil-
ge hierarchy as the state arrested and exiled many wealthy landowners
id members of the Muslim clergy. More broadly, farmers became farm-
borers, while collective farms began investing in institutions such as
hools and clinics to benefit their members. Modern, Soviet education
arted to become widely available, and it spread new ideas and new life
goals among rural Uzbek youth. Girls in Xorazm [Khorezm] province (in
zbekistan’s northwest), who ten years earlier would have been veiled in
paranji and chachvon,! and who would have been illiterate, now not only
1d attend primary school (if their parents permitted them), but might
en aspire to a career outside the village.

The writers for Bright Life, a magazine for Uzbek women and girls,
nted to inspire their readers to seek education and become employed
itside their homes, both goals that the Soviet state and the Communist
rty promoted. But Bright Life’s authors were also trying to negotiate the
mplexities of combining modern, working life for women with Uzbek
lues. How could a young Uzbek woman fulfill the Soviet goals of edu-
on and socially useful labor while also fulfilling Uzbek expectations
at she would respect elders, marry according to her parents’ wishes, and
oyal to parents and to her community?

In “The Wedding Feast,” published in 1937, the heroine, Gulshad, is
young woman from a small village in Xorazm, whose story is designed
model for readers how to balance modern Soviet values with Uzbek
mily and community expectations. Gulshad’s story also encompasses
e political struggles of the time, echoing the Communist Party’s inter-
tation of class conflict, and demonstratmg to readers the average per-
son’s need to be vigilant against enemies of the Soviet state. The year 1937




